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Introduction. 

The fundamental tenet of the Vedanta of ShaAkar5ch5rya 
is that the only Reality conceivable is that absolutely non* 
dual and non-differenced Entity whose nature consists of pure 
Consciousness; and the negative aspect of this same doctrine 
is that whatever presents itself as other than thi3 Conscious* 
ness,—*. the entire empirical world with its endless distinc¬ 
tions of individual thinking subjects and the manifold objects 
of their thought—is an essentially baseless appearance, no 
more real than the fleeting images which encompass the 
dreaming Soul and melt away into nothingness at the moment 
of waking; or than the unsubstantial pageant with which the 
magician as long as it pleases him deludes the senses of the 
bystanders. So far as our individual personalities are con¬ 
cerned, all our experiences constitute one long-continued 
dream, to be dispelled ultimately by that awakening which 
consists of the realisation of the true nature of inner objectless 
Consciousness, free from its limitations; the whole phantasma¬ 
goria is spread out by the magic of the Lord, who, puts it 
forth with a view to amuse himself, by deluding the senses 
of the imprisoned personalities, until these, by their supreme 
effort, regain their pristine intuition and see through the 
meshes of the magic. 

% To this view of things there are opposed ia the first place, 
the ordinary consciousness of mankind which accepts as real 
all those manifold aspects and distinctions which characterise 
the world as perceived by the senses and dealt with by the 
operations of the understanding,—and in the second place, 
philosophical theories which essentially aim at nothing more 

than a certain systematisation of tho world of common sense. 
Kh. *. 



Indian Thought: Introduction. 
The main Indian representative of theories ot'this latter 

kind is the Nyaya-Vaishesika philosophy which undertakes to 

provide a complete explanation of the entire field of worldly 

experience—the objects to be known and the means of know¬ 

ing them ; and they tacitly pre-suppose the essential reality of 

all this world of thought and action. What is claimed for 

these philosophical systems is best described in the words of 

Vatsyayana himself. Speaking of the4 Instruments of Cogni¬ 

tion’, whereby all our knowledge of things is obtained, he says — 

11 The Instruments of Right Cognition must bo regarded 

44 as rightly effective, because it is only when a thing is known 

44 by means of an Instrument of Right Cognition that there is 

44 a possibility of its giving rise to fruitful and effective exer- 

l4tion. Asa matter of fact, nothing can be known except 

41 through an Instrument of Cognition; nor can fruitful exer- 

44 tion be aroused except when tilings have been known; as it 

14 is only when the Agent has cognised a thing by means of 

44 an Instrument of Cognition that he desires either to acquire 

44 or get rid of it; and the effort of the agent stimulated by 

44 this desire to acquire or get rid of a thing is what is called 

44‘exertionand this exertion i3 called 4 fruitful9 when it 

44 becomes related to a result. The object or thing cognised 

44 by means of the Instruments of Cognition i3 of four kinds— 

44 pleasure, source of pleasure, pain and source of pain. 

44 It is only when the Instrument of Cognition duly operates 

44 with regard to an object that due success can belong to the 

44 Cogniser (who can then only cognise the object)—or to the 

“Cognised object (which then only can have its true charac- 

44 ter known)—or to the Right Cognition (which then only can 

44 lead to right activity).It is on all these four fac- 

44 tors—the Cognising Agent, the Cognised Object, the Instru- 

44 ment of Cognition and the Cognition—that the real nature of 

44 tilings is dependent for its being accepted, or rejected or treated 

44 with indifference. And this real nature of things is 4 being ’ 

“ or ‘ existence ’ iu tlio case of existing things, and 1 non-being ’ 

Kh. ii. 
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“ or * non-existence * in the case of non-existent things • • • » 
“In fact the same Instrument of Cognition which make* 
“ known the existent thing, also makes known the non-exi*- 

“% tent Iking.” (Indian Thought, IV, pp. 40-51.) 

The things, or categories, whose correct knowledge leads 
to the attainment of the highest aim of human existence, are 
(according to the NySya), the following sixteen—The Instru¬ 
ments of Right Cognition, the Objects of Right Cognition, 
Doubt, Motive, Example, Doctrine, Factors of Inference, 
Hypothetical Reasoning, Demonstrated Truth,. Discussion, 
Disputation, Wrangling, Fallacious Reason, Perversion, 
Casuistry and Clinchers. (Gautama’s Sutra 1-1-1). The 
most important among these are the Instruments of Cognition*- 
and the Objects of Cognition; all the rest are of subordinate 
importance, being aids to the Instruments-of Cognition. Says 

fra(syayuna—% � 

“% Those enumerated in the Sutra are the categories for 
“% the true knowledge of which the treatise on Nyaya has been 
“ propounded by Gautama j the HigbestGood is attained only 
“ when one has rightly understood the real nature of—(a) that 
“ which is fit to be discarded,(i. e. pain along with its causes; 
“ to the shape of Ignorance and its effects); (b) that which put* 
“ an eud t© pain, *. e. Knowledge ; (c) the means whereby the- 
“ destruction of pain is accomplished, i. e. the philosophical 
*« treatises; and (d) the goal to the attained,t. e. the Highest- 

“Good.” 

(hblion Thought, IV, pp. 1G8-It>9). 

Nyava does not confine itself to an exposition of the 
Highest Good only. R makes it its business to explain 
in detail every one of tliose things that constitute the- world, 
and every one of those factors that help in the obtaiuing of 
a correct knowledge of those thing*. An explanation of tho 
truo nature of the Supreme Brahman alono would- not be 
sufficient ; as before one undertakes the perilous task of 
soekiug aftyr that Iucouccivable Reality, it is necessary that 
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his attention should be weaned from all other things; and this 
weaning is possible only after one has understood their true 
character and found out for himself that there is nothing 
in worldly things that could be in the least conducive to any 
real or lasting pleasure ; when one realises this, then alone 
is he in a position to enter upon that difficult path of duty 
and renunciation, conscious self-denial and rigid discipline, 
which has been aptly described as resembling the 1 razor’s 
edge’. v 

Thus then, as dealing with these all important topics, the 
Science of Reasoning, as expounded by Gautama in his Sdtras, 
is—says Vatsyayana— 

“The Lamp of all knowledge, the sheet-anchor of all things; 
the support of all sciences.M 

Thus we see that what the Nyaya upholds is that all things 
of the world are real entities; and it provides us with precise 
definitions of every one of them ; in fact the method adopted 
by the system is three-fold—(1) to enunciate the things to 
be known, (2) to provide exact definitions of these, and (5) 
to examine in detail everything in the light of the 
definition put forth. This Examination is by means of Dis¬ 
cussion carried on among friends; which is the most agree¬ 
able way of getting at the truth .of things. But before 
one can undertake a discussion with any profit, he has to 
admit the existence of, and comprehend the true nature of, 
every one of the Instruments of Right Cognition admitted 
by himself and his friends, and such other details as are 
required in the proper carrying on of a discussion. 

It is at the very outset of this exposition of the Nyaya 
philosophy, that the Kkandani joins issue. In order to start 
n discussion of any kind, it is not required, as the Logician 
would have us believe, that the essential reality of the six¬ 
teen categories should bo acknowledged; for tho starting 
of a discussion all that is required is that both parties 
should acknowledge certain rules of discussion as bind- 
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ing. Though the admission of such rules may imply the 
cognition of jthe categories, it by no means implies tlie.r 
essential reality. For the admission that the categories form 
the basis of all philosophical enquiry—as explained by 
Vatsyayana-in no way obliges us to acknowledge their 
reality. The mere fact of the categories being the cause of 
the enquiry and discussion does not necessarily piove that 
they are real; the unreal can be a cause, just as much as the 
Real can. To maintain that a Cause must have real being 
involves the Logician in contradictions. For instance, ac¬ 
cording to the Ny5ya, the Cause is non-existent at the precise 
moment that its effect comes into existence ; and this should 
not be possible if the Cause is a real entity. In fact all that 
is essential in the Cause is that it should have an invariable 
previous existence to its effect; and this does not imply 
essential reality; as the said relation may hold good in the 
sphere of mere apparent existence. Such apparent existence, 
mere empirical (as opposed to essential, absolute) reality, 
i« nil that is necessary for the explanation of all empirical 
thought, speech and action; and this apparent reality w 
what the Vedantin will readily admit. In fact such apparent 

reality is admitted even by the Nihilist, according to whom 
nil worldly things have illusory existence, samonti satloa. 

So far our author is iu agreement with the view of the 
Hauddha Nihilist; but he parts company with him when the 

latter comes to deny the reality of Vijiiina, Cognition, 
also. In regard to this, our author accepts _the view of the 
llauddha-Idealist, according to whom -nothing is real but 
I,lea. Cognition. The reality of Cognition, says the Vedantin, 
ie guaranteed by itself; it is ‘ self-illumined ’; proved by 
lUolf. It is on this view only that the validity of Cognition 

onu bo established; while the theory of the Naiyayika, 
uncording to which each direct cognition requires a secondary 
oiignition to establish and guarantee it, fiually invalidates 
all cognition; as i. involves au unreasonable infinite regress 
of ignitions. The ‘ Ce-r.iitiou ’ however of the Vedantin 

Kin o. 
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differs essonf ially from the 'Cognition* of the Bau^hjhn Idealist; 

for it is absolutely o»«, non-differcnced and eternal, while 

that of the Bau;Jdha is endless in number, undergoing 

changes every moment, and ephemeral. The theory 

that Cognition is self-illumined or self-evidenced cannot be 

objected to on the ground that one and the same thing can¬ 

not be both ‘ subject’and ‘object*. As in the first place, 

the Vedantin does not admit this alleged incompatibility 

of Subject and Object; and in the second place, mer9 

theoretical doubts on this point can have no force against 

undeniable facts of consciousness; neither self-consciousness 

nor cognition of any object would be possible if ‘ subject ’ 

and‘object’were essentially distinct entities. AYhile, there¬ 
fore, our author is at one with the Bauddha-ldealist as to the 

‘ undefinability ’ and • consequent ‘ unreality ’ of all that is 

not-cognition, he holds,—differently from the BaudJha— 

that this Cognition or Consciousness is one and eternal and 
6elf-evideneed. 

Cognition is one, non-dual—says our author; and this 

fact is proved by Vedic texts which, in clear terms, declares 

such non-duality; and the authority of Vedic texts is binding 

alike upon the .Vedantin and the Naiyayika. Nor it there 

any force in the stock objection of the Naiyayika that those 

Vedic texts that declare universal Non-duality are refuted 

by the ordinary means of knowledge, Perception and the 

rest, which reveal to us a world characterised by diversity. 

In the fiist place, no tenet with a claim to universality can be 

established by Perception, which never extends to more than 

a limited number of things, and tho difference of these things 

from one another. It does not, on tho other hand, establish 

either tho difference of those tilings from the Cognitions of 

them, or tho several Cognitions from each other. In this 

latter sphere therefore tho Vedic declaration of Non-duality 

at once asserts itself, without being encountered by any valid 

counter-authority ; and if the general uou-differcuco of the 

Kh. pi. 
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object from the Cognition, and of Cognitions from each 

other,. ha3 once been admitted, we are driven to view the 

difference of things from each other a3 a mare false appear¬ 

ance ; and as individual false appearances are always due to 

some defect in the individual mind and sensory apparatus, 

the said false appearance of difference among things is due 

to the great Cosmic Defect, M&yl, Nescience, which, in an 

inexplicable manner, attaches itself to the Universal Principle 

of Non-difference4 Consciousaess. 

Every other argument that the NaiySyika propounds 

against * Non-duality ’ proceeds ou the basis of‘diversity’; 

and as such is fallacious, as presupposing what it has got 

to prove. 

Having thus shown that the Naiyayika’s arguments against 

* Non-duality ’ are untenable, our Author next calls upon 

him to provide a valid definition of that' difference ’ between 

things which, he says, i3 evidenced by Perception. A thorough 

examination of the several definitions proposed shows them 

all to be destructive of the very thing they are meant to 

define. For, if oa the one hand, Difference is viewed as 

entering into the essential nature of the things that differ, 

the relation between the latter, if duly thought out, is found 

to bo one, not of difference, but of identity. And if, on the 

other hand, difference is held to be something extraneous 

to the things that differ, the need of establishing a connec¬ 

tion between Difference on the one hand and the things 

differing on the other, drives us into the assumption of an 

endless series of relations; whi li explains nothing. 

Against the Vedanta conception of Non-duality deriving 

its authority from Vedic texts, it lias been urged that these 

texts themselvesare diverse. Bat diversity of the texts does not 

disprove tho non-duality being real; for the Veda itself, as well 

as the process through which it gives riso to the knowledge of 

lioality, lies within tho sphere of the Unreal, the Illusory. It is 

only lcnoiolc lgc in tho truo senso—i. c. knowlo Igo in its pure 

Kh. oii. 
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essence of non-differenced Consciousness—that is real; that 

alone is eternal; it is never brought into existence; it always is. 

So for we have been dealing with the constructive aspect 

of the Khandana. This, however, is only a subordinate aspect. 

As its very name implies, destructive criticism, of the most 

thoroughgoing kind, is its'aim. The thesis upon which the 

entire work is based is that nothing can be explained,— 

neither any factor of worldly phenomena nor the ultra- 

phenomenal Consciousness or Brahman. All is inexplicable 

anirvachaniya; no adequate explanation can be provided of 

anything. In fact, so thoroughgoing is the ‘inexplicablity9 

propounded that our author, in denying the reality of the 

Logician’s ‘ means of Cognition’, denies the reality of Word 

also a3 a means of cognition; and yet, we have seen, it is 

upon Vedic texts that he bases his notion of‘non-duality/ 

What our author would say would be that he does nob deny 

the fact of Word giving rise to cognition; all that he insists 

upon is that it is unreal; and that it is inexplicable. In 

adopting this thesis, our author has given evidence of his 

having been the clever dialectician that tradition has given 

him the credit of being. When pressed to formulate his own 

explanation of things, he says—*It is not my business to explain 

tilings ; for me everything is inexplicable ; and I shall make it 

my businies to prove that this is so.’ In fact in certain places, 

when he finds the Logician’s argument getting the better 

of him, he wriggles out of the difficult position by turning 

round with tho taunt—‘ I have no proofs and reasonings in 

my system; when I put forward an argument it is only in 

accordance with your doctrines ; so that if their i3 anything 

wrong in the argument the discredit is yours, not mine.’ 

In due accordance with this thesis, tho plan that our 

author adopts is to submit the definitions which the Logician 

gives of tho main categories and tho main cog&itional active- 

ties, to a critical investigation which leads to the result that 

all those definitions are fouud to suffer from inner contradic- 
Kh. rir. 
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tions, and hence untenable. And since the Logician 

himself acknowledges the principle that the reality of things 

is proved through definitions and proofs, the inevitable con- 

conclusion is, sinoe all definitions and proofs are untenable, 

all so-called reality, including all individual thought—every 

phenomenon in fact in the world of thought, speech and 

action—is a baseless' illusion; nothing is real but the one 

Non-differenced Light of Universal Consciousness, Brahman. 

The ‘arguments of refutation * begin with the refutation 

of the Logician’s explanation of ‘ Right Cognition.’ Every 

one of the definitions proposed by several writers on NySya 

is taken up, examined and found defective. Similar refu¬ 

tations follow of—Apprerension, Recognition, Renfem- 

bmnee, the several kinds of Negation Instrument in general 

and Instrument of Cognition in particular. Operation in 

general, Perception, Inference and its factors, Analogy, Verbal 
Cognition, Word, Presumption, Non apporehension as a means 

of coguition, and the different Fallacies of Inference. With this 

onds the first chapter. Chapter II contains similar refu¬ 

tations of some of the more important ‘Clinchers’ postulated 

by the NaiySyika. Chapter III shows the absurdity involved 

in the putting of any such questions as—‘what is the proof of 

the existence of God’ ? Chapter IV continues the refutations 

of the Nyaya categories—of Existence, Non-existence, Quali¬ 

fication, Substance, Quality, Community, Bternality, In¬ 

dividuality, Relations, Substratum, the conceptions of ‘above’ 

mill ‘below,’ the relation of Subject and Object, Difference, 

the notion of Causality, Destruction and Prior Negation. 

Doubt, the notion of contradiction between ‘ existence ’ and 

•non-existence’ and Hypothetical Reasoning. 

When we come to ponder over the place of this uncom¬ 

promising ‘Advaita’ Vedanta, in the history of Indian 

t hought, we canfiot fail to notice that it boars upon its face tho 

trace* of most powerful influence exerted by Buddhistic 

religion and philosophy. Notwithstanding the opinions of 

Dousson and others, who wcnld hare us believo, that 
Kb. u. 
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1Vedanta1—in tho form later developed by the great Shaiikara- 

chSrya—is to be found adumbrated in the earlier Upanisads, 

we are forced to the conclusion that Shankara’s Vedanta was 

a compromise between the thorough-going Idealism of the 

Buddhist and the orthodoxy of the ‘Vedic’ philosophers. Seve¬ 

ral acute Indian thinkers have noted this, and we find 

the Vedantin often referred to as ihj, a ‘hidden Bud* 

cjhist/ Like the Bauddha Idealist, the Vedantin denies the 

reality of things, on account of the impossibility of adequate 

explanations and defintions being provided of them; they 

are anirvackanlya, says tho Khandana, they are nihsonbhUva, 

says the Aladhyamika-vritti (p. 81, Calcutta Edition) and 

undejinable and without character say3 the Lankuoafiira* 

Sutra II. 173. Both deny the reality of all phenomena; 

and both for the same reason that the exact nature of 

things figuring in that phenomenon cannot be ascertained. 

The position of the Bauddha Midhyamika philosopher has been 

summed up by Vachaspati Alishra in his Nyayao7r(ik i(at par • 

yatlka (Vizia. S. S. Benares, 1898, page, 249), and we cannot 

fail to perceive in this an echo of the thoughts and ideas 

permeating throughout the Khandana. Here is what the 

Buddhist philosopher says in regard to the Logician’s view 

regarding the ‘Instruments of Right Cognition * :— 

“ It is our firm conviction that the entire world cannot 

14 bear scrutiny ; and hence for us there need be no scrutiny 

4lor detailed study of what you call the 4 Instruments of Right 

“ Cognition 9; yet what we are going to show is that your view 

“of these 4 Instruments 1 is not tenable, in accordance with 

“ those proofs and reasonings that you yourself have postulated. 

“ And if in this process, your cherished proofs and means of 

“Cognition melt away into nothingness, it is not our fault.” 

Is not this an exact echo of the following paragraph from 

the Khandana? 

* IIow can ho who holds, as we do, that all tilings 

* cannot bo defined either as roal or as unreal, bo found fault 

* with on tho ground of his inability to prove or define tho 

Kit. x. 

KuANDANAKUAlSDAKUipTA. 

1 character of unde fin ability. Is not this very undetinabili/y 

‘ included in all things, which expression comprises the whole 

1 phenominal world ? We in fact are prepared to prove the 

4 undefinability of things on the rules and methods of the 

‘logician himself—since all definitions whatever turn out to be 

‘futile, it follows that the thing is u?definable; for the logician 

1 himself teaches that, as between affirmation and negation, 

4 the rejection of either implies the acceptance of the other. 

4 It therefore is in accordance with the methods of the Logi? 

‘ cian that we say the undefinableness of the Universe is proved. 

4 Your method of argumentation against us cannot be right; for, 

1 as we have shown, it is refuted by arguments complying with 

4 all the rules devised by yourselves. For this reason there 

4 is no room for the criticism directed against the objections 

1 set forth by us ; for our entire refutation of your rules and 

4 methods proceeds in strict accordance with these rules and 

4 methods as laid down by yourselves. Iff finally, you 

‘ were to reject as futile the arguments by which, in full agree¬ 

ment with your own rules and methods, we have shown 

4 your theories to be futile,—this would mean neither more 

4 nor le3s than that you reject as futile those very rules and 

4 methods of yours.' (Translation Vol.I Para. 93,94 and 97), 

Our author was himself conscious of this apparent kinship 

to the Buddhist philosopher : and lie has tried to point 

out wherein, on a cardinal point, lies'liis difference from that 
heterodox philosophy. 

1 The difference between the Bancjcjha and the Vedantin 

•come3 to this the Bauddha regards every thing without 

'exception as anirvachaniya, /. e., undefinable; as Buddha 

* himself h$s declared in the LankUoaiara-Snlra (II. 173)— 

|1 When we come rationally to ^examine things, we cannot 

ascertain the nature of anything ; hence all things must bo 

declared to bo undefinablo and devoid of any assignable 

4 nature or character";—the Vedantinr on thetlierhand,declare 

4 that this entire Universe, with the exception of Cognition or 

1 Consciousness, is neither absolutely real nor absolutely unreal. 

K/l xi. 
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‘It cannot be absolutely real, because this view is beset with 

‘difficulties ; nor can lie regard it as absolutely unreal, since 

* this would Strike at the root of all empirical thought, speech 

‘ and action.’ 

In view of this last assertion it is interesting to note that 

• the Buddhist also admits of some sort of an unreal (illusory) 

‘reality’ in the ordinary things of ordinary experience; what 

the Vcdautin calls ‘ vyacahariki sa(ta ’, ‘ empirical existence’, 

is nearly analogous to what the Buddhist has called *samvriti 

satin ’ ; both terras connote some sort of an illusory existence 

as distinguished from absolute non-existence. Like the 

Vedantin again, the Bauddha regards every organised thing 

to consist of mere ‘ Name and Form ’, ' naraarupa ’; the 

product of Illusion—called * Maya ’ by the Vedantin and 

• Prajua’ by the Bauddha. 

As to the priority in tirao of the Buddhist' Idealism as 

compared to the Idealism of the Vedanta, we have the 

authority of competent Buddhist scholars, who assert that 

Buddhism was from the very beginning essentially such as 

we find it in the Tripitaka-a philosophy of Idealistic 

Nihilism, an Idealism which holds (1) that the fruitful source 

of all error was the unfounded belief in the reality and existence 

of the external world, (2) that all known or knowable objects 

are relative to a conscious subject; and (3) the whole pheno¬ 

menal world is a mere illusion. 

The * arguments of refutation ’ are apparently irresistible ; 

the author feels this and declares at the very outset that his 

readers would obtain victory in disputations by merely re¬ 

peating his arguments ‘like a parrot.’ These arguments 

have served this purpose on many a field of philosophical 

disputation; but though they have secured victory to the 

victor, they have always failed to carry con vie: ion to the 

vanquished ; ho has been silenced, but not illumined. 

Several attempts have been made by later Logicians to 

mccttho arguments hurled against their system with such 

bewildering forco. Tho earliest attempt wo can trace was 

Kh. xii. 

mado by Vachaspati Mishra, tho second, who, in addition to 

his thirty treatises on several branches of Law, wrote- some 

books on Nyilya also; two of which are known to us, a 

commentary on the Nyiiya Sillras, called the ‘ HJyayalattoaloka' 

(available in manuscript) and the KkatidonoddhUra (published 

iu the Pandit, New Series, Vols. 24 and 25). 

The editor of the new edition of the Khandana with its 

Vidyasagari commentary (in the Chaukhambha Sanskrit 

Series) is not right in regarding Gokulanatha UpSdhyUya's 

* Khandand-kulhUra ’ as a refutation of the Kharylana ; it is 

a commentary, not a refutation; the name * Khatidanakuthara * 

connoting ‘the axe with which the cutting, khandana, is done.’ 

The Khandnuoddkclra is a detailed criticism of the argu¬ 

ments of Khandana;. but never rises above the level of ordinary 

dialectics. Tho author who has made an attempt to -meet 

tho KhandanakSra on his own ground is Shnnkara Mishra, the 

writer of the well-known commentary on the Khandana. He 

has written a small work called BhSdarotna, in which he at 

times does attain the high level of dialectic skill that we meet 

with on almost every page of the Khandana. Here is the task 

t hat the author sets before himself.— 

4 Logicians being the trusted guradians of the treasures of 

Diversity,—Shanknro is now going to drive away the Vedantin- 

thieves, bent upon running away with those treasures.’—Tho 

writer shows that he has fully benefited by the writing of his 

commentary upon the Khandana. In several places ho very 

cleverly turns the arguments of the Vedantin against himself, 

and ends with parodying tho recapitulatory verses with 

which the Khandana often clinches its arguments. I should 

have liked to give long extracts from this interesting treatise; 

but the manuscript in my possession is a defective one ; so 

I content myself with a single specimen. 
• If there i3 non-difference between you and me, then you 

* should know whatis in my mind. If you say that you cannot 

‘ know it because of tho limitations imposed upon your cognitive 

‘faculty by your body, &c., —then, as you do accept different 

1th. xHi. 
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'as between our bodies, what objection have you to accepting 

4 difference as between that which is limited by these bodies, i. e. 

1 our selves ? If you say that you do accept that difference also, 

4 but all this difference is only empirical, not real,—then victory 

‘lies with us; for if the difference as between our bodies 

1 is not rea/, then why do you fail to know what is in my 

4 mind ? Then again, the Nescience that you postulate as the 

* basic cause of all phenomenal activity, must be something 

* different from your Brahman;— 

‘Thus then for the steadfast warrior who takes up the 

* single mighty weapon of Difference and heeds nothing else, 

4 there can be no discomfiture in the sport of battle.' 

This verse is a parody of verse 15 in the Khaiylanaf 

(Translation, Vol. I para 125). 

Then again, we have seen that the constructive part of the 

Khandana is based upon Vedic texts. As regards these 

texts Shankara Mishhra offers the following remarks— 

1 In the text nityam vijuanam anandum brahma* the 

4 vijnana means one whose knowledge is of an exceptional 

4 characler} this exceptional character consisting in its being 

4 eternal, unlike our cognitions which are all ephemeral ; 

4 anandam means one who has bliss. So that what is describ- 

4 ed in this text is the personal Gpd of the Logician, and 

* not the impersonal Brahman of the Vedantin; Then as 

4 for those texts that speak of two Brahmans,* higher and 

4 lower, the Logician’s God is the higher Brahman, and the 

4 self of the Jivanmukta7—the man who has attaiued Release, 

4 but continues in his body for sometime,—is the lower 

4 Brahman. Similarly whenever the Veda uses the /term 

4 Brahman, it should be taken as standing for our Gody &i\d 

4 not for the impersonal 4 Cognition ’ of the Vedaufin \ 

The ago of our author has been fixed with some sort of 

certainty by the editor in his I troduction to % : Chaukham- 

bha Sanskrit Series. By means of sev ral arguments 

ba;*ed upon external and internal evident ! has come to 

KlIANDANAKHAlJDAIvHlpYA. 

the conclusion that Shri-Harsa dived in the middle °f the 

twelfth century of the Christian era, at the court Ol King 

Jayacliandra of Kannauj. That our author was an honouied 

visitor at this court is clear from what he has said in the con¬ 

cluding verses of the Khandana^ 

In connection with Shri-Harsa our author there are 

several interesting stories, more or less reliable, curunf 

among Pandits. 

He is believed to have been The nephew of Maminata, 

the author of the Kavyaprakasha. After having composed 

the Naisadhacharila in 100 cantos, Shri-Harsa showed it 

to his u^cle, who looked into it and remarked—‘What a pity 

you did not show this to me before I wrote the seventh 

chapter of my Kaynprakasha, where I have dealt with the 

defects of Poetry ! It would have saved me the trouble of 

hunting for examples of the several defects.’ Being dejected 

by this severe _ criticism, the young poet threw away his 

manuscript into the river, from where his pupils rescued a 

portion, which is all that has come down to us in the shape 

of the 22 cantos of the Saisadhacharita. 

Another story makes Shri-Harsa the pupil ^of Govinda 

Thakkura, the writer of the Kavyapradipa. That a pro¬ 

mising young man of this name was actually with Govinda 

Thakkura is proved by the concluding verse of the Kavya* 

pradipa. 
forf 

^3iT3jPinTt[t u 
_Where the author speaks of Shri-Harsa as ‘ono who is 

Buperiorto me in all good qualities and inferior only in age.’ 

But of course it is doubtful whether or not he is the samo as 

the author of the 2£7t<m(inna. 

Some people have believed that Shri-Harsa wf s ono 

of tho four Brahmanas brought over to Bengal by Acji Sura. 
Kh. xo. 
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* not the impersonal Brahman of the Vedantin; Then as 

4 for those texts that speak of two Brahmans,* higher and 

4 lower, the Logician’s God is the higher Brahman, and the 

4 self of the Jivanmukta7—the man who has attaiued Release, 

4 but continues in his body for sometime,—is the lower 

4 Brahman. Similarly whenever the Veda uses the /term 

4 Brahman, it should be taken as standing for our Gody &i\d 

4 not for the impersonal 4 Cognition ’ of the Vedaufin \ 

The ago of our author has been fixed with some sort of 

certainty by the editor in his I troduction to % : Chaukham- 

bha Sanskrit Series. By means of sev ral arguments 

ba;*ed upon external and internal evident ! has come to 

KlIANDANAKHAlJDAIvHlpYA. 

the conclusion that Shri-Harsa dived in the middle °f the 

twelfth century of the Christian era, at the court Ol King 

Jayacliandra of Kannauj. That our author was an honouied 
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^3iT3jPinTt[t u 
_Where the author speaks of Shri-Harsa as ‘ono who is 

Buperiorto me in all good qualities and inferior only in age.’ 
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Some people have believed that Shri-Harsa wf s ono 

of tho four Brahmanas brought over to Bengal by Acji Sura. 
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But if our’author had flourished at the court of this great king, 

he should have loft some record of this fact, just as he has men¬ 

tioned his connection with the *K5nyakubja king/ It is however 

possible that the poem by him called Uaudorvisha-kulaprashasti 

may beadescription of thekingsof Gaur, which was the ancient 

capital of the kingdom of Bengal. This question has to 

remain open until this poem has been found and examined. 

We have to apologise to the reader for the discrepancy 

in the paragraph-numbering. I undertook the editing of 

the text and its commentary for the Chaukhainbha Sanskrit 

Series at the same time that I began my translation. And 

so long as this arrangement continued, the paragraph-num¬ 

bering in the translation was kept in conformity with that 

in the text. But subsequently the editorship had to go 

to other hands, whose notions of paragraph-numbering were 

different from mine; so that the numbering in the two soon 

ceased to tally. The head-note therefore at the beginning of 

the translation is apt to be misleading. 

The earlier part of the translation has had the advantage 

of revision at the hands of Dr. Thibaut. But since 

his transfer to Calcutta his duties there left him no time to 

devote to this work. I am therefore afraid that the latter 

part has remained imperfect, in several respects. 

The nature of the work is such that many passages 

must have been not understood or at best imperfectly under¬ 

stood by me. But thanks to my friend Babu Govindadasa 

of Benares, I had the benefit of the manuscript of a very 

rare commentary on the text, by the famous Chibsukhacharya. 

This commentary has proved extremely useful, in elucidating 

several of the most difficult passages, where all the other 

commentaries proved unsatisfactory, I cannot therefore 

close this Preface better than by acknowledging my indebted¬ 

ness to that indefatigable but unostentatious worker in the 

field of Sanskrit literary research. 

GANGANATHA JHA. 

Kh. xvi. 

KHANDANAKHANDAKHADYA. 

.... .fjho /, 
Preliminary Note. uoiiirfleb 

The Khandana-klianda-khadya (‘ the Sweets of Refutation ’)— 

composed by Shri-Harsa—who wrote probably before the eighth 
century—is the most famous and important of those Vedanta trea¬ 
tises which emphasize the negative or sceptical side of the system. 
As well known, the fundamental tenet of the Vedanta doctrine is 
that there is one absolutely non-dual or non-differenced Reality 
the nature of which is constituted by intelligence or knowledge 
(jliana). Whatever presents itself as other than this one object¬ 

less intelligence, i. e. the entire empirical world with its distinc¬ 
tions of individual thinking subjects and the manifold objects of 
their thought, is an essentially baseless appearance, something at 

bottom no more real than the fleeting images which encompass 
the dreaming soul and melt away into nothingness at the moment 
of waking ; or than the ‘insubstantial pageant’ with which the 
magician as long as it pleases him deludes the senses of the by¬ 

standers. 
To this view of things there are opposed in the first place, 

the ordinary consciousness of mankind which unhesitatingly 
accepts as fully real all those manifold aspects and distinctions 
which characterize the world as perceived by the senses and 
dealt with by the operations of the understanding, and in 
the second place those philosophical theories which essentially 
aim at nothing more than a certain systematisation of the world 

of common sense. The main Indian representative of theories 

Kh. 1. 
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of the latter kind is the Nvaya-VaishSsika philosophy which 

undertakes to set forth in complete and methodic form the sys¬ 
tem of notions employed in ordinary thought, or—to put it 

differently—to give a theory of the various means by which truth 
is ascertained; the tacit pre-supposition being that the system of 
knowledge which we build up through Perception, Inference and 

so on, is essentially valid in as much as being an exact ideal 

equivalent of a system of real things aud their relations. 
It is against this view of the world and of knowledge that the 

Vedantin of the typo of Shri-Harsa directs his attacks. His plan 
is to submit the definitions which the Naiyayika gives of the 
main categories of reality and the main cognitional activities, to 
a critical investigation—which leads to the result that all those 
definitions suffer from inner contradictions and hence are unten¬ 
able. And, since the Naiyayika himself acknowledges the princi¬ 
ple that the reality of things is proved through definitions 
(lak§ana) and the valid means of knowledge (pramana), the 
inevitable conclusion is that all so-called reality, including all 
individual thought, is a baseless illusion: nothing is real but 

the one non-differenced light of universal intelligence —Brah¬ 

man. 

Kh. 2. 

THE KHANDANAKHANDAKHADYA. 

[The paragraph numberings are in accordance with the edition published in 
tha “ Chaukhambha Sanskrit Series,” Benares. The page numbers refer to 
the edition published in the “ Pandit. ”) 

Introductory Verses. 

(1) . [Page L] To that universal soul, which is one, changeless, 
raised above all distinctive knowledge, declared in the Scriptures 
—to the Lord, not only embraced by Uma, but cornpreliended by 
me also, I offer my salutations. (1) 

(2) . [Page 5.] 0 BhavanI, for the purpose of destroying the 

constantly accumulating evils of mundane existence, I reverently 

bow to the lotuses of your feet—those lotuses that rightly close 
when touched by the beams of the moon which Shiva wears as 
a diadem,—as he inclines his head towards you in the pleasing 
act of appeasing your anger. (2) 

(3) . 0 men of intelligence, may you attain to the joy of 
universal conquest, even by merely repeating parrot-like this 
work of mine—rendering ‘ speechless * all your proud opponents 
by utterly demolishing the possibility of either words or the 
things denoted by them ‘ being set forth in speech * (i. e. being 
satisfactorily defined.) (3) 

Chapter I. 

REFUTATION OF THE PRAMANAS * 

Section 1. 

[In order to start a discussion of any kind it is not required 
(as the Logician would make us believe) that the essential 

reality of the categories distinguished by him (such as pramana 

i. e.y means of valid knowledge ; prameya, i.e.} object of valid 

knowledge, etc.) should be acknowledged. For the starting of 

a discussion the only thing required is that both sides should 

acknowledge certain rules of discussion as binding. The 

acknowledgment of such rules indeed implies a cognition of 

the categories, but by no means their reality.] 

• The Logician (NaiyJIyika) postulates sixteen categories of vhich the first 
two are : Praman'a, Means of knowledge and Prameya, object of knowledge. 
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(4) . Our opponents, the Logicians, hold that in all dis¬ 

cussion, it is absolutely necessary that the disputants on both 

sides should acknowledge the sixteen categories, Pramana and 

the rest, as real entities fully established by all systems of 

philosophy. 

(5) . Others, however (the Vedantinsdo not admit this. 

For, they ask, what is the reason obliging the disputant to 

acknowledge the reality of Pramana and the other categories ? 

[A] Is it because for disputants not acknowledging the cate¬ 

gories it is not possible to start any discussion, all discussion 

necessarily depending on the acknowledgment of those catego¬ 

ries ? [B] Or, because such acknowledgment is the cause of the 

discussion to be begun by the disputants ? [C] Or, because all 

these categories are well known and accepted by all men ? [D] 
Or, because if they be not accepted the ascertainment of truth and 

victory—which are the respective results of the two pjincipal 

kinds of discussion—would extend too far (i.e., would be attained 

even by altogether unlearned and silly people).0 

(6) . [A] The first of these reasons is not valid. For we 

actually find that there are lengthy discussions carried on by 

people such as the Charvakas (Materialist-Atheists), the Madhya- 

mikas (Bauddha-Nihilists) and others who do not acknowledge 

the sixteen categories of the Logician. In fact, if these people 

were not capable of setting forth their views in literary works, 

there would be no reason for you to make any efforts towards 

their refutation. In putting forward the ‘acceptance of the 

sixteen categories’ as a necessary condition of all discussion, you 

thus pronounce a most wonderful incantation capable of binding 

all speech,—an incantation, so strangely powerful as to accom¬ 

plish the result that the revered Preceptor of the Gods, Brihaspati, 

did not produce the Lokayatika-sutras, that the Tathagata 

Buddha did not teach the Madhyamika scriptures, and that crtir 

own revered Teacher, Sliahkaracharya did not compose his com¬ 

mentary on the sutras of BadarayanaJ ! 

0 There are three kinds of discussion —(1) Vada—Discussion for the purpose 

of ascertaining truth, (2) Jalpa—Discussion for the purpose of worsting the 

opponent, and (3) Vitanda—Sophistical reasonings put forward for the sole 

purpose of showing off one’s cleverness. 

Chapter I.—Section (1). 

(7) . Here the Logician will perhaps re-st^te his argument 
in a more guarded form: I do not, he says, mean to deny that 
verbal disquisitions may be carried on by men who do not acknow¬ 

ledge the sixteen categories ; but what I mean to deny is that 
such disquisitions can prove or disprove anything. 

(8) . In this also, we reply, you are mistaken. What renders 
verbal disquisitions incapable of proving or disproving anything 
is not their being put forward by persons who do not acknowledge 

the sixteen categories ; what makes them thus incapable rather 

is,—as you will have to admit yourself—that they have the 
character of fallacious or erroneous assertions. We often find 
that assertions made by persons who, in accordance with their 
peculiar theoretical views, acknowledge the categories, are 
rejected as ‘ incapable of proving or disproving anything * by 
other persons, who also acknowledge the reality of the categories, 
but happen to hold a different philosophical theory. 

(9) . Consequently, so long as you are not able to show that 
our assertions are ‘ fallacious * or * erroneous*, we shall pay no 
regard to you, even if you go on repeating a hundred times— 
“ you have put forward these assertions without acknowledging 
the sixteen categories.” Were such words to be taken seriously, 

we on our part might, with equal reasonableness, argue against 
you—4 you have put forward these assertions after having 
acknowledged the sixteen categories, and hence they must be 

rejected as fallacious *! 

(10) But, the Logician objects, if there be no Pramana and 
the other categories, how can the 4 verbal discussion ’ itself— 

which is the topic of our present discussion—come about ? ° 
And how can there be any rules to determine refutation 
and the like, in connection with verbal assertions ? For all 
assertions and denials depend upon Pramapas (means of valid 

knowledge). 

(11) . [Page 10.] You misrepresent the case, we reply. We 
do not hold that all discussions should begin only after it has been 
acknowledged by the disputants that 4 Pramana and the other 
categories have no real existence*. All that we mean is that 

• As there could be no valid knowledge of it without some ‘ means of 

knowledge’ (PramXna). 

Kh. 4. 
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discussions may be carried on by those who are indifferent as to 
the reality or non-reality of those categories, no less than by you 
who accept their reality. If this were not so,° it would not be 

possible for you to combat our theory in the way you have done, 
after having imputed to is the view that Pramana and the other 
categories have no reality. 

(12) . For on what grounds could the discussion have been 

started so as to enable yoi, in the course of the discussion, to 
combat our view ? Was it on the basis of both parties acknow¬ 

ledging the reality of the categories ? or on the basis of both 
denying their reality ? or on the basis of one of us acknowledg¬ 
ing their reality and the other not acknowledging it ? The first 

of these alternatives is inadmissible; since the objection you 
urge would not lie against one who acknowledges the reality 

of the categories. The second alternative would imply that 
you yourself are open to that objection. Nor again is the 

third alternative possible, For on it, just as the present discus¬ 
sion is started (even though one of the disputants does not ac¬ 

knowledge the categories), so, in the same manner all other discus¬ 
sions could be started (which would show that the acceptance 
of the reality of the categories is not necessary for the starting 
of discussions). And in reality it is absolutely necessary for the 
discussion to proceed on a common basis accepted by both parties 
(and so there can be no discussion when one party accepts the 
categories and the other does not). Were it not so, your oppo¬ 
nent also would put forward, in accordance with his own view of 
things (not accepted by you), certain verbal objections against 
your assertions ; and to which of you two, under these circum¬ 

stances, would the victory have to be adjudged ? In fact, it 
would^ be the disputant acknowledging the categories that 
would be galled by the weight of greater restrictions. 

(13) . For these reasons it will be right for you to declare 
that you raise your objections after the discussion has been 
started between us on the basis of certain rules agreed upon by 

both of us, irrespective of our views as to the reality or unreality 
of Pramana and the other categories. And as thus you are 

° i. e. If it were not possible for one not acknowledging the reality of 

the PramSnas to enter on a discussion. 

Kh. 6. 

Chapter I.—Section (1). 7 

unable to ascertain your own meaning, you truly cannot hope 
to ascertain the views of others.0 

(14) . [Page 12.] But, the Logician resumes, 1 do not mean to 
^et forth my objections against an unreasonable disputant, 
accepting him as my opponent in a controversy; all I mean is to 

show to my own pupils that persons not acknowledging the 
categories cannot be admitted to any discussion. It is for this 
reason that the author of the Nyaya-B1ia$ya (Vatsyayana, Page 4) 
says—‘if on being asked his purpose, he should say, dec., &c. 

(pratipadyaie, in the Third Person),’ and not ‘ if you should say 

(pratipadyaseY [while this latter form would be required if the 
objection were addressed to the opponent.] 

(15) . But this also we cannot allow. For even if addressing 
your pupils only, you would have to express yourself as 

folldws :—‘ These are the objections lying against the Charvaka 
(materialist) and others’; and how would this be possible ? For, 

would the objection against these people be put forward after 
they had been admitted to the discussion, or before that ? 

In either case, the objection would not be effective against 
them. 

(16) . [B] Nor is the second alternative (noted in para. 5) ten¬ 
able. For on that view the reality of the categories would have 
to be acknowledged only if the causal relation of the categories 
towards the discussion to be started were to come to an end on 

the non-acknowledgment of the categories. But the latter can¬ 
not be the case; for if it were so, those who do not acknowledge 
the categories could make no use of words at all, since the cause 
of such use would be absent. And we have already pointed out 

above that you cannot deny the existence of the use of words 
on the part of the Bauddha-Nihilists and others who do not 

acknowledge the reality of your categories. 

0 The Logician does not ascertain his own meaning in so far as he urges 

an objection against the VedXntin, only after the discussion has been started 
without the VedXntin admitting the reality of the categories, and yet declares 
that one who does not admit that cannot be admitted to a discussion. And be 
shows ignorance of the opponent’s view inasmuch as he controverts the 
opinion that the categories are unreal ; while all that the VedSntin has so far 
asserted is that the acknowledgment of the categories is not needed for the 
•tarting of a discussion. 
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° i. e. If it were not possible for one not acknowledging the reality of 

the PramSnas to enter on a discussion. 
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(17) . Your meaning ii setting forth the second alternative 
(B) may possibly be that Pramana and the other categories are 

real because they are the cause of the verbal discussion carried 
on by the disputants; end since they are real they must be* 
acknowledged by all, in agreement with the accepted principle 

that4 whatever is real is acknowledged as such.’ 
(18) . But this also will not help you. For it is only after 

some discussion has been started that you can proceed to prove 

the necessity of accepting the categories, on the ground of their 
having reality as proved ly the fact that they are the cause of the 

verbal discussions carried on by the disputants. 
(19) . In fact, we can regard that alone as the necessary 

antecedent of discussion* without which it would be quite 
impossible for the disputants, aiming either at the ascertainment 
of truth or at victory over their opponent, to obtain what they 
desire. And since all that is absolutely necessary for this is 
that they should agree to lay down certain rules and conditions 
for the discussion, the disputants, before entering into any 

discussion, do lay down siicli rules and conditions. 
(20) . These rules and conditions are somewhat to the follow¬ 

ing effect:—(1) The party that starts the discussion should 
proceed by means of valid arguments in accordance with the 
recognised means of knowledge ; (2) then the other party should 
point out, in the arguments thus propounded, some invalidating 
flaw in the shape of ‘self-contradiction’ and the like, which would 
show that the person propounding the argument is not possessed 

of that true knowledge which the discussion aims at; (3) if this 
second party succeeds in demonstrating some such flaw, the first 
party must be regarded as ‘defeated’; (4) if, however, the second 
party fails to prove the flaw, it is he who must be taken as 
‘defeated’; (5) in each case, the party other than the defeated 
must be held to be ‘victorious’; (6) tlie position, that is ultimately 
found to lie supported by valid proofs must be accepted as 

‘true’;*—and so forth. 
(21). This leaves no room for an objection on the Logician s 

part, similar to that which we urged against him when asking him 
to point out his reasons lor accepting the reality of Pramana 

and the other categories,—ris., “ you areboun 1 to point out your 
reasons for the necessity of laying down rules and conditions for 
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the conducting of discussions; and this pointing out can be done 
only after a certain discussion has been started [and hence, like 
the categories, the rules also need not be accepted as necessary 
for the actual starting of discussions.]” There is no room for this 
objection, we say, because the rules and conditions for discus¬ 
sions are spontaneously accepted by both disputants; since on 
that basis only they can realise the two ends which prompt men 

to start discussions,—viz: the ascertainment of truth, and the 
defeat of the opponent. 

(22) . Here the following objection may perhaps be raised :— 
“From what you say it would appear that the rules and con¬ 
ditions of discussion come to be accepted, not on the ground of 
valid reasons, but merely on the choice of the disputants; and as 
thus the foundation is unsound, great confusion and uncertainty 
will beset the discussion, the subjects of discussion and the 

results of discussion.” But this objection also we refuse to 
admit The rules and conditions above specified by us as the 
basis of discussion are perfectly sound, for they are self-evident,— 
as proved by the facts that it i3 impossible to imagine anything 
contrary to them, that they have come down to us through 
•immemorial tradition, and that men have generally agreed to 
them on the basis of universal practical experience. 

(23) . Nor can it be asserted that the existence of the categories 
also must be accepted by the disputants on the same grounds 
as that of the rules and conditions. For, in order to render 

it possible for the discussion to be started, nothing further is re¬ 
cognised as necessary than the acceptance of the said rules and 
conditions. On the other hand, if we acknowledge the reality of 
the categories, it would be , impossible for the disputants, 

if not accepting the rules and conditions, either to ascertain 

the truth, or to secure victory,—which are the two purposes for 
which discussions are started. 

,(24). [Page 17.] [C] Nor also can we accept the third alter¬ 

native mentioned above (in para. 5): That is to say, the reality of 

the categories cannot be acknowledged on the ground of their 

being practically acknowledged by ail men. For, we ask, do you 

jnean that they are practically acknowledged by authoritative 

• The reading translated is that adopted by the VidySsSgari commentary. 
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and trustworthy persons alone? or, by all men, high and low 

alike ? It cannot be the former; since the fact of anything 

being supported by the usage of authoritative persons cannot be 

ascertained without due enquiry and discussion ; and it is for the 

sake of just such enquiry and discussion that we are in search 

of the necessary basis. Nor the latter ; as in that case you will 

have to admit the validity of the notion of the body being the 

Self, and so forth (which erroneous notions are generally enter¬ 

tained by common people). 

(25) . But, the Logician says, notions of this latter kind we do 

not accept, since we find them to be sublated by subsequent 

reflexion. If this is so, we reply, then the categories under 

discussion also cannot be accepted if they are found to be sublated 

by subsequent reflexion ; otherwise they will certainly be acknow¬ 

ledged. But they cannot be accepted for the mere reason that 

they are practically acknowledged, by people in general. 

(26) . [D] Nor can the fourth alternative (in para 5) be main¬ 

tained : That is to say, the reality of the categories cannot be 

accepted for the reason that if it were not accepted, there would 

be an undue extension of the results of discussion. For, even 

though we are absolutely indifferent as to the reality or unreality 

of the categories in question, yet we also acknowledge the same 

rules and conditions for the conduct of discussions that you 

accept (and in accordance with which you judge of the results of 

discussions) ; and if these rules and conditions were to lead to 

undesirable judgments in regard to these results, in our case, 

they would do the same in your case also [and hence what is 

necessary for the discussion is only the acceptance of these rules 

and conditions, and not that of the categories], 

(27) . Here the Logician raises a new objection : If, he says, you 

start a discussion on the basis of certain rules and conditions to 

be observed in the carrying on of verbal intercourse, you must at 

any rate acknowledge the reality of the existence of such verbal 

intercourse; for unless you do so, you cannot speak of its being 

carried on or effected ; since to effect a thing means to bring it 

from non-existence into real existence. Then again, the rule laid 

down by you (in para. 20), that discussions should be carried on 

by means of arguments founded on the recognised means of valid 

knowledge, could not be upheld unless you admitted that causal 
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power of the means of valid knowledge which consists in their 
having a necessary real existence previous to their effects; for 

such causal power is implied in that rule. Further, the rules 
relating to the ascertainment of ‘defeat* pre-suppose the reality of 
the Fallacies ; and similarly the reality of Invariable Concomit¬ 

ance (Vyapti) and other elements of Reasoning is implied in the 

rules bearing on the ascertainment of what constitutes truth in 
the matter under dispute. It thus appears that in laying down 
your rules you distinctly admit the reality of those several factors; 
and hence it is a mere empty assertion of yours to say that 
discussions can be* started without accepting the reality of 

Pramarjta and the other categories.* 

(28) . Your objection is invalid, we reply. For- wfcat you 
seek to prove can be proved only after the discussion on the point 

has been started; and hence our objections to your position 
remain in force. 

(29) . Against this you may not urge that, “ inasmuch as the 
laying down of the rules and conditions accepted by the Vedantin 

would at once imply the acknowledgment of the reality of 
Pramava and the other categories, the Logician is not open to 
the said objections.” For what is implied in those rules is only 
the knowledge of Pramana and the rest, and not their reality. 

(30) . And on this point we put the following question :_Do 
you mean that the reality of Pramana and the rest should be 

admitted simply because there is a cognition of their reality ? 
Or because there is such cognition of their reality as is not 
sublated (by some other more valid cognition) ? Not the former 
truly; since from that view it would follow that we must acknow¬ 
ledge the presence of true water in the mirage (which at the 

time, is cognized as water). Then, as regards the second alter¬ 
native, should the reality of the categories be accepted because 
the cognition of them is not sublated 'or rejected by the two 

disputants and the umpire, at the time of the discussion,—or 
because it is not rejected by any person at any time ? The former 

view would land us in absurdity, being much too wide in its 
scope; for it often happens that what is cognised by three per¬ 
sons and at one moment, is sublated by the cognition of a fourth 

ST!"’ 8nd,at ftn°ther ,n° : an(l w,ie“ s«ch sublation actu- 
y takes place, the thing cognised as unreal truly is not held to 
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be real, simply on the strength of its having been cognised as such 

at a previous moment by two or three individuals: Hence the only 

tenable view is the.latter,-viz., that that alone should be regarded 

as real which is never, and by no person, found to be sublated. 

(3m [Page 21.] Thus then, even if it be held that the cogni¬ 

tion of the existence of the Fallacies, Ac., by the disputants an 

the umpire, which is not sublated at the time of the d^10^ 

a necessary factor in the discussion,-in what way does this affect 

the view that the starting of a discussion does not depend upon 

the acceptance of the reality of the Fallacies, etc., as proved by 

such cognition of them as is not sublated »« any way (*•«•,. V 

any person, at any time)? We have here to remember th t 

ordinary empirical thought and activity are generally foun 

to be^ased upon the acceptance of certain notions as true 

by only a few persons and at only certain points of ime. 
is only such cognition of the existence of Pramana, &c that we 

regard as necessary in the starting of discussions. This is what 

is meant by the assertion that ‘ discussions are started on the 

basis of the supposition that Pramana and the other categories 

have a practical (and not real) existence.’ 
(32). We thus arrive at the conclusion that for the starting 

of a discussion certain rules must be accepted, such as t le o ow 

incr—‘when the Umpire comes to the decision that a certain 

disputant has not transgressed the rules of discussion agreed 

upon, that disputant must be held to have gained the victory ; 

that disputant on the other hand with regard to whose arguments 

the Umpire does not form that judgment must be regarded as 

having been defeated; that disputant again in whose arguments 

the Umpire acknowledges the presence of flaws pointed ou y 

the opponent is to be regarded as vanquished ; while a disputan 

not falling under that category cannot be regarded as va - 

qvushed, and^so fortl ^ we say that the disputant must 

carry on the discussion in accordance with certain rules and 
conditions, we mean that the fact of the disputant having 
argued indue accord with all such rules and conditions must 
he the object of the Umpire’s cognition. 

.(34) Nor must it here be objected that, on the cone n i 
just arrived at, the real existence of the ‘cognition of the Umpire 
J is ft, I*. 
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will have to be admitted (so that aft&r all we again pre-suppose 
the reality of a thing other than Brahman). For if we enquire 
into the reality of that cognition, we again have nothing else to 
fall back upon than another cognition of the real existence of the 
same. (So that here again we have only cognition of- real 
existence, not real existence itself.) 

(35.) Nor does this necessitate the assumption of a regres- 
sus in infinitum (that other cognition again being dependent 
on another cognition, and so on). For, in accordance with the 
principle that ‘ there is no need of any further cognition, beyond 
the origination of three or four cognitions’ (Kumarila Bhatta’s 
Shloka-varttika, Sutra II, 61) there is no need to enter on any 
such regress.* 

(36.) Perhaps our adversary will here argue as follows:—“ If 

the last term of the series of cognitions has no real existence, 
this will imply that the whole series of preceding cognitions also 
has no real existence; you thus do not get out of your difficulty 

by accepting (as the basis of all discussion) the cognition (of the 

Umpire).” This may be so, we reply ; but as a matter of fact, 

when the disputants have satisfied themselves by following the 
series of cognitions backwards up to three or four stages, they 
find that it would be undesirable to go any further; and thus by 
mutual agreement they take the reality of the Umpire’s cognition 

• In the place referred to KumSrila BhaHa argues in favour of the natural 

inherent validity or authoritativeness (svatah-prBmSnya) of all cognitions. 

Every cognition, due to one of the recognised means of true knowledge, is to be 

considered as valid, as long as there are no special reasons for doubt. Where 

such reasons exist, as when e. g. we are in doubt as to the true nature of a thing 

perceived from a distance or in faint light,—we resolve our doubt by a second 

cognition naturally springing from improved conditions ; as when the exact 

nature of a thing first perceived from a distance reveals itself to us as*soon as 

we approach it more closely. In certain cases this second cognition may again 

have to be corrected by a third cognition ; and sometimes even a fourth One may 

be required; but in almost all cases it will not be necessary to go beyond this. 

Having carried our enquiry so far, we acquiesce in the result- ^This principle 

in, in the text, appealed to by the VedSntin. There, of course/ remains the 

difference between his point of view and that of the MTmSmsaka that, accord¬ 

ing to the latter, a series of cognitions carried . on for three or four stages, 

results in a cognition which is absolutely true, i. represents reality as it is ; 

while according to the VedSutin the final ognition is true in a relative, practi¬ 

cal, sense only. 
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not falling under that category cannot be regarded as va - 

qvushed, and^so fortl ^ we say that the disputant must 
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J is ft, I*. 
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will have to be admitted (so that aft&r all we again pre-suppose 
the reality of a thing other than Brahman). For if we enquire 
into the reality of that cognition, we again have nothing else to 
fall back upon than another cognition of the real existence of the 
same. (So that here again we have only cognition of- real 
existence, not real existence itself.) 

(35.) Nor does this necessitate the assumption of a regres- 
sus in infinitum (that other cognition again being dependent 
on another cognition, and so on). For, in accordance with the 
principle that ‘ there is no need of any further cognition, beyond 
the origination of three or four cognitions’ (Kumarila Bhatta’s 
Shloka-varttika, Sutra II, 61) there is no need to enter on any 
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this will imply that the whole series of preceding cognitions also 
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by accepting (as the basis of all discussion) the cognition (of the 

Umpire).” This may be so, we reply ; but as a matter of fact, 

when the disputants have satisfied themselves by following the 
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• In the place referred to KumSrila BhaHa argues in favour of the natural 

inherent validity or authoritativeness (svatah-prBmSnya) of all cognitions. 

Every cognition, due to one of the recognised means of true knowledge, is to be 

considered as valid, as long as there are no special reasons for doubt. Where 

such reasons exist, as when e. g. we are in doubt as to the true nature of a thing 

perceived from a distance or in faint light,—we resolve our doubt by a second 

cognition naturally springing from improved conditions ; as when the exact 

nature of a thing first perceived from a distance reveals itself to us as*soon as 

we approach it more closely. In certain cases this second cognition may again 

have to be corrected by a third cognition ; and sometimes even a fourth One may 

be required; but in almost all cases it will not be necessary to go beyond this. 

Having carried our enquiry so far, we acquiesce in the result- ^This principle 

in, in the text, appealed to by the VedSntin. There, of course/ remains the 

difference between his point of view and that of the MTmSmsaka that, accord¬ 

ing to the latter, a series of cognitions carried . on for three or four stages, 

results in a cognition which is absolutely true, i. represents reality as it is ; 

while according to the VedSutin the final ognition is true in a relative, practi¬ 

cal, sense only. 

Kh. 13. 



14 Indian Thought : Khandana. 

for gnnud. and proceed upon it an a basis of their disc«»ioa. 

If some such explanation be not accepted, then a simi ar in m e 
regress of cognitions would result even on your view i. e. the 

view which acknowleges the reality of Pramana and the other 

categories. ... . 
(37.) The Logician retorts-" We hold every cognition to 

have reality by itself; and thus all our proceedings can be carried 
on on the basis of such cognitions, without tracing any senes of 
cognitions backwards. According to the view of the Vedantin on 

the other hand, such tracing backward will be unavoidable; for 

otherwise, he also would have to admit that every cognition has 
reality ” But, we reply, we are going to show, m the section 
on the ‘ Self-apprehension of Cognitions,’ that the infinite regress 

cannot be avoided even by regarding every cognition as having 

a reality by itself. Then again, just as according to your 
theory though the cognition of the jar and the jar both have 
reality by themselves, you yet hold that all practical proceedings 
are effected by the reality of the cognition, and not by that of 

the jar,—so analogously on our view, though the cognition and 

the jar are both equally unreal, yet all practical proceedings are 

effected by the unreal cognition, and by nothing else. 

Section 2. 

(The admission that the categories are the cause of philosophi¬ 

cal discussions in no way obliges us to acknowledge their 

reality; for the Unreal no less than the Real may be a cause : 
to maintain that a cause has real being in fact involves us in 

contradictions. What is characteristic of a cause is merely 

that it has an invariable previous existence to its effect ; but 

this relation may hold good in the sphere of mere apparent 
existence. Empirical thought, speech and action admit of being 

reconciled with the theory of the Bauddha-Nihilist (Shffnya- 

vSdin) according to which all things whatever are ‘void’i.e. 

unreal appearances.] 

^_The non-vecd can have causal e fficiency. 

(38). “ But ” the Logician objects, “ to assert that a thing is 

unreal and yet produces an effect involves a self-contradiction!” 

Wliy we ret rt, should it not be a self-contradiction that a tiling 

Kh. 14. 
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is real and effects something ? For it certainly has not been 
proved to the satisfaction of both of us that the real produces 
effects while the unreal does not ! 

(39) . • “ But”, our antagonist rejoins, “ (if the unreal or non- 

being were to produce effects, then) since the mere non-existence 

of the cause would be equally present at all times, its effect 
would arise also at times other than those when it actually 
appears.” We do not allow this objection. For according to 
your (the Logician’s) doctrine* the causal factors do not exist at 
the first moment of the existence of the effect; and this non¬ 
existence of the cause is exactly the same at all other times; why 
then should not, on your premises also, the effect arise at any time ? 

(40) . “ But”, the Naiyayika resumes, “ what, according' 
to us, is necessaiy for the appearance of the effect at a certain 
time is not the non-existence of the causal factors at that very 
time, but the existence of those factors at the preceding moment; 
for this is what is actually observed.” Well then, we reply, 
(just as you bold that what brings about the effect is the 
existence of the causal factors at a time other than that of the 
effect’s coming into existence, so) we hold that what brings 
about the effect is the non-existence of the cause at some time 

other than the time of the actual appearance of the effect; for 
•this is what is actually observed. 

(41) . “But”, the opponent resumes, “according to me 
what determines the effect at the particular time when it actually 

appears is the fact of its immediate sequence to the causal 
conditions (and this immediate sequence does not present itself 
at any other moment).” This also is of no avail, we reply. For 
as the fact of immediate sequence to the cause and the first 
appearance of the effect are simultaneous, and as moreover, that 
immediate sequence itself is something indeterminate (which 
for its determination would require antecedent determining 
conditions going back ad infinitum|), there is nothing to decide 

* The Logician holds that at the moment when the effect comes into 

existence the causal factors have ceased to operate ; as otherwise, he argues, 

&fhere would be an endless number of effects proceeding from the same cause. 

t The • aganluhalvdt' of the text is explained by the commentators in 

many ways, none of which appears fully satisfactory. The translation follows 

the Vidyasagarl. 
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which of the two (the fact of sequence to the cause, and the 
appearance of the effect) is the determining and which the 
determined element. It therefore must be admitted that what 
determines the effect is the presence of the causal factors at 

some other point of time ; for this is what is actually observed. 
And we have shown above already that, in that case, there is an 
opening for our view no less than for yours, (for the causal 
factors present at another point of time may be the non-existence, 

no less than the existence, of the cause). 
(42) . " But, what then”, the opponent asks, is the distin¬ 

guishing feature of the moment at which the effect originates”? 
Nothing more or less, we reply, than that very origination of 
the effect. If not satisfied therewith you demand some other 
distinguishing feature, then that feature also, in its turn, would 
belong to a point of time, which again would require a further 
distinguishing feature ; and so on and on ; there would be no 

end to the postulating of such features. 
(43) . “ Still”, the opponent urges, “ you ought to point 

out some characteristic common to, and present in, all moments 
in which effects originate ”! But this we meet by the counter¬ 
question—1 and what would be the characteristic of that 
characteristic which is common to all those moments’ ? and 

this question would have to be repeated ad infinitum.0 

B.—Causal efficiency cannot belong to that which has real 
being. 

(44) . I. ‘ If a cause be that into the nature of which real 
existence (satta) enters as an essential element, then, for this 

very reason, the cause has no real being.’ II. ‘ If, on the other 
hand, real being does not essentially enter into the nature of 
the cause, then, for this very reason, the cause has not real 

being.’ (4) 
(45) . The meaning of this stanza is as follows: 
I. If the nature of the cause be such that it implies as 

an essential element real existence then to say that the generic 

® Unless we stopped -somewhere at a characteristic not needing a further 

characteristic. But then it evidently is preferable to accept at once the 
characteristic mentioned—viz : that it is just the origination of the effect which 

distinguishes the moment >f origination. 
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character * real existence* (satta) belongs to the cause would 
involve the absurdity of something (real existence) Residing 
partially in itself (t. e. that real existence which goes to consti-* 
tute the nature of the cause). Even if the thing qualified by real 
existence (i. e. the cause with such existence as an essential ele¬ 
ment of itself) were considered as something different from real 

existence (satta) (so that the said absurdity would not arise)*, 
we could not accept the satta (in the latter sense, i. ef the 
satta which is predicated of the cause) to be the same with the 

real being that enters into the nature of the cause ; for it is a 

recognised principle that no more than a thing can reside in 
itself, can it reside in that of which it already is an essential 
attribute. It would therefore be necessary to assume another 
existence as residing in the cause qualified by existence ; and as 

this would mean that existence does not enter into the nature 
of the cause, the cause would have to be regarded as ‘ not real¬ 
ly existing.’ And if, in order to avoid this, we were to assume 
a series of existences, one after the other, there would be no 
end of such assumptions. 

(46) . Nor will you escape from this predicament by tak¬ 

ing the long step of assuming an infinity of different kinds of 
real existence. For if you assume different kinds of real exist¬ 
ence, you relinquish the very foundation on which the generic 
conception of ‘existence * rests, and hence lose the idea of even 

the first existence. Seeking to establish the notion of existence 
you thus have lost the basis of it, and are worse off than before V\ 

(47) . Nor again would the mere individual existence (svanipa- 
satta) of things suffice for the general conception of those things. 

For, if to these individual existences, which naturally are different 
from one another, you assign the exalted position of forming the 

* It must be admitted that4 satt;i ’ cannot reside in itself ; but let ns define 

the cause not simply as sal—that which is—, but as that something which 

has being for its essential attribute. On this view the ^ause is something 

different from mere being. 

t‘ Existence ’ as a generic entity is postulated only for the purposo of provid¬ 

ing a basis for the generic conception of 4 existence * as including under it 

individual existences. Should it be considered necessary to admit an endless 

series of existences, there would be no need of either a generic conception, or 

of a basis for that conception. 
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basis of general conceptions, you politely relegate all generic 

entities (Universale: sattd, gotva, &c.) to the realm of the defunct. 

And if you were to say—“ well, let us then dispense with a 

generic conception of individual existence,”—in what manner 

we ask, will you arrive at the generic notion of Cause, which, 

according to you, implies the notion of individual existence ? 

(48) . Moreover, so-called * individual being ’ (svarupa-satta) 

really.is nothing more or less than the thing {e. g. the jar) itself. 

And in the same way the individual being of that which is not 
also is nothing but the thing itself. The non-being jar does not 

cease to be a jar; if it did, we could have no such notion as 

«the jar is not’, for, according to the view criticised, that which is 

not would not be the jar.t 
(49) . II. Let us then consider the second alternative stated 

in para. 44, viz., that that which really is constitutes the cause, 

without ‘ real being ’ entering into it as an essential element.—On 

this view, we point out, that which has no real being also may 

be a cause, since real being and non-being equally do not enter 

into the nature of the cause.}: 
(50) “Being," the Logician now argues, “may not enter as a 

factor into the nature of the cause ; the very nature of the cause 

rather is constituted by being; for we regard that to be a cause 

which has a necessary existence prior to the appearance o t e 

effect.” Well, we reply, we also hold the cause to be that 
which possesses this necessary antecedent existence. > 

(51) . “ In that case”, the opponent retorts, “ you admit the 

cause to be something that has real being, and thus fare like the 

man who, in order to evade the payment of the toU at the_nver-_ 

“Let us say that the individual existence (svarupasaUa) which belongs to 

each individual thing provides a sufficient basis for the general notion of satto 
(W). But in that case, the theory of universale, such as ^ inhering m 
the individuals (which is an essential part of the NySya view of things) would 

ta* or character .< . ~ 

a,. Hung to t» -»**»« «• % % » 
• Mi* dual being' which cctitni!"� . thing’, being . the n»d»»g « 

non-real also may possess causality. 
t If real being is not an essential constituent of the causality of the cause 

(although the cause uiay be something really being), such things also as have 
io7eal being may bo ca„ses-it being understood tuat tine ‘non-bemg also ,s 

not an essential factor of their causality. ^ 
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crossing, sets out before daybreak, but only arrives at the crossing, 
when the dawn is just breaking ”! Not by any means, we 
reply. You evidently have not grasped our meaning. In so far as 
admitting in the cause a non-real existence0 (asati sattH) I do 
admit existence ; how otherwise could I say that * that existence 
is unreal’ ? Do you, on your part, hold that ‘causality * consists 
in existence {viz. necessary previous existence) which comprises 
within itself being (in the sense of reality) ? This truly cannot 
be; for as shown above, you (if thus postulating being within being) 

will either have to relinquish being after a few stages (of the 
endless series of ‘ beings * to which the first admission of being 

within being commits you), or else to admit an endless series. 

(52) . “But”, the opponent goes on to argue, “ as mere non¬ 
existence would, on yoilr conclusion, be common (to that which 
is the cause, as well as to all that is not the cause of a given 
effect), how could there be any certainty as to what is the 

cause ”?| The same difficulty, we reply, would present itself 
on the view of existence or being equally belonging to both. 

(53) . “But”, says the Logician, “in our case, we have as the 
determining factor positive as well as negative induction in re¬ 
gard to either the individual thing or to something of its kind J ; 

while in your case, as all causes would be equally non-being, 

you would have negative induction only (in the form ‘where the 
cause is not the effect is not’; while you could not say ‘ wh&re 
the cause is the effect is.’) And even this negative induction 
would not always be certain. For you cannot say that ‘ when¬ 
ever the cause is not, the effect necessarily is not existing’; since 
on your view, the effect would, after all, be produced in certain 
cases (as we actually see it to be produced); and as for you the 
Cause is permanently non-being, this would mean that the effect 

0 The cause according to the VedSntin, no doubt possesses satta, ‘existence* 

in the sense of vyavdharilu satta, i.e., empirical existence, such as belongs to 

everything that appears to consciousness, but Brahman ; but such satta is asati, 

i.e., unreal; true reality belonging to Brahman only. 

t If e.g. clay and threads are equal inasmuch as both of them are unreal, 

what should determine the clay, and not the threads, being the cause of a jar ? 

t The ‘ something of the kind * is meant to include cases where the cause is 

not a permanent continuous tiling, but a series of closely consecutive moment¬ 

ary existences —such as the successive momentary flashes or flickers which 

constitute a flame, 
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each individual thing provides a sufficient basis for the general notion of satto 
(W). But in that case, the theory of universale, such as ^ inhering m 
the individuals (which is an essential part of the NySya view of things) would 

ta* or character .< . ~ 

a,. Hung to t» -»**»« «• % % » 
• Mi* dual being' which cctitni!"� . thing’, being . the n»d»»g « 

non-real also may possess causality. 
t If real being is not an essential constituent of the causality of the cause 

(although the cause uiay be something really being), such things also as have 
io7eal being may bo ca„ses-it being understood tuat tine ‘non-bemg also ,s 

not an essential factor of their causality. ^ 

Chapter I.—Section (2). 19 

crossing, sets out before daybreak, but only arrives at the crossing, 
when the dawn is just breaking ”! Not by any means, we 
reply. You evidently have not grasped our meaning. In so far as 
admitting in the cause a non-real existence0 (asati sattH) I do 
admit existence ; how otherwise could I say that * that existence 
is unreal’ ? Do you, on your part, hold that ‘causality * consists 
in existence {viz. necessary previous existence) which comprises 
within itself being (in the sense of reality) ? This truly cannot 
be; for as shown above, you (if thus postulating being within being) 

will either have to relinquish being after a few stages (of the 
endless series of ‘ beings * to which the first admission of being 

within being commits you), or else to admit an endless series. 

(52) . “But”, the opponent goes on to argue, “ as mere non¬ 
existence would, on yoilr conclusion, be common (to that which 
is the cause, as well as to all that is not the cause of a given 
effect), how could there be any certainty as to what is the 

cause ”?| The same difficulty, we reply, would present itself 
on the view of existence or being equally belonging to both. 

(53) . “But”, says the Logician, “in our case, we have as the 
determining factor positive as well as negative induction in re¬ 
gard to either the individual thing or to something of its kind J ; 

while in your case, as all causes would be equally non-being, 

you would have negative induction only (in the form ‘where the 
cause is not the effect is not’; while you could not say ‘ wh&re 
the cause is the effect is.’) And even this negative induction 
would not always be certain. For you cannot say that ‘ when¬ 
ever the cause is not, the effect necessarily is not existing’; since 
on your view, the effect would, after all, be produced in certain 
cases (as we actually see it to be produced); and as for you the 
Cause is permanently non-being, this would mean that the effect 

0 The cause according to the VedSntin, no doubt possesses satta, ‘existence* 

in the sense of vyavdharilu satta, i.e., empirical existence, such as belongs to 

everything that appears to consciousness, but Brahman ; but such satta is asati, 

i.e., unreal; true reality belonging to Brahman only. 

t If e.g. clay and threads are equal inasmuch as both of them are unreal, 

what should determine the clay, and not the threads, being the cause of a jar ? 

t The ‘ something of the kind * is meant to include cases where the cause is 

not a permanent continuous tiling, but a series of closely consecutive moment¬ 

ary existences —such as the successive momentary flashes or flickers which 

constitute a flame, 
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is produced while the cause does not exfst. And as to positive 

induction this you could never have”. Not so, we reply. 
The conditions really are exactly similar in both cases.0 More¬ 
over, in asserting that ‘there is no positive induction* you admit 
the existence of such induction (since otherwise there would be 
no occasion for denying it); and if you were to regard ‘ being ’ as 
a factor entering into the nature of positive induction, your view 
would at once be open to the objections stated above (in para. 44). 

(54) . “ But”, another objection is raised, “ from your theory 

it would follow that thoSe who enjoy mere imaginary sweets and 
those who eat real sweets, would have exactly the same experi¬ 
ences of flavour, strength, nutritive effects, and so on”. He, 

we reply, who flatters himself with the hope of this objection inva¬ 
lidating our view, truly himself feeds upon imaginary sweets! 
For, firstly, we have already shown that causal efficiency cannot 
rightly be claimed for the really existing only, whether real exist¬ 

ence be held to enter into the essential nature of the Cause or npt 
(see para. 44); and secondly, it is a fact that mere imaginary 
sweets (as those tasted in a dream) actually do give rise to experi¬ 
ences of certain flavours and strength, and of nutritive effects. 

(55) . “ But”, the opponent further asks, “ (if the Cause is 
unreal, the effect will be the same ; and) how can the Unreal 
be an effect” ? If, we reply, you hold reality to enter into the 
very nature of the effect, the same objection applies to the effect 

which we have above pointed out with regard to the Cause 

(para. 44). If, on the other hand, you do not regard reality as 

entering into the nature of the effect, the latter is unreal, and 
then there is no difference between your view and mine. 

(56) . Thus then we are both agreed that being a cause 
means nothing else than ‘ having necessary connection with a 
previous time*; and the dispute about the reality or unreality of 
the Cause—which both lie altogether outside the true nature of 
the Cause—-is simply futile. (5) 

(57) . Here the Logician formulates a new attack : “Leave off 

for a while,” he says, “putting forward mere .counter-argu¬ 
ments, and directly answer the main question.—‘ How can the 

* i.e. (to adopt one of the possible explanations of this clause) the positive 

induction can be equally veil established . f the ‘existence ’ of the cause is 

considered ati unreal, t.«. merely empirical, one. 
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causal efficiency of that which has no being be ascertained*? 
You will not allow that the cause has the distinguishing feature 
of being that which necessarily exists prior to the effect; and 
mere non-existence would belong to all things alike whether 

causes or non-causes)”. Not so, we reply. The Cause has 
this distinguishing feature that with regard to it we have the 
idea that it necessarily exists previous to the effect (though this 
in no way establishes the reality of the Cause). 

(58). -“But”, the Logician objects, “this principle is unduly 
wide, in so far as it would allow of our accepting as causes, such 

things also regarding which we may have a mistaken notion of 
‘necessary previous existence.’" No such thing, we reply. 
You accept the reality of a thing on the basis of a cognition which 

may be traced back three or four stages without meeting with 
sublation ; and so we also allow the character of being a Cause to 
a thing which is the object of a cognition of just that kind. But 
as the cognition may be liable to sublation as it is traced back 
beyond those initial stages, and as this would prove the mistaken 
character of the earlier stages,—we do not, on the basis of those 
earlier stages, declare the Cause to have real existence ; this is 
the difference between our view and yours. In fact the Logician 

himself rejects certain theories held by other schools (e. g. the 
theory, held by the Mimamsakas, of the etemality of the ‘word’) 
on the ground that, although certain cognitions do not meet with 
sublation up to several stages of reasoning, they yet are sublated 
in the end. Were it not so, (t. e. were theories to be accepted as 

true when not found subject to sublation up to a few stages only) 
then there would be only one view with regard to all philoscy 
pliical matters (as all philosophical theories would be found to 

be true to a few stages ; and thus all being possessed of equal 
validity, there could be no different systems, based as these are 

upon varying opinions with regard to the comparative validity 
or invalidity of the several theories).*5 

• The sense of this rather obscure argument appears to be that the Logician 

regards the cause as absolutely real, while the VedSntin, on further inquiry 

' Ti“ £ “*• Tl“ UmJ 
. 1,1,8 Way with regard to certain theories which though prim’d facie 
ppearing reasonable, turn out, on further enquiry, to be wrong. If no such 

^.nation were made between what is wrong ***** Ld what turn! 
U, lie wrong on protracted enquiry only, all theories would be equally true. 
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wide, in so far as it would allow of our accepting as causes, such 
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validity, there could be no different systems, based as these are 

upon varying opinions with regard to the comparative validity 
or invalidity of the several theories).*5 
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(59) . The above arguments also set aside the doubt expressed 

in the following question:—44 As all theories are equally unreal, 

how are we to ascertain which of them remains non-sublated 

up to three or four steps of enquiry, and which not?”0 

(60) . 44 But”, a further objection is raised, 44 at the time 

when the Cause, as you conceive it, is not the object of that idea 

(viz., of necessaiy previous existence), what difference is there 

(between what is the cause and what is not)?” The difference, 

we reply, lies therein that the Cause is the object of that idea 

at some time or other (while the nomcauses never are the object 

of that idea). If this be not admitted, then tell me how such 

an idea presenting itself with reference to the Cause at one time 

could prove its reality at some other time ? It might be argued 

that the reality of the Cause at one time may be the object of the 

notion at some other time (there being no need of the notion 

of a thing being something existing at the same time with itself). 

But then, we also may say with equal reasonableness that the fact 

of the said notion presenting itself with reference to a certain 

thing at one time indicates that it is the Cause at other times 

also (just as according to the Logician the notion appearing 

at one time proves its reality at other times), fit is exactly this 

kind of reality that has been called (by those who hold all things 

to be unreal) 4 samvriti sattva 1 or 4 Illusory Reality.' 

(61) . The Logician now puts the question—44 Is this idea 

of samvriti something real or unreal ?”,—his purpose being to 

*The Logician himself admits that certain notions— e.g. that of ‘silver in 

the shell ’—meet with sublation as soon as we begin to enquire into them; 

while others—such as the notion of the eternity of words—are shown to be 

invalid by an investigation carried on through a certain number of stages. An 

analogous distinction may, without much difficulty, be established between 

different philosophical theories. 

t This is added in anticipation of the objection that to hold the cause to be 

unreal would be opposed to the VedSntic conception that it has eamvritisattva 

(which is some sort of reality.) The sense of the author is that the reality that 

the Vedlilntin and all other Idealists admit in regard to things is not absolute 

reality but a qualified reality, merely empirical. This is what has been desig¬ 

nated by the Bauddhas * samvriti-satta * in the lcarika—“ tho instructions 

imparted by the Buddhas proceed on the basis of two kinds of reality, the 

ordinary .jsmpiricalf and tho absolute reality.” It corresponds to what the 

VedSntin calls ‘ vyavaharikl satta.” 

Ciiapter I.—Section (2). 

propose the following dilemma—“ if the idea is unreal it cannot 

differentiate the Cause from non-causes ; if it is real, it cannot he 

accepted by you Vedantins.” But we meet him with the fol¬ 

lowing reply:—We both are agreed as to its being cognitions, or 

ideas, on which all empirical thought, speech and action rest.9 

Now when we proceed to enquire into an idea and, on advancing 

in our enquiry three or four stages, find it to be real or true, then 

the particular thought, speech, &c., concerned must be regarded 

as based upon real or true ideas ; while it must be regarded as 

based upon unreal or false ideas, when the ideas, on enquiry, 

are found to be unreal. And as for differentiation, unreal ideas 

can effect this, in the same way as in misconception (bhrama) 

the (unreal) object of misconception differentiates the idea.| 

(62) . Thus then, as a matter of fact, the discussion should 

be begun without taking into any account the reality or unreality 

of cognitions. Otherwise, if we were to confuse our understand¬ 

ing at the outset (over this side-issue), there would be no chance 

for the real discussion ever being taken up. In the case of ideas 

having for their object future things and the like, you also admit 

that a non-existing object is the basis of individually disting¬ 

uished thought, speech and action. And what distinguishes the 

special causal power (of any given cause from that of others) is 

the effect which is not (yet) in existence.%. 

(63) . Nor can it be argued against-the proving force of this 

last instance that, “ in the case of this thing {i.e., the effect) 

there is existence at some (future) time, while in the case of 

cognition and its object, there is, on your view, no existence at 

any time ; and that hence the two cases are altogether different.” 

For, since at the time of actual thought, speech or action 

related to those things, both are equally non-existent, the 

existence of your effect at some other time, when such existence 

0 All are agreed on the point that our actions are controlled by the ideas 

that we have of things; for if a person did not cognise or know a thing, it could 

not in any way affect his action, speech or thought. 

jin error or misconception, as when we see silver in the shell, the imagined 

silver suffices to differentiate the cognition of the moment from other cognitions. 

JWhat does really distinguish the causal power possessed by sesame-grains 

Itila) from the causal power of other things ? Nothing else than the not-yet- 

oxisting effect, i. e., the sesame oil which can be made out of the grains. 
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related to those things, both are equally non-existent, the 

existence of your effect at some other time, when such existence 

0 All are agreed on the point that our actions are controlled by the ideas 
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cannot serve any useful purpose, is exactly like tlie waking up 

of tlie watchmen after the house has been cleared out by 

thieves.0 

(64) . But, the Logician objects, such things as jars and th6 

like (which are to come into existence at some future time) 

actually do exist at some time, and therefore possess a certain 

individual form and attributes (such as class-characteristics); 

and hence the ideas of them, by their very nature {i. e. as 

representing those things) appropriate to themselves that form 

and those attributes as their own differentiating characteristics. 

The same cannot be asserted with regard to absolutely non¬ 

existing or unreal things; for, since an absolute non-entity 

cannot be held to be differentiated by any individual form and 

attributes, the correlative idea also cannot be defined as related 

to something definite—as, after all, it should be, owing to its 

very nature (being an idea of something). 

(65) . Not so, we reply. Above already (para. 48) we have 

explained that the non-real has the same form and character 

as the real: every particular non-existent (unreal) thing is 

characterized by the non-existence of specific form and attributes. 

Were it not so, many absurdities would result (we, e. g. should 

not be able to distinguish between a sky-flower and a hare's 

horn, which we actually do distinguish as non-entities of different 

form and character). And we, moreover have already met this 

objection by what we said as to the object of misconception 

(or error, bhranti)—(where, as the Logician himself admits, 

something non-existing, shell-silver e. g.} is the object of cogni- 

tion). Further discussion of this point therefore is needless. 

-When the non-existence of the thing and its notion, at the time of thought, 

speech or action, will have been fully established on the basis of the non¬ 

existence of the effect, its existence at some other time wiU not save the 

situation. 

Kh. 24. 
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Section 3. 

[Th0 view finally to be accepted is one which partially agrees 
with the theory of the Viju3na-vadin, according to whom nothing 

is real but Thought or Idea. The reality of Thought is guar¬ 

anteed by itself ; Thought is ‘ self-illumined,9 proved by 

itself. It is on this view only that the validity of Thought can 

be established ; while the theory of the NaiySyikas, according 

to which each direct cognition requires a secondary cognition 

(anuvyavasaya) to establish and guarantee it, finally invalid¬ 

ates all thought. The ‘ thought * (vijnSna) the reality of which 

the Vedantin acknowledges differs essentially, however, from 

the vijnana of the Vijnana-vadin ; for it is absolutely non- 
differenced and eternal.] 

(66). Others again, finding no satisfaction of mind in the 

view of Cognitions (Ideas) also being mere nonentities, and not 

being bold enough to make at once the sweeping assertion 

that the whole Universe (things and ideas alike) has no real 

existence, take up the following position :—Cognition .Thought, 

vijiiana) is self-illumined (svayamprakSsha) and self-proved. 

For as a matter of fact, whenever Cognition takes place, there 

never arises, .even in the mind of the attentive self-observer, 

either the doubt ‘ Do I cognise or do I not cognise,’ or the 

wrong cognition ' I do not cognise,’ (when there is cognition), 

or the right cognition to the contrary ‘I do not cognise’ 

(when really there is no cognition).0 Hence, if with regard to 

*The distinction between the three cases is explained in the VidySsSgari 

as follows -A ‘ wrong cognition * is the cognition of a thing as something 

which it is not; in the case in question, the cognition ‘ I do not know,’ while 

actually there is knowledge. A ‘ doubt * is in the form ‘ Do I know or do I 

not know.’ A * right cognition to the contrary ’ is the cognition in the form 

‘ 1 do not know the thing1 which appears when actually tlie thing is not 

present, and hence is not cognised. The idea underlying this threefold 

division is that these ave the only possible alternatives with regard to a thing 

which though sought to be known, is not rightly cognized. 

It may however be pointed out that when the thing is actually known 

(which is what is meant by cognition taking place), the cognition 1 I do not 

know ’ cannot be ‘ right ’; and hence the third item in the above is not quite 

^ooperly introduced. And it appears that the author, wishing to exhaust all 

• uses of non-rigfu cognition, lost sight of this apparent anomaly : the 

absence of right cognition applies to the first two only ; it is the absence of 
cognition that applies to all three. 
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anything sought to be known there is an absence of untrue 
cognitiou (in the form of either doubt or wrong conception) and 

of contrary cognition, this absence implies that the thing is rightly 
cognised,—the absence of wrong cognition being invariably 
concomitant, in such cases, with right cognition. Were this 
not so, even that man whose desire to know is not hampered 
in any way would only have a cognition pertaining to the 
negation of that thing (i. e., only doubtful or wrong cogni¬ 
tion),—a cognition which would have for its invariable con¬ 
comitant the absence of the coguisability of that thing,—i. e.t 
which would imply that the thing is not known0. For these 
reasons, the Cognition must be held to be proved by the 
consciousness of it that all men have (i. e., it is illumined or 
proved by itself). 

(67). To this, the Naiyayika raises the following objection : 

—“ The fact that Cognitions are free from doubt and error is 
due (not to their being self-illumined and self-proved, but) to their 
being regularly followed by a ‘ representative (or secondary) cog¬ 
nition ’ (anuvtjavasaya)|.n This is not so, we reply. For where 

the existence and cognisability of that ‘ secondary cognition’ are 
not admitted (and they are actually not admitted by some philo¬ 
sophers, e. g. the Bauddhas), there, in case of enquiry, it would 
be difficult to prevent doubt from attaching itself to the whole 
cognitional process,—such doubt beginning with the 4 secondary 
cognition’ itself which refers to the thinking Self (‘ I am that 
which possesses the knowledge of the jar’) and extending down 
to the object of the simple cognition (the jar, for instance) (\?hich 
cognition itself is the object of the anuvyavasaya or secondary 
cognition). For where there is a doubt regarding that for which 
the object is (i. e. the cognition, simple ot secondary), there is a 
doubt with regard to the object also. And if, on the anuvyavasaya- 

theory, it were assumed that each cognition is invariably followed 

* If the absence of Doubt and Contrary Cognition with regard to a thing did 

not imply that the thing is rightly known, then, even in cases where there are 

no obstacles to the right knowledge of a thing, we should have only doubts or 

contrary cognitions, and this would mean that the thing is not rightly known. 

| According to the Naiyffyika the cognition * this is a jar ’ is regularly fol¬ 

lowed by a secondary cognition (anuvyavasSya) in the form * I know the jar *; 

and . it this latter cognition which proves or establishes the former one. 
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by corroborative ‘ secondary’ cognitions up to three or four stages, 
the chances of doubt remain all the same (for doubt would attach 
itself to that corroborative cognition at which we should stop 
and that doubt w9uld vitiate the whole series). On the other 

hand, on the view of Cognition being self-illumined (and self- 
evidenced), there is no distinction of instrument and object of 
knowledge (since there is no object apart from the Cognition); 

and hence there is no opening for any objections based on such 
distinction ( e. g. that one and the same thing cannot be the 
action and the object of the action at the same time). On any 

other hypothesis, the very form and character of Cognition could 

not be established; for if Cognition had to be established through 

something else, we should have to assume an endless series of 
corroborative cognitions. 

(68). But, the Opponent resumes, we do not hold that the 
Cognition itself must necessarily be the object of another cogni¬ 
tion, but that it is by its mere existence that it accomplishes all 
practical purposes in connection with itself*,—and thus where 

could there be any necsssity of making an endless assumption (of 

cogmtions)t” ? But this also we disallow. For (in accordance 
with the Nyaya principle that ‘ whatever is is to be known 
through a valid means of knowledge’) unless some valid means of 

knowledge were set forth, what would guarantee the real 
existence of the Cognition on which all those operations are to 
rest ? What is there to indicate that the Cognition is real ? 
Why should it not be unreal ? 

(69). To this the Logician makes the following reply :_The 
general character of the cognition as such having been estab¬ 
lished (by the anuvyavasaya cognition), while there is no valid 

means of knowledge to establish the cognition in its specific 
character, there indeed is nothing to establish the reality (truth) 
of the cognition in this latter aspect; but, when (as natural) the 
cognizer desires some such proof, it will subsequently be 

°Ifwe read ‘ svarthe vyavaharah,’ the meaning would be M practical 
purposes with regard to its object. 

t The opponent might here be understood to admit the self-lumiuoueness 

"f cognitions ; but as a matter of fact it is not so ; he only regards the mere 

• «i»tf*nee of the cognition enough for all practical purposes, and he does not 
touch the matter of the pramana of the cognition. 
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supplied either by the reality of the activities (to which the 
cognition gives rise), or by some other means (e. g. remem¬ 

brance)0. But this also we cannot allow. For there would still 

remain the unsettled question ‘ what then guarantees the reality 
of those activities ?’— and this would again lead to an endless 

series. And if, to avoid this, we were to stop at some link of the 
series, the reality of that link would remain unestablished, and 

this would vitiate the reality of the whole series: a general 
downbreak, extending so far as to disestablish the reality of the 

very thing which is the object of the simple cognition, thus could 
not be avoided. This is what is meant by the assertion (made by 

the Bauddha writer Dharmaklrti) that, 1 for him who does not 
accept the Cognition as directly cognised by itself, the cognition 
of the thing cannot be established.’ 

(70). A person who acknowledges the need of valid means 

of knowledge is bound, when basing practical thought and action 
upon the real existence of the jar, to tell us the means of proof 

of such existence. If he were simply to accept such reality 

without reference to any proof, why should not the contrary (i.e. 
the unreality of the jar) be the true fact ? It therefore is in¬ 
cumbent on him to show the existence of proofs for the real 
existence of the jar. But then again, a thorough person cannot 
accept the reality of these proofs without further proofs for their 
reality; in agreement with the axiom that the absence of the 
existence of proofs implies the absence of the existence of the 

thing (the existence of which would be proved by the existence 
of the proofs). Otherwise we should have to admit the reality 
of such things as the ‘ seventh flavour* (in addition to the six| 

• The Logician pleads that the anuvyavasdya cognition (‘ I am cognizing*) 

Inay not guarantee the truth o! the specific cognition * I cognize the jar,*— it 

being possible that what is cognised as the jar may not be a jar but something 

else,—but it at any rate guarantees the reality of this latter cognition as cogni¬ 

tion ; the object may be right or wrong, but there is no doubt that the. Cogni¬ 

tion is there. And subsequently the evident reality of the practical activities to 

which the specific cognition gives rise guarantees the reality of the cognition 

qua specific cognition. Or else, it may be the remembrance of the thing (the 

jar e. g.), which supplies the required conviction. 

jTho six flavours are—Katu (pungent), Amla (acid), Lavana (saltish), Tikta 

(bitter), Ka$aya (astringent), and Madhura (sweet). 
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which alone are known from experience). It thus is evident that 

he who refuses to accept Cognitions as self-evidenced is in an evil 

K h0,Were t0 ^ "% % of proofs, 
without troubhng about the real existence of proofs for thb 
reaht7 of the proofs, we might j ustly call on him to accept at once 

the reality of the jar itself; it would in that case be needless 
to trouble about proofs for such reality. 

(71). The Logician now may attempt to present his case in 
a different way. “ We do not,”.he says, “ maintain that in the 

case of every cognition there is an infinite. continuous chain of 
cognitions and cognitions of cognitions ; our theoiy rather is that 
somewhere in that chain there is a cognition which is established 
by a valid means of knowledge ; and that through this cognition 

the entire series of cognitions is validated, (whence there is no 
need of an endless retrogressus of cognitions).” But this 
planation also could be accepted only if, in addition to the coi¬ 

tions this is a jar’ and ‘ I cognise the jar', we ordinary men 

were conscious of the rise of another cognition, weighted with 

the burden of numerous objects constituted by the whole serie« 
consisting of the jar and its series of cognitions (while as a 

burTened^01 ^ ^ !"thm 0urselves an7 cognition thus 

. (L\ An<1 SUCh ^“P^ensive cognition 
should be possible for beings with capacities transcending ours 
ve.g. men possessing the gift of so-called ‘ Yoga-percention') 

that cognition, which would have for its object the cognition 
weighted by all those objects, would again have to be viewed as 

cognised by a further cognition. But for such further cognition 
there is in the first place, no proof; and in the second plfce no 
final Release would be possible in that case* For no 

of the Yogi.) could apprehend ,te ~ 

ions including itself; since this would mean that the cognifion 

" aelf-evidenced (which is jus. what our opponent denies) This 

reasoning .Iso dispose, ot the view that, "the last and las, hut 
on. of the senes (of the cognition, ot the Yogin) mutually snore. 

‘The cycle oH»irtK and rebirth of the Soul, according to the - 

tlnue. «> long as the soul remains endowed with any of 

•"'I oa Cognition is one of euch qualities, so long as there would be q * **1 
•K the soul would remain bound within the cycle C<*a" 

Kk. 29. 
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bend each other”; for if the last cognition apprehended its 

predecessor (of which it itself is, ex hypothen, an object), it 
would, in apprehending that, at the same time apprehend itself 

(in other words, it would be self-evidenced). 

(73) . Nor also have you any proof for the statement that 

the last cognition will be apprehended (not by the cogmser o 
the series himself, but) by another person who will not appre¬ 

hend the absence of that cognition. For on this hypothesis 

also you will have to assume an endless series of proofs upon 

proofs.6 
(74) Nor may you justify the assumption of an endless 

series of cognitions (each of which has for its object the pre¬ 
ceding member of the series) by pointing to the infinite series 
which presents itself as soon as we enquire into the causal 
factors of a thing such as a jar, and into the factors of those 
factors, and so on. For the two cases are not parallel. If 
there were any break in the series constituted by the jar and 

its causes, it would follow that the jar is eternal-t And it 
is on the basis of this presumptive reasoning (arthapatti) 
that we conclude that in the chain of the jar’s causal factors 
there is no break (i. e., that that chain extends backwards into 
infinity). If the same was the case with Cognition also, (*. e., if 
there were some presumptive evidence in the character of the 
Cognition, as that, if the ‘ series of cognitions’ were to break ^at 
any point, then from that point backwards, up to the very be¬ 
ginning of the series, there would be no establishing of any 
cognition at all,’ and hence the cognition must be accepted as 
having all cognitions of the series for its object), then, inas¬ 
much as the particular cognition itself would be included in the 
‘ series ’ apprehended by it, there would be an apprehension of 

• The cognition of that other man also would ultimately have for iU proof 

the cognition of some other man, and so on and on ad mfimtum. 

t If there were a break or stop in the endless retrogressive senes of causal 

factors of any thing, e. S„ ajar, i. e„ if we refused to assume further causal 

factors for any particular set of sucli factors, then this latter set would have to 

be viewed as uncaused. eternal. As such however it would have exer¬ 

cised its causal power (the power to produce its definite effect) from all 

eternity, and from this it would follow that the effect itself, the jar «. j., would 

be eternal. 
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the cognition by itself; and if (In order to avoid this) the cogni¬ 
tion were not included in the * series,* then for the apprehension 
of that cognition itself it would be necessary to postulate another 
cognition, and so on and on ad infinitum ; and, if lastly (in order 
to avoid both these contingencies) it be held that that cognition 
itself is not apprehended, then the non-apprehension of that one 
cognition would gradually mean the non-apprehension of every 
one of. the cognitions in the seriesand from this tangle of 
difficulties there would be no escape for you. And further you 
would be open to all the objections that we are going to point 
out later on (in karika 35, para 359) in connection with the rela¬ 
tionship (according to the Logician) among the means of know¬ 
ledge and their objects. 

(75) . Nor can it be maintained, on account of the difficulties 
stated, that cognition does not exist at all; for that which proves 
itself to every one cannot be denied. And, as we shall show 
later on, (karika 26, para, 164) it is just the view of Cognition 
being self-evidenced which frees it from all objections. And 
as that only can be self-established or self-proved which is of 
the nature of prakaslia (light, illumination, intelligence, con¬ 
sciousness), no attributes whatever that are of the nature of 
non-intelligence (jadatva), (the essence of which is that it depends 

upon something other than itself) can adhere to self-accomplished 
Cognition. 

(76) . | It is f°r this reason (viz., of cognition not having 
any attributes) that Cognition does not form the object of verbal 
assertions which depend for their functioning on the acknowledg¬ 
ment of attributes. (There, however, are certain attributes which 

* The final cognition not being * known * the ‘ cognition ’ preceding it in 

the * series ’—i. e. the cognition of which that final cognition would be the 

object,—would not be possible ; as if this cognition existed, the final cognition 

could not be said to be not known. And similarly tracing the series backwards 

step by step, we would find each one of the cognitions in the series to be 

non est. 

t This is in answer to the question—“ If the Cognition has no attributes, 

how can we speak of it as 1 self evidenced’ ?—as such an assertion pre-suppoBes 

the presence of some attribute ?” The sense of the reply is that such assertions 

nre figurative, being based upon an indirect imposition of attributes upon 

Cognition which, by its nature, is without any. 
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• The cognition of that other man also would ultimately have for iU proof 

the cognition of some other man, and so on and on ad mfimtum. 

t If there were a break or stop in the endless retrogressive senes of causal 

factors of any thing, e. S„ ajar, i. e„ if we refused to assume further causal 

factors for any particular set of sucli factors, then this latter set would have to 

be viewed as uncaused. eternal. As such however it would have exer¬ 

cised its causal power (the power to produce its definite effect) from all 

eternity, and from this it would follow that the effect itself, the jar «. j., would 

be eternal. 
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the cognition by itself; and if (In order to avoid this) the cogni¬ 
tion were not included in the * series,* then for the apprehension 
of that cognition itself it would be necessary to postulate another 
cognition, and so on and on ad infinitum ; and, if lastly (in order 
to avoid both these contingencies) it be held that that cognition 
itself is not apprehended, then the non-apprehension of that one 
cognition would gradually mean the non-apprehension of every 
one of. the cognitions in the seriesand from this tangle of 
difficulties there would be no escape for you. And further you 
would be open to all the objections that we are going to point 
out later on (in karika 35, para 359) in connection with the rela¬ 
tionship (according to the Logician) among the means of know¬ 
ledge and their objects. 

(75) . Nor can it be maintained, on account of the difficulties 
stated, that cognition does not exist at all; for that which proves 
itself to every one cannot be denied. And, as we shall show 
later on, (karika 26, para, 164) it is just the view of Cognition 
being self-evidenced which frees it from all objections. And 
as that only can be self-established or self-proved which is of 
the nature of prakaslia (light, illumination, intelligence, con¬ 
sciousness), no attributes whatever that are of the nature of 
non-intelligence (jadatva), (the essence of which is that it depends 

upon something other than itself) can adhere to self-accomplished 
Cognition. 

(76) . | It is f°r this reason (viz., of cognition not having 
any attributes) that Cognition does not form the object of verbal 
assertions which depend for their functioning on the acknowledg¬ 
ment of attributes. (There, however, are certain attributes which 

* The final cognition not being * known * the ‘ cognition ’ preceding it in 

the * series ’—i. e. the cognition of which that final cognition would be the 

object,—would not be possible ; as if this cognition existed, the final cognition 

could not be said to be not known. And similarly tracing the series backwards 

step by step, we would find each one of the cognitions in the series to be 

non est. 

t This is in answer to the question—“ If the Cognition has no attributes, 

how can we speak of it as 1 self evidenced’ ?—as such an assertion pre-suppoBes 

the presence of some attribute ?” The sense of the reply is that such assertions 

nre figurative, being based upon an indirect imposition of attributes upon 

Cognition which, by its nature, is without any. 
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are predicated of Cognition in an indirect way—as follows): Eter- 
nality is predicated of it on the ground of its not being limited by 

time ; it is designated as4 all-present ’ because it is not limited in 
space ; and is spoken of as the 4 all-self,* * non-duality * and so 
forth, on account of its being absolutely free from the limitation 

6f any specific characteristics. The acceptance of these attributes 
does not conflict with Cognition being absolutely non-dual; for 
they imply nothing but absence of certain limitations. Our 
view on this point is similar to thatt of the Bauddha and the 
Prabliakara who hold that ‘absence or negation is nothing 
different from the place where it resides,* and also to that of 
the Logician himself who holds that mutual negation is nothing 
different from the things between which that relation holds 
good.0 Nor can any objection be taken to the negation implied 

in 4 non-duality,* on the ground that the counter-entity of this 
negation (t\ e. the entity denied, i. e. duality) ‘has absolutely no 
existence. For the negation here is as legitimate as that of the 
object of an erroneous conception (as when we negate the 
presence of shell-silver, 4 there is no shell-silver in this place,’ 
although that silver has no existence). 

(77). This 4 Cognition * (or Consciousness or Brahman) is set 

forth by Scripture which stands to it in the relation of a valid 
means of knowledge (pramana). Scripture does not indeed 
directly denote or express it (for, as stated above, self-proved 
Cognition or Consciousness lies outside the sphere of what can 

be declared by words); but it indirectly intimates that it is what 
is meant to be expressed. Hence, although in reality to 
Consciousness the relation of thing denoted and words denoting 
does not apply, it yet is indirectly intimated by the texts of the 
Veda ; and from the point of view of Nescience we therefore may, 

as others (among them the Naiyayikas) do, designate the Veda 
as a valid means of cognizing 4 Cognition * (Brahman). We 
however must keep in mind that in reality Cognition is established 
or proved by nothing else but itself. 

According to the Logician, mutual negation is co-extensive with the 

things between which it subsists—and the.perception of this negation consists 

in the perception of the things”—Upaskara on Vaiehe^ikasutrat IX—i-4 & 8. 

4 Kli. 32. 
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Section 4. 

[To the doctrine that Cognition apprehends itself, it must not 

be objected that a thing cannot at the same time be subject 

and object of action (karman). For of‘object of action’ no 

valid definition can be given.] 

(78). Another objection is raised against the self-appre¬ 
hension of Cognitions. “ It is altogether absurd”, our opponent 
says, to hold that Cognition is self-apprehended; since the 
relation between an action and its object is not possible, unless 
the two are different things. For the action, being something 
to be accomplished, proceeds from the object; and in this 

sense the object is the cause of the action. A thing truly can¬ 
not be accomplished by itself; for what constitutes the relation 
of cause and effect is the peculiar fact of one thing being the 
antecedent of the other; and a thing cannot possibly be its 
own antecedent or consequent; since antecedence, as well as 
consequence, to a certain thing refers to a point of time that 
is not determined by that thing. Hence, if we were to assume 
the existence of the thing at that time, we should lapse into the 

self-contradiction of one and the same point of time being 
connected as well as non-connected with the same thing. ” 

(79). This is not so, we reply. We do not acknowledge it 
as an absolute rule that actions are produced by their objects; 
for clearly, no such relation is possible in the case of the cogni¬ 
tions of things that are yet to come into existence. That the 
object is, in grammatical terminology, called a karaka (i.e. 

literally, the producer of the action), is due to the fact that in 

some cases the object of the action is found to be productive of 
it. . . Again, we find the Object of an action defined (1) as that 
which is the sphere of the operation of the instrument, or (2) 
ns that which receives the result of the action,—the action itself 
inhering (by samavaya) in something else ; and on the basis of 

cither of these definitions we may use the word ‘ object ’ without 
any idea of the object being that which produces the action. 

(80). Let us however more closely consider these definitions 
of the Object, the nature of which you say is incompatible with our 

IM>11.* 

As e. g. in the case of what is expressed by the sentence ‘ I kuo, (my) 

5 
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view (of the self-evidencing character of Cognition). The second 
of the definitions given above,—viz : that the Object is that which 
receives the result of the action which itself inheres in something 

else,—is inacceptable, since it applies to the Ablative also (which 
never is Karman).° Should you rejoin that that which stands 
in the Ablative case is also an ‘object’; we demur; since in that 
case, instead of ‘ vrikjat parriam patati (the leaf falls from the 

tree, ablative) we might also say. vrik?am pan.iam patati9 

(‘ vrjk$am 5 being in the objective case) (while as a matter of fact 
we do not say so). If to this you rejoin that it depends on the 
wish of the speaker whether one or the other case be used, and 
that in the sentence quoted the objective case is not used simply 
because the speaker does not wish to use it,—we reply that if an 
objective character really belonged to the Ablative, any speaker 
choosing to use the Accusative (objective) case-ending in place of 
the Ablative one, would be free to do so. The opponent may 
rejoin that it is a traditional convention of Grammarians that the 
Ablative is never to be spoken of as the Objective. But then 
it comes to this that, even though the Ablative is never to be used 
or spoken of as the Objective case, yet, in agreement with your 
definition of the object, you really hold it to be an ‘objective ;* and 
this would afford an opening for defining the Object as anything. 

And whence, we ask, have you acquired that more than human 
insight that enables you to ascribe to the Ablative the objective 
character as defined by you, while yet it never can be used or 

spoken of as ‘ objective ’ ? The opponent may here restate his 

definition in the following somewhat qualified form:—“ the 

object is that which, while not being expressed by an Ablative, 
receives the result of an action inhering in something else. ” 

But this also we cannot accept, for on this definition, we should 
have to regard as transitive (having an object) the verb * rises * 

in the sentence ‘ the river rises ’, in as much as the rising would 
have an object (as defined by you) in the shape of those parts of 
the river bank which receive the result of the action of rising, 

* In the case of what is expressed by the sentence 1 vrjkaSt paraam patati' 

* the leaf falls from the tree’ (abl. case) the result of the action of falling—which 

inheres in the falling leaf—is received by the tree which is deprived of the leaf. 

Hence, if the definition of(object ’ given in the text is valid, the tree also is an 

object 
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in the sense of their being reached by the high water. • If 

instead of the qualifying clause you should insert the clause 
which is destructive of the action e. if you define the object 

as that which receives such a result of the action inhering in 
something else as puts a stop to the action,—we point out—(1' 
that the objection we have urged on the ground of the sentence 

the nver rises ’ remains as valid as before ; [for the connection 

of the water with the higher parts of the bank, which is the 
result of the rising of the river, may be said to put a stop to the 

nsingj(2) that no transitive character could in that case belong 
to the root vridh ‘ to cut ’ f ;-(3) that in that case the verb tyaj 

(as occurring m sentences like ‘ wikshan tyajati pamam’, ‘the 
leaf leaves the tree ’) could not be regarded as transitive [in as 
much as the result of the action of leaving, i.e. the separation of 
the leaf from the tree, does not put a stop to the action of leaving) • 

and (4) that in the sentence ‘atmanart-jariami \ ‘I know myself * 

the atmanam could not be considered as an Object, since there is in 
this case no ‘ something else ’ (in which the action inheres ; the 
atman being the object and at the same time that in which the action 

inheres). It might be said that, “In the case of the Self 
otherness’ or ‘diversity’ is introduced by the difference of limiting 

adjuncts (upadhi); so that the Self, in so far as conditioned by 
those adjuncts,-viz: the qualities of being a doing and enjoying 

agent, and so on—would be the object of cognition (while the pure 

Self is the cognising subject). ” But although this may be so 
w a certain sensei, yet he who knows the real Self certainly would 
cognise it as free from limitations ; and ex hypothesi the Self free 
from limitations cannot be the object of cognition. How further 

would you make out the character of the ‘object’ in sentences 
such as 'pachyate phalam svayameva’, ‘the fruit ripens by 
itself , where the same fruit is both nominative and object, [and 
the action thus does not inhere in something other than the 
object] Then again, the Logician regards God as omni- 
Mient (and eternal); and as His cognitions are eternal, they can 

* T>»8 emendation will serve to exclude the objective character fr^TthT 
tre« from which leaves fall. “ 

• ,ht T00t “ f?Und BUch BeDtences « 'vriktam vardhate vardhakih ‘ 
the wood cutter cuts the tree. * ’ 

t In reality, in this case, the limitations would be the real object. 
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never be put a stop to by their results; and thus your defini¬ 
tion of the object is not applicable to things known by God. 
For all these reasons we conclude that the term * object * is 

merely a technical term—similar to terms such as ‘nodi,* 'vriddhi* 

and the like,—which the Grammarians have devised to account, 
in their conventional way, for the formation of words; and we 
hence need not pursue the search for a comprehensive definition 
of Object^ We shall deal with further aspects of this question 
in the chapter on * Self-apprehension* forming part of our other 

work * Tshvarabhisan dhi. * 

Section 5. 

[Nor can the theory that Cognition is self-illumined or self- 

evidenced be objected to on the ground that one and the same 

thing cannot be ‘ subject * and ‘ object1 of cognition (visayin and 

vifaya). We in the first place do not admit this alleged incompati¬ 

bility of subject and object; and in the second place theoretical 

doubts on this point have no force against undeniable facts of 

consciousness; neither self-consciousness (the * I-cognition *) nor 

cognition of any object would be possible if tnsaya and visayin 

were necessarily distinct entities. We therefore, while being 

at one with the Bauddha as to the undefinability and consequent 

unreality of all that is not cognition and consciousness, hold 

that Cognition or Consciousness is completely proved by itself.] 

0 PSnini uses the term ‘ nadi ’ (which properly means river) to denote all 

feminine bases ending in ‘ V ; and just as there can be no definition of 1 nadi’ 

(river) that could apply to all these bases, so in the 6ame there can be no 

definition of * objective ’ that wpuld apply to all cases. 

t According to the Vidydsdgari the text here has the following additional 

sentence—“ Nor can the objective be defined as that which is the sphere of the 

action of the instrument ; because this definition would apply also to cases 

such as hastena Ramena sharena, where the action of the ‘ hand’ falls on the 

‘ arrow’. And further even without a comprehensive definition of the ob¬ 

ject, we could speak of it as that which, while bringing about an action, is 

the aim of its operation. ” 

This passage however appears too disjointed to be accepted as part of the 

original text; and, moreover, it docs not appear likey that the author, after 

having once said that he considers it useless further to pureue the question 

of definition, should discuss another definition. T1 * passage probably is a 

marginal gloss which has crept into the text, 
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(81) . The Opponent now takes up other ground:—" If”, he 
says, “ self-illumined Cognition is absolutely non-dual, then, the 
relation* between * object ’ visaya and ‘ subject * visayin (t e., the 

Cognition) will not be possible. For to be visayin—literally, 
4 that which has an object *—means to be related to an object; 
and no relation (or connection) can subsist without some kind of 

difference ; for where there is no cognition of difference between 
the things related, the cognition of relation is something contrary 
to reason.**0 

(82) . This is not so, we reply. That relation which is consti¬ 

tuted by 4 subject * and ' object * is not something different from 

the things related ; and even if it were such, we—in order to avoid 
an objectionable infinite regress—would have to admit the fact of 
that relation ultimately resting in itself.f And as thus it must 
be admitted that this last cognition of relation is accomplished 
without assuming any difference between the relation and the 
things related—and this for the reason that so-called svarupa (or 

svabhava) relation is not bound by the same rules as other kinds 
of relation}:,—so in the same manner the relation of ‘subject* 
and ‘ object * may be viewed as accomplishing itself without any 

• It is generally held that all cognition implies that relation the two terms 

of which are called the * visaya * (object) and the * visayin * which may be 

translated as ‘ subject,’ although this is Bomewhat misleading ; for the visayin 

is not what we understand by the * knowing subject,’ but merely the cognition 

(jnSna). The objection raised by the NaiySyika against the VedSntin is that if 

‘cognition’ is absolutely non-dual, the distinction between visaya and visayin 

vanishes, and with it Cognition itself, for which such distinction is essential. 

t If the relation were something really different from the terms of the 

relation, we should have to postulate a further relation connecting the first 

relation with those terms, and so on, in infinitum ; to avoid which infinite regress 

(—and that such regresses must be avoided is a general principle of Indian 

philosophical argumentation—) we should have to stop at some place and 

ttsarne that the last relation at which we have arrived is not something 

different from the terms it connects. 

X The meaning is that the case of the visaya-visayin relation is analogous to 

that of the svarupa (natural) relation as conceived by the Logicians themselves. 

In the case of other relations, as e.g. Samyoga (conjunction of two things in 

space), the relation is viewed by the Logicians as something additional to, 

other than, the things conjoined. In the case of the svarupa-relation, on the 

other hand,—which exists e.g. between the ground and the absence of the jar, 

as expressed in the judgment * there is no jar in this place ’—the relation is not 

held to be anything different from its terms i.e. the jar and the ground. 
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evidenced be objected to on the ground that one and the same 

thing cannot be ‘ subject * and ‘ object1 of cognition (visayin and 

vifaya). We in the first place do not admit this alleged incompati¬ 

bility of subject and object; and in the second place theoretical 

doubts on this point have no force against undeniable facts of 

consciousness; neither self-consciousness (the * I-cognition *) nor 

cognition of any object would be possible if tnsaya and visayin 

were necessarily distinct entities. We therefore, while being 

at one with the Bauddha as to the undefinability and consequent 

unreality of all that is not cognition and consciousness, hold 

that Cognition or Consciousness is completely proved by itself.] 

0 PSnini uses the term ‘ nadi ’ (which properly means river) to denote all 

feminine bases ending in ‘ V ; and just as there can be no definition of 1 nadi’ 

(river) that could apply to all these bases, so in the 6ame there can be no 

definition of * objective ’ that wpuld apply to all cases. 

t According to the Vidydsdgari the text here has the following additional 

sentence—“ Nor can the objective be defined as that which is the sphere of the 

action of the instrument ; because this definition would apply also to cases 

such as hastena Ramena sharena, where the action of the ‘ hand’ falls on the 

‘ arrow’. And further even without a comprehensive definition of the ob¬ 

ject, we could speak of it as that which, while bringing about an action, is 

the aim of its operation. ” 

This passage however appears too disjointed to be accepted as part of the 

original text; and, moreover, it docs not appear likey that the author, after 

having once said that he considers it useless further to pureue the question 

of definition, should discuss another definition. T1 * passage probably is a 

marginal gloss which has crept into the text, 
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(81) . The Opponent now takes up other ground:—" If”, he 
says, “ self-illumined Cognition is absolutely non-dual, then, the 
relation* between * object ’ visaya and ‘ subject * visayin (t e., the 

Cognition) will not be possible. For to be visayin—literally, 
4 that which has an object *—means to be related to an object; 
and no relation (or connection) can subsist without some kind of 

difference ; for where there is no cognition of difference between 
the things related, the cognition of relation is something contrary 
to reason.**0 

(82) . This is not so, we reply. That relation which is consti¬ 

tuted by 4 subject * and ' object * is not something different from 

the things related ; and even if it were such, we—in order to avoid 
an objectionable infinite regress—would have to admit the fact of 
that relation ultimately resting in itself.f And as thus it must 
be admitted that this last cognition of relation is accomplished 
without assuming any difference between the relation and the 
things related—and this for the reason that so-called svarupa (or 

svabhava) relation is not bound by the same rules as other kinds 
of relation}:,—so in the same manner the relation of ‘subject* 
and ‘ object * may be viewed as accomplishing itself without any 

• It is generally held that all cognition implies that relation the two terms 

of which are called the * visaya * (object) and the * visayin * which may be 

translated as ‘ subject,’ although this is Bomewhat misleading ; for the visayin 

is not what we understand by the * knowing subject,’ but merely the cognition 

(jnSna). The objection raised by the NaiySyika against the VedSntin is that if 

‘cognition’ is absolutely non-dual, the distinction between visaya and visayin 

vanishes, and with it Cognition itself, for which such distinction is essential. 

t If the relation were something really different from the terms of the 

relation, we should have to postulate a further relation connecting the first 

relation with those terms, and so on, in infinitum ; to avoid which infinite regress 

(—and that such regresses must be avoided is a general principle of Indian 

philosophical argumentation—) we should have to stop at some place and 

ttsarne that the last relation at which we have arrived is not something 

different from the terms it connects. 

X The meaning is that the case of the visaya-visayin relation is analogous to 

that of the svarupa (natural) relation as conceived by the Logicians themselves. 

In the case of other relations, as e.g. Samyoga (conjunction of two things in 

space), the relation is viewed by the Logicians as something additional to, 

other than, the things conjoined. In the case of the svarupa-relation, on the 

other hand,—which exists e.g. between the ground and the absence of the jar, 

as expressed in the judgment * there is no jar in this place ’—the relation is not 

held to be anything different from its terms i.e. the jar and the ground. 
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difference between the things related ; and thus the apprehension 
also of the relation is possible without any apprehension of 
difference (between subject and object). There surely is nothing 
incongruous in all this. 

(83) . Nor must it be argued that if the subject-objcctrrelation 

in the case of self-apprehending cognition were to differ even in 
the least from the subject-object-relation in the case of the jar 

and the cognition of the jar, one of these relations would have 
to be rejected as false.0 For the fact is that in the case of the 
jar and the cognition of it, that relation has to be rejected as 
false because they both have a merely illusory existence (are 
figments of Nescience); while in the case of self-evidenced 
Cognition, which is absolutely real, that relation also is absolutely 

real. Hence no fault can be found with the view of the two 

relations not being of the same kind. 

(84) . It however is not really necessary to assume that the 
self-apprehension of Cognition demands that cognition should 

be related to itself either by the relation of action-and-object- 
of-action, or by that of subject-(visayin)-and-object-(vi§aya.) 
According to you Logicians things are being (sat), through their 
being connected with the ‘Universal’ Being (satta) (which inheres 

in all that is through the so-called sainavaya relation); that 
‘Universal’ Being itself however is being through itself; and this 
resting in itself of Being is not held to constitute an absurdity. 
In the same way we may regard cognitions as self-accomplished 
(without either of the aforesaid relations being appealed to). 

(85) . Or, we may view the matter in the light of another 
analogous case. Bahuvrihi-compounds of the class called ‘ tad- 

guna-samvijnana,’t primarily denote something not directly x 
denoted by any of the component words, while at the same time 

• The objection here anticipated is that if the VedSntin does not admit both 

relations to be of the same kind, one of the two must be rejected; and as that 

subsisting between the jar and the cognition of the jar is found to be real by 

universal experience, it is the self-apprehenssion of the cognition that must 

be rejected. The VedSntin, on his part, argues that one of the two must no 

doubt be rejected ; but the one so to be rejected is the relation between the jar 

and the cognition of it. 

| An example of this class of compounds is lambarkarna (long-ear) which 

primarily denotes the ass, while at the same time it suggests what the com¬ 

ponent words directly denote, bis. long ears. 
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they secondarily denote what is directly denoted by those words. 
Analogously Cognition may be conceived as primarily apprehend¬ 
ing its object (e. g. a jar), and therein also apprehending itself, 
which in reality is not its- object. This theory however, 
declaring as it does that self-apprehension belongs to cogni¬ 
tions having objects (e. g. a jar)—properly belongs to, the Guru 
(Prabhakara), and is not the Vedantic theory of the self-appre¬ 
hension of Brahman; since in the latter there is no object what¬ 
ever. We however may reason on the same lines by making 
use of a different analogy: just as in the case of * Kutadi * (a 
technical term denoting a number of words among which * Kuta ’ 
is the first), the compound (Kut-adi) applies to what is not its 
object (». e. is not directly denoted by the term), so Cognition 
also, in the state of Nescience* apprehends itself—although this 
' Self ’ is not really its object. 

(86)- Although therefore our theory of the Self-apprehension 
of Cognition is on several points in disagreement with ordinary 
experience (where the relations of action and object of action, and 
subject and object always imply difference), yet * Presumption’ 

(anyathanupapattih), being shown fully to prove such apprehen¬ 
sion, obliges us to accept the theory together with those 
discrepancies. This is as follows: We have to give up the notion, 

suggested by ordinary experience, that the Cogniser is something 
different from the thing cognised, since otherwise the cognition 
of the I, (where the subject and the object of cognition are one) 
could not be accounted for. Similarly we have to abandon the 

view of the thing cognised being different from the cognition ; 
because otherwise the consciousness ‘ I know ’ (where the cog¬ 
nition is also the object cognised) would not be possible. The 

means of proof relied on in the above instances which is 
technically called ‘ presumption ’, being stronger than any other 
means of proof, would refute even a hundred arguments based 
on facts of ordinary experience. We have on this point the 

following authoritative enunciation (by Kumarila Bhatta, Tantra- 
Varttika II. 1.5): ‘ Ever so many things not directly experienced 
have to be assumed when there is a valid means of proof for them.’ 

This <Iualtying clause is added to guard against the objection that even 

•uch Self-apprehension of the Cognition as here is set forth, involves duality 
which is not acceptable to the VedKntin. 
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difference between the things related ; and thus the apprehension 
also of the relation is possible without any apprehension of 
difference (between subject and object). There surely is nothing 
incongruous in all this. 

(83) . Nor must it be argued that if the subject-objcctrrelation 

in the case of self-apprehending cognition were to differ even in 
the least from the subject-object-relation in the case of the jar 

and the cognition of the jar, one of these relations would have 
to be rejected as false.0 For the fact is that in the case of the 
jar and the cognition of it, that relation has to be rejected as 
false because they both have a merely illusory existence (are 
figments of Nescience); while in the case of self-evidenced 
Cognition, which is absolutely real, that relation also is absolutely 

real. Hence no fault can be found with the view of the two 

relations not being of the same kind. 

(84) . It however is not really necessary to assume that the 
self-apprehension of Cognition demands that cognition should 

be related to itself either by the relation of action-and-object- 
of-action, or by that of subject-(visayin)-and-object-(vi§aya.) 
According to you Logicians things are being (sat), through their 
being connected with the ‘Universal’ Being (satta) (which inheres 

in all that is through the so-called sainavaya relation); that 
‘Universal’ Being itself however is being through itself; and this 
resting in itself of Being is not held to constitute an absurdity. 
In the same way we may regard cognitions as self-accomplished 
(without either of the aforesaid relations being appealed to). 

(85) . Or, we may view the matter in the light of another 
analogous case. Bahuvrihi-compounds of the class called ‘ tad- 

guna-samvijnana,’t primarily denote something not directly x 
denoted by any of the component words, while at the same time 

• The objection here anticipated is that if the VedSntin does not admit both 

relations to be of the same kind, one of the two must be rejected; and as that 

subsisting between the jar and the cognition of the jar is found to be real by 

universal experience, it is the self-apprehenssion of the cognition that must 

be rejected. The VedSntin, on his part, argues that one of the two must no 

doubt be rejected ; but the one so to be rejected is the relation between the jar 

and the cognition of it. 

| An example of this class of compounds is lambarkarna (long-ear) which 

primarily denotes the ass, while at the same time it suggests what the com¬ 

ponent words directly denote, bis. long ears. 
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they secondarily denote what is directly denoted by those words. 
Analogously Cognition may be conceived as primarily apprehend¬ 
ing its object (e. g. a jar), and therein also apprehending itself, 
which in reality is not its- object. This theory however, 
declaring as it does that self-apprehension belongs to cogni¬ 
tions having objects (e. g. a jar)—properly belongs to, the Guru 
(Prabhakara), and is not the Vedantic theory of the self-appre¬ 
hension of Brahman; since in the latter there is no object what¬ 
ever. We however may reason on the same lines by making 
use of a different analogy: just as in the case of * Kutadi * (a 
technical term denoting a number of words among which * Kuta ’ 
is the first), the compound (Kut-adi) applies to what is not its 
object (». e. is not directly denoted by the term), so Cognition 
also, in the state of Nescience* apprehends itself—although this 
' Self ’ is not really its object. 

(86)- Although therefore our theory of the Self-apprehension 
of Cognition is on several points in disagreement with ordinary 
experience (where the relations of action and object of action, and 
subject and object always imply difference), yet * Presumption’ 

(anyathanupapattih), being shown fully to prove such apprehen¬ 
sion, obliges us to accept the theory together with those 
discrepancies. This is as follows: We have to give up the notion, 

suggested by ordinary experience, that the Cogniser is something 
different from the thing cognised, since otherwise the cognition 
of the I, (where the subject and the object of cognition are one) 
could not be accounted for. Similarly we have to abandon the 

view of the thing cognised being different from the cognition ; 
because otherwise the consciousness ‘ I know ’ (where the cog¬ 
nition is also the object cognised) would not be possible. The 

means of proof relied on in the above instances which is 
technically called ‘ presumption ’, being stronger than any other 
means of proof, would refute even a hundred arguments based 
on facts of ordinary experience. We have on this point the 

following authoritative enunciation (by Kumarila Bhatta, Tantra- 
Varttika II. 1.5): ‘ Ever so many things not directly experienced 
have to be assumed when there is a valid means of proof for them.’ 

This <Iualtying clause is added to guard against the objection that even 

•uch Self-apprehension of the Cognition as here is set forth, involves duality 
which is not acceptable to the VedKntin. 
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(87) . Thus then, when we have Presumption to prove a 

certain thing, it crushes pnder 'oot all discrepancies with 
ordinary experience; for it is the strongest of all means of 

proof. (6) 
You then must either provide some other explanation of the 

fact on which the said ‘ Presumption ’ relies, or give up your 
obstinate clinging to mere facts of experience ; for the two can 

no more abide together than light and shade. (7) 
(88) . We thus have shown that the sdf-evideneedness of 

Cognition is something that you yourselves may easily comple- 

hend and accept,—and we have done so by means of lines of 
argumentation fulfilling all the rules of correct reasoning as 
acknowledged by yourselves. As for ourselves, we accept 
Cognition as self-proved and self-accomplished on the sole 

strength of our consciousness. 
(89) . The difference between the Bauddha and the Vedan- 

tin then comes to this:—The Bauddha regards everything, 
without exception, as anirvachaniya, i. e. undefinable; as 
Buddha himself has declared in the Laiikavatara 'Sutra (II. 173)— 

“ when we come rationally to examine things, we cannot ascertain 
the nature of anything; hence all things must be declared to 
be undefinable and devoid of any assignable nature or charac- 
ter,”—The Vedantins on the other hand declare that this entire 
Universe, with the exception of Cognition or Consciousness, is 

neither absolutely real nor absolutely unreal. It cannot be 
absolutely real, because this view is beset by difficulties which 

we shall point out later on ; nor can we regard it as absolutely 

unreal since this would strike at the root of all empirical 
thought, speech and action of intelligent men of the world. 

(90) . Our adversary may here taunt us as follows:—“ If you 

are incapable of defining things, you should at once betake your¬ 

self to proper teachers who will teach you definitions. But 
this taunt would be justified only if we maintained that this 
undefinability of things depends noton the very nature of things, 

but on the incapacity of the speaker. 
(91) . Let our opponent who imagines that he can. define 

things come forward with his definitions. H© will fail; for we 

gVmll at once point out objections to each definition he attempts. 

The Logician will perhaps reply that the very objections of 
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the Vedantin imply certain definitions; and in this way 

demolishing themselves are (no valid objections but) mere 
* nugatory reasons.*0 But tlijs is not so ; for the objections by 
means^- of which we impugn the definability of thihgs are 
themsetves updefurable: we in fact make ,usfe of undefinable 
objeotioils only ; how then can you tax us with self-contradic¬ 
tion? Moreover you, on ypnr side, are unable to give, a valid 
definition of the 4 nugatojy.pliaracter of 2. Reason/ and to apply 

that definition to our objections (and reasonings). 
(92) . The Logician here starts a fresh discussion: »MYou 

assert,’* he says, the Universe*is jindefinable, because diffi¬ 
culties face you whether you regard it as real, or as unreal. Now, 
what flo you mean by this ? Do you mean that there is a doubt as 
to the reality or unreality of the Universe ? * Or that you regard 
the Universe as something different from both, the Real and the 

Unreal ? In the former case, since.of the two mutually contra¬ 
dictory characters, (of Reality and Unreality), one must belong 
to the Universe, the objections raised against one of the two 
views must be merely apparent (not valid). And it is the 
objections raised against the reality of the world that must* be 

regarded as invalid, as necessarily results fronr the ifollowing 
considerations If we.accept the theory of Reality, how can the 

objections to the Reality be valid at the same time? [For 
truly, Reality is that which precludes all objections or shortcom¬ 
ings]. If,on the other Land, we accepted the theory of Unreali¬ 
ty, everything would have to be regarded as unreal; and how 

, .then could the objections to, or defects of, that vie\/be real (or 

valid)? 'The second alternative again is altogether impossible 
owing to sheer contradiction. For, we have the authoritative 
doelaratfpn—'‘Tn the case of t\^o, mutually contradictory terms, 
nr conditions L there is no room for a^third term or condition * 
(e.f; Nyayakiiwinahjali, Bibliotheca dndica, page 424). 

(93) . All this, we Vedantins reply, is the argumentation 
of a nTan*jvho-lids'Jailed to grasp the position of his opponent. 
I low'can he wltojhol^s, as we do, that all things, cannot be 
defined either a*‘realtor as unreal, be found fault with on the 
-.——- —-~r~~,-;-r-^-r---— % % � 

• A * .IStynltara tjr Msti'js-q kind of fallacy. If a reason is put forward in 

Mid* a form as toTfepirvli^li itself, it is 'said to be a*‘ Jsti’. \ Jfiti is of twenty- 

f‘,ur kinds—See Ny&yfuhatijaiTv pp< G19et. seq., md Gautama-eiltravritti I, 58. 
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(87) . Thus then, when we have Presumption to prove a 

certain thing, it crushes pnder 'oot all discrepancies with 
ordinary experience; for it is the strongest of all means of 

proof. (6) 
You then must either provide some other explanation of the 

fact on which the said ‘ Presumption ’ relies, or give up your 
obstinate clinging to mere facts of experience ; for the two can 

no more abide together than light and shade. (7) 
(88) . We thus have shown that the sdf-evideneedness of 

Cognition is something that you yourselves may easily comple- 

hend and accept,—and we have done so by means of lines of 
argumentation fulfilling all the rules of correct reasoning as 
acknowledged by yourselves. As for ourselves, we accept 
Cognition as self-proved and self-accomplished on the sole 

strength of our consciousness. 
(89) . The difference between the Bauddha and the Vedan- 

tin then comes to this:—The Bauddha regards everything, 
without exception, as anirvachaniya, i. e. undefinable; as 
Buddha himself has declared in the Laiikavatara 'Sutra (II. 173)— 

“ when we come rationally to examine things, we cannot ascertain 
the nature of anything; hence all things must be declared to 
be undefinable and devoid of any assignable nature or charac- 
ter,”—The Vedantins on the other hand declare that this entire 
Universe, with the exception of Cognition or Consciousness, is 

neither absolutely real nor absolutely unreal. It cannot be 
absolutely real, because this view is beset by difficulties which 

we shall point out later on ; nor can we regard it as absolutely 

unreal since this would strike at the root of all empirical 
thought, speech and action of intelligent men of the world. 

(90) . Our adversary may here taunt us as follows:—“ If you 

are incapable of defining things, you should at once betake your¬ 

self to proper teachers who will teach you definitions. But 
this taunt would be justified only if we maintained that this 
undefinability of things depends noton the very nature of things, 

but on the incapacity of the speaker. 
(91) . Let our opponent who imagines that he can. define 

things come forward with his definitions. H© will fail; for we 

gVmll at once point out objections to each definition he attempts. 

The Logician will perhaps reply that the very objections of 
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the Vedantin imply certain definitions; and in this way 

demolishing themselves are (no valid objections but) mere 
* nugatory reasons.*0 But tlijs is not so ; for the objections by 
means^- of which we impugn the definability of thihgs are 
themsetves updefurable: we in fact make ,usfe of undefinable 
objeotioils only ; how then can you tax us with self-contradic¬ 
tion? Moreover you, on ypnr side, are unable to give, a valid 
definition of the 4 nugatojy.pliaracter of 2. Reason/ and to apply 

that definition to our objections (and reasonings). 
(92) . The Logician here starts a fresh discussion: »MYou 

assert,’* he says, the Universe*is jindefinable, because diffi¬ 
culties face you whether you regard it as real, or as unreal. Now, 
what flo you mean by this ? Do you mean that there is a doubt as 
to the reality or unreality of the Universe ? * Or that you regard 
the Universe as something different from both, the Real and the 

Unreal ? In the former case, since.of the two mutually contra¬ 
dictory characters, (of Reality and Unreality), one must belong 
to the Universe, the objections raised against one of the two 
views must be merely apparent (not valid). And it is the 
objections raised against the reality of the world that must* be 

regarded as invalid, as necessarily results fronr the ifollowing 
considerations If we.accept the theory of Reality, how can the 

objections to the Reality be valid at the same time? [For 
truly, Reality is that which precludes all objections or shortcom¬ 
ings]. If,on the other Land, we accepted the theory of Unreali¬ 
ty, everything would have to be regarded as unreal; and how 

, .then could the objections to, or defects of, that vie\/be real (or 

valid)? 'The second alternative again is altogether impossible 
owing to sheer contradiction. For, we have the authoritative 
doelaratfpn—'‘Tn the case of t\^o, mutually contradictory terms, 
nr conditions L there is no room for a^third term or condition * 
(e.f; Nyayakiiwinahjali, Bibliotheca dndica, page 424). 

(93) . All this, we Vedantins reply, is the argumentation 
of a nTan*jvho-lids'Jailed to grasp the position of his opponent. 
I low'can he wltojhol^s, as we do, that all things, cannot be 
defined either a*‘realtor as unreal, be found fault with on the 
-.——- —-~r~~,-;-r-^-r---— % % � 

• A * .IStynltara tjr Msti'js-q kind of fallacy. If a reason is put forward in 
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(87) . Thus then, when we have Presumption to prove a 

certain thing, it crushes under 'oot all discrepancies with 
ordinary experience; for it is the strongest of all ineanB of 

proof. (6) . 
You then must either provide some other explanation of the 

fact on which the said ‘Presumption’ relies, or give up your 
obstinate clinging to mere facts of experience ; for the two can 

no more abide together than light and shade. (7) 
(88) . We thus have shown that the sdf-evidencedness of 

Cognition is something that you yourselves may easily comple- 
hend and accept,—and we have done so by means of lines of 
argumentation fulfilling all the rules of correct reasoning as 
acknowledged by yourselves. As for ourselves, we accept 
Cognition as self-proved and self-accomplished on the sole 

strength of our consciousness. 
(89) The difference between the Bauddha and the Vedan- 

tin then comes to this :-Tbe Bauddha regards everything, 
without exception, as anirvachaniya, i. e. unde finable; as 
Buddha himself has declared in the Lafikavatara Sutra (II. 173)— 

“ when we come rationally to examine things, we cannot ascertain 
the nature of anything; hence all things must be declared to 

be ^indefinable and devoid of any assignable nature or charac¬ 
ter”—The Vedantins on the other hand declare that this entire 
Universe, with the exception of Cognition or Consciousness, is 

neither absolutely real nor absolutely unreal. It cannot be 
absolutely real, because this view is beset by difficulties which 

we shall point out later on ; nor can we regard it as absolutely 

unreal since this would strike at the root of all empirical 
thought, speech and action of intelligent men of the world. 

(90) . Our adversary may here taunt us as follows: If you 

are incapable of defining things, you should at once betake your¬ 

self to proper teachers who will teach you definitions. But 
this taunt would be justified only if we maintained that this 
undefinability of things depends not on the very nature of things, 

but on the incapacity of the speaker. 
(91) Let our opponent who imagines that he can. define 

things come forward with his definitions. He will fail; for we 

shall at once point out objections to each definition he attempts^ 
The Logician will perhaps reply that the very objections of 
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the Vedantiu imply certain definitions; and in this way 
demolishing themselves are (no valid objections but) mere 

‘ nugatory reasons.*0 But tliis is not so ; for the objections by 
means- of which we impugn the definability of thihgs are 
tliemsetves updefiraible: we in fact make ,usfe of undefinable 
objeotioiis only ; how then can you to ns with self-contradic¬ 

tion ? Moreover you, on ypur side, are unable to give, a valid 
definition of the ‘ nugatojy.pliaracter of a. Reason/ and to apply 
that definition to our objections (and reasonings). 

(92) . The Logician here starts a fresh discussion: »MYou 

assert,** he says, jliat the Universels indefinable, because diffi¬ 
culties face you whether yon regard it as real or as unreal. Now, 
what flo you mean by tliis ? Do you mean that there is a doubt as 
tfo the reality or unreality of the Universe ? * Or that you regard 
the Universe as something different from both, the Real and the 

Unreal? In the former case, since,of the two mutually contra¬ 
dictory characters, (of Reality and Unreality), one must bekmg 
to the Universe, the objections raised against one of the two 
views must be merely apparent (not valid). And it is the 
objections raised against the reality of the world that must* be 

regarded as invalid, as necessarily results fronr the following 
considerations If we.accept the theory of Reality, hovsr can the 

objections to the Reality be valid at the same time? [For 
truly, Reality is that which precludes all objections or shortcom¬ 

ings]. If,, on the other hand, we accepted the theory of Unreali¬ 
ty, everything would have to be regarded as unreal; and how 

, l lien could the objections to, or defects of, that vie\/be real (or 

valid)? 'The second alternative again is altogether impossible 
owing to sheer contradiction. For, we have the authoritative 
doelaratfpn—f‘Tn the case of t\^o, mutually contradictory terms, 
or conditions there is no room for a^third term or condition * 
Ic f. Kyayakusumafijali, Bibliotheca -Indica, page 424). 

(93) . All this, we Vedantins reply, is the argumentation 
of a titan yvho* lids'Jailed to- grasp the position of his opponent. 
I low'can he whojholfls, as we do, that all things, cannot be 

• !rfined either ai'reahor as unreal, be found fault with on the 
- -——— -1—-----—-- % � % � — 

• A ‘ .Ijjtyultara nr ‘ «l3ti*A8f} kind of fallacy. If a reason is put forward in 

a form as to'tfepioli^h itself, it is -said to be a*‘ Jsti’. *. Jfiti is of twenty- 

ban kinds—See NyjIyjnhatijaiTv pp, G19et. seq., vnd Gautama-eQtravrjtti I, 58. 
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(87) . Thus then, when we have Presumption to prove a 

certain thing, it crushes under 'oot all discrepancies with 
ordinary experience; for it is the strongest of all ineanB of 

proof. (6) . 
You then must either provide some other explanation of the 

fact on which the said ‘Presumption’ relies, or give up your 
obstinate clinging to mere facts of experience ; for the two can 

no more abide together than light and shade. (7) 
(88) . We thus have shown that the sdf-evidencedness of 

Cognition is something that you yourselves may easily comple- 
hend and accept,—and we have done so by means of lines of 
argumentation fulfilling all the rules of correct reasoning as 
acknowledged by yourselves. As for ourselves, we accept 
Cognition as self-proved and self-accomplished on the sole 

strength of our consciousness. 
(89) The difference between the Bauddha and the Vedan- 

tin then comes to this :-Tbe Bauddha regards everything, 
without exception, as anirvachaniya, i. e. unde finable; as 
Buddha himself has declared in the Lafikavatara Sutra (II. 173)— 

“ when we come rationally to examine things, we cannot ascertain 
the nature of anything; hence all things must be declared to 

be ^indefinable and devoid of any assignable nature or charac¬ 
ter”—The Vedantins on the other hand declare that this entire 
Universe, with the exception of Cognition or Consciousness, is 

neither absolutely real nor absolutely unreal. It cannot be 
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unreal since this would strike at the root of all empirical 
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(90) . Our adversary may here taunt us as follows: If you 

are incapable of defining things, you should at once betake your¬ 

self to proper teachers who will teach you definitions. But 
this taunt would be justified only if we maintained that this 
undefinability of things depends not on the very nature of things, 

but on the incapacity of the speaker. 
(91) Let our opponent who imagines that he can. define 

things come forward with his definitions. He will fail; for we 

shall at once point out objections to each definition he attempts^ 
The Logician will perhaps reply that the very objections of 
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ground of liis inability' to prove or define the character or 
nature of 4 undefinability ’ ? [Literally, how can he be urged 
to establish the reality of 4 undfefinability * ?] Is not this very 
undefiiiability included in 4 all things’,—which expression com* 
prises the, whole phenomenal world ? We in fact are prepared 

to prove the undefinabHity of things, on the Vules and methods 
of the logician himself—4 since all definitions whatever turn out 
to be futile*,it follows that the tiding is undkfinablefor the 
Logician himself teaches that, as between affirmation and nega¬ 
tion, the rejection of either implies the acceptance of the other. 
It, therefore, is in accordance with the inethpds of the Logician 
that we say, 4 die undefinableness of the Universe is proved’ ! 
In reality, however, we Vedantins turn our backs on all efforts 

to prove the reality or unreality of the phenomenal world, and 
take our stand upon th$ one absolute essence Brahman, whose 
nature is nothing but pure Consciousness of Cognition,—and in 
this, which accomplishes all our purposes* we find full satisfac¬ 

tion and peace of mind. 
(94). Those on the.other li .<., who (like the Logicians) 

undertake to ascertain the Truth by means of argumentations 
proceeding in strict accordance with the rules of proof and 

disproof devised by them selves t we address as follows :—This 

your Tpejthod of argumentation cannot be right ; for as we have 
shown, it is refuted by arguments complying with all the rules 
devised by yourselves. For this reason there is no room what¬ 
ever for criticism directed against the objections set forth by 

us,; four our entire refutation of your rules ancUmethods proceeds 
in strict acQordance with.these rules and methods as laid down 
by yourselves. Nor may you use the veiy fact of our setting 
forth those objections as a catise of action against us. For we 
have told you distinctly-that arguments C£n be set 'forth only 
after it lids been acknowledged that^the argumentation is to be 
carried on by those who are indifferent as to the reality or 
unreality of the argumentation [so that oifr mere ehtering 

on the argumentation, does not presuppose* our Acceptance of 
its reality.] 

.(95). If against this you maintain that no discussion is 
possible unless the reality of the argumentation be acknowledged, 

—we reply that the said reality cannot be hdknotvledged without 
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know ia the particulars of such proof.” For as the proof known 
in a general way is enough to establish Nonduality, any further 
enquiry as to particulars would be as futile as an enquiry about 
the teeth of a crow. °In fact the knowledge of the proof in 
general will at the same time imply and bring before your mind 
the particulars required ; what need then of a further question ? 

For among the number, qf the well-understood means of right 
knowledge that one in which, in the given case, you have no 
good reason to discern any defect, -is the particular means of 
knowledge in which proof in general will find rest and be com- 
p eted. If, on the other hand, you on valid grounds trace defects 
jn all the kinds of proof already known to yoft, the general 
proof will have to find its resting place and completion in some 
other meang of proof which it may be found to imply. And if, 
finally, the purpoyt of your question is *o enquire as to the 

individual proof (that might convince you), we reply that it 
is not possible for us in every case to put our finger upon all the 
individual proofs (that would convince each.and every enquirer); 
and hence even though we fail to point, out such ah individual 
proof, there is no harm done to our position.! 

(101). If, on the other hand, you declare the cognition you 
have of Noil-duality not to'be true, then your question amounts 
to this—“ what is the proof for that which is the object of wrong 
cognition ?"—and floes not this question clearly imply a self-corn 
trndiction J‘? You perhaps will rejoin, that the cognition of 
Non-duality is false according to you, while it is-’true according 
to u$ (the Vedantins); and that hence it is to us that the question 
as to the proof of the cognition is addressed (and as the means of 

this can be called ‘pramana,’ there will be no self-contradiction), 

lint here we demur; we certainly do not consider it our busi- 
nrss to point out the right means of proof for the cognition 

u rhe meaning is that there can be no ‘ general ’ without ther '• particulars ’ 

' ..iihtituting itj hence there can be no idea bf the former without the latter 

t i ho I ulyoHagari says : —“ When the Logician is asked—what is your proof 

fur the existence of atoms?—all that he can say is that it it Inference; and 

I-" cannot, unless he be omniscient, put forward any particular inferential rea- 

* 'Miml; that icould convince all individual enquirers.” 

i The ' self-contradiction’ lying in this that the means of wrong cognition 

esiin.it be called ‘pramlfna’(means of rig/il cognition). 
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its reality.] 
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possible unless the reality of the argumentation be acknowledged, 

—we reply that the said reality cannot be hdknotvledged without 
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know ia the particulars of such proof.” For as the proof known 
in a general way is enough to establish Nonduality, any further 
enquiry as to particulars would be as futile as an enquiry about 
the teeth of a crow. °In fact the knowledge of the proof in 
general will at the same time imply and bring before your mind 
the particulars required ; what need then of a further question ? 

For among the number, qf the well-understood means of right 
knowledge that one in which, in the given case, you have no 
good reason to discern any defect, -is the particular means of 
knowledge in which proof in general will find rest and be com- 
p eted. If, on the other hand, you on valid grounds trace defects 
jn all the kinds of proof already known to yoft, the general 
proof will have to find its resting place and completion in some 
other meang of proof which it may be found to imply. And if, 
finally, the purpoyt of your question is *o enquire as to the 

individual proof (that might convince you), we reply that it 
is not possible for us in every case to put our finger upon all the 
individual proofs (that would convince each.and every enquirer); 
and hence even though we fail to point, out such ah individual 
proof, there is no harm done to our position.! 

(101). If, on the other hand, you declare the cognition you 
have of Noil-duality not to'be true, then your question amounts 
to this—“ what is the proof for that which is the object of wrong 
cognition ?"—and floes not this question clearly imply a self-corn 
trndiction J‘? You perhaps will rejoin, that the cognition of 
Non-duality is false according to you, while it is-’true according 
to u$ (the Vedantins); and that hence it is to us that the question 
as to the proof of the cognition is addressed (and as the means of 

this can be called ‘pramana,’ there will be no self-contradiction), 

lint here we demur; we certainly do not consider it our busi- 
nrss to point out the right means of proof for the cognition 

u rhe meaning is that there can be no ‘ general ’ without ther '• particulars ’ 

' ..iihtituting itj hence there can be no idea bf the former without the latter 

t i ho I ulyoHagari says : —“ When the Logician is asked—what is your proof 

fur the existence of atoms?—all that he can say is that it it Inference; and 

I-" cannot, unless he be omniscient, put forward any particular inferential rea- 

* 'Miml; that icould convince all individual enquirers.” 
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Kh. 45. 



46 
Indus Thought : Kluujdana 

navluivti Of !"4ualHj (ami )« <>» » 

k p - - 

rXXX'oFa man w* inf.ts ***** «. «»»• 

mountain, ou tvliicl. . fa. is actually b»*hj “ ^ 

tiou of a fog Wind, he **** ** ***•-£% 
oust cognition of smoke, whic ms log , Ji n 

«. he “ * «M me“S p ” t Illo-vca to .land in 

=sfixt-"S?iT£-S tests such as ‘ cue only without a second the^u no dw , JT 

whate ’ (Brihadaramjaka IpanW Jid meang 0f 

in the Jshvamhlmandlu show tha: th _ ^ ft meaus with 

true knowledge, and specia > ' , suc]t ;ls sacrifices, 

regard to (not only things to he aecomp * ’ am, its Hon- 

but also) accomplished entities (sue 1 as * tatemeuts as to 
duality). For even if the passages making . _ 

accomplished entities really b“'|"X'non-d'ndlt, V* 
enjoining the ,mdmu,v upon B.d,»a«» ^ 

that import would res. upon the val ,»<^ 

words of the tea. directly express (*• t JemUm 

injunction of cognising or meditating on Brahman 

the validity of the fact, directy stated£ - *«^ M 

** »f = “d !*»«**» 

• j-st « in tuis case’ °ven *** >,,,ur 
mcaus by right, yet you might have got at it by some 
cognition of ii certain un n j 

invalid means. VedSnta is that the authority of the 

•, pi.ui.,0! ri:' t”.h,„c - h*-. - - a 
Vedic passage consists only m >•. - the VodSntic texts 

SSIXX.,-.— 
J„,nt,l«!Wf i- lli'idiman as such. 

Kh. d(j. 

43 Chapter I.—Section (5). 

our setting jri motion one of the valid means of proof; for other¬ 
wise anything might be accepted as real. It, therefore, would 
be necessary to call in the aid of Pramthjcus for the due appre¬ 
hension of the subject-matter of the argumentation, and 60 on; 
we thus should be driven into a viejous infinite regress, and 

it would become,simply impossible to start any discussion. 
(90). Nor may you say that “ since argumentations are 

actually accomplished previously (to the apprehens* of the 
subject-matter), there is no need to look out for another argu¬ 

mentation (and lienee an endless regress does* not arise,).” For 
if the argumentation is already previously accomplished, then,— 
since every argumentation is determined by its object (ti$aya), 

which, is no other than the matter to be argued,—that object 
also will have been previously argued or considered ; and thus 
(both the argumentation and its object being already accom¬ 

plished) there would be no need of beginning anjr argumentation 
at all. “ But, might it not be the case that some special point 
or aspect of the matter to be discussed Las not been established 
previously, and that a further argumentation is begitn on account 
of that?” This, we rejoin, implies that the special argumenta¬ 
tion (or consideration) of which that special point or aspect is the 
object has not been accomplished previously. Your efforts by 
this means to escape from «an infinite regress*-thus are as 
profitless as the chewing of a dry bone. 

(97). If, finally, you were to reject as futile the arguments by 
which, in full agreement with your own rules and methods, we* 
have shown your theories to be futile,—this would mean neither 
more nor less than that you reject as futile those vfery rules and 
methods of yours And if you should attempt to refute our objec¬ 
tions (formulated in agreement with your rules) by means of the 

Vodantic arguments which we employ to refute your theories, the 

victory in the controversy would clearly rest with us.- For you 
would in this way yourself prove our position, viz., that the 
arguments put forward by us arc really clTective in demolishing 
the position of opponents. Thustjien the whole discussion that 
would be carried on between you and ourselves would be in the 
It>rm that it will be yoipr-"business to establish your position and 
(hu h to demolish them ; and in the course of such a discussion, 
victory could belong to you only in case you succeeded in 
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from each other’; not in the form ‘ I am different from the, j^r 

and the cloth,’ or ‘ the jar and'the cloth are different from me.’ 
% � * ' i jl moil 

(106) . As to the self-illuminedness (self-apprehensipjqi^.pf 
Cognition (which we Vedantins maintain), this means that 

cognition bears witness to itself only, not also to the difference 
of itself from all those several tilings from which it may differ.0 
If it were not so, (i.e. jf all that from which cognition isdiffpreAt 
were the object of self-illumined cognition), then self-appre¬ 
hension would take within itself all thosf things and their 
differences; and would not this again lead at once to absolute 

Non-duality ?t |0 
(107) . [Page 91.] ‘ But if Cognition manifests its oyrn fpxpca 

(itself) as well as the form of its object, it must also manifest tip 

difference (bheda) of the two; for difference is nothing b$tjthe 

individual character of the two things which differ! ’ M11, t&is 
were so, we reply, then, in the case of the erroneous cognition %  the 
thing before me is silver’ in which the individual characj^r of 
the this and the individual character of the silver are both mani- 

XCj; 
Tested, the difference of the two would be apprehended at the 
same time (and this would mean that there is no error ; \yliii<e 
such error is a matter of fact). J ‘ Let it then be said that what 

constitutes the difference of two things is (not their mere, indi^if- 
dual characters but) their individual existence as comprising 

certain specific attributes (and that in the case of erjpr t$pse 
specific attributes are not cognized).’ But then we ma^ say 
the same with regard to (not erroneous) cognition also :i. e>, 

•This is in reply to the objection raised by the PrSbhXkara tbat^ip 

apprehending itself the cognition at the same time apprehends its difference 

from other things. 

t If, owing to the light of the cognition itself, everything would appear" to 

it, then eveiything would be the • cognition’s * own*; in this way etei^hing 

(apparently) different from it would at once become self-illumined cognition, 

and thus we should be led back to the view of universal Non-duality {Sh^nkarT). 

t The opponent had maintained that Cognition cannot cognize itself u^d 

an object, without cognizing the two as different. This the VedSntin meets 

by pointing to erroneous cognition where there is cognition of two things (as 

C g. the thing before me and silver) without cognition of their difference.., Tbp 

opponent replies that in erroneous cognition there is absent, no\ cogijijicin^f 

difference of the things themselves, but of the things as distinguished ijy^Cftain 

attributes (if all the attributes of the tiling before the onlooker were cpgijjxed, 

the tiling would be recognised as a mere shell). ^ &fjmoUib 

Kh. 49. 
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view that no discussion can bo started, y 
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from each other’; not in the form ‘ I am different from the, j^r 

and the cloth,’ or ‘ the jar and'the cloth are different from me.’ 
% � * ' i jl moil 

(106) . As to the self-illuminedness (self-apprehensipjqi^.pf 
Cognition (which we Vedantins maintain), this means that 

cognition bears witness to itself only, not also to the difference 
of itself from all those several tilings from which it may differ.0 
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and thus we should be led back to the view of universal Non-duality {Sh^nkarT). 

t The opponent had maintained that Cognition cannot cognize itself u^d 

an object, without cognizing the two as different. This the VedSntin meets 

by pointing to erroneous cognition where there is cognition of two things (as 

C g. the thing before me and silver) without cognition of their difference.., Tbp 

opponent replies that in erroneous cognition there is absent, no\ cogijijicin^f 
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Cognition while manifesting itself may not manifest its difference 
from its object. For on the view of the apprehension of this 
difference presupposing certain contacts (of the internal organ 
with the sense-organ, the sense-organ with the object, etc.) (such 
contacts would have to exist prior to the cognition of which they 
are the cause, but) such prior existence is not possible (since 
the contact which is an attribute of the cognition cannot exist 
prior to that of which it is an attribute.) Should it be argued 
on the other hand that, just as the Cognition does not depend 
on contact, etc., for its own apprehension, it is not in need 
of them for the apprehension of attributes also (such as the 
attribute of its difference from other things)—we demur on 

the ground that in that case (all kinds of cognition being alike 
independent of contact etc.), there would be no distinction 
between direct apprehension and remembrance, and between 
valid and erroneous cognition.0 

(108). [Page 92.] As thus the perceptional cognition (of the 

jar and the cloth) is proved by the Vedic texts (declaring 
universal non-duality) to be identical with the jar and the cloth, 
how should that same cognition be capable of acting as a valid 

means to cognize any difference of itself (in the form of the jar) 
from itself (in the form of the cloth) ? And as perceptional 
cognition which you put forward as refuting the cognition of 
universal non-difference suggested by the Veda thus is found in¬ 
capable of proving the difference of the Jar and the cloth, the 
Vedic texts—having no contrary authority to meet, and enjoying 
unimpaired inherent authority, and being further rendered alto¬ 
gether invincible by the aid of 4 Presumption’—fully prove 
the non-difference of those two things, w ithout any possibility 
of their authority being obstructed.! The conclusion is that, 
as the scope of the application of‘the scriptural texts thus is not 
limited in any direction, they constitute a valid means of proof 
for the conception of general and absolute Non-duality. 

° Whilo it is an acknowledged principle that valid Perception is distinguished 

from erroneous one thereby that in the former there is an actual contact of the 

sense-organ with tho objectcognised, which is not present in the latter. 

t Perception intimates no more than that tho several objects of perception 

—jArs, pieces of cloth, etc.,—aro different from each other, not that thoy are 

different from the cognitions of them, lfcrc then tho Vedic teaching of general 

P. 50. 

Chapter L—Section (7) 
s 

so unless the conception of Non-duality based on Vedic texts be 
invalidated by otiier means of proofs, it remains valid). 

Section 7. 

[ j here is no force in the objection raised by the NaiylJyika, 

that the Vedic texts which declare universal Non-duality are 

refuted by the ordinary means of knowledge. Perception in <he 
first place, which reveal to us a world characterized by 

diversity. No tenet with a claim to universality can be, esiaL 
lished by Perception, which never extends to more than a 

limited number of objects and the difference of these objects 
from one another. It does not, on the other hand, establish 

either the difference of those objects from the cognitions of 

them, or of the several cognitions from each other. In this 

latter sphere therefore tho Vedic declaration of Non-duality at 

once asserts itself, without being encountered fcy any valid 

counter-authority; and-if the general non-difference of the 

object from the cognition, and of cognitions from each other, 

has once been admitted, we are driven to view the difference of 

objects of thought from each other as a mere false appearance, 

which, just as individual false appearances are due to some 

defect of the individual mind or sensory apparatus, is due to 

the great cosmic defect (Avidyff or MSyS), which somehow is 

attached to what alone is real—the principle of universal non¬ 

dual intelligence. All arguments which the Logician brings 

forward in order to prove that cognitions differ from each other, 

and that hence their objects also imu>r be allowed to be 
different, ear be shown to be fallacies < 

(103). The Logician now proceed -: 

llmt Non-dnahty is to be known through 

texts, he says, ran not he taken as valid 

with regard to those matters which tl 

express; since such knowledge ^ auhiau 

«nd the other valid means of knowledge, 

them to have another, altogether difh-’-N 

JK‘104). You are mistaken, we rep! r. 

itoni <Vc\, to sub Iff tie the sred:e texts deeV.rii 

A Inatterof fact, perceptions, mferencr . ; 

',lli0 10 llieir own limited objects only, sue] 

*‘J vnpugn the position 

the Veda. The Vedic 

bvmrces of knowledge 
appear .directly to 

v sense-perception 
1 'ence we must assume 
import.. 

< on hold sense-pereep- 
:i'r Non-duality; but as 

o on arise with refer- 

•j a particular jar, or 
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forward in order to prove that cognitions differ from each other, 
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piece of cloth and the like. But there 1b no sensuous perception 

or inference etc., acknowledged by both of us winch would 

apprehend all individual things, past, present and futu . 

perception, if it existed, would make of you an onunscien pel- 

son ; but I should believe in this yqur omniscience onlj if you 

gave proof of knowing what is going on m the mind of mysedf. 
Then sense-perception and other kinds of cognition hav e for 

I”; tZ things only, they hove nopowef to snUnto 

the Vedic texts declaring Non-duality, which ie ei 

things also; for the rule is that a valid cognition suhlatesa 

contrary cognition only with regard to its own particular object. 

Were it not so, great confusion would arise: °i *'1S a!"'®’ 

in that case, the Vedic text which enjoins the killing of &oat 

to lie offered to Agni and Soma might set aside the general 

injunction of not killing any animals, so that the latter inju 

tion would become meaningless.' , , . , 
(105) [Page 90.] And if this is so, then the \ edic texts (which 

assert the oneness of all things) are not subject to any suhlation 

(and hence are fully valid) in so far as intimating the non-dif¬ 

ference of the so-termed sublating cognition (r.e. the perception of 

individual difference) and the suhlated cognition (i.e. the cogni¬ 

tion of general oneness), and hence do intimate the oneness o 

those cognitions ; and do you then mean to say that the percep¬ 

tional cognition sublates itself? (as it would do if, as you claim, 

it were to sublate the Vedic cognition with which it is one). On 

what ground, indeed, could one assert that the ^d.c tex s 

which declare the non-duality of all existence possess no vahditj 

w ith regard to the non-difference of the sublating (perceptional) 

cognition from its own object, i.e. the jar, the cloth, and 

difference of the two? For certainly the cognition of the 

oneness of all things cannot be suhlated (by the cognition of the 

difference of two particular things-tlie jar and the cloth); since 

that latter cognition lias for its object neither itself nor its own 

difference from the jar and the cloth. For the cognition actually 

presents itself in the form ^ the jar and the cloth are differcnt_ 

--it the former injunction, as reiumi*, i 

aside the authority of tlie latter. 

Kh. 48. 

Chapter I.—-Section (7). ^ 

certain point have to admit a cessation of the series of sublating 
cognitions; since otherwise in the first place there would be no 
room for the appearance in consciousness of any other object, 
and in the second place there would be an endless regress ; and 
to that very cognition at which you stop, the non-duality text 
will at once attach itself, and, thus having obtained a footing* 

reduce the entire series of objects and cognitions to Non-duality. 
And in this it cannot be arrested anywhere by any means of 

knowledge. Hence— 

As soon as the series of sublating cognitions, tired out as it 
were by running a long way, comes to a stop, it is overtaken 
and vanquished by the Non-duality texts catching it up from 
behind! (8.) 

(114) . [Page 05.] Nor can we allow an argument which the 
Logician might possibly here propose, viz., that at the point 
where the series of cognitions (establishing duality) comes to an 
end, there would be the cognition of another person which would 
supply the proof for difference. For in that case you will have 
to point out some proof for the fact of that other person cognis¬ 
ing the last cognition of the preceding series as different from its 
object. It will not do to say that the proof lies in the cognition 
of again another person (for this would lead us into an infinite 
regress). Nor may you say that such a proof may be supposed 

to exist (even though you be unable actually to point it out). 
For, firstly, a merely supposed proof would at once be set aside 
by the well-ascertained cognition afforded by the Vedic texts; 
and secondly, even if such supposed proof were effective, you 
would have the same infinite regress. 

(115) . The Logician may at this point attempt to find 
a new basis for his view—as follows:—As a matter of fact, 
In' says, the Vedic declaration of Non-duality having been found 
to bo suhlated by ordinary cognitions (perceptional and the 
like), when the series of those cognitions is followed up to a few 
stugcH (as the Vedautin also admits in his last reasoning), we 
may infer, on the strength of that actual sublation, that in 
I m ther following up the series that cognition also, which itself 
m not the object of a further * representative ’ cognition (anu- . 
v>uvanitya), possesses sublative force with regard to the Vedic 

Kh. 53. 
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and vanquished by the Non-duality texts catching it up from 
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(114) . [Page 05.] Nor can we allow an argument which the 
Logician might possibly here propose, viz., that at the point 
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end, there would be the cognition of another person which would 
supply the proof for difference. For in that case you will have 
to point out some proof for the fact of that other person cognis¬ 
ing the last cognition of the preceding series as different from its 
object. It will not do to say that the proof lies in the cognition 
of again another person (for this would lead us into an infinite 
regress). Nor may you say that such a proof may be supposed 

to exist (even though you be unable actually to point it out). 
For, firstly, a merely supposed proof would at once be set aside 
by the well-ascertained cognition afforded by the Vedic texts; 
and secondly, even if such supposed proof were effective, you 
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declaration. TUisisto -y-Wg ^ 
be sublated in some instances we, therefrom mj ^ ^ 

in the case of the last cognition also, „ the 

latter belonging to the same ca*gor> J ^ wbich of the 

rt: rr^;r.j « 
cognition observed in the case of ouvn cogm ions 

(116). [Parje M.] Neither of these, lines>of ^ 
, Tn tlip former we object that it tne c.u0uii. 

we can accept, lo the toimei J independently 

process based on the no. on ol c—Wee) JO.M ^ ^ 

contained in that, genera c08^10U^h regards the second 
said that there is any inference ? T -^as b _ 

p„.«d by ,„.n,<•],.» 0,0 following bm-l 

difcreoflroo. .^iOoo i« OiSoreot Iro.o ito objoct. ta»"» * 
inference is made— mat msi <- b , 

i8 a cognition, like the cogmnouo ajar^ consist8 in inferring a 

1 The ordinary process 0 te Jf ^ general fiict were enough to 

particular fact from a what would be the nso of the process 

accomplish by itself the ParH«-£ prl,• „,en are mortal ’ were to 

of inference? l'or instant., % � thcic woul,l bo no need for the 
imply, as it stands, the mortalny of bocr^«. ^ ^ & m(> 

expli it inferential process comprising another pru 

and a conclusion 4 Socrates is mortal. 

Kli. 51. 

CiurTEit I.—Section (7). 31 

(109) . The argument that the cognition of difference (as 

immediately given by perception) cannot be explained other¬ 

wise (than on the basis of the reality of such difference) would 
by no means justify a conclusion contrary to the above. For 
in the first place perceptional cognition, because rendered doubt¬ 

ful by the Vedic texts which declare non-difference, cannot be 

proved to be a valid means of knowledge. And in the second 
place the cognition of difference (plurality) admits, like the 
cognition of a double moon, of being accounted for otherwise.0 

(110) . [Page 95.] We further must notice that Scripture 

emphasizes the word * one 1 (‘ one only this was in the beginning, 
without a second*) by adding the word eva (i e. only, exclusively), 
and thus declares absolute Unity. The validity of sense-percep¬ 
tion and the other sources of knowledge which intimate plurality 

cannot, therefore, be justified by the assumption of there being 
both Diversity and Unity (which theory—the so-called ‘blieda- 
bheda* theory—might otherwise be held to satisfy the Vedic 
teaching as well as Perception &c.) 

(111) . The Logician raises another objection. How, lie asks, 

can the process of Non-duality being established by the Veche* 
texts—as assumed by you—be the true one, considering the fact 
that cognitions do not operate by gradual stages ?f There 

non-duality steps in directly and asserts itself with regard to the non-difference 

of objects from their cognitions, and of cognitions from one another. But if 

the several cognitions are really not different from one another, we must as¬ 

sume (by ArthSpatti) that their objects also are not different. And this last 

step establishes absolute universal Non-duality. 

° The appearance of a double moon is due to some defect of the eye of the 

spectator. The appearance of Plurality in general is due to Nescience, the 

great cosmic defect. 

f The VedXntin had, in what precedes, asserted that the establishment of 

absolute Non-duality proceeds by steps or stages: the Vedic texts at first 

determine their own non-difference from their objects, and after that the non- 

difference of the objects from one another. To this the Logician objects that 

' words ’ after having produced a certain cognition, stop in their operation and 

do not. by themselves, give rise to farther cognitions; just as a certain action 

effort which gives rise, let us sav, to the separation in space of two material 

"bjccts does not give rise to a further separation. The Vedic text thus, after 

having at once 'dven rise to a certain cognition, cannot be assumed to continue 

operating so as finally to establish the non-differcnce of objects from one 
• iiotlicr. 
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(109) . The argument that the cognition of difference (as 
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texts—as assumed by you—be the true one, considering the fact 
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step establishes absolute universal Non-duality. 
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is, wo reply, no force in this objection also. As a matter of fact, 
the cognition of the Non-difference of things originates from 
the Vedic text at once, and form this there follow, develop¬ 
ing themselves by a succession of steps of thought as described 
above, our cognitions regarding the several individual things— 
all of them, however, being based on the validity of the initial 
cognition of non-difference (which results immediately from the 
Vedic text.) ° 

(112) . But, die Logician resumes with regard to a previous 

argument of the Vedantin, even if the perceptional cognition of 
the difference between the jar and the cloth does not have for its 

object the difference between the cognition itself and those two 
things, how can, on this ground merely, the Vedic text be held 
authoritatively to establish the non-difference of that cognition 
and its object ? For another cognition, presenting to conscious¬ 
ness the difference of that Cognition on the one and jear and cloth 
on the other sidef, will refute the Vedic text declaring non¬ 
duality ! 

(113) . The matter, we reply, is not as you present it. In the 
case stated, the Vedic text, immediately abandoning its former 
object, will assert its authoritative force with regard to the non¬ 
difference from its object of that other cognition (brought forward 
by you) which apprehends the difference—from the jar and the 

cloth,—of the cognition of the difference between the two: 
and thus establishing the non-difference between that other 

cognition on the one hand, and the jar and the cloth and their 
difference on the other hand, it will not rest before having 
filially established the non-difference of all the things concerned. 
However far you may go (in constantly bringing forward other 
cognitions to sublate the Non-duality texts), you will at a 

0 The stages may be thus explained :—(1) The Vedic passages afford the 

cognition of the Unity of all things ; (2) then comes the ordinary sensuous 

cognition of the Jar as different from the Cloth; (.3) this sensuous cognition 

is found to be inconsistent with the previous valid cognition ; (4) this cognition 

of difference, therefore, is rejected as invalid ; (5) thus the doubt raised as to 

the non-difference between the Jar and the Cloth is set aside ; (6) the two are 

regarded as one. And so on with each set of objects. Thus it is not necessary 

for the verbal cognition itself to come into play with regard to each of these. 

11. c. the cognition * the perception which apprehends the difference of jar 

and piece of the cloth is not the jar 'and the cloth. * 

Kh. 32. 

Chapter 1.—Section (8). 57 

sublate the \ edic declaration of Non-duality; as that * Pre¬ 
sumption’ itself will eventually stand in need of being appre¬ 
hended. (10).° 

Section 8. 

[Further arguments against the position of the Naiygyika. 
Ihe latter frequently invalidates his reasoning by making an 
initial assumption of the reality of difference, which premiss the 
Vedgntin refuses to accept.] 

(121). But, the Logician resumes, we find that everything in 
this world may be associated, in a positive as well as a negative 
judgment, with that ‘ difference ’ the conviction of the existence 
of which is implanted in our minds by repeated impressions • 
and this prevents die Vedic declaration of universal non-differ¬ 
ence from giving rise to a corresponding cognition.f But 
in this objection also there is no force. ‘ For words (verbal det- 
clarations) are capable of giving rise to ideas relating even to 
absolutely non-existing things (as when the verbal statement 

on the tip of my finger a hundred elephants are disporting 

emselves gives rise to the corresponding idea),-and also, as 
ong as there is nothing to sublate it, to a true cognition 

firmly based on the intrinsic validity, (svatah-pramlnya) that 
belongs to all cognitions’ (Shloka-varttika JI. 6). (11) 

Again he also {viz., the Prabhakara) who holds the view 
t at m all cases of verbal cognition there must be absence 

of the apprehension of non-connection (of the things spoken of) 
declares that, in the case of a cognition which is not sublated 

(by another, stronger, cognition) the non-apprehension of a 

.'As‘"is Presumption can not establish any difference between itself and 

of N U H PI)rL ien?°nL’ 18 Wl11 8Upply 1116 necessary basis for tbe declaration 

*th,,s got a f00tins wm eventuaUy Mtab,i‘h 

thw” tL°U the.Sr<H“ld of *nvariable experience, unhesitatingly affinn „ we„ 

Vedic I l h,UgS', AgamSt th® r°0tCd e'mriothjn ‘hu« expressing itself the 
d»c declaration of universal non-difference is trailing. 
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lioii-ccnuexion which is absolutely 'non-existent, is invariably 
accompanied by the apprehension of a connexion.0 (12) 

(122) . Nor can the Vedic declaration of non-duality be sub- 

lated by any reasoning as to the impropriety (of accepting the 
validity of such a declaration in the face of perceptional 
experience to the contrary); for on account of its substratum 
being absolutely real the Vedic declaration is stronger than 
Reasoning, which is not of such nature. (13) 

Moreover, reasoning based on impropriety can claim superior 
force with regard to that only which, when once in operation, 
does not cut off the very root of such reasoning; in the case in 
question it has no such force, since the contrary takes plaee.j (14) 

(123) . The Logician (taking up the thread of the discussion 
from para. 118) now reasons as follows:—You, Yedantin, argue— 
‘Such and such a thing (c\ y. the last but one cognition of the 
series) is not apprehended as different from such and such 
another thing (c. y. the last cognition); and this non-difference 
having once been established by the 11011-dualitv texts, by this 

means universal non-duality is established in the end.* B it the 

fact is that that primary difference (the apprehension of which 
you deny) is apprehended by me at the very time of discussion 

(so that the Vedic declaration of Non-duality is unable to obtain 
a foothold). And hence your attempt to dfsprove difference is 
futile, whether you bring forward an alleged instance of non¬ 
difference, or not. (For in the former case we meet you by 
affirming our consciousness of difference, and in latter, you, of 
course, can prove nothing). 

* The MTmSmsaka maintains that in cases of valid cognition due to a ver¬ 

bal statement (as when somebody says * bring the cow *) there i§ absence 

of any cognition of non-congruity (avogjatS) between the tilings spoken of, 

and that together with this non-cognition there goes the cognition of con- 

gruity or connexion. The Vedr .tin accepting this, declares that, for the same 

reasons, there is cognition of congruity in the cast of the verbal statement 

‘all this is one ’—a cognition which, as shown before, is not sublated by any 

other valid means of knowledge. 

| The basis of the reasoning from impropriety is, in the given case, the 

generally held notion of the practical or relative reality of individual existence ; 

and this the Veda —which iusists on the oneness of all existence from the meta¬ 

physical or absolute poiut if view—does not deny. The reasoning from impro¬ 

priety thus is deprived of its basis. 

Kh. JS. 
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argumentation. If you regard the inferential cognition as 
what Bublates the Vedic declaration, then, in as much as that 

inference (whmh would prove the difference beween cognitions 
and their objects) cannot include itself within its scope (*. e. 
as -e in..crcnce ' Ae proving that ail other cognitions are 

different from tne. acts may not prove this with* regard to 
itself) the , edic declaration of non-difference will at once get a 
foothold on that inferential cognition, and, as we have shown 

^ohteZ °V6r ^ wH°Ie — * cognitions 

. (117)- ^fe, ^lcian dleii puts forward the following in- 
erence: ^ All the cogmtionrin question are different from their 

objects ; because they are cognitions; like the cognitions of the 
jar and the cloth. This, he says, is an inference in a strictly 
general form, including the cognition itself also, and hence will 
prove also the.difference of itself from its object You 

• are again mistaken, we reply. For (although the inference may 

prove the difference of the cognitions from their objects it 
does not prove the difference of the objects from the cogni¬ 
tions, and hence) the Vedic declaration of Non-duality which in¬ 
timates the non-difference of the object from the cognition will 
allow no room for the above inference. And if, to controvert 
tins, the Logician should maintain that what the inference 
proves is (not the difference of the cognition from the object 
but) the mutual difference between cognition and object we 

should have to point out the difficulties connected with'the 
probans of that inference.0 

„ *(1118);.„And even £rantine that your inference proves the 
mutual difference between a cognition and its own Object it 

proves nothing with regard to the difference of that cognHion 
from other cognitions and their objects ; and hence Scripture 

CZTZf U° T°Siti°n this latter point, will at oncc 

obiL of feT fferenCeofone from the 
the sec 1 7 ’ aWd °f 3 thlrd Cognition from the object of 
^second and so on^and thus in the end triumphantly establish 

different pr0pr? !° be pr0ved is ‘cognitions and objecte^mi^ 

17 What3,'0U,dbe *• 'Because they are 

Ajecta ' ?_L Jin Pr0T! n0‘ * “ 10 tbe °bjeCtS- ‘ Because “'ey »ro 
this would prove nothing regarding the cognitions. 
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the Non-difference of all. Nor can you give to your conclusion 
the following form—' all cognitions are different from the objects 
of all cognitions for this would imply that a cognition which 
itself is the object of another cognition is different (in its cha¬ 
racter of4 object’) from itself (in its character of 1 cognition’)— 
which is an absurdity. Nor may you escape from your difficul¬ 
ties by stating the conclusion in the form—* all cognitions are 
different from all cognised objects except themselves*; for the 
Non-dualist who maintains the non-difference of all things 
refuses to accept the qualification * excepting themselves* (which 
implies difference); and as your pi'obandum thus is one not 

acknowledged by your opponent, your whole inference is invali¬ 
dated. 

(119) . The reasons set forth also leave no room for the ob¬ 
jection that the Vedic declaration of Non-duality is effectively 
counteracted by the declaration 4 all things are different*, which, 
in the absence of sublation, must be regarded as self-evident. 
For if this declaration be taken as asserting the difference of all 
tilings from some thing, the argument would be needless, since 
we Vedantins also admit the difference of all unreal things from 
the one Reality—Brahman. If, on the other hand, it be undeY- 

stood as asserting the difference of all things from all things, 
this would imply the absurdity of things being different from 
themselves. And if you should wish to qualify the * from all 

things* by the added clause ‘ but itself*, the Non-dualist would 
refuse to admit that qualification. 

(120) . Thus then—If you make ‘ all things ’ the subject 
(minor term) of your inference, you lay yourself open to a double 
criticism—there is nothing left to constitute the 4 probans * and 
the 4 instances * of your inference (for the minor term has swal¬ 
lowed up every thing), and you arrogate to yourself omniscience 
(for none but an omniscient person can make an assertion, 

regarding all things). If, on the other hand, you leave some¬ 
thing outside the sphere of your minor term, that something 
constitutes the doorway through which the scriptural Non-duality 

texts march in (and disestablish all difference or duality). (9). 
And for the same reason, even the ‘Presumption* based upon 
the 4 differs ncc ’ cognised by the first (sensuous) apprehension 
(of the difference between the Jar and Cloth, for instance) cannot 
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only if they initially arouse in the latter the desire to hear what 
the former has to say and eventually produce in his mind a valid 
cognition. But this the words of the logician, when addressed 
to the Vedantin, fail to accomplish ; for as we have already ex¬ 
plained, in neither case (i. e. neither by way of inference nor by 
way of ‘presumptive’ reasoning) is the point on which the 
reasoning hinges proved for the Vedantin. Nor will it avail 
you to say ‘ even if my words do no more than produce a doubt in 
the mind of the Vedantin, the Vedic declaration will be sublated 
in so for as regarded as doubtful, and hence you will be unable 
to prove by it the doctrine of Non-duality.’ For as to him who 
holds the view of general Non-duality all difference is something 
non-established, the defects of the opponent’s reasoning—such 
as the non-difference of the probans from the probandum and 

the like—will ever be present to him, and hence there will be no 
chance of doubt ever arising in his mind. 

(125) . Thus then for the steadfast warrior who takes up the 

single mighty ‘ weapon of Brahman ’° and heeds nothing else, 
there can he no discomfiture in the sport of battle. (15) 

(126) . Then again, with regard to the object of the cognitions 
or thoughts of another person (from which you would seek to 
differentiate your own cognition), we can indeed form a vague 
general idea of them as ‘something that he is thinking of*, or 

4 something that he wishes to say’ ; but without some special 
determining circumstance we are unable to apprehend the par¬ 
ticular object of which he thinks, or which he wishes to express. 
You, therefore, never can obtain a valid cognition of the difference 
of such an object from the last cognition (of the series of 
cognitions in that person’s mind); since for this it would be 
absolutely required for you (the person other than he to whom 

the cognition belongs) to have an idea of the particular object 
thought of by the person (the difference wherefrom, of the 
cognition, is meant to be cognised by you). For without the 

idea of that particular thing, the difference from which is meant 
to be cognised, there can be no cognition of difference ; since if 

* The ‘ BrahmXstni * was the most powerful of all the missiles used by 

ancient archers ; there is also a play upon the other meaning of the compound 

—‘ the all-powerful weapon in t e shape of Brahman’ (the one Reality accepted 

by the VedSntin.) 
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Section (9). 

[We, moreover, the Vedantin continues, call upon the Logician 

to give a valid definition of the difference between things which 

he says is evidenced by Perception. A thorough examination 

of the several definitions proposed shows them all to be des¬ 

tructive of the very thing they are meant to define. For if, 

on the one hand, difference is viewed as entering into the 

essential nature of the things that differ, the relation between 

the latter, if duly thought out, is found to be one, not of 

difference, but of identity. And if, on the other hand, differ¬ 

ence is held to be something extraneous to the things that 

differ, the need of establishing a connection between difference 

on the one and the things differing on the other hand drives 

us into the assumption of an endless series of relations—which 

explains nothing.] 

(128) . Another aspect of the question here demands con¬ 

sideration. What, we must ash, are we committed to by the 

view that Preception and the other means of knowledge refute 

the scriptural declaration of Non-duality, in as much as through 

them we apprehend the difference from each other of things 

such as jars and pieces of cloth? 

(129) . What, we ask, have we to understand by the differ¬ 

ence of things which you say is known through Preception? 

Is this difference constituted by the nature of the very individual 

things which differ * ? or is it to be defined as the mutual nega¬ 

tion of those things ? or as the difference of attributes ? or as some¬ 

thing else ?—The first alternative is inadmissible. For, if what 

constitutes the difference from each other of the jar and piece of 

cloth is their very nature, it follows that the two have no individual 

existence without either implying the other. For where there is 

a difference, it must be a difference from something; were it not 

so, to say ‘ difference constitutes the nature of a thing ’ would be 

no more than a statement of two synonymous technical terms. 

And if what Perception apprehends as the individual nature of 

the cloth were nothing else than the difference of the cloth from 

the jar, the jar would enter into the very individual being of the 

° On this view, to say that the, ‘jar differs from the cloth’ is to say that the 

‘ jar is itself and the cloth is ittelf ; aud thuj the * difference ’ of a thing is only 

ili own »elf or nature. 
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determined by a definite tiling from which ‘oniJt1^^ 
differs. Moreover, what an extraordinary piece 0 
is it to argue that the essential individual cliaractei o « 

“see of dofh (which by your view is difference 
as such, shoidd be independent of e\eij thing e • ^ 
‘difference’ from something actually only when con 8 

defined by that counter-entity (the thing rom w nc 1 w 
Truly, what is blue by its own nature, does not become blue 

when defined by yellow as a counter-entity ! ^ 
(133). Also consider what follows. You 

* difference ’ is constituted by the individual nature o 

we ask, the essential nature o J •:ar? 
jar the counter-entity of the cloth, or some attribute of J ^ 

On the former alternative, the individual nature R 
nothing else than its being the counter-entity of the cloth, 

jar thus absorbs the cloth within !" Xwyou to 

- - «—-rot 
with regard to difference) tlntt the nature of the jar eoneie ( 
"7*Sg the counter-entity of the came deffm.e th.ng bnt) tn 

I ni abstract character o. being ' «-««-* 

its relation .0 .be eloth-'tbe jar » "f L 
to the doth/—is something further, different. Foi there can M 

no valid cognition of something having the c laiactet o cou 
Lite without relation,to some definite other thing of which it 

in the counter-entity. And further, the idett or to.!"� ol 
•with regard to the cloth', also will give rise to difficulties, 
ivhetherlhis relation lie viewed as the essential cli.tuc.er or a 

mere attribute of the jur. t_____tt~ 

wrjsxu-- - - 
uw . w - - 

tat the ruaurb “„7"7L.hm.1, hteaf,« » 
attribiu» belongs are nou-diffeieut 

and cloth. 
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(134). Nor is the second'of the above alternatives (in para. 
133) tenable. For if ‘ being a counter-entity with regard to the 
cloth ’ is an attribute of the jar, then the cloth will enter into 
the very nature of that attribute; and this establishes non¬ 
difference of the cloth with that attribute (and hence on your 
view the cloth would be the attribute of the jar)! And if the 
cloth thus is shown to he an attribute of the jar, the jar will, by 
an analogous argumentation, be shown to he an attribute of the 
cloth ; for the character of being a counter-entity, which belongs 
to the cloth, being definable only in relation to the jar, no other 
position could possibly belong to .the jar (but that of being an 
attribute of the cloth). And the result thus would be that 
each of the two things would abide, or be contained, in the 
other, and at the same time be that in which the other abides 

or is contained. But as a matter of fact there is no means 
of knowledge that gives us a valid cognition of the cloth 
abiding in the jar and at the same time the jar abiding in 
the cloth. (Moreover, what view shall we, in this case, take 
of the attribute and that to which the attribute belongs ?) Are 
the two connected by a definite form of connexion or relation, 
or are they not so connected ? In the latter case, anything 
might be the attribute of anything. If the former, an endless 

series of connexions or relations would have to be assumed (for 

it would be necessary to account for the connexion of that 
definite relation with its two terms, by the assumption of a 

further connexion, and so on). And if, in order to avoid this 

endless regress, the relation, either at the very beginning or at 
some later stage, were assumed to be dependent on the very 
nature of the things related ( i. e. to be a so-called svabhUva or 
ivarupa relation, which makes it needless to assume a further 
relation), then this would lead to absolute Noil-duality; inas¬ 
much as just as the attribute in question, being related to one 
thing, constitutes the very svaiTipa or nature of that thing (the 
relations between the two being of that kind),—so in the same 
manner, when that same attribute would be related (by that 
nainn relation, which is the only one possible according to the 
vlety wet forth) to another thing, it would constitute the very 
fKirtl/ia or nature of this latter hing also [and thus the nature 
of both these things consisting of the attribute in question, there 

Kh. 65. 
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would be non-difference between the things themselves]. This 
same reasoning can be applied to all attributes of tilings (as with 
regard to these also we can put forward the same alternatives 
as above). The result is that Perception which according to 
you is a valid means to cognise difference as constituting the 
essential nature of things, really proves universal Non-duality. 

(135). The Logician here comes forward with another argu¬ 
ment. Whenever, he says, we view the jar by itself, without 
reference to other things, then we cognise it as a jar only; while 
when we view it with reference to other things, as e. g. a piece 
of cloth, then we cognise it in the form of ‘ difference from such 
objects" (this being only two different ways of viewing one and 
the same object). This also we cannot admit. For the 
cognition of difference (of the jar from other objects) is of a totally 
different nature from the cognition of the jar by itself. And 
this difference of character would not be imparted to the cogni¬ 
tion if the jar only were (in both cases) the object of cognition. 
Nor may it be argued that the difference of the two cognitions 
is due to the fact that in the cognition of * difference’ (of the jar 
as different from the cloth &c.) the cloth, etc., enters as an 
additional element (so that the cognition in one case would be 
of the jar, in the other case of the jar plus the cloth). For the 
cognition of difference is something quite different from the 
cognition of the jar and the cloth. ‘The jar and the cloth,’ 

‘ the jar is different from the cloth’—these are two cognitions 
of which nobody truly ever is conscious as equivalent. Nor 
is the reason far to seek ; for any dispute as to what 
in each case constitutes the object of cognition is cut short 
by the fact that in one case the nominative case (‘ and the cloth ’) 
is used, and in the other the ablative case (‘ from the cloth ’) ; 
and that with regard to this use there is no possible option. 
As a matter of fact, we observe that when the notion to be 
formed is that of the jar and the cloth, nobody ever thinks of 
the cloth as different from the jar. For all these reasons we 

conclude that for forming a definite idea of the jar there is no 
need of the consciousness of the cloth. 

(13G). Nor is it a fact that where a certain cognition is the 
cause of another the thing which is the object of the causal 
cognition always presents itself to the mind in the ablative 
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case ( from that ), * while the thing which is the object 
of the caused cognition presents itself in the nominative 

case (‘this’). For if this • were so, then in all percep¬ 
tional cognition the object of the definite or concrete cognition 
(sa\ ikalpaka, which is the second stage in the process of 
perception) would appear in consciousness in the nominative 
case, together with the object of the non-defiuite (or abstract, 
nirvikalpaka) cognition (which is the first stage in perception) 

in the ablative case, f And similarly, in all cognition from 
Analogy, the thing that is remembered (through Analogy) would 

appear to consciousness in the nominative case, together with 
the similarity (which is the cause of the cognition) in the 
ablative case ; (i. e. our cognition would be ‘ on account of its 
similarity to a cow, this is a gavaya, bos gavaeus); while the 
cognition only is this is a gavaya.’ AYe hence arrive at the 
conclusion that even though the consciousness of every one 
testifies to the fact that what presents itself to the mind in the 
form ‘ the jar is different from the cloth ’ is nothing else than 
the difference of the jar in relation to the other thing doth 

and this would imply that the form of the jar consists in its differ¬ 

ence from the cloth ; yet this view cannot be upheld, merely 

on the ground that the coguition of the jar is dependent upon 
tfiat of something else (the cloth, or difference from doth); 
for if we admitted this we should be committed to the absur¬ 
dities mentioned above (of there arising cognitions such as 
ghatatvat ghatali etc). 

° Tbis is meant t0 meet the argument that the fifth case (Ablative) does 

not necessarily, in the case under discussion, denote difference ; vhen we say 

* <iham5t vahnil) ’ (‘ from the smoke, fire ’) we mean that fire is inferred from 

the smoke ; analogously the collocation of words ‘ patat ghatafc ’ might indicate 

that the cognition of the cloth is the cause of the cognition of the jar._The 

reply is that causal cognitions, even when actually existing do not appear in 
consciousness in the form of a term in the ablative case. 

t /. c. the complete perception of some individual jar would express itself 

1,1 thougbt all(l speech in the form 4 ghatatvad ghatafc ' i. e, “ from the class- 

character (or Universal) 4 jar-ness \ the (individual) jar. ” In perception there 

flrM arises an indefinite eognitiou of a certain group of generic characteristics 

( 1 his is a thing belonging to the class ‘jars’); and from this there springs 

lie cognition of the individual jar, with its definite shape, colour, etc. But 

** a matter of fact the finished cognition presents itself to consciousness, only- 
the form 4 (this b y a jar. ’ 
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would be non-difference between the things themselves]. This 
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(137) . The above reasoning also disposes of the view that 
the Vedic doctrine of Non-duality is refuted by Perception in 
aa much as revealing to us that difference among things which 
consists in their mutual negation, anyonyabhava, lthe second 
alternative noted in para 128). For the arguments already set 
forth prove, in the case of mutual negation also, that that very 
thing, difference from which is maintained, enters into .the 
nature of difference itself. 

(138) . [Page 112] Moreover, the mutual negation between 
jar and cloth, as indeed between any two things, must be held 

to have for its counter-entity the identity (tadatmya) of the two. 
Now if this identity were not .admitted in any way (to exist) it 
would not be possible to form a valid cognition of the negation 
that is qualified or defined* * * § by that identity; for there can 
be valid cognition of a negation qualified or defined by 

something that, as e. y. a hare’s ^orn,is an absolute non-entitv.t 
The reason of this is that whenever a means of right knowledge 
operates with regard to something that is qualified or defined 
by something else (e. g. a counter-entity, as in the given case), 
it cannot act without presenting to consciousness the latter thing 
also; tmd when this latter is an absolute non-entity, no valid 
cognition can establish itself with regard to the qualified 
or defined thing itself. X Nor can it be asserted that the 
negation in question, having for its abode the jar, must be 
allowed to have for its counter-entity the cloth (not the iden¬ 
tity of jar and cloth), and thus is not open to the damaging 
objection that it lias for its counter-entity an absolute non¬ 

entity. For if this were so, what difference would there be 
between the mutual negation under discussion, and that other 

kind of negation or non-existence which the Logician terms 
mtiisargablidpa (negation or non-existence of connection)*}? It 

* An inseparable or permanent attribute is called the ‘ vishefana,' and an 

accidental one ‘ upalaksana' 

| The negation of an absolute non-entity would itself Id© devoid of existence 

or meaning. 

J And this means that there can be no valid cognition of the mutual 

negation in question. 

§ The Logician jiostulatcs three kinds of Negation (1) MyrOitabhava or 

.Vsolute Negation, (2) MyanVauhdva or Mutual Negation,—i. c, the negation 
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will not be right for you to explain the difference between the 
two negations on the ground that* the negation of connection 
between jar and cloth means that4 tlie negation of the jar * is in 
contact with the cloth,—while the mutual negation or negation of 
Identity of the cloth (in the jar) means that tlie negation of the 
jar constitutes the very nature of the cloth ; [as you do not 
hold this view which is held by the Prabhakara only]. For these 
reasons the difference between mutual negation and negation of 
connection must be held to lie therein that while the counter¬ 
entity of the latter includes mere 4 connection,’ the counter-entity 
of the former includes 4 identity * between,the things concerned. 
And in this way you cannot escape from the aforesaid absurdity 
of admitting a negation that has for its counter-entity an absolute 
non-entity. 

(139). Nor may the Logician argue that all that 4 mutual 
negation ’ between the two things—jar and cloth—means is that 

the generic character of the cloth does not reside in the jar. nor 
the generic character of the jar in the cloth. * For, according 

to the Logician, the generic character of the jar and that of the 
cloth possess no attributes on account 'f which the two charac¬ 
ters could be negatived with regard to each other (or distinguish¬ 
ed) ; and as from this it follows that the two characters are 
identical, any means of knowledge, negativing the generic 
character of the cloth with regard to the jar and that of the jar 

with regard to the cloth, would thereby intimate that both the 

cloth and the jar are devoid of the generic character of cloth as 
well as of that of the jar. And as thus there could be no pos¬ 
sibility of difference (between the jar and the cloth), either in 

point of attributes or of essential nature, there would be nothing 

to determine what should be the counter-entity and what the 

of one thing in the other and vice versa, and (o) Samsaryabhata or Negation of 

Connection. The difference between the last two is that in the latter we onlv 

deny the connection of one tiling with another, while in the former, what we 

deny is the identity between the two. In the one case the counter-entity of the 

negation is identity, while in the other it is only the thing of which we deuy 

the connection. 

° By this explanation the Logician avoids the contingency of having the 

* identity * between the two things as the counter-entity of4 mutual negation.’ 
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entity in the so-called ‘mutual negation,’ and hence the latter 

could'never be the object of a valid cognition.6 

(14(5). For the same reasons the Vedic view of Non-duality 

cannot be .refuted by. Perception, viewed as manifesting that 

difference of things which consists in their (alleged) difference 

of attributes, (dharma). FAr in the case of difference of attri¬ 

butes also, these attribfltes are nothing else than generic cha¬ 

racters—such as ghatatva and patatva. Now you must maintain 

either that there is a further difference of attributes in those 

attributes, and then you involve yourself in either of the follow¬ 

ing difficulties,—the difference of attributes rests in itself (thus 

involving the absurdity termed atinashruya, a thing resting in 

itself) or (if you base the difference on another difference and so 

on) there*arises an infinite regress; and, in addition to either of 

the difficulties, we actually arj not • conscious (of any other 

differentia of things but their generic characters); and none of 

these difficulties you can removeor, in the second place you 

hold that there is no difference of those differences (i. e. that the 

ghatatva and the- patatva are one), then the differences of attri¬ 

butes become one ; and how then can they establish difference 

between their-substrates (t. e. the jar and the cloth) ( 

(141). Then again we ask—Does that difference of attri 

butes which constitutes the difference of the jar (from the cloth, 

etc.) subsist in a substrate other than the jar, or in a substrate 

non-different from the jar ? The alternatives proposed being 

contradictory ones, no third alternative is possible. 

1142). On the former alternative, the same question would 

again arise with regard to that difference which differentiates 

the two substrates of the * difference of attributes (i. e. we should 

again have to ask ‘ does that difference reside in a substrate 

different or nOn-different from the jar etc.) and as the reply 

e Jf t]ie mutual negation of jar and cloth is constituted by the mutual nega¬ 

tion of the generic characters of the two (the ghatatva, jar-ness, residing in the 

ghata, and the patatva, cloth-ncss, residing in the pata), then those class-char¬ 

acters themselves cannot be distinguished from each other ; since no similar 

further Universal resides in them (for of ghatatva and patatva no ghatatva-tva 

and patatva-tva can be predicated). And the two class-characters becoming in¬ 

distinguishable i. >% % %  identical, they can no longer serve to distinguish the cloth 

and the jar ; and it thus becomes impossibi to maintain a relation of mutual 

negation between the two latter. 
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(given in favour of the former alternative) would again give 

rise to a similar question, an infhiite regress wouldv result. 

Well, the opponent says, let there be an infinity of differences ! 

This cannot be, we reply. For if an infinite number of differ¬ 

ences were to connect themselves with their substrate insucces-• 

sion, they could not enter into relation with a thing having 411 

existence limited in time (such as a jap). 0 ; Let us Then 

assume that all these differences attach themselves at once ta the 

thing as soon as it enters into existence ! But what then, we 

ask, is thereto determine what particular* difference-subsists in 

the substrate qualified by what other difference ? f Who indeed, 

in the absence of all distinction, will be able, ta settle the contest 

between them all ? Moreover, since in each case, the succeed¬ 

ing difference (in the series of differences) would ‘ render the 

full service required by the immediately preceding ofce (viz. by 

accounting for, or establishing, it), the series of differences 

while advancing in front wquld melt away from behind—like 

the learning of a student who has a weak memory ; and what 

solid basis (of difference^ would then be left for the series ? 

(143) . And thus it is in all other cases also where an 4 endless 

series * is admitted. 

The reasoning of him who commits himself to an endless 

series has three irremediable defects—(1) as each suceeding 

difference is accepted, each preceding difference lapses as need¬ 

less ; (2) there is nothing to determine what difference subsists 

in what substrate possessing a certain difference ; and (3) there is 

no evidence for holding that many differences inhere in the 

single object (the jar). ^19). 

(144) . [Page 124]. If, on the other hand, in order to escape 

from an infinite regress, we should stop after a few stages and 

(instead of explaining the difference at which we halt by a fur¬ 

ther difference) agree to find the difference of the two things in 

the mutually exclusive characters of the things themselves,— 

0 The jar exists for a short time only ; hence it will not be in existence 

till eternity, so as to become related to the endless differences coming up in 

tucce88ion. 

t The meaning is that if the infinite number of differences were to come 

down upon the object all at once, there .would be no means to ascertain th*ir 

orderly successive dependence on one another. 
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then in that case it would follow that the two things whose in¬ 

dividual characters would be held to consist in being mutually 

excluded only, are really devoid of all individual character (for 

the exclusion of' the entire character of the jar means nothing 

positive, and that which hag this character will thus have no 

character at all)! Let it then he said that it is not the 

entire characters of the things which are mutually excluded, but 

only a particular aspect of those characters. But in that 

case, as it would be only a particular individual aspect of the 

character of the jar that is excluded by the cloth, the entire 

character of the former would remain unexcluded by it; and 

thus there weuld be no difference between the jar (in its 

entire character), and the cloth, the two becoming one and the 

same! 

(145). fin reality, however, you are bound to explain what 

you understand b^ that particular aspect or character of a thing 

which, you say, is different from its character as a whole (or its 

general character). • You will^perliaps say that you do not 

acknowledge a general character which extends over all indivi¬ 

duals (as e. g. all jars); but that the term ‘ character1 (svarupa) 

has many meanings and is applied to individuals which all 

have their particular characters. But if this reasoning 

were admissible, we should at once have to abandon all hope of 

establishing any generic entities, such as ‘gotva’ (the class- 

characteristics, or the Universal, ‘cow’).0 Nor, in the second 

place, can there be an apprehension of the connextion with regard 

to the application of the term ‘ character ’ (form ; svarupa) to 

each separate individual (which are endless in number).| 

(14b). If, then, the character of things consisted of the 

individual things themselves (and not in any generic character 

comprehending all individuals) then, as soon as the thing is 

perceived, its character would be perceived ; and (since this 

character is ex hypothesi, the particular character which distin¬ 

guishes it from all other things) there never would be a doubt 

as to what the tiling is (while as a matter of fact on seeing an 

0 For Universal* such as gotva (cow) rest on the assumption of a generic 

character which is present in all individuals of a certain clasB. 

t For the npprehensioi of the denotative power of words also pre-supposes 

general notions comprising many individuals. 
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object from a distance, etc., we often are in doubt as to what 

particular thing it is). 

(147) . There remains the other alternative (proposed in para. 
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from it. But this would imply that even the individual j#r 

which is apprehended as one, would, owing to that difference 

(which ex hypothesi is non-different from it) appear a6 diverse, 
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On this view also a thing would have to be regarded as different from 

i for ii would be neutral as to itself being determined <.r not determined 
hr I lit* difference. 
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will dip in, ami in « moment nprwtd over the whole 

line of differences (reducing them all to nothing). 
(151) We thus have fully shown that the vedic 

oi Non-duality is not to be refuted hy Pervepttmt^ An ^or 

Inference and the rest, they cannot, even accoiam0 

view ® suhlate \cdic teaching. (—0). . , 
And » for ‘ Presumptions,’ they do splend.d serv.ee to the 
nnu as r valiant soldiers and 

Vedic teaching, marching in front of it liKe va 
destroying all enemies and obstacles m its way. W __ 

its i“:~ S» 
tfian Inference. the skuU is pnre because it is a part 

% jT-irri *.»**• ”• “i-“i 
declaring the skull to be something unclean. 

Kh. 74. 

Chapter I.—Section (10). 

Section 10. 

75 

[That the scriptural texts which convey the idea of Non- 

duality, themselves bear the characteristics of Plurality, does not 

disprove Non-duality being the absolutely Real. Scripture 

itself, as well as the process through which it gives rise to the 

knowledge of Non-duality, lies within the sphere of the Unreal, 

Illusory. * Knowledge * in the true sense i. e., universal Con¬ 

sciousness or'Brahman, is never produced, it equally i$.] 

(152) . [Page 128.] The Logician starts a new argument:— 

The Vedic declarations of non-duality, he says, convey their 

meaning only in dependence on the differences between letters, 

words, case-terminations, meanings of words, and so forth; 

how then can it be maintained that they are not sublated by 

these manifold notions of difference on which they depend ? 

For it is a recognised principle that what depends upon another 

thing is weaker than that thing. 

(153) . But this argument also is without force. For we do 

not maintain that Difference or Diversity has absolutely no exis¬ 

tence. We indeed hold that it has no real being, but we allow 

to it an illusory existence, and this is enough to account for the 

causal relationship (between ideas of difference and the Vedic 

declarations) upon which the Logician bases his argument. 

(154) . But, our adversary says, in the fundamental non- 

dualistic texts themselves, there occur certain words and phrases 

which are not explicable without the admission of Diversity. In 

the text * ekarn evadvitlyam ** the word eva is meant to excise 

things other than the one, and the word advitiyam (‘without 

a second *) presupposes the existence of a second. Similarly 

in the text ‘ neha nanasti kinchana’t the phrase ‘nanana* 

(‘ no diversity *) presupposes diversity, and the word kinchana 

(anything; xohatsoever) implies the existence of many things. 

This apparent contradiction also, we reply, is removed by 

tho explanation just given. What the non-dualistic texts teach 

•a tho absoluto reality of non-dualism ; and the absolutely real 

cannot be sublated by the conception of what is not absolutely 

»«ftl: the conception of the rcial shell can truly not be refuted 

hy the conception 7of the silver (erroneously imagined) in the 

| Brj. Ar. VL 4. 19. 

Kh. 75. 

• ChbSndogya VI. 2.1. 
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shell. In cases where one cognition admittedly refutes another 

as when the (mistaken) inferential cognition ‘ the fire is not 

hot ’ is refuted by the sensuous cognition of the heat of the 

fire—since the former ccgnition depends on the latter (the 

cognition of that which is not-hot presupposing the cognition of 

its counter-entity i.e., that which is hot), the two cognitions both 

belong to the sphere of Nescience (i.p., the Unreal or Illusory), 

and hence there is no objection to one (viz., the dependent 

one) being sublated by the other (on which it depends). 

(155) . But, our opponent rejoins, (just as you maintain 

that the Vedic declaration is irrefutable because it has for its 

object the absolutely Real), it may be argued that the ‘ non-heat’ 

of fire also is absolutely real and hence not to be refuted by 

sensuous cognition! Not so, we reply. For if the so-called 

* non-heat ’ of fire is of the same kind as what is perceived in 

water and other substances, and lienee is not different from 

coolness, our reasoning cannot but lead to the result that this 

‘ non-heat ’ also belongs to the sphere of illusion. If, on the 

other hand, you do not maintain this (but hold ‘ non-heat * to be 

something quite different from what is known through ordinary 

experience, so that the arguments by which the illusory charac¬ 

ter of the apparent world is proved, would not apply to it), then 

it would be neither more nor less than another term for Non¬ 

duality, (for this alone is altogether different from the empirical 

world). As a matter of fact, however, we find that the con¬ 

ception of ‘ non-heat ’ presupposes diversity in the form of the 

differentiation of cognitions, objects of cognition and the like; 

and hence cannot escape from the devouring grasp of the 

Reasoning which proves the whole Universe to be illusory. 

The case of Non-duality is different; for as-any refutation of it 

could only be based on Diversity and hence could not be real 

(Diversity itself being illusory only), there is no possibility 

whatever of Non-duality ever being shown to be unreal. 

(156) . But, our adversary resumes, in what sense do you 

mean that our original object ion purged in para 152) is disposed 

of by your setting forth the reality of Non-duality? Our 

contention was that the Vedic declaration cannot afford a valid 

cognition of Non-duality, for the simple reason that it is in con¬ 

flict with, and sublated by, that upon which it depends for its very 
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or (2) the number one (numerical oneness), or (3) the very self 

(or essential nature) of knowledge, or (4) some other attribute 

termed oneness and really meaning the same as absence of 

difference; and that oneness in any of these senses cannot be 

proved to belong to ‘ Non-duality *; for the presence of an 

attribute of any kind would be in contradiction wkh ‘Non- 

duality.* All we wish to reply to this is that if the conception 

of an attribute of Non-duality cannot stand—as we admit 

it cannot—the attack made upon it, it must be dismissed 

(as illusory), just as we dismissed the idea of Knowledge 

being something produced by the Veda. That on the other 

hand which is validly cognised as the substrate of that 

attribute of Non-duality (i.e., non-dual Knowledge or Con¬ 

sciousness itself) remains unsublated and hence has to be 

recognised as absolutely real. We illustrate this by the 

instance of 1 shell-silver*: when the real shell is for a time 

(erroneously) cognized as silver, and subsequently, owing to 

sublation, the attribute of being of the nature of silver is dis¬ 

carded, the. fault of the attribute (i.e., its sublation) does not 

imply the cessation of the substrate to which the attribute 

belongs (i.e., the real shell). 

(162) . This notion of Non-duality then cannot be refuted 

even by hundreds of arguments that might be set forth by 

clever men; as Scripture says * this notion cannot be set aside 

by reasoning ’ ° Therefore, 

VO men of understanding ! Apply your intellect to the 

refutation of this notion only if you really desire to fling into 

the sea the magical all-bestowing gem that has come to your 

hand!* (24). 

(163) . Then again, this notion of Non-duality brings about 

results of a perceptible nature also (not only Release which 

transcends all perception); as is said t ‘ Even a little of this 

virtue saves from great dangers.’ 

‘ It is by the grace of the Lord only that in the minds of a 

few men there arises that desire to know Non-duality which 

affords a shelter from all danger \ (25). 

(164) ; And thus— 

‘Lo! That Non-duality which has been ascertained, in a 

• Katfia Up. IT. 9. t bliag. Gita II. 40. 
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(Hi7). [Page 138\ The fact is that our arguments of 

; refutation freely aud fully operate with regard to philosophical 

tenets of any kind. We introduce the statements of certain 

particular pliilosophic doctrines simply with a view to putting 

forward: only such 4 arguments of refutation5 as cannot be 

impugned by any counter-argument except by such arbitrary 

assumptions as that ‘ the arrangements of the Universe depend 

on the will of a personal God (and hence their reality cannot be 

gainsaid)’. (We give some details as to this universal applica¬ 

bility of the ‘ arguments of refutation ’):—If, for instance, the 

disputant holds the doctrine of (Bauddha) Nihilism or that of 

(Vedantic) ‘ Inexplicability’, the general applicability of those 

arguments against all other doctrines, of course, is beyond all 

doubt. If, on the other hand, the two disputants be upholders 

of the view of the reality of pramana and the rest of the 

categories, the arguments refuting definitions will have their 

use ia disestablishing the special definitions (set forth by the 

Opponent), and the arguments disproving the things to be defined 

will have Their use in disestablishing those special means of 

proof, etc., which refer to the things. 

(168). [Page 139]. Nor must it be objected to this, that the 

Logician tvho, in the course of a disputation with another 

Logician, should reject the definitions given in the Stltras 

(which should be authoritative for all Logicians) abandons the 

fundamental principles of his own doctrine. For what he would 

aim at disproving, would only be some special interpretation of 

the definitions in the Sutras, given by his Opponent. But, 

it may be objected, if a disputant aims at disestablishing 

j pa rticular definitions, particular means of knowledge whereby 

the reality of something is proved, and particular interpretations 

' of the Sutras, he will to that end have to set forth other 

definitions, other means of proof and other interpretations (all 

of which, on the view of the universal force of the € arguments 

of refutation’ would be equally invalid !). Not so, we reply. 

In the case referred to by you the arguments in question would 

be put forward as useful for that special kind of disputation 

winch is called ' vitaiidti' (which aims, not at establishing Oi.e’s 

own view, but merely at refutin the lew of the adversary), mid 

hence the disputant would not ’ hi: elf open to any criticism 

Zh. 80. S 

Chapter I.—Section (11). gl 

bearing on the establishment of his own views. 

in iha^ [Pa9e MO.] Thus then there, also, is no objection 
to the arguments of refutation* being employed by a disputant 

toe,s °£ “% � °pp°“”‘ % � h» »% >? 

Ekadeshm (who while accepting the fundamental views of a 

system holds special views of his own on special points). Just 

as Grammarians (although agreed as to the correctness of a 

certain word) may raise and discuss the question as to how the 

word is formed, in order to ascertain the extent of each other’s 

knowledge; so in the case of philosophical systems also, dis¬ 

putants although holding the same fundamental views, may 

engage m a critical discussion in order to test each other. 

(17°). And then, that enquirer also who (beyond aiming at 

ie discomfiture of an antagonist) is concerned to establish a 

e mte view of Reality, will necessarily have to refute the 

arguments that may be brought forward against him (and this 

can only be effected by the * arguments of refutation’); for other¬ 

wise his own positive view of Reality could not be established. 

And it thus appears that even in vada (i.e., bonH fide discussion 

which aims at the ascertainment of truth), there is room for the 
employment of the * arguments of refutation’. 

(171) . As to Jalpa finally (the third kind of discussion dis¬ 

tinguished by the Logicians), this we declare to be a mere conven¬ 

tional kind of discussion; for in reality so-called jalpa consists 

of two vitandas. For otherwise [i.e., if we admitted, as an 

independent class, a discussion which in reality consists of two 

vitavdZs only), why should we not also acknowledge, as a further 

independent class, a discussion consisting of two jalpas ? With 

this matter we have dealt at length, on the occasion of discussing 

the nature of jalpa (in the work called ‘ Ishvarabliisandhi ’). 

(172) . But let us, for the occasion, acknowledge jalpa as a 

distinct class of discussion. A person engaging in this kind of 

discussion, would in the first place put forward as right certain 

Viows which may he open to objections, after having shown that 

l lose objections do not apply, and then would refute him who 

insists on those objections, by applying some ‘ argument of 

'• (utation. And it thus appears that in jalpa also those arim- 
inonta are not altogether out of place. 

Kh. 81. 
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Section 12. 

[The firet * argument of refutation is that nono 
, tione, given by our opponente. of the categories of Reality are 

valid.] 

(173). Now then, of what kind are those ‘arguments of 

refutation’? They are as followsIn the first place we 

enunciate the following principle-' All determination (pro^ 

(the reality of) what is to be defined, (». t mgs because 
definitions; but no satisfactory definitions are P03Slble^ ® 

aU attempts' to define lead ns into reasoning <* an 
orvicionskind,such as ‘reasoning in a circle (chakraka), as 

when the ‘knower’ (the knowing subject) is defined as th 

‘ substrate of knowledge.’® 

Section 13. 

[In the first place the definition given by the Logician of 

»roma—right knowledge-is untenable. Pram* cannot be de- 
Led as taUva-anumti i. e., direct knowledge of a thing s tattva 

!"� thts-ness or thot-ness), because on none of the explanations 

which may be given of the meaning of tattva it can be shown 

how such tattva can be rightly cognized.] 

(174) [Page 143.] We will first examine the definition 

given by the Logicians of ‘ Pram* ’ (i e. right or valid cognition ; 

that results from the unimpeded functioning .. 

one of the tecogtu«d m«ma of valid oogniUon, the 
•a definition given of this, viz., that it 

immediate apprehension (or consciousness-anubhuti) of the 

true nature (itattva, literally ‘this-ness’ or thafr-ness ) of a 

thing) »_i3 unacceptable ; since the Logician is unab e o g» 

factory explanation of what is meant by £ 

term tattva (that-ness) literally means being that , tlie 

W something that suggests itself as being under considera¬ 

tion Now on the occasion of defining ‘right cogm ion, n^ 

particular thing suggests itself as being under «>^eraUon 

Ld to winch, therefore, the that could refer._It might be 

“7 While'knowledge ‘ in its turn is defined as an attribute of the knowing 

subject 

Kh. 82. 
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said that every state of direct consciousness presents to the 

mind, in the way of suggestion, the object to which it is related, 

and that it is this object to which the that refers ; for what is 

meant by a thing being ‘ that which is under consideration * 

or * that which suggests itself ’ is the thing's being present to 

the mind of the speaker or hearer; and we, therefore, designate 

as * this-ness ' that which is the being (or character or nature) 

of that thing. But this explanation we cannot admit. 

For in certain cases (as when a shell is mistaken for silver) that 

which is not silver becomes the object of a man's cognition as 

silver (so that, according to you, the tattva of silver is the 

object of cognition); and thus the definition of * right cognition' 

proposed, fails to exclude wrong cognition. Moreover (if only 

the character of the thing is tattva) the thing itself (to which the 

character belongs) cannot be called 4 tattva,’ and thus the cogni¬ 

tion of the thing itself, or of the thing as qualified by the 

character, will have to be regarded as wrong cognition (for 

it will not be 4 cognition of tattva'). 

(175). But, our opponent may say, leave off levelling against 

our definition objections merely founded on considerations of 

the literal meaning of the word 4 tattva ’ ! It is well-known that 

the word 4 tattva' denotes nothing else than the individual cha¬ 

racter (svarupa) of a thing (and this comprises the thing itself 

as well as attributes, and so on). This also, we reply, will not 

help you; for whether you view svarupatva 4 the having the 

character of svarupa ' as a fiti (class-characteristic; Universal), 

or as a mere upUdhi, you cannot make out a satisfactory case 

for such svarupatva either residing in itself or not so residing. * 

* The argument comes to this:—You say that in right cognition we cognise 

the svarupa of a thing. Now svarupa is, to argue as the Logician does, that 

in which 1 svarupa-tva * (the ‘ class-characteristics of svarupa ’) resides (just 

as a jar is that in which ghatatva * the being a jar ’ resides. This svarupatva 

may be viewed either as a jati (in which case the translation * class-character¬ 

istics’ holds good); or as a mere upiadhi—an external limiting or determining 

condition ; this does not change the cas6. Now shall we say that in that waru- 

patva which resides in svarupa, svarupatva is again residing, or not ? The 

former assumption would imply the fault of * atmaihraya ’ (the dependence of a 

thing upon itself, which explains nothing). On the second assumption svarupa- 

tva cannot be said to have a svarupa of its own, and hence (according to the 

view of the Logician) there can be no right cognition of it 

Kh. 83. 
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Moreover, what is denoted by the word 4 svarupa ’ cannot be one 

thing; it rather denotes something different in the case of each 

individual object, and hence a definition', of 4 right cognition * • 

which implies svaiupa can never take in the right cognitions of 

all things. How, further, can the word 4 tattva ' exclude wrong 

cognition ? When a shell is (wrongly) cognised as possessing 

the character of silver (silver-ness), there is in that case also a 

cognition of a svarupa ; for it certainly cannot be denied that 

either the shell or 4 the character of silver ’ is a svarupa; nor 

again can it be maintained that the connexion of the two which, 

in the cognition, presents itself to consciousness, is, not a svarupa. 

For the connexion that presents itself to consciousness is, 

according to the system of the Logician himself, so called 

4 inherence1 (samavnya; that connexion which, not to mention 

other * cases,, holds good between a 4 class-character,’ jati} and 

that which has that character); and surely samavUya is a 

svarupa ! The Logician may retort—‘ True, samavaya is a 

svarupa; but this inherence of the class-character of silver does 

not really subsist in that particular shell.’ This makes no 

difference, we reply; for though the inherence may not subsist 

in that shell, this does not deprive it of the character of svarupa ; 

Devadatta not being in the house does not on that account cease 

to be a svarupa* 
(176). [Page 146.] ‘ Mere srarupa,* the Logician rejoins, is not 

called tattva ! By tattva we understand that svarupa of a thing 

which is cognised as actually connected with that particular 

point of time and space at which the. thing is cognised.’! Not 

so, we reply. That view of the matter would imply that every 

right cogntion is a wrong cognition, in so far as referring 

to the place and time of the thing cognised.! Let us 

then say, the Logician rejoins, that in the case of time and place 

their mere svarupa (without further connexion with time and 

place) constitutes their tattva ! This also is inadmissible, 

• The point is that so long as svarupa is before consciousness (anti this is 

the case of * silverness * appearing to inhere in the shell) the cognition is, 

according to the definition, prama. 
"I And hence the cog' ition of silver-ness which is not actually present in 

the shell, does not come under the definition of ‘ right cognition.1 

J For that placo and time thomsolves do not possess that relation to place 

and time on which, you say, right cognition depends. 

Kh. 84. 

we rePty« ^or If the word tattva has several meanings, th 

definition of light cognition will cease to apply to all cases, 

(177). The Logician now offers another definition of tattvr 

By the tattva of a thing we understand its really existing such, 

as it is apprehended.’ But this also is unsatisfactory. For, 

on this definition, you will have to acknowledge as the tatt.xK\ of 

a thing a certain character of it which is cognised, even if that* 

character really belongs to it not at the time of cognition, but, 

at some other time; you would e. g., have to allow that that 

redness of a jar which will be produced by subsequent baki ng, 

constitutes the tattva of the jar even at the time when the jar, 

as yet unbaked and black, appe ars red to a man who suffers from 

the disease called 1 Rakta-pitta * (which makes one see all things 

as red); and will hence have to allow that man’s cognition 

as right cognition. To avoid this objection, the Logician 

may qualify his definition by bringing in a reference to time 

‘ by the tattva of a thing we understand its really existing, at the 

time of cognition, such as it is then cognised.’ But this would 

again imply that the cognition, in so far as particularized by 

time, would not be true cognition, for this 4 being particularized 

by time’ cannot again be connected with another time.* But 

why, the logician resumes, should not time, determined by one 

determining factor (upadhi)} be related to time as determined 

by another determining factor ; (for we observe that e. g., time as 

determined by the period called a year may be further determined 

by the period called a month, and so on; so that there appears 

to be no reason why time determined in one way should not at 

the same time be further determined in another wajr). The 

extension of your reasoning, we reply, (which endeavours to 

establish that a difference is introduced into time—which is one 

—by its connexion with different determining conditions) would 

lead to the conclusion that Devadatta in so far as carrying a 

° According to the Logician right cognition implies a definite relation to 

time: tlieTe is right cognition of that which is tfuch as it is cognised, nt the 

moment when it is cognised. But this would imply that there can be no 

right cognition of that very time-clement which enters into, right cognition; 

for while the jar e. g.f may be conceived as connected • rith a do, < do 

momont of time, that moment of time itself cannot bo viewed 

connected with another moment of time. 

Kh. 85. 
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stick (which is one determining condition), is different from and, 

therefore, can mount on the shoulders of, himself in so far as 

wearing earrings! 0 And if to this reductio ad absurdum you 

object that, although Devadatta may have several determining 

attributes, he—as substrate of those attributes—does not cease 

to be one ; we reply that the case of time is exactly the same 

(i. e., lima also remains one although connecting itself with 

different determining conditions). 
(178). These arguments also serve to discard the definition 

according to which ‘ the tattva—the reality—of a thing is its 

being a cause.’ This latter definition is further opeD to the 

three following objections:—(1) H everything is suca, i. e., 

if all things are real in so far only as they are causes, there 

can be no right cognition of such things as are not actually 

cognised as causes.f (2) There would be an objectionable 

'self-dependence’ (atmashraya; vicious circle.)* And (3) on 

this view each momentary phenomenon (k§ana) of the Universe 

being regarded as a ‘ cause ’ (of that which succeeds it), we 

would be reduced to the vexatious and ridiculous position of 

having to take shelter under the wings of the Jainas who hold 

the being of a thing to consist in its irrefutable capacity to bring 

about effective action (i. e. to be a cause). 

* I. e., absurd consequences are at once seen to flow from the assertion that 

what is one becomes different by its connexion with several determining or 

specifying conditions. . . . , 
+ 0r (as one commentary explains) If you say that right cognition is of 

causes only, we point out that a cause is that which is determined by the class- 

character of a cause (we might say ‘ causality’); but in * causality there does 

not inhere a further causality (according to the principle that a jati has no 

further jali); hence there can be no right cognition of causality. 

t If in order rightly to cognise a cause, it were required to cognise also 

the cause of that cause, a regtessus ad infinitum would arise ; if on the other 

hand this were not required, the right cognition of the cause would depend 

upon itself—which would be on objectionable atmashraya. 

Kh. 86. 
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(A) [And next, it is not possible to accept the so-called anuV.Uti 

(or anubhava) of the Logician, which, according to him, is a 

generic term denoting all primary cognition i.e., cognition not 

of the nature of remembrance or representation (smriti). The 

tenet that all knowledge is either anubhuti or smriti cannot 
be upheld ; it in fact is at once seen to be upset by those cog¬ 

nitions which we comprise under the term ‘ Recognition ’ (pi'at- 

ydbhijna,) in which there evidently is an inseparable fusion of 

a direct presentative, and an indirect representative, element.] 

(179). [Page 14P.] We next ask what definition you are 

prepared to give of ‘ anubhuti ’ 0 (which term was used by the 

Logician in defining pi'ama as tattva-anubhuti). Do you define 

it as a species or sub-class of ‘ knowledge ’ (jnana); or as know¬ 

ledge other than remembrance (smriti); or as knowledge 

which is destitute of the character of remembrance ; or as know¬ 

ledge which has a specific cause coming into existence just 

before the knowledge ? 

* We have so far translated anubhuti (or anubhava) by terms such as 

‘direct knowledge’ ‘immediate Consciousness,’ etc. None of these translations 

are fully adequate ; and there is^m fact no English, or western, philosophical 

term that connotes exactly what anubhuti does. The great division of all 

knowledge (cognition ; state of consciousness — jnana, buddhi, pratyaya) is, 

according to the general Indian view (as best represented by the NySya) 

into Anubhava and Smriti. The former term comprises all cognitions (includ¬ 

ing what we would prefer to call states of feeling, experiences of pleasure 

and pain) which, when presenting themselves to the mind are strictly original, 

i.e., not reproductions of former cognitions. In this sense—the cognition 

which we have through sight and touch of a fire burning before us ; the idea 

we have of a fire on a distant hill, owing to an inference based on the percep¬ 

tion of smoke rising from the hill; and the knowledge of a fire burning 

somewhere which we acquire through the statement of a trustworthy pereon 

or an authoritative book ; are all of them Anubhava. Such Anubhava is not 

necessarily true knowledge ; it is Anubhava also when, in twilight, we see a 

man where there is only a post, or a snake where there is only a rope. Smriti 

on the other hand comprises all cases of ‘ representative ’ cognition, where the 

cognition before the mind is not at the time originated by one of the ‘ means of 

knowledge \ (pramana; i.e., Perception, Inference, etc.), but is the mere 

rv -entering into consciousness of a previous cognition. 

It of course is evident that neither f direct apprehension * nor 1 immediate 

cognition ’ nor * presentative knowledge,’ etc, etc., exactly correspond to 

Anubhava. 
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(180) . Tho first of tfiese definitions is not tenable. For 

on what ground, we ask, do you mean to establish that 

special kind of knowledge which you call anubhuti ? If you 

replyi that your reason is the universal presence, in all instances 

of so called anubhuti, of that state of consciousness or cogni¬ 

tion which expresses itself in the form 41 am immediately or 

directly conscious of/ 0—we argue against you as follows:— 

When a man, towards the close of a January night, bathes at 

the confluence of the white and the dark rivers (i. e. the Ganga 

and the Yamuna), he, on the strength of certain scriptural 

assertions, may have before his mind the idea of future heavenly 

bliss (promised as the reward for the meritorious action of 

bathing at that place and time); but all the same, there arises in 

him no state of consciousness which would express itself as 

41 directly apprehend or feel (anubhavami) pleasure'; on the 

contrary what he is directly conscious of is pain or discomfort 

due to the coldness of the air and water. Similarly, when a 

generally religious man is engaged in enjoying the love of 

another man's wife, he may, owing to his knowledge of what 

scripture says on this point, have before his mind the idea of 

future punishment to be experienced in hell, but all the same 

his actual thought and feeling is not 41 am experiencing pain/ 

hut rather 41 am at the present moment experiencing intense 

delight.’ If the inferential cognition (of bliss in the one, and 

torment in the other case) which is based upon general princi¬ 

ples indicated by scripture (viz., that 4 he who bathes, etc., will 

go to heaven ’, and so forth) were of the nature of Anubhava, 

the for er man would apprehend pleasure, and the latter, pain. 

(181) . If you say that what those two men actually think 

and say, is due to their taking anubhava in the popular sense of 

direct or immediate (sensuous and perceptional) apprehension 

{safyatkara), while the cognitions and forms of expression 

that depend on inference founded on scriptural statement are 

present in the minds of the learned and thoughtful,—we reply 

that in that case, the fact of such direct apprehension being 

regarded and speken of as anubhava would be duo to its 

directness and immediacy; and hence there would be neither 

any valid proof for, nor any purpose of assuming, a special 

• Compare the preceding note as to the inadequacy of these renderings. 

Chapter I.—Sectioh (14). » 

sub-class of cognition called anubhava. Anubhava then would 
mean one thing in the case of tho ordinary man, and another 

thing m the case of the learned and intelligent; and hence 
no definition could be given that would apply to all cases of 
anubhava. 

(182) . The Logician (making another stand for his anubhava) 

replies—“the fact is that we have the notion of an anubhava 

(a certain kind of consciousness or apprehension) which is 

common to sensuous cognition, inference and so forth, in so 

far as all these differ from representative cognition (smritt) 

Now^thm notion cannot be explained as due to the immediacy 

(s'dkqatkaritva) of those cognitions (since inferential cognitions, 

etc., avowedly are not immediate); we, therefore, must assume 

some other class-character ‘ anubhmitvarn ’ which is to be met 

with in all those cognitions, whether immediate or not.” 

(183) . This reasoning also we reply, is unsound. That we 

think and speak of certain things as having that in common 

that they differ in certain characteristics from other things,_of 

this the reason is just that particular character of those things; 

but we do not on that account postulate a special class of things. 

If classes were to be postulated wherever several things agree 

in differing from other things, we should have to postulate a 

special class afeja—comprising all those several things which 

are denoted by the word ‘ ak$a ’, viz., dice, the vilhitaka-irait, 

the sense-organs, etc.—, for no other reason than that those 

things have in common that they differ from other things such 
as jars and the like. 

(184). For the following reason also we cannot admit a 

special class of cognitions other than remembrance termed ‘ anu- 

hhuti: ’ There is the (mental process of) Recognition (pratyabhij- 

na\ as when we think ‘ this is the same jar (that we saw on 

former occasions) ’; with regard to this Recognition the question 

arises whether it comprises two cognitions—viz., one of the 

nature of anubhuti (of the jar seen!, and one of the nature of re¬ 

membrance (of the jar with which the jar seen is identified);—or 

one cognition only, which is in part anubhuti and in part remem¬ 

brance (tho view of the 1’rabliakara);—or pure remembrance 

onlyor pure anubhuti only (the Nyayaview)? Should you 

aecopt the first of these alternatives, we point out that in all 

Kh. 89. 
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Recognition there is present to consciousness the non-difference 

of this thing os seen now and here, from the tiling as observed 

in its previous condition. Now this non-difference cannot'be 

included in remembrance; for the simple reason that the said 

non-difference not having been cognised before cannot be 

suggested to the mind by any impression (for as it was not 

known before, it cannot have left any impression on the mind). 

And we remark at once that for the same reason the third 

alternative is untenable. Nor can the idea of non-difference be 

considered as anubhuti; because at the time of recognition the 

previous condition of the thing is not cognised in the way of 

anubhava. Were this the case, the alternative now under dis¬ 

cussion would be identical with the last alternative, which we 

shall refute later on. For similar reasons the second alternative 

also is not tenable. For if that factor of Recognition which 

consists in the non-difference of the present thing from the 

thing as qualified by its previous condition were regarded as 

cognised by anubhava, the qualification by the previous condi¬ 

tion also would have to be included under anubhava. And 

this would bring us back to the alternative first considered. 

(B) [None of the other theories given of the nature of Recogni¬ 

tion can be upheld. It cannot be regarded (a) as comprising 

distinct cognitions, one of the nature of anubhuti and the other 

of the nature of smriti; for the idea of the non-difference of 

the tlii8t i. e., the thing actually perceived, and the that, t. 

the thing as whichothe this is recognised, is neither directly 

apprehended (by anubhuti) nor remembered.—Nor (6) can it 

be viewed as one cognition which is in part anubhuti and in 

part Remembrance; for any attempt to distinguish and charac¬ 

terize in separation those two elements proves futile.—Nor (c) 

can it be viewed as pure Remembrance, for reasons analogous 

to those which tell against (a).—Nor (d) can it be conceived 

as pure anubhuti; for the cognition of non-difference of the 

past from the present can be based neither on sense-contact 

which is the direct cause of‘ all anubhava; nor on an impres¬ 

sion ; since of that non difference—of which wo are conscious 

not earlier than in the act of recognition itself—there can be no 

Kh. 90. 
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previous impression. Nor could we, on this theory, account 

cases ° doubtful recognition. And finally if Recognition, 

though^due to impression, were to be classed as aTubhUli 
other kinds of remembrance also would have to be similarly 

tZ 'zU 1 dircf°n 0f anubhmi and thus would 
e lost altogether. As thus it appears that anubhmi does not 

elf contams more than one, U, two factors ; the first of these 

the idea ot the thing in its previous condition, is pure 

emembrance; the second, tu*, the cognition of the said non- 

the ground'8 ^ tT* (Aud lience the objection raised falls to 
g ound;. But, we reply, were this so, the Recognition 

would present itself as follows-(a) That thing under its pre¬ 

forme T*-111008’ ^ thing is uon-different ’—the 
and tbe laUer ^ubhava-, and thus 

there would he nothing to reveal that the non-difference L i 

Z^T? ,te,ti”ga3 U“<'erite 
. • ,a ’ ecognitlcm would not present itself in the form 
tins is the same thing as that which formerly appeared under 

^rent conditions' (while yet everyone knows that this latter 
form is the characteristic form of all Recognition). 

i U86j‘ ^ L°gician luay here attempt the following ev 
planation —That non-difference which is intimated by anubhava 
contained in Recognition), as having for its substrate the thing 

which is apprehended through anubhava, cannot accomplish itself 
without depending on a ‘second term’; for non-difference must 
bo of something from something. Now what immediately 
uggosts Itself as the nearest second term is the thing as 

< .Htmgmslied by its previous conditions, which is suggested 
y that remembrance which forms part of recognition. 11 is this 

winch non-difference takes up as its second term, and thus 

•"hitrate68 ^ LaV"lg that pievi°US thing also fw its 

Kh. 91. 
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(187) . But this explanation is oven, more futile than the 

previous ones. What, .we ask, is the meaning of non-difference 

leaning upon or taking up the second term ? Does this mean 

that it has the second term for its substrate ; or that it is cognised 

as having it for its substrate ? The former alternative is impos¬ 

sible, for it would imply that 11011-difference originates only now, 

(i. c.y at the time of recognition) as abiding in the thing related to 

its previous conditions ; and this again would imply that, before 

recognition, there was difference between the thing as it is 

now and the (same) thing as; it was previously (and this clearly is 

nonsensical). And on the second alternative, there would arise 

a difficulty that we have already pointed out, for the cognition 

of the non-difference of the present thing as having for its 

substrate the ‘ second term,’ (i. e.9 the past thing) can be 

included neither under remembrance, nor unc^er anubhava 

(since it essentially is a cognition in which both these cognitive 

factors are combined). 

(188) . Further, if you regard Recognition as a simple cog¬ 

nition which has the character or aspect of remembrance as 

regards the that, and the atspect of anubhava as regards the this 

(‘this is that jar which* etc.), there will be an unavoidable 

confusion with regard to tln6 thing itself. For, we ask, what is 

it that in this case is brought before the mind by the impression 

(which here, as in all cases;, gives rise to remembrance) ?—is it a 

mere that9 or is it the thing (e. <7., the jar) qualified by the 

character of that-ness ? On the former alternative we could not 

have the recognition in the form ‘ this is that thing *; for what 

the impression would bring before the mind would be mere 

that-ncss (not a thing qualified by that-ness). Nor is the latter 

alternative tenable. For, con it, it would be necessary to maintain 

that also in the anubha;ra-element of recognition—which is 

expressed as this—there re veals itself the thing ; for if it revealed 

the character of this-ness only and not the thing, it could not 

have the form ‘ this thing, etc.* And as thus the impression and 

the Perception both presemt themselves as causing the idea of 

the thingy the question arises whether the idea of the thing is to 

be viewed as originated lby different cognitions ; or by a single 

cognition of lion-diffcrcnoc, bfought ibout by the two causes 

conjointly. The former view is in conflict with the view, 

Kh. 02. 

Chapter I.—Section (14j 

accepted by the Logician himself that ^ 

act of cognition; and moreover is’open to thv" * **** 
above (para 184, etc.) against the diff* • *• h ob(jectlons urged 

•of remembrance and anubhava in I? tl?tl0n (of the objecte 

vieW, every recognition, as far as 0“ ^ 

have the character of Remembrance as wellV^t of7*hk ^ 
and tins would mean a confusion of tL? *^ubhava; 

-7 £ b. Prrr ,i(b;iz” -W) 
objects, it will be possible on other groLs ThZ , 

vvdl be distinguished as ‘ Remembrance ’ h r ^ act 

originated by an impression, and as ‘ AnMava T* t0fltsbem® 
its being originated by the contact of the ^ reference to 

(with th. object, the internal organ etc j TT* 

tionabie oonfosion will be avoided ’ B„t ,h T? obje,!' 

may not be. As w. do no, ad't that ' the t“ alS0- W“ "*• 

tnt. knowledge ’ U " nviableT f b”“* 

On«i), it must be considered as determined by the 

hence it will not avail to brine in n.u 7 ? . bj t > and 

(origination from an impression etc > f C,°ndltl0ns sncb 38 

between anubhava and remembrance %  for since both dl,ffereDtiate 

and the same thing (as you maintain) rieht ^ t0 °"e 

and what is not right cognition^?) T * (muhh!") 

one and the same object (which' is T , ^ 

aince all the various aspects of a c!"� v ' AnC furtber 

•*. the Self as either present or not preset Zl"*** 

mumWe present themselves to eonscionsnesTasT ^ 
'"cognition takes place; and if then were J ' ” “ 

"«* °1 the two is determined and distZdld k ' 
"bjoct, WC should bo driven to tho absurd 8 b? 

Ibiniigli remembrance we may be conscion, (i“' 

tlnng, also, and through nnnW,n„ of th, Z ^ 

«'•*" !% � «l tho sa.no luno tho object of pramS and of apruna^ °JJ°Ct’ ** 

Kh. 93. 



92 Indian Thought: Kliandana. 

(187) . But this explanation is oven, more futile than the 

previous ones. What, .we ask, is the meaning of non-difference 

leaning upon or taking up the second term ? Does this mean 

that it has the second term for its substrate ; or that it is cognised 

as having it for its substrate ? The former alternative is impos¬ 

sible, for it would imply that 11011-difference originates only now, 

(i. c.y at the time of recognition) as abiding in the thing related to 

its previous conditions ; and this again would imply that, before 

recognition, there was difference between the thing as it is 

now and the (same) thing as; it was previously (and this clearly is 

nonsensical). And on the second alternative, there would arise 

a difficulty that we have already pointed out, for the cognition 

of the non-difference of the present thing as having for its 

substrate the ‘ second term,’ (i. e.9 the past thing) can be 

included neither under remembrance, nor unc^er anubhava 

(since it essentially is a cognition in which both these cognitive 

factors are combined). 

(188) . Further, if you regard Recognition as a simple cog¬ 

nition which has the character or aspect of remembrance as 

regards the that, and the atspect of anubhava as regards the this 

(‘this is that jar which* etc.), there will be an unavoidable 

confusion with regard to tln6 thing itself. For, we ask, what is 

it that in this case is brought before the mind by the impression 

(which here, as in all cases;, gives rise to remembrance) ?—is it a 

mere that9 or is it the thing (e. <7., the jar) qualified by the 

character of that-ness ? On the former alternative we could not 

have the recognition in the form ‘ this is that thing *; for what 

the impression would bring before the mind would be mere 

that-ncss (not a thing qualified by that-ness). Nor is the latter 

alternative tenable. For, con it, it would be necessary to maintain 

that also in the anubha;ra-element of recognition—which is 

expressed as this—there re veals itself the thing ; for if it revealed 

the character of this-ness only and not the thing, it could not 

have the form ‘ this thing, etc.* And as thus the impression and 

the Perception both presemt themselves as causing the idea of 

the thingy the question arises whether the idea of the thing is to 

be viewed as originated lby different cognitions ; or by a single 

cognition of lion-diffcrcnoc, bfought ibout by the two causes 

conjointly. The former view is in conflict with the view, 

Kh. 02. 

Chapter I.—Section (14j 

accepted by the Logician himself that ^ 

act of cognition; and moreover is’open to thv" * **** 
above (para 184, etc.) against the diff* • *• h ob(jectlons urged 

•of remembrance and anubhava in I? tl?tl0n (of the objecte 

vieW, every recognition, as far as 0“ ^ 

have the character of Remembrance as wellV^t of7*hk ^ 
and tins would mean a confusion of tL? *^ubhava; 

-7 £ b. Prrr ,i(b;iz” -W) 
objects, it will be possible on other groLs ThZ , 

vvdl be distinguished as ‘ Remembrance ’ h r ^ act 

originated by an impression, and as ‘ AnMava T* t0fltsbem® 
its being originated by the contact of the ^ reference to 

(with th. object, the internal organ etc j TT* 

tionabie oonfosion will be avoided ’ B„t ,h T? obje,!' 

may not be. As w. do no, ad't that ' the t“ alS0- W“ "*• 

tnt. knowledge ’ U " nviableT f b”“* 

On«i), it must be considered as determined by the 

hence it will not avail to brine in n.u 7 ? . bj t > and 

(origination from an impression etc > f C,°ndltl0ns sncb 38 

between anubhava and remembrance %  for since both dl,ffereDtiate 

and the same thing (as you maintain) rieht ^ t0 °"e 

and what is not right cognition^?) T * (muhh!") 

one and the same object (which' is T , ^ 

aince all the various aspects of a c!"� v ' AnC furtber 

•*. the Self as either present or not preset Zl"*** 

mumWe present themselves to eonscionsnesTasT ^ 
'"cognition takes place; and if then were J ' ” “ 

"«* °1 the two is determined and distZdld k ' 
"bjoct, WC should bo driven to tho absurd 8 b? 

Ibiniigli remembrance we may be conscion, (i“' 

tlnng, also, and through nnnW,n„ of th, Z ^ 

«'•*" !% � «l tho sa.no luno tho object of pramS and of apruna^ °JJ°Ct’ ** 

Kh. 93. 



Indian Thought : Khartiana. 94 

(190) . If again, you should define Remembrance as that 

which is brought about by impressions (and plead that this 

cannot connect itself with the this of which we are conscious in 

Recognition) ; we reply that what we are now concerned with 

is the difficulties wo experience in ascertaining what factor 

of Recognition is actually brought about by impressions.' If 

you, in order to remove those difficulties, do no more than put 

forward the same character {viz., of being produced by impres¬ 

sion), this will fail to convince other people (for it simply is 

reasoning in a circle).0 Nor may you say that what deter¬ 

mines the 4 being due to impressions * is the general character 

of Remembrance conceived in some way other than being due 

to impressions. For consider—4 being due to Impressions * 

really means nothing else than 4 necessarily, (or regularly) 

coming into existence after impressions.’ Now this necessary 

or regular sequence cannot be realized without pre-supposing a 

certain uniform character belonging to many individual cogni¬ 

tions which makes us apprehend that regular sequence ; and it 

thus conies to this that it is the character of Remembrance 

which determines whether or not a cognition is brought about 

by impressions. This means—having the character of Remem¬ 

brance is the condition for determining that a cognition is due 

to impressions ; and 4 being due to impressions ’ is the condition 

for determining that a cognition is of the nature of Remem¬ 

brance—a flagrant case of reasoning in a circle ! Hence, on 

this hypothesis, confusion of Remembrance and Anubhava is 

unavoidable. 

(191) . Moreover, we ask,—do you, or do you not, hold that 

in the case of Recognition the two sets of causal factors (kararia- 

sSmagrI) which bring about remembrance and anubhava are 

present ? If not, how then can Recognition be in part of . the 

nature of anubhava and in part of the nature of remembrance ? 

And if such is the case (i.e., if, even without the special causal 

conditions of remembrance and anubhava—such as remem- 

• What is it that in the act of Recognition determines what element of 

the Recognition is due to impressions, and what element to the action of the 

senses? It will be no answer to ^his question to say ‘ being due to impres¬ 

sions * is determined by 1 being duo to impressions.’ 
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brance originating from impression, etc.-the two enter into 

Recognition), the result will again be a confusion of the two 

On the former * alternative, on the other hand, {viz., of the two 

sets of causal factors being present), it will follow that each of 

he womdependently brings about its own elTect, since each 

bj itself has the power of bringing about its effect; it in fact 

is a well-ascertained principle that several causal factors bring 
about several effects. * 

(192). Against this the .opponent may. argue as follows •— 

In cases where two sets of causal factors originate independently 

of each other, their effects no doubt are distinct.. But in the case 

o Recognition the two originate similtaneously and operate 

conjointly and hence naturally give rise to one common effect 

o a mixed character. Although this is not observed to be 

the case with such sets of causal factors as produce, let us say a 
jar and a piece of cloth respectively, yet the state of things 
mhy be such ,u the case of the two causal sets in question 

Mioh in Ration give rise to remembrance and anubhava 

pec ive >), for these sets are quite different in nature from 
ordinary sets of causal factors. Truly, it cannot be asserted 

at such as the character of one thing is, such also-must be the 
character of all other things; for were this so all the variety 
of this world would come to an end! J 

(193). Not so, we reply. For if the two sets of causal 
factors act together, are we to assume that they aid each other 

not If not, the peculiar feature which consists there¬ 
in that they are joined will be useless towards the production 
of the separate effects; for in the absence of mutual aid it can¬ 
not possibly serve any purpose; and hence, the conjunction 
of the two making „0 difference, the two effects wonl!l be 
brought about quite separately. If, on the other hand the 

two sets of causal factors are held to help each other’.the 

impression would be operative towards the production of the 

anubhaoa-elenient (in Recognition) also, and the sense-organ 
towards the production of the remembrance-elenient also • and 

“H ! ‘US the two feahues (*». being produced by impressions 
and being produced by the sense-organ), which were meant to 

! is inguish the one from the other, turn out to be common to 
both, anubhava w U enter into remembrance, and remembrance 
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into anubhava; ancl thus Recognition will be most indelibly 

marked with irremediable confusion of Anubhava and Remem¬ 

brance. 

(194) . Nor, in the next place, can we accept the view (held 

by the Naiyayika) that a Recognition is nothing but anu- 

bhava* For with regard to tlie aspect that the thing recognised 

is the substrate of non-dilference from that which is cognised 

(remembered) as that, neither impressions nor sense-contact have 

any causal power (i. e. that aspect cannot be due either to im¬ 

pression or to sense-contact), and hence that aspect ceases to be 

an object (of any sort of cognition, while yet it is just that 

aspect which is characteristic of all Recognition), f 

(195) . Nor may tlie Naiyayika plead that the element in 

question is apprehended, through the agency of the impression, 

by that (indirect) contact which consists in that element (i. e., 

non-difference of the that from the this) being a qualifying 

attribute of what is connected with the object.^ For if this 

were so, there could be no doubtful recognition-—as there 

actually is when we think ‘ Is this thing that thing, (which we 

knew before), or is it not ?’§ But, the Logician replies, 

* The fourth alternative noted in para 184. See also para. 206. 

f According to the NaiySyika recognition is a special form of anubhava 

which is produced by impression and sense-action together. But the VedTSntin 

objects,—let us admit that the impression is the cause of that element of re¬ 

cognition which consists in its being qualified by that-ness, and the sense-organ 

of that element which consists in its being qualified by this-ness. Neither of 

these two causes, however, has the power of giving rise to that element which 

consists in non-difference characterised by that to which that-ness belongs (i. e., 

the non-difference of the this from the that); for that does not lie within the 

sphere of the impression, and the sense-organ is not in contact with it. 

f The NaiySyika is supposed to argue as follows :—The non-difference of 

tlie this from the that is a qualifying attribute (vishcqana) of the jar, the jar is a 

qualifying attribute of the impression, the impression inheres (by samavaya- 

connexion) in the cognizing Self; the Self is in conjunction (samyoga) with the 

internal organ, and the internal organ with the sense-organ. In this mediate 

way the sense-organ apprehends the * non-difference.’ 

§ For contact of the indirect kind described above is present in doubtful 

recognition also ; and the lattor, therefore, would not bo of the nature of doubt, 

but true knowledge. 
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doubt arises in such cases owing to the presence of certain 

imperfections of the cognizer, and not to tlie fact of its qualify¬ 

ing something in contact with the sense-organ. * But if 

such were the case if would be possible for us to have ‘ doubtful 

recognitions ’ due to imperfections, even in the absence of im¬ 

pressions (which is absurd); and moreover that which mani¬ 

fests (renders cognizable) a certain real tiling cannot be called an 

imperfection.’ But, (although the imperfection in question 

manifests a real thing), yet, it also may manifest something (the 

doubtful factor) which is not real, and hence it may be termed 

an imperfection ’! If this were so, we reply, then even the 

sense-organs and other means of cognition (which in cases of 

wrong cognition manifest things that are not real) might be 

spoken of as ‘ imperfections’! And if it should be argued that 

it is only when the sense-organs are Qualified ({. e., affected by im¬ 

perfections) that they manifest (unreal) things, and that hence 

it is the qualification only which can be called an ‘imperfection,’— 

we reply that this may be said with regard to the imperfection 

under discussion also ; for it is never without the aid of some 

qualification that the imperfection manifests unreal things. And 

if it be argued that doubt arises, when, owing to an imperfection, 

something unreal only appears to consciousness, although there 

is a leal thing, in that case no intelligent person would ever 

be moved to activity by doubtful cognition. 

(19G). You jvill perhaps say that although the doubtful 

cognition has for its object a real thing, the condition of mental 

uncertainty is due to the imperfection (so that the ‘ imperfection’ 

may be defined as that which brings about the uncertainty). 

But, we remark, as the real thing always is of a non-confused 

(unambiguous, definite) character—whenever it manifests itself 

to consciousness (whether in a doubtful or a certain cognition), 

it will manifest itself in that very character in either of the two 

alternatives in a doubtful cognition ; and how then should it 

have the character of uncertainty ? And if that certain thing 

which thus cinstitutes one of the two alternatives in a doubtful 

cognition is not sublated subsequently, then, although the doubt¬ 

ful cognition makes us apprehend something in addition to the 

certain thing—oiz., the non-existence of that thing—yet. its cha¬ 

racter of certainty remains unchallenged; and what forms the 
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additional clement is only the certainty of negation (of the 

thing) which constitutes the other alternative.0 

(197)". [Page 165.] The Logician starts another explanation. 

The character of ‘ Doubt ’ which belongs to certain cognitions 

is a class-character (jati), and we define an imperfection to be 

that which brings about that class-character. But, we 

reply, this also cannot be. Doubt expresses itself in the form— 

1 this is that or not that; ’ now on your view we could neither 

have the cognition of, nor use the word ‘ or as co-ordinate 

with the words expressive of the two doubtful alternatives.| 

And further, if the alternative force of or connected itself 

with the cognition (and not the objects), we could not make 

U6e of forms of alternative expression such as ‘ bring the post or 

the man ’; for just as the character of certainty (which belongs to 

the cognition) cannot be connected with the words denoting the 

objects of cognition, so the alternative sense of or, if it belonged 

to the oognition, could not be connected with the objects of 

cognition ; (while it is actually so connected in cases such as the 

one last quoted). If what the word or denotes belonged to the 

cognition, it could not connect itself with the objects, not any 

more than the character of ‘ immediacy ’ or ‘ directness ’ (which 

belongs to certain cognitions) can belong to their objects. 

(198). Nor can it be said that what takes place in the case 

of Doubt is that, although there is contact of the object with the 

mind, yet this contact is suppressed by certain imperfections 

(of the cognizing agency) and that hence the mind does not 

apprehend the object. For, we ask the Logician, although 

there be imperfections, how can there be suppression of the 

contact, when all that you hold to be necessary for the appre¬ 

hension of the. object is that the object should be in contact 

a In all Doubt we have two alternatives, e. g., ‘ this is silver or not-silver.’ 

If the silver is real, the cognition ‘ this is silver’ will remain uneublated and 

hence show itself a certain cognition. And the alternative cognition also ‘ this 

is not-silver ’ is nishdntya (definite knowledge), although in the form of error. 

Titus there is nothing • uncertain’ in doubtful cognition. 

1 While this actually is the moaning we attach to tho word or. What the 

doubt refers to is the objects of cognition : the cognition itself is not affected 

by it. If what the word or expresses connected itself with the cognitions (not 
their objects) Doubt would express itscl f in the following form—‘ I cognise or 

I do not cognise.’ 
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with the impression, the impression with the cognizing Self, 

the Self with the internal-organ, and the internal organ with 

the outward sense-organ (all which contacts are present in the 

case of Doubt) ? If it were possible to have a Doubt (indepen¬ 

dently of the 4 contact of impression ’) it would also be possible 

to have doubts with regard to things without having ever per¬ 

ceived jhem, or without remembering them*! [And thus we 

have shown that on your views also it is necessary to admit the 

agency of Impression-contact; and hence you cannot free your¬ 

self from tho objections urged under paras. 195-7, where we 

pointed out that even if the agency of Impressions be considered 

sufficient to account for the factor of that-ness, this does not 

account for Douht in the form 4 is this that jar ? ’] 

(199). In reality,0 however, (your position is not tenable). 

For| there cari be no apprehension through the aforesaid 

contact, since the internal organ does not apprehend the impres¬ 

sion ; nor do the sense-organs apprehend the Self; as it is an 

admitted fact that the contact (which is the really effective agent 

in bringing about ar apprehension) is that ‘which has the 

character of a qualification related to something that is appre¬ 

hensible by the organ concerned^ ; except in cases where what 

is apprehended is the negation or absence of some such quality 

or thing that has for its substratum something that is not 

apprehensible by that sense*orgau.§ If this were not so (i. e., 

• So far the author has argued that, even if it were admitted that in the 
doubt * is this that ? * the notion of that-ness is obtained through the impression, 
yet the doubt could not arise. He now proceeds to argue that the notion 

cannot be attained in that way. 

f The commentators differ as to the construction of this difficult passage. 
According to the ShSnkarl the first clause extends up to ; while accord¬ 

ing to the Chit6ukhl and the Vidy3s3gari and a second interpretation of 

the ShSnkarl also (which the translation follows), that word has to be taken 
with the next clause. In any case, the conclusion which the two clauses are 
meant to support has to be supplied. 

X There can be effective contact of the organ with a thing only where the 

latter is a qualification of something apprehensiblo by the organ ; in the case 

in question, however, the impression not being apprehensible by any sense- 
organ, no effective contact can take place. 

§ This clause is added in order to meet cases such as that of the organ 
of hearing apprehending sound in Ether which itself is not apprehensible by 

that organ ; in such cases the aforesaid contact is not present. The case of 
Impression does not come within this exception ; here, therefore, the aforesaid 

contact is necessary. 
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Kh. 09. 



9* Indian Thought : Khan dan a. 

additional clement is only the certainty of negation (of the 

thing) which constitutes the other alternative.0 

(197)". [Page 165.] The Logician starts another explanation. 

The character of ‘ Doubt ’ which belongs to certain cognitions 

is a class-character (jati), and we define an imperfection to be 

that which brings about that class-character. But, we 

reply, this also cannot be. Doubt expresses itself in the form— 

1 this is that or not that; ’ now on your view we could neither 

have the cognition of, nor use the word ‘ or as co-ordinate 

with the words expressive of the two doubtful alternatives.| 

And further, if the alternative force of or connected itself 

with the cognition (and not the objects), we could not make 

U6e of forms of alternative expression such as ‘ bring the post or 

the man ’; for just as the character of certainty (which belongs to 

the cognition) cannot be connected with the words denoting the 

objects of cognition, so the alternative sense of or, if it belonged 

to the oognition, could not be connected with the objects of 

cognition ; (while it is actually so connected in cases such as the 

one last quoted). If what the word or denotes belonged to the 

cognition, it could not connect itself with the objects, not any 

more than the character of ‘ immediacy ’ or ‘ directness ’ (which 

belongs to certain cognitions) can belong to their objects. 

(198). Nor can it be said that what takes place in the case 

of Doubt is that, although there is contact of the object with the 

mind, yet this contact is suppressed by certain imperfections 

(of the cognizing agency) and that hence the mind does not 

apprehend the object. For, we ask the Logician, although 

there be imperfections, how can there be suppression of the 

contact, when all that you hold to be necessary for the appre¬ 

hension of the. object is that the object should be in contact 

a In all Doubt we have two alternatives, e. g., ‘ this is silver or not-silver.’ 

If the silver is real, the cognition ‘ this is silver’ will remain uneublated and 

hence show itself a certain cognition. And the alternative cognition also ‘ this 

is not-silver ’ is nishdntya (definite knowledge), although in the form of error. 

Titus there is nothing • uncertain’ in doubtful cognition. 

1 While this actually is the moaning we attach to tho word or. What the 

doubt refers to is the objects of cognition : the cognition itself is not affected 

by it. If what the word or expresses connected itself with the cognitions (not 
their objects) Doubt would express itscl f in the following form—‘ I cognise or 

I do not cognise.’ 

Kh. 98. 

99 Chapter I.—Section (14). 

with the impression, the impression with the cognizing Self, 

the Self with the internal-organ, and the internal organ with 

the outward sense-organ (all which contacts are present in the 

case of Doubt) ? If it were possible to have a Doubt (indepen¬ 

dently of the 4 contact of impression ’) it would also be possible 

to have doubts with regard to things without having ever per¬ 

ceived jhem, or without remembering them*! [And thus we 

have shown that on your views also it is necessary to admit the 

agency of Impression-contact; and hence you cannot free your¬ 

self from tho objections urged under paras. 195-7, where we 

pointed out that even if the agency of Impressions be considered 

sufficient to account for the factor of that-ness, this does not 

account for Douht in the form 4 is this that jar ? ’] 

(199). In reality,0 however, (your position is not tenable). 

For| there cari be no apprehension through the aforesaid 

contact, since the internal organ does not apprehend the impres¬ 

sion ; nor do the sense-organs apprehend the Self; as it is an 

admitted fact that the contact (which is the really effective agent 

in bringing about ar apprehension) is that ‘which has the 

character of a qualification related to something that is appre¬ 

hensible by the organ concerned^ ; except in cases where what 

is apprehended is the negation or absence of some such quality 

or thing that has for its substratum something that is not 

apprehensible by that sense*orgau.§ If this were not so (i. e., 

• So far the author has argued that, even if it were admitted that in the 
doubt * is this that ? * the notion of that-ness is obtained through the impression, 
yet the doubt could not arise. He now proceeds to argue that the notion 

cannot be attained in that way. 

f The commentators differ as to the construction of this difficult passage. 
According to the ShSnkarl the first clause extends up to ; while accord¬ 

ing to the Chit6ukhl and the Vidy3s3gari and a second interpretation of 

the ShSnkarl also (which the translation follows), that word has to be taken 
with the next clause. In any case, the conclusion which the two clauses are 
meant to support has to be supplied. 

X There can be effective contact of the organ with a thing only where the 

latter is a qualification of something apprehensiblo by the organ ; in the case 

in question, however, the impression not being apprehensible by any sense- 
organ, no effective contact can take place. 

§ This clause is added in order to meet cases such as that of the organ 
of hearing apprehending sound in Ether which itself is not apprehensible by 

that organ ; in such cases the aforesaid contact is not present. The case of 
Impression does not come within this exception ; here, therefore, the aforesaid 

contact is necessary. 

4 
Kh. 09. 



100 
101 

Indian Thought : Khaniana. Chapter I —Section (14). 

if mere sambaddha-vishe^arjata constituted the necessary contact), 

the eye would apprehend the negation (absence) in the water- 

atom, of earthy the non-perceptibility of which is disproved 

by the fact that it {i. e., earth) is apprehended in other 

things (such as jars).* Nor can it be held (in conformity 

with the Nyaya tenets) that the atoms do not exist in that 

portion of space'which lies within the sphere of the action 

of the sense-organs. As a matter of fact, again, it is not 

even necessary to add the above qualification to our general 

rule regarding the character of effective contact; (we have 

added it only in order to meet the case of the apprehension 

of the absence of sound; and) according to those who hold 

that the absence, of sound is apprehensible by the senses, 

the contact that is effective is that in the shape of being 

related to the organ of hearing,—a contact which is of an 

altogether different kind, and is regarded as the seventh kind 

of contact (distinct from the six ordinary contacts); and thus 

in this case also the apprehension is not due to contact in the 

form of mere sambaddha-vi$he$anqta—the mere fact of being 

a qualification of something that is related. 

(200). Nor may you meet the above argument by asserting 

that—“ the Impression itself constitutes the contacts of the previ¬ 

ously apprehended object and of the Self with the internal 

organ as connected with the Self; and hence it does,not matter 

that the notion of ihat-ness should be beyond the reach of the 

sense-organ; specially as we hold that the * contact * which 

consists in the connexion of the object and the apprehending 

sense-organ is not itself perceptible by the sense.” For, as 

in that case there would be no contact of the eye, or any other 

sense-organ, with the that-iactor in Recognition, the Recognition 

could not be regarded as visual (depending on the eye; sensu¬ 

ous). The this-factor may be perceived by the eye, and the 

0 The water-atom is ia contact with the eye; the absence of earth is a 

visheqana of the water atom ; earth is perceptible elsewhere; the absence of 

earth thus is sambaddha-vjshc^ana, and hence is perceived by the eye. We 

escape from this absurd conclusion by adding the qualification that the vishe- 

fana must be related to some tiling which is perceptible by t. e organ con¬ 

cerned. The water-atom itself is not perceived by the eye; hence its 

viehe^ana also cannot be perceived by that organ. 

Kh. 100. 

tfcat-factor by the internal organ; bnt whereby would the non¬ 

difference between the this and the that be apprehended? You 

thus are confronted by the.difficulty pointed out on a previous 

occasion (para. 194). 
(201). The same reasoning also serves to refute the follow¬ 

ing view“ In all Recognition the impression (of the previously 

cognised that) is a mere auxiliary factor, serving the purpose 

of preventing an unduly extensive operation of the sense-organ; 

and hence the that-factor which appears in Recognition is not 

in contact with the sense-organ ; just as in the case of errone¬ 

ous cognition (where the erroneously apprehended object, e. g., 

silver, is not in contact with the sense-organ, and yet appears, 

owing to the impression left by previously perceived silver). All 

that is meant by the sense-organ apprehending only such things 

as are in contact with it, is that the presence of the aid of 

some contact is necessary ; in the case in question this condition 

is satisfied by the contact of the tfns-factor: there is no need of 

the aid of contact of the sense-organ with all the factors of the 

object recognised (and hence there is no objection to the Recog¬ 

nition being regarded as visual or sensuous). This view, 

we say, is unacceptable. For on it, it would firstly be impossible 

to have any doubt such as (‘ is this thing that, or not.)"' And, 

secondly, it would imply that the cognition I saw that thing 

would be of the nature of Direct Cognition (Anubhava), not of 

the nature of Remembrance ; for that cognition, proceeding as it 

does from the impression which is nothing else than the contact 

of the thing previously apprehended with the Self—such contact 

being mediated by the contact of the internal organ von which 

the impression really is made) with the Self—would, on your 

view, proceed from the contact of the thing with the seuse-organ 

(and hence would be, not Remembrance, but Direct Cognition, 

Anubhava). For the thing remembered would, on that view, 

not in any way differ from those cognitions etc., which are 

directly presented to consciousness by the contact, inhering in 

the Self, of the Self and the internal organ. 

(202). The above reasoning also enables us to dispose of the 

following two views regarding the nature of Recognition: What 

• For the full cause of recognition being present in the shape of the impres¬ 

sion and the Bense-contact, there could be no doubt. 
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is conceived in Recognition is the this as containing within itself 

the absence of that mutual negation which has for its counter¬ 

entity the that 1; and * what is conceived in Recognition Is the 

non-difference of the this and the that.1 For the absence of the 

mutual negation of the this and the that would be nothing else 

but the this and the that taken together; and this compound 

idea could not be apprehended by a single agency (viz., either 

impression, or the sense-organ). And 1 non-difference of charac¬ 

ter between the two * could mean nothing else but identity of 

the two, and hence could not be apprehended by any agency but 

that which apprehends that identity (and we have proved 

above that neither the impression by itself, nor the sense- 

organ by itself, can apprehend the identity of the this and the 

that). 

(203). Then again, if the cognition of a thing presented to 

consciousness by an impression were to be regarded as Direct 

Apprehension, why then should not Remembrance also be regard¬ 

ed as Direct Apprehension ? In answer to this our adversary 

might urge that what makes a cognition Remembrance, is not the 

mere fact of its being brought about by impressions, but the 

fact of its being brought about by such impressions as are not 

in touch with (not aided by) any cause or source of Direct 

Apprehension; and that hence Recognition which requires the 

contact of the sense-organ with the thing recognised, must be 

regarded as Direct Apprehension; while Remembrance (which 

does not presuppose that contact) is not to be thus regarded. 

But this argument we easily meet by the following counter¬ 

argument :—Inasmuch as a cognition is a Direct Apprehension 

only, if brought about by a cause of direct apprehension which 

is not aided by impression, Recognition, which is brought about 

by such causes of direct cognition as are aided by impressions, 

must be classed as Remembrance, and not as Direct Apprehension. 

But, our opponent may continue to argue, in no other case 

(but what we know as Recognition) do we find Remembrance 

brought about by such causes of direct apprehension as are 

aided by impressions (and hence Recognition cannot be classed 

as Remembrance). This also we at once meet by the 

counter-argument:—In no case (but Recognition) do wo find 

Direct Apprehension brought about by sense-contact aided by 
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impressions (and hence Recognition cannot be regarded as Direct 

Apprehension). 

(204) . The .conclusion then is as follows:—Since there are 

no means of decisively proving the truth of either view (viz., 

‘that Recognition is of the character of Remembrance because it 

is due to impressions’; or ‘ that it is of the nature of Anubhava 
because it is due to sense-contact’); and since whichever of the 

two views you would accept (as this would be without sufficient 

reason), it would be always possible to put forward the other 

view (in contradiction to it),—Recognition, as being brought 

about by both sets of causal factors (i. e., those required for 

Direct Apprehension as well as those required for Remembrance) 

must beheld to be Remembrance and Direct Apprehension. 

This takes away all ground for the hypothesis, that Direct 

Apprehension (Anubhava) constitutes a particular species of 

cognition altogether distinct from Remembrance. Nor can a 

distinction between these two alleged species of knowledge be 

established on the basis of their objects ; for this attempt we have 

already shown to be futile (para 188). In these circumstances, 

if no idea of contradiction presents itself to you, although it has 

turned out that the same cognition is both ‘ remembrance ’ and 

‘direct apprehension’ with regard to the same object, there 

similarly is no reason for you to object to the conclusion that the 

cognition is, with regard to the object depending on it, both 

authoritative and non-authoritative cognition (prama and aprama). 

(205) , [Page 175.] The above argumentation serves to show 

that the acceptance of ‘ Anubhava ’ as a specific class or species 

of cognition, leads into contradictions (in so far as implying that 

* Recognition ’ is both ‘ Anubhava ’ and Remembrance, and both 

prama and aprama), and hence refutes that view; and it also 

serves to set aside the argument that (if such a special class of 

cognition were not admitted) we should be in conflict with a 

universally acknowledged fact—viz., that on the ground of 

immediate consciousness we must admit that there is such a 

class-character as Direct Apprehension which excludes Remem¬ 

brance, but is present in all other cognition whether immediate 

(sensuous) or mediate (i. e. inferential and the like.) 

(206) . [The opponent reiterates the position stated in the 

preceding paragraph.] Our only refuge, he says, lies in viewing 
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Recognition as Anubhava or Direct Apprehension, pure and 

simple.0 As a matter of fact we are conscious in all Recognition, 

of the character of Direct Apprehension only, not of that of 

Remembrance also ; it is our* actual conscious experience also 

that justifies us in deciding that although Recognition is due to 

impressions, yet, inasmuch as it stands in further need of sense- 

contact, it is nothing else but Direct Apprehension. If this were 

not so, we should not be conscious of Direct Apprehension in the 

act of Recognition. We thus oppose you on the ground that you 

are in conflict with an undoubted fact of conscious experience. 

(207) . This, we again point out, is just what we deny. As 

a matter of fact we have, in Recognition, the presentations to 

consciousness of a this and of a that, the former of which falls 

within the sphere of Direct Apprehension, and the latter within 

that of Remembrance ; and you hence are unable to prove that 

the entire mental process is to be relegated in a one-sided way 

to the sphere of Direct Apprehension alone. 

(208) . [Page 177.] We thus arrive at the conclusion that, 

since in Recognition, Remembrance and Direct Apprehension 

are mixed up, it must be admitted that the word 4 Anubhuti ’ (in 

the definition of prama) does not really exclude anything.! 

a See above, para. 194. 

f The Logician had defined prama as tattva-cinubhuti; the terra anubhuti 

being meant to exclude all that is not Direct Apprehension. But our author 

has now shown that the word does not exclude Recognition which, with Re¬ 

membrance, is not regarded by the Logician as prama i. e.t authoritative 

knowledge ; the conclusion from this berag that the said definition is faulty. 

It may be noted here—as pointed out by the ShahkarT—that the orthodox 

Logician does not mean to exclude Recognition from ‘ prama ’; but the author 

has discussed the nature of Recognition (which is only one form of Remem¬ 

brance) simply as leading up to his main contention that the definition cannot 

exclude any kind of Remembrance. 

Kh. 104. 

Chapter I.—Section (14) 

(C) [Nor may the Logician plead that the term anvbhVti, 

though not perhaps excluding Recognition, yet does serve to 

exclude other kinds of Remembrance. The case of * shell- 

silver/ e. g.t which is supposed to be due to remembered silver, 

cannot be explained without reference to some sense-element; 

here also, therefore^ there is a mixture of Remembrance and 

anubhuti.] 

(209) . Nor may the Logician maintain that the word Anu¬ 

bhuti, though failing to exclude Recognition, at any rate, excludes 

other kinds of Remembrance. For, as we are going to show, he 

will have to admit that those other kinds also have the character 

of Anubhuti. Let us analyse a case of ordinary Remembrance, 

such as 1 the jar formerly was in this place.’ Here there 

appeal's in consciousness the jar as qualified by past time. 

Now it will be readily admitted that this its character of being 

connected with the past was not previously (to the act of remem¬ 

brance) apprehended directly, and cannot, therefore, be repro¬ 

duced before the mind ’through an impression. What on the 

former occasion wras directly apprehended rather was the jar’s 

connexion with the (then) present time. Hence, since we find 

that in Remembrance the causal agency for apprehending the 

character of the past is combined (with the impression which 

gives rise to Remembrancer, we must conclude that Remem¬ 

brance, like Recognition, is of a mixed character, partaking of 

the nature of Remembrance and of Direct Apprehension as well.0 

(210) . The objection stated is also applicable to the view 

we have already combated (para 203 ff.)—viz., that Impression 

aided by the agencies of Direct Apprehension tends to bring 

about Direct Apprehension (in the shape of Recognition). For 

if such were the case there would be no Remembrance at all; 

for there is no Remembrance where the idea of the past (in the 

form of that) is not present to consciousness. We thus find 

that there is nothing (either in the shape of Recognition or that 

• What, iu remembrance, is reproduced before the mind, is only the jar itself 

which we saw formerly, and which left an impression on the mind ; but not 

the jar as connected with the past (for when we saw it, it was present and 

hence could not leave on the mind the impression of past time). That element 

hi Remembrance which presents the jar as connecteu with the past, therefore, 

• ttiinot be Remembrance, but must be Anubhuti—direct, primary cognition. 
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of Remembrance) that can be excluded by the term ‘ anubhuti * 

in -the definition under discussion. 

(211). [Page 178.] Some (i.e. the followers of Prabhakara) 

indeed maintain that there are cases of remembrance in which, 

owing to some defect of the cognizing agency, the that-element 

of Remembrance is obscured.0 But this view is inadmissible ; 

since there is nothing to prove that the cognition in question is 

of the nature of Remembrance. Against this it cannot be 

urged that since the causal conditions of Direct Apprehension 

are absent, nothing remains but to regard the cognition as 

Remembrance (all cognition being either Anubhava or Smriti). 

For if we were to argue in this way it might be said that 

nothing remains but to class inferential cognition also and 

other kinds of cognition as Remembrance, for the reason that 

owing to the absence of contact between the sense-organ and 

the object the causal factors of Anubhava are not present. | 

It will perhaps be argued that it is on account of there being 

a total absence of the causes of all kinds of Direct Apprehension 

(that we are driven to regard the cognition in question as a 

Remembrance). But in reply to this we ask—* How, my 

friend, have you ascertained that the cause which gives rise to 

the idea of silver not comprising the notion of that (i.e., the idea 

of silver presenting itself not as connected with past time, not as 

a remembered thing) is nothing else but the cause of Direct 

Apprehension ? Should you reply that you have ascertained 

this op the ground that the causes of all the five kinds of right 

knowledge (which alone, according to the Philosophers, give 

rise to right cognition) are absent;—we further ask—why then 

do you not also conclude that nothing remains but to regard the 

0 So that in 6uch cases there would be remembrance without conscious 

reference t > past time. The PrabhSkaras in this way account for erroneous 

cognition or misconception ; wo mistake the shell for silver because at the 

time when we perceive the shell, previously perceived silver presents itself to 

our mind without our being at the time conscious of the previous experience. 

f It must be noted that the Oppouent would hardly admit this argument. 

Inferential cognition does not, according to the NaiySyika, cease to be anu¬ 

bhava for the reason that it is not brought about by the causes of sensuous 

perception (contact of the sense-organ with the object etc.). It evidently is on 

this account that the commentator (Shankara) calls the argumentation of the 

text * gudUi&bhitandhi ‘ i.e, unintelligible. 
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fifth kind of right knowledge (viz. Artliapalli, knowledge foanded 

on presumption) as Remembrance, for the reason that it is not 

brought about by the causes of the four kinds of right cognition 

(which alone according to your views, constitute right cognition)?’ 

And where, we further ask, have you met with a case in which 

cognition arising in the absence of the causes of the five kinds 

of right cognition is regarded by all parties as ‘ Remembrance ’? 

Keep in mind that above already we have thrown out the 

suggestion that the cognition ‘ there was a jar in this place ’ 

is of the nature of Direct Apprehension. [So that, you have no 

corroborating instances io prove your general proposition]. 

(212). The Opponent here will perhaps argue as follows :— 

‘ In the case under discussion (viz. of the shell being regarded 

as silver) we regard the impression of silver as the only 

cause of the cognition and ,do not assume any other causal 

agency, for the reason that there is no possibiliy of the operation 
of those causal agencies which bring about sensuous and other 
kinds of cognition,* and that as silver had been previously 

perceived, there is every possibility of the impression of silver 

being present. The case of inferential cognition aud the rest 
is different. Here also we have cognition arising in the absence 

of the causes of sensuous perception, but as the object of those 

cognitions is something not directly experienced before, they 
cannot be held to originate from impressions, and we hence 

postulate for them special causal agencies, such as the so-called 

lihga (probans, middle term) on which Inference rests. \Ye 

then may very well define Remembrance, viz., as either being 
thut which is produced by impressions unaided by any other 
means of knowledge, or as being a special class of cognition 

which is characterized by the mentioned feature. This is not 

we reply. For, we ask—what is your reason for not regarding 

l ho sense-organ itself as the cause of the cognition in 

<|mmtiou and, instead, trying to establish the origination of the 

• Munition in question, from an impression ? You may reply 

Mint you do this Tor the reason that the cognition cannot be 

&f� When the shell is mistaken for silver, the cause of sensuous perception of 

(tu*. contact of the organ of sight with real silver) is absent; similarly 

ikoiit »•« absence of the causes that would move us to in/. »• the presence of 

•tlvui, aud so on. 
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produced by the sense-organ because at the tivne there is no 

contact between the sense-organ and the object (falsely cognized), 

and because the assumption of the organ bringing about the 

cognition even in the absence of such contact would involve 

an undue extension of the organ’s operation. But this we 

meet by the counter-argument that your assumption of Impres¬ 

sion by itself bringing about the cognition would imply an 

undue extension of the operation of Impressions.-* To 

avoid this undue extension you perhaps will say that the 

cognition is brought about by the Impression as aided by the 

preception of similar properties (common to the Shell perceived 

and the Silver remembered). But against this we might 

maintain with equal force that there would be no undue exten¬ 

sion of the operation of the sense-organ if we held that the 

cognition is brought about by the seme-organ as aided by the 

same perception. Against this you might argue that ‘ on 

this view there might be remembrance of things never cognised 

before ’! But, we point out, a similar objection would 

lie to your view also, for according to that it would be possible 

for a man who has the impression of silver to remember it when 

he merely perceives the object (the shell) which possesses the 

property common (to silver and the shell viz. glitter), even though 

he does not cognise it as possessing that property; and the 

answer by which you would meet this objection would be equally 

available for us also, t B might be argued that—‘ in that 

case [i.e., if the Remembrance of the silver were senshous) it 

would be possible for the man to have the sensuous cognition of 

the silver possessing the common property, even though there 

were* no impression left on liis mind of the previous perception 

o if mere impressions could produce cognitions, anything preTiously ex¬ 

perienced might suggeet itself to the mind at any moment, irrespective of 

certain associative conditions such as similarity and the like. 

•f The logician meets this contingency by pointing out that when the man 

sees the shell, even though the impression of silver may be present in his mind, 

he cannot have the notion of silver in the shell, because this notion is not 

possible without the man perceiving the presence in the shell of the glitter 

common to shell and silver. The author says that a similar answer is 

available for the Vedfintin also: Tho non-remembrance of the silver is due, not 

to the absence of the impression of siloer. but to the absence of the perception 

of the property of glitter. 
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of it as possessing that property (and this igf not possible).' 

But on your view it would also be possible for the same man 

(who has no impression of the silver as possessing that common 

property) to have the remembrance of silver, if he happens to. 

have the impression of the silver itself (apart from that property). 

[And this would be equally absurd.] 

(213). Thus then, as regards your view also, the undue' 

extension (of the charaetor of * Remembrance ’) can be avoided 

only by admitting as a necessary factor for Remembrance, the 

absence of certain obstacles to th<* action of impression, such as 

length of time and the like. And that same recognition of the 

thing (the shell) as similar, to the previously perceived thing 

(the silver) which according to you is the auxiliary factor finally 

awakening the impression, will also serve the purpose (on our 

view) of avoiding the 4 undue extension ’ of the sense-organ. 

And as for the argument that 4 the recognition of a similar thing 

is always preceded by the remembrance of the thing that has to 

be remembered ' (i. e.} the silver),—we reply that this condition 

holds equally good on both views. * 

v214). 4 But ’, the Logician retorts, 4 in spite of all this, the 

fact remains that nowhere else do we meet with a cognition that 

is brought about by a sense-organ without the contact of the 

organ with the object (and such contact is not present in the 

case of Remembrance). But this objection is invalid; since 

we assume sitch unaided operation of the sense-organ in special 

cases only, such as that of Misconception.! Or else, we may 

regard the influence of that defect to which the misconception is 

due, as constituting the 4 contact ’ (required for sensuous cog¬ 

nition). And further, as regards Impressions also, we no¬ 

where else (i. e.y in no case other than Remembrance) find any 

cognition that is brought about by impressions without the aid of 

some other means of knowledge; and on what basis then do you 

0 According to you the impression aided by such a recognition constitutes 

the cause of Remembrance ; according to us the cause is the sense-organ aided 

by such recognition ; and thus Remembrance being sense-produced shows itself 

to bo the same as Direct Apprehension. 

t We hold that the sense-organ, without actual contact with the object, 

brings about the Remembrance of erroneously. imagined silver; not that all 

Honsuous cognition is brought about in that way. 
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assume such unaided efficiency of them (iin the case of Remem¬ 

brance)? If against this the Opponent should urge that, 

• in the case of Recognition it is the impression, and not the 

sense-organ, that is aided by the perception of similarity and the 

like (and that hence in other cases—Remembrance e.g— we 

may assume Impressions to be aided)’ ;—we point out that both 

impression and the sense-organ are the cause of Recognition, 

and hence tire aid of the perception of similarity etc. may 

belong to both equally. 
(215). ‘ But,’ our opponent retorts, ‘ if in the case of the 

false surmisal of silver you regard the sense-organ as aided by 

the perception of similarity etc., you will have to regard it as 

aided by the impression also ; just as in the case of Recognition 

(where the sense-organ is aided by the impression ; and so the 

Misconception being brought about by the aid of impressions may 

be regarded as ‘ Remembrance’).’ By no means, we reply. 

If Misconception were of the nature of Remembrance,, the 

notion of ‘ that ’ would enter into it just as it enters into Remem¬ 

brance (while as a matter of fact this is not the easel. And if 

you should attempt to prove the presence of the fhot-idea in 

Misconception on the ground of its being aided by the perception 

of similarity etc.,—this inferential reasoning would be vitiated 

by a qualifyng condition (upSdlii), —viz. the character of being 

brought about by impressions.0 Nor may you argue as 

follows‘ It is due to the fact of Recognition being aided by 

the perception of similarity that the that-idea enters into it, and 

hence as regards Misconception we can reject the operation of 

the perception of similarity, but not that of Impression.’f For 

3&a matter of fact, whenever there is no perception of similarity 

The reasoning would be as follows Misconception implies the that- 

jdea because it is aided by the Perception of Similarity’. But the character of 

being brought about by impressions, while being present everywhere where 

there is the that-idea, is not necessarily present in all cases where there is 

% perception of similarity- The reasoning, therefore, involves the Fallacy of 

Accident. 
% j* The sense of the argument is—it is true that the tlmt-idea, is not present 

in Misconception. Hut what is always concomitant with that idea, is the oper¬ 

ation of the perception of similarity etc. We, therefore, n the case of Miscon¬ 

ception, can deny the presence of this operation ; hut we have no grounds for 

denying the operation of Impression. 
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etc., even though the Impression is there, there is no cognition 

of the nature of Remembrance. 

(216). * All the same,* the opponent resumes, 4 we cannot 

dismiss the fact that sense-organs are operative only with 

regard to objects they actually gat at (are characterized by what 

is technically called Pr'dLpyi-kjritoam) ; for this is what we learn 

from onr experience of really existing things v'and hence as the 

falsely surmised non-ezisbenb silver cannot be get at by the 

sense-organ, so that sensuous cognition is impossible, the 

cognition must be regarded as Remembrance).* Not so, 

we reply. We have already explained that just as the sense- 

organs bring about cognitions only when aided by the actual 

proximify of the object (which thus is got at), Impression (to 

which alone Remembrance can be due) can bring about cogni¬ 

tions only when it is aided by other means of knowledge: this 

is a fact (ascertained in the case of Recognition) which also 

refuses to be dismissed. (And hence the misconception of 

silver cannot be regarded as due to Impression). And in case 

Impression itself is regarded as constituting a ‘contact’ (with 

the sense-organ of Mind), it becomes all the more patent that 

‘ sense-contact ’ is not absent (in the case of the idea of silver). 

(217). Then again, the view that the false surmisal of silver 

is due to impression alone independently of any other means of 

knowledge, necessitates the assumption that the that-idea (which 

is an essential*factor in all ordinary remembrance) is somehow 

obscured or eliminated, and this naturally gives rise to the 

further question ‘ whence, this elimination ’; all the more, since 

the silver having been cognised on previous occasions as qualified 

by present time and certain other characteristics, we should 

naturally expect that, in the case of subsequent cognitions 

brought about by the impression left by the previous cognition, 

the silver should again present itself to the mind with those 

very same characteristics;—for this is the result actually 

observed in the case of recognition. [And yet this is not found 

to be the case in the cognition under discussion, which, therefore, 

cannot be due to impression alone.] It cannot be maintained 

that the t/iat-element is eliminated from the cognition owing to 

certain defects; for the relation to the object (the that) consti¬ 

tutes the very nature of the impression, and therefore never can 
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assume such unaided efficiency of them (iin the case of Remem¬ 

brance)? If against this the Opponent should urge that, 

• in the case of Recognition it is the impression, and not the 

sense-organ, that is aided by the perception of similarity and the 

like (and that hence in other cases—Remembrance e.g— we 

may assume Impressions to be aided)’ ;—we point out that both 

impression and the sense-organ are the cause of Recognition, 

and hence tire aid of the perception of similarity etc. may 

belong to both equally. 
(215). ‘ But,’ our opponent retorts, ‘ if in the case of the 

false surmisal of silver you regard the sense-organ as aided by 

the perception of similarity etc., you will have to regard it as 

aided by the impression also ; just as in the case of Recognition 

(where the sense-organ is aided by the impression ; and so the 

Misconception being brought about by the aid of impressions may 

be regarded as ‘ Remembrance’).’ By no means, we reply. 

If Misconception were of the nature of Remembrance,, the 

notion of ‘ that ’ would enter into it just as it enters into Remem¬ 

brance (while as a matter of fact this is not the easel. And if 

you should attempt to prove the presence of the fhot-idea in 

Misconception on the ground of its being aided by the perception 

of similarity etc.,—this inferential reasoning would be vitiated 

by a qualifyng condition (upSdlii), —viz. the character of being 

brought about by impressions.0 Nor may you argue as 

follows‘ It is due to the fact of Recognition being aided by 

the perception of similarity that the that-idea enters into it, and 

hence as regards Misconception we can reject the operation of 

the perception of similarity, but not that of Impression.’f For 

3&a matter of fact, whenever there is no perception of similarity 

The reasoning would be as follows Misconception implies the that- 

jdea because it is aided by the Perception of Similarity’. But the character of 

being brought about by impressions, while being present everywhere where 

there is the that-idea, is not necessarily present in all cases where there is 

% perception of similarity- The reasoning, therefore, involves the Fallacy of 

Accident. 
% j* The sense of the argument is—it is true that the tlmt-idea, is not present 

in Misconception. Hut what is always concomitant with that idea, is the oper¬ 

ation of the perception of similarity etc. We, therefore, n the case of Miscon¬ 

ception, can deny the presence of this operation ; hut we have no grounds for 

denying the operation of Impression. 
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etc., even though the Impression is there, there is no cognition 

of the nature of Remembrance. 

(216). * All the same,* the opponent resumes, 4 we cannot 

dismiss the fact that sense-organs are operative only with 
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cognition must be regarded as Remembrance).* Not so, 

we reply. We have already explained that just as the sense- 

organs bring about cognitions only when aided by the actual 

proximify of the object (which thus is got at), Impression (to 

which alone Remembrance can be due) can bring about cogni¬ 

tions only when it is aided by other means of knowledge: this 

is a fact (ascertained in the case of Recognition) which also 

refuses to be dismissed. (And hence the misconception of 

silver cannot be regarded as due to Impression). And in case 

Impression itself is regarded as constituting a ‘contact’ (with 

the sense-organ of Mind), it becomes all the more patent that 

‘ sense-contact ’ is not absent (in the case of the idea of silver). 

(217). Then again, the view that the false surmisal of silver 

is due to impression alone independently of any other means of 

knowledge, necessitates the assumption that the that-idea (which 

is an essential*factor in all ordinary remembrance) is somehow 

obscured or eliminated, and this naturally gives rise to the 

further question ‘ whence, this elimination ’; all the more, since 

the silver having been cognised on previous occasions as qualified 

by present time and certain other characteristics, we should 

naturally expect that, in the case of subsequent cognitions 

brought about by the impression left by the previous cognition, 

the silver should again present itself to the mind with those 

very same characteristics;—for this is the result actually 

observed in the case of recognition. [And yet this is not found 

to be the case in the cognition under discussion, which, therefore, 

cannot be due to impression alone.] It cannot be maintained 

that the t/iat-element is eliminated from the cognition owing to 

certain defects; for the relation to the object (the that) consti¬ 

tutes the very nature of the impression, and therefore never can 
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be absent from it. But, the reply may be, what we ascribe 

to defects, is the elimination of the fcAat^lement (not from the 

impression but) from the act of remembrance! What then, 

we. ask, constitutes that defect? The answer will be that ‘ it is 

that to which misconception (bhranti) is due,' according to the 

Logician.’ But in that case (i. eif the absence of the notion of 

that in all forms of misconception were due to a defect), the 

notion of that would bo absent even from such forms of miscon¬ 

ception as 1 this silver is not different from that silver’; or, * this 

is that same silver’; or ‘ that same silver has again come before 

me ’;—in all of which the silver that comes in is the silver in 

general referred to by that. If this were not so, the absence of 

the notion of that would also not be possible in the case of the 

misconception 1 this is silver.* We here close this digression 

from our maiii theme. 

(2IS). Nor lastly can it be held that Recognition is a form 

of cognition totally other than ‘ Remembrance * and ‘ Direct 

Apprehension.’ For if not partaking of the character of direct 

apprehension, it would pass into the category of wrong cognition 

(since right cognition has been defined as the ‘ direct apprehension 

of the real nature of things’). Nor may you reply to this— 

‘Let it be so, we do not mind’; for the Logician when denying 

the momentary character of things brings forward the fact of the 

‘ recognition’ of things as a proof of their permanent character. 

Moreover if you were to establish your definition by abandoning 

something (viz., ‘ recognition ’) which is universally known to 

fall under the category to be defined {viz., right cognition) this 

would'imply the absence of all rule regarding the framing of 

definitions.0 

(219). The conclusion, therefore, is that you have no good 

reason to maintain that in the definition of right cognition 

(prama), the word 1 anubhavcf* 'direct apprehension)—which 

denotes a kind of cognition—is included for the purpose of 

differentiating it from Remembrance. 

o One mean* to test the validity of a definition is the enquiry whether it is 

applieab ) to all tilings to he defined. This canon of definition would have to 

be given up if, for the sake of upholding our definition, we were to exclude 

from it things that it admittedly should include. 
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(D) [Direct Apprehension cannot be defined as ‘ what ia other 

than Rememberance'; for the characteristic features of anubhvti 

as well as smrjti are found to co-exist in Recognition; and 

moreover this difference from Remembrance cannot be shown 

to be either from all Remembrance or from any individual act 

of remembrance.] 

[Page 187.] (220). Nor° may Direct Apprehension be 

defined either as ‘what is other than Remembrance,’ or as 

* what is destitute of the character of Remembrance.’ For we 

have already shown that the characteristic features of1 Remem- 

brauce’ and ‘ Direct Apprehension ’ are actually mixed up (viz., 

in Recognition); and hence the term anubhuti would fail to 

differentiate (right cognition from all other kinds of cognition). 

(221) . The former of the above definitions cannot be accept¬ 

ed for the following reason also. What, we ask, do you mean by 

saying that Direct Apprehension is other than Remembrance? 

That it is other than some particular remembrance ? or other 

than all remembrance ? or that it is destitute of the character of 
Remembrance ? 

(222) . The first of these alternatives would imply that any 
particular remembrance also is direct Apprehension, for the 

reason that it is other than some other particular remembrance ; 

for this latter particular remembrance from which the former 

differs does not cease to be Remembrance; and hence being 

other than it, will be equivalent to being other than Remem- 

brance. 0 

(223) . Nor can the second alternative be maintained. For 

in what way can you ascertain that a certain right cognition is 

other than certain particular remembrances that may be, let us 

say, in mxj mind or in the mind of some other person ? Of these 

you evidently can have no idea. For in the first place, ordinary 

people like ourselves (who do not possess the insight due to Yoga) 

cannot perceive the thoughts of other people by the senses. 

Nor, in the next place, can we manage to do so by inferences 

or by presumption (arthapatti); since men of limited powers of 

perception, as we are, cannot in all cases perceive either the 

• Here begins the refutation of the second and third alternative definitions 

of anubhuti, set forth in part 179. 
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that in all forms of misconception were due to a defect), the 

notion of that would bo absent even from such forms of miscon¬ 

ception as 1 this silver is not different from that silver’; or, * this 

is that same silver’; or ‘ that same silver has again come before 

me ’;—in all of which the silver that comes in is the silver in 

general referred to by that. If this were not so, the absence of 

the notion of that would also not be possible in the case of the 
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(219). The conclusion, therefore, is that you have no good 

reason to maintain that in the definition of right cognition 

(prama), the word 1 anubhavcf* 'direct apprehension)—which 

denotes a kind of cognition—is included for the purpose of 

differentiating it from Remembrance. 

o One mean* to test the validity of a definition is the enquiry whether it is 

applieab ) to all tilings to he defined. This canon of definition would have to 

be given up if, for the sake of upholding our definition, we were to exclude 

from it things that it admittedly should include. 
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(D) [Direct Apprehension cannot be defined as ‘ what ia other 

than Rememberance'; for the characteristic features of anubhvti 

as well as smrjti are found to co-exist in Recognition; and 

moreover this difference from Remembrance cannot be shown 

to be either from all Remembrance or from any individual act 

of remembrance.] 

[Page 187.] (220). Nor° may Direct Apprehension be 

defined either as ‘what is other than Remembrance,’ or as 

* what is destitute of the character of Remembrance.’ For we 

have already shown that the characteristic features of1 Remem- 

brauce’ and ‘ Direct Apprehension ’ are actually mixed up (viz., 

in Recognition); and hence the term anubhuti would fail to 

differentiate (right cognition from all other kinds of cognition). 

(221) . The former of the above definitions cannot be accept¬ 

ed for the following reason also. What, we ask, do you mean by 

saying that Direct Apprehension is other than Remembrance? 

That it is other than some particular remembrance ? or other 

than all remembrance ? or that it is destitute of the character of 
Remembrance ? 

(222) . The first of these alternatives would imply that any 
particular remembrance also is direct Apprehension, for the 

reason that it is other than some other particular remembrance ; 

for this latter particular remembrance from which the former 

differs does not cease to be Remembrance; and hence being 

other than it, will be equivalent to being other than Remem- 

brance. 0 

(223) . Nor can the second alternative be maintained. For 

in what way can you ascertain that a certain right cognition is 

other than certain particular remembrances that may be, let us 

say, in mxj mind or in the mind of some other person ? Of these 

you evidently can have no idea. For in the first place, ordinary 

people like ourselves (who do not possess the insight due to Yoga) 

cannot perceive the thoughts of other people by the senses. 

Nor, in the next place, can we manage to do so by inferences 

or by presumption (arthapatti); since men of limited powers of 

perception, as we are, cannot in all cases perceive either the 

• Here begins the refutation of the second and third alternative definitions 

of anubhuti, set forth in part 179. 
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probaus (on which an inference depends), or the eventual im¬ 

possibility on which presumptive reasoning depends. Nor can we 

form, in all cases, ideas of the remembrances in other people’s 

minds on the basis of words (shabda, verbal information); for 

we cannot count, in all cases, on suitable words (to express those 

remembrances) being available. That, lastly, analogical reason¬ 

ing (upamana) and the rest cannot help us, is evident. How then 

should it be ascertained that a certain right cognition is other 

than all particular remembrances ? And as this cannot be known, 

the definition under discussion clearly is invalid. You 

will perhaps meet this conclusion by arguing as follows :—‘ A 

man who has a perceptive (intuitive) cognition of a remembrance 

in his own mind knows it as possessing the generic character 

of Remembrance; and as all remembrances, arising at any time 

in the mind of any person, have this same generic character, he 

knows them also in the same intuitive way (his inner organ 

which mediates the intuition being, through that generic 

character, in indirect contact with all individual remembrances 

wherever talcing place). The case is analogous to what takes 

place in inferential cognition, where at the time when we 

apprehend the invariable concomitance of two things, we also 

intuitively apprehend all the individual things belonging to the 

two classes, through an indirect intuition mediated by the contact 

of the inner organ with the generic characteristics of the 

two classes.' Bat this reasoning is not right. Fur your 

conclusion, as well as the instance whereby you endeavour to 

establish it, are both open to serious objections. Were your 

arguments valid, it would follow that the man who intuites 

one thing as knowable, would—through the above mentioned 

contact with the generic character knowability have an 

intuitive knowledge of all that is knowable i. e., the whole 

universe ! If you accept this conclusion also you clearly regard 

yourself as omniscient; but I shall believe in this your omnis¬ 

cience only if you can toll me what is going on in my mind ! 

Kh. 114. 
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(E) [Direct Apprehensien cannot be defined as 1 what is desti¬ 

tute of the generic character of Remembrance*; for negation of 

smrititva may also be mutual negation, and the latter is present 

in smriti also. Nor can absolute negation be intended, since 

this also would make the definition too wide. Nor lastly, can 

it be argued that between two acts of Remembrance there bolds 

good not pure negation, or difference, but difference combined 

with some kind of non-difference, and that hence the negation 

of Remembrance cannot subsist in any Remembrance. For 
there is nothing to show that in anublmi also there may be 

difference, as well as some kind of non-difference, from Remem¬ 
brance.] 

(224) . Nor, lastly, can we accept the third alternative defi¬ 

nition. For what, we ask, do you mean by ‘ direct Apprehension 

being destitute of the character of Remembrance' ? Do you 

mean that it implies the negation of the character of Remem- 

biance ? or that its essential character (soarupa) consists therein 

that it has Srnrititoa (the class-character of all remembrance) 

for its counter-entity ? or that it is the cognition of that character 
of the substratum ? 

(225) . The first of these alternatives is inacceptable. For 

the mutual negation (anyonyabliava) also of the character of 

remembrance is negation of the character of remembrance'; 

and as such mutual negation is present in remembrances also 
(for each individual remembrance implies the negation of other 

individual remembrances), they also would be included in Direct 

Apprehension! And the definition thus failing to exclude 

remembrances, the qualification (t. e., the ‘being other than 

Remembrance, which in thi^s definition of anubhava qualifies the 

general term ‘ jnZna,' ‘cognition’) becomes futile. And if, in 

oider to avoid this, the term qualified [i. e., jiidna, cognition) 

uere to be left out,' (so that the definition of anubhava would 

be not ‘ cognition other than remembrance,’ but merely ‘ what is 

other than remembrance’), the definition would include other 
mental states also as—e. g., desire. 

(226\ It might be urged that what is meant by ‘ negation 

of the character of remembrance ’ is (not mutual negation) but 

complete negation of all relationship to the character of remem¬ 

brance ’ (which complete negation, of course, can never reside 
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in smriti also. Nor can absolute negation be intended, since 

this also would make the definition too wide. Nor lastly, can 

it be argued that between two acts of Remembrance there bolds 
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with some kind of non-difference, and that hence the negation 

of Remembrance cannot subsist in any Remembrance. For 
there is nothing to show that in anublmi also there may be 

difference, as well as some kind of non-difference, from Remem¬ 
brance.] 

(224) . Nor, lastly, can we accept the third alternative defi¬ 

nition. For what, we ask, do you mean by ‘ direct Apprehension 

being destitute of the character of Remembrance' ? Do you 

mean that it implies the negation of the character of Remem- 

biance ? or that its essential character (soarupa) consists therein 

that it has Srnrititoa (the class-character of all remembrance) 

for its counter-entity ? or that it is the cognition of that character 
of the substratum ? 

(225) . The first of these alternatives is inacceptable. For 

the mutual negation (anyonyabliava) also of the character of 

remembrance is negation of the character of remembrance'; 

and as such mutual negation is present in remembrances also 
(for each individual remembrance implies the negation of other 

individual remembrances), they also would be included in Direct 

Apprehension! And the definition thus failing to exclude 

remembrances, the qualification (t. e., the ‘being other than 
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general term ‘ jnZna,' ‘cognition’) becomes futile. And if, in 
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uere to be left out,' (so that the definition of anubhava would 

be not ‘ cognition other than remembrance,’ but merely ‘ what is 

other than remembrance’), the definition would include other 
mental states also as—e. g., desire. 

(226\ It might be urged that what is meant by ‘ negation 
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in any remembrance). Bat this also we cannot allow. For 

what, we ask, do you mean by ‘complete negation of relationship 

to the character of remembrance ’ ? Is it 1 negation of relation¬ 

ship qualified by the character of Remembrance * ? or.is it 

1 negation of the character of remembrance qualified by relation¬ 

ship ’ ? or is it something else that you mean by this peculiar 

expression of yours ? As to the first alternative we point out 

that as the mutual negation of the character of remembrance is 

present in each individual remembrance (for in one remembrance 

there is absent that individual relation to Smrititva which is 

present in others), you lapse into the same absurdity as before 

(see the preceding paragraph); for remembrance is not ‘relation¬ 

ship to the character of remembrance * (and hence there may be, 

in remembrance, absence of the latter). For the same reason 

the second alternative also cannot be accepted ; for any particular 

remembrance is not the same as ‘ character of Remembrance 

qualified by relationship’; and hence we may maintain that there 

is mutual negation between any particular remembrance and 

the character of Remembrance qualified by relationship; and 

thus the aforesaid objection remains in force. Aud this objec¬ 

tion will remain valid even though you go on adding the quali¬ 

fication of ‘relationship’ to every ‘negation’0; anc^ moreover 

your procedure would lead to the reprehensible assumption of 

an endless series of such qualifications. 

(227). Nor may you urge, against this, that there is no need 

to assume an endless series of relationships, for the reason that 

the ‘ relationship to the character of remembrance’ is not con¬ 

nected by means of another relationship, but that such relation¬ 

ship constitutes its very nature. For in that case it will be all the 

more impossible for you to keep clear of the objection brought 

forward on the ground of the natural negation of the relationship 

of remembrance ; since according to your latest assertion the 

introduction of a further qualification in the shape of another 

relationship means nothing more than what is already expressed 

by the 1 relationship to the character of remembrance.’ 

•If you assert that though there may be mutual negation between the 

particular remembrance and the * character of remembrance qualified by 

relationship’, yet there is no Samtargabhdva between the two ;—we shall again 

ask 1 what do you mean by this’, and so on. 
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(228>. Moreover, how can there be an absence of relation¬ 

ship (to the character of Remembrance) in Direct Apprehension 

—considering that you hold that the relationship between two 

things is not something apart from them, and that therefore 

the relationship to the generic character of Remembrance and 

the individual Remembrance possessing that character are both 

of the nature of,—i.e., non-difTerent from,—the Relationship? 

Is it the form or character (svarupa) of ‘ Direct Apprehen¬ 

sion,’ or the form of ‘ Relation to the generic character of Re¬ 

membrance’ that is not present (in Direct Apprehension)? 

[And since both these forms arfe present] what then is it that 

could be negatived fby the negation of ‘ relation to the generic 

character of Remembrance* which is held to be identical with 

the two forms mentioned)? And if that which is negatived is a 

relation quite different (from the ‘ relation to the generic char¬ 

acter of Remembrance’), this negation would apply' to an indivi¬ 

dual remembrance (no less than to Direct Apprehension); for 

you also hold that in Remembrance there is no such relation 

as is something different from it,—your theory being that the 

relation between the individual remembrance and the generic 

character of Remembrance is nothing else but the very nature 

(svarupa) of the two. 

(229). * The Logician resumes as follows :—“ Even though it 

is possible that the Direct Apprehension and the ‘ relationship to 

the class character of Remembrance’ may be present in their 

•The disestablishment of the definition of amibhata as ‘ that which implies 
the negation of the character of Smriti’ has so far proceeded on the view that 
the Sumsargdbhdva of Smrititva resides in Direct Apprehension. It now 
ia proposed to 6how that this latter assumption itself is not tenable. According 
to the Logician, the relation to (or connexion with) a certain general character is 
nothing apart from that relation or connexion and the individual thing in 
which the general character resides. Applying this general principle to the 
CMC in question we must admit that the Samsarga of Smrititva and the 
Individual Smriti must both be regarded as non-different from the Samsarga. 
Thercfore, to say that in anubltuti we have the absence of Samsarga, would 
niton that there is absent in anubhuli either Smriti or Smrititva Samsarga. 
hut Smriti is the same as anubhuli. inasmuch as both are dlmrmin i.e., 
objects qualified by certain characteristics ; to Bay therefore that Smriti 
U absent in anubhuli, would be equivalent to denying the Svarupa of unubhuti. 
Nor can Smrititvu-Samsarga be absent from anubhuli ; for Smriti certainly 
hears some relation to unubhuti. If, on the other hand, what is denied of 
unubhuti were a Samsarga distinct from the two things which the logicians 
hold to be identical with the Samsarg ,—that new Samtarga would be absent 
It uni Smriti also (for the Samsarga of Smriti has been declared by the Logician 
to be nothing different from those two things). And then there would be 
no difference between Smriti and unubhuti. 

Kh. 111. 
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in any remembrance). Bat this also we cannot allow. For 

what, we ask, do you mean by ‘complete negation of relationship 

to the character of remembrance ’ ? Is it 1 negation of relation¬ 

ship qualified by the character of Remembrance * ? or.is it 

1 negation of the character of remembrance qualified by relation¬ 

ship ’ ? or is it something else that you mean by this peculiar 

expression of yours ? As to the first alternative we point out 

that as the mutual negation of the character of remembrance is 

present in each individual remembrance (for in one remembrance 

there is absent that individual relation to Smrititva which is 

present in others), you lapse into the same absurdity as before 

(see the preceding paragraph); for remembrance is not ‘relation¬ 

ship to the character of remembrance * (and hence there may be, 

in remembrance, absence of the latter). For the same reason 

the second alternative also cannot be accepted ; for any particular 

remembrance is not the same as ‘ character of Remembrance 

qualified by relationship’; and hence we may maintain that there 

is mutual negation between any particular remembrance and 

the character of Remembrance qualified by relationship; and 

thus the aforesaid objection remains in force. Aud this objec¬ 

tion will remain valid even though you go on adding the quali¬ 

fication of ‘relationship’ to every ‘negation’0; anc^ moreover 

your procedure would lead to the reprehensible assumption of 

an endless series of such qualifications. 

(227). Nor may you urge, against this, that there is no need 

to assume an endless series of relationships, for the reason that 

the ‘ relationship to the character of remembrance’ is not con¬ 

nected by means of another relationship, but that such relation¬ 

ship constitutes its very nature. For in that case it will be all the 

more impossible for you to keep clear of the objection brought 

forward on the ground of the natural negation of the relationship 

of remembrance ; since according to your latest assertion the 

introduction of a further qualification in the shape of another 

relationship means nothing more than what is already expressed 

by the 1 relationship to the character of remembrance.’ 

•If you assert that though there may be mutual negation between the 

particular remembrance and the * character of remembrance qualified by 

relationship’, yet there is no Samtargabhdva between the two ;—we shall again 

ask 1 what do you mean by this’, and so on. 
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(228>. Moreover, how can there be an absence of relation¬ 

ship (to the character of Remembrance) in Direct Apprehension 

—considering that you hold that the relationship between two 

things is not something apart from them, and that therefore 

the relationship to the generic character of Remembrance and 

the individual Remembrance possessing that character are both 

of the nature of,—i.e., non-difTerent from,—the Relationship? 

Is it the form or character (svarupa) of ‘ Direct Apprehen¬ 

sion,’ or the form of ‘ Relation to the generic character of Re¬ 

membrance’ that is not present (in Direct Apprehension)? 

[And since both these forms arfe present] what then is it that 

could be negatived fby the negation of ‘ relation to the generic 

character of Remembrance* which is held to be identical with 

the two forms mentioned)? And if that which is negatived is a 

relation quite different (from the ‘ relation to the generic char¬ 

acter of Remembrance’), this negation would apply' to an indivi¬ 

dual remembrance (no less than to Direct Apprehension); for 

you also hold that in Remembrance there is no such relation 

as is something different from it,—your theory being that the 

relation between the individual remembrance and the generic 

character of Remembrance is nothing else but the very nature 

(svarupa) of the two. 

(229). * The Logician resumes as follows :—“ Even though it 

is possible that the Direct Apprehension and the ‘ relationship to 

the class character of Remembrance’ may be present in their 

•The disestablishment of the definition of amibhata as ‘ that which implies 
the negation of the character of Smriti’ has so far proceeded on the view that 
the Sumsargdbhdva of Smrititva resides in Direct Apprehension. It now 
ia proposed to 6how that this latter assumption itself is not tenable. According 
to the Logician, the relation to (or connexion with) a certain general character is 
nothing apart from that relation or connexion and the individual thing in 
which the general character resides. Applying this general principle to the 
CMC in question we must admit that the Samsarga of Smrititva and the 
Individual Smriti must both be regarded as non-different from the Samsarga. 
Thercfore, to say that in anubltuti we have the absence of Samsarga, would 
niton that there is absent in anubhuli either Smriti or Smrititva Samsarga. 
hut Smriti is the same as anubhuli. inasmuch as both are dlmrmin i.e., 
objects qualified by certain characteristics ; to Bay therefore that Smriti 
U absent in anubhuli, would be equivalent to denying the Svarupa of unubhuti. 
Nor can Smrititvu-Samsarga be absent from anubhuli ; for Smriti certainly 
hears some relation to unubhuti. If, on the other hand, what is denied of 
unubhuti were a Samsarga distinct from the two things which the logicians 
hold to be identical with the Samsarg ,—that new Samtarga would be absent 
It uni Smriti also (for the Samsarga of Smriti has been declared by the Logician 
to be nothing different from those two things). And then there would be 
no difference between Smriti and unubhuti. 
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respective individual forms, yet the two have not the capability 
of giving rise to mutually connected ideas; it is only where 
such capability exists that the two individual forms are said 
to constitute a ‘relationship* (so in the case of Smriti and 
Smrititva-Scunsarga).” But this also we cannot admit. For 
that capabilit}' of which you speak is not possible unless there is 

shown to be present some generic character which comprises 
aud determines all special cases of such capability.0 And if for 

that purpose you were to put forward some such other generic 
character, the same difficulties would meet you with regard to 

the connexion of that also ; with'the result that you would have 
to go on searching for one generic character after another, ad 
infinitum. 

(230). [Page 196.] |But even if we were to admit your 

explanation, ’ what is it, we ask, you mean to deny with 
regard to Direct Apprehension ? What we deny with 
regard to Direct Apprehension, the Logician replies, is its 
capability of giving rise to the idea that the ‘relationship 
to the character of remembrance * and Direct Apprehension 
are connected (related). This also will not do, we reply; 

for you can not deny the capability, on the part of Anubhuti, 

of giving rise to the said idea in its Qrtoneous form.J 
What we deny, the Logician replies, is the capability of 
Anubhuti to give rise to a true idea of that kind! If, 
we reply, you admit, the existence of a time idea of that kind, 

it follows that Direct Apprehension may have the character of 
Remembrance !§ If, on the other hand, you do not admit this, 

0 That is to say, it will be necessary to point out a general character or 

feature present in all cases where two things have the power of suggesting 
each other, as is the case, e. g.t with any Smriti and Smrititca-sam target. 

| It has so far been shown that there is nothing to determine that4 remem¬ 

brance’ and 1 the relationship to the character of Remembrance’ have the 

capability of producing the idea that they are related to each other. It now 
is proposed to show that even if this were the case, the definition of Direct 

Apprehension Is not established. 

J There will bo nothing to prevent a man from forming the erroneous con¬ 
ception ‘Direct Apprehension and the relationship etc., are related*; hence 

we cannot deny the capability of Anubhuti to produce that ;dca. 

§ If the idea ‘Direct Apprehension .and relationship to Remembrance are 
connected’ ever is a true one, the character of Remembrance cannot, at least 

in that case, be denied of Anubhuti. 
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with regard to what then would you assert the absence of the 
capability of production? If you mean to assert that Direct 
Apprehension is devoid of the capability of producing that idea 
which has absolutely no existence, the assertion will have to be 
extended to Remembrance also; for although there may be 
some each true ideas produced by Remembrance, there will be 
non-capability of production on the part of Remembrance also, 
with ieg<* d to that absolutely non-existing (untrue) idea which 
is other than those true ideas. Nor may you represent the matter 
as folta r;:—‘ the difference which we statute between Direct 

Apprehension and Recollection is that the former, and not the 
latter, incapable of producing all (any) ideas of that kind 
(no stro « being laid on the distinction of true and untrue ideas).’ 
For iniha firet place we have no means to form a right notion 
of all individual ideas of that kind; and, further, we ask, what 
do ycu understand by all in this connexion ? Do you mean that 
Anub,l>MiB incapable of producing all ideas of the kind that 
exi6t (frr all that do not exist ? or all that exist as well as all 

that doubt exist? If you hold the first or second alternative, 
such capability belongs to Remembrance also; for no parti¬ 
cular remembrance is capable of producing all the ideas—of 

the for ‘Remembrance and relationship to the character of 
remembrance are related ’—which present themselves with regard 

to all remembrances (the fact being that each individual remem¬ 
brance produces such an idea with regard to itself only). And as 
regard, the incapability of producing some such idea, we have 

already futedit. If, on the other hand, you were to accept the 
third alternative, then the said incapability would not be present 
in An 6ti either ; for as to the idea that has true existence, we, 
just bac4 ise it does exist, cannot deny to Anubhuti the capabi¬ 
lity cF producing it; and as to the idea that has no true existence, 
nothing can, for that very reason, be denied of it. 

O-di) At this stage the Bhatta-Alimamsakas come for¬ 
ward coih the following argument“ You have argued that 
the feboition of Anubhuti (as that which is marked by the 

obsei of Remembrance) is too wide, on the basis of there be¬ 
ing irevnt, in particular remembrances also, the mutual 
negation of the character of Remembrance which belongs 
to othe: ndividual remembrances. This, however, cannot be 
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respective individual forms, yet the two have not the capability 
of giving rise to mutually connected ideas; it is only where 
such capability exists that the two individual forms are said 
to constitute a ‘relationship* (so in the case of Smriti and 
Smrititva-Scunsarga).” But this also we cannot admit. For 
that capabilit}' of which you speak is not possible unless there is 

shown to be present some generic character which comprises 
aud determines all special cases of such capability.0 And if for 

that purpose you were to put forward some such other generic 
character, the same difficulties would meet you with regard to 

the connexion of that also ; with'the result that you would have 
to go on searching for one generic character after another, ad 
infinitum. 

(230). [Page 196.] |But even if we were to admit your 

explanation, ’ what is it, we ask, you mean to deny with 
regard to Direct Apprehension ? What we deny with 
regard to Direct Apprehension, the Logician replies, is its 
capability of giving rise to the idea that the ‘relationship 
to the character of remembrance * and Direct Apprehension 
are connected (related). This also will not do, we reply; 

for you can not deny the capability, on the part of Anubhuti, 

of giving rise to the said idea in its Qrtoneous form.J 
What we deny, the Logician replies, is the capability of 
Anubhuti to give rise to a true idea of that kind! If, 
we reply, you admit, the existence of a time idea of that kind, 

it follows that Direct Apprehension may have the character of 
Remembrance !§ If, on the other hand, you do not admit this, 

0 That is to say, it will be necessary to point out a general character or 

feature present in all cases where two things have the power of suggesting 
each other, as is the case, e. g.t with any Smriti and Smrititca-sam target. 

| It has so far been shown that there is nothing to determine that4 remem¬ 

brance’ and 1 the relationship to the character of Remembrance’ have the 

capability of producing the idea that they are related to each other. It now 
is proposed to show that even if this were the case, the definition of Direct 

Apprehension Is not established. 

J There will bo nothing to prevent a man from forming the erroneous con¬ 
ception ‘Direct Apprehension and the relationship etc., are related*; hence 

we cannot deny the capability of Anubhuti to produce that ;dca. 

§ If the idea ‘Direct Apprehension .and relationship to Remembrance are 
connected’ ever is a true one, the character of Remembrance cannot, at least 

in that case, be denied of Anubhuti. 
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with regard to what then would you assert the absence of the 
capability of production? If you mean to assert that Direct 
Apprehension is devoid of the capability of producing that idea 
which has absolutely no existence, the assertion will have to be 
extended to Remembrance also; for although there may be 
some each true ideas produced by Remembrance, there will be 
non-capability of production on the part of Remembrance also, 
with ieg<* d to that absolutely non-existing (untrue) idea which 
is other than those true ideas. Nor may you represent the matter 
as folta r;:—‘ the difference which we statute between Direct 

Apprehension and Recollection is that the former, and not the 
latter, incapable of producing all (any) ideas of that kind 
(no stro « being laid on the distinction of true and untrue ideas).’ 
For iniha firet place we have no means to form a right notion 
of all individual ideas of that kind; and, further, we ask, what 
do ycu understand by all in this connexion ? Do you mean that 
Anub,l>MiB incapable of producing all ideas of the kind that 
exi6t (frr all that do not exist ? or all that exist as well as all 

that doubt exist? If you hold the first or second alternative, 
such capability belongs to Remembrance also; for no parti¬ 
cular remembrance is capable of producing all the ideas—of 

the for ‘Remembrance and relationship to the character of 
remembrance are related ’—which present themselves with regard 

to all remembrances (the fact being that each individual remem¬ 
brance produces such an idea with regard to itself only). And as 
regard, the incapability of producing some such idea, we have 

already futedit. If, on the other hand, you were to accept the 
third alternative, then the said incapability would not be present 
in An 6ti either ; for as to the idea that has true existence, we, 
just bac4 ise it does exist, cannot deny to Anubhuti the capabi¬ 
lity cF producing it; and as to the idea that has no true existence, 
nothing can, for that very reason, be denied of it. 

O-di) At this stage the Bhatta-Alimamsakas come for¬ 
ward coih the following argument“ You have argued that 
the feboition of Anubhuti (as that which is marked by the 

obsei of Remembrance) is too wide, on the basis of there be¬ 
ing irevnt, in particular remembrances also, the mutual 
negation of the character of Remembrance which belongs 
to othe: ndividual remembrances. This, however, cannot be 

Kh. 119. 
2 



120 
121 

Indian Thought : Khaijnjana. 

admitted ; for according to the bheda-bhcda-view (v e., the view of 

difference together with non-differnce), there is, in any particular 

remembrance, difference as well as non-difference, with regard 

to the generic character of Remembrance; and where there is 

this ‘difference with non-differcnce,* there can be no mutual 

negation (and hence mutual negation of Smrititra cannot reside 

in any particular Smriti).” This argumentation also is un¬ 

sound we reply. For how do you ascertain that Remembrance, 

and not Anubhuti, is different as well as non-different from 

the generic character of Remembrance? We refuse to accept 

the reply that ‘ this is ascertained thereby that, as a matter of 

fact we have no valid cognition of Anubhuti as qualified by that 

difference-with-non-difference.’ For, We ask, do you base your 

assertion on the absence of a cognition that has true existence, 

or of one that has no true existence ? In either case your 

reasoning fails, as shown above, (i: e., if the right cognition has 

true existence it cannot be denied ; if it has no true existence, 

no assertion, including denial, can be made regarding it). Nor 

can it be said that the right cognition denied is that which is 

the counter-entity of prior non-existence (i.e., that which has had 

no previous existence). For if you admit that such right cogni¬ 

tion exists with regard to Direct Apprehension, the latter comes 

to be what you seek to deny (i. e., qualified by the character of 

Remembrance).0 , And then as regards the absence of mutual 

negation between the individual Remembrance and the general 

character of Remembrance—-which really is nothing but the 

two things themselves,—this would belong to Direct Appre¬ 

hension as well; since it would be open to the argument put 

forward by us above, viz.,—that Direct Apprehension is not ‘ the 

mutual negation of the Character of Remembrance* ? 

* To say that in Direct Apprehension there is a ‘prior non-existence’ of 

right cognition, is to admit that though the cognition did not exist before, it 

exists now ; the right cognition of Direct Apprehension thus is qualified by 

the character of Remembrance. 

Chatter I.—Section (14). 

(F) [The Logician now argues that while it may be admitted 

that the mutual negation of Remembrance is present in indivi¬ 

dual Remembrances, the presence of absolute negation of Remem¬ 

brance is quite inadmissible. But this we meet at once by 

denying that there is any real difference between those two 

kinds of negation. Every attempt of the Logician to prove 

such difference upon a difference of the counterentities of the 

two kinds of negation lands him in difficulties from which he 

is unable to extricate himself. He cannot, e. g., argue that 

while mutual negation has for its counter-entity Identity. 

absolute negation has for its counter-entity mere connexion or 

co-existence. For were it so, the destruction of the jar would 

not be a case of negation of the latter kind.] 

(232.) [Page 200.] The Opponent now takes up a different 

ground. ‘ We grant,’ he says, 1 that the objection (based upon the 

possibility of mutual gegation between the ‘ character of Re¬ 

membrance’ and ‘ an individual remembrance’) cannot be met by 

postulating that between these two there is differehce-with-non- 

difference (as attempted in para. 231); but you cannot deny the 

distinction between ‘ mutual negation’ and ‘ negation of Samsarga 

(on which our answer is primarily based); since this distinction 

is based upon the fact of our having, in ordinary experience, 

two distincTconceptions,-—viz., on tlie one hand, ‘this thing is 

not that thing’ (where there is Anyonyablidoa, 1 mutual nega¬ 

tion’); and ‘ that thing is not here’ (where there is abso¬ 

lute negation of relation, SainsargUbhaoa). [And thus, even 

though there is mutual negation between Smrititva and 

Smriti, there can b3 no absolute negation of relation between 

them].’ But this also we deny. For, as a matter of 

fact, there is no difference in the character of the counter-entities 

of the two kinds of negation ; nor is there any difference between 

the two due to any other characteristics ; nor, lastly, is there 

utiy difference in kind between the two. As for these reasons, the 

mid conception of difference, although present, does not prove 

itself to be valid, it must be disregarded, being no more than a 

' false witness.’ 

(233).. Against this the Logician may state the difference 

bo'wceu the two in the following way1 Mutual negatior is „ 

that negation which exists at the 6ame time and place as its 
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admitted ; for according to the bheda-bhcda-view (v e., the view of 

difference together with non-differnce), there is, in any particular 

remembrance, difference as well as non-difference, with regard 

to the generic character of Remembrance; and where there is 

this ‘difference with non-differcnce,* there can be no mutual 

negation (and hence mutual negation of Smrititra cannot reside 

in any particular Smriti).” This argumentation also is un¬ 

sound we reply. For how do you ascertain that Remembrance, 

and not Anubhuti, is different as well as non-different from 

the generic character of Remembrance? We refuse to accept 

the reply that ‘ this is ascertained thereby that, as a matter of 

fact we have no valid cognition of Anubhuti as qualified by that 

difference-with-non-difference.’ For, We ask, do you base your 

assertion on the absence of a cognition that has true existence, 

or of one that has no true existence ? In either case your 

reasoning fails, as shown above, (i: e., if the right cognition has 

true existence it cannot be denied ; if it has no true existence, 

no assertion, including denial, can be made regarding it). Nor 

can it be said that the right cognition denied is that which is 

the counter-entity of prior non-existence (i.e., that which has had 

no previous existence). For if you admit that such right cogni¬ 

tion exists with regard to Direct Apprehension, the latter comes 

to be what you seek to deny (i. e., qualified by the character of 

Remembrance).0 , And then as regards the absence of mutual 

negation between the individual Remembrance and the general 

character of Remembrance—-which really is nothing but the 

two things themselves,—this would belong to Direct Appre¬ 

hension as well; since it would be open to the argument put 

forward by us above, viz.,—that Direct Apprehension is not ‘ the 

mutual negation of the Character of Remembrance* ? 

* To say that in Direct Apprehension there is a ‘prior non-existence’ of 

right cognition, is to admit that though the cognition did not exist before, it 

exists now ; the right cognition of Direct Apprehension thus is qualified by 

the character of Remembrance. 

Chatter I.—Section (14). 

(F) [The Logician now argues that while it may be admitted 

that the mutual negation of Remembrance is present in indivi¬ 

dual Remembrances, the presence of absolute negation of Remem¬ 

brance is quite inadmissible. But this we meet at once by 

denying that there is any real difference between those two 

kinds of negation. Every attempt of the Logician to prove 

such difference upon a difference of the counterentities of the 

two kinds of negation lands him in difficulties from which he 

is unable to extricate himself. He cannot, e. g., argue that 

while mutual negation has for its counter-entity Identity. 

absolute negation has for its counter-entity mere connexion or 

co-existence. For were it so, the destruction of the jar would 

not be a case of negation of the latter kind.] 

(232.) [Page 200.] The Opponent now takes up a different 

ground. ‘ We grant,’ he says, 1 that the objection (based upon the 

possibility of mutual gegation between the ‘ character of Re¬ 

membrance’ and ‘ an individual remembrance’) cannot be met by 

postulating that between these two there is differehce-with-non- 

difference (as attempted in para. 231); but you cannot deny the 

distinction between ‘ mutual negation’ and ‘ negation of Samsarga 

(on which our answer is primarily based); since this distinction 

is based upon the fact of our having, in ordinary experience, 

two distincTconceptions,-—viz., on tlie one hand, ‘this thing is 

not that thing’ (where there is Anyonyablidoa, 1 mutual nega¬ 

tion’); and ‘ that thing is not here’ (where there is abso¬ 

lute negation of relation, SainsargUbhaoa). [And thus, even 

though there is mutual negation between Smrititva and 

Smriti, there can b3 no absolute negation of relation between 

them].’ But this also we deny. For, as a matter of 

fact, there is no difference in the character of the counter-entities 

of the two kinds of negation ; nor is there any difference between 

the two due to any other characteristics ; nor, lastly, is there 

utiy difference in kind between the two. As for these reasons, the 

mid conception of difference, although present, does not prove 

itself to be valid, it must be disregarded, being no more than a 

' false witness.’ 

(233).. Against this the Logician may state the difference 

bo'wceu the two in the following way1 Mutual negatior is „ 

that negation which exists at the 6ame time and place as its 
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counter-entities (i.e.t the things each of which impliestho negation 

of the other); while absolute negation of relation is such negation 

as is something quite apart from the counter-entities. (That is, 

the mutual negation of the jar and the cloth exists in those 

things ; while the absolute negation of the connexion of the jar 

with a certaiu place—‘ here there is no jar *—cannot co-exist 

with the jar).* But we cannot accept this distinction ; be¬ 

cause it is open, in turn, to the following unanswerable objec¬ 

tions:—(1) dtmdshraya t vicious circle); (2) ananubhata (beiug 

contrary to ordinary experience); (3; svabhedananugama (the 

impossibility of a comprehensive conception of such negation); 

and (4) tattadavagamanabhyupagaina (the impossibility of the 

idea of any individual negation).0 

(234,. [Page 203.] The opponent states the distinction in a 

different form * Absolute negation of relation is that negation 

which, has relation (Sarnsarga) for its counter-entity; while 

mutual negation is that negation which has for its counter-entity 

"identity” (of two things). In this way the two do not 

become mixed up ; for the negation of the identity of relation is 

not the negation of relation, since it has identity for its counter- 

entity.’ But this also is unsound ; for on this definition, the 

destructions which sublances, qualities and actions undergo on 

being reduced to their inherent iSamaodgi) causes (as when e. g. 

the jar on being smashed is reduced to clay) would not be cases of 

absolute negation of relation ; and if this destruction has for its 

counter-entity 4 relation * (as demanded by the definition), then— 

inasmuch as in the present case the relation is that of Inherence 

{Samaodya, which includes the relation of cause and effect), 

• These objections are thus explained by the Shuhkari:—(1) Abhdva 

(negation) is defined as that which is other than bhdxa ; and the character of 

being other thun bhdva is- defined as consisting in the mutual negation of 

bhdra\ thus Negation is defined in terms of negationthis constituting 

Atmashraya, * dependence on sell * or ‘defining in a circle.* (2) In order to 

avoid this ‘ circle,’ it will be necessary to assume mutual negations ad infinitum ; 

but no such endless negation is ever cognised in ordinary exj>erience. (3) And 

as in this case it will not be possible to speak of the * mutual negation,’ no com¬ 

prehensive notion of the negation or difference of anythiug will bo possible. 

(4) And lastly, as any such endless series of negations will not be cognisable 

by any person who is not omniscient, tho theory will strike at the root of all 

conception of individual negations. 

A7t. 122. 

Chapter I.—Section (14). 123 

it will follow that Samavdya is non-eternal (while yet according 

to the Logician all Samavdya is eternal). Moreover, if we 

accepted the above definitions, neither of the two abliavas would 

ever have for its counterentity things such as jars (since, accord¬ 

ing to the definitions, the counter-entity is either sarnsarga or 

tdddtmya); and this would mean that jars and the like would 

be unlimited (either in time or space) as time and space are. 

And lastly, on this supposition (viz., of individual things 

such as the jar and the like, not being factors of the counter- 

entity), you would have for counter-entities of your negations 

all 1 relation * and 1 identity,* without any special qualification ; 

and this would amount to tfye total denial of Relations and 

Identity; and if (in order to avoid this: you were to include 

in the counter-entity special things (jars and the like), the 

negation would be a total negation of those things also (t.e., 

it would imply that those things have no existence whatever). 

And if again, in order to avoid this, you were to run after the 

relation of the relation (i.e., if you were to say that what is 

denied is only the relation of the relation), this would imply 

that the relation itself is not touched (by the negation, and 

therefore has unlimited existence ; as was above asserted of the 

things). And if, in order to avoid this, you were to say that 

we must assume a series of samsargas in which the negation of 

each link implies the negation of the preceding link, we reply, 

that this involves the objectionable assumption of an infinite 

retrogress. And again, if to avoid this, you were to say that 

you stop at a certain link of the series, negativing, not the further 

Sarjtsarga of that Sarnsarga, but that Sarnsarga itself;—there 

would be total denial of that Sarnsarga; and this would imply 

the total denial of the preceding link, and so on and on, the 

retrogressive action resulting in the total destruction of the 

whole series. 

(235). [Page 205] The Logician may set forth a different 

view of abhdva. The opposition, he may say, between the 

oouliter-entity and its correlative (i. ebetween the thing 

negatived and the negation) is not implied in their very 

nature (so that the existence of the one would imply the 

tthnolute n< i-existence of the other); it meaiis no more than 

that tho two cannot exist together; what is implied in the 
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counter-entities (i.e.t the things each of which impliestho negation 

of the other); while absolute negation of relation is such negation 

as is something quite apart from the counter-entities. (That is, 

the mutual negation of the jar and the cloth exists in those 

things ; while the absolute negation of the connexion of the jar 

with a certaiu place—‘ here there is no jar *—cannot co-exist 

with the jar).* But we cannot accept this distinction ; be¬ 

cause it is open, in turn, to the following unanswerable objec¬ 

tions:—(1) dtmdshraya t vicious circle); (2) ananubhata (beiug 

contrary to ordinary experience); (3; svabhedananugama (the 

impossibility of a comprehensive conception of such negation); 

and (4) tattadavagamanabhyupagaina (the impossibility of the 

idea of any individual negation).0 
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different form * Absolute negation of relation is that negation 

which, has relation (Sarnsarga) for its counter-entity; while 

mutual negation is that negation which has for its counter-entity 

"identity” (of two things). In this way the two do not 

become mixed up ; for the negation of the identity of relation is 

not the negation of relation, since it has identity for its counter- 

entity.’ But this also is unsound ; for on this definition, the 

destructions which sublances, qualities and actions undergo on 

being reduced to their inherent iSamaodgi) causes (as when e. g. 

the jar on being smashed is reduced to clay) would not be cases of 

absolute negation of relation ; and if this destruction has for its 

counter-entity 4 relation * (as demanded by the definition), then— 

inasmuch as in the present case the relation is that of Inherence 

{Samaodya, which includes the relation of cause and effect), 

• These objections are thus explained by the Shuhkari:—(1) Abhdva 

(negation) is defined as that which is other than bhdxa ; and the character of 

being other thun bhdva is- defined as consisting in the mutual negation of 

bhdra\ thus Negation is defined in terms of negationthis constituting 

Atmashraya, * dependence on sell * or ‘defining in a circle.* (2) In order to 

avoid this ‘ circle,’ it will be necessary to assume mutual negations ad infinitum ; 

but no such endless negation is ever cognised in ordinary exj>erience. (3) And 

as in this case it will not be possible to speak of the * mutual negation,’ no com¬ 

prehensive notion of the negation or difference of anythiug will bo possible. 

(4) And lastly, as any such endless series of negations will not be cognisable 

by any person who is not omniscient, tho theory will strike at the root of all 

conception of individual negations. 
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it will follow that Samavdya is non-eternal (while yet according 

to the Logician all Samavdya is eternal). Moreover, if we 

accepted the above definitions, neither of the two abliavas would 

ever have for its counterentity things such as jars (since, accord¬ 

ing to the definitions, the counter-entity is either sarnsarga or 

tdddtmya); and this would mean that jars and the like would 
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Identity; and if (in order to avoid this: you were to include 

in the counter-entity special things (jars and the like), the 

negation would be a total negation of those things also (t.e., 

it would imply that those things have no existence whatever). 

And if again, in order to avoid this, you were to run after the 

relation of the relation (i.e., if you were to say that what is 

denied is only the relation of the relation), this would imply 

that the relation itself is not touched (by the negation, and 

therefore has unlimited existence ; as was above asserted of the 

things). And if, in order to avoid this, you were to say that 

we must assume a series of samsargas in which the negation of 

each link implies the negation of the preceding link, we reply, 

that this involves the objectionable assumption of an infinite 

retrogress. And again, if to avoid this, you were to say that 

you stop at a certain link of the series, negativing, not the further 

Sarjtsarga of that Sarnsarga, but that Sarnsarga itself;—there 

would be total denial of that Sarnsarga; and this would imply 

the total denial of the preceding link, and so on and on, the 

retrogressive action resulting in the total destruction of the 

whole series. 

(235). [Page 205] The Logician may set forth a different 

view of abhdva. The opposition, he may say, between the 

oouliter-entity and its correlative (i. ebetween the thing 

negatived and the negation) is not implied in their very 

nature (so that the existence of the one would imply the 

tthnolute n< i-existence of the other); it meaiis no more than 

that tho two cannot exist together; what is implied in the 
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existence of one, therefore, only is that the other does not co-exist 

with it,—not that it has absolutely no existence at all. 

But this also we cannot admit. For (if the opposition between 

the two means no more than that) then at times the thing nega- 
* , 

tived might become identical with tho negation. ‘ But1, 

the Logician replies, ‘ how can that he, considering that a valid 

cognition to that effect (viz., of the identity of the two) has 

no existence !' Consider, we rejoin, what this reasoning 

implies. You admit that the opposition between a thing and 

its abhava—which you define as incapability of co-existence— 

rests on the non-existence of a valid cognition, and hence it is 

evident that incapability of co-existence cannot on its part, 

determine that latter non-existence. Nothing, therefore, remains 

but to conceive the opposition between right cognition and its 

non-existence as one of essential contradiction.0 ‘ But why,’ 

the Logician rejoins, ‘should not that opposition also be viewed 

as consisting therein that there is no valid cognition of the 

co-existence of the two?* Because, we reply, this principle 

might be unduly extended.’t Let us then, the Logician 

rejoins, give the following form to our last definition, that 

there never is a valid cognition etc. This also, we reply, will 

not do ; for a universal assertion of this kind could be made only 

with reference to generic character; and hence between any two 

things taken as individuals the opposition would not hold good.J 

(236). (Page 207.] Well, the Logician says, let us then 

conceive the opposition between a negation and its counter- 

entity to consist in the fact of their having an inherent 

0 What opposition is there between the right cognition and the absence 

(,abhaoa) of the right coguition ? Clearly it cannot be mere ‘absence of 

co-existence’ ; for you have above attempted to base ‘absence of co-existence’ 

upon ‘ab-senco of valid cognition.’ We, therefore, are compelled to allow an 

opposition of essential nature between prama and its absence. 

f When thinking of air, e. g.t we do not cognize tho co-existence of colour 

and touch ; and this ‘absence of valid cognition’ might be imagined to estab¬ 

lish a general opposition between colour and touch ; while yet tho two clearly 

co-exist in earth or water. 

+ When we say that two things can never eo exist, the statement can only 

refer to their fiiis i. <?., generic characters which exist at all times ; not to 

individual tilings which aro transitory, nud regarding which a negation refer¬ 

ring to all time would have no souse. 

i. 

Chapter I.—Section (14). 125 

incapability of being validly cognised ns coexistent. But 

toVe tl •” ret".rn’ What 8h°"ld this incapability, said to belong 
to the tilings, be, apart from the characters of being just the 

counter-entity and its correlative? . You may not sty that it 

h8ldSttb V". 'ldUal Character of the tw°; for he also who 
holds that there is a relation between the two (as «. g the 

relation of counter-entity and its correlation-which relation 

implies the co-existence of the two) admits the two to have 
distinctive individual characters (so that the latter cannot 
constitute opposition in the Logician’s sense). Nor may you 

attempt to improve your definition by explaining ‘individual 
chaiaeters to be those characters which are euch—i. e., between 
which there ,s no relation. For this imposes on you the task 

of distinctly explaining what constitutes individual character of 
that kind (and this you are unable to do). 

(237). And further, (if the opposition meant by vou were 

not img more than incapability of co-existence), what difference 

would there be between the opposition of the generic character 
of the cow and the generic character of the horse on one hand 

and the opposition between negation and its counterentity, on 
e other hand? And moreover, how could opposition'thus 

understood meet cases where there actually is a valid cognition 
of the co-existence of Negation and its counter-entity (as in 
the case of a swiftly moving chariot which, at any moment 

we cognize as being and as not being in contact with some’ 
pom o space); and when there is such a valid cognition, why 

rfiould the Log,can seek to establish the opposition by other 
methods (by the explanation e. g., that the contact is with one 
point of space, and the non-contact with another.,,-considering 
that the actual ex.stence of the valid cognition (vie., in tJle give® 

instance, of contact and non-contact existing together) proves 
tha the contrary not.on (of the two not being capable of co-exist- 

‘ng oL!"4 Va'd (and bence nep'1 not be established at all' 
(238.) [The Logician now takes up the thread of the argu¬ 

ment set forth by the Vedantin in para. 234, that if the 

counter-entities of absolute Negation and mutual Negation were 

Relation (samsarga) and Identity (tadntniya) respectively no 

jcgatmn at all would be possible of jars and the like things] 

Hie two negations, he says, are the negations not of mere 
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existence of one, therefore, only is that the other does not co-exist 

with it,—not that it has absolutely no existence at all. 

But this also we cannot admit. For (if the opposition between 

the two means no more than that) then at times the thing nega- 
* , 

tived might become identical with tho negation. ‘ But1, 

the Logician replies, ‘ how can that he, considering that a valid 

cognition to that effect (viz., of the identity of the two) has 

no existence !' Consider, we rejoin, what this reasoning 

implies. You admit that the opposition between a thing and 

its abhava—which you define as incapability of co-existence— 

rests on the non-existence of a valid cognition, and hence it is 

evident that incapability of co-existence cannot on its part, 

determine that latter non-existence. Nothing, therefore, remains 

but to conceive the opposition between right cognition and its 

non-existence as one of essential contradiction.0 ‘ But why,’ 

the Logician rejoins, ‘should not that opposition also be viewed 

as consisting therein that there is no valid cognition of the 

co-existence of the two?* Because, we reply, this principle 

might be unduly extended.’t Let us then, the Logician 

rejoins, give the following form to our last definition, that 

there never is a valid cognition etc. This also, we reply, will 

not do ; for a universal assertion of this kind could be made only 

with reference to generic character; and hence between any two 

things taken as individuals the opposition would not hold good.J 

(236). (Page 207.] Well, the Logician says, let us then 

conceive the opposition between a negation and its counter- 

entity to consist in the fact of their having an inherent 

0 What opposition is there between the right cognition and the absence 

(,abhaoa) of the right coguition ? Clearly it cannot be mere ‘absence of 

co-existence’ ; for you have above attempted to base ‘absence of co-existence’ 

upon ‘ab-senco of valid cognition.’ We, therefore, are compelled to allow an 

opposition of essential nature between prama and its absence. 

f When thinking of air, e. g.t we do not cognize tho co-existence of colour 

and touch ; and this ‘absence of valid cognition’ might be imagined to estab¬ 

lish a general opposition between colour and touch ; while yet tho two clearly 

co-exist in earth or water. 

+ When we say that two things can never eo exist, the statement can only 

refer to their fiiis i. <?., generic characters which exist at all times ; not to 

individual tilings which aro transitory, nud regarding which a negation refer¬ 

ring to all time would have no souse. 
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incapability of being validly cognised ns coexistent. But 

toVe tl •” ret".rn’ What 8h°"ld this incapability, said to belong 
to the tilings, be, apart from the characters of being just the 

counter-entity and its correlative? . You may not sty that it 

h8ldSttb V". 'ldUal Character of the tw°; for he also who 
holds that there is a relation between the two (as «. g the 

relation of counter-entity and its correlation-which relation 

implies the co-existence of the two) admits the two to have 
distinctive individual characters (so that the latter cannot 
constitute opposition in the Logician’s sense). Nor may you 

attempt to improve your definition by explaining ‘individual 
chaiaeters to be those characters which are euch—i. e., between 
which there ,s no relation. For this imposes on you the task 

of distinctly explaining what constitutes individual character of 
that kind (and this you are unable to do). 

(237). And further, (if the opposition meant by vou were 

not img more than incapability of co-existence), what difference 

would there be between the opposition of the generic character 
of the cow and the generic character of the horse on one hand 

and the opposition between negation and its counterentity, on 
e other hand? And moreover, how could opposition'thus 

understood meet cases where there actually is a valid cognition 
of the co-existence of Negation and its counter-entity (as in 
the case of a swiftly moving chariot which, at any moment 

we cognize as being and as not being in contact with some’ 
pom o space); and when there is such a valid cognition, why 

rfiould the Log,can seek to establish the opposition by other 
methods (by the explanation e. g., that the contact is with one 
point of space, and the non-contact with another.,,-considering 
that the actual ex.stence of the valid cognition (vie., in tJle give® 

instance, of contact and non-contact existing together) proves 
tha the contrary not.on (of the two not being capable of co-exist- 

‘ng oL!"4 Va'd (and bence nep'1 not be established at all' 
(238.) [The Logician now takes up the thread of the argu¬ 

ment set forth by the Vedantin in para. 234, that if the 

counter-entities of absolute Negation and mutual Negation were 

Relation (samsarga) and Identity (tadntniya) respectively no 

jcgatmn at all would be possible of jars and the like things] 

Hie two negations, he says, are the negations not of mere 
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Relation and Identity, but of those two as qualified by Cor along 

with) the jar and the like ; and an affirmation or negation winch 

is thus quali fied can never be without taking in the qualifica¬ 

tion also (as e. <7., the jar). This explanation also we 

reply, is not open to you. For if the negation of something 

that has a certain qualification is the negation of tl,at qualifica¬ 

tion also, the negation of the identity of relation will also be the 

negation of relation; and thus the objection we urged against 

you (para. 225) sticks to you all the more tenaciously.-' 

But, the Logician will perhaps say, the negation of relation 
(to the generic character of Remembrance) which I referred to 

(as characteristic of anubhuti) is such as does not have identity 

for its counter-entity (and hence even though the negation of the 

identity of the relation to the generic character of Remembi ance 

might belong to Remembrance, it would not matter), and similar y 

the negation of identity may be conceived as that which does 

not have relation for its counter-entity. But this also cannot 

be admitted; for in that case, in the first place, the negation of 

the relation of identity, as well as the negation of the identity 

of relation, would be totally different kinds of negation ; and 

secondly, your assertion would mean that ‘ what is to be regarded 

as the negation of Relation is that negation of Relation which is 

not the negation of Identity’; and in this the second qualifying 

samsarga] would be quite superfluous (as this would be the same 

as saying that the negation of relation is that negation which etc.); 

and thus while aiming at adding to your definition of Direct 

Apprehension something further, in the shape of ‘ negation of 

Relation’ you finally come to lose even the expression ‘negation 

of relation.’ Then again, in this explanation of yours, the denial 

of the negation of identity would apply to the negation of 

identity also. For [you define the ‘ negation of-Relation ’ simply 

f«it had ^been argued above (p«ra. 225) by tbe VedSntm that if direct 

apprehension (avvbhuti) Tvere defined na that Tvl.icli impliee the negation of 

relation to the generic character of Remembrance, then, inasmuch as Negation 

of the identity of the relation to the generic character of Remembrance is 

present in Remembrance also, the above definition would apply to Remembrance 

also And now the Logician himself asserts that the negation of the identity 

of Nation is the same ns the negation of relation. 
the qualification which is inserted by the Logician to the end of 

excluding the definition from Remembrance. 
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as that which is not the negation of identity; but this cannot 

serve to exclude the negation of Identity, because] we never 

can have a valid cognition of the form 1 the negation of Identity 

is the negation of Identity’ [and unless we have this cognition, 

the definition of 4 Negation of Relation * will apply to the negation 

of Identity also]. The cognition is impossible because the 

co-ordination of subject and predicate in a judgment has a 

meaning only when there is some difference of character between 

the two, as e.gin the judgment * the lotus is blue.’ But in the 

case of the judgment in which ‘Negation of Identity’ is subject 

as well as Predicate, no co-ordination is possible; and hence 

your definition of 4 Negation of Relation ’ will unduly extend to 

the 4 Negation of Identity’ also. What, moreover, would be that 

other thing residing in all negations of Identity of which the 

* negation of Identity ’ could be predicated (in the assertion 

1 Negation of Identity is negation of Identity,/? If that tiling were 

mere Negation, the assertion would assume the form 4 Negation 

of Identity is Negation’; and this would be far too wide (as 

including all kinds of negation); and if any particular 4 negation 

of Identity ’ were that with regard to which the 4 negation of 

Identity ’ were meant to be predicated, then all other particular 

4 negations of Identity ’ would have to be regarded as 4 Negation's 

of Relation.’ 

(239) . The above reasoning applies to all definitions where 

other things are sought to be excluded by the addition of the 

clause 4 other than the thing to be defined.’ For 

* Just as you do not predicate of any thing the negation of 

that thing, so you cannot predicate the thing of itself ; for valid 

co-ordination stands in need of some difference of character.’ (29). 

4 And if the thing were predicated of itself in some other form 

(either of greater* or lesser extension/, then, on the supposition 

of that form also, you will be met by the same difficulties afe 

pointed out above ’ (30). 

[If this 4 form’ is of greater extension than the thing defined, 

the definition becomes too wide; if it is of less extension, it 

does not take in all the individual things sought to be defined.] 

(240) . Again (if the 4 negation of relation’ is defined as 

that negation which does not ha\ ) Identity for its counter-entity), 

the negation of relation of tbe 4 negation of Identity ’ would also 
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Relation and Identity, but of those two as qualified by Cor along 

with) the jar and the like ; and an affirmation or negation winch 

is thus quali fied can never be without taking in the qualifica¬ 

tion also (as e. <7., the jar). This explanation also we 

reply, is not open to you. For if the negation of something 

that has a certain qualification is the negation of tl,at qualifica¬ 

tion also, the negation of the identity of relation will also be the 

negation of relation; and thus the objection we urged against 

you (para. 225) sticks to you all the more tenaciously.-' 

But, the Logician will perhaps say, the negation of relation 
(to the generic character of Remembrance) which I referred to 

(as characteristic of anubhuti) is such as does not have identity 

for its counter-entity (and hence even though the negation of the 

identity of the relation to the generic character of Remembi ance 

might belong to Remembrance, it would not matter), and similar y 

the negation of identity may be conceived as that which does 

not have relation for its counter-entity. But this also cannot 

be admitted; for in that case, in the first place, the negation of 

the relation of identity, as well as the negation of the identity 

of relation, would be totally different kinds of negation ; and 

secondly, your assertion would mean that ‘ what is to be regarded 

as the negation of Relation is that negation of Relation which is 

not the negation of Identity’; and in this the second qualifying 

samsarga] would be quite superfluous (as this would be the same 

as saying that the negation of relation is that negation which etc.); 

and thus while aiming at adding to your definition of Direct 

Apprehension something further, in the shape of ‘ negation of 

Relation’ you finally come to lose even the expression ‘negation 

of relation.’ Then again, in this explanation of yours, the denial 

of the negation of identity would apply to the negation of 

identity also. For [you define the ‘ negation of-Relation ’ simply 
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present in Remembrance also, the above definition would apply to Remembrance 
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of Nation is the same ns the negation of relation. 
the qualification which is inserted by the Logician to the end of 

excluding the definition from Remembrance. 
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as that which is not the negation of identity; but this cannot 

serve to exclude the negation of Identity, because] we never 

can have a valid cognition of the form 1 the negation of Identity 

is the negation of Identity’ [and unless we have this cognition, 

the definition of 4 Negation of Relation * will apply to the negation 

of Identity also]. The cognition is impossible because the 

co-ordination of subject and predicate in a judgment has a 

meaning only when there is some difference of character between 

the two, as e.gin the judgment * the lotus is blue.’ But in the 

case of the judgment in which ‘Negation of Identity’ is subject 

as well as Predicate, no co-ordination is possible; and hence 

your definition of 4 Negation of Relation ’ will unduly extend to 

the 4 Negation of Identity’ also. What, moreover, would be that 

other thing residing in all negations of Identity of which the 

* negation of Identity ’ could be predicated (in the assertion 

1 Negation of Identity is negation of Identity,/? If that tiling were 

mere Negation, the assertion would assume the form 4 Negation 

of Identity is Negation’; and this would be far too wide (as 

including all kinds of negation); and if any particular 4 negation 

of Identity ’ were that with regard to which the 4 negation of 

Identity ’ were meant to be predicated, then all other particular 

4 negations of Identity ’ would have to be regarded as 4 Negation's 

of Relation.’ 

(239) . The above reasoning applies to all definitions where 

other things are sought to be excluded by the addition of the 

clause 4 other than the thing to be defined.’ For 

* Just as you do not predicate of any thing the negation of 

that thing, so you cannot predicate the thing of itself ; for valid 

co-ordination stands in need of some difference of character.’ (29). 

4 And if the thing were predicated of itself in some other form 

(either of greater* or lesser extension/, then, on the supposition 

of that form also, you will be met by the same difficulties afe 

pointed out above ’ (30). 

[If this 4 form’ is of greater extension than the thing defined, 

the definition becomes too wide; if it is of less extension, it 

does not take in all the individual things sought to be defined.] 

(240) . Again (if the 4 negation of relation’ is defined as 

that negation which does not ha\ ) Identity for its counter-entity), 

the negation of relation of tbe 4 negation of Identity ’ would also 
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be excluded (i. it would not be regarded as a ‘negation of 

relation,*' as it would have identit)' as a factor of its counter- 

entity). Should the opponent reply that, inasmuch as he 

does not admit any such further negation as the ‘ negation of 

relation* of the ‘ negation of Identity * (such negation of a nega¬ 

tion leading to an infinite regress), the stated objection cannot 

be brought forward on the basis of any such negation ;—we 

meet this by pointing out that according to this view he could 

not accept the negation of Identity of the negation of Identity 

(i. <*,, he could not speak of anything as not identical with the 

negation of Identity); and how then could any distinction be 

made between the ‘ negation of relation’ and the 1 negation of 

Identity,’ on the ground of the former not having ‘ Identity * 

for its counter-entity ; since all distinction implies negation of 

Identity ? The opponent will perhaps reply—‘ the negation 

of Identity’ of 4 the negation of Identity ’ really is nothing more 

than the latter itself ; and on this we may, in an altogether un¬ 

exceptionable way, base our conceptions of distinction between 

the different kinds of negation (without any infinite regress 

being had recourse'to). Well, we reply, if such is the case, 

we may, with equal validity, make the same assertion with regard 

to * the negation of relation ’ of ‘ the negation of Identity.* 

(241). [Page 214.] Then again, when you say that the 

negation of relation is that negation which does not have 

‘ Identity* for its counter-entity, you thereby deny all negation 

that has Identity for its counter-entity ; and this would come 

to mean that the 4 negation of relation ’ is of the nature of 

4 Identity ’ itself; for as the two negations destroy each other 

like Sunda and Upasunda (who slew each other), the result 

will be the firm establishment of Identity. And in this 

unqualified 4 Identity ’ the whole world will be, included ; and 

as that which you understand by 4 negation of relation’ is 

also a part of the world, this your 4 negation' of relation’ will 

identify itself with the 4 negation of Identity’; and* thus all 

your efforts towards the specification of Negations turn out to 

be entirely futile and ridiculous. It is an astonishing result 

indeed that the objection urged against your unspecified defini¬ 

tion applies with equal force to the definition when specified or 

qualified. 
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'242^ Let me then, the opponent resumes, propound the 

o owing question: When we say • the pillar is not the negation 

of the jar, does this mean that.the pillar is identical with the 

jar . The answer can be a decided negative only, for the fol¬ 

lowing obvious reason. If the whole world were nothing else 

bu either jar’ or ‘not-jar,’ then no doubt the denial of the 

pillars being the negation of the jar would uecessarily mean 

that the pillar is the jar; but since as a matter of fact there are 

other things also, e. g., pillars, no such thing follows. 

(243). Tins is not so, we reply. Though besides the jar 

and the non-jar there are other things, such as pieces of 

c ot i, pi ars, etc., yet no things whatever lie outside the 

sphere of what is covered by ‘Identity' and ‘the negation 

o Identity ; for Identity (anyonya) without any qualifica- 

lon includes the whole world; and when this Identity 

(which includes the whole world) is negatived (by ‘negation of 

identity), the negation of this negation—which according to 

you constitutes the character of the ‘Negation of Relation’ 

would come to include the entire world. Specially consider that 

when it is affirmed that the jar is identical with (is the very 

Self of) the cloth, the Identity here asserted is not something 

apart from the very nature of the jar itself. If Identity were 

held to be a certain property, otherwise termed ‘ non-difference ’ 

(ahheda;, which (in the judgment ‘ the jar is not the cloth ’) 

would be denied with reference to the two things jar and doth 

(so that the ‘ negation of Identity ’ would be only a properly of 

the world, and not the world itself)—in that case the negation 

would be one of ‘ relation ’ and not of ‘ Identity.’ We, there¬ 

fore, conclude that the entire world is included in ‘ unqualified 

Identity, and that there is no room for any other alternative. 

(244). [Page 217.] It, further, would, on your view, not 

be true that, when the jar is denied, its negation is affirmed, 

and when the negation of the jar is denied, the jar is affirmed ; 

since according to you there exists something further (than jar 

and non-jar). Or, even if the above were allowed, the assertion 

the pillar is not the non-jar,’ would mean nothing else but ‘ the 

jar is identical with the pillar,’ and thus the difficulty which you 

put forward against us (para. 242) falls upon your own head. 

I'or that difficulty can be overcomo only on the basis of a 

Kh. 129. 
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be excluded (i. it would not be regarded as a ‘negation of 

relation,*' as it would have identit)' as a factor of its counter- 

entity). Should the opponent reply that, inasmuch as he 
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qualified. 
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distinction between the ‘ negation of relation and the negation 

of Identity ’ ; and so far this distinction is not established. 

(245) . For the above reasons it also cannot be maintained 

that the difference between the two kinds of negation should be 

admitted on the ground of experience (or ‘ consciousness ; 

pratiti). [For our proof that the things are not distinct at once 

disposes of the attempt to establish their distinctness on the 

ground of difference of ideas]. And then again, as the ‘ negation’ 

and the ‘ thing negatived ’ (i. e., the jar and the negation of.the 

jar) are mutually contradictory, and as you are incapable to 

establish a differentiating specilication regarding this law of 

mutual contradiction (which would make it applicable to one 

kind of negation and not to another), it remains an unshaken 

law that the negation of the one correlate implies the affirma¬ 

tion of the other ; and thus the negation of the ‘ negation, of 

Identity ’ beyond dispute implies the affirmation of ‘ Identity. 

(246) . As to myself the principle of ‘ non-explicability’ 

(‘non-definability’) serves as an adamantine armour, easily 

warding off the ‘ arrows’ of objections based on ideas and the 

practical requirements of life [consciousness and practical life 

alike being alleged to demand the recognition of a real difference 

between absolute and mutual negation]. My theory is that 

the world, being established by immediate experience, is some¬ 

thing other than an absolute non-entity (of which there is no 

experience at all) ; but that although on this account being 

(sattca) must be allowed to it, it yet is sublated (by reflexion), 

and hence must be held to be 'not either real or absolutely non¬ 

existent but) * indefinable’ (unirvachaniyu). 

(247) . The distinction between the two kinds of negation, 

which is so constantly asserted on the ground of being a fact of 

consciousness, thus falls to the ground altogether ; for the 

impossibility of giving a rational account of the distinction of 

the counter-entities of these negations (*. e., the things negated) 

implies that the distinction as met with in consciousness has to 

be rejected. And— 
< as the distinction of these counter-entities can be estab¬ 

lished only on the bas'r of the distinction between the two kinds 

of negation—mutual negation and absolute, negation—, who can 

remedy the ‘ vicious circle ’ here presenting itself ? (31). 
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(G) [Nor caw Direct Apprehension be defined as * that in which 

there is absolutely the absence of the character of Remembrance.’ 

For the mere addition of the word ‘ absolutely * does not free the 

definition from the objections put forward in paras. 222 et. seq.] 

^248). The Opponent now 6tates his definition of Direct 

Apprehension (anubhava} in a somewhat changed from:—4 Direct 

Apprehension is that in which there is absolutely leva) the ab¬ 

sence of the character of Remembrance. * But this does not 

improve matters. For what is the further point expressed by 

4 eva* ? It cannot be said to preclude the presence of the cha¬ 

racter of Remembrance, for this is already effected by the word 

‘absence *; negation of presence and absence meaning exactly the 

same thing. Should it be said that the word eva serves to pre¬ 

clude the co-abidance (in anubhava) of the presence of smj-ititva,— 

we rejoin that this also is sufficiently expressed by the simple 

definition ^without the addition of eva). Moreover tbe negation 

of Identity (of the co:abidance of the presence of smrititva) 

would reside in Remembrance also ; for surely Remembrance is 

not * the co-abidance of the said presence’ (and thus tbe definition 

would not exclude Remembrance.) Consider also that as you 

admit, in Remembrance, the presence (of tbe character of Re¬ 

membrance) as well as the absence (i.e.y the negation of Identity 

of the character of Remembrance), you-thereby also admit the 

negation of the said co-abidance [and hence your definition fails 

to exclude Remembrance]. And further also consider that two 

negations are mutually destructive [and that hence the expres¬ 

sion 4 the negation of the co-abidance, etc./ means in simple 

language that where there is the character of Remembrance, 

there the negation of that character is not; and this is tanta¬ 

mount to the, manifestly futile, assertion 4 where the character 

of Remembrance exists, there it exists*]. From tbe circumstance 

that in one substratum, e. g.y fire, colour and taste do not co-exist, 

it does not follow that they cannot co-exist anywhere [and in the 

same manner, the fact that the character of Remembrance and 

the negation of that character do not co-exist in Direct Appre¬ 

hension furnishes no reason why they should not co-exist in an¬ 

other substratum, e.g.y Remembrance ; and hence there,would be 
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nothing incongruous in applying the definition to Remembrance 

also.] 

(249) . [Page 220.] But, our Opponent rejoins, when we 

actually find that the negation and non-negation (i. e. the ‘nega¬ 

tion of Identity 1 and its counter-entity) can Co-abide in the same 

substrate, it cannot be proved that they are mutually destructive 

[and lienee the said ‘ negation of co-abidance* cannot reside in 

Remembrance]. But in that case your own wish will be the 

only authority for giving the names 4 negation * and ‘ non-nega¬ 

tion * to such co-existent things, and not to Colour and Taste, 

which also are co-existent in some cases. 0 But, the Oppo¬ 

nent explains, in the case of Colour and Taste we observe that 

they are not mutually destructive, and hence—in as much as in 

certain substrates, e. g.f Fire, one of them does not exist, we 

can regard them as non-co-existent; such however is not the case 

with the Negation and its counter-entity, (i. e., 4 the character of 

Remembrance* and the 4 negation of Identity of that character* 

which being mutually destructive are yet found to co-exist in 

Remembrance and so cannot be regarded as not-co-existcnt). 

In that case then, we rejoin, all that would be necessary for the 

non-co-existence of two tilings would be their not being mutually 

destructive; and this would mean that the absence of this fact, 

{viz., of the two things being mutually destructive) is the condi¬ 

tion necessary for their being regarded as co-existent; and this 

would lead to the conclusion that Colour and Taste (which are 

not mutually sublatory) can never co-exist (in any substrate) ! 

and that negation and its counter-entity can never be co-exist- 

ent! 

(250) . [Page 222]. 4 What I mean,’ the Opponent here may 

possibly say, 4 is that Direct Apprehension is that wherein there 

is always and necessarily the non-co-existence of the character 

of Remembrance [and this does not apply to Remembrance 

which is not always such].’ But this also, we reply, will not 

serve your purpose; because in this case also it will be as 

* According to you • negation of Identity ' and its ‘counter-entity’ are 

found to co-exist in some cases, not in all. Similarly Colour and Taste co¬ 

exist in some substrates, not in all. Why then should the terms ‘ Negation ’ 

and 4 Non-negation,’ which you apply to the former, not bo applied to tho lattor 

also ? 
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difficult for you to give a satisfactory explanation of era (always 

and necessarily) as on the previous occasion (para. 248). In 
the same manner we have also to reject the view that-" the 

negation meant is a peculiar kind of negation, (viz., absolute 

negation) which ca'n never abide in the same substrate as its 

counter-entity (and the absolute negation of the character of 

Remembrance can never co-exist with Remembrance ; although 

the ‘ negation of the Identity ’ of that character can).” This posi¬ 

tion is untenable because the peculiar character of tins Negation 

also is.to be inferred only from the fact (hat it does not co-exist 
with its counter-entity—even though it be similar to other kinds 

of negation in being the denial of something capable of exist¬ 

ence ; and we have already shown that the absence of co-exist¬ 

ence is equally present in the other kind of negation also [and 
thus no distinction has yet been established between the two 

kinds of negation-absolute Negation and Negation of Identity.] 

The Opponent may here put forward the explanation that 

the* peculiar character of absolute Negation is established by 

the fact that it is only with regard to this Negation that we 

have the actual cognition of the impossibility of co-existence. 

But even admitting this, the fact of being co-existent-to which 

the cognition relates-is found to reside in Remembrance also 

(which has been shown to be non-co-existent with the character 

of Remembrance). Should the Opponent explain that ‘ Direct 

Apprehension is that wherein we have that Negation of the 

character of Remembrance which is other than the legation of 

Identity ’—he lays himself open to all the objections which we 

have already brought forward against the definition of Direct 

Apprehension being * that which is different from Remem¬ 

brance.’ Farther discussion of this topic is needless. 

(251). The first of the alternatives set forth (in para. 223) 

having thus been disposed of, we shall now show that the second 

and third alternatives also cannot be accepted, viz., (b) that 

' being devoid of the character of Remembrance ’ means ‘ having 

the character of a substrate which has the character of Remem¬ 

brance for its counter-entity’ ; or fc) that means ‘ the Cognition 

of the character of this substrate.’* The fact is that the objec¬ 

tions which we have put forward agai ist the first alternative 

• Both these views are held by the Prsbhjkaras. 
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difficult for you to give a satisfactory explanation of era (always 

and necessarily) as on the previous occasion (para. 248). In 
the same manner we have also to reject the view that-" the 

negation meant is a peculiar kind of negation, (viz., absolute 

negation) which ca'n never abide in the same substrate as its 

counter-entity (and the absolute negation of the character of 

Remembrance can never co-exist with Remembrance ; although 

the ‘ negation of the Identity ’ of that character can).” This posi¬ 

tion is untenable because the peculiar character of tins Negation 

also is.to be inferred only from the fact (hat it does not co-exist 
with its counter-entity—even though it be similar to other kinds 

of negation in being the denial of something capable of exist¬ 

ence ; and we have already shown that the absence of co-exist¬ 

ence is equally present in the other kind of negation also [and 
thus no distinction has yet been established between the two 

kinds of negation-absolute Negation and Negation of Identity.] 

The Opponent may here put forward the explanation that 

the* peculiar character of absolute Negation is established by 

the fact that it is only with regard to this Negation that we 

have the actual cognition of the impossibility of co-existence. 

But even admitting this, the fact of being co-existent-to which 

the cognition relates-is found to reside in Remembrance also 

(which has been shown to be non-co-existent with the character 

of Remembrance). Should the Opponent explain that ‘ Direct 

Apprehension is that wherein we have that Negation of the 

character of Remembrance which is other than the legation of 

Identity ’—he lays himself open to all the objections which we 

have already brought forward against the definition of Direct 

Apprehension being * that which is different from Remem¬ 

brance.’ Farther discussion of this topic is needless. 

(251). The first of the alternatives set forth (in para. 223) 

having thus been disposed of, we shall now show that the second 

and third alternatives also cannot be accepted, viz., (b) that 

' being devoid of the character of Remembrance ’ means ‘ having 

the character of a substrate which has the character of Remem¬ 

brance for its counter-entity’ ; or fc) that means ‘ the Cognition 

of the character of this substrate.’* The fact is that the objec¬ 
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apply to these view* also, with equal force; in as much as 

according Ko you the conditions of the 'Negation of Identity' 

would be exactly the same as those of the ordinary (absolute) 

Negation. [And hence, as according to you Absolute Negation 

is nothing more than the particular substrate in which the coun¬ 

ter-entity is not present; so the ‘Negation of Identity* also 

would be nothing more than one of the counter-entities, ,or else 

the Cognition of it; and hence as the ‘ Negation of Identity* of 

the character of Remembrance would reside in 1 Remembrance ’ 

also, the definition given in, accordance with those alternatives 

also would apply to ' Remembrance.'] 

(252). The Opponent now proceeds to give a different in¬ 

terpretation of samsargabhava (absolute negation). We have 

^the absolute Negation of the character of Remembrance in a 

thing to which that character is denied as having any relation. 

Where, on the other hand, that character is only denied to be 

identical with the thing, we have not absolute Negation, but 

Negation of Identity. And it is not this latter negation which 

we mean by the negation appearing in our definition of Direct 

Apprehension ; it is the former, i. e., Negation absolute, which 

is meant. But this explanation also will not stand scrutiny. 

For what, we ask, do you mean by the instrumental termination 

in the word sarpsargitaijU { ‘as having relationship *) ? (1) Does 

that termination express a characteristic feature (lak>ana) ? (2) 

Or does it mean accompaniment only ? Or is it used as one of 

the kUrakas only,*. g.s the instrument ? 0 The first of these al¬ 

ternatives is not possible ; for the definition then might mean 

the ‘ Negation of Identity * of the character of Remembrance 

qualified by the character of being related ; and (as this would 

apply to Remembrance also) the main objection thus would 

remain in force. Nor can the second alternative be accepted': 

You cannot deny that in Remembrance there is the negation of 

• 

&fAccording to (lj tho definition would mean ‘ there is negation of that 
character of Remembrance which is qualified by the character of being related 

according to <2) ‘there is negation of the character of rtcmcmbranco together 
with the character of being related;’ according to (3) ‘there is negation 

tthich is brought about by the instrumentality of the character of being related.' 
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.. _.ftf nf tho character of Remembrance along with the charac- 

! Jie- „laud[and thus the objection remains]. Nor last y, 

i I 'm alternative be maintained j for atalnte Nfl* »» 

“ofsom that can be produced, • and it ..absolute 

2 “ ll‘t you are concerned with. [And hence the clumtc 

«r„“ W., related cannot be spoken o! a, instrumental to- 

wards bringing about that negation.] 

,253). Should .ho Opponent rejoin that the instrumental 

endin'* (in samenryita.„») denote, manner or method 

11 on him to explain, what he means by method. He n y 

“*7,1,eLd is just method ; but this -ill not do; tor unless 

P 7 _ n i 0 ci0es not understand a thing, you give a real 

“* explanation of the thing by itself), yon 

cannot prove to him that it excludes anything (which you maiu- 

lU, instrumental ending to do). Were your proceed,ug 

allowed the consequence would be that no enquirer would ever 

; real definition , if somebody asked you wbat is a ,ar ?- 

r.Ti Ji tL an Opponent oi your, slionhl assert thatyour 

J“ , I mu nmenui termination denoting method » not 

right "and yon should ask him ‘ what is the objection' ? -1'* 

TZJt could be expected ot him by replying the objection 

is neither more nor less than an objection. 

HI) [It has been shown that Direct Apprehension cannot 

be defined in a general way as that which has not the character 

of Remembrance. In the same manner it cube shown that 

we cannot define it as being without this or th.a par 

characteristic of Remembrance; for the simp e reasf’n 1 

is not possible to mention any characteristic feature of Remem¬ 

brance ; that is, it is not possible to define Remembrance.] 

(254). The same arguments set forth so far to prove that 

Direct Apprehension cannot be defined as that which » devoid 

of the character of Remembrance, prove also that it cannot be 

defined as that which is devoid. o£ any other characteristic 

»it is only dhuamsa tliat. can bo produced. 
Kh. 135. 
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feature of Remembrance. One may define Remembrance as 1 the 

cognition of that which has been previously cognized *; but this 

definition will extend to all so-called 4 stream-cognitions,’ (t.e., 

series of closely successive cognitions in which each member is 

exactly like the preceding one). Or again, Remembrance may be 

defined as that recognition which is dependent or relative—the 

dependence or relation consisting therein that for the specification 

of its object (the thing remembered), it depends on, or refers to, 

a previous cognition of that object. But this definition also 

does not stand the test; for on it the character of Remembrance 

will have to be allowed to the idea of the that which enters into 

all recognition (* In is thing is that thing which I cognized on a 

previous occasion ’). You will say that there is no harm if it be 

so. But then we meet you by pointing out that in that case all 

Recognition would consist of two independent factors—one 

of Direct Apprehension referring to this, and one of Remem¬ 

brance, referring to that; and as thus the two objects would 

be apprehended by two distinct acts of cognition, by what cog¬ 

nition would the identity of the two objects be apprehended? 

(and it is just this identity of the this and the that which con¬ 

stitutes the object of Recognition). And thus you would lay 

yourself open to the objection set forth by us before. A third 

definition of Remembrance may be given :—‘ Remembrance is 

cognition produced by impressions alone.’ But this we reject 

on the ground that the characteristic mentioned is a quite im¬ 

possible one, in as much as all kinds of cognition (including 

Remembrance) are due-to certain aggregates of causes (the Self, 

the internal organ, the contact of the two, etc.) [And thus there 

can be no cognition due to impressions only]. A fourth 

definition may be given :—* Remembrance is that cognition in the 

bringing about of which impressions are the special distinctive 

cause.' But this definition would apply also to the recognition 

of one’s self (the judgment of personal identity) which expresses 

itself in the form ‘ I am that (person I was before)’ (which has 

no other peculiar cause but an impression); and as regards the 

contact of the Self and the internal organ this is common to all 

cognitions. [Hence impressions alone might he regarded as the 

peculiar cause, but this is found in the case of\Recognit'»r>n n* 
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Remembrance, (viz., impressions) only if we could form the 

comprehensive conception of one generic entity ‘ Remembrance’ 

which would be the effect of that cause; but so far you have not 

been able to establish the existence of such a generic entity and 

hence you cannot ascertain its cause. And further, if you were 

to succeed in explaining the character of that generic entity, that 

explanation itself would at once supply the definition of Remem¬ 

brance, and there would be no further occasion foi that definition 

of yours which we are at present criticizing. The Bhattas 

finally make the following distinction:—‘Direct Apprehension 

(anubhdia) is that cognition through which the object is rendered 

cognized; Remembrance is that cognition through which that 

which teas cognized before is rendered cognized.’ But on these 

definitions the character of Remembrance will have to be 

allowed to such inferential cognitions as ‘ the thing is already 

known,’ or ‘ the thing will be known, etc.,’ (where that which is 

cognized already is cognized through the Inference.) 

(255.) [Page 228.] Thus then we conclude that it is not 

possible to distinguish Remembrance (from Direct Apprehension) 

—(1) either on the ground of the different character of its 

object; for the same object would belong also to the Direct 

/Apprehension arising from the verbal assertion of that definition 

of Remembrance ;—* (2) or on the ground of their respective 

causes and effects ; since of such causes and effects no previous 

comprehensive conception can be formed(3) or on the 

ground of the idea that the two constitute distinct generic 

entities or classes ; since we have shown that the two classes 

would overlap. 

(256). Nor can we accept the fourth alternative definition 

of Direct Apprehension * given in para 179, viz., that it is ‘ that 

kind of cognition the specific cause of which is such as to come 

into existence just before the cognition.’ For unless we know 

the distinctive character of the effect (Remembrance;, how can 

we ascertain the cause ? and wherein are we to cognize the 

specific character 'of the effect) ? 

* On the distinction referred to Remembrance will be defined as 4 that 

v l ich ai^rcborj-ds an object already apprehended/ But this verbal asse rtion 

0,80 causos the apprehension of such au object, and hence would also have to 
tnlr/ r;. .’. • : -,l a - • 1 •• membra ncc/ 
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1 [Having proved the. inadequacy of the definition 

‘ ia{tvanubii\Hib prama * by showing that neither (nor 
anubhuti can be satisfactorily defined, the author now proceeds 

to consider the said definition of prama as a whole.] 

(257.) [Page 229.] And, further, the Logician is not only 

incapable to give an account of the meaning and the distinctive 

function of each of the terms of the definition (‘ tattoanubhutil} 

prama'); we shall show, in addition, that there are objections to 

the definition as a whole. The definition * Right cognition is 

the direct apprehension of the real nature of things ’ would 

include, under the category of valid knowledge, those cognitions 

also which happen to be right by mere chance, as the cognilion 

referring to the ‘crow and the palm tree. ’ ° Such cognitions 

take place not unfrequently. A man nmy, e. g., close his hand 

over five shells and ask ‘ how many shells are in my hand ? *— 

the person asked, by the merest fluke, gives the right reply 

‘ there are five *; this being due to mere fortuitous coincidence 

as in ‘ the case of the goat and the sword.’f But as the (true) 

cognition of five is in the mind of the questioner and the person 

questioned, this also might be classed as a case of prama. 

It would not be excluded by the term ‘ true nature * or ‘ true 

condition * of things (tattva) in the definition ; for as the number 

is ideally five the cognition cannot be called (unreal or false.) 

Nor would it be excluded by the word anubhuti (direct appre¬ 

hension)\ for it is a cognition, a something not previously 

cognized, and hence destitute of the characteristic feature of 

Remembrance. Nor can it be argued that there being nothing 

to corroborate the cognition in question, it must be held to be 

a mere 1 doubt * in the speaker’s mind ; the statement of one 

* A crow alights on a palm tree just at the moment when one of the fruits 

of the tree, being thoroughly ripe, is about to detach itself from the tree and 
fall. A spectator concludes that the falling of the fruit is caused by the con¬ 

tact of tree and bird. This happens to bo true in the given particular ease, 

and the cognition though not generally valid thus might bo classed as prama 

as defined above. 
[A goat rubs itself against a pillar from which a sword is loosely suspend¬ 

ed ; the sword falls and cuts the goat's throat. That tho rubbing of its 
body against the pillar causes tho death of tho goat is a mere chance 

coincidence. 
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alternative only being like tlie ease of the cultivator.0 For 

the two cases are not parallel; in as much as (lie thought in 

the cultivator s mind must be viewed as a case of undoubting 

certainty as to one alternative; when all the requisite conditions 

are present lie really feels certain with regard to the goodness 

of the harvest. Otherwise (i. if we allowed that certainty 

as to one of several possible alternatives has to be classed as 

doubt; in other words if certainty were classed as doubt), real 

doubts might, on their part, be viewed as the combination of 

certainties with regard to several alternatives ! Nor finally can 

the cognitions under discussion (i. e., those cognitions which 

happen to be right by mere chance) be declared to be truly valid 

cognition (pra»ict), since they cannot be included in perception 

or any other kind of valid cognition. 

(25S.) [Page 231] The Opponent now may suggest that 

the definition should be amplified by the specification flint cog¬ 

nitions to be valid (prama) must be produced by instruments 

of cognition which never go astray (are unfailingly correct;. 

But then, we point out, the word tattra (reality) becomes quite 

useless. Moreover, you are not able to contend that those 

cognitions discussed above, which turn out to be right by chance, 

are produced by faulty instrumentality (and hence the definition 

now proposed does not exclude them from prama). If you were 

to maintain this, you would thereby admit the possibility of 

correct cognitions being brought about by faulty instruments ; 

for the correctness of the cognition would not come about with¬ 

out some instrumentality ; since, if this were so, (lie absence of 

4 determining agency would give rise to a most confusing ex¬ 

tension of the principle (for, if no specific cause were required 

for such chance cognition, they might arise at any time and any 

p aceg And as these cognitions are as a matter of fact correct 

you are bound by an instrumentality which is definitely and 

* The cutivator at bottom doubts whether the harvest will be goodornof 

hu all the same he Confidently asserts that it will be good, .4intl.ee!"� 
'Micl**r discussion u nii-ht 1m; said that alMimin-i. . 1 

flonfiflenco. that the fittest loner's h-nul hoi C r ' * i^i m,ly w,th aPl)arent 

--—~•.* „ ° % * -.. 

Kh. 139. 
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exclusively connected with correct cognition. ‘ What is that 

instrumentality ?’— the Opponent asks. It is your business, 

we reply, to give the answer to this question ! And the answer 

must be such that the cognitions under discussion may be 

included in the well-known group of valid cognitions. Or else, 

you should try to exclude it from that group by a general 

definition of right cognition. [And this is not possible, in the 

case of those chance cognitions which happen to turn out right.] t 

f259). [Page 232.] Similar cases of cognitions being right 

by chance are to be met with in the sphere of Inference. The 

cognition of a certain subject of a conclusion (as e. g‘ fire on a 

mountain) which is founded on a false reason (e. g > fog which 

is mistaken for smoke), may be correct, in as much as, by 

chance, the mountain may have fire as well as smoke (in addition 

to the fog) or fire alone. This cognition would indeed not be 

right in so far as relating to the probans (i. e., the fog which is 

mistaken for smoke); nor would it be right with regard to the 

1 subject’ of the conclusion as possessing that ‘mark’ ; yet as far 

as the fire-factor of the subject is concerned—viewed either by 

itself or as possessing a ‘mark’ other than the one perceived 

—the cognition relating to the fire must, under the aforesaid 

conditions, be held to be right or valid. Hence on the basis of 

this cognition also (which will have to be included in the cate¬ 

gory of right cognliion\ there is no escape for you from the 

aforesaid objection. Tt might possibly be argued that as the 

inferential cognition in question is brought about by a wrong 

instrumentality, the object of the cognition must be something 

other than the real fire on the mountain (and that hence the 

cognition is not one of the reality of things). But, we rejoin, 

although the individual object of cognition may be other (in as 

much as it is really not fire inferred from smoke), there is true 

cognition as far as the generic character of the object is concern¬ 

ed0 ; and consequently the objection remains in force. The 

Opponent may reply that since the special case, ?. c.t the subject 

and the reason of the special case of inference, (which is under 

discussion) falls under the category of the connexion of two 

generic entities, and since in the given instance the special 

* The cognition of fire in general is true ; for fire actually is present on 

tho hill. 
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connexion which presents itself to consciousness is unfounded 

(false), the generic fire also (which you hold to be truly cog¬ 

nized) must be false ; and that hence the objection urged does not 

hold good. But this also we cannot concede. For it must 

be admitted that even in cases where there is no cognition of 

individual character the individual is cognized in so far as it 

possesses generic character ; in a case, e.gwhere we are in doubt 

whether something belongs to T)evadatfca or to Yajiladatta, we yet 

cognize definitely that, it belongs, to a man. In fact, if in all 

cases of cognition of relations any individual case were to come 

in its purely individual character, it would be quite impossible 

to have any comprehensive notions of invariable concomitance 

(vifipti) and the like.0 Then again, (although we might admit 

tint you are right with regard to the cognition of individual 

things), in cases of wrong inferential cognition of generic 

entities (which although produced by a wrong instrument¬ 

ality, may happen to be right by chance),f there clearly 

is no room for assuming the cognition of any other individual 

(since a generic entity is one only, and cannot be looked upon 

as being itself an individual included in a higher genus : there 

is n > got vat oa of gotoa'). Should our Opponent, maintain that 

in this case also what is cognised is a generic character and 

its inherence in an individual ; both of which, (a. e., character 

and inherence) are other than what really exists (so that the 

cognition is not, as we maintain, substantially right, but 

false); then he, abandoning the anyntiitfthynti-vievr, lapses 

into ajsatkhyati.% It might possibly be argued that what 

tik-'s place in the case of the inferential cognition in question 

i-* that some special attribute of the generic entity is, 

erroneously identified with the generic character itself, ;gotra, 

• could never arrive at the vylpti ‘ wherever there is smoke there is 

®r<?* u.iles* we dropped all individual characteristics of particular fires and 
inoo^ea and formed pure general notions of the two. 

| As when a man mistaking some cloth tied round the neck of a cow for a 

dewlap, would infer therefrom the ‘ gotva ’ of tho aniuial; tho cognition of 
j ,t>i woald he right although brought about by a wrong instrumentality, 

t Compare, on these two philosophical views. Nijiyamitnjttri, p. 170 ot soq 

The anyathlkhy iti theory is the one held by the Logician ; but as the text 

remarks, his argumentation in the present case, as to tho nature cf inferences 

which are true by accident only, lands him in the asatkhyXti-theory. 
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exclusively connected with correct cognition. ‘ What is that 

instrumentality ?’— the Opponent asks. It is your business, 

we reply, to give the answer to this question ! And the answer 

must be such that the cognitions under discussion may be 

included in the well-known group of valid cognitions. Or else, 

you should try to exclude it from that group by a general 

definition of right cognition. [And this is not possible, in the 

case of those chance cognitions which happen to turn out right.] t 

f259). [Page 232.] Similar cases of cognitions being right 

by chance are to be met with in the sphere of Inference. The 

cognition of a certain subject of a conclusion (as e. g‘ fire on a 

mountain) which is founded on a false reason (e. g > fog which 

is mistaken for smoke), may be correct, in as much as, by 

chance, the mountain may have fire as well as smoke (in addition 

to the fog) or fire alone. This cognition would indeed not be 

right in so far as relating to the probans (i. e., the fog which is 

mistaken for smoke); nor would it be right with regard to the 

1 subject’ of the conclusion as possessing that ‘mark’ ; yet as far 

as the fire-factor of the subject is concerned—viewed either by 

itself or as possessing a ‘mark’ other than the one perceived 

—the cognition relating to the fire must, under the aforesaid 

conditions, be held to be right or valid. Hence on the basis of 

this cognition also (which will have to be included in the cate¬ 

gory of right cognliion\ there is no escape for you from the 

aforesaid objection. Tt might possibly be argued that as the 

inferential cognition in question is brought about by a wrong 

instrumentality, the object of the cognition must be something 

other than the real fire on the mountain (and that hence the 

cognition is not one of the reality of things). But, we rejoin, 

although the individual object of cognition may be other (in as 

much as it is really not fire inferred from smoke), there is true 

cognition as far as the generic character of the object is concern¬ 

ed0 ; and consequently the objection remains in force. The 

Opponent may reply that since the special case, ?. c.t the subject 

and the reason of the special case of inference, (which is under 

discussion) falls under the category of the connexion of two 

generic entities, and since in the given instance the special 

* The cognition of fire in general is true ; for fire actually is present on 

tho hill. 
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connexion which presents itself to consciousness is unfounded 

(false), the generic fire also (which you hold to be truly cog¬ 

nized) must be false ; and that hence the objection urged does not 

hold good. But this also we cannot concede. For it must 

be admitted that even in cases where there is no cognition of 

individual character the individual is cognized in so far as it 

possesses generic character ; in a case, e.gwhere we are in doubt 

whether something belongs to T)evadatfca or to Yajiladatta, we yet 

cognize definitely that, it belongs, to a man. In fact, if in all 

cases of cognition of relations any individual case were to come 

in its purely individual character, it would be quite impossible 

to have any comprehensive notions of invariable concomitance 

(vifipti) and the like.0 Then again, (although we might admit 

tint you are right with regard to the cognition of individual 

things), in cases of wrong inferential cognition of generic 

entities (which although produced by a wrong instrument¬ 

ality, may happen to be right by chance),f there clearly 

is no room for assuming the cognition of any other individual 

(since a generic entity is one only, and cannot be looked upon 

as being itself an individual included in a higher genus : there 

is n > got vat oa of gotoa'). Should our Opponent, maintain that 

in this case also what is cognised is a generic character and 

its inherence in an individual ; both of which, (a. e., character 

and inherence) are other than what really exists (so that the 

cognition is not, as we maintain, substantially right, but 

false); then he, abandoning the anyntiitfthynti-vievr, lapses 

into ajsatkhyati.% It might possibly be argued that what 

tik-'s place in the case of the inferential cognition in question 

i-* that some special attribute of the generic entity is, 

erroneously identified with the generic character itself, ;gotra, 

• could never arrive at the vylpti ‘ wherever there is smoke there is 

®r<?* u.iles* we dropped all individual characteristics of particular fires and 
inoo^ea and formed pure general notions of the two. 

| As when a man mistaking some cloth tied round the neck of a cow for a 

dewlap, would infer therefrom the ‘ gotva ’ of tho aniuial; tho cognition of 
j ,t>i woald he right although brought about by a wrong instrumentality, 

t Compare, on these two philosophical views. Nijiyamitnjttri, p. 170 ot soq 

The anyathlkhy iti theory is the one held by the Logician ; but as the text 

remarks, his argumentation in the present case, as to tho nature cf inferences 

which are true by accident only, lands him in the asatkhyXti-theory. 
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e.g.t being erroneously inferred, while all that really should 

be inferred is the form and colour of a cow.) But this 

also does not establish 3rour case ; forever thus (the conception 

would be wrong only in so far as that identity is concerned 

and) as far as the generic entity possessing that attribute is 

concerned, the cognition would remain as right and valid as 

before. Moveover, it has to be considered that in the case 

under discussion the causal conditions are such only as to pro¬ 

duce the notion of connexion (between the generic entity and 

the attribute), and hence cannot give rise to the (erroneous) 

notion of identity of the two : specially would this be so in the 

case of an inference that is put forth for convincing another 

person,—where the conditions present are such as only to bring 

about the notion of relation (not identity; of the things to which 

the inferential reasoning refers. And if, in the face of all this, 

we were to assume the notion of identity, there would be left 

no ground for any definite rule regarding the different causes 

giving rise to the different kinds of misconception, (for then, any 

misconception might arise from any cause.) 

(260). [Page 235.'] Then again, (even though we admit, 

your contention in the above case) what would be you^ view 

with regard to the case where a person has the misconception 

in the form—‘I have inferred the relation of the generic cha¬ 

racter (gotva) in this individual—this is verily a cow * [w\here 

the inference is of the relation, while the ultimate Cognition is 

of identity]? What, further, would be your view regarding 

that kind of ‘fallacious inference* which is called ‘ sidd ha- 

sad liana * ( ‘proving what is already proved or known *) ? [In 

which case the final cognition resulting from the inferential 

process, is of taftca, and lienee valid ; although the instrument¬ 

ality through which it is brought about may be found fault 

with]. Should you maintain that here also the thing cognised 

is other than the real thing, you contradict what the very 

name of the fallacy expresses, riz.y that the thing inferred, ip 

proved (admitted to be real) already * If, on the other hand, the 

thing proved were held to be true (real', this would imply 

the admission that a fallacious inference brings about the 

cognition of what is real; and as this would break through the 
7J9 
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general principle (‘that no fallacious argument ^ 
right cognition*),we should not be juetififcl in L P C® 

in the case of other fallacious inferences that thT?"* ***“ 
msed by their means is other than the real thin* f C°g* 

Section (15.) 
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has already been refuted (bv oT'T * ^ former> as that 

to define ‘ tattca ’ or this-ness ) N * tf)at Jt ls impossible 

possible; because the wron^ °J 'S ,* Second exPl«nation 

the thing that both are ?k..o M "“ ** b*Vin* tI,iS simi,aritv 
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e.g.t being erroneously inferred, while all that really should 

be inferred is the form and colour of a cow.) But this 

also does not establish 3rour case ; forever thus (the conception 

would be wrong only in so far as that identity is concerned 

and) as far as the generic entity possessing that attribute is 

concerned, the cognition would remain as right and valid as 

before. Moveover, it has to be considered that in the case 

under discussion the causal conditions are such only as to pro¬ 

duce the notion of connexion (between the generic entity and 

the attribute), and hence cannot give rise to the (erroneous) 

notion of identity of the two : specially would this be so in the 

case of an inference that is put forth for convincing another 

person,—where the conditions present are such as only to bring 

about the notion of relation (not identity; of the things to which 

the inferential reasoning refers. And if, in the face of all this, 

we were to assume the notion of identity, there would be left 

no ground for any definite rule regarding the different causes 

giving rise to the different kinds of misconception, (for then, any 

misconception might arise from any cause.) 

(260). [Page 235.'] Then again, (even though we admit, 

your contention in the above case) what would be you^ view 

with regard to the case where a person has the misconception 

in the form—‘I have inferred the relation of the generic cha¬ 

racter (gotva) in this individual—this is verily a cow * [w\here 

the inference is of the relation, while the ultimate Cognition is 

of identity]? What, further, would be your view regarding 

that kind of ‘fallacious inference* which is called ‘ sidd ha- 

sad liana * ( ‘proving what is already proved or known *) ? [In 

which case the final cognition resulting from the inferential 

process, is of taftca, and lienee valid ; although the instrument¬ 

ality through which it is brought about may be found fault 

with]. Should you maintain that here also the thing cognised 

is other than the real thing, you contradict what the very 

name of the fallacy expresses, riz.y that the thing inferred, ip 

proved (admitted to be real) already * If, on the other hand, the 

thing proved were held to be true (real', this would imply 

the admission that a fallacious inference brings about the 

cognition of what is real; and as this would break through the 
7J9 
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general principle (‘that no fallacious argument ^ 
right cognition*),we should not be juetififcl in L P C® 

in the case of other fallacious inferences that thT?"* ***“ 
msed by their means is other than the real thin* f C°g* 

Section (15.) 

** app’reifll i0" °• Ri*h‘ C°S*iti!"� “ 
tenable. Becaae., f & *“* " “ '* » no. 

being‘in consonance with the freamng °f ^ aPPrel,ension 
it has the 'attZ he thin!? “ U *!r Does * n 

similar to the thing v 5 a5 f obJect ? Or. that it is 

has already been refuted (bv oT'T * ^ former> as that 

to define ‘ tattca ’ or this-ness ) N * tf)at Jt ls impossible 

possible; because the wron^ °J 'S ,* Second exPl«nation 

the thing that both are ?k..o M "“ ** b*Vin* tI,iS simi,aritv 

conceivable cognitions ami thi'ngsw? l* T ine,»d“ a» 

rTllei1 as ‘ Righ cl • • 0 'vou,tlhave tob* 
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* ,b'ist between the ri<»ht 8,m,Iar,ty that is meant (to 
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which is objectified by that cognition]; and in such cases the 

wrong cognition would become included in the said definition 

of Right Cognition;-this argument cannot vitiate the logi-/ 

cian’s view; because, so far as the factor of ‘ knowability ’ is 

concerned, when this factor does become manifest in the 

cognition, the cognition is certainly to be regarded as right, 

even though it may be quite wrong as regards the other factors 

objectified by (entering into; the cognition.” This, we 

reply, cannot be right; because as a matter of fact, the logician 

accepts as Right Cognition the cognition of things (the jar, for 

instance) as having colour and such oilier qualities inhering 

in them [as when we have the cognition-* the jar has colour 

inherent in it’]; and yet in this case the cognition is not held 

to be similar to the object in that form of it which is manifested ; 

as what is manifested in, or objectified by, the cognition, is 

the character of having colour and inhering in it, while the form 

of the object (the jar, for instance) is something totally different; 

[and thus with the qualifying explanation given by the Logician, 

the definition becomes too narrow, failing to include a cognition 

that he recognises as right.] 

(262.) [Page 237.] The Logician explams—“ What we 

meant by the apprehension being similar to the object is that 

it has for its qualification—it is qualified by—that form which 

is manifested in that apprehension; consequently in the case 

cited—that of the jar being cognised as having colour inheiing 

;n ^_the colour is manifested in this cognition only as a 

qualification inhering in the object; and as such, it becomes a 

qualification of the cognition also (which thus comes to be 

similar to the object, in that both have the same qualification).” 

This is not right, we reply ; because in that case when the 

shell is cognised as silver 1 before me,' the cognition will have 

to be accepted as right, because what is manifested is the 

character of being before the cogniscr, as the qualification of the 

thing cognised, and this same would, ex hypolliesi, be the 

qualification of the cognition also (which would, thus be similar 

to the cognised thing, in the form that is manifested in the 

cognition.’i The Logician retorts-** In so far, the cog¬ 

nition in question is certainly accepted as right, and as such 
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it is not reasonable to urge this as an incongruity.'* This 

answer will not serve your purpose, we reply ; because in that 

case, the epithet ‘ in keeping with the thing ’ in the definition, 

would be.quite superfluous ; because there would be no incon¬ 

gruity, according to you, even if Right Cognition were defined 

simply as ‘ apprehension'; because all the so-called wrong cogni¬ 

tions, would ultimately have some object for themselves, accord¬ 

ing to the Anyathakhyati view (by which in wrong cognition, K though one thing is cognised as another thing, what is cognised 

is a thing all the same); whereby, in so far as the character I of being a thing would be manifested in the cognitions, —which 

character is certainly present in the thing cognised,—it would 

become possible for all wrong cognitions, to be accepted as 

‘right ; and thereby ‘ Right Cognition ' would become synony¬ 

mous with ‘cognition' or ‘apprehension.' If then, you 

seek to introduce the epithet ‘in keeping with the thing ' for 

the purpose of excluding all cognitions that might differ from 

the actual thing even in the slightest detail,— then in that 

case, the definition remains open to the objection urged against 

it at the very outset. 

(203.) The • Logician supplies another explanation of 

‘similarity’:—“We regard that cognition as right which 

is similar to the thing cognised, in having for its qualification 

the entire form (of the thing) manifested in the cognition ; nor 

is this explanation open to the objection that the thing, (in its 

.entire form, though a qualification of the cognition; cannot be 

tlie qualification of itself (and therefore there would be no 

similarity between the thing and the cognition) ; —because the 

thing could be regarded as its own qualification in so far as it 

serves to exclude things other than itself.” This explana¬ 

tion also, we reply, cannot be accepted ; because in that case, 

the wrong cognition would not be right, even so far as being 

the cognition of a thing ; because in this case the cognition is 
not similar to the cognised thing in its entire form.0 Then 

again, if you are prepared to take the bold step of casting 

the correct portion of the cognition into the realms of ‘ wron^ 
——' -—---— 

« When the shell is cognised as silver, so far as the cognitlm. is of ,, thing, 
it is right; it is only when it comes to the detailed ct ractor of the thing 
that the incompatibility and wrongness come in. 

Kh. 145. 
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which is objectified by that cognition]; and in such cases the 

wrong cognition would become included in the said definition 

of Right Cognition;-this argument cannot vitiate the logi-/ 

cian’s view; because, so far as the factor of ‘ knowability ’ is 

concerned, when this factor does become manifest in the 

cognition, the cognition is certainly to be regarded as right, 

even though it may be quite wrong as regards the other factors 

objectified by (entering into; the cognition.” This, we 

reply, cannot be right; because as a matter of fact, the logician 

accepts as Right Cognition the cognition of things (the jar, for 

instance) as having colour and such oilier qualities inhering 

in them [as when we have the cognition-* the jar has colour 

inherent in it’]; and yet in this case the cognition is not held 

to be similar to the object in that form of it which is manifested ; 

as what is manifested in, or objectified by, the cognition, is 

the character of having colour and inhering in it, while the form 

of the object (the jar, for instance) is something totally different; 

[and thus with the qualifying explanation given by the Logician, 

the definition becomes too narrow, failing to include a cognition 

that he recognises as right.] 

(262.) [Page 237.] The Logician explams—“ What we 

meant by the apprehension being similar to the object is that 

it has for its qualification—it is qualified by—that form which 

is manifested in that apprehension; consequently in the case 

cited—that of the jar being cognised as having colour inheiing 

;n ^_the colour is manifested in this cognition only as a 

qualification inhering in the object; and as such, it becomes a 

qualification of the cognition also (which thus comes to be 

similar to the object, in that both have the same qualification).” 

This is not right, we reply ; because in that case when the 

shell is cognised as silver 1 before me,' the cognition will have 

to be accepted as right, because what is manifested is the 

character of being before the cogniscr, as the qualification of the 

thing cognised, and this same would, ex hypolliesi, be the 

qualification of the cognition also (which would, thus be similar 

to the cognised thing, in the form that is manifested in the 

cognition.’i The Logician retorts-** In so far, the cog¬ 

nition in question is certainly accepted as right, and as such 
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it is not reasonable to urge this as an incongruity.'* This 

answer will not serve your purpose, we reply ; because in that 

case, the epithet ‘ in keeping with the thing ’ in the definition, 

would be.quite superfluous ; because there would be no incon¬ 

gruity, according to you, even if Right Cognition were defined 

simply as ‘ apprehension'; because all the so-called wrong cogni¬ 

tions, would ultimately have some object for themselves, accord¬ 

ing to the Anyathakhyati view (by which in wrong cognition, K though one thing is cognised as another thing, what is cognised 

is a thing all the same); whereby, in so far as the character I of being a thing would be manifested in the cognitions, —which 

character is certainly present in the thing cognised,—it would 

become possible for all wrong cognitions, to be accepted as 

‘right ; and thereby ‘ Right Cognition ' would become synony¬ 

mous with ‘cognition' or ‘apprehension.' If then, you 

seek to introduce the epithet ‘in keeping with the thing ' for 

the purpose of excluding all cognitions that might differ from 

the actual thing even in the slightest detail,— then in that 

case, the definition remains open to the objection urged against 

it at the very outset. 

(203.) The • Logician supplies another explanation of 

‘similarity’:—“We regard that cognition as right which 

is similar to the thing cognised, in having for its qualification 

the entire form (of the thing) manifested in the cognition ; nor 

is this explanation open to the objection that the thing, (in its 

.entire form, though a qualification of the cognition; cannot be 

tlie qualification of itself (and therefore there would be no 

similarity between the thing and the cognition) ; —because the 

thing could be regarded as its own qualification in so far as it 

serves to exclude things other than itself.” This explana¬ 

tion also, we reply, cannot be accepted ; because in that case, 

the wrong cognition would not be right, even so far as being 

the cognition of a thing ; because in this case the cognition is 
not similar to the cognised thing in its entire form.0 Then 

again, if you are prepared to take the bold step of casting 

the correct portion of the cognition into the realms of ‘ wron^ 
——' -—---— 

« When the shell is cognised as silver, so far as the cognitlm. is of ,, thing, 
it is right; it is only when it comes to the detailed ct ractor of the thing 
that the incompatibility and wrongness come in. 
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cognition,* not paying any regard to its inherent correctness,- 

then why do you not take the similar step of regarding the wrong 

portion of the misconception as right, in consideration of tlxe 

correctness of the right portion of it ? And in this manner you 

are quite free to define 4 Right Cognition * as 4 Direct Apprehen¬ 

sion * (Anubhutitoa), or 4 Apprehension * (Jnanatva), and so forth. 

(264) . Then again, if a certain cognition which is wrong 

in one part, be regarded as wrong even in that part of it which 

is right,-[this rightness or wrongness being determined by 

its being sublated or not sublated],-then we would have to 

regard as wrong that perception which we have of the jar on 

the h.-use-top in a dark night ; as in this case the thing being/ 

at a great distance from us, the light of the moon or the flash 

of lightning which allows us to have a vision of it, does not 

enable us to see that part of it which is on the other side (of the 

light ; and hence on this account the perception that we have 

is not that of the complete actual sizfe of the thing, but only 

of a smaller size (and this perception as regards the size being 

wrong, the whole perception will have to be regarded as wrong). 

And further, whether a cognition is sublatable or not can 

be ascertained only on finding that, when we actually go to act 

up in accordance with the cognition, we find the real stfiie of 

things conforming to it; and if the criterion of correctness be 

as you say, then where could we find the corroborative instance 

of an activity that would pertain to all the details (of qualifica¬ 

tion, etc.) of the thing cognised,-such for instance, as the 

particular place, time, supply of light,0 water and so forth,— 

by which corroboration alone the correctness of the cognition 

could be ascertained ? 

(265) . Then again, if because one part of the cognition is 

found to be sublated, we were to regard as wrong that portion 

of it which is not sublatable, then, to the Idealist who would 

argue that—44 because a certain thing lias been found to be 

sublated (and hence unreal) in one case, it must be regarded as 

unreal even in cases where it is not so sublatable (and hence 

all tilings are unreal under all circumstances) **—what answer 

* This would imply that the author had in view tho cognitioi of real 
water and that of the mirage. 
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(266). The Opponent says:—44 A cognition is right only 

with reference to that particular manifested qualification of the 

thing on which is based its similarity to that thing; and thus 

the rightness depends upon the particular phase of the thing; ° 

and it is with a view to this that we have added to the defini¬ 

tion the qualification 4 yaihartha” This also cannot be, we 

reply ; because in this manner all the rightness of cognitions 

would pertain to qualifications, ana no cognition would be right 

as regards any qualified thing. In answer to this it might be 

urged that—44 what is meant by a qualification in this connec¬ 

tion is oily a differentiating factor; and as things also do 

differentiate, by their connection, the properties belonging to 

them, these also may be spoken of as qualifications ; and lienee 

the reply loses its force.” But this is not right; because 

even thus the undesirable contingency remains that the cogni¬ 

tion cannot be right as regards the qualified factor (though it 

may be so as regards the qualification). 

And further in the case of the cognition of shell-silver, the 

character of silver does differentiate and qualify the shell, the 

cognition being in the form—4 this is that particular shell which 

appeared as silver.' t In answer to this it might, he added 

that—44 the qualification meant is the direct one, while the char¬ 

acter of silver can qualify the shell only indirectly through the 

cognition ; and so the definition of rightness cannot apply to 

tliia/’ This also is not right, we reply. As in that case 

when \re have the cognition 4 this man carries a long stick,* - 

where the man is cognised as man, the qualified factor is cog¬ 

nised as distinguished from men carrying short sticks, the 

cognition would not be right, in as much as the qualification 

‘ long-ness’'which is the only basis of distinction) qualifies 

the man, not directly, but indirectly, through the stick. 

•The character of g’dner is not a qualification of the shell; hence with 
reference to that, the cognition cannot be called 4 right.' 

t This would be the form of the sublating judg nent, and in this cognition 
also the shell would be qualified by the character of silver ; and to that "extent 
tho previous cognition would be right. 
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cognition,* not paying any regard to its inherent correctness,- 

then why do you not take the similar step of regarding the wrong 

portion of the misconception as right, in consideration of tlxe 

correctness of the right portion of it ? And in this manner you 

are quite free to define 4 Right Cognition * as 4 Direct Apprehen¬ 

sion * (Anubhutitoa), or 4 Apprehension * (Jnanatva), and so forth. 

(264) . Then again, if a certain cognition which is wrong 

in one part, be regarded as wrong even in that part of it which 

is right,-[this rightness or wrongness being determined by 

its being sublated or not sublated],-then we would have to 

regard as wrong that perception which we have of the jar on 

the h.-use-top in a dark night ; as in this case the thing being/ 

at a great distance from us, the light of the moon or the flash 

of lightning which allows us to have a vision of it, does not 

enable us to see that part of it which is on the other side (of the 

light ; and hence on this account the perception that we have 

is not that of the complete actual sizfe of the thing, but only 

of a smaller size (and this perception as regards the size being 

wrong, the whole perception will have to be regarded as wrong). 

And further, whether a cognition is sublatable or not can 
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* This would imply that the author had in view tho cognitioi of real 
water and that of the mirage. 

Kh. 146. 
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(266). The Opponent says:—44 A cognition is right only 

with reference to that particular manifested qualification of the 

thing on which is based its similarity to that thing; and thus 

the rightness depends upon the particular phase of the thing; ° 
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tion the qualification 4 yaihartha” This also cannot be, we 

reply ; because in this manner all the rightness of cognitions 

would pertain to qualifications, ana no cognition would be right 

as regards any qualified thing. In answer to this it might be 

urged that—44 what is meant by a qualification in this connec¬ 

tion is oily a differentiating factor; and as things also do 

differentiate, by their connection, the properties belonging to 

them, these also may be spoken of as qualifications ; and lienee 

the reply loses its force.” But this is not right; because 
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tion cannot be right as regards the qualified factor (though it 
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tliia/’ This also is not right, we reply. As in that case 
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t This would be the form of the sublating judg nent, and in this cognition 
also the shell would be qualified by the character of silver ; and to that "extent 
tho previous cognition would be right. 

3 
Kh. 147. 



14S 
Indian Thought : Khaytdana. 149 

Nor can it be asserted that, “ the qualification meant must 

be such as is independent of the form of the cognition.” * 

As in that case, we would have to regard as wrong the cognition 

that 4 such and such a thing has been directly cognised,* (where 

the qualification depends upon the cognition). Then, as for the 

answer that, *4the qualification is in the form that is mainfested 

in that same cognition,” f—this is extremely puerile ; because 

the colour and such other qualities that we cognise do not qua¬ 

lify the cognition (in the form M perceive the colour of the 

flower*') through the relation of inherence (by which it resides in 

the flower). It might be said that— “ the restriction that we 

mean by saying 4 in the form that is manifested in that cognition’ 

is with regard to the qualifications of objects, and not to those 

of Cognitions." But this cannot be ; because in that case 

your definition would contain the restrictive clause 4 in the 

form mainfested in that particular cognition and as the one 

•particular cognition could not be present in any other cognition, 

the definition would apply specially to one cognition only ; 

and as such could Dot include all right cognitions. 

Section 16. 

[The author proceeds to refute the definition of Right 

Cognition proposed by UdayanaehSrya, as samyak-parichchhitti, 

right discernment,—the objection against this being that the 

words of the definition are not amenable to any reasonable 

explanation.] 

(267.) Nor will it be right to define Right Cognition as 

44 samyak-parichchhittiBecause on account of objections 

already pointed out above, the qualification * samyaV cannot 

be explained either as that which has the tattva (the real form 

of the thing) for its object, or as that which is in accord with the 

object. 

* This while excluding the qualification of shell by * silver-ncss will include 
the cognition of the long-sticked man. 

| The character of silver is cognised as residing in the shell by the relation 

of inherence, while it resides in it only iu the idea formed by tho misconcep¬ 
tion. 

f The so so of the objection is that tho expression ‘ smnyalc-parich- 

chhittih ’ cannot be taken either as a non-compound, or a lrmnuulhaya com¬ 
pound ; i.e.t the word ‘ samyak * cannot be taken as qualifying * parichchhVti.* 

Kh. 148. 

Chapter I.—Section (16). 

(268)* “ What we mean by 4 samyaV is 4 entire * or 

• whole’; in ordinary parlance we find it asserted—41 perceived 

the thing on’y in a general way, atad did not see it entirely (or 

well)’; hence the expression 4 samyak-parchichhitti1 is to be 

explained as the ‘ parichchheda * (discernment) of the 1 samyaV 

(entire) thing.1 (A Tatpurusa compound);—or we may even 

take the word 4samyak1 as coordinate (qualifying adjunct) to 

the parichchhcdo,, taking the word 4 samyaV to mean that which 

has. the 4 samyaV thing for its object. [A Karmadharaya com¬ 

pound].” 

(269.) [Page 243]. This cannot be, we reply. For, what 

do you mean byr the 4 samastya4 entirety, of the thing ? vl) 

Do you mean that the thing is present along with all its 

constituent parts ? (2) Or that it is present, endowed with all its 

properties? It cannot mean the former ; because in that 

case, the 4 parichchheda,’ or 4 discernment,’ of a thing devoid of 

constituent parts, as also the knowledge of those things with 

constituent parts which does not pertain (or take in) the inter¬ 

mediate parts (but views the thing as a whole),—will have to'be 

regarded as wrong. Nor is the second meaning possible ; 

as in that case all the cognitions of persons not omniscient will 

have to be regarded as wrong. 

(270.) You will perhaps offer the following explanation :— 

41 What *13 meant by the word 4 samyaV is that the thing is cog¬ 

nised along with its distinguishing features ; in ordinary parlance 

also, when they say 4 na maya samyak driitamwhat is meant 

is that 4 1 have not seen the tiling along with its distinguishing 

features < in detail, I have had only a cursory view of it).* Hence 

whatour definition means is that Right Cognition is the discern¬ 

ment of the dharmin 1 thing with properties) along xcith its distin- 

guUhing features. As regards wrong cognitions, <5cc., all these 

appear in a man who fails to notice the distinguishing features 

of the thing; and hence it is for the purpose of differentiating 

Right Cognition from all such cognitions that we have the 

qualification 4 samyak: As for the,cognition of those ultimate 

specific qualities, which, by their very nature, cannot have any 

• The questioner takes the compound as tatpurusa. 
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14S 
Indian Thought : Khaytdana. 149 

Nor can it be asserted that, “ the qualification meant must 

be such as is independent of the form of the cognition.” * 
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further distinguishing features,—even though these have no 

properties or distinguishing features, according to us, yet for 

these their own specific form would be regarded as the 1 dis¬ 

tinguishing feature ’ (for purposes of our definition)/* 

(271.V But this is not right; because what you say is 

that the thing is cognised along with its distinguishing features 

(and you do not say anything as to whether -these features are 

the right ones); and hence in the case of the mistaken cogni¬ 

tion of shell-silver also, as we have the cognition of the shell 

before us with the distinguishing feature of beivg silver or 

‘silveriness/—the cognition should have to be regarded as right. 

If again, you were to introduce into your definition the mention 

of the specific distinguishing features of each and everything 

cognised (whose cognition alone would be defined by such 

a definition), then, in that case, it would be impossible to 

get at an all-comprehensive definition* of Bight Cognition ; while 

on the other hand, if you mention only the * distinguishing 

features * in general terms, then, as shown above, the definition 

becomes too wide (including wrong cognitions also). And thus 

in either case, the definition remains faulty. Then again, 

as regards the ultimate Specific Qualities spoken of above, it 

may be that their very form constitutes the necessary 4 distin¬ 

guishing feature*; but in this case the distinguishing feature 

would he identical with the thing cognised ; and hence this 

latter could not be spoken of as ‘ accompanied hy its distinguish¬ 

ing features ;* and thus there would be no answer to the charge 

that the definition fails to include the cognition of these 

qualities. 

(272.) Some people offer the following explanation:— 

“ By the word ‘ vislieia,’ or ‘ distinguishing features/ are meant 

those characteristics without the perception whereof we are 

liable to doubts and misconceptions, and the perception whereof 

enables us to ascertain whether the cognition is to be rejected 

or not; and until we are able to ascertain this, it is not 

possible to make any distinction between truth and untruth ; 

and such distinction is absolutely necessary ; as without this 

Klu 150. 

Chapter I, Section (16). 

there tfould be a self-contradiction/’ * 

(273). But this is not right; as you cannot mention 

any * vishesa’ with regard to the cognition of which there 

may be a positive certainty that it is not wrong; specially 

as a dreamer cognises all sorts of vishesas (which provels 

that all vishesas are liable to misconception). Nor would 

it be right to accept such a ‘ vishesa *,—even though its 

existence cannot be .proved,—simply for fear of the pain 

of * self-contradiction * (that you have. urged). Because, 

simply because you cannot prove the existence of the *vishesa, 
why cannot you accept the fact that there must be some other 

means of avoiding the ‘ self-contradiction/—+ even though 

it be not possible to point out such means ? $ As a matter of 

fact, there is not a single cognition, pertaining to things per 

ceived in ordinary experience, which cannot be dreamt of, or 

betbe subject of a false assertion (and be known by that 

means); consequently, you assume the existence of the vishesa, 

as something present in your consciousness,—even though you 

have no (necessarily true) cognition of it; and certainly, rather 

than court this apparent self-contradiction, it would be far 

better to assume the existence'of some unperceived means § 

of avoiding the^‘ self-contradiction * (for avoiding which your 

are led to make the assumption of the vishesa). Then again, 

as for this threat of * self-contradiction/ we shall have many 

occasions, off and on, to refute it entirely. 

° If everything be untrue, then the coguition of this untruth would also be 

untrue,—this would be one ‘self-contradiction.’ (2) If we have no notion of the 

truth of a certain cognition, we cannot make any denial of such truth,—this would 

be another. (3) There would be a contradiction involved in regarding as true the 

sentence denying the truth of all things, etc., etc. 

f Some means other than the postulating of the vishesa. 

+ If the vishesa is something apart from the things of ordinary experience* 

fchcn it is what wc call Brahman. If not, then it is liable to misconception ; as alj 

ordinary things are so liable. 
§ The thoory of 1 aniruachanli/atd'—the thing cannot be explained—is the 

means suggested. * 
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(274) . The opponent explains—“What we mean by the 

expression :c vishesasahitopalambha 99 is, not that the upalamha 

or Cognition is to be accompanied by the vishesa,—but that 

the object that is cognised is cognised as along with its vishesas 

or distinguishing features; and hence as the character of being 

silver is not the distinguishing feature of the shell, how can 

our definition be made to include the misconception of shell- 

silver ? (as urged by the Siddhantin in para 271).” 

(275) . But the reasoning is already refuted by the 

objections shown above: That is to say, if you mention only 

* vishesa9 in general (without specifying any particular 

distinguishing feature) then, inasmuch as some such vishesas 

as being before the eyes and the like are really present in the 

shell, the misconception would become included in the defini 

tion; and if, in order to avoid this, you were to mention 

particular vishesas, then there being no end to this, ho one 

comprehensive definition of Right Cognition would be 

possible. 

(276) . Then there remains the argument that the vishesa 

serves the purpose of enabling us to ascertain whether or 

not a certain cognition is to be rejected. To the extremely 

foolish person who sticks to this position, we say :—when one 

and the same thing is spoken of by the sentence “ there are 

fruits on the river bank ”—as uttered by the trustworthy and 

the untrustworthy person,—what vishesa or special feature 

is ther.e which you perceive in the thing in one case and not 

in the other ? [and yet in one case it is true, not to be rejected, 

and in the other, untrue, to be rejected]—[and hence the 

mere postulating of the vishesa cannot serve your purpose]. 

If there be a still greater fool (who does not understand 

our meaning) ho should bo maao to understand it in 

the following manner:—Being afraid of having to postulate 

an endless number of vishesas,—necessitated by your having 

to assume one vishesa after the other,—you have admitted 

Eh. 15*. 

Chapter I, Section (1G). 153 

that some vishesas are vishesas by themselves (and not by 

reason of having other vishesas); but then, as all these self- 

specificatory entities would be distinct from one another* 

there would be no one form pervading over them all; and thus 

the definition could not be made to include all. Nor can it 

be argued that we have an all-comprehensive characteristic 

—in the shape of being the means of ascertaining which 

cognition is to be rejected and which not,—which would 

include all vishesas. Because even in the case of the mis¬ 

conception of shell-silver, there is the vishesa of being silver; 

and this vishesa is the true means of ascertaining whether 

the cognition is to be rejected or not, in some cases (i.e.y of 

real silver) [even though not in the particular case in ques¬ 

tion]. Nor would it be right to add the words ‘of that* and 

‘in such and such a case* [i.e., it will not be right to say that a 

vishesa is to be regarded as the true vishesa only when it is 

found in the particular cognition concerned to be the true 

means of ascertaining whether or not that particular cogni¬ 

tion is to be rejected]. Because this again would make 

the vishesas mutually exclusive (and thus make a compre¬ 

hensive definition impossible); secondly as for the badha,— 

rejection, sublation,—of a ce tain cognition, this always 

appears in the shape of the right cognition of that 

form of the thing which is contrary to that apprehend¬ 

ed by the rejected cognition; [i.e.9 the misconception of 

shell-silver is rejected by the cognition ‘ this is not 

silver’]; and hence such a rejection cannot provide us with 

any comprehensive notion of the latter thing (i.e.y the one 

apprehended by the wrong cognition^; [and hence the badha 

also will have to be qualified by each thing concerned; which 

will make it impossible to have any comprehensive notion of 

all badha; and thus the character of being the true means of 

badha also will fail to provide the necessary comprehensive 

notion of all Vishesas]. And lastly you have still got to 

Kh. 153. 
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found in the particular cognition concerned to be the true 

means of ascertaining whether or not that particular cogni¬ 
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the vishesas mutually exclusive (and thus make a compre¬ 
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badha also will fail to provide the necessary comprehensive 

notion of all Vishesas]. And lastly you have still got to 
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establish the character of Right Cognition [and this enters 

into your conception of the Vishesa, which again is necessary 

for your conception of Right Cognition].* 

(277) This definition of Right Cognition is also open to 

some other objections that we have shown above (sec. 15) 

against the definition ‘ yatliarthanubliavak pramd/ with re¬ 

ference to the qualification c yatlidrtha9; and these objections 

we do not mention again, for fear of repetition. 

(278) Then again, [there is yet another objection against 

the definition of Right Cognition as the parichchliitti of the 

qualified thing along with its distinguishing features]:f There 

are certain cognitions—forinstance, the ratiocinative cognition, 

and certain imaginary doubtful and wrong cognitions—which 

appear only when certain distinguishing features are present 

(and cognised); and all these will become included in the said 

definition. Nor will it be-right for you to assert that you 

do not admit of any merely imaginary doubtful and wrong 

cognitions. Because in your own system, you do actually 

admit of merely imaginary doubts and wrong cognitions as 

emanating from the avowed deceivers, the very basis of 

whose assertion consists of such cognitions,—or from the 

truth-knowing teacher who starts imaginary discussions for 

illuminating the understanding of his pupil. 

° Right cognition you define as and finta again you define as 

; and *IT>I is only finreVaxnrr or sJT^r of the contrary form. 

f When we see the smoke issuing from the hill, and remember the neces¬ 

sary premises, we conclude that there is fire on the hill ; and this conclusion we 

strengthen by the reasoning—4 under such circumstances if there were no fire, the 

smoke would be without a cause/ This last cognition, * smoke will be without a 

cause’ is what U meant by * ratiocinative cognition/ It is a cognition following 

on the cognition of certain distinguishing features ; and yet it is not right cognition 

Then again, ev. n though in the stock example of the ihrawa of shell-silver, there 

may be no cognition of proper vishexns, yet we can imagine some instances of 

doubtful and wrong cognitions which follow on the cognition of due vishesas, and all 

these would become included in the definition in question. 
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B(279) Lastly, the word parichcliheda being synonymous 

with ‘ anubhava,' its introduction is open to all the objections 

that we have urged above against this latter word. 

B. 

[For similar reasons,—impossibility of affording adequate explanation 

of the words of the definition—we reject a fouith definition of Right 

Cognition as an apprehension which is not defective.} K(280) Nor i3 it right to define ‘ Right Cognition ’ as 

n 1 anubhava ' or apprehension that is ‘ avyabhichart, ’ i.e., not 

ncorreot or defective. Because if the expression ‘ avyabldchari ' 

as used in this definition be synonymous with the expressions 

* tattvavishaya,' * yathartha &c., then the very same 

objections that we have urged above against these expressions 

present themselves again. If however it be asserted that the 

word ‘ avyabhichart ’ means that the cognition is not withoutt 

or unconcomitant with, the object cognised, then, we ask, 

what do you mean by this ? (1) Do you mean that the Right 

Cognition exists only at the time when the object exists ? (2) 

or that it exists only at the place where the object exists ? 

(3) or, that it is of tbe same character as, similar to, the 

object ? 

(281) The first of these meanings is not possible: 

the word * avyabhichart cannot mean that the Right Cogni¬ 

tion exists only at the time when the object exists; because 

in that case the definition would exclude all inferential cogni¬ 

tions of past and present things. Nor can the word 

mean that Right Cognition exists only at the place where 

the object exists, because in the first place, the definition, 

in that case, would not include those admittedly Right Cogni¬ 

tions which are not co-existent in space with their objects; 

and secondly we would have to regard as right those Cogni¬ 

tions which impose wrongly the character of an object 

co-oxistent in space with the Cognition upon something 
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establish the character of Right Cognition [and this enters 
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we do not mention again, for fear of repetition. 
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and certain imaginary doubtful and wrong cognitions—which 

appear only when certain distinguishing features are present 

(and cognised); and all these will become included in the said 

definition. Nor will it be-right for you to assert that you 

do not admit of any merely imaginary doubtful and wrong 

cognitions. Because in your own system, you do actually 

admit of merely imaginary doubts and wrong cognitions as 

emanating from the avowed deceivers, the very basis of 

whose assertion consists of such cognitions,—or from the 

truth-knowing teacher who starts imaginary discussions for 

illuminating the understanding of his pupil. 
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; and *IT>I is only finreVaxnrr or sJT^r of the contrary form. 

f When we see the smoke issuing from the hill, and remember the neces¬ 

sary premises, we conclude that there is fire on the hill ; and this conclusion we 

strengthen by the reasoning—4 under such circumstances if there were no fire, the 

smoke would be without a cause/ This last cognition, * smoke will be without a 

cause’ is what U meant by * ratiocinative cognition/ It is a cognition following 

on the cognition of certain distinguishing features ; and yet it is not right cognition 
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with ‘ anubhava,' its introduction is open to all the objections 
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[For similar reasons,—impossibility of affording adequate explanation 

of the words of the definition—we reject a fouith definition of Right 

Cognition as an apprehension which is not defective.} K(280) Nor i3 it right to define ‘ Right Cognition ’ as 

n 1 anubhava ' or apprehension that is ‘ avyabhichart, ’ i.e., not 

ncorreot or defective. Because if the expression ‘ avyabldchari ' 

as used in this definition be synonymous with the expressions 

* tattvavishaya,' * yathartha &c., then the very same 

objections that we have urged above against these expressions 

present themselves again. If however it be asserted that the 

word ‘ avyabhichart ’ means that the cognition is not withoutt 

or unconcomitant with, the object cognised, then, we ask, 

what do you mean by this ? (1) Do you mean that the Right 

Cognition exists only at the time when the object exists ? (2) 

or that it exists only at the place where the object exists ? 

(3) or, that it is of tbe same character as, similar to, the 

object ? 

(281) The first of these meanings is not possible: 

the word * avyabhichart cannot mean that the Right Cogni¬ 

tion exists only at the time when the object exists; because 

in that case the definition would exclude all inferential cogni¬ 

tions of past and present things. Nor can the word 

mean that Right Cognition exists only at the place where 

the object exists, because in the first place, the definition, 

in that case, would not include those admittedly Right Cogni¬ 

tions which are not co-existent in space with their objects; 

and secondly we would have to regard as right those Cogni¬ 

tions which impose wrongly the character of an object 

co-oxistent in space with the Cognition upon something 
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else. *Nor can the word mean that the Right Cognition 

is similar to the object; because in accordance with the 

view (which is the Logician’s also) that the Cognition 

is something distinct from the object cognised, it would 

never be possible for the object to be similar in all respect# 

to the Cognition (and hence no Cognition would bo right); 

while according to the view that the Cognition is non- 

different from its object, this non-difference will have to be 

accepted in the case of wrong Cognitions also; and hence 

there would be no useful purpose served by the qualification 

‘ avyabhichurl’ (which is added only with a view to preclude 

wrong Cognitions); and if with a view to escape from these 

predicaments you specify certain features in regard to which 

the similarity (between the Cognition and its object) is 

intended, then you become open to all the objections that 

we have urged above in connection with the definition con¬ 

taining the expression ‘ yathUrtha.' 

C. 

[On similar grounds, the Author rejects the fifth definition of 

Right Cognition proposed by the Bauddlia—that it is that apprehension 

which is not incompatible with the object cognised.] 

(282) Nor is it right to define * Right Cognition * as that 

« anubhava ' or apprehension which does not disagree with—is 

not incompatible ivith—the object cognised. Because what 

do you mean by this * non-incompatiblity ’ ? (1) Do you mean 

that the cognition is cognised by means of another cognition, 

as being in agreement, or compatible, with the object ? (2) 

or that it is not cognised, by means of another cognition, as 

being incompatible with the object ? (3) or that the cognition 

has for its object something that is invariably concomitant 

° .eg. Atman is co-existent hi space with Cognition ; and when this character 

of Atman would be imposed upon the body as * idam sharif'fOn A tint?,* we would 

still have the Cognition co-existent with its object lUmatt ; and yet this Cognition 

wouW to wrong. 
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with that Cognition ? (4) or do you mean something entirely 

different from all this ? 

(283) The first of these is not possible : it cannot be that 

the cognition is cognised as compatiblo with the object; as 

according to - this view, we should have to regard as ‘right 

cognition ’ that misconception which proceeds in a continuous 

series (where the second member of the series will have the 

preceding Misconception for its object, and in perfect agree¬ 

ment with it, and so on and on each subsequent member of 

the series). Nor would it avail to urge that what is meant is 

that that other cognition also must be a right one ; as what you 

are seeking to define is ‘ right cognition ’ itself, (and hence 

you cannot introduce the same teim in the definition). 

(284) Nor is the second meaning possible: it cannot 

be your meaning that the Cognition is not cognised as 

being incompatible with the object; as in this case the 

definition would include those wrong cognitions which 

may not have their sublating cognitions appearing for 

some time (and during this interval, the former cognitions 

would have to be regarded as right). And further, when 

the eye is in a healthy condition, we rightly see the conch- 

shell as white; if after this the organ happens to be affected 

with bile, we see the same shell as yellow; and in this case 

the former cognition (as white) would be cognised by means 

of the latter cognition as ‘incompatible with its object’ 

(yrllotuness), and would, as such, have to be regarded by you 

bb wrong. If in order to avoid this you were to urge that- 

the latter cognition spoken of in the definition should be a 

right one, then there is the objection that we have already 

pointed out—viz., that ‘ right cognition ’ being the term to 

be defined, it will not be right to introduce it in the defini¬ 

tion. If you say that, what is meant is that the cognition 

should not be sublated or rejected by a cognition proceeding 
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else. *Nor can the word mean that the Right Cognition 

is similar to the object; because in accordance with the 
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‘ avyabhichurl’ (which is added only with a view to preclude 

wrong Cognitions); and if with a view to escape from these 

predicaments you specify certain features in regard to which 

the similarity (between the Cognition and its object) is 

intended, then you become open to all the objections that 

we have urged above in connection with the definition con¬ 

taining the expression ‘ yathUrtha.' 
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[On similar grounds, the Author rejects the fifth definition of 

Right Cognition proposed by the Bauddlia—that it is that apprehension 

which is not incompatible with the object cognised.] 

(282) Nor is it right to define * Right Cognition * as that 

« anubhava ' or apprehension which does not disagree with—is 

not incompatible ivith—the object cognised. Because what 

do you mean by this * non-incompatiblity ’ ? (1) Do you mean 

that the cognition is cognised by means of another cognition, 

as being in agreement, or compatible, with the object ? (2) 

or that it is not cognised, by means of another cognition, as 

being incompatible with the object ? (3) or that the cognition 

has for its object something that is invariably concomitant 

° .eg. Atman is co-existent hi space with Cognition ; and when this character 

of Atman would be imposed upon the body as * idam sharif'fOn A tint?,* we would 

still have the Cognition co-existent with its object lUmatt ; and yet this Cognition 

wouW to wrong. 
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with that Cognition ? (4) or do you mean something entirely 

different from all this ? 

(283) The first of these is not possible : it cannot be that 

the cognition is cognised as compatiblo with the object; as 

according to - this view, we should have to regard as ‘right 

cognition ’ that misconception which proceeds in a continuous 

series (where the second member of the series will have the 

preceding Misconception for its object, and in perfect agree¬ 

ment with it, and so on and on each subsequent member of 

the series). Nor would it avail to urge that what is meant is 

that that other cognition also must be a right one ; as what you 

are seeking to define is ‘ right cognition ’ itself, (and hence 

you cannot introduce the same teim in the definition). 

(284) Nor is the second meaning possible: it cannot 

be your meaning that the Cognition is not cognised as 

being incompatible with the object; as in this case the 

definition would include those wrong cognitions which 

may not have their sublating cognitions appearing for 

some time (and during this interval, the former cognitions 

would have to be regarded as right). And further, when 

the eye is in a healthy condition, we rightly see the conch- 

shell as white; if after this the organ happens to be affected 

with bile, we see the same shell as yellow; and in this case 

the former cognition (as white) would be cognised by means 

of the latter cognition as ‘incompatible with its object’ 

(yrllotuness), and would, as such, have to be regarded by you 

bb wrong. If in order to avoid this you were to urge that- 

the latter cognition spoken of in the definition should be a 

right one, then there is the objection that we have already 

pointed out—viz., that ‘ right cognition ’ being the term to 

be defined, it will not be right to introduce it in the defini¬ 

tion. If you say that, what is meant is that the cognition 

should not be sublated or rejected by a cognition proceeding 
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from a faultless source (thus avoiding the use of the term. 

* right cognition ’),—then in that case, this last might well, 

be the definition of ‘ right cognition ’ (and there would be no 
need for the definition in support of which you have to put 

forward this explanation). And further, until you have 
defined what is faulty, it cannot be ascertained what is not- 

faulty or faultless. It might be urged—“ What of this? We 

can easily define the faulty character as some peculiarity in 

the source of the cognition which makes this latter wrong 

(contrary to the real nature of the thing).” But even this 

will not serve your purpose; * as what is meant to 

be excluded by the word * wrong * is the cognition of 

that which is not actually cognised; and] as no account 

can be taken of that which is not cognised or known at 
all], the introduction of the word would be absolu¬ 

tely useless. And if the word were dropped, then the 

faultiness of a source of cognition would come to consist in 

its character of producing a cognition 1 and under the cir¬ 

cumstances there would be no cognition proceeding from a 

faultless source! Nor can it be asserted that what the word 

* wrong ’ serves to exclude is the ‘ right cognition . ’ Be 

cause this latter is what you have got to define ; and so long 

as you have not got at its true definition, you can' have no 

idea of it as distinguished from other kinds of cognition ; 

and then under such circumstances how can you form any 

notion of its exclusion (by the word * wrong ’) ? And thus 

it comes to this that, without the cognition of ‘ right cogni¬ 

tion ’ as differentiated from other cognitions, you c%n have 

no idea of the * right cognition ’ as thus differentiated 1 

And this would land you in all the three predicaments of 

Atmdshraya (Vicious Circle), Anyonyashraya (Mutual Inter¬ 

dependence) and Auavasthd (.Regressus ad Infinitum). 

1 As a matter of fact, in the case of the definition of all 

such things as are possessed of more than one distinguishing 
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feature, when one of these features is singled out (for the pur¬ 

pose of defining the thing), then we have all the three pre¬ 

dicaments just mentioned; because that feature itself is 

something other than the other features belonging to the 

same thing. [And if these are not already known, they 

cannot be excluded, etc., etc., as argued above.] * (32) 

. (285) Nor is the third of the alternatives (mentioned 
m para. 282) tenable; that is, the definition cannot 

mean that the Cognition has for its object something 

that is invariably concomitant with that Cognition. Be¬ 

cause by the phrase ‘ invariably concomitant ’ do you mean 

anything and everything that may be concomitant? or 

only some particular thing? In the former case, we 

could tot regard as wrong the cognition that we have in a 

dream of fire with smoke, or that which we may obtain from 

the assertions of an untrustworthy person (with regard to 

the existence of fire with smoke on a hill where, in 

reality, there may be no fire at all). In the latter case, is 

this particular ‘ concomitant ’ to be in tbe form of effective 

action—e.g., the burning of fire? or in that of its acces¬ 

sories,— e. g., fuel of fire ? In either case there will be no 

escape from the aforesaid objections. [As during dreams 

many objects are cognised along with their efftctive actions]. 

And further, as all the cognitions (of the thing, its effective 

action, accessories, &c., necessitated by your view) could not 

be recognised as valid all at once, it will be necessary to 

accept some order of sequence in them; and under the cir¬ 
cumstances, if it be considered necessary (for the validity of 

the cognitions of an object) to have in a continuous series 

valid cognitions of its effective action and accessories, then 

tbe entire life of a person would become taken up by the cog¬ 

nition of a single object; while if a break in this series be" 

admitted, then there will be nothing to establish the validity 

of the last item (at which the series stops); and thus the 
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from a faultless source (thus avoiding the use of the term. 

* right cognition ’),—then in that case, this last might well, 

be the definition of ‘ right cognition ’ (and there would be no 
need for the definition in support of which you have to put 

forward this explanation). And further, until you have 
defined what is faulty, it cannot be ascertained what is not- 

faulty or faultless. It might be urged—“ What of this? We 

can easily define the faulty character as some peculiarity in 
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and then under such circumstances how can you form any 

notion of its exclusion (by the word * wrong ’) ? And thus 

it comes to this that, without the cognition of ‘ right cogni¬ 

tion ’ as differentiated from other cognitions, you c%n have 

no idea of the * right cognition ’ as thus differentiated 1 

And this would land you in all the three predicaments of 

Atmdshraya (Vicious Circle), Anyonyashraya (Mutual Inter¬ 

dependence) and Auavasthd (.Regressus ad Infinitum). 

1 As a matter of fact, in the case of the definition of all 

such things as are possessed of more than one distinguishing 
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feature, when one of these features is singled out (for the pur¬ 

pose of defining the thing), then we have all the three pre¬ 

dicaments just mentioned; because that feature itself is 

something other than the other features belonging to the 

same thing. [And if these are not already known, they 

cannot be excluded, etc., etc., as argued above.] * (32) 

. (285) Nor is the third of the alternatives (mentioned 
m para. 282) tenable; that is, the definition cannot 

mean that the Cognition has for its object something 

that is invariably concomitant with that Cognition. Be¬ 

cause by the phrase ‘ invariably concomitant ’ do you mean 

anything and everything that may be concomitant? or 

only some particular thing? In the former case, we 

could tot regard as wrong the cognition that we have in a 

dream of fire with smoke, or that which we may obtain from 

the assertions of an untrustworthy person (with regard to 

the existence of fire with smoke on a hill where, in 

reality, there may be no fire at all). In the latter case, is 

this particular ‘ concomitant ’ to be in tbe form of effective 

action—e.g., the burning of fire? or in that of its acces¬ 

sories,— e. g., fuel of fire ? In either case there will be no 

escape from the aforesaid objections. [As during dreams 

many objects are cognised along with their efftctive actions]. 

And further, as all the cognitions (of the thing, its effective 

action, accessories, &c., necessitated by your view) could not 

be recognised as valid all at once, it will be necessary to 

accept some order of sequence in them; and under the cir¬ 
cumstances, if it be considered necessary (for the validity of 

the cognitions of an object) to have in a continuous series 

valid cognitions of its effective action and accessories, then 

tbe entire life of a person would become taken up by the cog¬ 

nition of a single object; while if a break in this series be" 

admitted, then there will be nothing to establish the validity 

of the last item (at which the series stops); and thus the 
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invalidity of that one item would, in due backward course, 

vitiate the validity of every one of the items of the series, to 

the very first cognition. Then as regards the presence of 

actual effective action, it will be hard to ascertain whether 

or not a certain effective action is actually present; and 

hence in our ordinary usage, we cannot stop at each step 

to consider the actuality or otherwise of the effective action ; 

and as for the fact of the mere idea (of the effective action)» 

we have this in the case of wrong cognitions also (and so 

his cannot serve as a criterion). 

(286) " Well, under the circumstances, we can accept the 

fourth alternative * (noted in para 282). That is to say, the 

non-incompatibility of the cognition may be regarded as con¬ 

sisting in the fact of its having for its object something which 

is capable of effective action; as has been declared in thee 

following ver^e—* The non-incompatible cognition is valid, and 

non-incompatibility consists in the'presence of effective action. 

But this also is not right; because if you mean the presence 

of effective action, merely in a general way, then in the catee of 

misconception (of shell-silver also) we will have such non-in¬ 

compatibility (inasmuch as the shell is capable of the effective 

action of the shell, even though not of silver). In answer 

to this it might be urged that the thing cognised must 

be capable, in the form cognised!, of effective action. But 

this will be extremely diffcult to ascertain in every case- 

Nor will it be easy to ascertain this by actually perceiving 

the effective action; because it is possible for us to have 

the perception of effective cognition even when no &&ch 

action is possible (i.e., it is possible for us to have a misconcep¬ 

tion of effective action ; and so such perception itself cannot 

serve as the right criterion). This may be met by the 

explanation that what is meant to be the criterion is the rigfit 

cognition of the effective action; but this we have already 

® Adopted by the Uuddha writer, Dliai maklr^i. 
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refuted above ; as, we have yet to define what1 right cogni¬ 

tion 1 is. It might be urged that—" every cognition is re¬ 

garded as valid when it is found to be in keeping with (com¬ 

patible with) the intention of the cogniser.”* But this is 

not right; for if by this be meant that the cognition 

should be in keeping with the intention at the time of the 

cognition, then this will be found to apply to dream-cogni¬ 

tions also ; while as regards other times, it will not be possible 

to ascertain whether or not a certain cognition is in keeping 

with the person’s intention at other times. 

.(287) [Page 254J. The above arguments serve also to 

reject the' explanation that—" what is meant by the csamvUda9 

(compatibility) of the cognition is that the thing cognised is 

capable of being actually got at (in the form cognised)[As 

it cannot be ascertained at the time of the cognition whether 

or not the thing can be got at, etc., etc.] 

Truly difficult of refutation is this theory of Dharma- 

kirti’s, and one has to be very careful with regard to it. 

D 
[We cannot accept the sixth definition that 4 Right Cognition is 

that cognition which is not sublated *; because it is not possible to fix 

the meaning of the phrase ‘ not sublated. ’] 

(288) By what we have said above is also refuted the 

definition that Right Cognition is that apprehension which is 

not sublated or rejected (by any subsequent cognition). 

Because if you mean that the Cognition is ‘ not sublated ’ at 

the time of the Cognition9—then the definition becomes too 

wide (including all Cognitions, as no cognition is sublated at 

the time that it appears); and if you mean that it is * not 

sublated’ at a different time, then we have only got to point 

out that we can not be* sure with regard to any cognition, 

° When the person sees a thing before him and makes up his mind to use it in a 

oortain way ; if the thing really turns out to be fit for such use, then the cognition 
U right. 
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invalidity of that one item would, in due backward course, 

vitiate the validity of every one of the items of the series, to 

the very first cognition. Then as regards the presence of 

actual effective action, it will be hard to ascertain whether 

or not a certain effective action is actually present; and 

hence in our ordinary usage, we cannot stop at each step 

to consider the actuality or otherwise of the effective action ; 

and as for the fact of the mere idea (of the effective action)» 

we have this in the case of wrong cognitions also (and so 

his cannot serve as a criterion). 

(286) " Well, under the circumstances, we can accept the 

fourth alternative * (noted in para 282). That is to say, the 

non-incompatibility of the cognition may be regarded as con¬ 

sisting in the fact of its having for its object something which 

is capable of effective action; as has been declared in thee 

following ver^e—* The non-incompatible cognition is valid, and 
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But this also is not right; because if you mean the presence 
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tion of effective action ; and so such perception itself cannot 
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explanation that what is meant to be the criterion is the rigfit 
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® Adopted by the Uuddha writer, Dliai maklr^i. 

Chapter I, Section 16. I;6j 

refuted above ; as, we have yet to define what1 right cogni¬ 
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D 
[We cannot accept the sixth definition that 4 Right Cognition is 

that cognition which is not sublated *; because it is not possible to fix 

the meaning of the phrase ‘ not sublated. ’] 
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the time that it appears); and if you mean that it is * not 
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° When the person sees a thing before him and makes up his mind to use it in a 

oortain way ; if the thing really turns out to be fit for such use, then the cognition 
U right. 

Kh. 161. 
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that it can never be sublated at any time. Then again, 
if you mean that the cognition is to be * not hublated ’ 
by the Cogniser himself,—then too the definition becomes 
too wide (as no cognition is sublated or rejected by the 

cogniser at the time of the cognition); and if in order to 
avoid this you mean that the sublation denied is by some 
other'person,—then, we can never be sure as to any cognition 

being * not sublated ’ by any person. 

E 

[The seventh definition—that Right Cognition is cognition other 

than the ratiocinative, the doubtful, the wrong and the remembered— 

cannot be accepted ; because of the arguments already explained.] 

(2S9) Nor again is it right to define Right Cognition as 

an apprehension or knowledge other than the ratiocinative, the 

douhtfuly the wrong, and the remembered. As this definition 

is to be refuted in the same manner as the one dealt with 
before where Right Cognition was defined as a cognition 

other'than remembrance. (Para 220). 

F 

[The eighth definition—that Right Cognition is that cognition 

which belongs to the class of *pramd *—has to be rejected, because in 

the first place, this would involve a ‘ Cross Division; * and secondly, no 

real explanation of 4 pramatva1 itself is available.] 

(290) As for the definition that Right Cognition is that 

which is related to (belongs to) the class ‘ Prama ’ (i. e., which 

is possessed of the general character of ‘ pramatva) ’—this 

cannot be right, specially for one who (like the Logician) 
regards * Cross-division ’ as. wrong.* Then again, if this 

general character of*pramatva' were to give rise to the 

notion of Prama, without being itself duly recognised, then 

° The sense of this is that the Logician cannot accept any such Jdti or class as 

‘ Pramatva' ; as this would overlap with another Jdti ‘ Suksdtkdrafva.’ Both of 

these reside in the ordinary right sense-perception, and yet 1 Suksdikdratva ’ is not 

present in right inferential Cognition, and .*Pramatva’ is not present in the wrong 
sense-perception of shell-silver. 

Kh. 162. 
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there-could be no Misconception or Doubt with regard to 

any Right Cognition being wrong. [That is to say, with 
regard to certain Right Cognitions, we have sometimes the 
misconception that it is wrong, or the Doubt that it may be 

right or wrong; and these are due to our failing to perceive 

the presence or absence in the Cognition concerned, of the 
character ' Pramatva’; so if we were to have the notion of 

* Prama ’, or * Right Cognition ’, without any idea of the cha¬ 
racter of * Pramatva’, then all Right Cognitions would be 

always known as right, and there would be no room for the 
aforesaid misconception or doubt]. In order to avoid this 
predicament, if it be held that the notion of Prama is due to 

the presence of the general character of ‘ Pramatva ’ as 

accompanied by the absence of discrepancies (which are the 

source of misconception and doubt),—then, in that case, we 

should have to regard as * right’ that Cognition which is known 

as mere * Cognition’ in general, and with regard to which we 

do not have the notion of ‘ misconception’, or * doubt’ or any 
such particular character. [As in this case also there are no 

discrepancies of the kind mentioned, as evinced by the absence 
of Misconception and Doubt; and as for the character of 
Pramatva, it may be there for aught we know; and accord¬ 

ing to your view it is not necessary for us to have any 
cognition of this general character.] 

(291) [Page 256.J If in order to escape from all this it 
be held that it is when the character of *Pramatva’ is duly 

recognised that we have the notion of Right Cognition,—then, 
you have to explain how this Pramatva itself is to be recog¬ 

nised. It cannot be. recognised by means of sensuous 
perception through the mind; as in that case with regard to 

any ‘right cognition’ that might appear, there could be 

no misconception or mistake to the effect that it is a wrong 

cognition; nor could there be any doubt as to its being right 

or wrong; because like the thing itself (i.e., the cognition), its 

Kh,. 163. 
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character (rightness) also would have been ascertained through 

the mind. * It may be argued that the recognition of 

* Pramatva* is through the mind directly, while in the other 

case the mind stands in need of the help of other characteris¬ 

tics (as for instance, the character of being the apprehension 

of the real nature of the thing, and so forth); or it may 

be that the said recognition is only inferential, being brought 

about by the said characteristics which would be indicative 

of Pramatva (as distinguished from all other things). But 

this also affords only a false glimmer of hope to you; be¬ 

cause in that case, all purposes of ordinary usage (Leof 

forming a comprehensive notion of all right notions), being 

served on the basis of those characteristics, there would be 

no need for the assumption of any such generic entity as 

Pramatva' (which is assumed solely for the sake of the said 

comprehensive notion). If, in order to escape from this 

predicament you have recourse to the argument that the 

characteristics are many (and not one, which would suffice 

for the comprehensive notion),—then you have to point what 

these many characteristics are. Each and every one of the 

characteristics of right notion that you have been putting 

forward one after the other we have been showing to be 

faulty, and we shall show this again later on, in the 

course of our refutation of the view that Cognition derives 

its validity from extraneous sources. 

6. 
[Lastly, Right Cognition cannot be defined, as possessed of 

Pramatva, which is a particular kind of power or efficiency because 

it is not possible to ascertain what tins efficiency is, and every 

definition that may be advanced is bound to be too wide.] 

°Ordiuarily the cognition is mentally perceived; and as to whether it is righ 

or wrong it is ascertained by such other means as the absence of subsequent 

goblation, and so forth. If both were mental, both would be coeval; and all so-called 

right cognitions would always bo regarded as right; and there could be no doubt or 

mistake with regard to them. 

Kh. 164. 

(292) The reasonings advanced above also dispose of 

the definition that the * Rightness,’ Pramatva, of a Cognition 

being a peculiar power or efficiency, the Right Cognition is 

that which is possessed of this efficiency. Specially as it can 

not be ascertained what this ‘efficiency ’ is. 

(293) Then again, whatever the definition of Right 

Cognition may be, if it were the basis of our conception of 

such rightness, either when it itself would be merely recog¬ 

nised, or even when it is not itself recognised,—in either 

case, there would be an undue extension ( i.e., even Mistaken 

Cognitions would come to be regarded as right).* And if it be 

only when the rightness is rightly cognised (that it can serve 

as the basis of our notion of Right Cognition), then there 

could be no right cognition of the rightness, until we have 

ascertained what ‘right cognition’ is. (Thus there is a 

vicious circle]. It may be urged that it does not matter if 

this is not duly ascertained, the fact remains (that it is there). 

But this will not be right; as might not your opponent say 

(with equal force) that * the fact remains, that it is not so’? 

And then you will have no answer to that. And further, 

according to what you say, there would be no need for 

seeking to ascertain what the character of Right Cognition 

is. Specially as in that case (i.e., according to your view of 

the rightness remaining a fact even though not recognised) 

the cognition of the jar also might be regarded as right 

dimply because the rightness is there [and it will not be 

necessary for us to recognise this rightness, for which 

purpose you have been putting forward the above definition 

mid thus there is a total annihilation of all definitions.] "We 

need not pursue this discussion any further. 

0The sense is that even in Mistaken Cognitions, we have the notion, for the 

time being, that these are right. Whether this notion itself is wrong or right, 

that is another question. This aspect is met in 'he next seutcnce. 

Eh. 165. 
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effect; and hence as being a necessary factor in the accom¬ 

plishment of the character of the Instrument it can be said to 

be taken up in its accomplishment. Similarly the Locative 

also aids in the fulfilment of the operation of the*Instrument 

Lastly as regard* the Dative and the Ablative, these are not 

necessary agencies in all actions, as the Instrument is. Con-i 

sequently we can rightly define the Instrument as that cause 

which is necessary in the case of all actions, and which is not 

taken up in the accomplishment of any other agency.** 

(296) The above definition cannot be maintained. The 

explanation that you have provided may look all very well 

until we have examined it closely; but when we proceed to 

look into it more carefully we find that, if the word 4 antapiV 

that you have introduced in your definition (in the compound 

* kdrakantara/ 4 another agency *) means only 4 difference/ • 

then it cannot serve the purpose of exclusion (as it is 

meant to do); t because the word could serve the purpose of 

excluding certain kdrakas and including the one intended, 

only if it were possible for a mere *karaka 9 or 4 Agent* in 

general, without any specification, to be produced; but as this 

is not possible, the word 4 antara9 cannot serve to exclude what 

it is intended to exclude. Nor can the word 4 antara9 mean 

* another*; as if it did, then it would be necessary to point 

out with reference to what the thing spoken of is ‘another*; 

if this other thing is not pointed out, then it would refer 

to the word 4 karana9 itself, on account of the close prox¬ 

imity of that word; just as we have in the assertion 4 any oh 
Utrna, sharlram anyat9 4 the self is another thing, and 

the body another*; then the word kdrkftntara would come 

to denote the Agency other than the Instrument; and this 

1Indian Thought : Khanddha. 

Section 17. 

[It having been shown that no adequate definition of Pramd, 

Bight Cognition, is possible, the Author next proceeds to demonstrate 

the untenability of all the definitions that have been proposed of 

Pramana, Means of Right Cognition.] 

A. [Pramana cannot be defined as ‘ the instrument of right cogni¬ 

tion’; because no adequate definition of 4 instrument’ is available.] 

(294) It having been found impossible to define Bight 

Cognition, the definition of Framdna also as 4 the means or 

instrument of right cognition’ cannot be maintained ; specially 

as the meaning of the word 4 Karana/ 4 Means,* 4 Instrument/ 

cannot be defined. 

(295) The opponent proceeds to supply a definition ot 

the 4 means * or 4 instrument *:— 

44 The name ‘means* or ‘instrument* is given to that 

cause which is not taken up in the making up (or fulfilment) of 

any other of the various agencies tending to the accomplishment 

of the action (but which aids- directly and entirely in that 

accomplishment). * The Nominative or the Active Agent 

tends directly to the accomplishment (or bringing together) of 

the Means or instrument to the action, and is as such 4 taken 

up in the making np of another agency * (and so it cannot 

come within the above definition of the Instrument). Even 

though the Instrument has an independent existence by itself, 

and cannot, as such, be said to be 4 accomplished by the 

Agent,—yet, inasmuch it is by the Agent that it is set in 

operation, it may be said to be accomplished by him (at least 

in regard to the action concerned); specially as it is a real 

• means * only when thus set in operation. In the same 

manner the Objective also is taken up in the accomplishment 

of the Instrument; as it is on the Objective that the Instrument 

operates; and in the absence of the Objective, there is 

nothing upon which the operation of the Instrument could take 

• He proceeds to t vow that the definition cannot apply to any other kdraka 
(agent) save the karana (Instrument). Kh. 166. 

0 As in the assertion 4 atiayoh mahat antaram.' 

t It is only when the general ghala is spoken of that we can make use of 

r words that would exclude some and include others. Id the case in question it is 

not possible for any kanaka in general to ba produced ; and hence no exclusion is 

possible er necessary. As it is only the karaka of a particular kind that is produced. 

Kh. 167. 
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would be objectionable, as it is still being ascertained what 
the ‘ Instrument9 is (and so we cannot introduce this word 
into the definition); and further, in this case the definition 
would become too wide (as the Nominative and the Objective 
also are taken up in the accomplishment of the Instrument only, 
and not in that of any Agency other than the Instrument). Nor 
can the word ‘antara,9 refer to the forms of the Nominative 
and the Objective; because in this case also the definition 
would become * too wide’, inasmuch as it would include these 
two also (because neither the Nominative nor the Objective 
is taken up in the accomplishment of its own form, both 
of these tending to the accomplishment of the Instrument, as 
you have yourself stated). Nor again can the word 9 antara9 
be explained as expressing contradistinction to the Nomina¬ 
tive and the Objective (the definition meaning that which is 
not taken up in the accomplishment of any agency other than 
the Nominative and the Objective). Because in that case 
the introduction of the word would be absolutely useless; as it 
would suffice to say only 9 that which is not taken up in the 
accomplishment of an agency/ [As the Locative and the rest 
would be included in the word * Agency’, ‘Karaka’, itself; 
and the Instrument is never taken up in the accomplishment 
of the Nominative and the Objective.] In order to escape 
from these difficulties, you will perhaps urge that the word 
• tarakantara' does not mean anything more than the 
word 9 Karaka\ and as such it may not be used. This will 
not avail ’you; because in that case the Hand and such 
other instruments, which do bring about many agencies 
(in the shape of fire, for instance, in the act of Cooking) will 
not be regarded as * instruments * at all;—while as a matter 
of fact, a KaraJca or * Agency 9 is any cause that is operative 
(towards the bringing about of some effect); and we find the 
Fire operating (towards the action of Cooking) through its 
contact with the vessel; and il *s fire in its turn is produced 

Kh. 168. 
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by the hand (which thus is * taken up in the accomplishment 
of an agency). Nor will it be right for you to assert that 
the Hand is not an • instrument.’ Because inasmuch as it is 
found to be a cause operating towards a certain end, you cannot 
but regard it as that particular kind of ‘agency’; and as it 
cannot very well be regarded as the Nominative or any other 
KUraka, you would have to postulate a seventh Kciroka (if you 
do not regard it as the ‘Instrument’)! You cannot argue that 

“ “ fi8mUch “ th° °Peration ^ the Hand towards the burn- 

2 18 lrect bufc interP°sed fl>7 the action of the 
fuel, etc.) we cannot regard it as the cause of the burning, 
but only the cause of its cause." Because the same might £ 

id with regard to the Nominative agency also (which also 
would thus according to you, cease to be a Ear aka)-, because 
between the operation of the agent (wood-cutter) and the 
broken splinters of the wood, there intervene many other' 
operations, such as the operation of the axe, the cutting, and 
so forth. It might be said in answer to this, that in this 
latter case all the intervening operations belong to the Agent, 
and as such they do not deprive this latter of the causal 
character. But then, the same may be said with regard to 
the Hand also. Thus then your definition is wrong; simply 

•in6 *! / t8 DOt aPPlj to tllingS 1Utethe Hand, whose 
instrumental character is unquestioned. The above reason 

‘AW- r^8/0^0 th6 W that the ‘session 
(m the definition of karand) means ‘those 

other than the Nominative and the Objective.’ [As the 

acknowledged Instrument, Hand, is ‘taken up in the ac- 
complishment of another instrument, which is neither the 
Nominative nor the Objective]. 

_ I",98’ ^®r can Instrument be defined as the Meet 
orjUntratun, <«*,,.) „f tho ogont, operation. Because 

when a man makes an effort to set his body in mel on what 

ecomes the object of his operation of effort is, either the 
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would be objectionable, as it is still being ascertained what 
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action of bodily motion, or the body as qualified by tbaC 
action; and hence these will have to be regarded as ths 
* instrument * in the said action (of * chalana\ setting into 
motion); but this cannot be accepted; because a thing cannot 
be the instrument towards itself in the future state 
[i. e., while the setting into motion of the body is not accoui* 
plished, the motion of the body is still in the future; and as 
such this latter cannot be the instrument towards the form* 

er; and similarly the body qualified by the motion, does not 
exist until the body has been set in motion, and as such this 

could not be the instrument towards this latter.] Nor could 

this objection be escaped by adding the qualification of 1 Di«« 

rect * (soksat),—the Instrument being defined as the direct 
object of the operation of the agent'* Because (even though 

.this addition may save you as regards the action of the Self 

in the shape of the Effort to set the body in motion, where 

the body is the direct object) the objection would remain in 

force, as regards the action of the Self towards the setting of 

the Mind and such other things into activity, (which are the 

direct objects of the operation of the Self); and secondly 

because this definition would 'not apply tip all Instruments 

(for instance the axe in cutting is not the direct object of the 
cutter’s operation, who operates through his hand). 

(299) You will perhaps argue that the hetu or cause of a 

certain action is certainly the object or subt^ate of the opera* 

tion of the agent or doer of that action, and this cause will be 
the * Instrument * for that action. This also cannot be 
maintained, we reply; as by this definition there could be 
no instrumentality in the action of the sprouting of seeds, 

according to Atheists [as according to them there is no doer 
or agent in this case];—and further by this definition it will 

be necessary to exclude, from the category of 4 Right 

• Thus, the Purvapaksin, would say, as the effort ia the action of the Self, £he 

$ody cannot be aaid to be its direct object. 

Eh. 170, 
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<?ognition’, the cognition that we have after deep sleep - that 

1 have been sleeping happily'), as during deep sleep there is 

no actual cogniser (the Self having reverted at that time to 

its state of pure consciousness, without the upadhi in the 
shape of the cognitive faculty which is necessary for its 

eing a cogniser oi agent), and hence (by your definition) there 

ZrA ”° eit,,OT •• "W'o for ororjr right cognition, 
there have been enumerated (by you) distinet VpUhis in the 
shape of Instruments. And, if in order to avoid this, you 

Tress T «at the presence °£ the ^“•’Ofacultg is not 
necessary for the Agent (in the rase of Cognition), then this 

admission of yours could be made to extend too far (foryour 

acceptance). [That is to say, in that case it would not be 
necessary for the Creator of the world to be endowed with 

the CogmUve Faculty; and the creation would have to be 

to tlTTlt s, °T!gaitire Matter° The” a*ai“' accor(f>ng 
a 10 “trine, as nil causes would be the object of 
the operate of God «/., Agent), there would be no cause 

«r ich (by yoor definition) would not bean Instrument. It 
% n say men ’ to this, then all that remains for yoa to 

differentiate the Instrument from is whnt is not a cause ; and 

t is it would suffice for you to define the Instrument 

imply as the cause'; and it is needless effort on your part 
1.0 add qualifications. J 1 

mi <?f) [PA0E 2S3-] To tbe ab°!"� you may reply — 
Quahfieat'ous have been added not for the pjpojol ex- 

einelethi er !blDSs. bat for the purpose of showing that a 
L. 1g can, in the said distinctive form, be spoken of by 

..word % Karon-:- B„t in that ease the • Karana • being 
lint which has the distinctive form mentioned'in youf 

ilnhnitiOD, the definition would come to contain a mere men- 

iLd ?b r?“'WLi°h ^ ‘o be defined- and it 
..mid not be the statement of the definition, that yon -rofess 

" |,r0Vld°- Nor w°uM * ho tight to argue that! “the 
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only purpose of definition consists in showing the g^audsfor 

the use or application of the word denpting the thing to be 

defined [t. e., the definition is nothing more than the pointing 

out of the signification of this word].” This, we say, is not 

right; because in that case, that which is possessed of odour 

would not be a ‘definition* of the Earth [as the word ‘Earth* 

does not mean or signify that which, is possessed of odour]. 

Then again, if such be your standpoint, then why did you 

not point out the denotation of the word * karana * by the 

statement 4 everything is karana5? You might retort by 

saying—“I should have done this only if everything were ac¬ 

tually spoken of as ‘ karana.” But to this our rejoinder 

would be that the definition put forward by you would be all 

right only if all karanas or agencies were spoken of as 

* karana as a matter of fact however, neither the Nominative 

nor the Objective is spoken of as ‘karana' [and hence your 

definition is not sound]. 

(301) “ But,” the opponent argues, “ we do find the Nom¬ 

inative spoken of as the karaiia ; as for instance, (1) in ordi¬ 

nary parlance, in such sentences as ‘Bevadatta is the pramana 

or authority in this matter* (where Devadatta, the Nomina¬ 

tive agent, is spoken of as ‘ pramana which is a Karana), and 

(2) in scientific works, as in Nyayasutra II—i-67, where the 

authoritative character of the whole Veda is sought to be es¬ 

tablished on the basis of the fact that the trustworthy person is 

an authority or pramana,—as is found in the case of those por¬ 

tions of the Veda that deal with incantations and medicines; 

[where also th* trustworthy person, the Nominative agent, is 

spoken of as pramana, which is karana]” This is not right, 

we reply; for we ask—is this use of the word ‘ karana * as 

applied to the Nominative, only figurative (indirect), like the 

application of the word ‘ fire * to the (bright) Boy ? or is it 

literal, (direct) ? And if on the basis of your assumption the 

use be literal or direct, then we find that this view is negatived 

Kh. 172. 
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or made untenable by the argument that in that case, the word 

'karana' would, on the same grounds, be applied to the Objec¬ 

tive also; and hence there is no other alternative save that 

of regarding the said use of the word as only figurative. 

* [Page 265] It may be urged that the word 

• karana ’ is actually applied to the Objective also, when 

this latter is spoken of in the form of the Instrument. But 

it is absolutely impossible to point out any instance of such 

usage, either in ordinary parlance or in scientific works; for 

where do you find the sentence ‘ ghaUna pashyati' used in 
the sense of • ghatam pashytti'? If there be any such usage 

only in your mind, we cannot make up our mind to pay any 

regard to it. Because (.if we were to pay any regard to such 

individual freaks) we may have to accept the fact of the 

name * learana ’ being applied to all cognisable things,—a fact 

which would be present in the mind of that person of 

perverted intelligence who holds that ‘every cognisable 

object is an Instrument.’ The Opponent may urge,— 

“ we do not meet with such a sentence as ‘ ghateaa pashyati,'" 

because no such sentence is ever used by people (and not 

because the Instrumental character does not belong to the 

Objective); as certainly it is not necessary that peopfe should 

actually speak of each and everything that may have a certain 

character, as having that character.” That might be so; 
but it is incumbent on you to point out instances where the 

name * karana ' is actually applied to the objective ; but, as a 

matter of fact, any concrete instance of such application it is 
absolutely impossible to find. 

(306) [Page 266] Nor can the Instrument be defined as 

that which is inseparably relat d to the action* Because 

‘ oyogavyavachchheda (inseparability -non non-companion- 

ship) ultimately means only ‘ yoya > (companionship or 

•Tim other agencies though rdaUi .. the act,,,., are 

•onneeted with it; it is only the Instrument which is thus inseparably connected. 

Kh. 173. 
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connection); and thus th. definition would only mean that 

the Instrument is that which is related or connected to the 

action by connection; and this would be tautological. It 

may be explained that the word 4 sambandhi * or 4 related f 

denotes relationship at some particular point of time, and 

hence it is with a view to indicate relationship at alt times 

that we have the qualification 6 ayogavyavachchhedena9 or 

‘inseparably.* This also is not right; because as a 

matter of fact, the word 4 related * does not denote relation¬ 

ship at any particular time; and hence there would be no 

need for the adding of other*words for the purpose of 

denoting relationship at other times, not already expressed. 

In answer to this it may be urged that—44 the word 4 related * 

signifying mere relationship in a general way, if we had that 

word alone in the definition, then it would be made applicable 

to the Nominative and such other agencies of the action also, 

by taking the general word ‘related’ as serving the purpose 

of denoting relationship at a particular time (which would 

apply to the Nominative also), even though these other 

agencies may not be related to the action at other points of 

time; and hence with a view to preclude this we add an¬ 

other word to signify relationship at other points 'f time also." 

This again cannot be accepted; because just as you have 

argued with regard to the general relationship signified by 

the word 4 related, ’ so it might be said with regard to this 

other word also that you add: That is to say, this other 

word also signifying in general the relationship at other points 

of time, it might be taken as referring only to some one point 

out }f the many 4 other points of t ime and so for the purpose 

preclud ng the non-relationship at the other points of time, it 

would be necessary for you to add another qualifying word. 

(301) It may be that you intend to preclude (by the 

qualification) the non-relationship at any time (i.e., the 

Non-relationship at all times). But this may be got at by 
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means of the word 4 related * itself; and there is no need for 

seeking to get at it by means of another word. If it is argued 

that “the Universality of the Non-relationship is got at by the 

preclusion of the negation (i. e., by the double negation)”,— 

then we reply that the preclusion of negation is nothing more 
than simple affirmation. 

(SOS) It may be asserted that what is meant by the 

word ‘ayogavyavachchhedena’, ‘inseparably’, is that the 

Instrument to which the ‘ relationship’ belongs is such that 

it never becomes the substratum of Non-relationship (i.e., 

it does not permit of the co-existence in itself of the 

relationship and its negation). This again is not right; 

as in the other Agencies (of the Nominative, &c.) also, at the 

time that they are related to the action, there is no non-re¬ 

lationship (and hence the definition would include these 

also). Nor would it be right to add the word * always ’ (or 

‘ at all times’); because in that case we would ask—would the 

relationship of the action with the Instrument exist also at 

the time that the Instrument itself is non-existent ? (for 

certainly it should do so if it is to exist ‘ at all times’). If 

you add the qualification * while the Instrument exists’, then in 

that case the word ‘ sambandhi ’ in your definition would be 

superfluous; as it would be enough to define the Instrument 

as that which while it exists is qualified or characterised 

by ayogavyavachchheda (inseparable relationship)* Or 

you might define it merely as ‘ Sambandhi Kriyaya,’—this 

word itself being meant to convey relationship at all 

times (which grammatically the possessive termination in 

* Sambandhi is quite capable of expressing); as we have 
already pointed out above. 

’ T« W°“!d b# ,n tbe f0n“ kriyayH ayogavyavachcK- 
Mena ,-tha third case termination in the last word denoting quo',/cation or 
tpcClfiC-dliOU. 
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(301) It may be that you intend to preclude (by the 

qualification) the non-relationship at any time (i.e., the 

Non-relationship at all times). But this may be got at by 
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means of the word 4 related * itself; and there is no need for 

seeking to get at it by means of another word. If it is argued 

that “the Universality of the Non-relationship is got at by the 

preclusion of the negation (i. e., by the double negation)”,— 

then we reply that the preclusion of negation is nothing more 
than simple affirmation. 

(SOS) It may be asserted that what is meant by the 

word ‘ayogavyavachchhedena’, ‘inseparably’, is that the 

Instrument to which the ‘ relationship’ belongs is such that 

it never becomes the substratum of Non-relationship (i.e., 

it does not permit of the co-existence in itself of the 

relationship and its negation). This again is not right; 

as in the other Agencies (of the Nominative, &c.) also, at the 

time that they are related to the action, there is no non-re¬ 

lationship (and hence the definition would include these 

also). Nor would it be right to add the word * always ’ (or 

‘ at all times’); because in that case we would ask—would the 

relationship of the action with the Instrument exist also at 

the time that the Instrument itself is non-existent ? (for 

certainly it should do so if it is to exist ‘ at all times’). If 

you add the qualification * while the Instrument exists’, then in 

that case the word ‘ sambandhi ’ in your definition would be 

superfluous; as it would be enough to define the Instrument 

as that which while it exists is qualified or characterised 

by ayogavyavachchheda (inseparable relationship)* Or 

you might define it merely as ‘ Sambandhi Kriyaya,’—this 

word itself being meant to convey relationship at all 

times (which grammatically the possessive termination in 

* Sambandhi is quite capable of expressing); as we have 
already pointed out above. 

’ T« W°“!d b# ,n tbe f0n“ kriyayH ayogavyavachcK- 
Mena ,-tha third case termination in the last word denoting quo',/cation or 
tpcClfiC-dliOU. 
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(20G) If you are ready to accept this signification of the 

word 'samband!u\ after having, by some perverted course 

of reasoning, shown the necessity of that word in your 

definition,—‘then we put forward the following objections :— 

By your definition, the proximity of the asterism of jRohini' 

would be the ‘Instrument*, in the action of the rising of 

the itsterism of ‘ Kriftika * that precedes it; and further 

tho setting of the fourteenth asterism counted from the 

beginning would be the ‘ Instrument * in the rising of the 

fourteenth asterism after that.* Nor can this be regarded 

as right; as the two events rising and setting) occurring 

simultaneously (and not one after the other), the one can 

never be regarded as he cause of the other (as sequence is a 

necessary factor in all causal relation) ; and not being a cause9 

*t cannot be regard-das an agency (fearaka) towards the other 

[because the Ag"nt is only a particular kind of CauseJ ; and 

so lastly, there is no possibility of its being the ‘ instrument* 

(which is only a particular kind of Agency). . 

(307) Nor will it be right for you to argue that in the 

case cited there is no sort of ‘relationship* present. As you 

cannot deny the fact that there is an ino(triable concomitance 

between the two events; and such concomitance has the 

character of a natural relationship. You might urge that 

the ‘relationship* intended is that of cause and effect. 

But this also is not possible ; as in that case the samagrl or 

contingent accessories tending to bring about a certain effect, 

would have to be regarded as ‘instrument.* “Amen ! be it 

so”—you might exclaim. But can you be happy by merely 

repeating this sacred syllable ? It would seem as if you 

were going to pronounce a certain scriptural incantation 

° There are 28 asterisms distributed among the twelve zodiacal signs located 

in the ecliptic circle. This circle in its continuous revolution makes ihe zodiacal 

signs and the asterisms with them rise and set in regular order, bo that at the time 

that the sixth sigo with the thirteenth asterism would besotting in the West, the 

twelfth sign with the 28th Astensni would oe rising in the East.] 
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prefaced by this sacred syllable, seeking to force us to believe 

m the dogma that the ‘ contingent accessory also is an 

instrument’, in which we have no trust. 

(303) * The opponent argues : “(The definition of * Ins¬ 

trument’ that we have put forward involves the relationship 

of causa and effect; and this cannot apply to the Contingent 

Accessory or Auxiliary, beeausej As a matter of fact the 

Contingent Accessory does not constitute the ‘ cause’, which is 

only one part, out of its many parts, each of which severally 

forms the ‘cause of various kinds {samcivay , asamaoayi 

); and the * Contingent Accessory’ is only that in the wake 

of which (in close sequence to which) the effect invariably 

follows.” This is hardly satisfactory ; as this definition of 

the ‘ Contingent Accessory ’ is found applicable to the Instru¬ 

ment also, which would thus itself become a ‘Contingent 

Accessory; and in this manner a Kriya or Action would 

have to be regarded as the instrument of Di>jnnction and 

such other effects (due to that action); and this Disjunction 

again would have to be regarded as the instrument of the 

consequent destruction of Conjunction or contact! 

(309) Then again, the character of the cause consist¬ 

ing in bf-ing the necessary and invariable antecedent,— 

which according to you resides severally in each of the parts 

of the contingent accessory (as a whole> also (as this is also 

the necessary and invariable antecedent of the effect),— 

how can you say that this latter is not the! ‘ cause ’ ? (And 

if it is the * cause ’, it becomes included in the definition of 

the ‘ Instrument]. In reply to this it may be urged that, 

“the contingent accessory t?f a certain effect includes also 

that point of time which precedes the appearance of the effect; 

and certainly this could have no existence at that same 

point of time (as this would involve the absurdity of the point 

of time existing in itself) [con *queatly the ‘contingent 

• Here we have the Khandana of the lakshana of ' Samagri? ' 

Kh. 177. 



176 Indian Thought : Khandana. 
(20G) If you are ready to accept this signification of the 

word 'samband!u\ after having, by some perverted course 

of reasoning, shown the necessity of that word in your 

definition,—‘then we put forward the following objections :— 

By your definition, the proximity of the asterism of jRohini' 

would be the ‘Instrument*, in the action of the rising of 
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prefaced by this sacred syllable, seeking to force us to believe 

m the dogma that the ‘ contingent accessory also is an 

instrument’, in which we have no trust. 

(303) * The opponent argues : “(The definition of * Ins¬ 

trument’ that we have put forward involves the relationship 

of causa and effect; and this cannot apply to the Contingent 

Accessory or Auxiliary, beeausej As a matter of fact the 

Contingent Accessory does not constitute the ‘ cause’, which is 

only one part, out of its many parts, each of which severally 

forms the ‘cause of various kinds {samcivay , asamaoayi 

); and the * Contingent Accessory’ is only that in the wake 

of which (in close sequence to which) the effect invariably 

follows.” This is hardly satisfactory ; as this definition of 

the ‘ Contingent Accessory ’ is found applicable to the Instru¬ 

ment also, which would thus itself become a ‘Contingent 

Accessory; and in this manner a Kriya or Action would 

have to be regarded as the instrument of Di>jnnction and 

such other effects (due to that action); and this Disjunction 

again would have to be regarded as the instrument of the 

consequent destruction of Conjunction or contact! 

(309) Then again, the character of the cause consist¬ 

ing in bf-ing the necessary and invariable antecedent,— 

which according to you resides severally in each of the parts 

of the contingent accessory (as a whole> also (as this is also 

the necessary and invariable antecedent of the effect),— 

how can you say that this latter is not the! ‘ cause ’ ? (And 

if it is the * cause ’, it becomes included in the definition of 

the ‘ Instrument]. In reply to this it may be urged that, 

“the contingent accessory t?f a certain effect includes also 

that point of time which precedes the appearance of the effect; 

and certainly this could have no existence at that same 

point of time (as this would involve the absurdity of the point 

of time existing in itself) [con *queatly the ‘contingent 

• Here we have the Khandana of the lakshana of ' Samagri? ' 
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accessory * not always being the antecedent of the effect, 

it cannot be regarded as the ‘ cause ’]. ” But this is 

not right. Because for the very reason that you pro¬ 

pound, the point of time preceding the appearance of the 

effect is not regarded as the * cause’; and for this reason 

it does not enter as a factor in the * Contingent Accessory* 

of the cause, [Consequently, if the definition of the 

Instrument applies to the Contingent Accessory qualified by 

time, it becomes defective, in that it is too wide.] 

(310) * Then again, the * Instrument * cannot be as it 

has been defined. Because, ih some cases, even though the 

instrument may be fully active, may it not bring about the 

action (of which it is the instrument), all along the time that it 

itself exists ? [e.g., the axe is an ‘ instrument ’ in the cutting, 

and yet it doe3 not produce the cutting during all the time 

that it is in operation; for instance, it is in operation from 

the time that it is raised by the hand up to the time that it 

actually falls upon the wood to be cut; but the cutting is 

produced only at this last point of time]. + And further, it is 

impossible for you to adduce evidence to prove that the 

instrument (axe) does not continue to operate even for a 

moment, at the time that the action (cutting) actually appears; 

and hence it becomes doubtful (in the absence of such evi¬ 

dence) [whether the operation of the instrument is really the 

• The author having shown that the definition of Instrument is too wide 

now proceeds to show that it is too nirrow, in that it does not apply to such well- 

known instruments as the axe and the like, 

o The translation follows the interpretation of the Vid ytuagarl and the 

Chitsukht. Shankara Mishra reads and explains the passage differently. He reads 

4 Kriyd—akdle1 which lie explains as 1 at the time that the action does not como 

into existence,—i. e.t at the point of time preceding the appearance of the action'; 

the passage thus means that * there is no evidence available for proving that at this 

previous point of time also the action of cutting doos not actually inhere in the axe 

which is being raised and let fall.’ This tortuous interpretation also points to the, 

same argument as lias bee deduced from tho passage by the simpler interpre¬ 

tation of the ChifeukkU 
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antecedent to the cutting, or it is simultaneous with it]; and 

thus the definition becomes inapplicable to this Instrument 

[as according to the definition it is necessary that the opera¬ 

tion of the Instrument be the necessary antecedent of the 

action]. [In the case just mentioned it is doubtful whether 

or not the instrument is operating at the moment of the ap¬ 

pearance of the action ; but there are cases where it is certain 

that the instrument is operating at the time ; for instance] 

in the case where a tangible substance remains touched by 

tho hand for a long time, it must be admitted that there 

continues (even at the time of the appearance of the action of 

touching) the contact of the organ of touch which is the ‘ instru¬ 

ment * of the true sensation of touch [and this contact being 

the operation of the organ towards the action of touching, 

the two are found to be simultaneous]. 

(311) Then again, if you add to your definition of the 

* instrument* the qualifying clause ‘as long as it exists*, it 

would mean that the thing is an ‘instrument* during all the 

time that it exists (and n jt only at the time that it is operative 

towards the bringing about of a certain action). You cannot 

argue that the causal nature (of the thing) exists only at 

certain points of time (and not at all times of its existence); 

as the causal nature consists only in the necessary and 

invariable relationship with the point of time immediately 

preceding the appearance of the effect; and as the factor of 

time already enters into this, it cannot be further referred 

to any other factor of time (as one time cannot be said to 

exist at another time). 

(312) You may urge that—“what is meant by the 

Instrument Icing related inseparably to the action, is that 

the action (surely) invariably follows on its existence. ** But 

what do you mean by this? (1) Does it mean that the 

action invariably appears after the instrument ? (2) or that 

the action invariably appears during the existence of the 
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accessory * not always being the antecedent of the effect, 
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actually falls upon the wood to be cut; but the cutting is 

produced only at this last point of time]. + And further, it is 
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instrument (axe) does not continue to operate even for a 

moment, at the time that the action (cutting) actually appears; 

and hence it becomes doubtful (in the absence of such evi¬ 

dence) [whether the operation of the instrument is really the 
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now proceeds to show that it is too nirrow, in that it does not apply to such well- 
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o The translation follows the interpretation of the Vid ytuagarl and the 

Chitsukht. Shankara Mishra reads and explains the passage differently. He reads 
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into existence,—i. e.t at the point of time preceding the appearance of the action'; 
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antecedent to the cutting, or it is simultaneous with it]; and 

thus the definition becomes inapplicable to this Instrument 

[as according to the definition it is necessary that the opera¬ 

tion of the Instrument be the necessary antecedent of the 

action]. [In the case just mentioned it is doubtful whether 

or not the instrument is operating at the moment of the ap¬ 

pearance of the action ; but there are cases where it is certain 

that the instrument is operating at the time ; for instance] 

in the case where a tangible substance remains touched by 

tho hand for a long time, it must be admitted that there 

continues (even at the time of the appearance of the action of 

touching) the contact of the organ of touch which is the ‘ instru¬ 

ment * of the true sensation of touch [and this contact being 

the operation of the organ towards the action of touching, 

the two are found to be simultaneous]. 

(311) Then again, if you add to your definition of the 

* instrument* the qualifying clause ‘as long as it exists*, it 

would mean that the thing is an ‘instrument* during all the 

time that it exists (and n jt only at the time that it is operative 

towards the bringing about of a certain action). You cannot 

argue that the causal nature (of the thing) exists only at 

certain points of time (and not at all times of its existence); 

as the causal nature consists only in the necessary and 

invariable relationship with the point of time immediately 

preceding the appearance of the effect; and as the factor of 

time already enters into this, it cannot be further referred 

to any other factor of time (as one time cannot be said to 

exist at another time). 

(312) You may urge that—“what is meant by the 

Instrument Icing related inseparably to the action, is that 

the action (surely) invariably follows on its existence. ** But 

what do you mean by this? (1) Does it mean that the 

action invariably appears after the instrument ? (2) or that 

the action invariably appears during the existence of the 
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instrument? (3) or that the action invariably persists after 

the instrument? The first of these alternatives cannot be 

accepted; as in that case the contingent accessory will 

have to be regarded as ‘ instrument ’, while the character 

of instrument will have to be denied to the Hand and such 

other well-known instruments;—[because the action does 

not appear after the hand has ceased to exist] ; and lastly, 

we Mull have to regard Pleasure, Pain end such other 

cognisable things to be true me ins or inst uments of cognitions. 

Nor can you urge that the cognisable thing is certainly an 

instrument of the Cognition. Because no one ever regards 

them as such. Nor is the second of the above alterna¬ 

tives acceptable; because in that case the definition of 

of ‘ instrument ’ will not apply to the organ of Touch, which 

remains iu contact, with the tangible object for a long time,_ 

as if in such a case the mind happens to be pre-occupied, the 

sensation of touch (with regard to which the organ would be 

the Instrument) does not appear. Nor again can the 

third alternative be accepted; as in that case such other 

things as the contingent accessory and the like will have to be 

regarded as ‘instruments’; and in the view that things have 

a permanent (and not mere momentary) existence, the pro¬ 

duction or appearance of the jar will have to be regarded as 

the ‘instrument’ of the jar (which exists invariably after 

its production, and which may be called a.‘k-it/a’ in the 

sense of tint whiili is done or brought about, i. e., an Effect], 

Nor lastly is the fourth alternative possible; as according to 

this all things that happen to coexist at one time will have to 

be regarded as * instruments ’ to one another. (\ot finding 

any of these meanings of your definition possible) you may 

explain your definition of the ‘ Instrument’—as that which 

is inseparably related to the action—to mean that the ‘ ins¬ 

trument’ is that which, when operative, does not fail to 

produce the desired result. But this definition will not 
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apply to such well-known Instruments as the Hand and the 

like [as in the above quoted case where the hand is in long, 

continuous contact with an object, if the mind happens, to bft 

pre-occupied, the result, in the shape of the sensation of touch, 

does not appear, even though its operation, in the shape of 

its contact, is present all the time.] 

[The author now proceeds to refute the definitions of * Vydpdra * 

or * Operation,*—a term that has been introduced by the opponent into 

the definition of the 4 Instrument.*] 

(313) . What again, we ask, is this * Vyapara \ i Opera¬ 

tion 1 of the Instrument? (1) Is it the cause produced by it ? 

(2) Or the cause having that Instrument for its substratum ? 

The first is not possible; because no such cause is produced 

by the minor premiss* (which is universally regarded as the 

* instrument’ of inferential cognition). 

(314) tThe Opponent may argue as follows—" The first 

perception of the smoke (which is the inferential indicative, 

probans, Linga) in the mountain (which is the paksa, or 

* Subject ’ of Inference) can be regarded as the c instrument’ 

of the inferential conclusion, only on the ground that, 

through the remembrance of the Major Premiss (invari¬ 

able concomitance of the probans with the Major term 

or predicate of the Conclusion), it actually does produce the 

vyapara or operation in the shape of the second recogni¬ 

tion of the probans; and thus in reality the cognition 

of the major term (which is the inferential conclusion) 

is brought about directly by this second recognition of the 

minor term as concomitant with that which is invariably 

° In the reasoning—the mountain is fiery, because there is smoke in it which 

is invariably concomitant with fire,—it is the recognition of the presence of smoke 

in the mountain which is called ‘ Lihgaparamanha' 

t In the case of the inf erence in question, the man sees the smoke in the 

mountain, this is the firtt recognition; then he remembers the fact that smoke is 

concomitant with fire ; and then comes the conception that this mountain contains 

ths smoke which is concomitant with fire,—this is the eecond rec gnition. 
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explain your definition of the ‘ Instrument’—as that which 

is inseparably related to the action—to mean that the ‘ ins¬ 

trument’ is that which, when operative, does not fail to 

produce the desired result. But this definition will not 
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apply to such well-known Instruments as the Hand and the 
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continuous contact with an object, if the mind happens, to bft 

pre-occupied, the result, in the shape of the sensation of touch, 

does not appear, even though its operation, in the shape of 

its contact, is present all the time.] 

[The author now proceeds to refute the definitions of * Vydpdra * 

or * Operation,*—a term that has been introduced by the opponent into 

the definition of the 4 Instrument.*] 

(313) . What again, we ask, is this * Vyapara \ i Opera¬ 

tion 1 of the Instrument? (1) Is it the cause produced by it ? 

(2) Or the cause having that Instrument for its substratum ? 

The first is not possible; because no such cause is produced 

by the minor premiss* (which is universally regarded as the 

* instrument’ of inferential cognition). 

(314) tThe Opponent may argue as follows—" The first 

perception of the smoke (which is the inferential indicative, 

probans, Linga) in the mountain (which is the paksa, or 

* Subject ’ of Inference) can be regarded as the c instrument’ 

of the inferential conclusion, only on the ground that, 

through the remembrance of the Major Premiss (invari¬ 

able concomitance of the probans with the Major term 

or predicate of the Conclusion), it actually does produce the 

vyapara or operation in the shape of the second recogni¬ 

tion of the probans; and thus in reality the cognition 

of the major term (which is the inferential conclusion) 

is brought about directly by this second recognition of the 

minor term as concomitant with that which is invariably 

° In the reasoning—the mountain is fiery, because there is smoke in it which 

is invariably concomitant with fire,—it is the recognition of the presence of smoke 
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'Concomitant with that major term. [And thus this is the 

cause of Inference, and it is produced by the first 

recognition of the probans which thus becomes the Instru¬ 
ment].” 

(315) This however is not right. For in a case where 

the Inference (of the presence of Fire in the Mountain) is 

deduced from the very first perception of Smoke in the 

Mountain, accompanied by the remembrance of the invariable 

concomitance of Smoke and Fire—this concomitance having 

been perceived elsewhere than in the Mountain,—the infer¬ 

ence follows directly from the aforesaid first perception of 

the smoke in the mountain; and as thus there would be no 

second perception of the smoke (which according to the 

opponent, would be the cause produced by the first percep¬ 

tion ; the said first perception would, according to your defi¬ 

nition, have no 'operation’ towards the Inference, and would 

on that account, not be regarded as the ‘ Instrument’ of that 

inference! It might be argued that, “just as in the case of 

the collision of two things moving (n opposite directions, the 

contact is regarded as being due to ^ both the things,—so 

in the same manner, the ‘ remembrance of concomitance ’ 

leading to the conclusion may be regarded as due to the 

perception of it elsewhere and also that in the mountain ; and 

thus as this perception would be followed by the second 

perception it would have this latter as its ‘ operation ’, and 

would thus fulfil the conditions of the ‘ Instrument.” 

This again, we reply, is not right. For the cognition of 

the minor premiss—1 the Smoke tfiat I see in the mountain 

is that which is invariably concomitant with Fire*—may be 

obtained merely by the remembrance of the Smoke perceived 

elsewhere as concomitant with Fire; just as the cognition 

of the negation or absence of something appears only after 

tjlie remembranco of tho object of which it is the negation; 
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[and hence the cognition of the minor premiss cannot be 

regarded as being due to the two perceptions of smoke as 

urged above]. “Whatyou say may be the case with the 

cognition of things that are always dependent upon some¬ 

thing else (as in the case of the negation of an object); the 

case of the negation of the smoke however is different, inas¬ 

much as the notion of ‘ smoke’ is not always dependent upon 

the notion of its concomitance ; because as a matter of fact 

wo find that the first conception that we have of the smoke 

is of it alone, independently of any other concomitance relating 

to it.” But you cannot put forward any sound evidence 

in proof of the assertion that the ‘necessary dependence’ is 

not present in the case in question,—especially in face of 

the fact that we have already shown above in what manner 

the cognition of the minor premiss is obtained.* “ But 

as a matter of fact, in the case of the inference in 

question, we find that what leads to the conclusion is the 

cognition of smoke in the mountain, and any previous cog¬ 

nition of it that we may have had has no efficacy towards 

the inferential conclusion ; and hence any such cognition 

cannot be regarded as in any way helping towards the con¬ 

clusion [at any rate without the intervening perception of 

the smoke on the mountain ; and thus the much-discussed 

definition of ‘operation’ becomes applicable].” But 

this vvould be all right only after you had conclus¬ 

ively proved that the character of the ‘Instrument’ can 

belong to that only which is ‘operative.’ 

(316) [Page 275.] “ Certainly in the case in question 

also that which i3 ‘instrumental’ in bringing about the cog¬ 

nition of the smoke as concomitant with Fire is the nirvikal- 

pale a, abstract, or non-determinate, idea that one has of the 

• The cognition of the smoko as concomitant with fire is obtained even 

htforc we perceive it in the mountain ; hence it will extremely difficult for you 

to prove that the notion of smoke is not always accompanied by that of its con¬ 

comitance with fire. 
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'Concomitant with that major term. [And thus this is the 

cause of Inference, and it is produced by the first 
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nition of it that we may have had has no efficacy towards 
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cannot be regarded as in any way helping towards the con¬ 

clusion [at any rate without the intervening perception of 
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ively proved that the character of the ‘Instrument’ can 

belong to that only which is ‘operative.’ 
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also that which i3 ‘instrumental’ in bringing about the cog¬ 
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smoke by itself (of the kind which invariably precedes 

all determinate cognition of things).” This again 

we cannot accept. For in the case of things that 

are in permanent union with one another (as in the case 

of Negation), the cognition of one of them does not ne¬ 

cessarily depend upon any non-determinate cognition of 

it (but is brought about by the cognition of its companion or 

correlative); and as thus the determinate cognition of things 

is possible even without their non-detcrminate cognition,— 

there is no evidence in support of what you say with regard 

to the process of cognitions. “ In the case of the cognition 

of permanent correlates we shall postulate a preceding non- 

determinate cognition.” This is not right, we reply ; for 

as the cognition of such correlates can be easily explained, as 

due to other causes (as e. g. the cognition of their correlatives) 

there can be no ground for assuming the non-determinate 

cognition. In fact, you yourself also admit that it is the 

peculiar characteristic of permanent correlates that the cogni¬ 

tion of one 13 brought about by r,he cognition of the other. 

(317) —:‘ In any case that which brings about the cogni¬ 

tion of the minor premiss (which will constitute the instru¬ 

mental ‘operation’) may be regarded as the ‘Instrument’ of 

the inferential conclusion (and thus the definition of ‘Ins¬ 

trument’ or it3 ‘operation’ remains intact).” This again is 

not possible, we reply. For if this principle were admitted, 

even the sense-organs would have to be regarded as ‘Instru¬ 

ments* of Inference in some cases (viz., when the minor pre¬ 

miss is the result of direct Sense-perception). [And thus 

there would be no difference between Inferential and Percep¬ 

tive Cognition, both of which would have Sense-organs for 

their ‘instrument’.] We need not pursue this matter any 
further. 

(318) There is yet another objection to the above- 

mentioned definition (in para. 310) of ‘ Vyapara* or ‘ Opora- 
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involves absurdities and incongruities.) ? If the objection 

which we have urged against you is not sound, what then 

tion’:—By this definition the contact of the Ear with the 

Sound heard cannot be regarded as the ‘ operation* of the ear; 

and thereby the ear cannot be regarded as the ‘instrument1 

in the perception of sound ; while as a matter of fact (in all 

sense-perception) it is the contact (with the perceived object) 

that constitutes the ‘operation’ of the sense-organ concerned. 

No other ‘operation’ is possible in this case. For any such 

operation would have to be either momentary or permanent; 

but any momentary operation of the sense-organs other than 

‘ Contact ’ is not known of ; and if the operation were 

a permanent one, there would arise the same objection 

that we have pointed out on a previous occasion (viz., that 

being permanent the operation could not be produced by any¬ 

thing). It may be asked—“ Why cannot we regard the 

sound itself—to be the ‘ operation’ (of the Ear) ? ** We 

reply—tln3 is not possible; for as the Sound is the 

object of hearing, it can never be regarded as the instrument. 

(319) Page 277. “What harm would there be if in cer¬ 

tain cases one and the same thing were both object and instru¬ 

ment ?’* In the case of Hearing, we reply, we find that the Cog¬ 

nition of Sound is the effect or result of the whole process, and 

the Sound forms an integral qualifying factor of it; and when 

it thus forms a factor of the Effect, if it were also made a 

factor in the Instrument (of the same Effect), there would 

arise the partial incongruity of one and the same 

thing (sound) having the two mutually contradictory 

characters of the cause and the effect. “ But this 

same incongruity is found in the case of the contact 

of the Eye and the Jar being regarded as the ‘opera¬ 

tion’ of the Eyo towards the (visual) cognition of the Jar 

(where the Jar forms a factor of the causal operation).” Tt 

may be so, wo reply; but what is that to us (who hold 

that the explanation and definition of everything in the world 

Kh. 185. 
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is the purpose in your quoting another parallel case ? If on 

the other hand, the objection is sound, it will serve to invali¬ 

date the other parallel case also. We, who aim at final 

Release only, and hold all things to be inexplicable, have 

no love for anything of ordinary experience. It was for this 

reason that Janaka, the King of the Mithila, being free from 

all attachment, and desirous of final Release only, said—‘ Let 

the whole of Mithila be burned ; nothing will be burned that 

is mine.’ * 

(320) Nor can ‘Operation’ be defined as that which has the 

Instrumentfor its substratum, (the second alternative put for¬ 

ward in para 313). For by this definition the Cognition of the 

Minor Term as concomitaut with the inferential indicative 

(i. e., the minor premiss) will not be the ‘instrument’ of the 

inferential conclusion (as there is no operation subsisting in 

that cognition). Even if we were to accept the view that 

there is a non-deterininate cognition of the inferential in¬ 

dicative (preceding its determinate cognition as con¬ 

comitant with the Minor Term),—that nondeterminate 

cognition would not be the substratum of the latter cogni¬ 

tion (and thus too the definition of ‘operation’ not being 

applicable, the instrumental character cannot belong to the 

minor premiss), t if the Operation, which subsists in (has 

for its substratum) something which is not the cause or 

instrument of the Inferential Conclusion, were regarded as 

the operation of that which is the instrument of that conclu¬ 

sion,—then this principle would lead to most undesirable 

consequences. 

° This refers to the well-koown verse in tho M&habharata-Mithildycim pradl- 

ptaydm na me Jcinehana dahyate. 

f This anticipates the objection that though tho cognition of the 

minor premiss subsists in the Cognising Self, yet it could be regarded as the operation 

of the non-determinate cognition of smoke, which would thus become the 4 Instru¬ 

ment * of the Inference of Fire. Tho answer is that in this manner anything 

might bo the Instrument of anything. 
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(321) [Page 279]. It has been explained by the 

opponent (in para. 312) that the true Instrument (or Cause) 

is that which never fails in producing result (literally, which 

is never non-concomitant with the result). Now what does 

this mean ? (1) Does it mean that the Result is sure to exist 

at the time when the cause exists ? (2) Or it is sure to exist at 

the time subsequent to that at which the cause exists ? The 

former is not possible; because it must be held that the 

cause must have an existence prior to the effect (it having 

been defined as the invariable antecedent). Nor can the 

second alternative be accepted; because if by this sequence 

(of the effect) be meant immediate sequence, then in that 

case, * if the character of * Instrument ’ were attributed to 

a thing operating in some sort of way towards the result, 

such wellknown instruments as the Hand and the like 

would cease to be ‘ instruments while if the instrumental 

character were attributed to a thing on the ground of its 

continuing operative until the appearance of the result, it 

would have to be attributed to the nominative and such other 

agents also. If then you include the sequence to even such 

things as are not necessarily immediate antecedents (in view 

of the instrumental character of the Hand, for instance),— 

then also, your definition fails to include such intruments 

as the Hand and the like; because there are cases where 

after the Hand has carried on certain operations, 

obstacles appear and the result is not achieved (and thus 

l ho instrumentality of the Hand fails to produce the Result, 

and hence cannot be spoken of as ‘ phalavyabhichari ’). If, on 

t ho other hand, you intend all the operations extending up to 

tho appearance of thi3 Result, then, inasmuch as no interruption 

would be possible, your theory would come to this that every 
• _i i • i . i , * 

'ncy tending towards the result is * instrumental.’ 

•The Hand is regarded as the ‘ Instrument * of cooking, because it operate* 
»rds hat end inasmuch as collecting fuel, placing the pot, and so forth. None 

zxrr howev.er foiiowed by th°reeu,t % , *nd ^ 
n of Instrument fails to apply in this case. 

Kh. 187. 
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(322) Farther, when you say that there should be 

non-failure to produce the result of that which is operative,— 

(1) is it the operation that does not fail to produce the 

result ? or the instrument accompanied by the operation ? 

If the former, then the hand would cease to be an 4 instru¬ 

ment’; (especially in the case where, though certain operations 

have been gone through by the hand, the result fails to 

appear on account of impediments after those operations). 

For the same reason, the second alternative also cannot be 

accepted; and moreover in this latter case, the sacrificial 

performance could not be regarded as 4 instrumental * in 

bringing about the attainment of Heaven [as the performance 

has ceased long before the result appears; and what 

precedes the result is not the performance along roith its 

operation, the Apurva, but the ApUrva only.]; specially as 

even Prabliakara—who holds that the c Instrument* towards 

the attainment of Heaven is the * ApUrva which is what 

is meant by the sentence (‘ yagena svargam bliaoayet *), 

and not the sacrificial performance which has long ceased to 

exist,—admits that the final act in th9 sacrificial performance 

is instrumental towards the final result. [And thus according 

to this view also the sacrifice is an instrument; so it is not 

right that this should not be included in the definition of the 

instrument.] 

[Another definition of ‘ instrument * is next taken up.] 

° The Mlmaunsakas hold that between the Sacrifice and the final appearance of 

the result, there persists an active force set going by the sacrifice. Without this it 

cannot be explained how the sacrifice, which has ceased to exist long ago, can 

be the cause of the result So the sacrifice sets into motion the apurva, and this 

gnally brings about the result. Prabhakara’s view is that in this manner it is the 

apilrpa and not the sacrifice that is tho Instrument of the result. Though he lays 

down this as the general rule, yet in certain cases,'v for instance in the case of the 
parnha-puriyiincMa sacrifice, which is made up of a number of minor sacrifices,—ho 

holds that each of the minor sacrifices has its own apurva, and this apurva helps the 

next sacrifice in producing its own apurva ; and so on a. J on, the Jaat of tho scries 

not having any further sacrifice to help, helps, and is thus instrumental in, the 
bringing about of the final result. 
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(323) •» The instrument is that, being equipped with 

which alone, the Agent accomplishes the act; and hence the 

Pramana, means or Instrument of Right Cognition, is that 

being equipped with which alone the agent has the right cogni¬ 

tion.” *This definition also, we reply, is not tenable. For it 

would imply that we would have to regard as ‘Instruments 

of Right Cognition’, even such well-known Don-iDstruments 

as the * destruction of the (momentary) qualities of the 

Cognising Self ’ (with which ‘ destruction ’ the Self is equip¬ 
ped at the time of the Cognition). 

(324) If the definition be amended to read “ The 

Instrument of Right Cognition is that cause of the action 

of cognition equipped with which alone the agent has the 

right cognition”,—this also cannot be accepted ; as by this 

definition, in the case of the right cognition of happiness, we 

should have to regard as an ‘instrument’ of that cognition, 

also tho operation of that which is its real instrument, f 

You may say—“ Certainly, it is but this is not right; 

because the operation in question (i.e., the Mind-Self 

contact) has no operation of its own; and as thus it does not 

operate in any way towards the action, it cannot be regarded 

us an ‘agency ’ towards that action ; and as the ‘ Instrument ’ 

on]y a particular kind of ‘ agency,’ the said operation 

can never be regarded as an ‘ Instrument.’ You may 

add the qualification ‘which is operative’ (to the phrase 

'cause of action’ in the above definition). But this also 

will not be right; as in that case that which is operative could 

°The Self has many such qualities as are appearing and disappearing at every 

moment,—according to the Logician ; at each time that the §glf has a cognition, it is 

lure to be equipped with the absence or destruction of many of these momentary 

•piiilitier*. Thus these qualities would fulfil the conditions of the definition of 
1 Instrument.’ 

t The Mind is the instrument of the cognition of happiness. Its operation 

&f‘oiiHlita in its coming into contact with the Cognising Self. This contact is the 

••MUM of the cognition, and without it the Self cannot have the cognition. Hence the 
liftfliUtion would include this ‘ Contact ’ also. 
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of Right Cognition’, even such well-known Don-iDstruments 

as the * destruction of the (momentary) qualities of the 

Cognising Self ’ (with which ‘ destruction ’ the Self is equip¬ 
ped at the time of the Cognition). 

(324) If the definition be amended to read “ The 

Instrument of Right Cognition is that cause of the action 

of cognition equipped with which alone the agent has the 

right cognition”,—this also cannot be accepted ; as by this 

definition, in the case of the right cognition of happiness, we 

should have to regard as an ‘instrument’ of that cognition, 

also tho operation of that which is its real instrument, f 

You may say—“ Certainly, it is but this is not right; 

because the operation in question (i.e., the Mind-Self 

contact) has no operation of its own; and as thus it does not 

operate in any way towards the action, it cannot be regarded 

us an ‘agency ’ towards that action ; and as the ‘ Instrument ’ 

on]y a particular kind of ‘ agency,’ the said operation 

can never be regarded as an ‘ Instrument.’ You may 

add the qualification ‘which is operative’ (to the phrase 

'cause of action’ in the above definition). But this also 

will not be right; as in that case that which is operative could 

°The Self has many such qualities as are appearing and disappearing at every 

moment,—according to the Logician ; at each time that the §glf has a cognition, it is 

lure to be equipped with the absence or destruction of many of these momentary 

•piiilitier*. Thus these qualities would fulfil the conditions of the definition of 
1 Instrument.’ 

t The Mind is the instrument of the cognition of happiness. Its operation 

&f‘oiiHlita in its coming into contact with the Cognising Self. This contact is the 

••MUM of the cognition, and without it the Self cannot have the cognition. Hence the 
liftfliUtion would include this ‘ Contact ’ also. 
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not be regarded as the ‘Instrument’ ; * because by this 

definition it will be the ‘cause of action* along with its opera- 

ion that should have to be regarded as the ‘Instrument* ; and 

as the cause along with its operation would not have any 

further operation, it would not have the character of the 

Instrument (which, according to you, must be something that 

is operative). 

(Page 281) You may add the explanation that—“the ins¬ 

trumental character belongs to the operative thing as apart 

from the factor of operation; and certainly, the definition 

of Instrument does apply to that thing; that which has the 

instrumental character is also operative ; and hence it is only 

the operative thing that is called the ‘Instrument.** This 

also we cannot admit ; because according to this definition 

when a person is washing a piece of cloth by alternately^ 

lifting and dropping it, the cloth, which in reality is the object, 

would be the Instrument.^ 

$ (325) Then again, it is necessary for you to explain 

what is the instrumentality of that which you seek to define. 

If you explain it as consisting in the characteristics pointed 

out in your definition, then you fall into the vicious circle 

(the knowledge of the Definition depending upon the com¬ 

prehension of instrumentality, and vice versa). If in order 

to avoid this, you were to explain that the instrumentality of 

the instrument consists in its own specific form (apart from 

the characteristics mentioned in definitions),—then, inas¬ 

much as the ‘specific form’ of each individaul Instrument is 

distinct, any general definition of the Instrument would 

The sense is that by adding the qualification, you make the operation 

a constituent factor of the Instrument ; and as such, in order to be an Instrument it 
must have some other operation towards the final act. 

t The cloth is a ‘cause of action’ ; and it has an operation ; and it is only 

when the washerman is equipped with this operative cloth that he can do the wash¬ 

ing. Hence the Cloth, by your definition, is au ‘Instrument/ 

t Unless we understand what is mount by the instrumentality of the Instru¬ 
ment,— i.e.t until we know the ‘Instrument—we can have no interest in its definition. 
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invariably include instruments other than the one (the ‘speci¬ 

fic form* of which would be present to the mind of the en¬ 

quirer) ; arid thus the definition would become ‘ too wide*; 

as certainly the ‘specific form* of the Bye {the instrument 

of vision) is not the same as that of the Bar (the instrument 
of audition). 

(326) [Nor again can we accept the definition of 

the ‘ Means of Right Cognition,’ as that, being equipped 

with which alone can the agent have the right cognition 

mentioned in para. 323]. For in that case, the Sense-organs 

would not be the ‘Means of Right Cognition’ ; as it is found 

possible to have right cognition (inferential and the rest) by 

persons not equipped with sense-organs (which are neces¬ 

sary only in one particular kind of cognitions, the sensuous). 

You might say —“ but that inferential cognition is not Sensuous 

Perception.** True ; but it is not with reference to Sensuous 

Cognition alone that you are seeking to put forward the defini¬ 

tion (of the ‘Means of Right Cognition). It might be argued 

that, “ iri the case of inferential cognition, even though the 

same particular Instruments, in the form of a Sense-organ and 

the like, are absent, yet inasmuch as all Instruments belong 

to the same class (‘Instrument*) as the Sense-organ, there 

cannot be the absence of all Instruments of that class ; for 

certainly even inferential cognitions one cannot have until 

he is equipped with things which are as much ‘Instruments* 

as the Sense-organs.” But this also do93 not solve the diffi¬ 

culty ; as it is up till now impossible to ascertain what is the 

generic character of the ‘Instrument* (to which the Sense- 

organs and other instruments belong). 

(327) If then, you were to explain that, that thing being 

equipped with which alone the agent accomplishes that right 

cognition, is the Instrument of that cognition,—* we cannot 

0 This answer proceed on the basis of two alternatives—(1) are we to regard 

% s instrument that thing with which the cogniser may he equipped at the time the 

he has some right cognition ? (2) or that with which he is equipped at every time 

that he has that particular kind of right cognition? The former is not possible. 

Kh. 191. 
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accept this either ; because in that case even such things as 

the small loin-cloth or the clothing that the person is wearing 

at the time will have to be regarded as the ‘Instrument.’ [As 

there may be some right cognitions which a man will have when 

wearing such clothing, &c.] * If in order to meet this you 

were to add the qualification that—the Instrument of a right 

cognition is that thing equipped with which the agent accom¬ 

plishes all cognitions of the same kind as that cognition,—this 

also cannot be accepted ; because as a matter of fact we find 

that all inferential and verbal cognitions belong to the same 

class of ‘Indirector Non-immediate Cognitions’; and yet while 

inferential cognitions are accomplished when the agent is 

equipped with the knowledge of the Premisses, verbal cogni¬ 

tions are obtained when he is equipped with the knowledge 

of words : and under the circumstances, there can be no 

certainty as to all Indirect Cognitions being accomplished with 

the aid of one knowledge or the other ; and hence neither 

of the two can be rightly regarded as an ‘Instrument of Right 

Cognition’ ?. You might urge that the ‘kinds’ of Cognition 

you mean are* Sensuous Cognition’, ‘Inferential Cognition’ and 

the like (and not any such as ‘Indirect Cognition*). This 

also will not be right; because tfirstly, if you include any one 

of these ‘kinds’ of Cognition in youx definition of the ‘Instru¬ 

ment of Right Cognition,* then it would not include the Ins¬ 

truments of other Kinds of Cognition ; thus there would be a 

partial failure of the definition ; secondly, if you include allt 

kinds of cognition, then it would not include any Instru¬ 

ments at all; [as there is no Instrument that accomplishes 

all kinds of cognition] ; thirdly, if there be no restriction (as 

to whether one or all Kinds of cognition are meant), then 

you would not have one all-comprehensive definition (which 

ought to be the first condition fulfilled by all definitions). 

° This meets the second alternative. 

f If your definition be that equipped with which the agent accomplishes all 

sensuous cognitions,—then this will not include the means of inferential cognition. 
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(328) [Page 283] Another definition of the Instrument 

is put forward :—“The Instrument is that in the absence of 

which (without which) the Nominative Agent and the Object 

do not bring about the action; thus the Instrument of Right 

Cognition is that without which the cognition and the cognis¬ 

ed do not bring about the right cognition.” This also, we 

reply* is not right: • Do you mean(l) that the cognition is 

not brought about by the cogniser and the cognised which 

latter are themselves existent ? (2) or that it is not produced by 

these, also when they themselves are non-existent ? If you mean 

the former, then the definition fails to include the Instru¬ 

ments of inferential and such other cognitions of things past 

and future (in which case the cognised things do not exist). 

Nor is the second alternative tenable, since in that case, the 

definition would apply to the cogniser and the cognised also. 

For just as in the absence of the Eye and such other means 

of cognition, right cognition does not appear, in the same 

manner, in the absence of the cogniser and the cognised also, 

it would not appear; otherwise these two could not be 

regarded as having any causal efficiency towards the cogni¬ 

tion. This last reasoning also serves to refute the view 

that it does not need to be specified whether the agent and 

the object are existent or non-existent (all that is meant being 

that without the Instrument these two cannot bring about 

the Cognition). Specially as by this definition, the character 

of ‘ Instrument ’ would become applicable to ourselves also, 

who in reality are only Nominative agents, in regard to our 

own cognitions which are brought about by God through 

ourselves (and thus as without ourselves, God, the agent, could 

not bring about our cognition, we would be ‘ instruments ’ 

° The author takes up the application of the general definition of 1 Instru¬ 

ment’to the special case of the Instrument of right knowledge. The general 

definition is open to the patent objection that it is too wide ; including as it does the 

Dative also r as without the receiver of the gift, the action of giving cannot be 

accomplished by the giver and the thing given. 
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of that cognition). * Under the above circumstances it would 

be impossible to justify the definition by asserting that (in 

the case of our own cognitions) it is possible for ourselves 

to have, from different points of view, the character of the 

€ Nominative agent*, as well as the ‘ Instrument* of cognition. 

This, we say is not possible; because it is in a certain charac¬ 

ter—of the ‘ Nominative agent * for instance,—that we are 

related to our cognitions, and it is when we are absent in 

exactly the same character, that the cognition is not produced 

[so our character remaining the same ‘ in both cases,-we 

cannot, in the case of our presence, when the cognition is 

produced, be regarded as ‘ nominative agents*, and in the case 

of our absence, when the cognition is not produced, as the 

* instruments.*] 

(329) Nor again can we accept the definition that the 

Instrument is that bo which belongs the final operation or 

activity (leading to the accomplishment of the action). For, 

in that case, the instrumental character would tiot belong 

to the minor premiss of an inferential reasoning ; for the 

simple reason that that premiss itself has no operation or 

activity at all. It might be urged that in the case in ques¬ 

tion the character of the ‘ instrument of cognition * belongs 

to the non-determinate cognition of-the minor premiss which 

has an operation in the shape of the determinate cognition 

of the same. But this would not apply to those cases where 

the things cognised are such as admit of only determinate 

cognitions, f If, then, you were to rest upon the mental 

impression (produced by the cognition of the minor premiss, 

to be the operation of this premiss towards the inferential 

° The view combated hero is that there would be nothing wrong in holding that 

when we regard our cognitions as brought about by God, we are 4 instrument-,1 while 

when we regard them as brought about by outsevles we are the 4 nominative agents.* 

fSamardya or Inherent Relationship, Abhdva or Negation, and such other things 

are held to be su h as can be cognised only diterminalelg} .admitting of no non-deter¬ 

minate cognition. 
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cognition),—then, inasmuch as the inferential cognition 

would, in this case, be brought about directly by this mental 

impression, it would not be a valid cognition. [For if the 

cognitions produced by mental impressions were valid, then 

remembrances would have to be regarded as valid, which the 

Logician denies] ; if on the other hand, the mental impression 

were not effective in bringing about the inferential cognition 

then it could not be regarded as an operation of the agencies 

bringing about that cognition. And further, (if > the mental 

impression is the operation towards the inferential cognition, 

then) the inferential cognition becomes one whose instru¬ 

ment (i.e. the minor premiss) is not cognised [because the 

mental impression is not perceptible by the senses, that of 

which that impression is an operation must also be impercep¬ 

tible]. * Nor again would it be right to assert that what is 

the Instrument of inferential cognition is the Inferential 

Indicative or Middle Term, of which the minor premiss itself is 

the operation (conducing to the cognition . For in cases where 

we have an inference of something as having been inferential- 

ly cognised, the minor premiss is not produced by the 

inferential indicative, and as such cannot be regarded as the 

opetation of this latter. And further, in a case where we 

learn from a trust worthy person that there was * Smoke * in 

6orae place, and thence we at once infer that in that case 

‘ Fire * also existed there,—as the ‘ Smoke* (which is the 

inferential indicative in this latter inference) does not exist 

° And thus the character of having its Instruments not perceived, which is 

regard jd by the Logician as the distinctive feature of sensuous cognitions alone 

would be present in inferential cognitions also. 

t VVe infer the existence of the organ of vision from the fact of /there being 

visual cognitions, and from the fact of the organ of vision being on organ we infer that 

it is superintended by a guiding intelligence. Now the organ of vision cannot be 
regarded as productive of any cognition of a minor premiss with regard to itself ; as 

the only cognition that tho organ can produce is a sensuous perception. And yet 

is instrumental in bringing about the second infe 3nce. Thus rthe definition of 

‘Instrument* not applying to this case becomes ‘too narrow.* 

Kh. 195. 
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cognition),—then, inasmuch as the inferential cognition 
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then) the inferential cognition becomes one whose instru¬ 
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we have an inference of something as having been inferential- 

ly cognised, the minor premiss is not produced by the 

inferential indicative, and as such cannot be regarded as the 

opetation of this latter. And further, in a case where we 

learn from a trust worthy person that there was * Smoke * in 

6orae place, and thence we at once infer that in that case 

‘ Fire * also existed there,—as the ‘ Smoke* (which is the 

inferential indicative in this latter inference) does not exist 

° And thus the character of having its Instruments not perceived, which is 

regard jd by the Logician as the distinctive feature of sensuous cognitions alone 

would be present in inferential cognitions also. 

t VVe infer the existence of the organ of vision from the fact of /there being 
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at all at the time of the inferential cognition,—any chance of 

its being regarded as having the minor premiss (of this in¬ 

ference) for its ‘ operation * and thus being an * instrument * 

(in the bringing about of the inference), is wholly cast away. 

(330) Then again, if the ‘ finality* of the operation (that 

you introduce into your definition) be held to be in compari¬ 

son with the operation of anything, then as the operation of 

all agencies would be ‘ final* with reference to some operation 

or the other, the character of having the 6 final operation’ 

(towards the action) would belong to all, and not to the 

Instrument only. Whereas if the * finality* be in comparison 

with the operation of all agencies towards the action, then, 

inasmuch as the operation of the Instrument would not be 

‘final’ in comparison with the operation of itself (which is 

one of the agencies), this Instrument also would fail to fulfil 

the conditions of the definition (its operation not being final 

in comparison with the operation of ‘ all agencies’). If it be 

asserted that the * finality* meant is in comparison with the 

operation of the Nominative agent,—then, this also is not 

possible, we reply ; because if the ‘ finality’ were in compari¬ 

son with the ‘ Nominative agent** taken by itself (independ¬ 

ently of its operation &c.), then the definition would include 

that agent itself [as Operation’ of the agent would appear 

after, and hence be ‘ final’ in comparison with, the appearance 

of the agent] ; if, on the other hand, the ‘ finality’ were in 

comparison with the * operative agent * (the agent along with 

its operation),—then also we would find the definition apply¬ 

ing to the Nominative agent, as in comparison with each one 

of the operations of the agent another operation of his would 

be ‘ final’; lastly, if the ‘ finality’ meant were in comparison 

with the Nominative agent along with all his operations,— 

then, the definition would not apply even to that which you 

accept as ‘Instrument’; as the operations of the Nominat¬ 

ive agent, in some form or other, do not cease till the desired 

result is accomplished (and hence there is nothing that can be 
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said to operate after all operations of the nominative 

agent have ceased). If, in order to avoid this difficulty, 

it were asserted that the operations of the nominative 

agent cease (before the appearance of the result),—then that 

agent could not be regarded as the ‘ Cause ’ of that result [as 

his operation would have ceased after having produced the 

operation of another agency, the Instrument for instance, it 

would*be the cause of that operation, and not of the result]. 

(331) [Page 286]. It might be urged that by ‘final 

operation’ is meant that operation after which no other agency 

operates (towards the accomplishment of the result). 

But this also cannot be accepted; because according to 

the view that there is a God, there can be no cessation, at any 

point of time, of the operation of the ‘ Nominative agent ’ (in 

the shape of God); and hence as there could be no operation 

appearing after the operation of God, it would be the God 

that would, by your definition, have to be regarded as the 

Instrument* If however, tho existence of God be not admitted, 

then (there are other objections—viz.): (1) the object also (in 

the case of sensuous cognition for instance) has such an 

operation in the shape of its contact zvith the sense-organ 

(after which contact there is no operation of any other 

agency towards the cognition); and thus the definition of 

* Instrument’ would include the Object also; (2) and in the 

case of the action of catting, the operation of the Object cut 

is the final operation, consisting in its contact with the instru¬ 

ment with which it is cut (thus the operation of the object 

appearing after that of the Instrument); and under the cir¬ 

cumstances how would you exclude this object from your 

definition? (3) and lastly, the definition would fail to include 

such well-known Instruments as ihe Hand and the like (in 

the case of the cutting, where the operation of the hand is 

by no means the last and * final ’ operation). 

(332) Nor can the Instrument be defined as that after 

which the Result appears. Because, if the sequence intended 
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at all at the time of the inferential cognition,—any chance of 

its being regarded as having the minor premiss (of this in¬ 

ference) for its ‘ operation * and thus being an * instrument * 

(in the bringing about of the inference), is wholly cast away. 
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all agencies would be ‘ final* with reference to some operation 
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(towards the action) would belong to all, and not to the 

Instrument only. Whereas if the * finality* be in comparison 

with the operation of all agencies towards the action, then, 

inasmuch as the operation of the Instrument would not be 

‘final’ in comparison with the operation of itself (which is 

one of the agencies), this Instrument also would fail to fulfil 

the conditions of the definition (its operation not being final 

in comparison with the operation of ‘ all agencies’). If it be 

asserted that the * finality* meant is in comparison with the 

operation of the Nominative agent,—then, this also is not 

possible, we reply ; because if the ‘ finality’ were in compari¬ 

son with the ‘ Nominative agent** taken by itself (independ¬ 
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that agent itself [as Operation’ of the agent would appear 

after, and hence be ‘ final’ in comparison with, the appearance 
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then, the definition would not apply even to that which you 

accept as ‘Instrument’; as the operations of the Nominat¬ 

ive agent, in some form or other, do not cease till the desired 

result is accomplished (and hence there is nothing that can be 
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said to operate after all operations of the nominative 
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it were asserted that the operations of the nominative 

agent cease (before the appearance of the result),—then that 

agent could not be regarded as the ‘ Cause ’ of that result [as 

his operation would have ceased after having produced the 

operation of another agency, the Instrument for instance, it 

would*be the cause of that operation, and not of the result]. 

(331) [Page 286]. It might be urged that by ‘final 

operation’ is meant that operation after which no other agency 

operates (towards the accomplishment of the result). 

But this also cannot be accepted; because according to 

the view that there is a God, there can be no cessation, at any 

point of time, of the operation of the ‘ Nominative agent ’ (in 

the shape of God); and hence as there could be no operation 

appearing after the operation of God, it would be the God 

that would, by your definition, have to be regarded as the 

Instrument* If however, tho existence of God be not admitted, 

then (there are other objections—viz.): (1) the object also (in 

the case of sensuous cognition for instance) has such an 

operation in the shape of its contact zvith the sense-organ 

(after which contact there is no operation of any other 

agency towards the cognition); and thus the definition of 

* Instrument’ would include the Object also; (2) and in the 

case of the action of catting, the operation of the Object cut 

is the final operation, consisting in its contact with the instru¬ 

ment with which it is cut (thus the operation of the object 

appearing after that of the Instrument); and under the cir¬ 

cumstances how would you exclude this object from your 

definition? (3) and lastly, the definition would fail to include 
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the case of the cutting, where the operation of the hand is 

by no means the last and * final ’ operation). 
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were mere sequence in general, not qualified in any way, then 

the definition would apply equally to all the Causes that tend 

to bring about that result; while if immediate sequence 

were meant, then if the immediate sequence were with 

reference to the operative thing (intended to be the instrument), 

the definition would not apply to irnch well-known ins¬ 

truments as the sacrificial performance {whose result appears 

long after the sacrifice has ceased to exist);—if on the other 

hand the sequence were with reference to the operation (of 

that which is intended to be the Instrument), the definition 

would fail to include the Hand and such other Instruments 

{in whose case the result, cutting for instance, does not follow 

immediately after the operation of the Hand, which consists 

in the raising and letting fall of the axe, which is followed 

by the conning into contact with the axe, which is an operation 

of the object that is cut);—lastly if the sequence meant 

were with reference to the whole series of operations (tending 

towards the result), then the definition would apply to 

all the agencies (and not to the Instrument alone). 

(333) [The last definition of Instrument is open to 

yet another objection.] If by the ‘operation of the Instrument* 

be meant tha.t cause of action (final result) which is the effect 

of (proceedsfrom) that instrument, then, inasmuch as the cause 

that brings about the action of inferential cognition is 

the minor premiss (cognition of the inferential probans) 

which proceeds from (is brought about by) the sense-organs, 

the inferential cognition would come to have for its ‘instru¬ 

ment*. that sense-organ (and thus there would be no difference 

between sensuous and inferential cognitions). In answer 

to this it might be urged that—“ The operation meant 

is that cause of action which proceeds from something 

which is actually the cause of that action, and thus as the 

sense-organ, is not actually the cause of inferential cognition, 

how could it be tho ‘Instrument* of that cognition ?** 
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But this is not right; because what is that causal 

character which is not present in the sense-organ as leading 

to inferential cognition? If it be said that it is the character 

of being the necessary invariable antecedent (to inferential 

cognition), then we reply, that the character of being an 

antecedent does belong to- the sense-organ (which certainly 

exists before the cognition appears); then a& regards the 

necessary character of this antecedence, if you regard this 

also as a necessary condition in the ‘Cause*, then it is for you 

to put forth all the effort you can for proving this 'necessary 

antecedence of the sense-organ; as otherwise (i. e. if the 

sense-organ did not exist before the appearance of the 

inferential cognition), the sense-organ and the probans 

not existing at the same time, (we would have no cognition of 

the Inferential Indicative or Probans- which is cognised only 

by the sense-organs, and) there would be no ‘ instrument.* 

for the inferential cognition (as it is the sensuous cognition 

of the probans that is held to be that ‘instrument*). If 

the ‘ Contact of the Mind * were held to be the necessary 

‘instrument* for right cognition,—then, in thef first place, inas¬ 

much as this ‘contact* is present in all kinds of cognitions, there 

would be no distinction between Bight and Wrong Cognition; 

and secondly, the Sense-organ and other Means of Cognition 

•would, in this case, cease to be ‘ instruments*' (of Cognition,— 

tbe contact of the Mind being the only ‘ instrument of cogni¬ 

tion *) ; specially as it is a rule that when a certain generic 

entity is the necessary condition in another generic entity* 

it is only a particular form of the former that can be the 

necessary condition in the particular form of the latter 

hence inasmuch as the particular Sense-organs are uni¬ 

versally recognised as the* instruments of sensuous cogni¬ 

tions, which are only a particular kind of ‘ cognition,* the 

Sense-organ ’ in general must also be regarded as the instru- 

me cognition in general). And thus in some’ way or 

other, it has to be proved that the Sense-organ is a necessary 
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were mere sequence in general, not qualified in any way, then 

the definition would apply equally to all the Causes that tend 

to bring about that result; while if immediate sequence 

were meant, then if the immediate sequence were with 

reference to the operative thing (intended to be the instrument), 

the definition would not apply to irnch well-known ins¬ 

truments as the sacrificial performance {whose result appears 

long after the sacrifice has ceased to exist);—if on the other 
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in the raising and letting fall of the axe, which is followed 
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all the agencies (and not to the Instrument alone). 

(333) [The last definition of Instrument is open to 
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of (proceedsfrom) that instrument, then, inasmuch as the cause 

that brings about the action of inferential cognition is 

the minor premiss (cognition of the inferential probans) 

which proceeds from (is brought about by) the sense-organs, 

the inferential cognition would come to have for its ‘instru¬ 

ment*. that sense-organ (and thus there would be no difference 

between sensuous and inferential cognitions). In answer 

to this it might be urged that—“ The operation meant 

is that cause of action which proceeds from something 

which is actually the cause of that action, and thus as the 

sense-organ, is not actually the cause of inferential cognition, 

how could it be tho ‘Instrument* of that cognition ?** 
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But this is not right; because what is that causal 

character which is not present in the sense-organ as leading 

to inferential cognition? If it be said that it is the character 

of being the necessary invariable antecedent (to inferential 

cognition), then we reply, that the character of being an 

antecedent does belong to- the sense-organ (which certainly 

exists before the cognition appears); then a& regards the 

necessary character of this antecedence, if you regard this 

also as a necessary condition in the ‘Cause*, then it is for you 

to put forth all the effort you can for proving this 'necessary 

antecedence of the sense-organ; as otherwise (i. e. if the 

sense-organ did not exist before the appearance of the 

inferential cognition), the sense-organ and the probans 

not existing at the same time, (we would have no cognition of 

the Inferential Indicative or Probans- which is cognised only 

by the sense-organs, and) there would be no ‘ instrument.* 

for the inferential cognition (as it is the sensuous cognition 

of the probans that is held to be that ‘instrument*). If 

the ‘ Contact of the Mind * were held to be the necessary 

‘instrument* for right cognition,—then, in thef first place, inas¬ 

much as this ‘contact* is present in all kinds of cognitions, there 

would be no distinction between Bight and Wrong Cognition; 

and secondly, the Sense-organ and other Means of Cognition 

•would, in this case, cease to be ‘ instruments*' (of Cognition,— 

tbe contact of the Mind being the only ‘ instrument of cogni¬ 

tion *) ; specially as it is a rule that when a certain generic 

entity is the necessary condition in another generic entity* 

it is only a particular form of the former that can be the 

necessary condition in the particular form of the latter 

hence inasmuch as the particular Sense-organs are uni¬ 

versally recognised as the* instruments of sensuous cogni¬ 

tions, which are only a particular kind of ‘ cognition,* the 

Sense-organ ’ in general must also be regarded as the instru- 

me cognition in general). And thus in some’ way or 

other, it has to be proved that the Sense-organ is a necessary 
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(335) This is not right. Because the introduction 'of 

the word ‘vivaksita’ ‘intended’, in the above definition is like 

the % writing of the deceitful astrologer,* and may, like it. be 

made to mean anything and everything ; specially as there 

is no limit as to what may or may not be ‘ intended ’ by diff¬ 

erent men at different times. Then again, inasmuch as 

the character of being brought about by the perceived object 

belongs to Direct Perception as distinctively as that of being 

brought about by the sense-organ, the object also would, by your 

definition, have to be regarded as the ‘Instrument’ of that 

perception. And lastly, in the case of the assertion of the 

trustworthy person, the speaker also would be something 

that distinguishes that particular kind of right cognition, and 

as such, he also will have to be regarded as the ‘instrument’ 

of that cognition. If, in answer to the last objection, you 

were to say—“ Yes, certainly so (the trustworthy person is 

certainly the instrument of right verbal cognition),”—then 

we repeat the answer that we gave to a similar assertion* 

of yours on a previous occasion (para. 307), 

(336) For the same reasons that haye been detailed 

above, we also reject the following definition of the ‘Instru¬ 

ment of Right Cognition.’—“It is that which distinguishes 

the non-material cause of Right Cognition—viz : the contact 

of mind and soul—with a view to the distinction of the in¬ 

tended kinds of Right Cognition.” [This ’ definition also 

contains the word ‘ intended ’ and hence is open to the above 

objections]. 

Thus have been shown the objections against all expla¬ 

nations of the Instrument of Hight Cognition. 
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antecedent of ‘Right Cognition’ ; and hence the objection that 

we put forward above becomes fully established. It might 

be urged that,—“The necessary antecedence of the sense-organ 

may be a necessary condition in ‘ Right Cognition ’ in gene¬ 

ral ; but it cannot be so in the particular cognitions, Inferen¬ 

tial and the like.” But this is not possible ; because, inas¬ 

much as you do not add any qualifications (to Right Cogni¬ 

tion and Inferential Cognition, etc.), what you say hej;e does 

not go any further than what has already been said above ; 

and thus if you admit the fact of the necessary antecedence 

of the sense-organ being a necessary condition in ‘Right 

Cognition’ in general, you have no loophole (unless you add 

some qualifying conditions) for denying the same with regard 

to the particular Right Cognitions. Otherwise there would 

- be no instrument for any individual cognition (as such an 

instrument is inferred only from the fact of its being instru¬ 

mental in bringing about cognitions of the same kind). 

(334) The Opponent gives up the task of establishing a 

general definition of ‘Instrument,’ and adds :—“ In other 

cases the Instrument may be whatever it is ; but the ‘Ins¬ 

trument of Right Cognition’ (which alone is what we under¬ 

take to define) is that. which distinguishes (lends its name 

to) each of the intended particular kinds of '‘Right Cogni¬ 

tion’; there are four kinds of right cognition, the sensuous, 

&e., which bear (and are characterised by) distinct 

names, and are recognised as distinct from one another; 

neither the person who cognises nor the thing cognjsed can 

be the basis or means of this distinction ; it is only each of 

the four ‘Instruments of Right Cognition’ xaimanas) which 

pertain specifically to each of those four kinds of cognition, 

each to each ; and hence it is these Instruments that aro the 
basis or meatas of the distinct conceptions (that wo have of the 

four kinds of cognition) as well as of the fQur distinct names.” 

° The deceitful astrologer, on being asked as to whethjej a~mau will get a son 

or daughter, gives his opinion in the words \putro naputri* which may meaD 

pntro na (not a son)yputri (but a daughter),; or 'putrah* (a son), na putrl (and nota 

daughter). In th same manner, what one may intend to call.(Right Cognition/ at one 

thne, may not be so intended at another time ; and thus there would be no 
duality to the definition of Pramdna 
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•Section (18). 

A [Having refuted the definitions of the Instrument of Right 

Cognition, the author proceeds to refute the definitions of the 

differed kinds of Right Cognition, and begins with the refutation 

of the definition of Sensuous Perception]. 

[Thefirst definition taken up for criticism is that propound* 

ed in the Nyaya-sutra I-i~4.] 

I (337) lathe above manner the definitions of all the parti¬ 

cular ‘ Instruments of Right Cognition’ also are to be refuted. 

And first as to Sense-perception (Pratyaksa).—It has been 

said (by Gautama in his Nyaya-sutra I, i—4) that Sense-percep- 

tion is that valid cognition which is produced by the contact 

of the sense-organ and the object. Now with regard to this, we 

ask—For what purpose do you give this definition ? (a) Is it for 

the purpose of cognising Sense-perception as distinguished 

from everything else, whether homogeneous (as the other 

means of valid knowledge), or heterogeneous (as the object of 

knowledge)? (b) Or are the. characteristic features indicated in 

the definition set forth to make us apprehend Pratyaksa as that 

which gives rise to direct cognition ? (c) Or is the purpose of 

the definition only to make it possible for people to make use 

of the word? (d) Or is it for ascertaining the signification 

of the word ‘Pratyaksa’ ? (e) Or, is it for some other 

purpose ? 

(338) The first of these alternatives cannot be maintain¬ 

ed. For what, we ask, do you understand by * homogeneous’ ? 

Do you mean (a) such homogeneity as is based on the class-cha¬ 

racter ‘sense-perception’ ? or (6) homogeneity resting on some¬ 

thing else? The former alternative is inadmissible ;'for if the 

characteristic mark indicated by the definition is not excluded 

from the homogeneous things, for the differentiation of which 

from sense ^perception the definition is intended, the definition 

fails to serve the purpose of differentiation ; and if, on the 

other hand, (to escape the above difficulty) we^assume that the 
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characteristic mark is excluded from those things, then the 

definition shows itself to be too narrow (inasmuch as it does- 

not take in those homogeneous things which, ex-hypothesi, are 

also classed as ‘sense-perception)’. Nor is the latter alter¬ 

native (b) tenable; for in that case the introduction into the 

definition, of the word ‘heterogeneous’ would be purposeless ; 

since all things are homogeneous inasmuch as they share the 

quality pf being objects of cognition and so on. It now might 

be said that the homogeneity meant is that which depends on 

the class-character-‘means of right cognition’ (i.e. that by dis¬ 

tinction from homogeneous thingstheve is meant the distinc¬ 

tion of Sense-p erception from Inference, Upamana, etc., ^1L 

of which are ‘ means of right cognition’). But in that case, 

as that which is the thing to be defined, viz., Sense-perception, 

is itself a ‘ means of right cognition,’ and hence has the char¬ 

acter of ‘homogeneous,’ and thus falls within the category of 

things meant to be excluded by the definition, there will be no¬ 

thing left to be included in the definition. x In answer to this- 

it might be argued that what it is intended to exclude by the 
definition is that which, on the ground of the class-character* 

of ‘ means of right knowledge* is homogeneous with (with 

regard to) the thing to be defined (viz. Sense-perception); and 

truly that which is defined can not be said to be homogeneous. 

with itself; since the genitive-case (laksyasya sajatiyam) indi¬ 

cates difference. In that case, we reply, you might as well say 

only that the definition is meant to distinguish the thing to be 

defined from whatever is different from it; without mentioning 

'homogeneousness’based upon the class-character of ‘means of 

right cognition*. And in that case, if the other party (for 

whose benefit you propound your definition) knows what is 

different from the thing to be defined, it follows that he also 

knows the thing to be defined as different from the other 

things; and thus as the purpose of your definition is accom¬ 

plished before the definition is given, the enunciation of the 

definition serves no purpose. 
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things meant to be excluded by the definition, there will be no¬ 
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definition is that which, on the ground of the class-character* 

of ‘ means of right knowledge* is homogeneous with (with 

regard to) the thing to be defined (viz. Sense-perception); and 
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with itself; since the genitive-case (laksyasya sajatiyam) indi¬ 

cates difference. In that case, we reply, you might as well say 

only that the definition is meant to distinguish the thing to be 

defined from whatever is different from it; without mentioning 

'homogeneousness’based upon the class-character of ‘means of 

right cognition*. And in that case, if the other party (for 

whose benefit you propound your definition) knows what is 

different from the thing to be defined, it follows that he also 

knows the thing to be defined as different from the other 
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(339) However, let us grant that the purpose to be served 

by the enunciation of the definition may be stated in diverse 

ways, in accordance with the diversity of the aims of the 

persons propounding the definition. But another difficulty 

arises. For what the definition aims at, viz., the cognition of 

what is different from the thing to be defined, cannot, in the 

first place, be accomplished unless the definition be com¬ 

prehended ; for if this were possible, very undesirable 

conclusions would have to be accepted *. Nor, in the second 

place, can that end be accomplished by the definition, even 

if comprehended ; for the reason that it is extremely difficult 

satisfactorily to establish the definition. Let us test the 

definition, under discussion, of Sense-perception. Can the 

origination of the contact of thing and sense-organ be said 

to be known by Perception ?—No ; for in that process there 

is a factor (viz., the sense-organ, or, sense-power) which 

is absolutely imperceptible. Can that origination be said 

to be known by an Inference based on the effects which 

it produces, (these effects constituting the middle term of the 

Inference) ? or by ‘Presumptive Reasoning’ (viz., that certain 

effects could not be accounted for unless we assume the afore¬ 

said contact) ?—The answer again is ‘No*. For Inference 

and Presumption indicate only that the effect in question 

has some cause, but do not intimate the specific character 

of the cause; and hence, no uniform definition can be based 

on them. But, it may be argued, a specific kind of cause 

may be concluded from the fact that the effect is of a speci¬ 

fic kind (viz. direct, immediate, cognition). Well, we reply, 

then you admit that the fact of the effect being of a specific 

nature has to be previously cognized; — and why then not accept 

this at once as a sufficient basis for the distinction of the 

thing to be defined from other things, both homogeneous 

* If the mere existence of definitions wore capable to effect the desired differen¬ 

tiations, all things would be differentiated by all delinitions, each acting in its 
own way. 
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and heterogeneous? There truly is no need of your ill-con- 
ceived series of assumptions. * 

(.140) “ With all this,” our opponent resumes, “our origi¬ 

nal definition remains unrefuted; since it has not been shown 

to be either too wide or too narrow.” But we refuse to 

admit this. We have clearly shown that your procedure is 

faulty, inasmuch as you, while it was open to you to accomplish 

your eijd by a simpler means,-m., by basing the definition of 

Pratyaksa directly on the cognition of the specific nature 

of actual sense-cognition, .which cognition appears first, 
and must necessarily be accomplished before any farther 

step,—you have had recourse to a means which are more 

difficult and complicated; inasmuch as the idea on which 

your definition is based appears at a later stage only, and must 

not be formed necessarily. The mistake you have committed 

is analogous to that of a man who has a lamp burning 

already, but, in order to dispel darkness, puts himself to the 

needless trouble of lighting a second lamp. The man who 

acts thus is justly found fault with, although no fault is to be 

found with the second lamp (just as no fault may possibly 

be ound with your definition viewed in itself). The fact 

is that the presence of a simpler means, which might have been 

mp oyed imparts to the employment of other, less simple 

means, the character of a fault; just as the presence of 

inherent absurdity’ (svarupasiddhi; a certain logical fallacv) 

m eVer7 means of rioht knowledge. Therefore, 
although your definition may not have the faults of beinff 

wide, etc., it yet is vitiated by the general defect pointed. 

(341) [Page 295J This also serves for the rejection of the 
% econd alternative (stated in para. 337). For it is impossible 

bjeC‘,ed t0 ^ 89 f0"°W9: (1) Th6 Pe^“*'ar cl“iracte7oFcertarn 

Ihf, are die to T** ‘ntU,tiVe-iS ^ to estabIish ^renco that 
tne contact of eense-orgu is and objects. (2). Thn 1 • 

** oce thereupon ia eraployedas the baaia of the definition of Pratyaha. ^ 
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to comprehend that definition unless we already know what 

is meant by ‘directness* (‘immediacy*, of Perception) ; and if 

the comprehension of the definition were reached on the 

basis of that knowledge, there would be an objectionable 

‘inter-dependence.* Even if there were something other 

than ‘directness’ (as e.g. the character of being produced d>y 

the object), which would indicate the fact of Er at yaks a being 

produced by the senses, that something, as being invariably, 

concomitant with ‘directness*, should itself be put forward 

as the definition of Sense-perception; for the reason that the 

apprehension of it would be nearer * at hand (earlier 

to appear, than what you put forward as your definition)* 

The Opponent will perhaps argue that this ‘ something 

else’ need not necessarily be of such a kind that the character 

of being produced by the senses is invariably concomitant 

with it; since even if it were lesser in extension than this 

latter character, it might serve as the inferential mark 

which indicates that character.* But this does not 

remove your difficulties; as this ‘ mark, being of lesser 

extension than the character of being produced by the 

senses, which is sought to be defined, there would be 

instances of this latter where the said ‘mark’ would be absent; 

and as in these instances, there would be no means of knowing 

the character of being produced by the senses, it would be 

impossible for you to form an adequate idea of that 

character; and under the circumstances, how could you have 

any idea of ‘ directness’ which can proceed only from the 

cognition of the character of being produced by the senses ? 

~ o The characteristic feature in the definition^ a thing must be such that 

it includes all special cases; t. e, wherever the characteristic is, there the thing defined 

also is. The ‘ something else’-let us say 'being produced by the object’-however 

is not such a characteristic; for there may be 'arthojatva' where no Perception 

is, as in the case of a wayfarer who, while the herbs, flowers, etc., by the roa si 

make an impression on his sense, iday not perceive them because his mind is other, 

wise engaged. The Vedantin therefore is wrong in suggesting that this some 

thing else’ should bo introduced into the definition of Perception. 
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Moreover, when you accept ‘being produced by the senses 

as the characteristic feature of the definition of Perception 

although in some cases of Perception such ‘being pro¬ 

duced by the senses* cannot be ascertained, since there are 

no valid means to do so, and hence their ‘being produced 

"by the senses* cannot be cognised as invariably accompany¬ 

ing the character of ‘ directness of cognition*;—what fault 

then, ^9 ask, has been committed by other indicative things 

whioh do not invariably accompany ‘ directness of cognition,’ 

(that they should be denied the honour of figuring in the 

definition as characteristic features) ? “ But ” the opponent 

says, “ in a case where we have not that particular feature to 

indicate the ‘ being produced by the senses* of Eratyaksha, 

the required cognition may be attained through some other 

indicative feature.” Then, we reply, this latter should be 

accepted as the feature at once indicating ‘ Directness *; and 

then there will be no need of the round-about method of 

inferring this directness from the feature of ‘being produced 

by the senses,* which latter is, in its turn, ‘ inferred from 

some other indicative feature.’ *‘ But,” the Opponent rejoins* 

“ neither of these two indicative features is such that ‘ direct¬ 

ness * is invariably concomitant with it ; and hence neither 

of them is accepted as the characteristic element in the de¬ 

finition of Perception. ‘ Being produced by the senses’, on 

the other hand, is such that ‘directness’ is invariably con¬ 

comitant with it ; and for this reason we employ it for the 

purpose of definition.” But this also we reject. For, as 
a matter of fact, both those indicative features equally are 

capable to bring about the inferential cognition of ‘ Direct¬ 

ness —which is the aim of the definition ; and hence there 

is no use of the ‘ being produced by the senses,’ although 

this may be invariably accompanied by ‘ Directness.* 

(342) Nor can we accept the third alternative proposed 

m para. 337. For this would mean that ‘that which is pro¬ 

duced by the contact of the sense-organs and the objects 
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is to be regarded and spoken of as Sense-perception* ; and 

this meaning of the definition cannot be maintained, for 

the reason that the distinguishing feature referred to (viz. 

‘being produced by the contact, etc.*) is something that can¬ 

not be comprehended. If that feature were to be understood 

through the character of ‘ directness * (i. e. if a cognition 

were to be regarded as produced by the said contact because 

of its being of the nature of direct apprehension), then this 

‘ directness* itself should be taken as the basis of the usage 

of the word * sense-perception* ; since that cognition of 5 di¬ 

rectness* is a primary, non-mediated one. 

(343) For the same reason, the fourth alternative (stat¬ 

ed in para 337) cannot be accepted (i.e. we cannot allow that 

the definition, under discussion, of Pratyaksa, serves the 

purpose of settling the meaning of the term ‘Pratyalcsa.’ 

Moreover, this alternative is open to a further charge, viz.. 

needless complication.* Nor, finally, can we admit the fifth 

alternative, viz., that the statement of the definition is * for 

some other purpose.’ For no such purpose can be pointed 

out. 

(344) The above stated reasonf also serves to set aside 

another definition of Sense-Perception; viz., that it is what is 

produced by the contact of the sense-organ with that form, 

or character, (of the object) which manifests itself (in the cog¬ 

nition) to Consciousness.—This definition moreover is open 

to yet another objection. The definition of course is meant 

to be of one special kind of the Means of Right Cognition, and 

hence it must be pointed out what part of the cases included 

in your definition of ‘Means of Right Knowledge* is included 

* It is very much simpler to regard the word ‘Sense-perception’ as denoting 
direct application than to make it signify that which is produced by the contact of the 

tense-organ and the object. 

t Viz., that the fact of a cognitibn being produced by the contact of the sense- 
organ with an object cannot be ascertained; or else that the statement of the defini¬ 
tion cannot be shown to hav a purpose. 
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in the definition under consideration, and what part is exclud¬ 

ed. Now your definition of the ‘Means of Right Cognition 

shows that all wrong cognition is excluded from it. But 

from this it follows that the above definition of Perception, 

as it stands, is not a correct definition, inasmuch as even’ 

wrong perceptions (such as of silver in the shell) are produc¬ 

ed by the contact of the sense-organ with that form (of the 
object) which, m the cognition, manifests itself to consci¬ 

ousness; for what does so manifest itself is the character of 
being (and of being a substance and so on). And if, in defence 

of the definition, it should be said that the definition under¬ 

stands by ‘the form which manifests itself’ the particular 

character of the object (so that the definition would exclude 

the perception of shell-silver (where the particular character 

.of ‘being silver’ does not exist, and therefore is not in contact 

with the sense-organ), we must demur to this also.' For, we 

ask, does the definition mean that Sense-perception is cognition 

produced by the contact of the sense-organ,—(a) with some 

only of the forms or aspects manifesting themselves ?—or (b) 

with all such aspects? On the former alternative (a) the 

definition would, in the first place, fail to exclude wrone 

cognitions (such as that of shell-silver, in which some parti¬ 

cular forms at any rate manifest themselves); and it would 
» the second place, fail to exclude non-determinate 

(mrvikalpaka) cognition (in which no particular character 

whatever manifests itself, the object being realized only 
as something). J 

. <345) No/ aSaiQ is fche second alternative (b) possible- 

£? “•* tte alte,'Datites eprinsi”s 
admitted. For, we ask, when you say that the sense-or- 
g n is in contact with all the forms (aspects, features! wir i. 

manifest themselves, do you mean that the organ is in co 

tact with that which has the character of WfestfmTLw 
** . permanent qualiScatioo ? or with th»t 

Kh. 209. 
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is to be regarded and spoken of as Sense-perception* ; and 

this meaning of the definition cannot be maintained, for 

the reason that the distinguishing feature referred to (viz. 

‘being produced by the contact, etc.*) is something that can¬ 

not be comprehended. If that feature were to be understood 

through the character of ‘ directness * (i. e. if a cognition 

were to be regarded as produced by the said contact because 

of its being of the nature of direct apprehension), then this 

‘ directness* itself should be taken as the basis of the usage 

of the word * sense-perception* ; since that cognition of 5 di¬ 

rectness* is a primary, non-mediated one. 

(343) For the same reason, the fourth alternative (stat¬ 

ed in para 337) cannot be accepted (i.e. we cannot allow that 

the definition, under discussion, of Pratyaksa, serves the 

purpose of settling the meaning of the term ‘Pratyalcsa.’ 

Moreover, this alternative is open to a further charge, viz.. 

needless complication.* Nor, finally, can we admit the fifth 

alternative, viz., that the statement of the definition is * for 

some other purpose.’ For no such purpose can be pointed 

out. 

(344) The above stated reasonf also serves to set aside 

another definition of Sense-Perception; viz., that it is what is 

produced by the contact of the sense-organ with that form, 

or character, (of the object) which manifests itself (in the cog¬ 

nition) to Consciousness.—This definition moreover is open 

to yet another objection. The definition of course is meant 

to be of one special kind of the Means of Right Cognition, and 

hence it must be pointed out what part of the cases included 

in your definition of ‘Means of Right Knowledge* is included 

* It is very much simpler to regard the word ‘Sense-perception’ as denoting 
direct application than to make it signify that which is produced by the contact of the 

tense-organ and the object. 

t Viz., that the fact of a cognitibn being produced by the contact of the sense- 
organ with an object cannot be ascertained; or else that the statement of the defini¬ 
tion cannot be shown to hav a purpose. 

Kh. 20S. 

Indian Thottcjht : Khandana. 209 

in the definition under consideration, and what part is exclud¬ 

ed. Now your definition of the ‘Means of Right Cognition 

shows that all wrong cognition is excluded from it. But 

from this it follows that the above definition of Perception, 

as it stands, is not a correct definition, inasmuch as even’ 

wrong perceptions (such as of silver in the shell) are produc¬ 

ed by the contact of the sense-organ with that form (of the 
object) which, m the cognition, manifests itself to consci¬ 

ousness; for what does so manifest itself is the character of 
being (and of being a substance and so on). And if, in defence 

of the definition, it should be said that the definition under¬ 

stands by ‘the form which manifests itself’ the particular 

character of the object (so that the definition would exclude 

the perception of shell-silver (where the particular character 

.of ‘being silver’ does not exist, and therefore is not in contact 

with the sense-organ), we must demur to this also.' For, we 

ask, does the definition mean that Sense-perception is cognition 

produced by the contact of the sense-organ,—(a) with some 

only of the forms or aspects manifesting themselves ?—or (b) 

with all such aspects? On the former alternative (a) the 

definition would, in the first place, fail to exclude wrone 

cognitions (such as that of shell-silver, in which some parti¬ 

cular forms at any rate manifest themselves); and it would 
» the second place, fail to exclude non-determinate 

(mrvikalpaka) cognition (in which no particular character 

whatever manifests itself, the object being realized only 
as something). J 

. <345) No/ aSaiQ is fche second alternative (b) possible- 

£? “•* tte alte,'Datites eprinsi”s 
admitted. For, we ask, when you say that the sense-or- 
g n is in contact with all the forms (aspects, features! wir i. 

manifest themselves, do you mean that the organ is in co 

tact with that which has the character of WfestfmTLw 
** . permanent qualiScatioo ? or with th»t 

Kh. 209. 



210 
Indian Thought : Khandana. 211 

Chapter I, Section (18). 

that character as a mere temporary mark ?* The former 

alternative cannot be accepted: for before actual Perception 

takes place, those aspects do not possess the quality of ‘mani¬ 

festing themselves’ and if this quality is to be viewed as a 

necessary factor of the cause of Perception, it must be in exis¬ 

tence before the Perception takes place (it must possess the 

antecedent existence required in all Causes). Then, as to the 

second alternative, let us examine the further alternatives 

springing from that. Do you, we ask, mean to attach signifi¬ 

cance to the ‘present tense implied in * manifesting itself5 

(ibhasamcina ; which is a Present Participal) ? or do you not ? 

You cannot do the latter; for the cognition ‘this is ajar’ is one 

that is produced by the contact of the sense-organ with all 

the aspects which manifest themselves, and yet it cannot be 

regarded as a valid Sense-perception with regard to the Selff * 

for the reason that the Self does not form an object of that 

cognition, while yet the validity of a cognition depends on 

its having a definite object. For it has to be acknowledged 

as a rule that Pratyakmtva (i.e.,being of the nature of Per¬ 

ception), which is a special class of pramanya (i.e., being 

of the nature of Valid Knowledge) can refer to those 

objects only with regard to wdiich it possesses validity. 

Were this not so, what answer could you give to the person 

who would bring forward the perception ‘this is a jar’ 

as a valid proof for the existence of a piece of cloth ? 

(846) “ Well,” our opponent says, “I give the following 

reply—The cognition of the jar is not the perception of the 

° la ‘manifesting itself’ to be viewed as a permanent intrinsic feature (Vishe- 

r*ana) of those aspects which manifest themselveB; or as a mere vpalakasana, i.e., a 

temporary adventitious (extrinsic) character ? 
f If the ‘manifesting itself of the definition were not limited to aspects mani¬ 

festing themselves at the time of 1'crccption, it might be said that when a jar is 

perceived the Self also is perceived; for all Perception is produced by the contact of 

the Self also with the sense-organ; and the Self, although not manifesting itself at 

the time of the perception of a ja certainly docs manifest itself, in Perception, at 

other times ; as in the inward perception ‘I am,’ 
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cloth, for the simple reason that it is toot produced by the 

contact of the sense-organ with the latter (i.ethe cloth).” 

But we ask, in return, is then the cognition of the jar by the 

contact of the sense-organ with the Self, the perception of the 

Self ? “How could this possibly be ?*—the opponent will 

perhaps reply,—“ considering that, as a matter of fact, the' Self 

does not manifest itself in the cognition of the jar, although 

this cognition be produced by the contact of tho sense-organ 

with the Self ?” But have you then forgotten that you are 

at present arguing on the basis of the supposition that the 

implication of present time, contained in the participle 

*bhasamana, is not to ba attended to (and that hence it does 

not matter whether or no the Self manifest itself together 

with the cognition of the jar) ? For certainly, the Self does 

manifest itself at some times, and to some persons ; were this 

not so, it would have to be regarded as unknowable (which 

the Logician does not admit). 

(347). The Opponent attempts a further explanation 

“ The Sense-perception as defined above means perception with 

regard to its oivn object, not with regard to other objects 

also.” But this also does not advance us. For if the ‘its own5 

refers to Perception in general (to ‘any Perception’), the 

objection urged above remains in force (i.e., the perception 

of the jar would be the perception of the Self also, the 

latter also being the object of some inward, perceptional 

cognition). If, on the other hand, an individual cognition 

were referred to by the ‘its own,’ then the definition as it 

stands would be too wide; inasmuch as neglecting that 

unique character which belongs to the thing to be defined, 

it extends to Perceptions other also than that one particular 

Perception ; for it is clear that other individual cognitions 

which also fulfil the condition of the definition do not 

possess the unique character of that particular cognition 

which it is intended to define. The Opponent will perhaps 
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that character as a mere temporary mark ?* The former 

alternative cannot be accepted: for before actual Perception 

takes place, those aspects do not possess the quality of ‘mani¬ 
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of the jar would be the perception of the Self also, the 
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cognition). If, on the other hand, an individual cognition 
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stands would be too wide; inasmuch as neglecting that 

unique character which belongs to the thing to be defined, 
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plead that the intention is to define other particular cogni¬ 

tions also, and that a definition in reality is too wide only 

when it extends to things not intended to be defined. But 

this also we cannot admit. For that particular unique 

character which you hold to be that which it is intended to 

define cannot be the character of other Perceptions ; and how 

therefore can you attempt, by means of the word also (in 

1 other particular cognitions also’) to include more than one 

perception, reducing all of them to one common category 

(and thus renouncing that very uniqueness with which you 

started) ? The fact is that whatever of common character 

(pertaining to all perceptions) 'there may have been in your 

original definition, has been reduced by you to one individual 

unique character, when you introduced into the definition 

the words ‘ its own object ’. The objection to making the 

phrase * its own * refer to any Perception in general, has 

already been stated. Moreover the phrase * its own ' cannot 

possibly be made to denote a character present in all per¬ 

ceptional cognitions. And in the absence of this a Percep¬ 

tion having one thing for its object would have to be regarded 

as valid with regard to another object! 

(348) Nor can the former alternative (mentioned 
in para. 345) be accepted; that is to say, it will 
not be right to assert that significance is intended to be 
attached to the Present tense in ‘ bhdsamana ’. For none 
of the alternatives that this would give rise to can 
be maintained. With reference to what would the mani¬ 

festation be in the ‘present’ ? (1) Would it be with refer¬ 
ence to the ‘contact* ? (2) Or to anything ? If the former, this 
view would in no way differ from the view that the ‘contact 

of the sense-organ* is with the object as qualified (vishista) by 

the character of being manifested (which also presupposes the 
fact of the manifestation being present at the time of the ‘Con¬ 
tact’) ; and as Buch it would be op'm to the same objections 
that we have pointed out against this last view (in paras. 345- 
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48). And as regards the second alternative, it would simply 

mean that no significance whatever is intended to be attached 

to the Present Tense; as in this case the character of 

being manifested (bhasamlnat va) would have to be regarded 

as belonging to objects that have been manifested in the past* 

and also those that will be manifested in the future (as these 

also would be* present’ with reference to something or the 

other),—both of which are intended to be excluded (by mak¬ 

ing the Present Tense significant). 

(349) It might be urged that what is meant is that the 

object is manifested after the contact of the sense-organ’, and 

hence this present character of the manifestation is certainly 

intended to be signified. But this is not right, we reply, 

because the Self also becomes manifested after the sense-con¬ 

tact ; for certainly it cannot be denied that the time at which the 

Self is cognised by the Mind is after-sense-contact *. “ What we 

mean,” says the opponent, “ is not any sense-contact in gene¬ 

ral, but that particular sense-contact after ivhich the manifest, 

ation of the object comes about.1' This again is not right, we 

reply; because iu many cases (where the cognition of the jar is 

followed by the idea of the Self) it does actually happen that 

the manifestation of the Self comes about immediately after the 

sense-contact of the Jar (and so, according to you, the percep¬ 

tion in this case would be a valid smse-perception of the Self). 

In answer to this it might bo urged that “this manifesta¬ 

tion of the Self is a totally different manifestation, and not 

that (particular) manifestation (of the jar, which is what is 

intended).” But (you thus limit the‘manifestation’ of your 

definition to the particular manifestation of some particular 

thing), in that case, your definition would become too narrow.' 

inasmuch as it would be applicable to the case of the mani¬ 

festation of that one thing only (and not to all Sense-percep¬ 
tion). 

• As certainly some sense-contact must have occurred at some point of time 
previous to the Cognition of the Self. 
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mean,” says the opponent, “ is not any sense-contact in gene¬ 

ral, but that particular sense-contact after ivhich the manifest, 

ation of the object comes about.1' This again is not right, we 

reply; because iu many cases (where the cognition of the jar is 

followed by the idea of the Self) it does actually happen that 

the manifestation of the Self comes about immediately after the 

sense-contact of the Jar (and so, according to you, the percep¬ 

tion in this case would be a valid smse-perception of the Self). 

In answer to this it might bo urged that “this manifesta¬ 

tion of the Self is a totally different manifestation, and not 

that (particular) manifestation (of the jar, which is what is 

intended).” But (you thus limit the‘manifestation’ of your 

definition to the particular manifestation of some particular 

thing), in that case, your definition would become too narrow.' 

inasmuch as it would be applicable to the case of the mani¬ 

festation of that one thing only (and not to all Sense-percep¬ 
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(350) #The Opponent adds a further explanation:*—"There 

would be no incongruity if we were to assert that the Valid 

Sense-perception of a certain thing is that manifestation of 

this thing which comes about from the sense-contact of the 

thing.” But this also we cannot accept. For the manifesta¬ 

tion (cognition) of the j ir, according to the logician, proceeds 

from the contact of the (cognising) Self with the sense-organ; 

and hence by your definition, the manifestation of the jar 

•would be the vilid sense-perception of the Self ! You might 

retort—c< As the Seif is not the object of that manifestation, 

how could it be as yon say?” But then, in your explanation, 

you do not say that the thing with which the sense-organ is 

in contact is that same thing which forms the object of the 

cognition in question; you only say, in general terms, ‘the sense- 

contact of the thing;' and it is for this reason that we have put 

forward the above objection. If, however, you do not add the 

specifying qualification of the -contact being with that thing 

which is the object of cognition,—then, if by ‘cognition * you 

mean all cognitions in general then the aforesaid objection 

remains in force (as the Self also is an object of some cogni¬ 

tion) ; if, on the other hand, you take it to refer to a particular 

individual cognition,—then the definition fails to include 

all Sense-perception. For in that case the word ‘that’ would 

be different for each individual cognition; since there is no such 

generic (comprehensive) concept as 1 this * or ‘that’ (which 

would include all things that can be referred to by those 

words). 

(351) Even for Prabhakara, who holds that every cogni¬ 

tion consists of three factors (the cognition, the thing cognised, 

and thezcog iiser) [and who, for this reason, will readily admit 

that the Sense-perception of the cognised jar implies the Sense- 

perception of the cognising Self],—-the objection would 

remain that, by the aforesaid definition, fhe cognition of the 

lae rejBOjMiigiut'.ii.i paragraph is based to a great extent on verbal quibbiiDg ; 

Leace the real drift can hardly be grasped in the English version. 
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Cloth would be the valid sense-percep tion of the- Jar,—just m 

the same manner as we have shown above that the cognition 

of the jar would be the valid Sense-perception of the Self. If 

with a view to avoid this incongruity, you were toadd the quali¬ 

fication 4 that which is produced by the sense-contact of that 

thing*,—thea inasmuch as the words1 that' and ‘ which* would 

refer only to individual things, the definition would fail to in¬ 

clude all Sense-perception, if then the denotations ot tne 

words ‘chat’ and Lwhich* consisted of all-comprehensive con¬ 

cepts (including all things), then the cognition of the jar would 

have to be regarded as the valid Sense-perception of other 

things abo (the words ‘ that* and 1 which’ of the definition re¬ 

ferring equally to all things). 

(35‘2) If now (with a view to avoid the objection that the 

cognition of the jar would have to be regarded as the Sense- 

perception of the Self) * you were toadd the qualifying clause 

‘other than the Self/ then, in that case, there would be no 

Sense-perception of the Selft (which is regarded by the Logb 

cian to be perceptible). And further, if the word Hhat were 

to be taken as including all things, then, there being no speci¬ 

fication available, the cognition of the jar would have to be 

regarded, as the Sense-perception of the Cloth as well 1 

(353) The objections that we have put forward against 

the last (second) definition of Sense-perception are found to be 

applicable to the first definition also (mentioned in para. 337) 

—viz. that ‘ Sense-perception is that valid cognition which 

is produced by the contact of the sense-organ and the object* 

• The definition being—“the cognition proceeding from the sense-contact of a 

thing other that the self, is the Sense-perception of that thing. Qr ‘the cognition that 
proi'jU from the smo-contact of a thing is the S^nse-perueptiou of that thing 

(which is other than that self)* 

t As the first c >joction would be accepted by the Prabhakara, the author puts 

forward another objection which is valid against the Prabhakara as well as the 
Naiyayika.’ 
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For by this definition also, the Sense-perception of one ob¬ 

ject will have to be regarded as the valid cognition of an¬ 

other object. And if, in order to avoid this difficulty, you were 

to add the explanation that—“ that cognition (which proceeds 

from the contact of a certain object is to be regarded as the 

Valid Sense-perception of that, object,"—then you lay your¬ 

self open to the objections which ,we have shown above to 

hold good in both cases—i. e., both when you regard the 

words ‘ this ’ and ‘ that,’ as pertaining to particular individual 

things, as well as when these are regarded as referring to all 

things (see paras. 350-51). 

(354) Then again, the word ‘Valid’ (favyabhichari’) in your 

definition is absolutely useless. For the cognition of silver 

in the shell is not produced by the contact of the sense-organ 

with the silver.* It might be urged that in this case also 

there is with the silver also, a contact, in the form of (and 

through) the repression that is present in the mind (having 

been left there by some previous perception of real silver).! 

But this we refuse to admit, on the ground that the ‘ impress¬ 

ion ’ that is present is not that of the ‘silver-ness’ (generic 

character of ‘silver’) as resiling in ivhat is before the eye, (i. e.y 

the shell)+; and the invalidity too of‘the cognition is only in 

reference to such silver-ness, and not to silverness in general, 

which latter does really exist elsewhere (and a cognition of 

which would not be invalid). 

(355) §If ‘Sense-perception’ be defined as ‘direct or imme¬ 

diate cognition,’—then it would include also those direct or 

* And hence this invalid cognition would be precluded by the quali¬ 

fication‘brought about by the contact of the ohjeit and the sense-organ*; and the 

word lavyabhirhdri} mennt to exclude such invalid cognitions, would be useless. 

t And that hence this would not be excluded unless we add the qualification 

avyabhichdri. 

$ The impression is that of real silver ; whereas what is cognised is the char¬ 

acter of silver as residing in the object before the eye ; and with regard to this 

latter then, there being no impression, there can be no contact . i the form of the 
impression either. 

§A third definition of ‘Sense-perception* is now taken up. 
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immediate cognitions which are ivrong. It might be urged 

that,—“we may add to the definition the qualification valid 

or not incorrect (from the standpoint of the Logician); or we 

jnay (from the standpoint of the Prabbakara*) absolutely 

deny tbe existence of any wrong cognition—which, accord¬ 

ing to him, is nothing else than the non-perception of the 

difference between the two things concerned.” But this view, 

we reply, cannot be maintained ; as none of the alternatives 

of which it is capable is tenable, (a) Does the definition 

serve its purpose (of differentiating, and of ordinary usage 

in speech and action) when it has been itself comprehended ? 

(b) or doe3 it serve it while it is itself uncomprehendod ? The 

latter view caunotbe accepted ; because in that case, there 

would be no need for stating the definition ; as the only pur¬ 

pose served by the statement of the definition is that it tends 

to bring about the comprehension of that definition,—and 

according to the view in question, the purpose's of the defini¬ 

tion are served while it is itself uncomprehended (so that its 

comprehension is not required for any useful purpose). Then 

as regards the first of the two alternatives mentioned, we ask 

—is the comprehension of the definition brought about by 

nomething else ? or by your own statement ? If by something 

olse, then there is no necessity for the trouble that yon take 

in stating the definition ; as the only purpose served by the 

wtatement of the definition is the bringing about of its compre¬ 

hension, and this comprehension is brought about by some¬ 

thing else. If, on the other hand the comprehension is 

brought about by your own statement of it, then, we ask,— 

does your statement afford the comprehension of the ‘direct- 

lie’u of perception ’ by reason of its being the assertion of a 

trustworthy person (yourself) ? or by reason of its having 

• According to Prabhikara, when we have the idea of silver in the shell, wo 

Plft Mintply the of'’ic cognition of the tlillerence between the two subs- 

ilh and Dot any positively wrong cognition. So according to this view, there is 

•ueh thing as ‘Wrong Cognition,’ which would be included in the above definition. 
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that,—“we may add to the definition the qualification valid 

or not incorrect (from the standpoint of the Logician); or we 

jnay (from the standpoint of the Prabbakara*) absolutely 

deny tbe existence of any wrong cognition—which, accord¬ 

ing to him, is nothing else than the non-perception of the 

difference between the two things concerned.” But this view, 
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wtatement of the definition is the bringing about of its compre¬ 

hension, and this comprehension is brought about by some¬ 
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the character of an ‘inferential indicative ’ (and thereby 
affording an inferential cognition of that directness ? T 
latter view is not possible, because it can not be shown that 
your statement is ‘invariably concomitant’ with the directness 
of perception (and without concomitance, the former cannot 
be a true inferential indicating Nor is the former view 
•tenable ; because your trustworthiness is not accepted by your 
disputant; if it were accepted by him, then all that you seek 
to prove would be established by your merely asserting it, 
and there would be absolutely no need for you m any 
•case, to put forward reasons (in support of your views). 

(3-5‘i) The Logician now adds the following explanation: 
—“In statin o- the definition of Sense-perception what we do is 
to point out the fact of the character of ‘ directness ’ being 
the basis or reason of a certain cognition being spoken of as 
‘Sense-perception’, to a person who knows what ‘directness 
is, but does not know that it is the basis or ground of a 
.cognition being called ‘ Sense-perception.’ And this pointing 
out is dono only by way of inference, and not by a trustwor¬ 
thy assertion. Hence in stating the definition we are only 
putting forward the following inferential reasoning based upon 
•universal negative premises -.—All Auditory and other Valid 

Cognitions,—or All Direct or Immediate Cognitions—should 

be recognised or viewed as ‘ Sense-perception’,—as they are 
Direct Cognitioas.—iecanse every cognition that is not called 

* Sense-perception 9 is not immediate—ns we find in the case of 
inferential cognitions’;—the cognitions in question however 
are immediate,-hence they must be called ‘ Sense-perception. 
The sentences too that put forward this reasoning are put 
forward, by the disputant, not as ‘ trustworthy assertion, bat 
only as recalling to the mind the ‘ invariable concomitance * 
which is already known and accepted; or even when the in¬ 

variable concomitance is not already known, the statement of 
the reasoning serves, at the time that the reasoning is put 
forward, to produce, in the mind of the opponent to whom it 
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is addressed, a desire to comprehend that concomitance, and 
thereby to bring about the knowledge of the invariable con¬ 
comitance needed for the Valid Cognition (afforded by that 
concomitance); and thus there is no room for the objections 
urged in the preceding paragraph.” 

(357) The above explanation cannot be accepted. What 
do you mean by saying that “ the cognitions should be re¬ 
cognised as Sense-perception (pratyaksatuya vyavaharlavyah)?* 
Dj63 the peculiarity of this recognition, or vyavahara, consist 
in the peculiarity of its object (in the shape of the character 
of Sense-perception) ? or in the peculiarity of the word to bo 
employe! in the recognition ? 

(358) In the former case, [does the person, to whom the 
above inferential reasoning is addressed, already know, by 
some other means, the recognition or vyavahara of the 
particular object, — i. e.9 the character of Sense-perception ? or 
do83 he not know it at all P] if he did not already know it* 
then, how could he have any idea,—even by the help of the 
statement of your definition—-that with regard to the Direct 
Cognition, he t should bring about that recognition (i. e. that 
he should recognise Direct Cognitionas ‘ Sense-perception *) ? 
As certainly a person who does not know fire can never be 
made, even by means of inferential reasonings, to understand 

• The assertion * they should be recognised as Sense-perception * cannot be 

regarded as declaring mere recognition in general; as in that case the additional 

words * as sense-perception * would be absolutely redundant. So it must mean that 

the Cognitions in question are the objects of a particular recognition. Now, what 

i* this particular recognition ? Recognition or usage is of two kinds—(1) in the 

form of mere ideas, and (2) in the form of speech. Does then the assertion mean 

that the Cognitions in question are the objects of a recognition in the form of an 

idea of which the object is the character of Sen ^-perception ? or docs it mean that 

they are the object* of recognition in the form of being spoken of as 1 Sense-percep¬ 

tion V That is to say, do you mean that they are to he known as * Sense-perception 

or that they are to bo spoken of as 4 Sense-perception ’? 

t And it is this idea that is exprest d in the word 4 vyavaharlayahthe sense is 

that until one already knows what a certain thing is, he cannot have the idea that 
hs should do that thing. 

Kh. 219. 
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the relationthtp of fire. If, on Ih. other Band, he already 
it, then, inasmuch as it is absolutely uuueoessary to 

rnthe known what is already known, the statement of its 

definition, in the form of an inference, would be entirely 

useless “But,” the opponent rejoins, “ One may have some 

“rt a rague notion in general term, that there is ..me 

object of the Recognition of Scaec-perccplwa, but he may not 

know the particular thing that should be recognised as sense- 

jerceptionand it is to such persons that.the dotmil 

Slated in the abore mentioned inferential for . 
So we reply, is not possible. For what does such a 

man know? Does he know, merely in a vague and general 

manner, that o rafognitio* has a basis (or ^ 
an, particular recognition has such a basis ? In the former 
Je,the knowledge would he of no use in the c» inquest,on, 

as what we are . considering is . the easy of a 
Recognition or usage (of • Seuse-perception and »»t »f «e!"� 

in general). In the latter case, to what would this pa.- 

Mar character of the Recognition be dus (.. c » * due -o 

the peculiarity of the object or to that of the word ?). Thu. 

you are forced back upon the dilemma put forward by us 
innara S57 (the former of which two alternatives we have 

already shown to be untenable, and the latter also, we are- 

going to show in para. 3110, cannot be accepted). 

(359) [Page 308) In the above manner the acceptance 

of all definition baa to be rejected. For instance, things 

cannot be accepted simply because there is a mere valid 

covuitibn (pure and simple) [produced by their definition 

in that case, the rule of acceptance would be too wide 

“„d confusing). If on the other hand, the th.ngjmsjto 

with aome ..... VBI.,1 c G , S u,0 vnUJ cognition with 

.Hondo.olid „!..t,on^l4./w»J. „1 .ooth.t thing. 1« 

regard to one thing might b 6 afforded by the definition 
the latter case, the e is a vicious circle : ths idea ot too 

depending upon the Valid Cognition of that earao Jar. 
Kh. 220. 
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be accepted on account of the Valid Cognition of that thing 

(afforded by the definition), then who could avoid the inevit* 

able vicious circle ? If, in order to avoid this, the * cognitive 

character1 were held to be a peculiar characteristic (of the 

Cognition of that thing, and not of the thing itself, as in the 

latter case alone oould there be the aforesaid f vicious circle *), 

—then that would be a strong footing acceded to the theory 

that the Cognition has the shape or form (of its object).* 

Then again, just as the inferential and other characters 

(• anuminatoa, agamatva $c.) do not proceed, or arise, from any 

objects (bub from the Premisses, Words, &c.),—so, iu the same 

manner, the character of the Cognition of the thing also would 

proceed, not from the thing, (but from something else), [as 

by the view under consideration this character belongs to the 

Cognition, and not to the thing] ; and thus the object would 

become a non-entity ; [the Cognition pertaining to Cognition, 

and not to things]. t 

And further, the particular cognition of a certain thing 

could not be accepted without a cognition of that cognition; 

and so on and on, for each cognition,—there being no end 

to this running after the series of cognitions ! The Opponent 

might ask—“Under the circumstances, what would be the 

refuge for all the usage (of Speech and Action) with regard 

to things and their cognitions,—the usage which is always 

• The Logician's standpoint is that the cognition differs from its object simply 

because, while the latter has a form, the former is formless. This view will not be 

compatible with the theory that the ‘ cognitive character ’ is a peculiar characteristic 

of the cognition, and not of the thing. Because this latter view would be possible 
only if there were an absolute identity between the Cognition and the thing Cognised ; 

and this would mean that both are with form. And further, this identification of tho 

Thing with its Cognition would be accepting the Idealistic position of the Bauddha. 

t This is meant to combat the view that * cognitive character * belongs to the 

Cognition, not by its own nature, but by reason of its relationship to the object 

cognised, and thus the necessity of the external object, as apart from the Cognition, 

remains. What the author means is that even so, the character would proceed 

from the Cognition, and not from the Object; just liks other characters of 
eogniiioB|.«in/«rsnt»0l, virM and the like. 
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appearing before ur, on the strength of the unanimity found 

with regard to it aimngall raen and Scriptures ?” To this 

we reply—These usages being found absolutely incapable 

of being established by the various theories propounded (by 

the* Logician and his allies),—their sole refuge lies in sur¬ 

rendering themselves to the feet of the Philosophy of Indes* 

CribabilityV * 

(3*50) Nor can we accept the second alternative men¬ 

tioned in para. 357—That is, the peculiarity of the Recogni¬ 

tion or Vi/ io ihlra consists in the peculiarity of the word to 

ba t inobyal in the Recognition. Because, according to 

this view, th9 meaning of the inferential reasoning put for¬ 

ward in para. 35b would be as follows:—* The Auditory and 

other c ignitions should be spoken of as (called) S>'n**-p'ircftp- 

tion beciii33they are direct or immediate cognitions, and 

so forth * And this also wuild not be right. As if you apply 

the \V)ri ‘Sense-perception* to Immediate Cognition, simply 

because the word is not applied to the Non-im nediate Cogni¬ 

tions, ~vif rential aid the like,—then, for exactly the* 

Same reason, you should apply, with regard to the Immediate 

Cognition, all such words as 'hares horn/ * ja-vti-ga-da-ia-sha *f 

and the like (which latter also are not applied to non-imme- 

diate cognition! ? la answer to this, you might urge that, 

u as a matter of fact, such words as (ja-va-ga-da-dasha * and 

the like are not known to have any meaning at all (being 

absolutely meaningless), for the simple reason that they are 

nev^r used for expressing any thing; then, as regards such 

words as ‘hare's horn* aid the like, these also are known as 

pert lining 11 (denoting) things that have absolutely no exis¬ 

tence ; on the other hand, such words as ‘sense-percepdon* 

and the like are universally known as pertaiuing to 

things that are really existent, as we often meet with such 

• That i», the whole Sage must be regarded as ‘ indescribable.’ 

t This is one of the {pralyihdra-8u(raa' of Panini, where we hft?e A dorabiDA- 
tion of {ill the letters of the alphabet. 
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expressions as‘such and subh a thing is quite perceptible by" 
the senses and so forth; and certainly, this makes a great 

d.fferenca (between the case of the wor t ‘ Sense-perc--p ioa’ 
and that of such words as‘hare's bora' aad tLh< 

*c.). 1 his again will not serve your purpose, we' replv 

B^e eve a tins distinction cannot exclude such JZZ 

.vi.su U and the hk* ('vhhh al*> wj not applied to infer**. 
Ual and other cognitions); and henna* by your reason!, 

c^IitTon18TWb3applicabIe toeajhaQd e!"y wi 

“Hat ’’tl oL ^ !" 0b'aiaeJ thr0U"h th* alone), 
even th^l^H T T"* !"� find that 
‘visual’ is not * ”7 Co?iUtloa 13 **»'**lu**t the word 
‘Sen.. n !PP 16J t0 'fc: "rhicl1 is nofc t!la caie with’ the word 

i^rr >hiCh * f0llnd to b3 aP?Hed to au 
the cases •! ^ ^ “akes a difference (between 
Well in that ^ *T°* * ‘V13ua1’ and ‘•Sense-perception’).” 

allrlssed to rr at?ent°^ ^ defiaido“ '!"mbe 
Suue.p,-cnni,i % P“r'i? 'V1° ah’eady knW3 ‘hat ‘the word 
net ira n .ft ' ,.QOfc aPpI'al ro thlt cognition which is 
imni3ji tV-\d’ 13 appll0j t0 all those cognitions that are ^t££ rzpz* criihvaly 
tioas)— the <?> ^i,nPllrfd m tus above two proposi- 

uteless. 3m3ab °‘ t:,e be absolutely 

refutin!1tLTlhft SaT reasoain?s also be taken as 
>»fere itial '°°r7 1 Ut Wbat 13 3auoilt to be proved by the 

C *ZiZTSinmS P,Ut f0rWaPd * fbat the 
/non inferenuVa'T\ah('nhl ^ *P°kea °f M distin9>dshei 

would be WTl0''here0y,Mom; l a3this differentiation also 

usage, and „? . 7 P°3lt,V9 *** negative iaduction from 

(orthatpurDO,Tbdmrt °f ^ Iefiaition *ould be needed 
of the definition^ Ib “,ght b0 ur?ed tbat* '^e statemeat 

tion serves the purpose of reminding the person 
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of the denotation of the word whioh he knows already. 

But this also cannot be admitted. Because for one who knows 

the conventional meaning of the word 1 Sense-perception/ all 

that would be needed for reminding him of that meaning 

would be simply the mention of the word ‘ Sense-perception, 

and the statement of the definition would remain as useless as 

ever. In fact, if a person already knowing the meaning of a 

certain word, while remembering that meaning by the help of 

the word only, were to stand in need of being reminded of it 

by means of the statement of its definition,—then it would be 

necessary to put forward definitions again in order to remind 

him of the meanings of the words contained in that definit¬ 

ion ; as the two cases would be exactly analogous; and so also 

with regard to the meanings of words contained in this latter 

definition; and so on and on, there would be no end to such 

definitions 1 

(362) The Opponent proceeds—1u The statement of 

the definition has certainly no use when addressed to the 

opponent in a discussion, as he does not acknowledge the 

trustworthy character of his disputant; in fact in all scientific 

works, definitions are stated for the purposes of the pupil; 

he regards the author of the work as trustworthy and 

authoritative; consequently when the teacher puts forward 

to him the definition in the form—c what you already know to 

be expressed by the word * Immediate-Cognition is also what 

is meant by the word 1 Sense-perception,*—this statement of 

the definition convinces the pupil as regards the meaning of 

the word, simply by reason of its being a trustworthy assertion 

for him.** This is not right, we reply ; as if scientific 

works are addressed only to pupils, and not to opponents, 

then, inasmuch as the pupil would be convinced of the truth 

of the theories by a mere categorical statement of these, there 

would be absolutely no nec i for the putting forward of any 
reasonings, &c. 
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(363) In answer to this, if you hold that, “that sen¬ 

tence in scientific works which contains the statement of 

reasonings, &c., may be regarded as addressed to the Opponent, 

while the statement of the definition is of use to the pupil only, 

who is convinced of the trustworthy character of the author 

of the work,**--even then,your position will not be tenable; 

as the purpose for which the teacher would propound the defi¬ 

nition would, according to you, be the mere pointing out of 

the meaning of a certain word; and this purpose is served by 

other works, which have been composed by the sages with the 

professed purpose of pointing out the conventional meanings 

of words,——3uch works, for instance, as those dealing with 

the meanings and genders of words, grammar, and so forth. 

Then if the subject-matter of your scientific work were only 

such as is already dealt with and accomplished by other works, 

then why do you not make it your business to ascertain the 

etymology of words, pointing out the roots from which 

they are derived and the affixes by which they are formed? 

Why too do you not proceed to mention the genders of words ? 

For certainly ignorance on these points also is conducive to 

defeat in a discussion (just as much as the ignorance of the 

meanings of such words as c Sense-perception * and the like). 

Or it may be that you do not deal in your works with the 

subject-matter of grammar, but restrict yourself to the ex¬ 

pressing of the meanings of words. But even then, your 

work remains extremely deficient on that point; as there are 

many other words explained in other dictionaries,—why have 

not these words been explained by you ? If you reply that 

you explain, in your works, not all words, but only those that 

are of use in your own books,—then too, just as you have to 

state the definition of a word occurring in a certain sentence 

in your book, in the same manner, it would be necessary for 

you to state the definitions of words appearing in the state¬ 

ment of the former definitions; and so on and there 

would be no end to the definitions of words occurring in those 
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definitions; as each one of these words will have been used in 

your books, (and as such calling for definitions from you) 1 

If you say that you point out the meanings of such words as 

‘Sense-perception* and the like, because as regards the mean? 

ings of these words, there is a difference of opinion am»jng 

various disputants putting forward diverse definitions; while 

with regard to other words, there being no such difference of 

opinion, yon do not explain these latter,—then too we reoly, 

there is a deficiency in your works. As there are many words 

(not explained by you with regard to the meanings of which 

there is a clear difference of opinion; for instance (l) with 

regard to the indeclinables v7i (or) and the like, some people 

hold that they have independent denotations of their own, 

while others hold them to be merely illuminative (of the 

meanings of other words); (2) such words as 'chhidura' and the 

like are regarded by some to have an active and by others 

a passive signification; <3) the word ‘bhuoa* is regard¬ 

ed by some as meaning ‘the individual form of a thing* 

and by others as denoting the genus of ‘being*; (4) the word 

1 ad h Hear ana' is held by some to denote something that pre¬ 

vent* a thing from falling, and by others as expressing that 

in which something else inheres; and so forth. Why then have 

you not put forward definitions of these? We de¬ 

sist from further prolongation of discussion on this 

subject. 

[Tt is not possible to define what the 1 immediatenesfi' of the cognition is.] 

(364). Further, we ask—what do you mean by the 

* imraediateness * of the Cognition ? It cannot be defined a9 

consisting in the fact of the Cognition being the manifestation 

(in consciousness) of the object with specific qualifications.* 

Because, if the character of being with specific qmilfica. 

• The qualification ‘with specific qualifications * has been added for the purpose 

excluding Inferential Cognition etc., where tho gh the object is manifested, it 4« 
•o only in its general form and not as endowed with its specific qualifications. 
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tions were a mere extrinsic or * accidental feature of the 

object cognised, then the said ‘ immediateness * would 

apply to inferential and other cognitions also.f If, on 

the other hand, the character be an intrinsic and per¬ 

manent attribute of the object, then for the sake of the cog¬ 

nition of that attribute als3, we should have to have another 

attribute ; and so on and on, a whole series of attributes would 

be nectary ; and if there were to be any end to this series, 

then of the last ‘attribute* of this series, if there could be a 

cognition without a further attribute,—then, inasmuch as 

the cognition of that attribute would not have the character of 

fSaii.*o-p3rc3ptioa\ the whole series, down to the very fi sb cog¬ 

nition, would have to be regarded as ‘Honsvsnnu*. If,on the 

other hand, there were to be no end to the series | i.e., if every 

attribute were to be perceived by the senses along with all 

its attributes], + then the Sense-perception embodied in the 

minor premiss (wherein the concomitance of the minor term 

and the inferential probias is asserted) also would be one 

that would include within itself the Sensuous perception of 

all its attributes; and as the inferential conclusion following 

from that premiss would also pertain to the same object (the 

• Tiie listinetion between upu,hik?ma, an accidental feature or ch racter, 

aud VithUsanz, permanent attribute, has been explained in a footnote under para 

345. 
f Even though in tin inferential cognition of fire in the mountain, the fire that 

is cognised is only in the vague generic form of fire in general, and not as fire with 

certain definite properties of rolour &o.,—yet there can be no doubt that the fire 
iscogn.se.l along with such acodental pecui.irities, as existing in the mountain, giving 

out 8 no e, uni s) fjrth, which even til m'h not its intrinsic permanent attributes, 

are yet ts specific pi indentions for the time being. 
t l the inferential c igniti »n, the mount.iin contains fire because it is smoking, 

the mi n o• premia is in the form Svherevo smoke is, there is lire.’ This being a fact 

of «4'jtw > iM nm:i th.it t!i > s-m';e us well as the fire are cognised by the 

•ense*, a, iuj with nil their attribute. An 1 from this it should follow that the 
Conclusion drawn from this premiss involves tho cognition of fire with all its attri. 

bute*, as t. efire that forms the predicate of tho inferential conclusion must be of the 

•ame chart *tor as that appearing in the premiss. ITenco there would be no difference 

between th 1 fire as cognised by Sense-perception aud that cocnisfcd by Inforence, 
and thus th s latter would fulfil all the conditions of ‘immediatenese.' 

Kh. 227. 
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minor term with all its attributes), the inferential cognition 

would have to be regarded as ‘immediate** 

(365). In reply to this it might be urged that,—" in¬ 

asmuch as the premiss does not provide a comprehensive 

cognition (of all attributes, of fire, for instance), there could be 

no inferential cognition of these.” But in that case, in the 

first place, there would be no possibility of any comprehensive 

cognition of all those attributes; and secondly, there would be 

no possibility of any inferential cognition of any individuals * 

[It might be argued that no generic entity can be cognised 

without a cognition of the individuals constituting it. But] 

ju3t a3 the generic entity cannot be cognised without the in¬ 

dividuals Constituting it, so the individual also can never be 

cognised without its endless attributes. If you think that— 

“ in the case of the inferential cognition it is not necessary to 

have the idea of all *the endless attributes! of the object of 

that cognition, for the simple reason that in this case the cog¬ 

nition does not remain incomplete without that idea (while 

in the case of the cognition of the generic class, it is incom¬ 

plete until there is some idea of the innumerable individuals 

constituting it,)”—then* we would meet that by the counter¬ 

argument that, as a matter of fact, the cognition of the 

• Because, jmt as the inferential conclusion cannot pertain to the fire with 

its endless attributes, in the same manner it could not pertain to the endless indivi¬ 

dual fires the object of inferential cognition being only the fire as a generic entity. 

f We cannot have any cognition of the class unless we have an idea of the 

indivi luals constituting it. But the inferential cognition of fire in the mountain 

is found to be accomplished even without our having any knowledge of its endless 

attributes. 

X The idea underlying this rather obscure passage is that we cannot accept 

the categorical denial that the cognition of fire does not need for:its completion, the 
cognition of its endless attributes. As a matter of fact, we have as much reason to 

regard the cognition of attributes as indispensable for the cognition of the object to 

which they belong as the cognition of the individuals is in that of the class containing 

them. And undor the circumstances, if you do not regard as indispensable, the 
cognition of the attributes as an integral part of the inferential cognition, then, 

inasmuch as it cannot be denied that we have their cogniw on, it will have to be 
taken as Sense-perception. 
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individual thing (fire, for instance) is not found to be complete 

without some idea of its endless attributes; and hence [i^ 

this necessary idea of the attributes of the object of in¬ 

ferential cognition were not regarded as forming an integral 

part of that object] that idea of the attributes would have 

to be regarded as ‘ sensuous ’! 

(366) And further [inasmuch as under this alterna¬ 

tive ifwould be absolutely necessary to postulate the cogni¬ 

tion of an enclless series of specific attributes], rather than 

assume the cognition (manifestation) of an endless series of 

attributes, which are never found to be actually cognised, it 

would certainly be much simpler to assume the presence of a 

single attribute in the shape of ‘ immediateness *! Specially 

as the only ground that you have for making the assump¬ 

tion of the endless attributes is the necessity of finding a 

basis for the well-recognised fact of certain cognitions being 

universally regarded as ‘ immediate ’! And certainly .this fact 

could be easily explained on the basis of the single attribute 

of ‘ immediateness ’ (which obviates the necessity of assuming 

an endless series of attributes). Nor, on this ground, would 

it be right to assume the single attribute of ‘ imraediateness * 

(as serving the purposes of the required definitions of ‘ Sense- 

perception) ; because of the same reason that has been shown 

above.* This matter (of the definition of 1 immediateness ') 

we shall deal with in greater detail later on (when we shall 

examine the natureof the generic character of ‘immediateness.’) 

° This reason has been variously explained by the commentators—(1) The Shaft- 

karl explains the reason as ‘ because such an innnecliatenes3 would apply also to 

the inferential cognition of the immediateness of the object cognised.’ (2) The Chit- 

eulchl- u Because no such character as ‘ immediateness ’ is found to be actually 

cognised in any case ; and because the well-known fact of certain cognitions being 

universally regarded as immediate can be explained on the basis of the immediatenete 

which, according to the Vcdaniin, is as incapable of definition or explanation 

anirvachaniya) as eve ything else. The Vidydtdgari favours this latter inter¬ 
pretation. 

Kh. 228. Kh. 229. 
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(367) [Page 317] Whafc again do you mean by the word 

*vishesa’ (‘specific qualifications/ as occurring in your defi¬ 

nition of * immediateness *)? If it means ‘ that which different¬ 

iates or distinguishes/ then your definition will fail to include 

the non-determinaie Perception.* If on the other hand the 

‘ vishesa* be held to be the specific individual form of the 

object as apart from everything else in the world, and ‘Sense- 

perception * to be the manifestation of this individual form,-— 

which can be said of non-determinale perception also,—then 

this character of ‘ Sense-perception* would not apply to the 

sensuous cognition, from a distance, of a thing in its vague, 

generic formf. Because if even in this vague generic 

cognition the thing were to be cognised as ‘ apart from all 

the rest of the universe/ then there would be no possibility of 

Doubt, etc., in any case.J It might be argued that in the 

case of the vagne generic cognition also, there is a ‘ mani¬ 

festation of specific qualifications/ inasmuch as there are 

present (even in such cases) such distinctions as those due to 

the cogniser and so forth.§ But in that case, the same being 

true of the inferential and other kinds of cognition also, these 

also would become included in * sensuous perception.* 

* As in this there is no notion of any kind of differentation or distinction ; and 

yet it is regarded by the logician to be ‘sense-perception’ par excellence, which has 
been defined by the Nylyasltra as something that is ‘non-determinate’ (anirdeshya). 

f When from a distance we see a tree, we perceive it simply, in a general way 
as a 4 tree,' and not as having certain properties that go to individualise it and show 

it to be 4 apart from all other trees, and all other things in the world.’ 

X We have a doubt only when we have a vague perception of the thing, and 
do not perceive exactly whether the thing we see is a pest or a human figure. If in 

all cognitions, we were to perceive the thing as apart from everything else, then the 

post would be perceived as post; and henc3 there would be no possibility of our ever 

regarding it as a human figure. 

§ The sense of this is that the perception need not bo the manifestation of the 

thing as distinguished from all other things, etc.; if there ii the manifestation of 

some sort of distinction, that is enough. And even though in a generic cognition 

we may not perceive any other distinguishing feature of the thing, yet the fact is 

always present in our mind that we, as the cogniser of that cognition, arc distinct 

*om the cogniser of other cognitions. And thus the vague generic cog* ition also 
fulfils the necessary conditions of * iinmediatcnoss.’ 
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(3(58) “ The * imraediateness ’ of Perception may be ex- 

plained as consisting in its being an apprehension brought 

about by the instrumentality of the sense-organs” Against this 

some people put forward the objection that, inasmuch the 

* sense-organ ’ also is defiued as that which is the instrument of 

‘ immediate cognition’, there is a mutual inter-dependence 

(between the two definitions). But this objection is not quite 

right; .because it is quite possible to define ‘ sense-organ ’ 

as* that which, while itself unknown, is the instrument of valid 

cognition, and is qualified by the positive character. There is 

however another and a much sounder objection against the 

above definition of ‘ 1mmediateness,’; viz., that unless we fully 

recognise the special features of the effect (i.e., the cognition) 

with regard to what would the sense-organ be regarded a3 

' instrumental ’?t 

(369) This same reasoning— viz. the impossibility of 

ascertaining the ‘instrumental’ character—serves to reject 

the view that “there is (in the case of sensuous Per¬ 

ception) a cognisedness of things which is of a peculiar 

character J; and it is in the productiveness of that cognised- 

ness thao the ‘immediateness’ of the cognition consists 

specially § because so long as we do not ascertain (hit upon) 

" Inferential ami other kinds of cognition have their instruments also duly 

cognised The sense-organs however are not themselves known. The potitice character 

ni orJ->r to preclude ‘non-apprehension' which is recognised by the 

.ntta-Munamsakas to be a distinct means of valid, cognition (of negation). And 
»s t us definition of the sense-organ does not contain the words ‘immediate cognition,’ 

t l-.c n„eibe no ,n 1 ua! interdependence' in the definition of ‘immediateness' just 
put forward. 

'if' ® f,l,|y grasped,the distinctive character of the cognition, we 
of this la*t’»rl<-iml3alTt“llllent;l1 chjli'actor of 'ho sense-organs. Thus the recognition 
couseiiientlv th»-l 0t- ->3 "®se;,i!ary for grasping the real character of the cognition ; 
pending uoJu the o a VT’1'3 c,re!e ’ ; the knowledge of ‘ inmiediateness’ de- 

+ Ti • < *10 co°,ut1011 th- instrumentality of sense-organs, and vice versq. 
perceived!’ P<2Culiar clia!"cter' is that whereby the object is spoken of as ‘directly 

tionsf iv^cMnot foriifif0"'0 b‘?sis J?r a comprehensive idea of all sensuous cogni- 
of the appearance of y “"c \no",°" “? tliat alt «eo*iwu» cognitions are the cause 
pointing out anv ' *.* 80,196 is that it the opponent succeeds in 
forinity might bi r^f??'* °f unl.f°rmity among a 1 sensuous cognitions, that uni- 

3 o t no rcgaidcd as constituting the true.dehuition of sensuous Perception. 
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(367) [Page 317] Whafc again do you mean by the word 
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which can be said of non-determinale perception also,—then 

this character of ‘ Sense-perception* would not apply to the 

sensuous cognition, from a distance, of a thing in its vague, 

generic formf. Because if even in this vague generic 

cognition the thing were to be cognised as ‘ apart from all 

the rest of the universe/ then there would be no possibility of 

Doubt, etc., in any case.J It might be argued that in the 

case of the vagne generic cognition also, there is a ‘ mani¬ 

festation of specific qualifications/ inasmuch as there are 

present (even in such cases) such distinctions as those due to 

the cogniser and so forth.§ But in that case, the same being 

true of the inferential and other kinds of cognition also, these 

also would become included in * sensuous perception.* 

* As in this there is no notion of any kind of differentation or distinction ; and 

yet it is regarded by the logician to be ‘sense-perception’ par excellence, which has 
been defined by the Nylyasltra as something that is ‘non-determinate’ (anirdeshya). 

f When from a distance we see a tree, we perceive it simply, in a general way 
as a 4 tree,' and not as having certain properties that go to individualise it and show 

it to be 4 apart from all other trees, and all other things in the world.’ 

X We have a doubt only when we have a vague perception of the thing, and 
do not perceive exactly whether the thing we see is a pest or a human figure. If in 

all cognitions, we were to perceive the thing as apart from everything else, then the 

post would be perceived as post; and henc3 there would be no possibility of our ever 

regarding it as a human figure. 

§ The sense of this is that the perception need not bo the manifestation of the 

thing as distinguished from all other things, etc.; if there ii the manifestation of 

some sort of distinction, that is enough. And even though in a generic cognition 

we may not perceive any other distinguishing feature of the thing, yet the fact is 

always present in our mind that we, as the cogniser of that cognition, arc distinct 

*om the cogniser of other cognitions. And thus the vague generic cog* ition also 
fulfils the necessary conditions of * iinmediatcnoss.’ 

Kh..230- 

Indian Thought : Kh arcana. 231 

(3(58) “ The * imraediateness ’ of Perception may be ex- 

plained as consisting in its being an apprehension brought 

about by the instrumentality of the sense-organs” Against this 

some people put forward the objection that, inasmuch the 

* sense-organ ’ also is defiued as that which is the instrument of 

‘ immediate cognition’, there is a mutual inter-dependence 

(between the two definitions). But this objection is not quite 

right; .because it is quite possible to define ‘ sense-organ ’ 

as* that which, while itself unknown, is the instrument of valid 

cognition, and is qualified by the positive character. There is 

however another and a much sounder objection against the 

above definition of ‘ 1mmediateness,’; viz., that unless we fully 

recognise the special features of the effect (i.e., the cognition) 

with regard to what would the sense-organ be regarded a3 

' instrumental ’?t 

(369) This same reasoning— viz. the impossibility of 

ascertaining the ‘instrumental’ character—serves to reject 

the view that “there is (in the case of sensuous Per¬ 

ception) a cognisedness of things which is of a peculiar 

character J; and it is in the productiveness of that cognised- 

ness thao the ‘immediateness’ of the cognition consists 

specially § because so long as we do not ascertain (hit upon) 

" Inferential ami other kinds of cognition have their instruments also duly 

cognised The sense-organs however are not themselves known. The potitice character 

ni orJ->r to preclude ‘non-apprehension' which is recognised by the 

.ntta-Munamsakas to be a distinct means of valid, cognition (of negation). And 
»s t us definition of the sense-organ does not contain the words ‘immediate cognition,’ 

t l-.c n„eibe no ,n 1 ua! interdependence' in the definition of ‘immediateness' just 
put forward. 

'if' ® f,l,|y grasped,the distinctive character of the cognition, we 
of this la*t’»rl<-iml3alTt“llllent;l1 chjli'actor of 'ho sense-organs. Thus the recognition 
couseiiientlv th»-l 0t- ->3 "®se;,i!ary for grasping the real character of the cognition ; 
pending uoJu the o a VT’1'3 c,re!e ’ ; the knowledge of ‘ inmiediateness’ de- 

+ Ti • < *10 co°,ut1011 th- instrumentality of sense-organs, and vice versq. 
perceived!’ P<2Culiar clia!"cter' is that whereby the object is spoken of as ‘directly 

tionsf iv^cMnot foriifif0"'0 b‘?sis J?r a comprehensive idea of all sensuous cogni- 
of the appearance of y “"c \no",°" “? tliat alt «eo*iwu» cognitions are the cause 
pointing out anv ' *.* 80,196 is that it the opponent succeeds in 
forinity might bi r^f??'* °f unl.f°rmity among a 1 sensuous cognitions, that uni- 

3 o t no rcgaidcd as constituting the true.dehuition of sensuous Perception. 

Kh. 231. 



232 Chapter I, Section (17). 

some uniformity (among all sensuous cognitions which could 

enable us to speak of them all as bringing about cognised- 

?iess)} we cannot very well know what their causal efficiency 

is (with regard to that cognisedness). Nor could that 

uniformity be regarded as established simply by the fact that 

without such uniformity the peculiar character of the cognised¬ 

ness cannot be explained. Because that peculiar character 

can very well be explained by the peculiar character of other 

causes causes other than the sensuous cognition). 

(370) Nor can the ‘immediateness* of cognitions be 

explained as the character of being produced by the cognisable 

object. * Because this definition would b-) too wide, t If 

(in order to avoid this) it be defined as the character of being 

produced by the object cognisable by itself (i.e., by that same 

cognition)—then, we reply, that this cannot be accepted as a 

comprehensive definition (including all sensuous cognitions), 

as the denotation of the word csva\ ‘itself, is distinct with 

each individual cognition; and also because this definition 

also is not free from the faults noticed before. J 

(371) If again, Immediate Cognition be defined as 

that cognition by which, when the object has been cognis¬ 

ed, there is no further desire to cognise it §—then, we 

reject this also. Because in the case of such dear things 

as one's child, &c., we find that even after the child has 

* Such as, e. g, the circumstantial details under which the cognition appears. 

t The cognition of the jar inuy be regarded as the * Sensuous Immediate Cogni¬ 

tion of the cloth.' As this cognition would certainly he produced by a cognisable 

object,—though not necessarily by the object that is actually cognised. And as the 
self is a cognisable object and nil o ignitions—sensuous, inferential, &e.—are equally 

produced by the self, all cognitions would be Immediate and Sensuous. 

J Tho fault referred to is the one explained in the second foot-note to para. 

3G0.—Or it may be (lie very patent objection that all cognitions—inferential, &c. 

als )—m.;y be regarded as produced by objects cognisable by them. 

§ The idea underlying this definition is that even when wc have cognised an 

object . y Inference or Word, &o., wc desire to perceive it directly by our sens * ; 

which is not the case when we have once perceived it directly. 
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been directly perceived, the desire to see it still continues.* 

If, in order to avoid this, ‘Immediateness’ were defined 

as that character by reason of which, when the cognition 

has appeared, there is no desire for any such further cognition 

as is not of the same kind, f—This also cannot be accepted*: 

because in the first place, it is not known yet (i.e. until you 

have provided a correct definition) what cognition is of the 

same hind (as any particular Sensuous Cognition) ; and 

under the circumstances, it cannot be ascertained what is 

not of the same kind;—secondly, t in the case of inferen¬ 

tial or verbal cognition of the prosperity of our enemy, we 

have no desire to have any sensuous cognition of that pros¬ 

perity (and thus your definition of Immediate cognition will 

include that inferential cognition also, as the sensuous cogni¬ 

tion that we do not desire would be not of the same kind 

as that);—and thirdly, some people urge the objection 

that in the case where we see fire, if we have a doubt as 

to whether it is fire or the red Ashokn-blossom, then we 

desire and do have the inferential cognition that it is firey 

following from our perception of smoke.§ 

(372) Another definition is now put forward:— || “The 

•immediateness’ of tho cognition consists in its being a direct 

* Even when the child baa been seen, one wishes to see it again. So under 

the present definition the first seeing of the child would not be ‘immediate’ cognition. 

t That is to say, when the thing has been cognised by Sensuous Preception, 

there is no desire to have any inferential or verbal cognition of the same thing,—even 

though there may be a desire for f nrtber sensuous cognitions, as in the case just 
mentioned. 

{ When wc have heard of something good happening to our enemy, we do not 

wish to go and see it ; and thus the verbal cognition of the prosperity would be one 

of which there would bq no desire for a cognition which is not of the same kind 
(i.e., which is sensuous). 

§ Here then even after tho Sensuous Perception of fire we have the desire for 

as inferential cognition ; and thus this sensuous perception would not be included 
in your definition. 

| The sense-organ, or sense-power, itself is regarded by the Logician as imper¬ 

ceptible ; hence the direct apprehension brought about by an unperceived instrument 

would /be sense-perception ; but ‘inind’ also is unperceived and it is the instrument of 
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enable us to speak of them all as bringing about cognised- 

?iess)} we cannot very well know what their causal efficiency 

is (with regard to that cognisedness). Nor could that 

uniformity be regarded as established simply by the fact that 

without such uniformity the peculiar character of the cognised¬ 

ness cannot be explained. Because that peculiar character 

can very well be explained by the peculiar character of other 

causes causes other than the sensuous cognition). 

(370) Nor can the ‘immediateness* of cognitions be 

explained as the character of being produced by the cognisable 

object. * Because this definition would b-) too wide, t If 

(in order to avoid this) it be defined as the character of being 

produced by the object cognisable by itself (i.e., by that same 

cognition)—then, we reply, that this cannot be accepted as a 

comprehensive definition (including all sensuous cognitions), 

as the denotation of the word csva\ ‘itself, is distinct with 

each individual cognition; and also because this definition 

also is not free from the faults noticed before. J 

(371) If again, Immediate Cognition be defined as 

that cognition by which, when the object has been cognis¬ 

ed, there is no further desire to cognise it §—then, we 

reject this also. Because in the case of such dear things 

as one's child, &c., we find that even after the child has 

* Such as, e. g, the circumstantial details under which the cognition appears. 

t The cognition of the jar inuy be regarded as the * Sensuous Immediate Cogni¬ 

tion of the cloth.' As this cognition would certainly he produced by a cognisable 

object,—though not necessarily by the object that is actually cognised. And as the 
self is a cognisable object and nil o ignitions—sensuous, inferential, &e.—are equally 

produced by the self, all cognitions would be Immediate and Sensuous. 

J Tho fault referred to is the one explained in the second foot-note to para. 

3G0.—Or it may be (lie very patent objection that all cognitions—inferential, &c. 

als )—m.;y be regarded as produced by objects cognisable by them. 

§ The idea underlying this definition is that even when wc have cognised an 

object . y Inference or Word, &o., wc desire to perceive it directly by our sens * ; 

which is not the case when we have once perceived it directly. 

Indian Thought: Khandana. 233 

been directly perceived, the desire to see it still continues.* 

If, in order to avoid this, ‘Immediateness’ were defined 

as that character by reason of which, when the cognition 
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apprehension which has its specific cause unknown ;—or this same 

with the further qualification ‘positive' added to the ‘ cause 

(i.e., that direct apprehension which has its positive specific 

cause unknown).’* But this also cannot be accepted; as 

it would fail to include the sensuous perception of ‘long’ 

(‘short’, ‘similar’) and such other characters, * which stand in 
need of 'and are to that extent brought about by) the 

cognition of the correlative (basis or standard of comparison)* 

It might be argued that in this case the basis or standard 

that i3 known is not the cause of the other cognition; it is 

only the cognition of that basis or standard that is its cause ; 

specially as we find that we can have the cognition of some¬ 

thing that we see as being longer than another thing which 

may not exist at the time (and which we might have seen 

sometime before/ [and which, being nonexistent at the time, 

could not be the cause of the cognition], f But exactly similar 

is the case with inferential in licativesi like ‘smoko’, &c., f 

[where also all inferential cognitions, of fire for instance, are 

brought about by the cognition of the inferential indicative 

which cognition constitutes the minor premiss] ; specially as 

inferential cognition;—hence in order to exclude this, the word ‘specific* is added,— 

Mind being the general or common instrument of all cognitions. The subsequent 

addition of ‘positive’ is with a view to the Mimamaaka, who holds the cognition of 
‘negation’ to be due to non-perception and as this would be the unknown specific cause 

of the cognition of negation, the definition would apply to this also. As however 

this cause would be a negative one, the addition of the qualification 4 positive * 

would exclude it. 

* A thing is known as -long’ only in comparison with a shorter thing ; the 

shorter thing therefore liny be regarded as ]a ca me of the cognition of ‘long’ ; and 

thus this latter cognition will have its cause (at least one of its causes) ‘known’. 

Similarly with the cognition of all characters based upon correlatives. 

t And thus in this case also, the cause is the cognition of that other thing ; 

and as the cognition cannot be ‘known,’ the cognition of ‘long’ &c. having an 

unknown cause, will fulfil the conditions of the definition. 

X All inferential cognitions arc brought about by the cognition of the inferential 

indicative, contained ir the minor premiss,—which cognition also, like your ‘cogni¬ 

tion of the past thing’ being unknown, inferential cognitions would fulfil the 
conditions, of your definition. 
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even with reference to the past we have an inferential 

cognition ‘there was fire at that place,—because I had seen 

smoke issuing from it*.* Then as regards the view that the 

object cognized is regarded as the cause of the cognition only 

in so far as it is a qualificationt (determining factor) of the 

cognition,* —the same may be said with regard to the 

aforesaid ‘ basis ’ (or correlative also,—which is a determining 

factor ip the cognition, and as such may be regarded as its 

cause). 

(373) “In the above definition,” the opponent explains, 

“ what the adjective specific shows is that the cause meant 

is the Instrument (and not any and every cause.)^’ But 

this also we cannot accept. For in a case where 

some future event is inferred from an inferential indi¬ 

cative) which also is inferred as something to come in the fu¬ 

ture;§—this inferential indicative being yet in the future, 

and hence non-existing, could not be regarded as the Instru¬ 

ment ; and hence this inferential cognition would not be one 

that has its Instrument known (and would thus become includ¬ 

ed in the definition). 

• This special case is put forward in answer to the view that it is the iuferen. 

tial indicative (smoke) that is the cause of Inference, and not its cognition. We 
% ee smoke iu the morning, but owing to certain pressing circumstances we fail 

to deduce the conclusion at the time. In the evening however, some circumstances 

happening to remind us of our having seen smoke, we infer in the evening that ‘fire 

existed at the place, because smoke had been seen there’; in this case it cannot be 

denied that it is the cognition of smoke that ft the cause of the inferential cognition. 

t And hence there need be nothing very incongruous in regarding the Inferen¬ 
tial indicative as the cause of Inferential Cognition. 

X What is meant by this explanation is that in the case of Inferential cogni¬ 

tions, it is the inferential indicative that is the Instrument; the cognition of this 

being only a process tending towards the same end ; and as such capable of being 

regarded as a cause, though not an Instrument ; and as the inferential indicative must 

known, no inferential cognition could be such as would have its Instrument 
unknown. 

§ As when preceiving certain atmospheric conditions, we infer that 1 clouds 
*»11 come,’ and from that again we infer ‘ there will be rain.’ 
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that has its Instrument known (and would thus become includ¬ 
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(374) “ In all cases of inferential cognition,M the oppo¬ 

nent adds, “ the cognition of tlie Inferential Indicative may 

be acceptel to be the * Instrument *; and as according to me 

all cognitions are self-illumined, the ognition of the In¬ 

ferential Indicative also would be ‘known’; and hence 

all Inferential cognitions would have their Instruments 

known." This can not be, we reply; as we have no 

proof for the view that it is the known ‘ cognition of the 

inferential Indicative ’ that is a factor in the ‘ Instrument * 

of Inferential Cognitions;* specially as the cognitions 

pointed out above (viz. those of the inferential Indicatives yet 

to come) can not be regarded as ‘ instruments’ [as if these 

also, were so regarded, then an inferential cognition would 

have two ‘ Instruments ’—the ‘ Inferential Indicative ’ and the 

‘Cognition of this indicative/ and tliU would be opposed to the 

very idea of ‘Instrument.’] In fact, if the character 

of being hiown (as belonging to the cognition of the Inferen¬ 

tial Indicative),—even though a mere circumstantial non- 

essential accident—were accepted as an essential factor in 

the Instrument, then the definition of ‘ Sense-perception ’ 

would not apply to the perception of the jar, which might by 

mere chance appear immediately after the inferential cogni¬ 

tion of the eye (where the inferential cognition, though a mere 

accidental circumstance, would be regarded as a factor in the 

* Instrument’ of the succeeding Perception) ; and as thus 

that Instrument would be known, the Perception would not 

have its Instrument unknown. 

(375) If it be added that in the case of Inferential 

cognitions , the instrument is always ‘ known ’ (while it is 

only in very few cases of sensuous Cognition that the instru- 

° And hence we have no authority for accepting the view that the Instrument 

of Inferential Cognitions is known. The reason for this denial of proof is that the 

character of being known is what tho logician calls anyathatiddha, l>y which is meant 
all that is non-essential, thoe i merely accidental circumstances which are found to 
be, by chance, concomitant with the cause. 
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accidental (non-essential) concomitant. Then, we reply, the 

same may be said with regard to Inferential Cognitions also 

(as shown in para. 874). 

(376). [Page 322] Then again, when you make the 

denial (of the knowledge of ‘instrument’ in the case of Sens¬ 

uous Perception), it is incumbent upon you to fix upon some uni¬ 

form character (that would apply to all Sensuous Perceptions); 

as in the absence of such a uniform character, to what "would 

the ‘ invariableness’ pertain ? [The very idea of ‘invariableness* 

involving the necessity of a conception of all individual cases]. 

Thus there is no escape for you unless you point out the 

uniform character of the effect under consideration (i.e. Sens¬ 

uous Perception). In fact, even if you omit the word ‘always’ 

in your definition, there is no escape for you until you have 

pointed out the aforesaid ‘uniform character.’ * If, in order to 

avoid having to point out of this uniform character (of all sensu¬ 

ous cognitions), you were to assert your definition with regardto 

each individual sensuous cognition in the form—‘the instrument 

of this particular cognition is not known91—then we would say 

that it would be extremely difficult for you to prove that even 

that individual cognition has not for its instrument things 

(the eye, for instance) known before that cognition. Hence 

it is necessary for you to prove that the general character (of 

having the instrument known) is absent in all cognitions of the 

same kind, i.e„ s msuous [as the assertion of the character with 

regard to each particular individual would, as shown above, 

fail to include all sensuous cognitions’]. 

* I. E. Even if you define sensuous cognition as that which has its Instru¬ 

ment not known, and not as that which has its Instrument always not known, it will 

be necessary to find some uniform character which could enable us to form a single 

conception of all sensuous Cognitions. The souse of these objections is that, until 

the uniform character (pertaining to all sensuous Cognitions) is pointed out, there can 

be no escape from the above difficulties;—and if such a uniform character is pointed 

out then that would suffice for a definition of ‘sensuous cognition’, and there would 
he no need for any other. 

Kh. 238. 
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(377). Another definition of Sensuous Perception and 

Immediate Cognition is next taken up:—If Perception be 

defined as that valid cognition of an object which is not 

intervened by anything else,—then it should be explained with 

reference to what would this ‘intervention’ be ? and also what is 

that ‘intervention’? “The intervention is with reference to 
the sense-organ (i.e. between the object perceived and the sense, 

organ, perceiving),—and it is non-proximity (or non-contact).” 

But then, it comes to be only another and a round-about 

way of saying that immediate cognition is the manifestation of 

an object in contact with the sense-organ; and we have already 
shown that this definition is not tenable; specially as it would 
include the inferential cognition that we may have of our own 

eye-ball (which is in contact with the organ of vision, eye) I 

(378) . If then Sensuous Perception or Immediate Cog. 

nition be defined as* the cognition that does not proceed from 

a cognition,—then it would not apply to many determinate 

Cognitions (which, according to the Logician, follow from the 

corresponding Non-Determrnate Cognitions).+ 

(379) [Page 324]. The above reasoning also serves 
to refute the definition of Immediate Cognition as ‘that 

which does not proceed from the cognition of any other 

thing.’J Because the Determinate Cognition, has fbr it3 

• Inferential Cognition proceeds from the cognition of invariable concomitant 

Verbal Cognition from the cognition of words; and Analogical Cognition from the 

cognition of similarity. Hence it is only Sensuous Cognition that does not proceed 

from any cognition. 

t According to the Logican, when we see the jar, the first cognition that we 

have is purely non-determinate, or vague; and from this the determinate or definite 

cognition of the jar follows. Thus this latter cognition proceeds from tlle pr©ce(j 

ingcognition; and as such cannot be included in the definition. 

+ ima uuuuuiun IS put rorwaru WlUl UlC view mat uucicuunt aim Otner CQg 

uitions ire brought about by the cognitions of something other than the object of those 

cognitions, while the Xoii-deterrainate cognition has the same object as that of thef0|I0w 
ing determinate cognition; and as such both of these become included iit this u^w 

definition. The author however ooutends that this definition also fails to inclijdfi the 

Determir 3te Cognition. Because the object of this latter cannot be regarded be exact!' 

the eame as that of tho lion-determinate coghitiou; as the latter does not ignite the 
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object also the determining or differentiating characters, 

which are something more than that which forms the 

object of the non-determinate Cognition, specially as 

for the bringing about of the Determinate Cognition 

*it would be necessary to have the cognition of that (something 

totally different from the object of the cognition itself) from 

which that object would be differentiated. 

(380) The Opponent propounds another definition :— 

“Immediate Cognition is that which does not proceed from the 

cognition of anything that is not included in its own objective. 

Nor does this definition fail to include the Sensuous Percep¬ 

tion of an object which (as in the Determinate Cognition) 

is perceived along with something else from which it is 

distinguished—i.e. its correlative. Because this something 

else also, being virtually included in the objective of the 

Perception, is accepted as being the Object of that Perception, 

just as in the case of Recognitionf the idea of ‘that’ is regard¬ 

ed as included in the Sensuous Perception. Or (in view 

of such cognition) we may add to the definition a further 

qualifying^ clause, * apart from its correlative’ (Immediate 

Cognition thus being that which does not proceed from the 

cognition of anything that is not included in its own objec¬ 

tive, with the exception of its own correlative.” But this 

definition also cannot be accepted. For in the first 

/place, it is corroded (rendered unacceptable) by the word 

determining characters which appear in the determinate Cognition. And hence this 

also,* as proceeding from the non-determiuato cognition, would be one that proceeds 

from the poguition of something other than its own object. 
• The opponent might argue that even though a few additional characters 

enter into the objective of the determinate cognition, its object proper remains the 

% erne as that of the Non-determiuato Cognition. In reply to this it is argued that the 

determinate cognition has for its object something as possessed of dcfiuitc charac¬ 

teristics and thereby difierentiated from other things. And thus that cognition 

would depend upon the cognition of these other things also. 
t WhcuVe see a certain tiling and recognise it as being the tame at that which 

we had seen elsowherc, the notion of ‘that* entering into this recognition is accepted 

as forming part of the recognition. 

Kit. 240. 
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‘ sva * (‘its own’).11 Secondly, if we took each indi¬ 

vidual cognition by itself, then we could not ascertain 

the fact of its not proceeding (from the cognition of some¬ 

thing else, &c.) t; and if in order to avoid this, you were to 

have recourse to the remedy that all cognitions of the kind of 

the individual in question are found to be such as cannot 

rightly be regarded as proceeding from any cognitions of the 

other kind,—then it becomes necessary for you to postulate 

a definite comprehensive kind or class of cognitions (whose 

cause or source no other cognition would be, and which 

would be your immediate Sensuous Cognition); J and thus 

you fall into the same pit as before. 

(381) Another definition of Tramediateness* is now 

put forward :—“The Ini mediate ness of a cognition consists 

in its presenting to consciousness something that is charac¬ 

terised or determined by its own time (i.e. the point of time 

at which the cognition itself appears).” This also we 

cannot accept. Because in the first place, in this case 

also it is not easy to ascertain the meaning of the 

word *sva9 (its own) § ; and secondly, in what way could 

# If the word ‘tea* refers to all cognitions, then tile definition includes all kinds 

of cognitious,—sensuous, inferential, and the like. If however, it refer to only 

an individual cognition, then it cannot apply to all sensuous cognitions. 

t For ascertaining any causal relat:onship, it is necessary for us to have com¬ 
prehensive notions of all individual effects as proceeding from a certain cause. And 

conversely the absence of causal relationship also cannot be ascertained without a 

similar comprehensive notion. This comprehensive notion we could not have, if we 

took every individual cognition by itself, and as such we could not be sure of it 
not proceeding from the cognition of something else. 

t That is to say, you cannot have any idea of a comprehensive class, without 
tho idea of some character that is common to all individuals included in the class 

Thus then, before you have a definition of ‘sensuous cognition’you must have the idea 

of some eharacter that subsists in all sensuous cognitions, and not in any other kind 

of cognition. Well in that case, this same common character will serve as the defini¬ 

tion applying to all sensuous cognitions, and there would be no necessity for 

propounding another definition. 

( Ab shown in the second note on the preceding para. 

Eh. 241 
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this denuitiou exclude die inferential and other kinds ofc°gm- 

tion? The Opponent might answer as follows— "In the 

case of Inferential Cognition, the object cognised is deter- 

mined or characterised by the time that enters into the notion 
of invariable concomitance (and not by that of the cogni ion 

itself). Even in' the case of the inference of t e rise o 
the ocean-tide from the perception of the full-moon -where 

the object inferred (the tidal rise) is determined by the time 

at which the inference appears (and as such this won 

appear to be included in the above definition of Immediate 

Cognition),—what makes the object to be determined by 

the time of the inferential cognition is the fact of i 

entering into (forming an object of) the idea of invariab e 

concomitance whenever there is full-moon, there is a rise 

the ocean-tide, where the tidal rise is determined by all pomts 

of time where the Full Moon appears). This explanation 

cannot be accepted. Because even though it may be possible 

to show that the object is deter mined by all points of time y 
the fact remains that in the case of inferential cognitions of the 

kind you mention (viz. of the tidal rise from the full moon), the 

object is determined by the time of the cognition (and as such 

comes within the pale of your definition of immediate Coe - 

tion). Nor willit serve your purpose if yon add the qualifying 
clause that "that cognition is to be regarded as immediate 

which has all cognitions of its kind such as have their objects 

determined by their times ” t; because if yon already know 

what forms the distinguishing characters tic of the land 

or class to which all immediate Cognitions belong, thenw__ 

case Ot 

that is cognised, is cognised as something t .at exia t by ttU time* 

thus the fire is not determined only by the tune of the lufe.enee 

at which smoke exists. - __asa» n0irni- 
t The sense of this qualifying clause is that in the owe by th, 

lions only a few stray instances can be found where ic o j • A§ regard, 

time of the cognition; and it is not so with a hi eren ia jo ined by their 
Immediate cognition*, they are all such as.have their object determine 

tim«'i 
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is the use of putting forward another definition at all ? 

In reality however we shall show later on* that it is not 

possible to have any such kind or class. The opponent 

might add a further qualification—viz : “ with the exception 

of what is brought about by the notion of invariable concomi¬ 

tance &c.”t This also we cannot accept; as the qualifying 

clause itself being enough to exclude all Cognitions (that are 

not Immediate), it would be useless for you to introduce 

the qualification of time. Though we shall show later 

ont that even that qualifying clause cannot serve to exclude 

the other cognitions. 

(382) Some people have urged against the above 

definition of ‘Immediateness’ the following objection :—§ “As 

the Logician denies the self-apprehension of Cognitions, it 

is not possible for any cognition to have for its object some¬ 

thing determined by its own tune.” But this is not right. 

Because the time meant (as the determinant of the object) 

is that which actually, by chance, happens to be the time of 

the particular cognition || ; and what the definition really 

comes to mean is that the Immediate Cognition is that which 

manifests or discloses (presents to consciousness) something 

existing at the present time ; and as to what is this * some¬ 

thing existing at the present time,* everyone can explain that; 

as has been thus declared (in the Shlokavartika): —cThat 

• Page 330, ‘Pandit* edition, where it is shown that Immediateness cannot be 

regirdei as a particular jiti or kind of Sensuous Cognition. 

t That is to say “ Immediate cognition is that cognition which, not being brought 

about by the notions of invariable concomitance, <Cc. has its object determined by its 

own time.’* 

X Page 335, ‘Pandit* edition. 
§ The sense of the objection is that the time of the Cognition is that point of 

time which is qualified (and hence accompanied) by the Cognition ; and hence if a 
cognition bad for its object something determined by its time, then the cognition itself 

would form a factor in its own objective ; and this would involve the self-appreh^n- 

•ion of the Cognition. 
|| The time thus is not something inherent in the Cognition—whereby its appr^ 

hsnsion would involve self*apprehending by the Cognition—but an accidental 

adjunct. 

Kh. 243. 
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this denuitiou exclude die inferential and other kinds ofc°gm- 
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case Ot 
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tim«'i 
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which exists at the present time and is in contact with the 

eye and the other sense-organs, is apprehended by these.’ 

[4-84] Hence the only valid objection against the definition is 
what we have shown above (in para. 381). 

(383) Nor can Immediate Cognition be defined as* 

“tliafc proceeds from such indication of the object as 
is not due to any agency except the six kinds of ‘Contact.’ ” 

Because this would not be possible in the case o.f those 

immediate cognitions which are brought about by certain 

discrepancies (in the perceiving organ).f If ia order to 

avoid this difficulty you were to assert that your definition 

would apply to valid immediate cognitions (and not the 

invalid ones brought about by discrepancies),—we cannot 

accept this; as both valid and invalid cognitions being 

equally immediate or direct, the ‘immediateness’ that you 

have got to define is that which should apply to both valid 

and invalid immediate cognitions; (while this definition can 

apply to valid ones only). [The above objection may serve 

to silence the Logician who holds that in the case of all 

erroneous cognitions there is actually a cognition which is 

erroneous] The JMimamsaka however holds that there is no 

such actual cognition as Erroneous Cognition (all Misconcep¬ 

tions being only cases of absence of cognition); and in this view 

ako, the definition in question would bo open to the objection 

that it will not be right to take the ‘six kinds of contact’ 
either one by one, or all together.§ 

° According to the Logician Sensuous Perception is brought about in six difTo7cnt 
ways of contact. Vide-Ny ay a m uk td val;. 

•i +.F°r "lstance’ wl,ere tl,e c',l,cl1 is *een as yellow, on account of an excess of 
bile, though there is an immediate cognition of the yellowness, there is no kind 
of contact with it and the eye. 

t Holding what is technically called the ‘Akhyati* view of Misconception 

§ If in the definition w. take the contacts ore by one,-that is if wo take the 

the d^fi^t ° ° r/,'tk S°WOtl,ing thttt is inherent in object perceived-then* 
t ie definition would fail to include the Immediate Cognitions got at by dher kinds 
^contact (which are orally regarded as iminedJte cogniUon ff £*% ^you* 

Ukc all the contaeti together, then each on, of the confects tLse.vefwould 

Kh. 244. 
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(384) Another definition is now put forward “Imme¬ 

diate Cognition is the cognition of the specific form of the 

object,—that is to say, the appearance or manifestation of 

the object in its own specific (individual) form,” This defini¬ 

tion also cannot be accepted; as it includes the Inferential 

and other kinds t)f cognition also. “There is certainly this 

difference that Inferential and other Mediate Cognitions, are 

dependent upon (the cognition of) the Reason (Inferential 

Indicative or Probing) and- such other extraneous things; 

and as such these are cognitions of such things as 

are related to the time determined by those extran¬ 

eous things; whereas in the case Immediate Cognition 

such is not the case.” We cannot accept this ; because the 

principle that you lay down with regard to the Inferential 

Cognition is not true; for instance, in the case of those 

inferential cognitions in which the Probans brings about the 

apprehension of things to come,—the inferential cognition 

cannot bo said to have for its object a thing that is deter¬ 

mined by the time of that Probans. (As the Probans apprehend¬ 

ed is at the present time, while the Subject of the Inferen¬ 

tial Cognition is in the future.) This also meets the follow¬ 

ing reasoning of the Opponent* ** If the Inferential Cog¬ 

nition is not the manifestation (presentation to consciousness) 

iudividoally become excluded ;as each individual contact would also be an agency that 

is not ‘all the six kinds of contact* collectively. And so the definition would not 

apply to any Immediate Cognition. 

w The sense of this objection is as follows :—4‘If the determination by the time 

of the Probans were not made a necessary condition of valid Inferential Cognition, 

then we would have to regard as valid the inference that we would have of Fire, 

from the mistaken idea of smoke in regard to mist ; when it happens that by 

chance fire is actually present there. Here we have the fire cognised as determined 

by the time of the cognition of the invariable concomitance of fire with smoke ; 

and in so far the cognition will have to be regarded as valid. If however the deter¬ 

mination by the time of the Probans be made a necessary condition, then as in 

this case, the time is not one at which the real Reason, smoke, is cognised, the 

resulting cognition of fire, eve i though b, chance correct, cannot be regarded as valid 

llenco it is necessary to accept this latter determination as a necessary condition 

of validity in Inferential Cognitions." 

9 
hh. 245. 
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of the more extensive term (the Major Term) as (Jeter- 

mined by the time of the Probans (Middle Term)—then, in 

a case where the Major Term is inferred by means of a false 

Probans or Middle Term, if by chance it so happens that 

what is cognised is that which is actually accompanied by 

that Probans, thi3 cognition would have to be regarded as 

valid to that extent, inasmuch as the Major Term cognised 

is determined by the time at which the invariable concomi¬ 

tance (between the Major Term and the Probans is cognised); 

and this valid cognition would be one that could not be 

classed under one of the four kinds of valid cognition.” 

This reasoning we say is not right ; specially as, in the first 

place, in the case of the inference of past objects, it is not possi¬ 

ble for the objects to be determined by the time of the Probans; 

and secondly, because we have already shown (in para. 259)* 

that, even with your necessary condition (of determination 

by the time of the Probans), it is impossible for you to avoid 

the contingency of having to accept the validity of the 

cognition (that you have brought forward) in so far as it 

pertains to the Fire (which is really present at the place). 

(385) Nor can Immediate Cognition be defined as 

unmixed apprehension. Because this • definition will not 

apply to the sensuous perception* of a thing which is perceived 

along with a certain qualification (the perception of the thing 

in this case being mixed up with the perception of the quali¬ 

fication). If it be urged that “what is meant is that there 

should be no mixing up in the instrument,**—f then we 

reply that, in that case the definition would not apply to 

that Sensuous-perception (of the Man with the stick, for ins¬ 

tance) wherein there is apprehended something (for instance, 

the stick) which is an ‘Instrument* of something other than 

•For instance, when we have the perception of the man with the stick, the per¬ 

ception of the man is mixed up with that of the stick. 

t As the qualitication will not bo the Instrument, the definition would include 

the sensuous perception of the thing along with its qualification. 
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the Perception itself (the stick being an ‘instrument* in the 

making of the jar). If in order to avoid this you were to add 

that there should be uo mixing up of the instrument of the cog¬ 

nition itself , then, this will be open to all the objections that 

we have shown above (para. 380) in connection with the 

insertion in the definition, of the word ‘son,' itself. 

(386) [Page 329] Another definition in put forward— 

a Immediate Cognition i3 that wherein there is a congrega¬ 

tion of tlie absence of all such interventions as those of the 

invariable concomitance and the like (which are necessary in 

the inferential and other kinds of cognition)”. This also we 

cannot accept. Beciuse, in the first place, this definition will 

not apply to the saimons perception that we often have of 

the invariable concomitance itself (of fire and smoke for ins¬ 

tance); and secondly, the definition is c impossible* [i.e. it 

fails to exclude uon-sensuous cognitious]; inasmuch as the 

_inferential cognition that we have of the fire in the mountain 

is in the form ‘the mountain is fiery* [and in this we have the 

absence of all cognitions of the invariable concomitance of 

fire and smoke]; then again, in verbal cognition, the cognition 

that the word affords is not that of itself [and thus hero also 

we have a cognition wherein there is an absence of the cogni¬ 

tion of the word] ; and thus inferential and verbal cognitions 

would become ‘sensuous* (by your definition). 

(387) If then, Immediate Cognition be defined as uninter- 

o*ned apppreliension,—this also we cannot accept. Because 

not one .of the many possible (alternative) interventions can be 

maintained (a3 b3inj the one whose absence is intended). 

For instance, if the ‘intervention* intended be the presence 

of some other particula r substance, then all the cognitions that 

we have of such omnipresent substances as are impercep¬ 

tible would have to bo regarded us ‘immediate* (as in the caso 

of omnipresent things the presence of no other thing is ever 

possible). If again by ‘intervention’ is meant *tlic previous 

° In tlio caso of inferential cognition it is necessary that it should be preceded 

by the apprehension of the probans; and so forth in all lion-sensuous cognitions. 

Kh. 217. 
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existence of the apprehension of that which brings about the 

cognition in question,—then the Cognition of Priority and 

Posteriority would have to be regarded as always Non-sensuous 

(as these cognitions are always preceded by the apprehension 

of something with reference to which the Priority &c., would 

be cognised).* Then again, if ‘intervention* be explained as 

consisting in the qualification of the qualified,t—then we 

ask, does the qualification by hire come into existence, in its 

own form, only in something, the mountain, that is qualified' 

by the smoke ? Or is it tlia^t the cognition of the qualification by 

Fire appears only in that which is qualified by the smoke ? The 

former alternative would be contrary to the well-known rela¬ 

tionship of cause and effect (between fire and smoke; as on this 

supposition Fire would come into existence after the smoke; of 

which latter therefore it could not be the cause). In the 

case of the latter alternative, if in cognition, the qualification 

by smoke would appear as the qualification o] the * subject" 

(the Mountain), then you would have the absurdity Of the Pro* 

bans (Smoke) residing partially in itselfj; on the other 

hand, the qualification by smoke were cognised as the quali¬ 

fication of the ‘Predicate* (Fire),—then, this ‘intervention* 

would be present in the case of the sensuous Cognition of the 

invariable concomitance (of Fire and Smoke) also; and hence 

there would be no immediateness in the case of this# percep¬ 

tion !§ 

* When vve apprehend a tiling as p:ior, or posterior, it is always in its relation to 

something else. Tims the cognitiou of priority would necessarily be preceded by the 

cognition of that something; and thus there would bj an ‘intervention* of the kind 
proposed by you. 

t In an Inference we cognise the object Fire as qualifying the Mountain, which 

again is qualified by tfc Sniukcy; In sensuous Coguition, on the other hand, there is 
no such qualification. 

t As in this case the form of the inference would lie—‘/’Ac Mountain qualified 

by smoke is fiery bemuse it is smoky ; and here smokiness being spoken of as residing 

in the mountain qualified by smoke %—this would mean that tho smoke, in part, re¬ 
sides in itself. 

i The whole of this series of reasonings may Ikj thus explained Inferential Cog- 

uitiuu y6u h dd to be intervened; why? (1) Is it because it apprehends the qualification 

Kk. 248 

(3S8) Immediate Cognition may again be de6ned as a 

particular kind or species of cognition. To this definition 

some people object on the ground that it cannot be ascertained 

if this class of cognition is more or less extensive than the class 

‘Direct Apprehension*;* specially as Remembrance also is (in 

one way) immediate. But this objection cannot stand; as 

Remembrance is not regarded (by the logician) as ‘immedi¬ 

ate cognition ;’ specially as in the first place, Dream-Cogni¬ 

tion (which alone appears in the form of immediate Remem¬ 

brance) is not regarded as Remembrance; and secondly, even 

if it be regarded as ‘Remembrance*.f immediatencss is held 

to be merely imposed upon it (and not really belonging to it); 

and as regards those cases where, by the power of thought, 

people imagiue the presence before their eyes of the qualities 

belonging to the object of their love (and such other things 

as have impressed their minds) [which imagination is regard¬ 

ed as immediate cognition],—these eases must be held to be 

similar to the ordinary view regarding conception of silver in/ 

the piece of shell (which misconception also has the form 

of immediate coguition); an 1 lastly, as regards the cognition 

of tho presence of the loved person that one has when he 

dre| which actually appears after the mountain qualified by smoke ? (2) or because 

it apprehends the qualification by lire, which is cognised as existing in the Mountain 

qualified b^ smoke ? (3) or because it apprehends the qualification of the mouut&in by 

the fire which is qualified hv smoke, the form of the inference in this case being 

‘this mountain which’’s smoky is fiery ? In (1) Fire ceases to he the cause of 

smoke ; in (2) the smoko is made to rest partially itself: and in (3) inasmuch as the 

Sensuous coguition of the invariable concomitance of Fire and Smoke also apprehend 

1 ire as qualified by smoke, the cognition being in the form ‘that which is smoky 

is licry’, which^s similar to the inferential coguition according to (3),—this cognition 

would have to be regarded ‘as non-sensuuus. 

°If ‘ImmediateCognition1 were more extensive than ‘Direct Apprehension', then 

mnncdiatencss4 would also belong to cognitions other than the Sensuous, which letter 

alone arc regarded, as ‘direct apprehension’. If, on the oil nr hand, ‘Imniedi.ite cog¬ 

nition were less extensive than ‘Direct Apprehension', then lleiiieinhrancc also, 

which is immediate C'uguitiou (inasmuch as brought about by instrument which 

is not cognised), would have to be regarded as ‘Direct Apprehension'. 

t As it is by l'rubhukura. 

A7i. 2 ID. 
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closes liis eyes,—this must be considered as similar to tbe 

cognition that one has during a dream. 

(389) [Pago 331]. The following objection however 

might be reasonably urged against the above definition 

of ‘Immediateness’:—when we have the anuvyavasaya (re¬ 

presentative) cognition of tlio cognition of the atom (in 

the form‘I have the cognition of the atom),—[we would 

have in this a mixture * of the two class-characters of 

‘immediateness’ and ‘mediateness’, the anuvyavasaya be¬ 

ing ‘immediate’, and the cognition of the atom being 

‘mediate]; nor can we agree to the view that the cognition 

of the atom a1 so is ‘ immediate * (and hence there is no 

mixture); because if this cognition were accepted as ‘imme¬ 

diate’ (on the ground of the atom being immediately cognised 

by the Mind), your opponent might, with equal reasonable¬ 

ness, assert that the cognition of fire (that we have in the 

case of the inference‘the mountain is fiery because it has 

smoke’) is not inferential, b it sensuous, as brought about by the 

instrumentality of the mind, on the ground of its having been 

produced by a mind-soul contact, which is of an entirely 

different kind from that which leads to the cognition o^F the 

‘Probans’ (i.e. Smoke). f Similarly too in the case of Recog¬ 

nition (‘this is the same object that I had seen yesterday’), 

has any one any such direct apprehension as that ‘I see the 

existence of this object at a particular place and at a partictalar 

point of time yesterday’ ? And it would be only on the basis 

of such direct apprehension that we could regard the 

* The sense of the reasoning is that if ‘immediate cognition’ is a c/ass, ‘mediate 

cognition’ also would he a class; and as there arc cases where the two are found to 

co-exist neither can he regarded/as if class,—‘iSankara', Mixture, being regarded hy 

the logician himself as a ground for not accepting a jcLti. 

t The Voduutin urges that in Recognition also wc have the mixture of tlio two 

characters of immediateness and media (cuess, ‘this’, being the* object of immediate cog¬ 

nition, and ‘that which I saw yesterday’ that of Mediate Cognition. The whole of 

this Recognition could bo regarded : i immediate only -if we ever bad any such idea 

as that I see with my eyes the fact of this object having existed yesterday. As a matt¬ 

er of facj no such idea is ever present in our mind, in the ease of any Recognition. 
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Recognition to be xoholhj immediate. For these reasons it must 

be admitted that in both these cases (of Recognition and of 

the Anuvyavasaya of tlio cognition of atoms) the view that 

the cognition is wholly immediate is entirely opposed to 

actual experience. 

(390) If the class ‘Immediate Cognition’ were based 

upon the authority of our Sensuous Perception, then with 

regard to any cognition, there could be no difference of opinion 

as to whether or not it was immediate; as certainly people 

do not quarrel over the character of the perception of such 

things as the jar and the like (which are based upon the 

authority of Sensuous Perception.) “ But”, the Opponent 

urges, “ in some cases, where the thing is not distinctly 

apprehended, there i3 certainly a difference of opinion 

as regards the character of the cognition. ” But, 

we ask—*what do you mean by the apprehension 

of distinctness in regard to that which is not made of 

constituent parts ? If you mean by it, the apprehension 

of (distinctness) along with other generic characters inhering 

in the same thing,—then, inasmuch as this would be 

applicable to the generic character of ‘Juanatea, to the same 

extent as to that of ‘siiksuttoa’,—it would be necessary for 

you to point out a difference between the two cases, by 

reason of which there is a diversity of opinion (among 

philosophers) as to the ‘directness’ of cognitions, and 

not as to their generic character oijiianatvaf. As a diversity 

of opinion among propounders of philosophical systems 

must not be due to mere jealousy ; nor must it be merely 

0 It is only when a thing is made up of parts that its appearance is indistinct 

or 'distinct, according as some only or all its parts arc manifested ; Cognition 

however is something that has no parts. The reading of the Vidyasagarl ‘splmtavabha- 

h.V docs not appear to be satisfactory. The next ‘"Uitcnco explains the expression as, 

tho apprehension (apparently, of distinctness) along with a number of other 

p ipcrties. Ilenco the translation follows the reading of the ShdhJcari. 

That it to say, while we arc all agreed that “ there is ju&natva in cognitions 

wo arc divided as to its possessing ‘sd/rsdffra. 

Kh. 251. 
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for tlio sako of a wordy wrangle ; it must be for the sake 

of truth. 
(391) Then again, it will not be possible for you 

to escape from the contingency that by your definition 

both directness, and its opposite indirectness, will be found 

to inhere in such inferential cognitions as have their Probans 

or Middle Term perceptible by the senses.* In answer to 

this it might be argued that, ** it is not indirectness, but only 

Directness that is a generic entity,—the former bfeing 

merely a negation of the latter. ” But it would be necessary 

for you to prove that such (and not the converse) is the 

case (before it can be accepted); —you would have the further 

inccngniity that, in accordance with you, who hold God to 

be directly cognisant of all things, both directness and- 

indirectness would belong to the inferential cognitions 

appearing in the mind of God, who (according to you) would 

also have the direct perception of the ‘Probans’ leading 

to those cognitions.f In auswer to this*, it might be 

urged that what makes a cognition called ‘inferential* or 

‘verbal* &c. is the fact of its being brought about by the cognition 

of the Probans and by that of Word, and so forth (and hence 

God’s cognitions cannot be called ‘inferential’ because all His 

cognitions, being eternal, are not brought ahvit by anything). 

But in the same manner, it coal i be argued with equal 

reasonableness that what makes a cognition called ‘direct* 

is the fact of its being brought about, by sense-contact; 

and so (as God’s cognition is not brought about by any, 

thing) that cognition cannot be called ‘direct.* 

(392) Then again, as a rule, every generic entity or 

conception is based upon a certain character which 

* This is lovellcil against the view that ‘directness* or 'ftiVayittra' is a generic 

entity orjdti. By a rule of the Logicians whenever there is a cross division duo to I wo 

characters being found to he mixed up, these characters cannot he accepted as 

generic in their character. In the ease of tho inference of tiro from smoke, the 

cognition, so far as the smoke is concerned, ie divert’, and in regard to the fire, indirect, 

t The*cognition being direct in view of this sensuous perception, and indirect 

in view of its being inferential. 
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(inhering iu a number of things) is indicative of the generic 

or universal, comprehonsivo) nature of that entity or 

conception ; and as a matter of fact, in view of the objections 

shown above, wo find no such indicative character as would 

form the basis of the generic entity ‘Directness* ‘Slksattoa’. 

Nor may it b3 argued, iu answer to this, that inasmuch as 

the Oppouent does not accdpt the rule with regard to the 

presence, of the said indicative character, its presence need 

not be necessary in the case in question. This, we say, can¬ 

not be rightly put forward; because iu that case (in the 

absence of some such character indicative of ‘ directness *) 

•there would be no possibility of any such doubt arising 

in otjr minds as—‘did I see this, or was it told 

to me by some one ?’ (a doubt that arises in our mind when 

we remember a certain thing);—specially as according 

to you, when we remember a certain past direct cog* 

nition, what appears is tint there is a direct cognition 

of that cognition brought about by the peculiar agency of 

what you call ‘Cognitional Contact*; and if there were no 

character indicative of ‘directness,* how would you explain 

the fact that at the time of re rn 3 mb ranee we do not regard 

the previous cognition as ‘direct.’ 

(393) t As regards the view that ‘directness* is a 

property belonging to the thing cognised (and not to the 

cognition),—this wo shall r jfute under the section on the 

Sjlf-Apprehension of Oojnition (in the author’s other work, the 
/ hoar abb his an dlii.) J 

# If direct neu belong j l t» i'i j ogutiou itself,— in l was not a character 

b\icl uc)) i s) U2 ullnr^oircu nUi i:.m, than whenever anything would be remembered 

which had been directly perceived, its directum* would also he cognised ; and 

there could be no such doubt as to whether the thing had been directly perceived or 
only indirectly heard of. 

t This taken up another dofniiti m of‘Direct Apprehension*—Directness being 

tho property of the thing, the apprehension of such a thing is Direct Apprehension. 

X On a former occasion (para. 80) the author refers to his ‘Svaprakashavada* 
ai forming part of his other work tho In’iv.ir tbhis tnlhi ; so it seems that he refers to 

ihe name here also ; specially as inthe section of the present work where he has dealt 



252 Chapter I, Section (18). 

for tlio sako of a wordy wrangle ; it must be for the sake 

of truth. 
(391) Then again, it will not be possible for you 

to escape from the contingency that by your definition 

both directness, and its opposite indirectness, will be found 

to inhere in such inferential cognitions as have their Probans 

or Middle Term perceptible by the senses.* In answer to 

this it might be argued that, ** it is not indirectness, but only 

Directness that is a generic entity,—the former bfeing 

merely a negation of the latter. ” But it would be necessary 

for you to prove that such (and not the converse) is the 

case (before it can be accepted); —you would have the further 

inccngniity that, in accordance with you, who hold God to 

be directly cognisant of all things, both directness and- 

indirectness would belong to the inferential cognitions 

appearing in the mind of God, who (according to you) would 

also have the direct perception of the ‘Probans’ leading 

to those cognitions.f In auswer to this*, it might be 

urged that what makes a cognition called ‘inferential* or 

‘verbal* &c. is the fact of its being brought about by the cognition 

of the Probans and by that of Word, and so forth (and hence 

God’s cognitions cannot be called ‘inferential’ because all His 

cognitions, being eternal, are not brought ahvit by anything). 

But in the same manner, it coal i be argued with equal 

reasonableness that what makes a cognition called ‘direct* 

is the fact of its being brought about, by sense-contact; 

and so (as God’s cognition is not brought about by any, 

thing) that cognition cannot be called ‘direct.* 

(392) Then again, as a rule, every generic entity or 

conception is based upon a certain character which 

* This is lovellcil against the view that ‘directness* or 'ftiVayittra' is a generic 

entity orjdti. By a rule of the Logicians whenever there is a cross division duo to I wo 

characters being found to he mixed up, these characters cannot he accepted as 

generic in their character. In the ease of tho inference of tiro from smoke, the 

cognition, so far as the smoke is concerned, ie divert’, and in regard to the fire, indirect, 

t The*cognition being direct in view of this sensuous perception, and indirect 

in view of its being inferential. 

Kh. 252. 

Indian Thought : Khandana. 253 

(inhering iu a number of things) is indicative of the generic 

or universal, comprehonsivo) nature of that entity or 

conception ; and as a matter of fact, in view of the objections 

shown above, wo find no such indicative character as would 

form the basis of the generic entity ‘Directness* ‘Slksattoa’. 

Nor may it b3 argued, iu answer to this, that inasmuch as 

the Oppouent does not accdpt the rule with regard to the 

presence, of the said indicative character, its presence need 

not be necessary in the case in question. This, we say, can¬ 

not be rightly put forward; because iu that case (in the 

absence of some such character indicative of ‘ directness *) 

•there would be no possibility of any such doubt arising 

in otjr minds as—‘did I see this, or was it told 

to me by some one ?’ (a doubt that arises in our mind when 

we remember a certain thing);—specially as according 

to you, when we remember a certain past direct cog* 

nition, what appears is tint there is a direct cognition 

of that cognition brought about by the peculiar agency of 

what you call ‘Cognitional Contact*; and if there were no 

character indicative of ‘directness,* how would you explain 

the fact that at the time of re rn 3 mb ranee we do not regard 

the previous cognition as ‘direct.’ 

(393) t As regards the view that ‘directness* is a 

property belonging to the thing cognised (and not to the 

cognition),—this wo shall r jfute under the section on the 

Sjlf-Apprehension of Oojnition (in the author’s other work, the 
/ hoar abb his an dlii.) J 

# If direct neu belong j l t» i'i j ogutiou itself,— in l was not a character 

b\icl uc)) i s) U2 ullnr^oircu nUi i:.m, than whenever anything would be remembered 

which had been directly perceived, its directum* would also he cognised ; and 

there could be no such doubt as to whether the thing had been directly perceived or 
only indirectly heard of. 

t This taken up another dofniiti m of‘Direct Apprehension*—Directness being 

tho property of the thing, the apprehension of such a thing is Direct Apprehension. 

X On a former occasion (para. 80) the author refers to his ‘Svaprakashavada* 
ai forming part of his other work tho In’iv.ir tbhis tnlhi ; so it seems that he refers to 

ihe name here also ; specially as inthe section of the present work where he has dealt 



254 Chapter I, Section (18). 

(394) “With all this, however”, says the Opponent, 44 it 

cannot be denied that there is a universally accepted usage 

and idea of ‘Directness* ; and on the strength of this usage, 

you cannot after all escape from admitting that there is 

such a thing as ‘Directness’, even though it bo necessary( 

on that account, to postulate a category over and above 

those ordinarily accepted. Even if you regard this uni¬ 

versal usage as a ‘mistake,* you will have to admit that 

every object of mistaken cognition lias a real existence some¬ 

where (so even though tho universal idea of directness be a 

mistake, directness cannot be a non-entity).” But this also 

we cannot accept ; because (even granting that such a thing 

as directness really exists)" if this directness itself were 

directly apprehended, then there would be no difference 

between us; and so oil and on, all the objections we have 

urged above become equally applicable in the present case 

also. If, on the other hanl, directness be held to be cog¬ 

nisable by Inference and other meaus of cognition (and not 

by Direct Apprehension),—then in that case, we would point 

out that you can have no such Probans (or Word), &c. as would 

bring about the inferential (or verbal) and other cognitions of 

Directness; where too, in this case, would there be any compre¬ 

hension of the invariable concomitance, and such other factors 

(necessary for those kinds of cognition) ? Thus your view 

would bo open to quite a series of unanswerable objections. 

Andover aud above all ^his, bow would you escape from the 

opposition of all those arguments whereby yon yourself seek 

to prove that there can be no mire than seven categories ? 

(395) Another definition of Direct Apprehension may 

be put forward as .that cognition wherein there is a congrega¬ 

tion' of the absence of all such characters as arc produced by 

with the sulf-apprchonston oC Cognition*, lie has not taken up the question referred 

to here. Though the Vidyi-ug.ri comment try lakes the present passage to mean that 

the view referro l to ha* bovi iv 1 by the roCutiti > i (in para. 80) of the defini¬ 
tion of the objective. 
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1 Probans ' (‘ Word* 'Similarity.') But this also xwo cannot 

accept; as this would apply to all Doubts that we have with 

regard to imperceptible things (as these doubtful cognitions 

are not produced either by Probans or by Word, or by Similarity). 

You might amend your definition by adding that a Direct 

Apprehension is that right cognition which &c., &c. (Doubt¬ 

ful Cognitions not being right cognitions). But in that case, 

it would fail to include Mistaken Perceptions (wdiich are 

direct apprehensions, even though not right). 

(396) Nor again can Direct Apprehension bo defined 

as that cognition which is not produced by those specific agencies 

which bring about the inferential and alt other kinds of cogni¬ 

tion thit are meant to be excluded (from th* Category of'Direct 

Apprehension). Because, in that case, wliafc would there 

be to prevent us from adopting the converse course, and de¬ 

fining Inferential Cognition itself as that which is other than 

the Sensuous and other kinds of Cognition * ? And further, 

just a3, according to you, we h ive a comprehensive notion 

of the ‘directness* of cognitions on the basis of their not 

being prod need by the ciuses of inferential and other kinds of 

cognitions,—so, in the same manner,! even from among those 

cognitions that you seek to exclude (viz., the inferential and other 

•The sense of the Objection is that in this manner, there would be a vicious 

circle :—Each cognition being defined as the negation of all other kinds of 

cognition. 

t Just as you have the comprehensive notion of all sensuous cognitions as those 

that are not brought about by the causes of inferential and other kinds of cognition, 

so, in thesame manner, it wouil be possible for us to form a comprehensive notion of 

two kin Is of cognition,—for instance, the inferential and the verbal combined—as 

thosethat are n-A brought about by the causes of sensuous and analogical cognitions; 

of Sensuous and Verbal cognitions as those not brought about by the causes of 

inferential and analogical cognitions, and so forth. The absurdity meant to be brought 

home by this reasoning is that if it were possible to form a comprehensive notion of 

all Sensuous cognitions on the basis of its definition as that which is produced by the 

causes of those cognitions thit aro meant to be exclude 1 from it,—then in the same 

manner, on the basis of tho condition of not being produced by tho causes of the 

cognitions meant to bo excluded from Verbal and Inferential cognitions, it would be 

possible for us to form a comprehensive notion, inclusive of, and common to, all 

Verbal aud Inferential cognitions; and this would be an absurdity. 
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(395) Another definition of Direct Apprehension may 

be put forward as .that cognition wherein there is a congrega¬ 
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with the sulf-apprchonston oC Cognition*, lie has not taken up the question referred 

to here. Though the Vidyi-ug.ri comment try lakes the present passage to mean that 

the view referro l to ha* bovi iv 1 by the roCutiti > i (in para. 80) of the defini¬ 
tion of the objective. 
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1 Probans ' (‘ Word* 'Similarity.') But this also xwo cannot 

accept; as this would apply to all Doubts that we have with 

regard to imperceptible things (as these doubtful cognitions 

are not produced either by Probans or by Word, or by Similarity). 

You might amend your definition by adding that a Direct 

Apprehension is that right cognition which &c., &c. (Doubt¬ 

ful Cognitions not being right cognitions). But in that case, 

it would fail to include Mistaken Perceptions (wdiich are 

direct apprehensions, even though not right). 

(396) Nor again can Direct Apprehension bo defined 

as that cognition which is not produced by those specific agencies 

which bring about the inferential and alt other kinds of cogni¬ 

tion thit are meant to be excluded (from th* Category of'Direct 

Apprehension). Because, in that case, wliafc would there 

be to prevent us from adopting the converse course, and de¬ 

fining Inferential Cognition itself as that which is other than 

the Sensuous and other kinds of Cognition * ? And further, 

just a3, according to you, we h ive a comprehensive notion 

of the ‘directness* of cognitions on the basis of their not 

being prod need by the ciuses of inferential and other kinds of 

cognitions,—so, in the same manner,! even from among those 

cognitions that you seek to exclude (viz., the inferential and other 

•The sense of the Objection is that in this manner, there would be a vicious 

circle :—Each cognition being defined as the negation of all other kinds of 

cognition. 

t Just as you have the comprehensive notion of all sensuous cognitions as those 

that are not brought about by the causes of inferential and other kinds of cognition, 

so, in thesame manner, it wouil be possible for us to form a comprehensive notion of 

two kin Is of cognition,—for instance, the inferential and the verbal combined—as 

thosethat are n-A brought about by the causes of sensuous and analogical cognitions; 

of Sensuous and Verbal cognitions as those not brought about by the causes of 

inferential and analogical cognitions, and so forth. The absurdity meant to be brought 

home by this reasoning is that if it were possible to form a comprehensive notion of 

all Sensuous cognitions on the basis of its definition as that which is produced by the 

causes of those cognitions thit aro meant to be exclude 1 from it,—then in the same 

manner, on the basis of tho condition of not being produced by tho causes of the 

cognitions meant to bo excluded from Verbal and Inferential cognitions, it would be 

possible for us to form a comprehensive notion, inclusive of, and common to, all 

Verbal aud Inferential cognitions; and this would be an absurdity. 
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cognitions), it would be possible for us to form comprehensive 

notions common to more than one kind of cognition on the 

basis of their being not brought about by the causes of the 

one or the two (or the three) kinds of cognitions, which we 

would intend to exclude. To this it might bo objected that 

“ we seek for the basis of such ideas and notions as we already- 

have; and we do not proceed to form notions and ideas on 

supposed bases. But this cannot be right; because as a 

matter of fact, in all cases, we postulate such causes or bases as 

are found to be not over extensive.* Lastly (if the negative 
character of not being produced by the causes of other cogni¬ 

tions were the ground for all sensuous cognitions being regard¬ 

ed as ‘direct,’ then) the required comprehensive notion of 

all Sensuous' cognitions would come to be formed on the 

basis of that negative character itself, and not on the basis of 

any thing else (in the shape of the positive character of 

directness ), and in that case we would form all our compre¬ 

hensive notions—of the ‘cow’ and such other things—on. the 

basis of the negative character of being different from all 

other things that we see (i.e. the cow would be defined as 

that which is not any-thing that is not-cow), and this would 

remove the necessity for our postulating any such generic 

characteristic as ‘gotca’ and the like (which we postulate 

simply with a view to explain, and find a basis for, the com¬ 
prehensive notion of all coivs). 

* Under the circumtances, if you can have no positive 

conception having a basis other than a mere negation,—then 

what would be the fault of the upholders of ‘ApohaF’f (41.) 

* That is to say, just as the character oL* being not produced by the causes of 

inference &c., is accepted as the basis for the conipruliemive notion of all sensuous 

cognitions, because the said character docs not apply to any thing else except sensu¬ 

ous cognition; so in the same manner the character of not being brought about by the 

causes of verbal and analogical cognitions, would not apply to any cognition except 

the inferential and sensuous cognitions ; and thus that character could ho regard¬ 

ed as the basis for the cognition of sensuous and inferential cogniti ns combined. 

I* According *°the Bam'dha, the denotation of the word ‘gQ* (cow) does not con- 

ist in gotva the generic entity ‘cow’), but in the negation of the not-cow. This 
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(397) There may be some people who would define 

Sensuous Perception as that cognition which is valid, while 

being other than the valid cognitions brought about by words9 

inferences or analogies. If these people are not themselves 

ashamed of putting forward this definition, then they should be 

asked the following questions:—* Is each factor of this defi¬ 

nition to be taken as the required definition? or all the factors 

together ? In the former case; the definition would become 

‘too wide.* If they accept the second alternative, then we ask 

—do you take the three factors (Inference, Word and Analo¬ 

gy) conjointly, of which there should be a negation (or absence) 

[in the case oc Siusti) n Perception]? or do you take tlie 

negations themselves conjointly? It cannot bo the former; as 

in that case also the definition becomes too wide,—the defini¬ 

tion becoming applicable to each of the three kinds of 

cognition (inferential, verbal anl analogical); inasmuch as 

none of thess is such as is brought 'about by Word, Inference 

and Analogy conjointly (and hence the negation of all the three 

combined would be present in the case of each of these cogni¬ 

tions). Nor is the latter alternative possible; because even 

though t the conjunction or combination of the (mutual) 

negation of the three kinds of cognition is present in the three 

kinds of cognition taken conjointly,—yet these three are not 

regarded (by you) as ‘Sensuous Perception’ (as they should 

have to be by your definition). 

0 Jtnc3 to the sa ns thing as to say that the comprehensive uotiou^of positive things 

is based upon negation. 

• I.E. do you mean that sense-perception is (1) the valid cognition not brought 

about by words, and (2) the valid cognition not brought about by inference; and also> 

13) the valid cognition not brought about by analogy? Or that it is the valid cogni¬ 

tion that is not brought about by any of these? In the former case, if we accept 

(l), then the definition applies to inferential and analogical cognitions also, and so on 

with (2) and (3). 

f The three cognitions together are neither inferential cognition, nor verbal 

cognition nor analogical cognition. II nm thoeonbiml negation of the throe would 
bo preseut in tbs three taken conjointly, which would therefore fulfil the conditions of 

tho definition. 
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(398) In answer to this it might be urged that the ‘nega¬ 

tions* meant (by the definition) to be the defining characteris¬ 

tic are those inhering in one substatum, and not those subsis¬ 

ting in more than one (and hence the three kinds of cognition 

taken conjointly being more than one, they cannot become 

included in the definition). But this also is not right; because, 

as we shall show Liter on* though the constituent members of 

the giouj. (of the three cognitions) are more than one, yet the 

group itself can be regarded as ‘one*—just as even though 

the number of inferential cognitions is very largo, yet the 

group or class 5 Inferential Cognition’ is one onl}r. [And thus 

even.with the qualifying explanation the definition remains 

* too* wide*]. In order to avoid this you may seek to add 

a further qualification to your definition :—viz., ‘that which 

is not a group’ (thereby seeking to exclude the group formed 

of the three kinds of cognition, verbal, inferential and analog¬ 

ical). Bub this also will not serve your purpose ;t because 

even then, as a matter of fact, the ‘ inferential and other cog¬ 

nitions ’ would be something qualified by the character of 

being a group ; and as such these cognitions them¬ 

selves would certainly have to be regarded as ‘ that which 

is not a group *; otherwise [if you do not admit this, and 

assert those cognitions to be the group, then inasmuch as 

they are also qualified by the character of being a group, your 

assertion would come to this that the group is qualified by 

the character of being a group; and] there would be a 

partial operation (i e., of qualification; by the group upon 

itself, which is highly objectionable. You may urge that, 

the character iutended by the definition is that belonging 

to cognitions [that is you define Sensuous Perception as the 

cognition which has the said character,—and certainly the 

* Page SS9 (‘Pandit’ Edition). 

fTlie morning of this is that what ia qualified l>y something cannot be that 
thing; ence the cognitions (infematia1, etc.) being qualified by the group chatai.Ur 

cannot be regarded as identical with this latter. Hence they also become, 4 that 
which is tuft a group/ and thus fulfil tho conditions of the definition. 

Kh. 268. 

Indian Thought : Khandana. 239 

group of inferential and other cognitions is not a cognition, 

and as such they do not fall within the definition]. But 

this also does not save you; as the inferential and other 

cognitions, even through qualified by the character of being 

a group, do not cease to be cognitions (aud as such they 

cannot fail to be included ia your definition). 

(393) [Pago 339] Then again, [you have asserted at the 

beginning of the last paragraph that the negation meant to be 

the defining characteristic is that inhering in one substra¬ 

tum only; by this], do you mean—(1) that the substratum of 

the negation is ono non-differenccd individual? (2) or that all 

tho substrati of the negation are of the same class or kind ? 

(3) or that all tho substrata have one and the same character? 

(4) or that the substratum is qualified by the number one ? (5) 

or that it is not qualified by two and the other higher num¬ 

bers? If you mean the first, ti en, in the first place, the 

definition having such a qualification would be too narrow 

(failing to apply to any sense-perception except the one parti¬ 

cular perception), as the ‘ non-difference * of the individual 

cognition would be that cognition itself (and no other cog¬ 

nition), and as eucli it would be wholly exclusive (of all 

other sensuous cognitions;; secondly the incongruity involved 

in the definition in this case would be that the thing to be 

defined (i.cSense-perception) would be a qualification of the 

definition, and as such the definition could not bo regarded as 

belonging or pertaining to the thing to be defined*; because 

a thing cannot qualify itself. If (in order to avoid this in¬ 

congruity) it be asserted that the non-d ifierencA of the individual 

cognition is not intended to be a necessary and inseparable 

qualification (or condition) of the definition, but only an 

adventitious or temporary mark, then the definition becomes 

open to the objection urged above (as to its being ‘too wide* 

° The sense of thii U that the definition containing the term to be deGncd cannot 
bs accepted r» correct. 
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and including each of the three kinds of cognition meant to 

be excluded).* 

(400) If you accept the second of the alternatives 

mentioned above, then, the belonging to that same class might 

well be regarded as the definition, —as it would certainly be 

necessary to know what this class is before we grasp the 

meaning of your definition (and when we once under¬ 

stand what the class 4 Sensuous Cognition* is, thera would 

be no further need for a definition). Nor is the third 

of the alternatives acceptable; because the inferential and 

other two kinds of cognition also have one and the same 

common character of being indirect (and as such would 

become included in the definition). Nor again is the fourth 

alternative tenable; as in the first place, according to the 

Vaishcsikas all Valid Cognitions are 4 Qualities/ and as such 

cannot be possessed of another quality (in the shape of the 

number1 one’); and secondly, even if the number 4 one* could 

subsist therein as quality, it would be possible for the three 

negations of the three kinds of cognition (inferential, verbal 

and analogical) to be co-ordinate or co-existent with the num¬ 

ber 4 one/—the three together forming d group, and thus being 

capable of being regarded as 4 one* [and thus these cognitions 

also become included in the definition]. Nor lastly is the 

fifth of the above alternatives tenable ; as according to the 

theory of the Vaishesikas (that cognitions arc qualities) the 

absence of ‘ twd 9 and the other higher numbers (all of which 

are qualities) would be found in the inferential and other 

two kinds of cognition also (which latter therefore would 

become included in the definition); but even if you Jo not 

accept tho Vaishesika theory,—as a matter of fact, ‘two* 

and the higher numbers are found to be present, in individual 

* The non-differcuce of the indiridii.il not being regarded as a necessary factor 

of the definition, the real dcfiniLinti1>cc:)iiics reduced to the mere negation of the three 

kinds of cognition,- and the neg it inn of a I these conjointly is aincnt from each of the 

three taken individually, which therefore become included in the definition. 
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Sensuous Cognitions also (as certainly it cannot be denied 

that there are two, three, or more Sensuous Cognitions). 

[And hence your definition would fail to apply to Sensuous 

Cognition also!] 

(401) In answer to this it might be urged that—44 even 

then, it cannot be denied, that the numbers, two and the rest, 

do not subsist in their entirety in any one Sensuous Cogni¬ 

tion ;—and it is the absence of such numbers in their entirety 

that is meant by us/*—then, this also is not possible, we 

reply ; because what is that 4 entirety * which, you say, is 

not present in a single individual ? If you mean by it that— 

44 the numbers two and the rest must subsist wholly in that 

thing alone > and certainly this they do not do in any single 

individual/* then, we reply, the number 4one’ would, in tliat 

case, not subsist anywhere in its entirety; as the number 

4 one* cannot be said to subsist in any one thing only, as in that 

case the number 4one* would not be found anywhere else. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the numbers 4two * 

and the rest also subsist, in their entirety, only in that in¬ 

dividual which is possessed of the number 4 one and hence 

your explanation does not make any difference at all (the 

objection urged at the close of the last paragraph remaining 

in force). 

Lrago o^ij mere is certainly tms umerence 

between the two cases that the number 4 one * subsists in one 

individual only, and not in auy other (while two and all other 

numbers subsist in one thing and also in others).” This is 

not right, we reply; for, in the first place, if such were 

the case with * Unity * (the number 4 one *), then the same 

might be said with regard to tho individual entity of 4 Being**; 

and secondly, in that case your definition would not be com¬ 

prehensive (being applicable to the one particular cognition 

only, and not to all Sensuous Cognitions). 44 But the 

• That is to say, ‘Being’ also, like ‘ Unity,’ would bo different in each individual 
thing. 
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(401) In answer to this it might be urged that—44 even 
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not present in a single individual ? If you mean by it that— 

44 the numbers two and the rest must subsist wholly in that 

thing alone > and certainly this they do not do in any single 

individual/* then, we reply, the number 4one’ would, in tliat 

case, not subsist anywhere in its entirety; as the number 

4 one* cannot be said to subsist in any one thing only, as in that 

case the number 4one* would not be found anywhere else. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the numbers 4two * 

and the rest also subsist, in their entirety, only in that in¬ 

dividual which is possessed of the number 4 one and hence 

your explanation does not make any difference at all (the 

objection urged at the close of the last paragraph remaining 

in force). 

Lrago o^ij mere is certainly tms umerence 

between the two cases that the number 4 one * subsists in one 

individual only, and not in auy other (while two and all other 

numbers subsist in one thing and also in others).” This is 

not right, we reply; for, in the first place, if such were 

the case with * Unity * (the number 4 one *), then the same 

might be said with regard to tho individual entity of 4 Being**; 

and secondly, in that case your definition would not be com¬ 

prehensive (being applicable to the one particular cognition 

only, and not to all Sensuous Cognitions). 44 But the 

• That is to say, ‘Being’ also, like ‘ Unity,’ would bo different in each individual 
thing. 
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case of Being is not similar to that of Unity : ‘ Eeing * is 

one only, and it is a class (including many individuals), while 

* Unity* is different in each individual (being as many as 

there are individual things), and it is a Quality” You 

are clearly deceived (by the Vaishesikas): Otherwise, how. 

is it that you are uttering these incoherent words,* even 

though, as a matter of fact, in ordinary experience and usage, 

you do not perceive any difference in the characters of the 

ideas of * Being * and * Unity’? “ But if both Being and Unity 

were classes, it would not be possible to ascertain which of 

the two is th9 * higher ’ and which th9 * lower ’ (i.e., which is 

the more and which the less extensive, a distinction which 

is found to be possible in the case of any two classes that we 

may take up).” tThis argument, we reply, would apply 

equally to both. And the very fact that it is necessary for 

classes to be ranged into ‘ higher ’ and ‘ lower ’ would supply 

the basis for regarding the one or the other as being, in a 

certain instance, less extensive than the other.J If it be 

asked—“ What would be that instance ?”—we reply, even 

if we are unable to fix upon such an instance, that does not 

vitiate our argument; just as in the case of the inference of 

the existence of fire in the mountain, even though we may be 

unable to locate the fire exactly within a few inches of its 

actual position, that does not invalidate the inferential cog¬ 

nition of fire. 

(403) “ There may or may not be a. comprehensive 

notion of ‘Unity,’ what have we to do with the consi- 

• Just as * Being * is found to be a ‘ class’ extending over all things that are,— 

so, exactly in the same manner, ‘ Unity ’ is found to* extend over all single thiugs. 

Even in face of this sameness of character you speak of a difference, in accordance 

with the figments of the Vaishesika system. 

fThat is to say all that this argument may prove is that both cannot be classes. 

Bo it may bo that ‘ Unity ’ is a class, and ‘ Being ’ a mere quality ; or that both aro 

only qualities. 

t The said fact would justify us in regarding cither 1 Being ’ or ‘ Unity * as less 

•xteneive than the other. 
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deration of that question? (our business is to define 

Sensuous Cognition, and) Sensuous Cognition is that in 

which the numbers ‘ two ’ and the rest do not subsist 

in their entirety, and where there are the three afore¬ 

said negations (of character of being produced by Word 

etc.)” This we cannot allow; as in the three cognitions, 

inferential and the rest also, the numbers‘ three ’ and the 

rest do not subsist in their entirety; if they did so, then 

these nutnbers could not subsist in anything else (i.e., there 

could be nothing else to which those numbers would belong)! 

In answer to this it might be said that the number * three * 

subsisting in other things, would be an individual ‘three’ other 

than that subsisting in the inferential and other cognitions. 

But this also is not right; because as a matter of. fact, there 

is no particular ‘ three ’ that subsists in its entirety in the 

three cognitions, inferential and the rest. 

(404) “ We may define Sensuous Cognition a3 that 

wherein no individual ‘three ’ subsists in its entirety.” In 

that case, we reply, -the definition would be ‘ too narrow ’ 

(i.e. failing to apply to Sensuous Cognition); as you, who have 

renounced the Vaisheshika theory (that sensuous cognition 

being a quality cannot have another quality in the shape of 

Number) must admit that the character of ‘Sensuous Cogni¬ 

tion* is co-existent with an individual(three’; as otherwise we 

could never speak of ‘ three sensuous cognitions’; for as a 

matter of fact that alone is called ‘three* wherein the number 

‘three’ resides in its entirety. 

(405) [Page 343] And, apart from what we have just 

said, this last definition of yours would be open to the same 

objection that we have pointed out before—namely, that 

it would be ‘too wide’. We have already shown (in para 397) 

that your definition is ‘ too wide * inasmuch as it includes 

the Inferential and other kinds of cognition, as in these 

Kh. 263, 
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latter cognitions,* as characterised or qualified by the 

number ‘three’, there subsist the three negations which you 

intend to be the distinctive features of Sensuous Cognitions. 

Now in order to avoid this, you add the qualifying clause 

that toherein the individual number ‘three’ does not subsist in its 

entirety. But as a 'matter of fact even this^qualification does 

not save the definition from being ‘tot) wide’; as this condition 

also is fulfilled by the’ inferential and other cognitions; be¬ 

cause in these, as characterised by the number ‘three’, there 

does not subsist any individual number ‘three in its entirety.’ 

And in these cognitions, as characterised by the number ‘three’ 

(and thus being made a unified triad), even though another 

number ‘three’ might come to subsist, tyet this latter would 

be only one that resides in other things also, end does not 

subsist in its entirety in these Cognitions alone. Even if we 

could find the number ‘three’ subsisting in its entirety, in 

the things of which it is a mere adventitious and temporary 

feature, this fact would serve to make the definition in¬ 

applicable to such things; and it would not have any such 

effect with regard to those things of which the number ‘three’ 

is an inseparable or permanent characteristic. Hence (inas¬ 

much as the inferential and other cognitions belong to this 

latter class) the fact remains that the definition (applying to 

these Cognitions) is “too wide”. This is specially so, as 

all thej three negations (mentioned in the definition) subsist 

*Tho sense of this is that the cognitions ns thus characterised are reduced to unity 

—a single entity having three constituent factors, a unified triad. 

t Because if the same number subsisted there, it would mean that the number 

resides in itself, at least partially,—tho number forming a necessary constituent of 

the triad. 

t The sense is that if the inferential verbal and analogical cognitions are taken 

collectively, then we can adinn that the mutual negation of the three kinds of cognition 

resides in that group; as the three collectively is neither inferential, nor verbal, nor 

analogical; with regard to each individually however this could not bo affirmed,—for 

instance, the negation of Inferential Cognition canuot be laid to subsist in Inferential 

Cognition, and soon; and hence the three cognitions taken collectively become 

included iq the definition 

h'h. 264. 
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m the thing the three kinds of cognition-when it is 

regarded as a group, by reason of its being characterised by 

the temporary mark of the number ‘three’; and thus the 

three negations mentioned in the definition subsist in the 

thing when thus qualified (by the collective character), and 

not when it is not so qualified; for the simple reason that 

wi h regard to each of these three individually, the existence 

of the three negations could never be affirmed. [And thus 

dZit^onl COgmti0n8 C°llecti^ beco!"� included in your 

(406) [Page 344] The Opponent says:_“The three co<r. 

mtions taken collectively are precluded by the presence of the 

word pramiti (valid cognition) in the definition; for the 

character of‘valid cognition’ belongs to the inferential and 

other kinds of cognition, fa their individual natural form, 

and not when they are qualified by the number * three’ 

along with the three negations; and thus we would define 

Sensuous Cognition as that which has the character of 

Zt - Tto 7‘ '"w,‘Um mM“ »• ««* 
IZ'i, •„ i ° C“n<>t “00ePt- Because for 
ata ,t will be necessary to accept tbe view that the chLc 

lerofvaMceuntUon and the % � three negations ’ reside in the' 

Sensuous Cogmt.on ’ that you are defining, only in so far as 

beingatlm rli!taraCfcer]iSed bj S°mS other ProPerty; viz. 'that of 
as / , gh aPPrehensi0Q of things as they actually are • 

the f T*° n0b,affirra SOme such co^ition as accounting for 

‘ vahd T °° f ST7Qd n0t all~!"� cognitions Z 
none^uld bltT “ °08niti0DS ,'0Uld b8‘ra,id'. or 

not 7°r !f th9 r03triotioa (0f acerfcain character) were 
-ependent^upon—or regulated by—somethin^ el,* 

^ *" — cosniUo,,^ ^ ‘I""* 
to reside m thew latter, they are include,.;,, thedefin.W *ho,r" 

Kh. 265. 
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then, either it should be accepted as existing everywhere 

or as not existing any where j’ because as a matter of fact, 

it is only on account of the presence or absence of some 

regulating or restrictive agency, that it is possible for 

things to exist in some places and not in all.’ (42). 

(407) Now then, (the presence of some such regulating 

and restrictive property in your Sensuous Cognition being 

absolutely necessary), does this restrictive property subsist 

in its substratum as an inseparable quality, or as a mere 

temporary mark ? In the former case, if that which is the 

inseparable quality of the substratum of the character ‘valid 

cognition were also the inseparable quality of the ‘ three 

legations* also,—then, inasmuch as the ‘three negations* 

i ve been shown to subsist in the inferential and other cogni¬ 

tion i also, it would follow as a necessary corrollary that the 

‘ character of valid cognition also subsists in that which is 

characterised by the ‘three negations* ; and thus the addition, 

to the definition, of the ‘ character of valid cognition* would 

fail to exclude the inferential and other cognitions. If 

however the character of valid cognition subsisted iua substra¬ 

tum characterised by a quality other than that which charac¬ 

terises that which is related to thQ ‘ three negations *,—then, 

by your view also, the character of valid cognition would not 

be co-substrate with the * three negations *,—as one thing can 

be regarded as cosubstrate with another, only when both have 

for their substratum the same thing characterised by the same 

qualities. If, on the other hand, you were to assert that ‘the 

character of valid cognition is 1 cosubstrate * with the ‘ three 

negations * (even though the qualities of their substratum may 

differ), because that which subsists in a thing qualified by 

certain properties can be spoken of as subsisting in that 

thing,—then the aforesaid objection,— that the definition 

would apply to the inferential and other cognitions also— 

would remain in force. 

K/i. 266. 
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(408) [Page 346] Nor again is the second alternative 

(noted in the above para.) possible. Because that same 

‘thing , which is characterised or marked by a certain pro- 
perty as its temporary or adventitious feature,* is also what 

is qualified by the number ‘three'; specially because when 
a certain thing is qualified by a property,-even as quali¬ 

fied by that property it is connate (or identical) with 

itsetf (even as without that property); e.g. the ‘man 

with the stick is also a ‘Man.' And thus the character of 

valid cognition comes to subsist in the Inferential and other 

Cognitions qualified by the number ‘ three,’ these bein* non- 

different from that which is temporarily characterised by the 

adventitious property (of being a right apprehension); spec¬ 

if as these cognitions also are found to be characterised 

by the adventitious restrictive characteristic (of beino- the 

right apprehension of things),—being, as they have°been 

shown to be, non-different from that which is characterised bv 

this latter characteristic. And thus the taint of bein<r ‘too 
wide ’ becomes irrevocably fixed upon your definition. * 

(409) The opponent says :_f“ But the thing in Ques 

tion (the inferential and other cognitions) is characterised bv 

the adventitious characteristic (of being right apprehension) 

not as qualified by the number‘three,’ but in its own pure 

lorm. This, we reply, is not satisfactory; as it has alreadv 

been shown that that which is qualified (by the number ‘ three') 

is the same as that which is characterised by the characters 

t»c (of being valid cognition). - ‘«Yet it is not characterised 

t,he 8haPe of boi,lS the right apprehension of things as they reallT^T m,- 
ercntial and other cognitions are qualified by the number ‘ three’and tl T ‘® 

*°n 2* aP*>reb*n3*°ns very often. So even as qualified by the addlil. 

Ion of number ‘three,’ they may bo regarded as non-different from that «./ -1 

« trued bg the adventitious circumstance of being the right apprehension o/thLj! 

ST" H rif.ht aPPrehen“i0n’ by ‘tself and dot « qualified by 
ree. And hence the three cognitions conjointlu cannnf k ., 

rac eased by that character, and hence included in the definition. *** ** 

Ah. 207. 
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n its qualified form” That does not tnatter; because even 
in its- unqualified form it is not characterised.* Otherwise 
(i.e.9 if the character of valid cognition were to characterise a 
cognition only in Us unqualified form) in the case in question 
also there would be no co-ordination (between the character of 
valid cognition and the Sensuous cognition sought to be defin¬ 
ed) [because the Sensuous Cognition is represented in the de¬ 
finition in a qualified form,—that which is qualified by the 
4 three negations’; and from what the opponent has just said, 
such a qualified cognition could not be characterised by the 
character of being valid cognition\ 

(410) We desist here from further discussion. All the 
objections that we have urged against the above definitions 
of Sensuous Cognition may be applied also to any other defi¬ 
nition that may be put forward. It was in view of this fact 
that Kumarila Bhatta has declared (in his Shlokavartika, 
Sutra 4, Shi. 2):—‘ Of what use would be the statement of 
the definition ?’ Though as a matter of fact he said this 
with regard to something entirely different,t yet it is found 
to be quite true even when taken as the statement of a 
general truth. 

* That is to say, when wc speak of an inferential cognition as right apprehension 

we do not speik of it as being qualified by certain qualities ; nor do we ne¬ 

cessarily Bpeak of it as being so only in its unqualified form. The sense is that if 

the character of valid cognition were always found to subsist only in such substrata 

as are never qualified by the number 4 three,' then, in that case, the contention of 

the Opponent would be right, that inferential and other cognitions being qualified by 

that number (in the definition) cannot fulfil the conditions therein laid down, 

'As a matter of fact however, we have no such conception as that that alone wh 

is not qualified by the number 4 three ’ is valid cognition, 

Kumarila Bhatta has said this in objecting to the view hat the fourth Ml- 

mvi'.si Sutra contaius the dolinition of Sense-perception. 
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S_[Deao.t.on. of Prafcraksa having been proved to be import- 

Me, tbe Author proceeds to show that the deauitioos of Auumana 

are equally untenable: Of the principal factors in the inferential 
process the author beg.ua with the probam, and shows that no 
adequate definition of this is available.] 

(411) How again do you define ‘ Inference ’ ? " Well 
•Inference’, when regarded as the instrument (of inferential 
cognition), may be defined as the ‘paramarsha' (the reco^- 

' nition of its concomitance with the Subject of the inferential 
cognition) of the ‘ lingo, ' or probans (the inferential mark 
‘ middle term ’).” In that case we ask—What is that ‘linjra’ 
or ‘inferential mark’ ? « The linga is that which being 
invariably concomitant (with the Probandum, ‘Major Term) ’ 
resides in the ‘ paksa ’ (‘Subject’ or Minor Term’).” But in- 
asmuch as according to you, the true 1 paksa ’ is that wherein" 
the residence of the probandum is suspected,* we ask—is this 
suspicion a mere accidental property or adjunct (of the paksa)? 
or is it its inherent]inseparable quality? In the former 
case, even after one had ascertained the presence of the pro¬ 
bandum (fire), in the paksa (the mountaiu), if one were to 
recall to his mind the fact of the probans being invariably 
concomitant with the probandum, this would also constitute 
the right sort-of ‘ paramarsha ’ for you (in view 0f the sus. 
picion that had existed before).f Nor can the ‘suspicion’ 
be held to be effective only white it exists ; for the simple 
reason that it is an accidental property %  because an acci- 

dental property, by its very nature, remains so, even when 
»t has ceased to exist.* If 0n the other hand, the 

notary that It IhoZIZ alway^pJesent * Aninhusa's'u properly< « is not 

I For. mstanco, a house continues^ be called after its inhabitant oven long 
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« suspicion ’ be regarded as an inherent quality inseparable 

from the paksa, then as the qualifying ' suspicion ’ would 

disappear after the inference (of fire) has been accom¬ 

plished, the qualified, (paksa) also would disappear (by the 

law that the qualified ceases on the cessation of the quali¬ 

fication) ; and then the inferring person would not have 

the place to which be could turn for the thing, fire, in 

his search of which, he had recourse to the inference).* 

In answer to the above it might be argued that—“ It is in re¬ 

gard to the qualified factor of the^aAsa (and not to the quali¬ 

fied and the qualification combined) that the presence of the 

probandum is proved by the probans as residing in that paksa; 

and as for the irregularity of ‘diverse substrata’, involved in 

fchi8__i,e.J in the fact that while the probans resides in the Paksa 

as qualified by the ‘suspicion’, the probandum is proved to 

subsist in the paksa independently of the qualifying ‘suspi- 

0ion’,_such an irregularity is one that is not undesirable, (for 

the simple reason that the unqualified thing is present in its 

own independent form, even when qualified).” This however 

we cannot admit. For when you accept the ‘ diverse substrata 

with reference to the paksa in itsunqualified form,—then 

you entirely give up your definition of * Vyapli ’ (Invariable 

Concomitance) between the probans and the probandum, as con¬ 

sisting in the fact that the two have always one and the same 

substrate. “ Even in the case in question, the Invaria¬ 

ble Concomitance as defined by us does not cease to exist; in¬ 

asmuch as the substrates are practically one and the same, 

after be has gone away. In the typical example of1 Upalaksana’, the crow on Piva- 

house continues to be spoken of as the distinguishing mark of thehouse, long 

after it has flown away. 

• When the Panda disappears, the Pandin loses his character, and may be 

laid to disappear also. So when the Suspicion ceases, the Mountain qualified by it 

also ceases. And as the iuference had led the fire-seeking man to infer the pres¬ 

ence of fire in the mountain, when the mountain has disappeared, he haB nowhere 

to urn to for hia fire. So the inference proves useless. 

Kh. 270. 

Indian Thouoht : Khandana. 271 

so far as (he paksa itself is concerned (the probans has the 

paksa for its substrate, and the substratum of the probandum 

also is the same paksa, but with a further qualifying * suspi¬ 

cion’).” This cannot be, we reply. If your reasoning be 

admitted, then the general statement of the invariable con¬ 

comitance (in the Major Premiss) between the substrate of 

the probans in general, and that of the probandum in general, 

would also imply the presence of the probandum in a partic¬ 

ular substrate of the probans,—as without the particular, 

the universal or general would not be possible;—and thus 

there would be no need for the statement (in the- Minor- Pre¬ 

miss) of the presence of the probans in the paksa* ; as this 

statement would not help in the proving of either the general 

or the particular co-subslrateness mentioned above. In fact 

the only useful purpose that this Minor Premiss could serve 

would be simply to show that the reasoning is not open to 

the fault of ‘ superfluity’ (of proving whht is already proved); 

and we know that thi3 is not a ‘ fault ’ in the case of in¬ 

ferential reasonings for one’s own purpos^f ; and thus there 

would be no room for this premiss in any case of infer¬ 

ential reasoning; and yet this is what you maintain. 

That ‘ Sicjdhasadhana ’ in not a ’fault in the case of reason¬ 

ing for one’s own benefit is proved by the fact that those who 

desire Final Release always accomplish fop themselves the 

direct knowledge of Self requisite for that purpose, by means 

of bringing about a commixture of the three means of know¬ 

ledge, oiz. ‘ studying of scriptural texts ’, ‘reasoning’ and 

'reflection’ [and as the ‘study’ points to the same Self as the 

° Tiia proposition * all smoky places are fiery ’ cannot be true as a universal 

proposition, unless all particular smoky places are fiery. /So this proposition also 

I'npUea that the particular place—the mountaiu where smoke is—is also fiery ; and 

Oi.i, the conclusion proceeds directly from the Major Premiss, the Minor Premiss• 
being superfluous. 

t ‘Sifit^hasi^haua’ means the proving of what is already accepted by the other 

party. There being no other party iu |the case where one reasons for his own benefit, 

(his fault is not possible. 

Kh. 271. 
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‘Reasoning* and ‘ Reflection*, there is always be a ‘ sitjdhasa- 
tjhana]. 

(412) The above reasonings also serve to sot aside another 
definition ol the ‘Probans’—namely, as that which, while 
invariably concomitant with the probandum, subsists in the 
paksa which is capable of being suspected as the substrate of the 
probandum. [This capability also lasting as long as the thing 
lasts, the possibility of suspicion would remain even after the 
inferential conclusion had been arrived at; and so on, all the 
aforesaid arguments would come in here also]. 

(413) “ In order to avoid the above difficulties, 99 says 
the opponent, “ we shall define the probans simply as that 
which is invariably concomitant (with the probandum).99 
This also will not help you, we reply. For, we ask— • 
does the inference consist in reflecting on that which you 
intend to be the concomitant probans, merely in its own 
simple form, or as concomitant with the probandum? The 
former is not possible; as in that case whenever a man would 
think of the smoke and such other things (that might be 
concomitant with some probandum), even though he may 
not be cognisant of the fact of its being so concomitant, you 
would have to accept it as an inferential process! Nor is the 
second alternative possible; as in that case the cognition of the 
mere concomitance of the probans with the probandum would 
constitute Inference (which would be absurd, also according 
to the Logician) ; as it must be admitted that the cognition 
of the said ‘invariable concomitance* apprehends the fact of 
the probans being concomitant (and this is all that your 
assertion makes the necessary factor in ‘inference*). * For 
these same reasons we reject also the view that ‘ Inference 
consists in the secori i or the third cognition of the probans;* 
specially as in this latter case, the character of ‘inference* 

° rha cliilieultied are sought to bo met by the assertion that while the 
Jint cognition of concomitance forma the/jre/nii*, its second or third cognition would 

be the inference following from that premiss. 
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would have to be admitted in the case of the mere series 
of cognitions of invariable concomitance (that we may have, 
without proceeding to the inferential conclusion); and further, 
when a person, having at first cognised the invariable concom¬ 
itance, would again come to cognise the joint fact of the 
probans being concomitant, and the probandum being that 
with which it is concomitant,—this would contain the second 
cognition of concomitance, which, according to you, would -be 
‘Inference*. Nor can this be truly regarded as ‘Inference’; 
as in this case, as in the case of all Inferences open 
to the fault of ‘Siddhasadhana’ , the conclusion being free 
from doubt, the true character of the *paksa* is found wanting*; 
and hence the probans which would reside in, and qualify, 
such a paksa, could not be a true ‘palcsa-dharma*. It might 
be argued that this does not matter in the case of an Infer¬ 
ence for one’s own benefit (as it has just been shown by the 
Vedantin himself that siddhasadhana is no defect in such cases). 
But this also does not help to save you from difficulties of 
other kinds:—for instance, the cognition of invariable 
concomitance in question fulfilling all the conditions of the defi¬ 
nition of ‘Perception* , if you regard it as ‘Inference’ you 
attribute to one and the same cognition the two incompati¬ 
ble characters of being ‘direct’ or ‘immediate* (as Percep¬ 
tion) and ‘indirect* or ‘mediate* (as Inference) ! 

(414) [Page 351] “ With a view to avoid this difficulty, 
we shall( define ‘Inference’ as that which, while not having 
for its object that ivith which the probans is concomitant, takes 
cogaisance of that which is concomitant. ” This also will 
not help you, we reply. For, if the inference would not take 
any cognisance of that with which the probans is concomi¬ 
tant, it would fail to take cognizance also of that which is 
concomitant; as the latter is cognised always along with its 
correlative, —the cognition of concomitance being always in 

• A true paksa is that with regard to whose rel tionahip to the probandum there 

ii at first a suspicion only. 

Kh. 272. 
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the form ‘this is concomitant with that’; and thus in this, 

the cognition of both this and that being necessary, the 

cognition of that with which there is concomitance must be 

regarded as a necessary factor in the cognitiou of concomi¬ 

tance ; as this is a necessary qualifying adjunct of that which 

is concomitant; and as such no cognition of this latter is 

possible without that of the former. In answer to this it 

might be urged that it is not intended that the Inference 

should not take cognizance of any and every thing with 

which tli9 probans may be concomitant; but only that it 

should not take cognizance of that particular individual 

(with which the particular Inference may be concerned).* 

This also is not right, we reply; because even so, the 

character of ‘ Inference’ would have to be applied to the 

cognition of the concomitant thing by a person whose cogni¬ 

tion of concomitance has arisen either from the assertion of a 

trustworthy person—that‘Fire and smoke are concomitant,’— 

or from reflection, at the time that the smoke and fire are 

not perceived, over the previously frequently cognised con¬ 

comitance of fire an! smoke (because in both these cases the 

cognitiou of the Fire with which smoke is concomitant, does 

not pertain to any particular fire, but to fire in general; and 

thus your conditions are fulfilled). “ By the' paramarsha’ oithe 

probans (as concomitant) we do not mean the mere knowledge 

of it—and it would be only thus that it could apply to the 

very first cognition of it that we may happen to have;— what 

we mean by it is the recognition of it (as concomitant).” 

This also is not right, we reply; as even so the character cf 

‘Inference’ would have to be admitted in the ca3e where the 

concomitance having been cognised in the first instance, either 

through the assertion of a trustworthy person, or by a mere 

reflection the cogniser may happen to have the recognition also 

in the form that ‘ this is the concomitance that I had known 

• This meets the abov^ difficulty, inasmuch as Perception always pertaios to par• 
Hcular things. 
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through trustworthy assertion, or through mere reflection. 

[So the objection remains in force.] 

(415) The Opponent seeks to avoid the above difficulties 

by defining * Inference * as consisting of that paramarsha, or 

reflection of concomitance, which pertains to a particular in¬ 

dividual probans; (i.e., the reflection in the form * this smoke 

is concomitant with fire/ and not in the general form c smoke 

is concomitant with fire *). But in this case the definition 

would become too narrow ; as the definition that pertains to 

one particular individual cannot apply to cases of other in¬ 

dividuals. If, in order to avoid this, you add that it is not 

any one particular individual probans that you mean, but 

particular individuals in general,— then the definition becomes 
too wide (as shown before). 

[The explanation of the character of the Probandum is as impossi¬ 

ble as that of the Probans.] 

(416) Then again, we ask—The presence of fi,re (the 

probandum) in the mountain that you cognise through the 

presence therein of smoke (the probans),—does this presence 

of fire refer to all time ? or to the particular time (at 

which the presence of smoke is cognised)? The former 

is not possible; as in that case, just as the man seeking fire 

repairs to the mountain at the time that he sees smoke issu¬ 

ing from it, so would he also repair to it, at all times (even 

when he does not see the smoke: while as a matter of fact 

such is not found to be the case). Nor is the second 

alternative tenable; as the concomitance (of Smoke) upon 

which the inference is based is not with the particular fire 

existing at the time the smoke is seen (but with fire in gene¬ 

ral). “ What we mean by the * particular time ’ is the time 

at which smoke (any smoke in genoral) exists (and not 

that at which any particular Bmoke exists).” But in that 

ease, in some place or other, at other times also, smoke would 

bo existent; and this other time also would be‘the time at 
which smoke exists’; and thus even at this time the man 
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comitance of fire an! smoke (because in both these cases the 

cognitiou of the Fire with which smoke is concomitant, does 

not pertain to any particular fire, but to fire in general; and 

thus your conditions are fulfilled). “ By the' paramarsha’ oithe 

probans (as concomitant) we do not mean the mere knowledge 

of it—and it would be only thus that it could apply to the 

very first cognition of it that we may happen to have;— what 

we mean by it is the recognition of it (as concomitant).” 

This also is not right, we reply; as even so the character cf 

‘Inference’ would have to be admitted in the ca3e where the 

concomitance having been cognised in the first instance, either 

through the assertion of a trustworthy person, or by a mere 

reflection the cogniser may happen to have the recognition also 

in the form that ‘ this is the concomitance that I had known 

• This meets the abov^ difficulty, inasmuch as Perception always pertaios to par• 
Hcular things. 
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through trustworthy assertion, or through mere reflection. 

[So the objection remains in force.] 

(415) The Opponent seeks to avoid the above difficulties 

by defining * Inference * as consisting of that paramarsha, or 

reflection of concomitance, which pertains to a particular in¬ 

dividual probans; (i.e., the reflection in the form * this smoke 

is concomitant with fire/ and not in the general form c smoke 

is concomitant with fire *). But in this case the definition 

would become too narrow ; as the definition that pertains to 

one particular individual cannot apply to cases of other in¬ 

dividuals. If, in order to avoid this, you add that it is not 

any one particular individual probans that you mean, but 

particular individuals in general,— then the definition becomes 
too wide (as shown before). 

[The explanation of the character of the Probandum is as impossi¬ 

ble as that of the Probans.] 

(416) Then again, we ask—The presence of fi,re (the 

probandum) in the mountain that you cognise through the 

presence therein of smoke (the probans),—does this presence 

of fire refer to all time ? or to the particular time (at 

which the presence of smoke is cognised)? The former 

is not possible; as in that case, just as the man seeking fire 

repairs to the mountain at the time that he sees smoke issu¬ 

ing from it, so would he also repair to it, at all times (even 

when he does not see the smoke: while as a matter of fact 

such is not found to be the case). Nor is the second 

alternative tenable; as the concomitance (of Smoke) upon 

which the inference is based is not with the particular fire 

existing at the time the smoke is seen (but with fire in gene¬ 

ral). “ What we mean by the * particular time ’ is the time 

at which smoke (any smoke in genoral) exists (and not 

that at which any particular Bmoke exists).” But in that 

ease, in some place or other, at other times also, smoke would 

bo existent; and this other time also would be‘the time at 
which smoke exists’; and thus even at this time the man 
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seeking fire would repair to the mountain. “ But what we 

mean is the time of the existence of that particular smoke.” 

This also cannotbe right; as if by * that particular* you mean 

the particular individual smoke one sees issuing from the 

mountain at the time, then, this would be asmoke with which 

the concpmitanc'e of fire has never been known; if, on the other 

hand, by ‘ that particular’ you mean any and every particular 

smoke, then you become open to the objection just urged by 

us (that the man seeking fire would repair to the mountain at 

other times also, on account of the presence of some partic¬ 

ular smoke at some place in the world). Even though it is 

true that you make it necessary for your Inference that the 

probans (smoke) should reside in the paksa (mountain) (and 

not anywhere in the world),—yet all that this does is to save 

you from the absurdity of the man seeking for fire in places 

other than the mountain ; but how could that save you from 

the absurdity of the man seeking for it at other times (than 

.he time at which the smoke is actually seen)? If, in order to 

escape from this, you insert the particular time also as a 

necessary element in your inferential ‘paksa’ (defining it as 

that wherein the probans resides at the time of inference, 

thereby the presence of fire proved by the inference would 

be at the time of the presence of smoke),—after that parti¬ 

cular moment of time would have passed, how could the man 

seek for fire in your ‘ paksa ’ (which also would have ceased 

to exist, on the cessation of the point of time which was a neces¬ 

sary factor in that paksa) ? If then you were to lay down the 

‘ time of smoke * as an element in your * paksa * (thus avoiding 

the said difficulty by reason of the fact that the man would 

seek for fire in the mountain only so long as he sees the 

smoke issuing from it);—then, in that case, you would be open 

to all the objections that we have urged above (the ‘time of 

smoke* being that of any smoke in the world, and so forth); 

If, to guard against this, you make it the time of that particu- 

lar smoke%—then this involves the absurdity of a thing 
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subsisting partly in itself [the paksa is the mountain as 

qualified by the time of the particular smoke; and it is this 

particular smoke that, as probans, subsists in that paksa.] 

[The defining of- the Probans and the Probandum has been 

proved impossible ; it is not possible for the Logician to supply 

an adequate explanation of the ‘ Invariable Concomitance’ of these 
two upon which all Inference is based.] 

• 

(417) Then again, you have to explain the meaning 

of the word 4 Vyapii' (Invariable Concomitance). “By 

Vyapti we mean aoinabhava—that is to say, when two things 

are so related that one does not exist without the other, they 

are said to be invariably concomitant. ** But what do you 

mean by this ? Do you mean that the one exists when the 

other is not absent ? or that the one is absent when the 

other is absent ? * If the former,'then, inasmuch as ‘non-ab¬ 

sence* is synonymous with ‘presence’, the relation would come 

to this that when one is present the other is also present;+ 

and further, by this definition the relationship between 

‘Earth’ and ‘capability of being cut by iron* also would be 

‘Invariable Concomitance.* “But Invariable Concomitance 

is not only an occasional, casual or accidental relationship; 

it is meant to be a universal relationship (that holds good at 

all times and places).”X What do you mean by this ‘univer¬ 

sality* of the relation ? “Well, it only means that the 

relation subsists in all individuals of that class. ** This 

character then can never be ascertained until there is a 

knowledge of all individuals of that class ; and as a matter 

of fact, it is not possible for all these individuals to be 

known ; for the simple reason that at any time there is no 

possibility of the presence of the right means of knowing 

# The latter alternative is taken up in para. 423 (page 358, ‘Pandit’ Edn.) 
f And in this manner, you would give up Negative Concomitance completely, 
t And the relation between ‘Earth’ and ‘Capable of being cut by lrr 1’ is not 

such a one. As Diamond which is ‘Earth’ cannot be cut by Iron. 

2 
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all those individuals.* " At the time that one perceives 

certain individuals as being invariably concomitant with 

something else, all individuals of that class come into contact 

with the percipient organ—not indeed into direct contact, but 

into that contact to which we give the name of the ‘contact 

of universality,’ whereby the perception of one individual of 

a class brings along with it an idea of all individ¬ 

uals of that class.t Without accepting this theory, to seek to 

explain or understand ‘Invariable Concomitance’ is as futile 

and foolish as the longing for a child by a women who ha3 

married an impotent husband,—thi3 is the taunt propounded 

by Vachaspati Misbra.” This is not right, we reply. For, 

if at the time of cognising ‘Invariable Concomitance’ 

through the ‘contact of universality ’ all individuals of a class, 

were cognised,—then a man, who would cognise the ‘concom¬ 

itance’ of such universals as ‘knowable’ and the like (which 

include all things), would have to be regarded as omniscient. 

Nor is there available for you the counter-magical-formula, 

in the shape of the assertion that—“ in thus putting forward 

‘Omniscience’you seem to imply as if nothing were unknown 

to you, and thus omniscience belongs to you also !” 

(418) [Page 355] “ But as a matter of fact, at the 

time that one cognises the Concomitance of ‘ knowability, 

he does cognise all things,—not indeed in their] particular 

individual character, but merely as ‘knowable’.” This is 

not right, we reply ; as if the particular thing is ‘ know- 

able’ as endowed with its individual character (as indeed 

everything in the world is), then the thing along with its 

individual character is also a substratum of ‘knowability’; 

and as such how could it fail to be cognised by the cognition 

of ‘knowability’ ? If however it is not‘knowable’ as endowed 

with its individual character, then it cannot liavo that 

# Tho individual object is perceived through Sense-contact ; and it is not possible 

for all individuals to be in contact with any sense-organ of the person. 

t And thus tho requisite knowledge of all i dividuals is always availablo. 
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character l For certainly whatever individual character a thing 

has, it is always ‘knowable’ by that; and hence when a thing 

is known as ‘knowable’, it would be known in all its existent 

individual character. And if you admit the possibility of 

this, then just please find out what is passing in my mind,— 

then only can I put faith in your assertion 1 

(419) In answer to the above, the Opponent urges the 

following :—“Just as among things, there are several kinds of 

Difference,—in the form of‘Mutual Negation’, ‘Diversity 

of Properties’ and so forth—so is there also a ‘one-ness’ 

among things. And all such properties a3 ‘knowability* 'and 

the like (that belong to all things ' are nothing more or less 

than what constitutes that one-ness among things. Conse¬ 

quently when a thing is known as ‘knowable’, what is known 

is only the particular individual thing (actually cognised) 

as one (identical) with all knowable things ; and as this does 

not involve the knowledge of all things, why should the 

cognition of ‘knowability’ imply omniscience ? Nor may it be 

argued against this, that the Diversity of individual things 

also is something ‘knowable’ , and so, whenever a thing 

is cognised, this diversity also would be cognised as one of 

the things possessing that knowability (which constitutes 

the identity of the perceived thing with all things knowable). 

This does not matter ; inasmuch as this Diversity also, when 

known as‘knowable’, is known only as ‘one’ with all things 

(and as such our aforesaid argument remains unshaken). 

Hence the declaration—‘that man by whom any one bhava or 

character has been perceived in its real form, by him have 

all things been perceived tattvatah'—that is to say as one 

through that common character. 

(420) This above reasoning, we reply, is not right; as if 

what you say were true, then there would be the possibility 

of such a* self-contradictory conception as that ‘the many 

are one’. Tho contradiction might be sought to be explained 

by the iact that the ‘diversity’ is due to other characters, 
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and the ‘oneness’ to an altogether different character—of 
knowability for instance (that is to say, the jar is different from 

the cloth through its character of th3 jar, but is one with it, 
as both are ‘ knowable’). But in that case, inasmuch as the 

diversity among all individuals (knowable things,) is also 
a substratum of‘knowability’, its cognition would certainly 
imply the ommiscience urged above. * 

(421) Then again, we ask—Even granting thp,t the 
particular individuals of a class are perceived by your 
‘contact of universality’; what is your proof for (means of know¬ 
ing) tho fact that there is a relationship (of Invariable Con¬ 

comitance) among them ? It might b9 held that, “just as 

the sense-organs are the means for perceiving the individuals, 
so in the same manner the said relationship is perceived by 
the sense-organs that apprehend Invariable Concomitance. ” 
Butin that case, as the sonse-organs would supply the right 
cognition of such concomitance, there would be no possibility 
of any discrepancy (or mistake) in the notion of concomitance 
thus obtained ; ,—while as a matter of fact, we do meet with 
such discrepancies. “In these latter cases, the cognition of 
the relationship is regarded as wrong, only because of its sub¬ 
sequent sublation. ” This will not help you; as, all circum¬ 
stances being similar, there can be no justification for regard¬ 
ing one cognition as ‘right’, and another as ‘wrong’; speci¬ 

ally as it is not easy to differentiate the intricacies of what 
is, and what is not, a deficiency (in the cognition, sufficient 
to make itsublated). It might be urged that—“from the 
very effects (in the shape of subsequent sublation and the like) 
we can infer the fact that there is a difference in the circum¬ 

stances (of the two cognitions, whereby we would be justified 

in regarding one as ‘ right ’ and another as ' wrong’).” You 
may infer this fact; but it becomes uecessary for you to 

° Diversity among things can bo known only when they arc all known with 

their distinctive characters. Hence the cognition of Diversiity implies the cognition 
of all things. 
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explain what that .* difference ’ or ‘ diversity of circumstances’ 
is. The * peculiarity of circumstance ’ cannot be held to consist 
in the presence (in one case) and absence (in the other) of all 
universal relationships. For as at any one time, the future 

relationships are not present, the ‘ peculiarity of circumstance* 
would never be complete, and as such could not bring about 
the desired effect (of pointing out one cognition as right and 
another as wrong). If it be argued that even though the fu¬ 

ture relationships are not present, yet whenever the relation¬ 
ship is cognised, it is cognised as subsisting between any 
two individuals, in general, of the . two classes concerned, 
and consequently (even though the particular individuals, 

now before the eyes, might not have been previously known 
as having the relationship), the previous existence of the 
relationship (cognised before, as subsisting between any two 
individuals) would be there to constitute the necessary 
‘peculiarity of circumstance,’—then we would reply that 

this previous existence of the relationship would be avail¬ 
able in a case where the present cognition of relationship 
is wrong, as well as in that where it is right; for as a 
matter of fact, the wrong cognition (of concomitance) also 
never appears, unless there has been some sort of cognition 

in the past of that relationship.* 

(422) The Opponent urges—“ What of this? We shall 
assume some other peculiarity in the cause (of the cognition 
of concomitance) on the basis of the (well-recognised) dif¬ 
ference in the effects produced (in the shape of right and 
wrong cognitions).” But in that case, you will have to ex¬ 
plain if this peculiar cause is one that aids the sense-organ 
(in tho perception of concomitance)) or it is an altogether 
different (independent) cause. The former is not possible; 

as there is no ground for assuming that the sense-organs can 

• The ‘ Earth ’ is wrongly cognised as concomitant with 1 capable of being 

out by iron,' only aftar i any earthy substances have been found to be so capable. 
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have any agency in bringing about the valid cognition of past 

and future relations (the senses acting only upon things in 

the present); on the contrary, as a matter of fact, a due 

comprehension of concomitance between two things known be¬ 

fore is found to appear only after the sense-contact (with 

those things) has ceased, and the man has had time to reflect 

upon the facts (in connection with his cognition of the things 

concerned). It might be argued that, even at this time 

there is a particular sense-organ, the Mind, functioning/ That 

may be so; but there is no proof for the fact that the Mind is 

the instrument for bringing about the peculiar effect in ques¬ 

tion ; specially in view of the fact that every contingency 

(for the explaining of which you postulate the instrumentality 

of the Mind) is explained on the basis of other assumptions 

which are found to be necessary on other grounds also. It 

may be that in the cognition in question also, as in the cog¬ 

nitions produced by the Eye and the other organs, the Mind 

is some sort of a cause (not necessarily the principal one, 

so as to be called the ‘ instrument * of that cognition); but 

just as in the case of the visual cognition (though the Mind is 

some sort of a cause) it is the Eye^ that is regarded as the 

1 instrument/ so in the case of the cognition of concomitance 

also, the ‘ instrument * must be something else (different from 

the Mind); and this would be either a seventh Sense-organ, 

or some other ‘instrument of cognition.’ If you do not 

admit this, then for visual cognition also the Eye could not be 

regarded as the ‘ instrument’ ; as in this case also the Mind 

may be regarded as the c instrument/ just as it is in the case 

of the feeliOg of pleasure, etc; and the Eye would have to be 

regarded as a mere subordinate auxilliary. Nor again is 

the second alternative tenable (viz., that the ‘ peculiar cause * 

of the cognition of concomitance is something altogether 

independent of the sense-organs); as in that case, this ‘cause* 

would be either a ‘seventh sense-organ/ or a ‘means of valid 

cognition * distinct from those accepted (by you) I 

Indian Thought : Khandana. 283 

(423) Nor can the second meaning suggested (in para. 

417) of the word ‘ Avinubhava'—‘Invariable Concomitance* 

—be accepted. That is to say, it cannot be defined as the nega¬ 

tion of that * vinabhava ’ which consists in the fact of the one 

being not absent while the other is absent. As by this 

definition, there would be Invariable Concomitance between 

‘ Earth ’ and * capability of being cut by iron/ in view of the 

fact that there are cases (i.e« that of Akasha) where there is 

absence of both c Earth * and ‘capability of being cut by iron.* 

[And thus in this case the one being absent while the other 

is not absent, we have the negation of the fact of one being absent 

while the other is not absent; and this fulfils the condi¬ 

tions of your definition]. “ It is the universal simultaneity 

of the two things that is intended, and not mere occasional 

simultaneity (i.e. in all cases where the one is absent, the 

other must also be absent); it is for this reason that the 

expression ‘avwabhavaniyamat9 is used (by which is meant 

the necessity or certainty of concomitance).” This is not 

possible, we reply; tor the ascertainment of this universal 

absence (absence in all cases) will be as impossible as that of 
universal concomitance (as shown in para. 417). If such 

an ascertainment were possible, it would be easier to as¬ 

certain universal concomitance than universal absence; and 

under the circumstances, what would be the use of this 

roundabout method of explaining your position by means of 
1 universal absence.’? 

(424) Some people offer the following definition of ‘ In¬ 

variable Concomitance —“ When the probans and the pro- 

bandum are so related that it is absolutely impossible for the 

probans to be present in a substratum where the probandum 

can never subsist,—then, in that case, the concomitance of 
these two (probans and probandum) constitutes what is meant 

by ‘ Invariable Concomitance’.” This also is not the right 

definition, we reply. By what, we ask, is the impossibility of 

the probans subsisting where the probandum cannot subsist 
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ascertained ? By any of the means of right knowledge ? Or 
by argumentation (reasoning) ? If the former, then,—in the 

first place, it cannot be ascertained by means of the sense- 

organs ; as that would be absolutely impossible (all the 

factors concerned not being in contact with them); and further 

because, if this were ascertainable by Sense-perception, then 

there would be no possibility of any doubts arising as to the 

validity of the probans —as to whether or not it is really in¬ 

variably concomitant with thq probandum. Nor, in the second 

place, could the afore-mentioned ‘impossibility* be ascertained 

by means of Inference ; as if it were, then there would be 

an endless series of Inferences (for each Inference). Thirdly, 

the impossibility cannot be ascertained by means of ‘Pre¬ 

sumption*; as Presumption (according to you, Logicians) 

does not differ from Inference; and further because, even if 

it were different, it would prove the said impossibility only 

by showing that there is no possibility of the probans subsist¬ 

ing without the probandum; and when this will have already 

been proved by‘Presumption’, what would be the use of any 

further Inference (based upon that relation between the 

probans and the probandum) ? And if the Presumption were 

not to prove the ‘impossibility* in the said manner, 

what would it prove in regard to the probans and the pro¬ 

bandum ?* 

(425) We grant, for the sake of argument, that ‘Pre¬ 

sumption* would somehow prove the required ‘impossibility*; 

even then, it becomes necessary for us to ask what exactly 

is your view. (1) Do you mean that ‘Invariable Concomi- 

tance* is that concomitance (of the two) in some place and 

time or the otherf which is accompanied by the proof of the 

impossibility of the existence of the probans in a place where 

the probanium cannot exist ? (2) Or that it is tho con¬ 

comitance in all places and at all times, as accompanied by 

that proof of impossibility? (3) Or that it is more concomitance 

* As ii that case thcro could be no concomitance between them. 
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jn general (>aguely), as thus accompanied,—and that yOu 

do not care to enter into particular details ? (4) Or that 

it is the concomitance in all places and at all times, and that 

this concomitance is ascertained by the proof of the impossi¬ 

bility of the existence of the probans where the probandum 

cannot be present ? 

(426) The first of these is not tenable ; as you cannot 

establish any of the alternatives that are possible under this 

view. For instance, does the proof of the impossibility of 

the existence of the probans where the probandum cannot 

exist pertain to all particular individuals (of the ‘probans* 

and ‘probandum’)? Or only to a few individuals in a vague 

general sort of way ? By the first alternative, wherever 

it would be necessary to bring forward the Inference, it 

would be necessary to bring up the ‘Presumption* which 

would prove the impossibility of the contrary (that is to say, 

the impossibility of tho probans existing where the 

probandum cannot exist) ; and as what is required to be 

proved by the Inference would have been already proved 

by this‘Presumption’, there would be absolutely no use for 

the trouble of having recourse to the Inference. By the 

second alternative, even when in regard to some few indivi¬ 

duals the concomitance of the two is not possible, if it is 

found in a few other individuals, these latter would suffice 

to afford scope for the proof of the impossibility of the 

contrary (i.e. of the impossibility of the probans where the 

probandum is absent); * because the ‘contrary* (whose im¬ 

possibility is sought to be proved) would, by this alternative 

be of this general form —‘the presence of smoke is always 

apart from (not concomitant with) the presence of fire*; 

and what the proof of the impossibility of this ‘contrary* 

establishes is the fact that the presence of the two (the smoke 

as the probans and the fire as the probandum) is not incom¬ 

patible; and as this ‘non-incompatibility* would be established 

• And t.: . 3 could not establish Invariable concomitance. 
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even by tlie two being found together in some cases (and not 

necessarily in all cases),—the concomitance between ‘Earth 

and‘capability of being cut by iron1 will have to be regarded 

as ‘Invariable Concomitance.* 
(427) Nor is the second form of your view (mentioned 

in para. 425) tenable. As in that case the defining clause 

“accompanied &c/* would be absolutely useless; you might 

simply say “concomitance at all times and in all places^ and 

we have already shown that even this will not be right. 

Nor can the third form of your view be maintained. As 

that is rejected by those same arguments that we have put 

forward above (in para. 426) in connection with the alterna¬ 

tives as to whether the proof of impossibility pertains to all 

individuals, or only to a few individuals in a general way. 

Nor lastly, can the fourth form of your view be accepted. For 

the universal character of the proposition, ‘what is smoky 

is fiery’, would be expressed only in the form—‘All individual 

smokes are related to (concomitant with) fire*; and if this form 

of the proposition is comprehended at the time of the cognition 

of your ‘Invariable Concomitance/ then, inasmuch as the smoko 

in the joaksa (mountain) would also be only one particular 

smoke, the concomitance of this also with fire would have 

been already cognised (by the cognition of the said Invaria- 

able Concomitance) ; and thus the further cognition (in the 

inferential conclusion) of the same previously cognised pre¬ 

sence of fire in thepaksa would be a mere ‘Remembrance* ; 

and there would be no room for your ‘Inference/ ,r/ 

(428) In answer to this it might be said that what lias 

been cognised previously has been cognised only in a general 

way ; while the Inference is in a particular form. But this also 

is not right. For what is this ‘particular form * that is 

meant to be inferred? Is it the particular individual, which is 

the ‘ particular form * of ‘ firinoss * ? Or is it the connection 

of that individual with a particular point of time and place 

(at which the prose ice of fire is cognised)? It cannot mean 
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the former; as you yourself have admitted that all 

individuals have been cognised by the cognition of Invariable 

Concomitance (so that there can be no other individual left 

to be cognised for the first time by your Inferential Conclu¬ 

sion). Nor can it mean the latter; as that which is 

your ‘ paksa\ which is a particular thing having smoke, and 

which has been ‘ remembered * (in the manner shown above) 

as having fire, is distinctly cognised by means of the Eye, as 

being a Mountain at a particular time and place (the time and 

place also thus being cognised by the Eye). This fact of time 

and place being cognised by means of the Eye will be 

admitted by you, iu the same manner as you admit the fact 

that the recognition of * certain thing, as ‘ this (what I seenow) 

is the same as that (what I had seen in the past)*, involves 

a ‘ recognition * also of the particular time and place at 

which the thing is seen now,—this ‘ recognition * being obtain¬ 

ed by means of the Eye as aided by impressions left by the 

previous cognition. [And just as in this case you do not object 

to Recognition being obtained by the Sense-organs, so you 

can have no objection to the Sensuous character of the Recog¬ 

nition involved in your Inferential Conclusion]. And thus 

(your conclusion being only a matter of Sense-perception) 

there n> room for ‘Inference/ 

(424) *Nor can the ‘ impossibility of the probans subsist¬ 

ing where the prohand am cannot subsist* be ascertained by 

Analogy; For all Analogies pertain to particular cases; 

and as such they cannot apply to cases like those under 

consideration (all of which pertain to universals. more or less). 

(430) Nor can the said ‘ impossibility ' be ascertained 

by Verbal Authority ; as in cases where no trustworthy teacher 

is available, no comprehension of ‘ Invariable Concomitance \ 

would bo possible, (if such comprehension were dependent 

upon Verbal Authority). 

•The author t«ke* up the tlirea l of ar^utnenUtiou troui para 424. 
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(431) The sixth proof, ‘ Negation *, might perhaps be 

available for you. But when we proceed to ascertain the 

character of that Negation, it is not found to be possible: 

For instance, the * Negation* must be asserted iu this form:— 

‘If the Smoke ever existed apart from fire, it would 

certainly be so perceived ;—as a matter of fact however, it is 

never so perceived;— hence from this non-perception it fol¬ 

lows that it never exists apart from fire” But this proof is not 

right; we ask—does this ‘Negation* proceed on the 

basis of the fact that its basic premiss is found to be not untrue 

only in a few cases ? or on that it is never in any case found 

to be untrue? It cannot be the former; as in that case there 

would bean ‘Invariable Concomitance * between ‘Earth* and 

‘ capability of being cut by iron \ Nor can it be the latter , 

as in that case, there arises the question—Is the ‘non¬ 

perception‘in all cases* the non-perce ration of only that which 

would he capable of being perceived? or is it ‘non-perception’ 

pure and simple ? It cannot be the former ; as it is not 

possible for that which is capable of being perceived to be 

1 nou-perceived* in all cases. Nor car .t be the latter ; as in 

that case ‘invariable concomitance ’ becomes possible between 

‘Earth* and ‘capability of being cut by iron 5 also In 

answer to this it might be urged that the truth of as ‘ con¬ 

comitance **is found to fail in the case of diamond (which, 

though ‘ Earth*/ is not ‘ cut by iron*). But even this cannot 

help you; as at the time that the diamond is not seen, there 

is no idea of the failure of the truth of the said 'concomitance *. 

“True; but when the diamond is seen, the failure of the ‘ con¬ 

comitance* becomes patent; and ‘ Invariable Concomitance ’ 

is possible only in cases where it is never found to fail.** This 

cannot be right: for even in cases where we fail to per¬ 

ceive any failure of the truth of a proposition, there is no 

guarantee that in the future also its failure or falsity will 

never be perceived. [And thus there can bo no surety 

with regard to any ‘ Invariable Concomitance*]. 
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(432) [Thus then it has been proved that the imr 

possibility of the probans subsisting where the probandum cannot 

subsist cannot be ascertained by any of the Means of Right 

Knowledge]. Nor can this ‘impossibility* be ascertained by 

reasoning or argumentation (the second part of the question 

putbyusin para. 424). For if you accept the theory 

that ‘Reasoning’ has its basis in ‘Invariable Concomitance*, 

then you land yourself in an infinite regress. If, on the 

other hand, you do not accept that theory, as in that case 

the very foundation of the ‘Reasoning* would be unsound, 

the ‘Reasoning’ itself would come to be a mere semblance 

of itself—not a true Reasoning. 

(433) Tn answer to this you might argue as follows:— 

“ You cannot very well say wrhat you have said: here 

is the ‘Reasoning* that I put forward as proving the impossi¬ 

bility of any suspicion as regards the existence of smoke apart 

ivomfire :—‘If smoke could exist without fire, it would either 

be without a cause, and as such, eternal, or not exist at all.* 

This ‘Reasoning* is unanswerable, inasmuch as if you were 

to put forward a doubt as to its validity (you would do this 

by way of some other Reasoning whose validity you accept, 

and thus) you would be open to ‘self-contradiction*, or self¬ 

nullification. * It is a rule accepted by all men that one doubts 

or suspects only that, the doubting of which does not render 

him open to the faults of ‘self-contradiction* or ‘self-nullifi¬ 

cation.* Such unanswerable Reasonings then as we have 

just shown may be brought forward in all cases (of In¬ 

ference).** This however is not right, we reply. For 

it is not necessary that the truth of the Reasoning you 

have put forward shorn d be doubted in such a way as to 

deny the relation of Cause and Effect between the Fire and 

Smoke (and it would be only if this were doubted that your 

deduction with regard to Smoke being uncaused and eternal 

* fn socking to not aside the validity of Reasoning, you accept tins validity of 
Resigning. 
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possible for that which is capable of being perceived to be 

1 nou-perceived* in all cases. Nor car .t be the latter ; as in 

that case ‘invariable concomitance ’ becomes possible between 

‘Earth* and ‘capability of being cut by iron 5 also In 

answer to this it might be urged that the truth of as ‘ con¬ 

comitance **is found to fail in the case of diamond (which, 

though ‘ Earth*/ is not ‘ cut by iron*). But even this cannot 

help you; as at the time that the diamond is not seen, there 

is no idea of the failure of the truth of the said 'concomitance *. 

“True; but when the diamond is seen, the failure of the ‘ con¬ 

comitance* becomes patent; and ‘ Invariable Concomitance ’ 

is possible only in cases where it is never found to fail.** This 

cannot be right: for even in cases where we fail to per¬ 

ceive any failure of the truth of a proposition, there is no 

guarantee that in the future also its failure or falsity will 

never be perceived. [And thus there can bo no surety 

with regard to any ‘ Invariable Concomitance*]. 
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(432) [Thus then it has been proved that the imr 

possibility of the probans subsisting where the probandum cannot 

subsist cannot be ascertained by any of the Means of Right 

Knowledge]. Nor can this ‘impossibility* be ascertained by 

reasoning or argumentation (the second part of the question 

putbyusin para. 424). For if you accept the theory 

that ‘Reasoning’ has its basis in ‘Invariable Concomitance*, 

then you land yourself in an infinite regress. If, on the 

other hand, you do not accept that theory, as in that case 

the very foundation of the ‘Reasoning* would be unsound, 

the ‘Reasoning’ itself would come to be a mere semblance 

of itself—not a true Reasoning. 

(433) Tn answer to this you might argue as follows:— 

“ You cannot very well say wrhat you have said: here 

is the ‘Reasoning* that I put forward as proving the impossi¬ 

bility of any suspicion as regards the existence of smoke apart 

ivomfire :—‘If smoke could exist without fire, it would either 

be without a cause, and as such, eternal, or not exist at all.* 

This ‘Reasoning* is unanswerable, inasmuch as if you were 

to put forward a doubt as to its validity (you would do this 

by way of some other Reasoning whose validity you accept, 

and thus) you would be open to ‘self-contradiction*, or self¬ 

nullification. * It is a rule accepted by all men that one doubts 

or suspects only that, the doubting of which does not render 

him open to the faults of ‘self-contradiction* or ‘self-nullifi¬ 

cation.* Such unanswerable Reasonings then as we have 

just shown may be brought forward in all cases (of In¬ 

ference).** This however is not right, we reply. For 

it is not necessary that the truth of the Reasoning you 

have put forward shorn d be doubted in such a way as to 

deny the relation of Cause and Effect between the Fire and 

Smoke (and it would be only if this were doubted that your 

deduction with regard to Smoke being uncaused and eternal 

* fn socking to not aside the validity of Reasoning, you accept tins validity of 
Resigning. 
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would ba true) ; but certainly the doubt might bo raised as 

to the possibility of Smoke arising from other causes also 

(which possibility would viviate yowv ‘invariable concomi¬ 

tance’). 
• 

(484) In answer to this it would not. bo right to argue 

that—“if Smoke proceeded from other causes, there would 

be no possibility of any such one genus as ‘Smoke*/' As 

such a single class or genus as ‘ Smoke* would be possible 

in that case also ; just as you have the single genus ‘Cogni¬ 

tion/ even though some Cognitions are brought about 

by the Senses, and others by ‘Inference* and other means 

of knowledge. “But in the case of Cognitions what makes' 

them sub-classed, as ‘Direct Perception’ f.i. is the contact of the 

Sense-organs ; they are classed as ‘Direct Perception* &c , 

not because, then are ‘cognition/ but because they are due to 

the particular agencies of the Sense-organ &c.” This also 

is not right ; as with a view to avoid the undesirable contin¬ 

gency of the general character, or conception, ‘Cognition* 

being something merely accidental (and not a conception 

based upon a uniform characteristic), it is necessary for 

you to point out some cause ‘or origin* that might be common 

to all cognitions ; and just as doubts might be raised as to 

any particular cognition proceeding from that source, so, 

in the same manner, in the case of a particular smoke also 

doubts might very well arise as to its originating from fire. 

Nor may it be argued that in the smoke produced by 

fire no particular feature is ever perceived (as in the parti¬ 

cular kinds of cognitions produced by the Senses, by Inference 

and so forth,) (all smoko being equally produced by fire). 

Because this non-perception of tlm particular feature can 

be explained by the fact that it is only natural that we do not 

perceive it, inasmuch as, (in a hurry, without due re¬ 

flection), any such particular feature is not capable of being 

perceived, on account of the non-perception, at .that time, 
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of those other kinds of smoke that proceed from other sources 

(than fire). [And thus, the non-perception of what is not 

perceptible at the time cannot prove its non-existence ; 

as according to the Logician also, wo are justified in believing 

that a certain tiling does not exist at the time, only when 

we make sure of the fact that if it had existed it would have 

been perceived]. And farther you cannot stop the possi¬ 

bility of jsuch surmises as—‘when the particular kind of smoke 

produced by other causes will be perceived, then it may be 

possible for us to perceive particular features in the smoke 

produced by fire also/ 

(435) “In the case of cognitions we find a common 

source (or cause) in the shape of the contact of the Mind and 

the Self'1 This is not right. For, if anything that 

proceeds from the contact of the Mind and Self were ‘Cogni¬ 

tion/ then Desire, Effort &c. would also have to be regarded 

as ‘Cognition’ ! If then, as the cause common to all cognitions, 

you were to assume—either (1) some peculiar Unseen Agency, 

or (2) a certain peculiar force, or (3) the universal class 

‘ Cognition/ or (4) the previous Negation or non-existence of 

Cognition,—then, some such (unseen) cause could also be as¬ 

sumed as pertaining in common to all smokes, even such as 

are not produced by fire. It might be argued that a single 

class can be assumed on the basis of an Unseen Cause, only in 

a case where the seen cause is found to fail (to apply to all 

the individuals concerned) (while in the case in question the 

Causality of fire is not found to fail in regard to any smoke). 

This also cannot be right. As, even granting that it 

can be assumed only in a case where the seen cause is found 

to fail,—what guarantee have you that in any given case (of 

fire and smoke for instance) (even though you may not have 

found it to fail in the past,) that it will not fail in the future? 

(430) The following argument may be brought for¬ 

ward by the Opponent:—“For you who would thus be cast¬ 

ing suspicion on all inferential processes, no inference would 
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be possible; inasmuch as, without admitting the existence 

of the inferences with regard to the nature of the Self held 

by your adversary, it would not be possible for you to engage 

in any discussion (as to the nature of the Self;; and as these 

inferences that you yourself would accept (in this discussion.) 

would be open to the same suspicions (that you put forward 

against our inferences), you would (in putting forward such 

inferences) become open to the charge of ‘ self-contradiction . 

This is not right, we reply. For (if you do not 

admit the possibility of such suspicions), just as you accept as 

valid the inference of firc% on the ground of its being the cause 

of smoke,—so in the same manner, you would have to accept 

as valid the inference, from the presence of fire, of the pres¬ 

ence of a certain source of fire (from which you might have 

seen fire being produced in certain cases) [and you would 

have no justification for suspecting and enquiring into the 

character of the relationship between fire and that particular 

cause]; specially, as all attendant circumstances being similar 

in the two cases, there can be no ground for regarding one 

as valid and the other as invalid. And further, if you hold 

that no suspicion can arise (with regard to the smoke being 

due to causes other than fire) even when we actually perceive 

properties those to which the production of smoke is due) 

common to the two (sources of smoke), then it conies to this 

that even when the Cause is present in full force, the effect m*y 

not appear; and under the circumstances, when for the pur¬ 

pose of bringing about the effect, in the shape of the convic¬ 

tion of other people, you would attempt to put forth such 

causes as Verbal Assertion, Inferential Reasonings, and so 

forth,—you also would be open to the charge of ‘ self-contra¬ 

diction/ “ But our case is different: the ‘ self-contradiction * 

that we have shown in your case, would itself be one of the 

‘peculiar features * (proving the fact, of Smoke issuing from 

no other cause save fire); and when this * peculiar feature * 

will have been duly cognised, there would be no < non-cogni¬ 

tion of peculiar features ’ which is the necessary condition for 

the appearance of suspicion; aud thus no suspicion being 

possible, how could there be any similar self-contradiction in 

our case?*' This cannot be, we reply. As the cognition of 

this ‘self-contradiction* cannot be held to be due to mere fancy 

or conjecture and such other causes; because inasmuch as 

such fancy &c. would always pertain to things that have no 

real existence, if the ‘ self-contradiction* due to such causes 

were to be effective, their operation would extend too far— 

(i. e. such fanciful ‘ self-contradictions* could be put forward 

in all cases). Nor can it be urged that it is the ‘ self-contra¬ 

diction * that pertains to things other than those having no 

real existence, which would prove the rightly cognised (ab¬ 

sence of failure in the premiss put forward). This we shall 

refute later on, when dealing with ‘ Tarka ’ or Reasoning 

[page 869]. 

(437) Thus then (the c self-contradiction 5 not being 

merely ‘ fanciful *), we ask—the ‘ cognition of peculiarity * 

in the shape * self-contradiction * that you put forward as the 

bar to any suspicion (with regard to the validity of your pre¬ 

miss)—this‘cognition* must be held to proceed either from 

some Means of right Knowledge, or from mere Reasoning; 

if it proceeds from some Means of right Knowledge, then the 

presence of the suspicion also would be cognised by that same 

means of knowledge; as it is only when a certain suspicion is 
present that any ‘self-contradiction* can be noticed in it; 

if there can be ‘ self-contradiction ’ even without the sus¬ 

picion then it is evident that the ‘ self-contradiction is equal¬ 

ly possible in both cases of likely suspicion (the one that 

you put forward against us, and the other brought forward 

by us against you). 

(438) " We grant that the Means of right Knowledge 

that would afford the cognition of ‘ self-contradiction , would 
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will have been duly cognised, there would be no < non-cogni¬ 
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the appearance of suspicion; aud thus no suspicion being 

possible, how could there be any similar self-contradiction in 

our case?*' This cannot be, we reply. As the cognition of 

this ‘self-contradiction* cannot be held to be due to mere fancy 

or conjecture and such other causes; because inasmuch as 

such fancy &c. would always pertain to things that have no 

real existence, if the ‘ self-contradiction* due to such causes 

were to be effective, their operation would extend too far— 

(i. e. such fanciful ‘ self-contradictions* could be put forward 

in all cases). Nor can it be urged that it is the ‘ self-contra¬ 

diction * that pertains to things other than those having no 

real existence, which would prove the rightly cognised (ab¬ 

sence of failure in the premiss put forward). This we shall 

refute later on, when dealing with ‘ Tarka ’ or Reasoning 

[page 869]. 

(437) Thus then (the c self-contradiction 5 not being 

merely ‘ fanciful *), we ask—the ‘ cognition of peculiarity * 

in the shape * self-contradiction * that you put forward as the 

bar to any suspicion (with regard to the validity of your pre¬ 

miss)—this‘cognition* must be held to proceed either from 

some Means of right Knowledge, or from mere Reasoning; 

if it proceeds from some Means of right Knowledge, then the 

presence of the suspicion also would be cognised by that same 

means of knowledge; as it is only when a certain suspicion is 
present that any ‘self-contradiction* can be noticed in it; 

if there can be ‘ self-contradiction ’ even without the sus¬ 

picion then it is evident that the ‘ self-contradiction is equal¬ 

ly possible in both cases of likely suspicion (the one that 

you put forward against us, and the other brought forward 

by us against you). 

(438) " We grant that the Means of right Knowledge 

that would afford the cognition of ‘ self-contradiction , would 
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also bring about the cognition of suspicion. What does this 

matter? The ‘ self-contradiction * would come about on the 

basis of the ‘suspicion’ appearing in the first instance ; and 

when this ‘ self-contradiction ', which would be a ‘ peculiar 

feature* in the case, is cognised, it will not allow any further, 

suspicion to appear.” It is not so, we reply. For (this ‘self- 

contradiction * cannot prove the absence of failure in your 

premiss,—either while the ‘ Contradiction * exists, or-after it 

has itself ceased; as) at the time that the ‘ self-contradiction * 

exists, the ‘failure’ (or discrepancy) of that which is suspected 

is proved by the very suspicion that forms the basis of that 

suspicion ; and after that ‘ suspicion * has ceased, the ‘ self- 

contradiction’ based thereupon, which is the ‘peculiar feature* 

you rely upon, also.ceases ; and thus what would be there to 

bar further suspicion ? 

(439) “ Granted that the ‘ peculiar feature * of the ‘ Self- 

contradiction * is not present at that time;—there is certainly 

present the Cognition of that Contradiction, or the Impression 

left by its Cognition ; and in all cases it is the Cognition of 

the ‘ peculiar feature *, as well as the Impression left by that 

cognition, that are obstacles to further suspicion ; and in 

no case is suspicion barred by the actual presence of the 

‘peculiar feature* itself.** * This is not right, we reply. 

For when the ‘ peculiar feature * is such as is not coeval 

with its substrate (being only temporary) (as for instance, 

the dark colour of the unbaked jar),—if the mere fact 

of this feature having been once perceived, or that of its 

impression being left on the mind, were to put a stop to all 

suspicion with regard to the future appearance of all similar 

‘peculiar features’ in that same substrate,—then, in the case 

of the unbaked jar, as the dark colour will have been perceiv¬ 

ed, either in tho jar as a ivhoLe (according to the view that 

the baking applies to the jar as one composite whole), or in 

its component atoms (in accordance with tho view that the 

baking applies to tho component particles of the thing), there 
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could be no suspicion in regard to the likelihood of there 

appearing in that jar, in the future, of the other peculiar 

feature (the red colour), through the baking. 

(440) Then again, if the‘ self-contradiction ’ appears only 

after the suspicion has arisen, then it may be that, by reason 

of the perception of this ‘ self-contradiction ’, which would 

be a ‘ peculiar feature * residing in suspicion, there can be no 

further suspicion with regard to that suspicion (but it could 

not stop the appearance of the previous suspicion itself). If, 

on the other hand, the ‘self-contradiction* resided m (depend¬ 

ed upon) the ‘failure’ (of your premiss, my suspicion with 

regard to which would, as you say, involve the ‘self-contra¬ 

diction’ ),—then, in that case, this ‘ failure ’ itself would be 

firmly established ; inasmuch as in that case, the ‘ failure , 

being the substratum of the ‘ self-contradiction (which, ac¬ 

cording to you, is rightly cognised), would be something 

that is rightly cognised. Nor may it be held that the 

Reasonings are based upon the invariable concomitances 

known from times immemorial. For, it cannot be said 

that those concomitances have been rightly cognised ; special¬ 

ly as we find in many cases—c. g> in the case of the notion 

of ‘Self’ with regard to the body,—that even though the 

cognition has continued from time immemorial, it is wrong 

alfthe same ; and as for the cognition having come down 

from times immemorial, this would be common to both (the 

cognition of your invariable concomitances, and the ordinary 

notion of self with regard to the body). Nor will it be 

right for you to make us open to ‘self-contradiction* by 

means of the Reasoning that if we suspected ‘ failure* in your 

argument, we should be involved in ‘ self-contradiction ’ 

As the very foundation of this Reasoning. being unsound 

the Reasoning would be a false one ; and if even a false 

Reasoning could succeed in making the opponent open to 

‘self-contradiction’, then, the possibility of such ‘self-con¬ 

tradiction* would be common to both parties ; inasmuch aa 
2L7t. 295a 
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it is quite possible to make you open to ‘ self-contradiction » 

by means of some sort of false Reasoning. If (in order 

to escape from this difficulty) you were to hold that the 

Reasoning has its basis in Invariable Concomitance, there 

would be suspicion of ‘failure* with regard to that con¬ 

comitance also, and so on ad infinitum. If ‘ self-contradic¬ 

tion * were to be urged against that suspicion also, then too, 

there would be no end to these (Reasonings, Suspicions and 

Self-contradictions). 

‘ And thus it will notrbe difficult for us to quote (against 

you) your own couplet with a few letters altered :* (43). 

* ‘If there is self-contradiction, then there must be sus¬ 

picion (on which that contradition is based); if there is no 

self-contradiction, then the suspicion remains in force all the 

more; and thus how could the suspicion be put an end to 

by self-contradiction? and how too could any Reasoning stop 

the suspicion ?* (44). 

(441) It might bo argued that (the tmore ‘suspicion of 

failure* can not stop all Inference, as in all suspicion or doubt 

there are always two sides of the question, and) the ‘ absence 

of failure* (with regard to any Invariable Concomitance) 

consists in the abandoning of one side and accepting of the 

other (and on the basis of this accepted concomitance the In¬ 

ference could rightly proceed). But against this some people 

might put forward the fact that in a case where we see a 

certain thing as appearing [produced) and disappearing [des¬ 

troyed) simultaneously, it is not possible to perceive any such 

‘ absence of failure*, [either as to its appearance [being born) 

or to its disappearance [being destroyed) which are the only 

two factors in the doubt as to the thing being present or not 

present]. 

* This is a parody of ono of Udayanacharya’s Karrkas. 
t The suspicion is always in the form—is this (1) true Or (2) not true ? This 

is always followed by the rejecting of either (1) or (2) and the acceptance of the other. 
In a case where the couconiifance would be accepted as true, the Inference could 
;i£htly proceod on the basis of that 

Kh. 290. 
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(442) Another definition of Invariable Concomitance is 

next tackled:—*Some people define ‘ Invariable Concomi¬ 

tance as a natural relation. To these we put the question— 

Whose • natural relation * is it ? Of the two members related ? 

or of something else? It cannot be the latter; as in that 

case Invariable Concomitance would come to be something 

quite contrary to what it is intended to be [as by this hypo¬ 

thesis it would be a relationship between things not concomi¬ 

tant with each other]. Nor could it be the former; as 

in that case we would ask—What is the meaning of the word 

‘natural ^ (1) Dogs it mean ‘based upon, or subsisting in, 

the nature of the things related *?—(2) or, ‘ produced by the 

nature of the things related *?—(3) or, ‘ that which is not-dif- 

ferent from the nature of the things intended to be related *?_ 

(4) or, ‘ that which is invariably concomitant with the nature 

of the things related *?—(5) or, ‘not due to anything other 

than the nature of the things related*?—>(6) or something dif¬ 
ferent from these five ? 

(443) If it meant the (1)—i.e. ‘subsisting in the related 

things*—then there would be ‘invariable concomitance’ between 

*Earth* and ‘ capability of being cut by iron* (as there is such 

a relation subsisting in these two). Nor can it mean the (2) ; 

as that would make your definition ‘too wide* as well 

as ‘ too narrow ’ [‘ too wide * as including the relation of the 

‘ smoke * and the ‘ ass ’ that might be visible at the time; and 

‘ too narrow * as not including the relation between ‘ Colour * 

aud ‘ Taste,’ in which no relation is produced]. For the 

same reasons, the third meaning also cannot be accepted. 

[The definition being ‘ too wide * as including the relation 

between the ‘Earth-surface ’ and the f absence of the jar *, 

whore the relation is brought about by neither of the two 

relatives; and ‘ too narrow * as not including the relation 

between * smoke* and ‘ fire,* where the relation is due to the 

•See Vachaspati Mishra’a Nydyavdrtika^atpanjaUlki (Vizianagram Sanskrit 
Huries, Denares) pp. 109-110, 

Kh. 297. 
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contact of wet fuel]. Nor can the fourth meaning be ac¬ 

cepted ; for until you have explained what ‘invariable 

concomitance’ is, it cannot be ascertained what is so concomitant; 

further, if the relation were so ‘concomitant’ then the things 

related, with which it would be concomitant, would, in virtue 

of this very fact, have a wider extension than the relation; 

and thus (there being no ‘ invariable concomitance ’ between 

the things themselves) the perception of one of these could 

not necessarily lead to the inference of the other. Nor can 

the fifth meaning be accepted ; as if by ‘ being due 

you mean 1 being produced,' then the phrase ‘ to anything 

other than the things related ’ would be entirely superfluous, 

in case the relation iu question be held to be everlasting ; as 

in that case, by its very nature, the relation would be not 

produced, either by the nature of the things themselves (or 

by any other thing) ; and in the case of the relation being 

held to be non-eternal, something transient (produced by some¬ 

thing),—then, in that case, there would be no possibility of 

any such relation; as (there can be no such relation as is pro¬ 

duced by the two related things only), the causes available 

for the production of such relation being possible every where; 

in fact in the last resort, it cannot but be admitted that such 

relation as the one in question is brought about by such (uni¬ 

versally efficient) causes as Time, Space, Unseen Agency, and 

so forth. Nor can the sixth meaning be accepted, for th6 simple 

reason that it cannot be explained what that ‘something else is; 

specially as in this case, this view can be refuted by putting 

forth all possible alternatives and showing each of them to be 

unacceptable ; as any other procedure would show the 

weakness of the disputant. 

(444.) Others again define ‘Invariable Concomitance’ as 

the relationship that is not due to any accidental circumstances. 

To these people we put the following question—What is 

Ifli» 298. 

Indian Thought : Khattdava. 

the upadhi (accidental circumstance or condition) freedom 

from which constitutes your *anupadhikatva9 ? 

(445) “ Upadhi”, says the Logician, “ is that with which 

the probandum is invariably concomitant, but with which the 

probans is not so concomitant.* This definition is derived 

from the following verset:—‘When of two terms—not related 

to each other (by the relation of invariable concomitance)—one 

is found to be invariably concomitant with the probandum, if 

the other happens to be such as has its negation (or absence) 

invariably concomitant with the negation (or absence) of the 

probandum, this other is what is called Upadhi9; this verse be¬ 

ing construed through negation as—‘that is the Upadhi whose 

negation is concomitant with the negation of the probandum9 

(the affirmative form of which would be ‘that which is con“ 

comitant with the probandum)9 J This has been called Upadhi 

(that which imposes) in view of the fact that one of its proper¬ 

ties (i. e. its concomitance) appears (is imposed upon, is 

cognised) in that which is intended to be the probans,—in 

the same manner as the redness of the red Japa flower 

appears in the piece of rock-crystal. This is what has been 

thus declared (by Kumarila Bhatta)§ ‘Of an invariable con¬ 

comitance that is perceived, there is only a certain character 

that can be regarded as the basis of (leading up to) that con¬ 

comitance,—this character being one with regard to which 

° This definition is the one given by Udayanacharya in his Kusumdujali, page 

395 (Bibl. Ind). 
f Tlii3 quotation is spoken of by l he Shankar! as a ‘ Vartika’ ; and by the Vidya 

sagarl as tVdmana-shloka\ ‘That which has its negation concomitant with the ne¬ 

gation of the probandum’ is the same as ‘that which is concomitant with the proban¬ 

dum’ (of the above definition) ; aud the qualification ‘not related to each other’ 

signifies ‘that which is not coucomitant with the probans.’ 

t The whole of this sentence, from here down to the end of the para, is from 
the Nyuya-kusumdnjal i pp. 412-13 (Bib. Ind.). 

§ Shloka-vartika, Anuinana 13-15. According to the Shankarl this quotation con¬ 

tains only the second shloka. But the Vidya-sagarl * reads two. We adopt the latter 

reading. The Bibl Ind. edition of thQ'Nydyakusnmdnjali however contains only one 

shloka (the second). 
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it is ascertained that if it exists, the other must exist ;* there 

are however many other characters which man lend 

support to invariable concomitances based upon entirely 

different characters,—but which even though perceived can* 

not rightly lead up to the notion of that with which the 

thing concerned may be concomitant’ . This Upadhi may be 

one with regard to which we are quit$ certain (as to its be¬ 

ing an ‘upadhi), as also one which may be merely suspected 

(as being one) [i. e. the merest suspicion of the presence of 

such a character is enough to vitiate the validity of the 

inference.] With regard to this we have the following 

declaration t:—‘So long as there is even an hundredth part 

of a suspicion as to the presence of the probans in a substra¬ 

tum where the probandum can never subsist,—how can such 

a probans ever have any inferential force (how can it ever 

lead to any inference).” 

(446) The above definition of ‘ Upadhi * cannot be accept¬ 

ed. As it would apply to the character of * paksetaratva.’ 

(the character of being something other than the paksa.’)X 

0 That ia itosay, there may be some characters which even though belonging 

to the Paksa, for instance,—which Paksa may be the substratum of the concomitance 

of some other property,—cannot prove the presence of the other character. 

fThe Vidyasagarl speaks of this quotation as labhiyukta-vachana1 and ’the 

Ku.sumdnjaliprakdsha as‘ vriddhasammati (page 395, Bilb. Indica.) 

Jin the inference—the ‘Mountain is fiery, because there is smoke’, the character 

of being other than the mountain (which is the paksa) is something that resides where 

ever fire exists. Though this may not be true with regard to the mountain itself, 

—yet as the presence of fire in the mountain is still doubtful (depending for ascer¬ 

tainment upon the inference itself), it cannot betaken into account. Thus then, 
the said character is one with whom fire (the probandum) ia invariably concomitant. 

So this fulfills the first condition of ‘upddhiThe second condition is that the 

probans should not be invariably concomitant with it ; in the case in question we 

find that smoke (tho probans) is not invariably concomitant with the character of 

being other than the mountain ; as the two (smoke and this character) are not 

found together in the mountain itself. A.s the presence of smoke in the mountain 

is not doubtful, (like the presence of fire),—being actually perceived by the eye,— 

itha8tobo taken into account. Thus then wc find a term—in tho shape of fire 

said character—which fulfills both conditions of the updihi. Thus your definition 

of upiihi is ono that vitiates even such^ valid inferences as V e mountain has fire 
because it smokes.’ 

Kh. 300. 
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Nor will ifc be right for you to add a further qualification to 

your ‘upadhi’— viz.,that of being ‘something other than pakse¬ 

taratva’ As in that case, the definition will cease to 

apply even to such ‘pak'setaratoa’ as is indicated by the sub- 

lation or denial (of the inferential conclusion) *. In answer 

to this, it may be argued that in such cases, Sublation is not 

an upadhi, but only something indicating the invalidity of 

the cognition (and as such it is only right that this subla¬ 

tion is not included in the definition of * Upadhi’). But in 

that case, if Sublation had no connection with ‘Upaqllii * or 

‘invalidating condition’,—there would be no ‘sublation’ at all. 

[As there is real ‘sublation’ only where there is an invalidat¬ 

ing condition]. It is in view of this fact that it has been 

declared (by Udayana) that, “ whether the ‘ Upadhi ’ be in¬ 

dicated either by sublation or by 'something else,—it does 

not make any difference." In order to avoid this you will 

perhaps add a further qualification to your definition 

of‘Upadhi’ (defining it as that which isotherthan ‘paksetarat¬ 

va’ and also other than that indicated by sublation. But this 

also will not help you ; as (even though this may save you 

from the difficulty now pointed out by us), it does not save 

you from the difficulty that until you have ascertained what 

‘invariable concomitance’ is, you cannot ascertain what it is 

with which the probans is not ‘invariably concomitant’ ; 

nor can you ascertain with what the probandum is ‘ invari¬ 

ably concomitant.’ And thus there is mutual inter-depen¬ 

dence between your ‘vydpti’ and upadhi,’ 

* For instance, in the invalid inference—‘Fire is a not-hot substance,—be¬ 

cause it has colour—like the jar,’—this reasoning is invalidated by ‘paksetaratva’, 

which is a real Upadhi. As the character of being other than fire is such that non-heat 

is invariably concomitant with it, and colour is not so concomitant with it (aa fire 

also has colour). That such is the fact is indicated by the sublation or denial of 

the conclusion by actual perception. If then * paksetaratva’ were excluded from 

the definition of upadhi this definition would not include the 4 paksetaratva in tho 

case cited. 

Kh. 301, 
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(447) You ma,y explain tfiafc what you mean by the pro¬ 

bandum being ‘ invariably concomitant * ivith a Certain thing is 

that the probandum is never seen apart from that thing (and 

for recognising this it is not necessary to ascertain what ‘in¬ 

variable concomitance9 is, and thus there is rio mutual inter¬ 

dependence). But this also cannot be right ; for it may so 

happen that even though a'particular probandum may actually 

be such as exists apart from the thing in question, yet.it may 

be seen (or conceived of) as being one that does not exist apart 

from it (t. e., in cases of mistaken conceptions) ; and your 

definition of ‘ Upadhi ’ would thus become applicable to such 

a thing also. Nor can it be ascertained that the probandum 

will never, at any future time, be found to be apart from the 

thing concerned [hence you cannot, with a view to escape from 

the difficulty just put forward, define the invariable concomi¬ 

tance of the probandum loitli a certain thing as lying in the 

fact that the probandum neither was, nor is, nor ever will 

be apart from that thing]. And further, at the time that 

the invariable concomitance itself is being cognised (and 

hence the Major premiss is still in the formation), the other 

(minor) term has not yet acquired the character of the true 

*probandum9 (which it can acquire only after the conclusion has 

been arrived at and formulated*) ; and hence how can you 

ascertain (at the time of the cognition of invariable concomi¬ 

tance) the fact of any term being such as does not exist apart 

from the 8 Saclhya9 or ‘probandum * ? It may be said in ans¬ 

wer to this that “ what is meant by the ‘probandum’ is (not 

that which is proved, but) that with which the other term 

is invariably concomitant. But this also will be not right ; 

until you have ascertained the ‘invariable concomi¬ 

tance', you cannot ascertain the meaning of that with which 

something else is invariably concomitant (thus the ascertain¬ 

ment of this latter character depending upon that of 

‘invariable concomitance/ which in its turn is dependent 

# A term becomes a probtnidum, mldhya only after it has been proved orfijig 
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upon the former, there results a mutual inter-dependence). 

You will pei haps say that what you mean by your ' vyapaka* 

(that with which another thing is invariably concomitant) 

is that which is known to have the possibility of such a 

character (and it is not necessary for it to be recognised a3 

actually possessed of that character). But this also will 

not help you ; as until you have ascertained what the ‘ vya- 

paka ’ really is, of what character would you cognise the 

‘possibility ’ ? You will perhaps find it better now to declare 

that what you mean is that the Upadhi is to be such that the 

probandum in invariably concomitant with it,—and that even 

though what you intend to be the ‘probandum’ may not 

actually have the character of the true ‘probandum’, yet all 

that is meant is that it should be capable of being the proban- 

dim. This also is not right, we reply. For how is it 

to be known that this is capable of being the probandum 

and that is not; specially as it cannot yet be asserted that 

this can be ascertained by the fact of its being found to be 

such that something is * invariably concomitant ’ with it. 

(448) Having thus shown that it cannot be explained what 

is meant by the TJpadlii being such that the probandum is 

invariably concomitant with it, we now proceed to show that 

in all cases of Upadhi it is impossible to ascertain that the 

Upadhi is such that the probans is not invariably concomitant 

with it (this latter being the second differentium of the Upadhi 

according to the Logician). For in the stock-example 

of the Inference with Upadhi or the Vitiated Inference—‘he is 

dark because he is the son of Maitra’ (where the character of 

being due to the eating of leaves and herbs is said to be the 

UpMhi or ‘Vitiating Condition’),—it is extremely difficult 

to make sure that the action of the eating of leaves and herbs is 

not present in the particular sou of Maitra (and yet it is only 

when this is ascertained that the said character can be held 

to be such that the probans, the being Maitra’s son, is not 
invariably concomitant w'tli it). 

Kh. 303. 



^02 Chapter I, Section (*18). 
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(449) In answer to the above the Opponent says :—“ We 

have a case of certain Upudhi when we have valid means 

of ascertaining the aforesaid character ; while in cases where 

no such means is availablo, the Upudhi is regarded as only 

doubtful. (And the case of Maitra’s son comes within this 

latter category) inasmuch as there is nothing to show that 

it is absolutely necessary that there should be in everv case 

that effect of herb-eating with which the being Maitra’s son 

is invariably concomitant.” This is not right, we reply. 

As the fact of the case being one of the result of herb- 

eating can also be proved by means of the same probans—viz., 

that of being Maitra’s son ; and hence it is quite possible, on 

the strength of this, to cast off all doubt even as to its being an 

Upadhi (inasmuch it would be shown to be one with which 

the probans is invariably concomitant). If, in order to meet 

this difficulty, you were to argue that, in the case of the 

inference ( this is a case of the result of herb-eating, because 

it is a case of Maitra’s son’) also, there would be an Upaclhi 

in the shape of the accessory circumstances attendant upon 

the herb-eating (and thus that inference itself being vitiated, 

the doubtful character of the original upudhi remains intact), 

—then the actual presence of each of these accessory cir¬ 

cumstances also could be inferred from the same probans, that 

of its being a case of Maitra’s child (and thus there would 

be no Upadhi in any of these cases). “ Butin this manner 

there would be an infinite regress of Upadhis and Inferen¬ 

ces.” But, we ask, wherefore could not there be the same 

infinite regress in the putting forward of one upudhi after 

the other? Then again, if ‘accessory circumstances’ were to 

be regarded as a vitiating upadhi, then, such upadhis would 

be present oven in the case of correct inferences, as that 

of the presence of fire from smoko—(And as this would vit¬ 

iate all inferences), it will bo necessary for you to add to 

your definition of upadhi some such qualifying clause as 

would excludo tho said ‘accessory circumstances.’ 

Kh. 304. 
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(450) The Opponent puts the following question — 

« When you would be proving the darkness of the child by 

the fact of its being Maitra’s child, there would he the 

possibility of an upadhi in the shape of the result of herb¬ 

eating ; and when you would proceed to prove this latter 

fact of its being a case of herb-eating by the same reasoning 

(that of the child being Maitra’s), there again would be 

the possibility of an upadhi in the shape of ‘darkness’, and 

thus as in all such cases there would be a possibility of 

Upadhi, how could you ever succeed in proviug with abso¬ 

lute certainty the presence of that which we put forward a3 

the upadhi (setting aside by this proof its character of 

‘ Upadhi’) ? ” This is not right, we reply. For, in¬ 

asmuch as we could prove with absolute certainty each of 

the two (‘darkness’ and ‘being a case of herb-eating1) by the 

same probans, of ‘being Maitra’s child’,—there would be no 

possibility even of suspecting any of the two to be such that 

the probans is not invariably concomitant with it. [And 

thus neither would have the character of your ‘ Upadhi’]. If 

what we say is not right, and if in such cases, any of the two 

were a true upadhi, then you would have many undesirable 

contingencies, like the following, which would strike at the 

root of all inferential reasoning (1) When you would prove 

the fact of the World having a Creator, you would have an 

upadhi in the character of being produced by the Unseen Force 

(of Destiny) ; and when you would seek to prove the fact 

of Earth being produced by the Unseen Force, you would 

have ah Upadhi in the shape of the character of having a 

creator;—(2) Similarly when proving the World to be the crea¬ 

tion of an intelligent person, you would have an Upadhi in 

the shape of the character of being produced by effort ; and 

when proving this latter you would have the character of 

being produced by an intelligent person as the Upadhi;—(3) so 

also, when proving the presence of something possessing the 

general character of ‘fire’, you wo Id have for the Upadhi, 
Kh. 305. 
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the character of containing heat or brightness produced bg 

fuel; and when proving this latter,. there would be an TJpa- 

dhi in the shape of the presence of something possessed of 
the generic character of dre. 

(451) [Page 377] Some Logicians have held that in the 

definition of ‘ Upadhi’ what is meant by the Upadhi ‘being 

such that the probandum is invariably concomitant with 

it* is, that the relation holding between the probans and the 

probandum is so concomitant. The reasonings we have 

put forward above serve to demolish this view also [as 

even this character cannot be ascertained until it is 

known what is meant by the character of the ‘probandum* 

and by that of ‘having something as invariable concomitant’]. 

| Having thus shown that these two characters cannot be as¬ 

certained in the case of the doubtful Upadhi] we now proceed 

to show that in the case of the certain Upadhi also, if 

the Upadhi happens to be one that is not perceptible 

by the senses, the negation of this Upadhi also (a know¬ 

ledge whereof will be necessary for ascertaining that the 

probcins is not invariably concomitant with this Upadhi) will 

be one that cannot be perceived by the senses ; hence in any 

case it will have to be inferred\ and this inference of the nega¬ 

tion or absence of the npaclhi could very well be met by the. 

counter-inference of its presence,—this inference being based 

upon the probans having for its probandum that same upadhi.* 

You will perhaps retort that—“ even so, this shall be a case 

of doubtful upadhiTrue; by saying so you have won a 

victory certainly, but only over shame; as the position that 

you had taken up was that the case cited by you was one of 

* In the case of the inference ‘he is Maitra’s son’ the character of being due to 
eating is brought forward as the upadhi. This upadhi cafinot be known by the senses; 

hence its absence also can be only inferred the inference, being in the form—‘There 

is no effect of herb-eating in his case, because he is of fair complexion’. This infer¬ 

ence can be met by the counter-inference—‘This is a case of the effect of herb-eating 

(the original upadhi being the probandum here),—because he is Maitra’s son’ (the 
same probans as the one in the original inference). 
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certain upadhi, and yet when it has been shown to you that 

it is at best only a case of doubthd upUdhi, you rejoice at it 

and consider it quite favourable to yourself; well, who could 

do so except one who had completely conquered all idea of 

shame! 

(452) [We have brought forward the above objections 

after having taken it for granted that there is some suspicion 

as to the presence of the upadhi]. As matter of fact, however, 

when no certain upadhi is accepted, there can be no suspicion 

even, with regard to its presence (as it is only when a thing 

is known to exist that there can be any suspicion as to its pres¬ 

ence). The Opponent will perhaps say in answer to this 

that—there would be a case of the due perception of a cer¬ 

tainupadhi, where the presence of the upadhi is distinctly 

and surely cognised by Sense-perception [for instance, such 

upaclhis as the contact of ivetfuel, as vitiating the inference 

‘it is smoking, because there is fire’—in which case it is clearly 

perceived that the probandum, ‘smoke’, is invariably concomi¬ 

tant with the wet-f uel-cohtact, but the probans ‘fire’, is not so]. 

This also is not right, we reply; as in such cases, the denial 

of the presence of the upadhi (wet-fuel-contact) being based 

upon the Senses, the super-sensuous presence of that same 

upadhi {contact of wet fuel in the red-hot iron) could be 

inferred or proved by means of the same probans (presence 

of fire) which had been sought (by means of the upadhi) to 

be rendered incapable (of proving the probandum) * [and thus 

the upadhi would cease to be an updrlhi; at any rate its 

character would become open to doubt]. Specially because 

as a matter of fact, we find that even’ though a certain thing 

° That is is to say, all that the sense-perception of the absence of wet-fuel-con¬ 

tact proves is the absence of such contact as couM be perceived by the senses; it can¬ 

not prove anything as to the presence or absence of such wet-fuel-contact as may be 

imperceptible by the senses ; and it would he possible to prove the presence of this 

supersensuous contact by means of the following inference:—‘In this red-hot iron 
there is contact of wet fuel,—because it contains fire—like the culinary hearth.’ 

Kh, 307. 



306 Chapter I, Section (18). 

the character of containing heat or brightness produced bg 

fuel; and when proving this latter,. there would be an TJpa- 

dhi in the shape of the presence of something possessed of 
the generic character of dre. 

(451) [Page 377] Some Logicians have held that in the 

definition of ‘ Upadhi’ what is meant by the Upadhi ‘being 

such that the probandum is invariably concomitant with 

it* is, that the relation holding between the probans and the 

probandum is so concomitant. The reasonings we have 

put forward above serve to demolish this view also [as 

even this character cannot be ascertained until it is 

known what is meant by the character of the ‘probandum* 

and by that of ‘having something as invariable concomitant’]. 

| Having thus shown that these two characters cannot be as¬ 

certained in the case of the doubtful Upadhi] we now proceed 

to show that in the case of the certain Upadhi also, if 

the Upadhi happens to be one that is not perceptible 

by the senses, the negation of this Upadhi also (a know¬ 

ledge whereof will be necessary for ascertaining that the 

probcins is not invariably concomitant with this Upadhi) will 

be one that cannot be perceived by the senses ; hence in any 

case it will have to be inferred\ and this inference of the nega¬ 

tion or absence of the npaclhi could very well be met by the. 

counter-inference of its presence,—this inference being based 

upon the probans having for its probandum that same upadhi.* 

You will perhaps retort that—“ even so, this shall be a case 

of doubtful upadhiTrue; by saying so you have won a 

victory certainly, but only over shame; as the position that 

you had taken up was that the case cited by you was one of 

* In the case of the inference ‘he is Maitra’s son’ the character of being due to 
eating is brought forward as the upadhi. This upadhi cafinot be known by the senses; 

hence its absence also can be only inferred the inference, being in the form—‘There 

is no effect of herb-eating in his case, because he is of fair complexion’. This infer¬ 

ence can be met by the counter-inference—‘This is a case of the effect of herb-eating 

(the original upadhi being the probandum here),—because he is Maitra’s son’ (the 
same probans as the one in the original inference). 

Kh. 306. 

Indian Thought, Khandana. 

certain upadhi, and yet when it has been shown to you that 

it is at best only a case of doubthd upUdhi, you rejoice at it 

and consider it quite favourable to yourself; well, who could 

do so except one who had completely conquered all idea of 

shame! 

(452) [We have brought forward the above objections 

after having taken it for granted that there is some suspicion 

as to the presence of the upadhi]. As matter of fact, however, 

when no certain upadhi is accepted, there can be no suspicion 

even, with regard to its presence (as it is only when a thing 

is known to exist that there can be any suspicion as to its pres¬ 

ence). The Opponent will perhaps say in answer to this 

that—there would be a case of the due perception of a cer¬ 

tainupadhi, where the presence of the upadhi is distinctly 

and surely cognised by Sense-perception [for instance, such 

upaclhis as the contact of ivetfuel, as vitiating the inference 

‘it is smoking, because there is fire’—in which case it is clearly 

perceived that the probandum, ‘smoke’, is invariably concomi¬ 

tant with the wet-f uel-cohtact, but the probans ‘fire’, is not so]. 

This also is not right, we reply; as in such cases, the denial 

of the presence of the upadhi (wet-fuel-contact) being based 

upon the Senses, the super-sensuous presence of that same 

upadhi {contact of wet fuel in the red-hot iron) could be 

inferred or proved by means of the same probans (presence 

of fire) which had been sought (by means of the upadhi) to 

be rendered incapable (of proving the probandum) * [and thus 

the upadhi would cease to be an updrlhi; at any rate its 

character would become open to doubt]. Specially because 

as a matter of fact, we find that even’ though a certain thing 

° That is is to say, all that the sense-perception of the absence of wet-fuel-con¬ 

tact proves is the absence of such contact as couM be perceived by the senses; it can¬ 

not prove anything as to the presence or absence of such wet-fuel-contact as may be 

imperceptible by the senses ; and it would he possible to prove the presence of this 

supersensuous contact by means of the following inference:—‘In this red-hot iron 
there is contact of wet fuel,—because it contains fire—like the culinary hearth.’ 

Kh, 307. 



3os Chapter I, Section (18). 

(fire f.i.) may in one place (in the culinary hearth f.i.), be per¬ 

ceptible by the senses, yet, in another place, there is nothing 

to prevent its having its existence proved in the impercep¬ 

tible form by means of the same probans ; e g. the digestive 

fire in the stomach (though imperceptible) is proved by the 

fact of digestion. [That is to say, though in the 

case of the culinary hearth, on finding that cooking is done 

we infer the presence of fire which is perceptible,—yet 

finding the same ‘cooking’, digesting, being done° to the 

food in the stomach,* we infer the presence of fire in the 

stomach, where it is not perceptible]. 

(453) Then again, your definition of *upaclhi’—as that 

which, while being such that the probans is not invariably 

concomitant with it, is yet one with which the probandum is 

so concomitant*—is open to another objection:—the being the 

effect of the eating of herbs and such other things (which the 

Logician cites as the stock-example of his upaclhi) is not one 

with which the probandum (being of dark complexion) is invar¬ 

iably concomitant; for as a matter of fact, there is no such 

single substance as ‘ Shahaditva’ (i.e. the term ‘ herbs and 

such other things’ being indefinite, it cannot give rise to any 

one definite conception) ; and as such the probandum could 

not be invariably concomitant with it.* But even granting the 

possibility of concomitance with such an indefinite term; 

we find that the dark complexion is not invariably con¬ 

comitant with the said eating of herbs, fyc.; as for instance, the 

darkness of such substances as the blue stone is not the effect 

of any eating at all. You will perhaps say that yowvproban- 

dam is the ‘darkness of the human body] and this certainly is 

invariably concomitant with the eating of herbs fyc. This 

also is not right, we reply. As the ‘ upaclhi * is put forward 

as against the invariable concomitance (as expressed in the 

* The dark complexion may be concomitant with the eating of herbs, or of the 

eating of Home definite substance ; it could not be hold to bo concomitant with ‘ the 

eating of herbs and such other Ihinys' 
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premiss) upon which the inferences (ought to be vitiated by the 

upadhi is based) : and the concomitance that we find to be ex¬ 

pressed in the inference in question is not with ‘the darkness of 

file human body' (the basic major premiss boing in the form 

«darkness is invariably concomitant with the eating of herbs 

&c.’) ; specially as the ‘darkness’ mentioned in the premiss 

formulating the invariable concomitance is. ‘darkness* in its 

most general form, and not that particular form of it which is 

found in human beings ; because that the darkness referred to 

herein is that which resides in a human being (the particular 

child in question) is proved, not indeed by the aforesaid 

^ premiss, but by that other premiss wherein the probans is 

spoken of as residing in the Minor term (this child). [Hence 

‘the darkness of human beings’ cannot be accepted as figur¬ 

ing in the premiss formulating the invariable concomitance]. 

For if the general statement in the premiss referred to the 

‘ darkness of a human being’, then (the conclusion would be 

in the form ‘the human child of Maitra is dark’, where) the 

word ‘human’ would be absolutely incapable of precluding any¬ 

thing (more than what is already precluded by the word ‘Mai- 

tra’s child*); and as such it would lose its qualifying character. 

If the word ‘human* were regarded as serving the useful 

purpose of excluding the darkness acquired indirectly 

through the besmearing of soot and such other causes,—then 

whereby would you have an exclusion of that darkness which 

belongs to a human being darkened (by the besmearing of 

soot) who may be in contact with Maitra’s son,—where also 

the darkness of Maitra’s son comes to him indirectly (and 

is yet belonging to a human body, and as such not capable 

of being excluded by the qualification ‘human’) ? 

(454) Nor will it be right for you to declare that what 

you mean by the upadhi being such that the probandum is 

invariably concomitant with it is that it never fails to be 

present wherever the probans and the probandum arefmnd 

Kh. 309. 
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which, while being such that the probans is not invariably 

concomitant with it, is yet one with which the probandum is 

so concomitant*—is open to another objection:—the being the 

effect of the eating of herbs and such other things (which the 

Logician cites as the stock-example of his upaclhi) is not one 

with which the probandum (being of dark complexion) is invar¬ 

iably concomitant; for as a matter of fact, there is no such 

single substance as ‘ Shahaditva’ (i.e. the term ‘ herbs and 

such other things’ being indefinite, it cannot give rise to any 

one definite conception) ; and as such the probandum could 

not be invariably concomitant with it.* But even granting the 

possibility of concomitance with such an indefinite term; 

we find that the dark complexion is not invariably con¬ 

comitant with the said eating of herbs, fyc.; as for instance, the 

darkness of such substances as the blue stone is not the effect 

of any eating at all. You will perhaps say that yowvproban- 

dam is the ‘darkness of the human body] and this certainly is 

invariably concomitant with the eating of herbs fyc. This 

also is not right, we reply. As the ‘ upaclhi * is put forward 

as against the invariable concomitance (as expressed in the 

* The dark complexion may be concomitant with the eating of herbs, or of the 

eating of Home definite substance ; it could not be hold to bo concomitant with ‘ the 

eating of herbs and such other Ihinys' 
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premiss) upon which the inferences (ought to be vitiated by the 

upadhi is based) : and the concomitance that we find to be ex¬ 

pressed in the inference in question is not with ‘the darkness of 

file human body' (the basic major premiss boing in the form 

«darkness is invariably concomitant with the eating of herbs 

&c.’) ; specially as the ‘darkness’ mentioned in the premiss 

formulating the invariable concomitance is. ‘darkness* in its 

most general form, and not that particular form of it which is 

found in human beings ; because that the darkness referred to 

herein is that which resides in a human being (the particular 

child in question) is proved, not indeed by the aforesaid 

^ premiss, but by that other premiss wherein the probans is 

spoken of as residing in the Minor term (this child). [Hence 

‘the darkness of human beings’ cannot be accepted as figur¬ 

ing in the premiss formulating the invariable concomitance]. 

For if the general statement in the premiss referred to the 

‘ darkness of a human being’, then (the conclusion would be 

in the form ‘the human child of Maitra is dark’, where) the 

word ‘human’ would be absolutely incapable of precluding any¬ 

thing (more than what is already precluded by the word ‘Mai- 

tra’s child*); and as such it would lose its qualifying character. 

If the word ‘human* were regarded as serving the useful 

purpose of excluding the darkness acquired indirectly 

through the besmearing of soot and such other causes,—then 

whereby would you have an exclusion of that darkness which 

belongs to a human being darkened (by the besmearing of 

soot) who may be in contact with Maitra’s son,—where also 

the darkness of Maitra’s son comes to him indirectly (and 

is yet belonging to a human body, and as such not capable 

of being excluded by the qualification ‘human’) ? 

(454) Nor will it be right for you to declare that what 

you mean by the upadhi being such that the probandum is 

invariably concomitant with it is that it never fails to be 

present wherever the probans and the probandum arefmnd 
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to be related (that is to say, the being the result of the eating 

of herbs &c. never fails to be present wherever darkness is 

found to be related with the child of Maitra). This 

will not be right, wo say ; as if such were the 

character of ‘Upadhi’, then, in the case of the infer¬ 

ence that * a certain organ (of vision) is of the nature of 

tejas (light) because it is the organ which affords the per¬ 

ception of colour* (which is valid, and as such ought to be 

free from upadhi) t you would have such an Upadhi in the 

shape of * udbhutarupatva * (the character of manifested 

colour) [which would be something which never fails to be 

present wherever c the nature of tejas 9 is found to be related 

to ‘ the perception of colour’ ; as there can be no perception 

of colour except when it is manifested]. Similarly if you 

were to insert the probans as a qualification to the ‘proban- 

dum* (i. e., if you were to declare your upadhi to be Sddhand- 

vachchhinnasdclliyavyaptika, 4 that with which the probandum, 

as determined or qualified by the probans, is invariably con¬ 

comitant’],% —then, there should be something for the exclusion 

of which you add this qualification ; now if what .you 

intend to exclude is that with which the unqualified proban• 

dum is invariably concomitant,—then this character of upd- 

dhi could not belong to that which is capable of giving 

rise to a doubt as to the truth of the invariable concomi¬ 

tance on which the inference in based.* If, on the other hand, 

the qualification you add (sadhandvachchhinna) is not intended 

to exclude anything,—then it fails to be a true qualification 

for certainly a qualification does not become useful (and 

hence a true qualification) simply because there is necessity 

for it; it becomes so only when it serves the purpose of 

* Where the Upadhi is there the logician has the 

But at the same time he accepts that also as the (though only 

nfjjjra) that which is only Hence if tho definition of the Upiklhi were 

restricted to tho it would not include tho aforesaid 

^lFvr- 
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excluding something (which could not be otherwise excluded). 

And thus your ‘qualification’ being altogether useless, your 

definition would be open to the fallacy of ‘ asiddhi' (i. e., the 

asiddhi, or non-accomplishment, of the vishSsana) ; just as we 

have in the case of the argument—* the world is without a 

creator, because it is not produced by a bodied being’— 

(where we have the Vishesanasiddhi in view of the utter use¬ 
lessness of the qualification ‘bodied’). 

(455) 'Then again, how could you make your definition 

of upadhi applicable to such cases as that of a negative in¬ 

ference which is invalid (and as such must have a vitiating 

upadhi), specially where the probans is really present (as 

a qualification) in the Subject (Minor Term),—e. g., in the 

inference—‘the living body is made up of more than one 

substance, all of which are other than Earth, Water, Fire, Air, 

Akasha, Time, Space and Soul, because it is endowed with 

breathing &c.’—(where though breathing &c. are actually 

present in the living body, yet the inference is not valid) ? 

Because, as a matter of fact, we find that in the invalid ne^a- 
t O 

tive inference, that which is the probandum is not invari¬ 

ably concomitant with the upadhi; for (if it were so) that which 

is intended by the opponent to be the probandum would be 

present somewhere (and totally non-existent, as the proban- 

dim of the universal negative inference should be). Then 

again, if there were an upadhi in the negative premiss, then 

that term in the negation which is the invariable concomi¬ 

tant (viz. the absence or negation of the probandum) would 

have to be such that the upadhi is invariably concomitant 

with it * (and thus the probandum could not be invariably 

° Having shown the impossibility of the definition of Upadhi in regard to 
affirmative inferences, tho author proceeds to show the same in regard to nega¬ 
tive inferences. 

t That is to say—it would be absolutely necessary that wherever the Upadhi 
exists, thero cannot be anything made up of more than one substance, all of which 
are other than Earth and Water &c. If this were not so,—i. e-, if the Upadhi were not 
so concomitant with the negation of t\\cprobandum,—then it would be possible for 
the Upadhi to be present oven in cases where we have the negation of the negation 
of t\\o proba, dum ; that is to say, whore tho Upadhi is, thero tho probandum also ia. 
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to be related (that is to say, the being the result of the eating 

of herbs &c. never fails to be present wherever darkness is 

found to be related with the child of Maitra). This 

will not be right, wo say ; as if such were the 

character of ‘Upadhi’, then, in the case of the infer¬ 

ence that * a certain organ (of vision) is of the nature of 

tejas (light) because it is the organ which affords the per¬ 

ception of colour* (which is valid, and as such ought to be 

free from upadhi) t you would have such an Upadhi in the 

shape of * udbhutarupatva * (the character of manifested 

colour) [which would be something which never fails to be 

present wherever c the nature of tejas 9 is found to be related 

to ‘ the perception of colour’ ; as there can be no perception 

of colour except when it is manifested]. Similarly if you 

were to insert the probans as a qualification to the ‘proban- 

dum* (i. e., if you were to declare your upadhi to be Sddhand- 

vachchhinnasdclliyavyaptika, 4 that with which the probandum, 

as determined or qualified by the probans, is invariably con¬ 

comitant’],% —then, there should be something for the exclusion 

of which you add this qualification ; now if what .you 

intend to exclude is that with which the unqualified proban• 

dum is invariably concomitant,—then this character of upd- 

dhi could not belong to that which is capable of giving 

rise to a doubt as to the truth of the invariable concomi¬ 

tance on which the inference in based.* If, on the other hand, 

the qualification you add (sadhandvachchhinna) is not intended 

to exclude anything,—then it fails to be a true qualification 

for certainly a qualification does not become useful (and 

hence a true qualification) simply because there is necessity 

for it; it becomes so only when it serves the purpose of 

* Where the Upadhi is there the logician has the 

But at the same time he accepts that also as the (though only 

nfjjjra) that which is only Hence if tho definition of the Upiklhi were 

restricted to tho it would not include tho aforesaid 

^lFvr- 
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excluding something (which could not be otherwise excluded). 

And thus your ‘qualification’ being altogether useless, your 

definition would be open to the fallacy of ‘ asiddhi' (i. e., the 

asiddhi, or non-accomplishment, of the vishSsana) ; just as we 

have in the case of the argument—* the world is without a 

creator, because it is not produced by a bodied being’— 

(where we have the Vishesanasiddhi in view of the utter use¬ 
lessness of the qualification ‘bodied’). 

(455) 'Then again, how could you make your definition 

of upadhi applicable to such cases as that of a negative in¬ 

ference which is invalid (and as such must have a vitiating 

upadhi), specially where the probans is really present (as 

a qualification) in the Subject (Minor Term),—e. g., in the 

inference—‘the living body is made up of more than one 

substance, all of which are other than Earth, Water, Fire, Air, 

Akasha, Time, Space and Soul, because it is endowed with 

breathing &c.’—(where though breathing &c. are actually 

present in the living body, yet the inference is not valid) ? 

Because, as a matter of fact, we find that in the invalid ne^a- 
t O 

tive inference, that which is the probandum is not invari¬ 

ably concomitant with the upadhi; for (if it were so) that which 

is intended by the opponent to be the probandum would be 

present somewhere (and totally non-existent, as the proban- 

dim of the universal negative inference should be). Then 

again, if there were an upadhi in the negative premiss, then 

that term in the negation which is the invariable concomi¬ 

tant (viz. the absence or negation of the probandum) would 

have to be such that the upadhi is invariably concomitant 

with it * (and thus the probandum could not be invariably 

° Having shown the impossibility of the definition of Upadhi in regard to 
affirmative inferences, tho author proceeds to show the same in regard to nega¬ 
tive inferences. 

t That is to say—it would be absolutely necessary that wherever the Upadhi 
exists, thero cannot be anything made up of more than one substance, all of which 
are other than Earth and Water &c. If this were not so,—i. e-, if the Upadhi were not 
so concomitant with the negation of t\\cprobandum,—then it would be possible for 
the Upadhi to be present oven in cases where we have the negation of the negation 
of t\\o proba, dum ; that is to say, whore tho Upadhi is, thero tho probandum also ia. 
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concomitant with the upUdhi ; and yet 'this is a necessary 

qualification in your definition of upadhi). If it were not so 

then, wherever there is presence of the upadhi there would 

be the presence of the probandum also [and thus instead of 

disproving the probandum the upadhi would prove it]. Thus 

it is absolutely necessary for you (in order to escape from 

the aforesaid difficulty) to accept the fact that in such 

cases it is tho upadhi which is invariably concojnitant 

'with the negative probandum; and from this it will 

follow that the negation of that with which tho upadhi 

is concomitant must itself be regarded as concomitant 

with the negation of the upadhi; and this leads to a most % 

undesirable contingency.* [ Viz: inasmuch as it is the negation 

of the probandum with which tho negation of the upUdhi is 

concomitant, and not vice versa, this would only show that 

wherever we have the negation of the probandum there 

would be negation of upadhi,—and not vies versa ; and from 

this it would follow that there may be cases where though the 

negation of the probandum is present, we cannot be sure of the 

presence of the legation of the upadhi]. [Though in the case 

of premisses where both terms are omnipresent or all-pervad¬ 

ing, the relation of concomitance remains the same even if 

the negations of the terms are taken, yet] in cases of unequal 

concomitance (where one term is always more extensive than 

the. other) it cannot be denied that the relation of concomi¬ 

tance becomes reversed when the terms are taken in their 

negative forms.t 

# The translation follows the reading qcwr ; which appears to be the 

one favoured by the Vklyasagarl; tho reading of tho Pandit edition is not intelligible. 

t That is, though in the case of the proposition ‘ all things are nameable’, in 
the affirmative form 1 things ’ are concomitant with ‘ namcablity’, so also in the nega¬ 
tive form ‘ all non-thiuga * are non-namcable’, non-thing remains concomitant 
with non-nameahilUy. lint in the case of the ordinary proposition ‘all men 
are mortal' we have ‘man’ concomitant with ‘mortal’, but when we take the terms 
‘non-man* and ‘non-mortal’, the relation becomes ‘reversed,’ as it is the circlo ‘non- 
mirtal’. In the affirmative form the fact of one being ‘man’ would prove his 
his ‘ mortality,’ while in the latter it would be ‘ non-mortality ’ that would prove 
‘non-raanly character.’ This is what the text means by the q 
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(456) Nor will it bo right for you so assort that, " in 

the case of negative inferences (if no upadhi is possible) 

other discrepancies would be pointed out.” For [there 

are only two discrepancies possible in Inference—(1) Either 

the probans may be not present in the ‘Subject* (Minor term), 

this condition vitiating the Minor premiss, (2) or there may 

be no invariable concomitance between the probans and the 

probandum, this vitiating the Major premiss ;] the presence 

of the probans in the ‘subject* (minor term) being admitted, 

the only other discrepancy that you can assert is the absence 

of the invariable concomitance (on which the inference is 

based) ; and for the purpose of demolishing the invariable 

concomitance, it is absolutely necessary for you to. show that 

there is an upadhi (which alone, by your theory, can vitiate 

the concomitance). 
[Having refuted the Upadhi, the author resumes the thread of 

his refutation of * Vyapti from para. 441, bottom of p. 371, 

1 Pandit' edition.] 

(457) We shall accept, for the sake of argument, some 

sort of a definition of Vyetpti. Even then, the Inference 

would be possible only when the Vyapti is present ; and 

thus there would have to be a Vyapti (invariable con¬ 

comitance) between Inference and the Vyapti (without which 

according to you, no Inference is possible). And thus there 

would be ‘Self-dependence* of the Vyapti, (i.a ‘vicious cir¬ 

cle). If, in order to escape from this, the ‘invariable concomi¬ 

tance * subsisting between the Inference and the ‘ invariable 

concomitance’ upon which it is based, were held to be totally 

different from this latter ‘Invariable Concomitance’,—then 

there would be no possibility of any such single comprehensive 

conception a3 ‘Invariable Concomitance’ (every concomitance 

being distinct by itself) ; and further, there would be quite an 

endless series (of Concomitances) [and under the circumstan¬ 

ces, it would not be possible for you to make any such com¬ 

prehensive declaration as that ‘all Inference Is based upon 
Invariable Concomitance*]. 
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then, wherever there is presence of the upadhi there would 

be the presence of the probandum also [and thus instead of 

disproving the probandum the upadhi would prove it]. Thus 

it is absolutely necessary for you (in order to escape from 

the aforesaid difficulty) to accept the fact that in such 

cases it is tho upadhi which is invariably concojnitant 

'with the negative probandum; and from this it will 

follow that the negation of that with which tho upadhi 

is concomitant must itself be regarded as concomitant 

with the negation of the upadhi; and this leads to a most % 

undesirable contingency.* [ Viz: inasmuch as it is the negation 

of the probandum with which tho negation of the upUdhi is 

concomitant, and not vice versa, this would only show that 
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the. other) it cannot be denied that the relation of concomi¬ 

tance becomes reversed when the terms are taken in their 
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(456) Nor will it bo right for you so assort that, " in 

the case of negative inferences (if no upadhi is possible) 

other discrepancies would be pointed out.” For [there 

are only two discrepancies possible in Inference—(1) Either 

the probans may be not present in the ‘Subject* (Minor term), 

this condition vitiating the Minor premiss, (2) or there may 

be no invariable concomitance between the probans and the 

probandum, this vitiating the Major premiss ;] the presence 

of the probans in the ‘subject* (minor term) being admitted, 

the only other discrepancy that you can assert is the absence 

of the invariable concomitance (on which the inference is 

based) ; and for the purpose of demolishing the invariable 

concomitance, it is absolutely necessary for you to. show that 

there is an upadhi (which alone, by your theory, can vitiate 

the concomitance). 
[Having refuted the Upadhi, the author resumes the thread of 

his refutation of * Vyapti from para. 441, bottom of p. 371, 

1 Pandit' edition.] 

(457) We shall accept, for the sake of argument, some 

sort of a definition of Vyetpti. Even then, the Inference 

would be possible only when the Vyapti is present ; and 

thus there would have to be a Vyapti (invariable con¬ 

comitance) between Inference and the Vyapti (without which 

according to you, no Inference is possible). And thus there 

would be ‘Self-dependence* of the Vyapti, (i.a ‘vicious cir¬ 
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there would be no possibility of any such single comprehensive 
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being distinct by itself) ; and further, there would be quite an 
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ces, it would not be possible for you to make any such com¬ 
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[The author proceeds to refute the definition of the Paksa-dhar- 

mat A i. Minor premiss, wherein the relation between the pro¬ 

lans and the ‘Subject’ or Minor Term is asserted.—Having discard¬ 

ed this, he proceeds to refute the definitions of the Paksa itself.] 

*(453) The Logicians declare that Inference is brought 
about by vyapti and paksa-dharmata. What, we ask,—do you 
mean by pafcsa-dharmata\—-i. by the probans being the 

dharma of the paksa ? Does it mean that the probans subsists 

in the paksa ? If so, then, we reply that this is not possible 
as in that case, for the Logician and his followers, suen terms 
as ‘Knowable’ and the like (which denote characters that can 
be asserted of all things) could never serve as probans ; as 
according to them the relationships between the Cognition* 
and its object (called the visayavisayibhaoa-sambandha) is not 

anything different from the very forms of the cognition and 
the object themselves ; and hence it is nob possible for these 
forms to subsist in the object of cogaition ; f (consequently by 
this view it is not possible for the relationship to subsist 
in the thing cognised, which would be the paksa in such 
inferences). 

(459) Then again, what is that ‘paksa’ the subsistence 
wherein of the probins would constitute your ‘paksadhar* 

mata' ? (A) “ Well,” says the Logician, “thepaksa, or Minor 
Term, is that wherein the presence of the sadhya (Major 
Term) is intended to be proved (by means of the inference).*’ 

&fThe whole of para. 458 according to the firarCFlfV should come after 

para. 461. 
f In the inference—‘the jar is predicable, because it is knowable’,—the 

knowability of the jar, according to the Logician, is not anything different from 

the tvarupa of the jar and its cognition ; thus ‘knowability’ is the]same as the jar ; 

and as a thing cannot subsist in itself the knowability (which is the probans in the 

inference) cannot subsist in the jar (which is the paksa). Thus there being no 

paksa-dharmatl, all such inferences will have to be regarded as invalid. 

According to the other view on the other hand, the knowability of a thing 

consists in its boiog related to its own cognition by a peculiar relationship called the 

; and this is something entirely different from the thing and 

its cognition. 
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This definition cannot be accepted, we reply. As this 

* intention to prove the sadhya * must be either a desire 

to make it comprehensible (and acceptable) to others, or a 

desire to comprehend it for oneself. If it were the former, 

then, there would be no possibility of any inference for one’s 

own sake. In the latter case also, there would be no possi¬ 

bility of any one inferring for himself the ‘execrable taste* 

(of something, rotten meat, for instance), from the fact of 

its bad smell [as in this case there is no desire to comprehend 

the ‘execrable taste’ and consequent inedibility, the desire 

of the man himself being to eat the meat ; as it is this desire 

that urges him to take up the meat; when he picks it up 

and finds it stinking, he infers, for himself, the fact that 

the meat must taste bad ; this inference being quite valid ; 

the definition of the paksa however fails to apply to this 

piece of meat], (B) Nor may the paksa be defined as that 

which has a certain dharma {character) which is not ascer¬ 

tained!, Fqr, we ask in this case, would the presence 

of the probans also in the intended paksa be not-ascertained ? 

Or would it be ascertained ? If it were not-ascertained, 

then the resultant inferential cognition could not come 

about. If, on the other hand, it were ascertained, then, the 

paksa would cease to be that which has its dharma not 

ascertained (as the probans is a dharma of it, and it is as¬ 

certained). (0) Nor again, may the paksa be defined a3 

one having that particular dharma not-ascertained which is 

the object {visaya) of the probans. * As in this connec¬ 

tion we ask—by whom is the dharma not ascertained ? 

Clearly not by the person propounding the inference ; as 

what he himself does not know for certain, he cannot put 

forward for convincing other people. Nor can the non-as¬ 

certainment be held to be by the Opponent (to whom the 

# Such a dharma is the or the Major Term. So this definition would 

mean that the paksa is that the presence in which o£ the major. term is not 

ascertained. 
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[The author proceeds to refute the definition of the Paksa-dhar- 
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lans and the ‘Subject’ or Minor Term is asserted.—Having discard¬ 

ed this, he proceeds to refute the definitions of the Paksa itself.] 

*(453) The Logicians declare that Inference is brought 
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and as a thing cannot subsist in itself the knowability (which is the probans in the 

inference) cannot subsist in the jar (which is the paksa). Thus there being no 

paksa-dharmatl, all such inferences will have to be regarded as invalid. 

According to the other view on the other hand, the knowability of a thing 

consists in its boiog related to its own cognition by a peculiar relationship called the 

; and this is something entirely different from the thing and 

its cognition. 
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This definition cannot be accepted, we reply. As this 

* intention to prove the sadhya * must be either a desire 

to make it comprehensible (and acceptable) to others, or a 

desire to comprehend it for oneself. If it were the former, 

then, there would be no possibility of any inference for one’s 

own sake. In the latter case also, there would be no possi¬ 

bility of any one inferring for himself the ‘execrable taste* 

(of something, rotten meat, for instance), from the fact of 

its bad smell [as in this case there is no desire to comprehend 

the ‘execrable taste’ and consequent inedibility, the desire 

of the man himself being to eat the meat ; as it is this desire 

that urges him to take up the meat; when he picks it up 

and finds it stinking, he infers, for himself, the fact that 

the meat must taste bad ; this inference being quite valid ; 

the definition of the paksa however fails to apply to this 

piece of meat], (B) Nor may the paksa be defined as that 

which has a certain dharma {character) which is not ascer¬ 

tained!, Fqr, we ask in this case, would the presence 

of the probans also in the intended paksa be not-ascertained ? 

Or would it be ascertained ? If it were not-ascertained, 

then the resultant inferential cognition could not come 

about. If, on the other hand, it were ascertained, then, the 

paksa would cease to be that which has its dharma not 

ascertained (as the probans is a dharma of it, and it is as¬ 

certained). (0) Nor again, may the paksa be defined a3 

one having that particular dharma not-ascertained which is 

the object {visaya) of the probans. * As in this connec¬ 

tion we ask—by whom is the dharma not ascertained ? 

Clearly not by the person propounding the inference ; as 

what he himself does not know for certain, he cannot put 

forward for convincing other people. Nor can the non-as¬ 

certainment be held to be by the Opponent (to whom the 

# Such a dharma is the or the Major Term. So this definition would 

mean that the paksa is that the presence in which o£ the major. term is not 

ascertained. 
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inference is addressed); for we often find that even in 

connection with the views of the opponent, two persons 

enter into a discussion, not indeed as ‘opponents’ seeking 

victory over each other, bub only for the purpose of showing 

off learning [and as in this case there in no opponent there 

can be no ‘non-ascertainment by the opponent', and so the 

definition of paksa would fail to apply in this case]. 

(460) Then again, we ask— is the ‘non-ascertainment* 

of any such dharma as is the visaya of the probans ? Or 

of only that probans which is to be propounded by the 

opponent ? It cannot be the former, surely ; as in that case, 

even when the presence of fire in the mountain is definitely 

known, the mountain would be regarded as the ‘paksa* with 

reference to the smoke, in virtue of the non-ascertainment 

of the presence therein of many other such dharmas. [While 

as a matter of fact, the mountain can be regarded as the 

‘ paksa,’ when smolce is the probans, only so long as the 

presence of fire, with which smoko is invariably concomi¬ 

tant, is not known for certain, but is only suspected]. Nor 

can the second alternative be maintained ; as in that case 

also, the same undesirable contingency would arise ; inas¬ 

much as those other probanses also would be such as could 

be propounded by the opponent. If, in order to escape from 

this difficulty, you restrict the ‘ non-ascertainment ’ to any 

one specific probans—the smoke for instance—then it would 

be impossible for you to form any comprehensive idea 

of the 'paksa' (every definition suiting one specific case 

only). And further, your definitions involve a most objec¬ 

tionable mutual inter-dependence:—oiz. your idea of the 

probans depending on the idea of the paksa, as, accord¬ 

ing to you, the probans is only that which, while being 

invariably concomitant (with the probandum), is present 

inr the paksa;—and that of the paksa in its turn depending 

upon the idea of the probans! Then again, in the case 
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of Inference for one’s own sake, where the probans is not 
propounded by any one else, there being no true * paksa' 

(according to your definition), all inference would be impos¬ 
sible. And lastly, in the case of the “ Contradictory” pro- 

ans (the fallacious probans, which in reality proves quite 
the contrary of the conclusion in support of which it is put 

forward), there would bo no possibility of the probans being 

e ‘paksadharma ’ (i.e., being present in the paksa); as in 

this case the probandum would not be one which is the visaya 

of the probans* (and this is what is necessary by your defini¬ 

tion of ‘ paksa’); and the fallaciousness pertains (not indeed 
to the probandum, but) only to the probans, on the ground 

problndum g C°nCOmitant With the contradictory of the 

., ,(4fi61)t. V'D) fThe above reas°ns also serve to set aside 
the definition of the • paksa’ as that wherein the presence of 

, 6 Proband“m ts suspected, and also the definition of the 
probandum as that whose cognition is brought about,-this 

defimtmn being intended to apply to both kinds of Inference: 

;hrnke of one’s seif’and that f°r of 

.. ^ f^n0ther definition of Palcsarjharmata is now 
attacked]. Paksadharmata' may be defined as that charac¬ 
ter or capabili ty of the invariable concomitant (i. e., the pro 

b? "rtU6 °f •**- * a particular 
conception or idea, which, as obtained through the 

premiss pertains, only in a general way, to that with which 

—_projins is concomitant (fie., the probandum).f -This 

t’k r",1'”®1's^ve^kno wifufb^'related^?renCe.~^^®~twnHTrcau8e it j, coo? 
the paksa’ would fail to app'/t Pire C0°'UeS3 ’’ ^ hence the true charaitTr of ryj lufire, -v‘« ujl 

f hat 18 to say. the MaW _... 
and it U by force of the Vr pre,niss ,asserl* the presence of fire inn , , 
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definition also cannot be accepted. .As (even without, 
the particularisation of the conception) there would be 
no incongruity in the general conception [and it is only if 
there were an incongruity that there could b9 a justification 
for the view that the general conception stands in need of, 
and must necessarily lead to, a particularisation of itself] ; 
just in the same manner as there is no incongruity in the 
general conception of the invariable concomitance itself. 
If however, there were an incongruity if it were im¬ 
possible to have the conception of the probandum in general 
without its specific form), then the idea of this specific form 
also would be included in the premiss expressing the invari¬ 
able concomitance (of the probans with the probandum) [and 
thus there would be nothing left to be done by the paksa- 
dharmatd intended to be expressed by the Minor premiss]. 
If, in order to escape from this, it were held that the con¬ 
ception of the specified form has for its object something 
over and above (that of the general conception) (and as such 
must appear, after this latter),—then this would either in¬ 
volve the absurdity of {intermittent operation ’ (the notion of 
invariable concomitance affording the general conception at 
one time, and that of the particular form at another time, 
after some interval);—or make (of this paksadharmata) a 
means of knowledge entirely different (from that of the gene¬ 
ral conception). If, on the other hand, it were held that 
there would be no possibility of the conception of the partic¬ 
ular form [without the corresponding conception of those 
circumstances that go to specialise that form, the indication 
of which, for that reason, must be necessary, as to be done 
by the Minor premiss],—then (we reply) there would be a 
most unwarrantable extension of this reasoning (as there 
would be no end of such special forms or characters). 

(463) Then again, if the paksadharmata (i.e., the 
Minor Premiss) wore to afford the (inferential) knowledge of 
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the particular individual probandum (and not the proban- 
dum in general only), then in all cases of inference,—e.g.9 
when we infer the existence of fire from smoke, and the 
presence of a man in the house from the voice heard inside,— 
when, after the inference, we come to perceive more than one 
individual of the kind inferred, there could be no possibility 
of any such doubt as to whether this or that particular indivi¬ 
dual had been inferred [and yet such doubts are actually 
found to arise.] In answer to this, it might be urged 
that such a doubt would certainly be possible before the 
actual perception of the particular individual. But thi3 also 
cannot help you; as (even so) after the perception of the 
particular individuals, there should be no such doubts (while 
8ooh doubts are actually found to arise even after the per¬ 
ception of individuals). 

[The defining of Perception and Inference having been found 
impossible, the Author proceeds to show that no adequate definition of 
Upamdna, Analogy, is possible.] 

[Page 386] (464). What again is -what you call 
• Upamana * (Analogy) ? In answer to this, some people 
say—“ Upamana is Knowledge of Similarity.” But this is 
not right: because this definition would include the remem¬ 
brance also (of similarity). If, in order to avoid this, Upamana 
were defined as * the direct apprehension, anubhava, of simi¬ 
larity ’ [remembrance not being ‘direct apprehension’],—then 
the definition would become applicable to the sensuous per¬ 
ception, that appears in the form * these two things are alike ’ 
[where both things are perceived by the senses]; [because this 
perception also would be a ‘direct apprehension of similarity’]; 
—it would apply also to the inferential cognition—* that 
gavaya also must be similar to the cow, because it is a 
gavaya like other gavayas ’ fas here also there is * direct 
apprehension of similairty’] and lastly, it would apply 
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also to such * direct apprehension of similarity * as is 

obtained from the ivords of reliable persons. [And thus 

what is put forward as Upamana would come to be nothing, 

apart from the sensuous, inferential and verbal cognitions.] 

(465) Then again, we ask—the definition that you have 

given above,—is that the definition of Upamiti} i. e. analogi¬ 

cal cognition ? or of Upamiti—karana, i. e. the means of 

analogical cognition ? It cannot be the former ; because 

in that case (i. e. analogical cognition being defined as the 

s cognition of similarity *) Similarity would become the 

upameyay the * object of analogical cognition ’ [which 

would be absurd]; as in ordinary experience, it is the 

similar object, and not similarity, that is regarded as the 

‘ upameyaas for instance, when we speak of the face as 

similar to the moon, we use the expression—*chandroparneyam 

mukham\ “ But, ** it is argued, “ as a matter of fact, the 

analogical cognition is in the form (this is) similar.** This 

also, we reply, is not right; because this cognition of similarity 

[which you regard to be analogical] cannot be one that is 

brought about by such agencies as the sense-organs and the 

rest; and [all ‘ cognitions of similarity1 that we have being, 

as a matter of fact, obtained either through sense-perception, 

or though inference, or through trustworthy assertion] you 

cannot point to any case of such cognition as an instance 

corroborating your view of * Analogical Cognition/ * Nor 

secondly, can the definition put forward be accepted as the 

definition of the (means of analogical cognition * : because, 

as a matter of fact, it is not possible to show that the c cog¬ 

nition of similarity* (which would be the means of analogical 

cognition) has any such operation or object as is not already 

* In ordinary experience, similarity is cognised either l>y the senses, or by infer¬ 

ence, or hy means of words spoken by others. That cognition of similarity, however, 

which the logician regards as‘analogical’ must be something beyond the cognitions 

got at by the aforesaid means. This, as we have seen, is an impossiKIify: the conclu¬ 

sion therefore is, that the analogical cognition propounded by the logician is a non¬ 
entity. 
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covered by the other means of cognition [therefore the 

* cognition of similarity * cannot be regarded as an indepen¬ 

dent < means of cognition*]. 

(466) Then again, there is no such one comprehensive 

entity as ‘ similarity * [the cognition whereof would cons¬ 

titute the c means * of all analogical cognitions] ; because as 

a matter of fact, the ‘similarity * of the face is found to be 

something entirely different from the ‘similarity’ of the hand9 

and so forth. Nor will it be right to argue that over all such 

diverse similarities, there pervades a certain common or 

generic character, by virtue of which they are all classed 

under the one community of ‘ similarity * [and it is this com¬ 

munity that forms the basis of the definition of Upamana]. 

Because this will iuvolvc the acceptance of a certain ‘ similar¬ 

ity ’ among the similarities, and also between these latter and 

the community ‘ similarity,*—this latter similarity consist¬ 

ing in some such character as that of subsisting in more than 

one thing (similarities subsisting between two or more things, 

and the community ‘ similarity ’ also subsisting between two 

or more similarities) ; and thus if the community of ‘similarity’ 

be regarded as based upon some such similarity, there results 

an objectionable mutual interdependence [ ‘ similarity * de¬ 

pending upon the community ‘similarity*, which in its 

turn depends upon another particular similarity] ; if, in order 

to avoid this interdependence, the generic notion of ‘ simila¬ 

rity ’ be not regarded as based upon such similarity of 

character, then there would be no possibility of any 

such community as ‘ similarity *; and in the absence of 

this latter, it would not be possible to have any such com¬ 

prehensive notion of ‘ similarity * (as the Logician needs for 

hia definition of Analogy). If again, [even in the presence 

of the common character of subsisting in two or more things] 

you deny the similarity between the individual similarities 

on the one hand, and the community ‘ Similarity,* on the 
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other,—then the same might be done in other cases 

also all similarity, between similar things being to tally- 

denied in the same manner. 

(467) Further (like the ‘ cognition of similarity’) the 
* cognition of dissimilarity’ also might be regarded as an inde¬ 

pendent * pramana ’; because the case of both is parallel. If 

you admit this * cognition of dissimilarity ’ also as a distinct 

* pramana9, you exceed the number that you had fixed upon 

for your Pramanas [the ‘cognition of dissimilarity’ not being 

included in your original scheme] ; and if, in order to escape 

from this, you seek to include this latter among your other 

Pramanas, then your * cognition of similarity ’ also would be 

similarly included among those other Pramanas (the case of 

both being alike). 

(468) Another definition of Upamana that has been pro¬ 

pounded is that it is “ the cognition of the similarity of a thing 

not perceived at the time to another which is perceived.” 

This also is not tenable; because such a cognition can be 

brought about by Trustworthy Assertion also. You will 

perhaps add that you give the name ‘ Upamana ’ to those 

oases of the cognition of the above-specified similarity in 

which there are no trustworthy assertions available. But 

even thus -your definition cannot be maintained; because 

it will apply to those cases also where the similarity, 

between the thing perceived now and that not perceived 

now but perceived at some past time, is actually perceived 

by the senses [and thus having the character of ‘ Sense- 

perception*] ; the cognition in such cases is in the form ‘ this 

and that are similar’ ; and this cognition is as c sensuous 9 

as the cognition, * this and that are identical ’ [which latter 

is regarded as ‘ sensuous ’ by the Logician also]. With 

a view to escape from this you will perhaps add the qualifica¬ 

tion that the similarity cognised is that of something which 

is 7 ot in contact with any organs of perception, i. e. in which 
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case there is no operation of the sense-organs at all). But 

even so, the definition can not be accepted ; because in this 

form it would be applicable to the following inferential 

cognition also—c that cow (not before me now) is similar to the 
gavaya, because it is a cow, like this cow (before me)* [as in this 

case neither of the two similar things is perceived by the 

senses]. If then (in order to exclude inferential cognitions) 

you add the further qualification that the cognition intended 

is one that is not brought about by means of the inferential 

probanst—then, in that case, all your subsequent qualifi¬ 

cations taken together would amount to this, that ‘the 

cognition is one that is not brought about by Sense-perception, 

Inference or Trustworthy Assertion *; and (as the only other 

form of cognition that you accept is the Analogical) 

this qualification alone would suffice for a definition (of 

Analogical Cognition, for which you cannot have a mor$ 

precise definition than that it is a cognition that is neither 

perceptional nor inferential, nor verbal); and all the rest of your 

original definition (that it is a cognition of similarity of a 

thing not perceived at the time to another thing which is perceived) 

would become entirely superfluous. ‘‘Well, in that case, we 

need not have these superfluous words.** Even then, we 

reply, all that is wanted would be fulfilled by Presumption 

(Arthapatti) (and there would be no necessity for postulating 

Analogy or Upamana); because where we see a certain thing 

(the gavaya /. i.) to be ‘similar ’ to another thmg which is 

not seen at the time (the cow /. i.), we find that unless the 

latter thing were also similar to the former, no such simi¬ 

larity, as we perceive, of the former to the latter, would be 

possible ; [and by this we are naturally led to ‘ presume * the 

similarity of the cow to the gavaya; and it is this same similarity 

of the unseen to the seen object that is held by the Logician 

to be the object of Analogical Cognition ; thus this being 

got at by means of Presumption, there is nothing left to 
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other,—then the same might be done in other cases 

also all similarity, between similar things being to tally- 

denied in the same manner. 

(467) Further (like the ‘ cognition of similarity’) the 
* cognition of dissimilarity’ also might be regarded as an inde¬ 
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is 7 ot in contact with any organs of perception, i. e. in which 
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be done by Analogy]. If these be not admitted [i. e. it the 

cognition of similarity of the unseen to the seen object be not 

accepted to be got at, directly through Presumption, from the 

cognition of the similarity of the seen to the unseen,—and if, for 

the sake of the former cognition, a distinct pramana be held to 

be necessary, then], it would be equally necessary to postulate 

a distinct pramana for the cognition of the dissimilarity 

of the unseen object to the seen object. Similarly, we 

find that the cognition of something that we see as being 

shorter than another thing that we do not see, leads to the 

further cognition of the unseen thing being longer than the 

seen thing;—now what pramana would you postulate for this 

latter cognition? [Similarly with all those cognitions that 

come under the category of Presumptive Cognition]. Even if 

you may not accept Presumption as a distinct pramana, you 

cannot deny the possibility of the cognitions we have put 

forward; you may either seek, to include them under Infer¬ 

ence, or accept a distinct pramana [in the shape of Arthapatti 

or Presumption]. 

[Page 390.] (469) The above reasoning also sets aside the 

view that—"the cognition of the similarity of the cow, n^fc 

seen at the time, to the gaoaya before the eyes, must be 
regarded as * analogical’;—for this reason that it, cannot be 
got at by Inference, on account of there being no ‘corrobora¬ 

tive instance ’ available, specially in the case of a person who 

has never observed the similarity between other cows and 

other gavayas [and without a coroborrative instance no valid 

Inference is possible].” This reasoning we hold is rejected 

by what we have said above ; as the cognition in ques¬ 

tion is, as shown above, obtained by Presumption based upon 

the fact that the similarity of what is before our eyes to that 

which is away from us cannot bo possible without the corres¬ 

ponding 8;“nilarity of the latter to the fornjer. 
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(470) [A third definition of Vpamana is put forward] — 

“ When we know a certain name (‘gavaya’ for instance) but the 

object to which it belongs has never been known to us,—and 

we are cognisant also of a judgment or proposition containing 

that name (e.g. the judgment ‘the gavaya is like the cow*)—if 

we happen to see an object to which the said judgment is found 

to be applicable,—we are naturally led to apply the name to 

that object (in the form this ‘object is what is named ‘gavaya’)} 

and it is this application of the name and judgment to the 

object that- constitutes Analogy.” Such is the definition 

offered by some Logicians. But this also cannot be maintain¬ 

ed ; because it fails to include those cases where such appli¬ 

cation of the name is made by a person who [knows the object 

to which it belongs, but at the time] has forgotten it; (be¬ 

cause this will not satisfy the condition of the definition, that 

‘the object to which the name belongs has never been known’; 

as in the case put forward, the object has been known, but has 

been forgotten). “ In order to meet this contingency, we 

shall add the qualification not rememberedEven this will 

not help you, we reply ; because in this form the definition 

will not apply to the case where the object to which the 

name belongs has been hioivn and also remembered at some 

other time, but is forgotten only at the time of the cognition. 

[Because in this case, the object, cannot be said to be ‘not 

remembered,’ it having been actually remembered at some 

other time.] In order to avoid this you will perhaps subs¬ 

titute x\iqpresent participial adjective ‘asmaryamanaf—mean¬ 

ing thereby that the object to which the Dame belongs is not 
remembered—in place of the past participle, ‘ asmrita ’ (which 

means has not been remembered). But even thus the case 

° In a note in the ‘Pandit* edition this sentence is taken to mean ‘we 

shall substitute not remembered in place of not known’; this interpretation however 

does not seem to be borne out by what follows : if it were the entire dropping cyt 

of ‘not known* that was intended, what would be he use of having both ‘am/8AA(V 

(‘known’) and ‘8mri(a’ (‘ remembered *) in the reply. 
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just cited by us remains unaffected; because in this case also 

the qualification ‘asmaryamana* (is not remembered) must have 

belonged to the object at some time or other; and it is not 

possible for anything to be *asmaryamanaV at all times (t. e. 

there is nothing to which the epithet * is not remembered* can 

be applicable at all times). “ Well, we Bhall specify the 

time at which the object is not remembered, as the point of 

time immediately preceding the analogical cognition.” This 

would be right enough, if (before the adding of this 

qualification) you had succeeded" in ascertaining and defining 

what ‘Analogical Cognition* is ; while as a matter of fact, it is 

for the sake of the ascertaining and defining of that Cognition 
that you are raising all this outcry. 

(471) Then again, (reverting to your original definition), 

when you lay it down as a necessary condition that * the 

object to which the name belongs has not been known*, you 

must admit that there is no case in which the object is such 

as ‘has not been known’ by all men. And as for its not having 

been known by some one (without reference to any particular 

person), this condition is present in the case of verbal cognition 

also. If you add that the object should ‘not have been known 

by the person having the analogical cognition*,—this we shall 

refute as before (pointing out that this qualification is mean¬ 

ingless until you have defined what analogical cognition is). 

And further, if in the defining of cognitions, you were to 

specify the particular cognition and the particular cogniser> 

then each such definition would apply to individual cogni¬ 

tions only ; and would fail to be comprehensive (including all 

individuals, which is the only useful purpose served by defini-. 

tions). 

[Page 391] (472) There is a further objection bearing 

upon the introduction of the element of ‘ name * in your 

definitions:—Wo shall take the case of a man who has hoard 

the declaration that ‘ the gavaya, which is like the cow, is to 
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be seen in most forests *; he does not know, we will take it, 

the object to which the name c forest * belongs, but knows 

that to which the name ‘ gavaya * belongs ; when this man 

happens to see the forest, the conviction dawns upon him 

that‘this is the forest*; and inasmuch as this conviction 

also consists in the cognition of the relation between a name 

and the object bearing that name, and is obtained by a person 

to whom the relation was not known—it fulfills the condi¬ 

tions of your definition, which thereby becomes ‘ too wide * 

[as certainly you do not intend to apply the name of ‘analogy’ 

to such cognitions, as these.]* Even when the word ‘ most * 

is not found (in the original assertion heal'd by the man), 

when all that the man has heard is that ‘ the gavaya, which 

is like the cow, is found in forests’, when the man knows 

what the gavaya is, when he moets with one, he recalls to 

mind the assertion ho has heard, and by virtue of the prox¬ 

imity, in that assertion, of the word ‘ forest * to the word 

‘ gavaya * (whoso denotation he is fully cognisant of) ho comes 

to recognise the denotation of the word ‘ forest * also (as 

pertaining to the place where ho sees the gavaya)t; and as 

this cognition also is one of the relation of a name 

with that which bears that name, and is obtained by a man 

to whom it has not been known,-this also comes under 

your definition; though in reality the cognition of the ‘name- 

and-named * relation between tho word ‘ forest ’ and the 

•The cognition in question is purely inferential, its actual form being— 

‘ this is a forest,—because it contains the gavaya ; and I have heard that in most 

forests gavayas are to be found this premiss being got at by virtue of the expres¬ 

sion 1 in most forests ’, as contained in the declaration that the man has heard. The 

author next proceeds to show that even in cases where uo such word is found to 

indicate the * invariable concomitance’ (as between the 1 forest' and the ‘ presence 

of the gavaya ’), it is possible to have a conviction of the relation of a name to the 

named. 

t According to the Logician, the denotation of an unknown word can be known 

by its proximitj* to a kuown word ; heuce the proximity of the word * gavaya * 

brings the knowledge of that of the word * forest,’ also. 
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forest is got at by means of ‘ Presumption * based upon the 

proximity of that word to another word; exactly as in the 

other case (of the cognition of the name * gavaya9 as apply¬ 

ing to the object perceived). [Hence as a matter of fact> 

either neither of the two cases, of c gavaya9 and‘ forest * come 

under ‘ Analogy ’, both being got at by means ‘ Presumption9; 

or both of them become equally ‘ analogical ’; which cannot 

be admitted by the Logician]. If, in order to avoid the 

above contingencies, you were to add that the * name ’, the 

c object * of whose connotation is spoken of (in your defini¬ 

tion) as ‘not known ’, is meant to be the * name of the upameya 

(the object of analogical cognition)’,-then this would be 

open to the same objection that we had urged before; t. e., 

this definition would remain unintelligible until you have 

successfully defined ‘ upamana 9 or Analogical Cognition; as 

without this it cannot be know n what the c upameya9 or 

‘object’ of analogical cognition isj. 

(478) further, the mention of the expression ‘ vnkyartha? 

(‘judgment’ or ‘proposition ’ in your definition, propounded 

in para. 470) is also open to the above objections: for instance, 

with this expression the definition would fail to apply to the 

case where the original ‘judgment* was in the form * gosad- 

risho gamy all kanane drishyate ’, [* the gavaya, which is like 

the cow, is seen in the forest’], while at the time that the 

animal is actually seen and cognised as the ‘ gavaya ’ what 

is remembered and found applicable to the animal seen is 

only a part of that judgment—‘the gavaya is like the cow ’ 

without any idea of the forest [and thus in this case what 

is ‘ applicable * to the object seen is not the ‘ judgment as 

laid down in the definition, which therefore cannot include 

the cognition in this case, which according to the logician 

is ‘ analogy ’ pure and simple.] If,.by the word ‘ judgment’ 

in your definition, you intend to include a part of the judg¬ 

ment also, then it would became applicable to any cognition 
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of the gavaya that may be got at by the recollection of only 

the words ‘ the gavaya is like * (which also would be a part 

of the original judgment]. “ What we mean by the ‘ judg¬ 

ment ’ is that much of it which may be effective in bringing 

about the cognition.” Even so your definition would remain 

open to objection: it would fail to apply to that case in 

which the original ‘judgment ’ was in the form ‘ the gavaya, 

which is like the cow, is to be found in the forest* ; while the 

resultant cognition of the gavaya is got at by the remem¬ 

brance of only the words ‘ the gavaya is like the cow 

because in this case the object of cognition is the ‘ gavaya of 

the forest and for the bringing about of this cogaition what 

is ‘ effective * is the whole judgment ‘the gavaya, like the 

cow, is to be found in the forest3; [and as the cognition in 

question would have been brought about by the remembrance 

of only the words ‘ the gavaya is like the cow,* it would not 

come under the definition as now explained by you.] If 

then, you were to assert that the ‘judgment* meant is that 

much of it which is effective in bringing about the analogical 

cognition,-this would be open to the objections pointed 

out above, [i. e. the definition would remain unintelligible 

until you had clearly defined ‘ analogical cognition ’.] “ We 

will restate our position thus :—” says the Logician:—“ the 

judgment remembered should be such as is effective in bringing 

about the cognition of the relation of the name and the named99 

This also will not be right, we reply; because with this 

explanation, your definition will apply to the case where we 

have the cognition of the name of a certain thing on recalling 

a definition of that thing, when this definition contains the 

name of the thing [e. g. having heard the definition of Earth 

in the form ‘ the earth is that substance which has odour’, 

if, we after some time see a piece of earth, we have the cogni¬ 

tion ‘ this that I see is Earth ’,—and this involves the cogni¬ 

tion of the relation of the name ‘ Earth9 and the named; and 
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in your definition, you intend to include a part of the judg¬ 

ment also, then it would became applicable to any cognition 
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of the gavaya that may be got at by the recollection of only 
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as this has been brought by the remembrance of a judgment 

that is effective in bringing about the cognition of such a 

relation,—this should be ‘ analogy 1 by your definition.] 

[Page 393] (474) Further, in the case of a man who is 

not endowed with the faculty of reasoning, it may so happen 

that, after having cognised the applicability of the name 

*gavaya9 to the real gavaya, in the manner indicated in your 

definition (given in para. 470),—he comes to the conclusion 

that it i3 similarity that forms the basis of the denotation of 

the word 'gavaya'; and in this case, inasmuch as this cogni¬ 

tion will have been brought about by what you have defined as 

the true Upamana, this latter will have to be accepted by you 

to be a 'ipramanaj—'valid, means of cognition*,—even though 

the resultant cognition brought about by it is admittedly in¬ 

valid [as certainly, the word ‘gavaya* does not denote simila¬ 

rity]*. If, for avoiding this difficulty, you should add to 

your definition a further qualification, to the effect that the 

process therein specified should be such as leads to a valid 

cognition,—then, the definition would become applicable to 

* One who is endowed with the powers of reasoning is in a position to judge 

that even though it is the similarity of the cow that helps us to ascertain the nature 

of the object denoted by the word 'garctya’, yet that similarity connot constitute the 
basis of the denotation of the word ‘gavaya'; what constitutes such basis beiug the 

class or genus1 gavaya and what should be regarded as real 'upamana' or Analogy 

is that which is the means of bringing about the analogical cognition of the animal 

denoted by the word ‘gavaya’—this animal forming a member of the class that forms 

the basis of the denotation of that word; and this cognition can appear only when 

the observer can comprehend that the real meaning of the ‘judgment4 ‘the gavaya is 

similar to the cow* is that ‘the class or genus denoted by the word gavaya lias for its 

distinctive feature similarity to the cow\—and then seeing the animal he perceives 

that the animal lie seC3 i.i similar to t\e coir; after which, recalling the aforesaid 

judgment, he comes to the conclusion ‘the animal I sec before me is one member of 

the class denoted by the word gavaya'. When the man however has not discrimination 

enough to go though all these steps of reasoning, the final conclusion lie arrives at is 

that tho word ‘gavaya denotes similarity to the coir; (his is invalid ; and yet the 

process by which the observer gets at it is exactly what the definition lays down for 

tho valid upamana. So in this case a valid upauiaiia,—a means of right knowledge— 
is found to be the means of tcrong knowledge. 
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those cases of the recalling of the judgment [‘the gavaya is 

similar to the cow’] in which this recalling brings about [not 

a cognition in the form of the logician’s ‘analogical cognition,’ 

but] only the inferential cognition that a certain thing should he 

treated as gavaya,—because it belongs to the class gavaya de¬ 

noted by the icord 'gavaya'. [As this inferential cognition 

is valid, the recalling of the judgment leading to it fulfills 

the conditions imposed by your qualified definition.] iXWe 

shall add the further qualification that the valid cognition 

brought about should be one that does not pertain to a thing 

that forms the object of an ‘invariable concomitance* (leading 

to inference).” This also will not be right; because, in reality 

of ‘analogial cognition* also, there can be no object which 

does not also form tho object of some ‘invariable concomitance'; 

[and thus there would bo no cognition to wrhicli your defini¬ 

tion with the last qualification could apply.] “Well, we 

shall state the qualification in a somewhat altered form: cthe 

valid cognition should not pertain to a thing that is cognised 

at the time as the object of an invariable concomitance*; [even 

though the object of analogical cognition be such as must 

.form the object of some invariable concomitance, it is not- 

necessary that this concomitance should be recognised at the 

time that the analogical cognition appears.]” In this case 

the definition will not apply to those cases of Analogical 

Cognition in which the Analogy (the means of analogical cog¬ 

nition) is actually recognised as concomitant with something 

else ; [that is to say, in many cases of Analogical Cognition, 

the means of cognition, while leading to the cognition, is 

also recognised as concomitant with something else]. If 

then, you should add the qualification that the Analogy should 

not be recognised as concomitant with the object of analogical 

cognition, then the definition remains applicable to inferential 

cognitions [as in these the concomitance recognised is not with 

the object of analogical cognition]. If (in order to exclude 
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inferentical cogmtta.) jou assert the eonorautono. to be 

with tl,e object of inferential Mjniilon-tlien the deftmtioo 

would not apply to Analogical Cognitions. 

(475) Nor can we accept the definition that ‘ Upamana is 

the means of the right cognition of the relation of the name 

and the named.’ Because it cannot be established that Upa¬ 

mana is the means of such cognitions,—all these being go 

at by means either of Athapatti (Presumption) or Anumana 

(Inference). “ We shall define Upamana to be such appli¬ 

cation of the name to the named object (in the manner describ¬ 

ed in para. 470) as does not bring about an inferential cog¬ 

nition" f This also cannot be accepted; because the application 

of the name to the named, in general,-!. «. taken in its generic 

form—cannot but be regarded as bringing about inferential 

cognition [inasmuch as many such cognitions are actually 

found to be brought about by such application of the name 

to the object that bears the name]; and if what are meant by 

you are those particular cases of such ‘application’ that are 

not productive of inferential cognitions,—then, your definition 

becomes open to the following objections 

(1) The causal efficiency that has been recognised to subsist 

in a certain thing in its generic form, is not always recognised 
as belonging to every individual of that general class; [so 

that, even though we recognise the fact that the ‘application 

of the name to the named ’ is, in general, the cause of cer¬ 

tain cognitions, yet it does not follow from this that every 
particular case of such application must bring about a cog¬ 

nition ; consequently, if what constitutes your definition is 

only a particular case of such application, it may be that 

that individual case is not known to be productive of any 

cognition at all]. (2) If the definition contains the men¬ 

tion of certain (unspecified) particular cases, it cannot be com¬ 

prehensive [and thus it fails in its chief purpose, which 
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consists in the providing of the means of forming a com¬ 

prehensive notion of the thing defined.] 

(476), In the case of those cognitions that are regarded 

by him as * analogical ’—e. g. the cognition of the animal, 

found to be similar to the cow, bearing the name * gavaya/— 

the Logician holds that what forms the real object of cogni¬ 

tion in this case, is not the similarity of the cow, but the fact 

of the animal bearing the name 1 gavaya * ; and the only rea¬ 

soning that he can put forward in support of this preference 

of the latter to the former consists in the comparative 

simplicity of assumptions in the case preferred.* And 

thus the admission of this reasoning being absolutely ne* 

cessary in either case, why should you not regard the 

* right cognition of the fact of the aminal bearing the name 

gavaya ' as purely inferential? t For certainly, in regard 

to the cognition in question we can have the following In¬ 

ference:—* The object under discussion [i. e. gavayatva, the 

class gavaya] forms the denotation of the word gavaya, 

—because, when it is regarded as the denotation, its 

contrary character [i.e. its not being the denotation] 

0 This 4 simplicity of assumptions’ may be thus explained :—The form that 
the cognition in question actually takes is—‘ this animal that I see before me is 

similar to the cow, and as such this must be the animal that I have been told bears 

the name gavaya. ’ Now, the recognition of the applicability of the name must come 

in, in any case ; if, then, the ‘ similarity of the cow ’ also were to form an integral 

factor in the ‘ object of the cognition,’ there would be two objects : the similarity 

and the applicability of the name ; it is therefore much ‘simpler ’ to regard the latter 

alone as constituting the ‘ object, * the cognition of similarity being regarded as 

a mere auxilliary agency. And further, the class ‘gavayavta’ is one only, while simi¬ 

larity is diverse. 

t In assuming the independent character of Analogical Cognition, the Logician 

has to take his Btand upon a reasoning based purely upon the * simplicity of 

assumptions’ as shown above. It is now urged that, inasmuch as the cognitions 

that the Logician regards as * analogical ’ can be got at by means of Inference,— 

why add one more 1 prarndna,' when all that is necessary is found accomplished by 

the pramdna that has already been admitted ? So long as all your purposes are served 

by Perception and Iuference, the reasoning based on ‘ Simplicity of Assumptions' 

should prevent you f~om postulating any moFe j>raw»dnaf. 
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is made impossible by reasoning, "because as a rule, that 

which does have its contrary character made impossible by 

reasoning, does not form the denotation of a word,—e. g- 

golva [which, having its contrary character made possible 

by reasoning, is not accepted as the denotation of the word 

gavaya]-,—and as a matter of fact, we find in the case in ques* 

tion, that the gaoayatva has its contrary character made 

impossible by reasoning,—and therefore the conclusion is 

that gaoayatva form3 the denotation of the word ‘gavaya . 

As a matter of fact, when a thing has its contrary 

character indicated (as impossible) by a thoroughly 

valid reasoning, entirely free from all vitiating circumstances, 

—e.g. the invalidity of the premisses and so foTth,—it is not 

possible for it to be not accepted as the denotation. Or, the cog¬ 

nition of what is denoted by the word ‘gavaya may be ex¬ 

plained as being obtained by means of ‘Presumption’, in the 

following manner :—Inasmuch as the word ‘gavaya is a icord, 

it cannot be that it has no denotation;—this is the first step of 

the Presumptive Reasoning ;—then again, it has been found 

that it cannot have any other denotation, as this would go 

against what we have been told by trustworthy persons as 

regards the word ‘gavaya' denoting that which is coextensive 

with ‘that which is similar to the cow’;—thirdly, the animal 

seen is found to answer to this last description, being ‘similar 

to the cow’; and this leads to the conclusion that the class of 

animals to which the seen animal belongs is what forms the de¬ 

notation of the word ‘gavaya'-,—and this conclusion, as we 

have seen, is led up to by the Presumption based upon the 

impossibility (anupapatti) of what we have been told by trust¬ 

worthy persons with regard to the character of the denotation 

<>The class gavai/atva b«ing a single impartito whole, so long as that can form 

the denotation, the regarding of anything else as the denotation is opposed to all 

reasoning based upon ‘simplicity’; it being simpler to accept a single .tripartite whole 

as the denotation than -anything else. The reading adopted by the Vidyasagrl is 

(arJoina vifayi Ac. Ac. and is , explained as-'the negation of other possible 

denotations in corroborated by reasoning.’ 
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of the word. And thus, all cases of what the Logician re 

gards to be ‘Analogical Cognition’ may be explained as fall- 

ng under the head of ‘Presumptive Cognition’; which obvi¬ 

ates the necessity of postulating ‘Analogy’ as a distinct ‘means 

of cognition,* Pramana. [Nor will it be right for him to 

urge that he would include all cases of Presumptive Cogni¬ 

tion under ‘Aualogy*; because] he will have to accept ‘Pre¬ 

sumption* as a Pramana distinct at any ra te from ‘Analogy;’ 

even though he may include it under Negative Inference> 

while others (the Mimamsakas, for instance) actually accept 

it as a distinct Pramana by itself.)* 

D. 
[The fourth Instruinmt of Cognition—Word—is next taken up. It is shown 

that the Logician cannot provide an adequate account of this Pramana, as no correct 

explanation can be given of ‘trustworthy assertion ’, or of ‘sentence,’ or of assertion.] 

(477) What also is the ‘Word* which is asserted by the 

Logician to be the fourth Means of Cognition ? It will not 

be right to define the Pramana * Word ’ as consisting in the 

assertion of trustworthy persons. Because none of the avail¬ 

able al tern ative explanations (of the several factors of this 

definition) are acceptable. For instance, what do you mean 

by the ‘trustworthy person ’? “ The trustworthy person is one 

who speaks in strict accordance with what is seen.” This 

will not be right; because with this explanation of the ‘ trust¬ 

worthy person * your definition 6f the pramana in question 

will become applicable to the words of a man who asserts 

ivhat is seen by him under a misconception.f 

If you add the qualification ‘known by means of pramana* 

[i.e.y by valid means of knowledge; the definition being that 

° The Logician might include Presumption under Inference. But even so, 

he cannot include it under ‘ Aualogy’; specially those forms of it which appear in 
the negative form. 

f When the man sees the shell before him, and takes it to be silver ; he sees 

6ilver, even though the perception is mistaken ; a:id in this case if the man says 

1 here is a piece of silver,’ he is speaking ‘ in strict accordance with what is seen by 
him.’ 
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If you add the qualification ‘known by means of pramana* 

[i.e.y by valid means of knowledge; the definition being that 

° The Logician might include Presumption under Inference. But even so, 

he cannot include it under ‘ Aualogy’; specially those forms of it which appear in 
the negative form. 

f When the man sees the shell before him, and takes it to be silver ; he sees 

6ilver, even though the perception is mistaken ; a:id in this case if the man says 

1 here is a piece of silver,’ he is speaking ‘ in strict accordance with what is seen by 
him.’ 
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336 Indian Thought : Khandana. 337 

c the man who asserts what he knows by means of valitf 

means of Cognition, is the trustworthy person ’], then the defi¬ 

nition would apply to the man who, though knowing 

the thing rightly (by means of valid means of cognition), 

speaks of it as otherwise [i.e., when the man really perceives 

silver, but says there is shell, he does speak of the silver9 

which he has seen by means of the valid means of cognition9 

though he speaks of it as something else]. If then, it should 

be held that the c trustworthy person * is one who speaks of 

things as cognised by means of valid means of cognition,— 

then, it would apply to the man who perceives a thing and 

makes an assertion with regard to it which is only partly 

in accordance with what has been cognised by means of valid 

means of cognition [e.g., when a man sees two pieces of 

silver before him, and says * here are silver and tin-pieces *, 

he speaks in accordance with what he has seen, so far as the 

silver is concerned, and thereby his assertion would have to 

be accepted as that of a * trustworthy person.’] If the 

definition is stated in the form'4 the man who speaks of a 

thing only so far and in the same form as he cognises by means 

of valid means of knowledge, is trustworthy \—then it be¬ 

comes too narrow; because it does not apply to the * things 

defined ’ (trustworthy persons), which do not fulfil the con¬ 

ditions of the definition; as a matter of fact, trustworthy 

persons do not, as a rule, speak of the entire aspect 

of things cognised by them [and as such they cannot be 

said to speak of things so far as they see fyc.9 because while 

it is the entire aspect of the thing that they see, what they 

speak of is only a part of that aspect.]* 

If the definition of Word as 4 the assertion of trust¬ 

worthy persons ’ were interpreted as 4 the assertion of one 

who speaks in strict accordance with what is rightly cognised 

° For example when oue looks into tlip kitchen, ami sccsthc entire room with all 

its accessories, the oven, the fire, the fuel, the utensils, the articles cooked, and to 

forth and yet ho simply says ‘ there is fire in the kitchen \ 

Kh. 836. 
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by him —then it would fail to include the assertions-of such 

persons as Yudhistliira for instance, who are well-known as 

4 trustworthy ’, and yet are known to have not always spoken 

in strict accordance with what they knew rightly.* 

If you add the further qualification 4 in so far as the 

particular object is concerned’—[the definition being explained 

as—4 when a man speaks of a thing in strict accordance with 

what he knows of it rightly, he is to be regarded as trust¬ 

worthy in so far as that thing is concerned ’]—then, inasmuch 

as the definition would be restricted to an individual object, it 

could not apply to all trustworthy persons or Words. 

[Refutation of the Second Definition.] 

(478) If Word be defined as 44 the assertion of a person 

free from defects (such as deficient organs, ignorance, wrong 

knowledge, undue attachment, aversion and so forth) ”,—then 

it would not apply to the case where a man with defects 

though wishing to say 4the jar is not here’, by chance blurts 

out the truth 4 che jar is here ’ [as this last assertion would 

not be of a man free from defects, and yet it cannot be denied 

that it is true]. u But in reality such an assertion is not ac¬ 

cepted as RramUna (valid or trustworthy).” This is not 

right, we reply ; firstly because we have already answered this 

argument of yours above (paras. 233 el. seq )t;—secondly, be¬ 

cause the validity of the assertion in question being easily 

ascertained by reason of its capability of leading to activity}:* 

° For example, when appealed to by Dronaas to whether or not Aslivatthaman 

had really been killed, he prevaricated by saying * Ashvatthaman has been killed_ 

either the elephant or the person beariug that name *, though he bad seen with his 

own eyes that what had been killed was Aslivatthaman the elephant, and not the 
man, 

t Where it is shown that a cognition may be qu:te right, even though brought 
about by defective means. 

X The aforesaid assertion of the defective person is perfectly capable of 
giving rise to reasonable activity ; i. c., on hearing that, a man may proceed to pick 

up the jar, and when he actually finds it there, ho must accept the assertion as 

valid, notwithstanding the fact of its proceeding from a defective person. 

Kh. 337. 
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the real validity of the assertion cannot be affected by the 

mere fact of its being doubted for some little time (prior to its 

resultant activity being found to be in keeping with the reality 

offchings). Then again, if by the man being" free from defects M 

is meant freedom from all defects, then the qualification would 

not apply to even such a trustworthy person as Bhi- 

mas elder brother, Yudhisthira ; and if, (in order to meet 

this difficulty) the defects are specified, then the definition 

becomes too limited in its scope, and thus fails to b9 compre¬ 

hensive. 
[[Refutation of the Third Definition.] 

(479) " The pramanaWord has also been defined as 

consisting in a sentence in strict consonance ivith the real state 

of things; what objection^ could there be to this defini¬ 

tion ?” In the first place, this definition is open to all the 

objections that have been urged above (under the definition 

of Right Cognition) against " the character of being in 

strict consonance with the real state of things ;”—Secondly 

whether or not the qualification ‘ in strict consonance with 

the real state of things * be regarded as serving the pur¬ 

pose of precluding (certain assertions), in either case there 

are incongruities, as has been shown above;—thirdly this 

definition is open to the serious objection that it is not pos¬ 

sible for you to correctly explain what constitutes a ‘sen¬ 

tence. * 

(480) What is it that you call ‘ sentence * ? 

"It is a collection of such words as are characterised 

by one complete idea. ” In criticising this definition of 

°The sense of the first objection is that, no correct explanation of the. 

character of ‘ being in consonance with the real state of tilings ’ is possible ; as has 

been already shown above;—the sccq)hI% objection means that—fa) if the qualifi¬ 

cation is meant to preclude all assertions that are not in strict consonance with the real 

state of things, then, as a matter of fact, it fails to preclude those assertions that arc 

only partially consonant villi the real state of things ; if it is not meant to preclude 

such other . wertionx, then the «pi ililieatiou becomes superlluons ;—the third ob¬ 

jection is explained in what follows. 

Kh. 338. 
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Sentence we shall let alone for the present the objections 

that we have to put forward against the notions of1 one * 

and ‘object'and ‘characterisation* (that are involved in your 

definition); for the present we shall consider the mean¬ 

ing of the word ‘ word' (contained in your*definition). 

(.481) (a) Some people define a ‘ word1 as that ivhich ends 

in declensional and conjngat-ional terminations (Pan. 1-4-14) 

(6) Others define it as letters ending in terminations. The 

first of these definitions is untenable; because whether we 

take the two terminations collectively or severally, in eith¬ 

er case, the definition becomes too narrow. [If the 

‘word' be defined as that which ends in declensional termina¬ 

tions, then it does not include words with conjugational endings; 

and Dice versa ; and if it be defined as that ending in both de¬ 

clensional and conjugational terminations, it becomes an im¬ 

possible ‘ definition *; there being no such word as ends in 

both declensional and conjugational terminations ]. If, in 

order to escape from this difficulty it be held that the denota¬ 

tion of the word ‘ word' is different in each of the two cases 

[in the case of the word with the declensional ending, it 

stands for ‘ that which ends in declensional terminations 1 ; 

while in that of the word with the conjugation ending, it de¬ 

notes that which end* in conjugational tormina ionsJ, then 

this would vitiate the aforesaid definition of ‘ sentence \* 

(482) iNor can the second definition of ‘ Word ’ men¬ 

tioned above be accepted; because it is not possible for us 

to form any comprehensive notion of ‘ termination inas¬ 

much as while Panini's Sutra (1-4 104) applies the name ‘ter¬ 

mination ' to the declensional and conjnyatioml eudings# 

another Stltra (5-3-1) applies the same name to an entirely 

•The denotation of the word ‘word* Lein* diverse, we cv:! I have no de¬ 

finite comprehensive uotion of the * word ’ ; and the inJeGnitenec2 of the principal 

word in the definition of * Sentence ’ would make this definition also indefinite 
and incomprchensive. 

6 
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different set of endings, such as 1 (asil 9 and the rest; —[and 

there being no definiteness in the things denoted by the 

word * termination *] the sameness of the mere verbal form 

of the name ‘ termination* cannot justify its being included 

in a definition (which remains indefinite so long as every word 

contained in it is not found to have a well-defineddenotation).* 

Then again, when the ‘Word’ is defined as 'letters ending in 

terminations’,—if stress is laid upon the plurality (expressed 

by the plural ending in the word ‘letters’), then such words 

as 'aham (I) and the rest cease to be ‘words’ (inasmuch as 

they contain only two letters, and not three, which is the least 

number expressible by the plural ending); if on the other 

hand, no significance is attached to the plurality, the final 

a’ in the expression *deoadattaJi will have to be regarded as 

a ‘word’; because thi3 final ‘a’ euds in (is followed by) the 

termination (nominative-singular). *‘ But in order to be a 

word, the letter or letters ending in a termination should have 

a meaning (and the letter a in question is meaningless).” 

But even so, in the case of such words 'bhavati9 and the rest* 

which take the augment (shap\ which augment again is 

replaced by its substitute *a\ these augments will have to b$ 

regarded as ‘words’; because the augment 'shap9 has a definite 

meaning (being laid down as signifying the sense of the 

active). “But we accept as word only such letter or letters 

as (while fulfilling the said conditions) are laid down as 

taking the tertninations (the augments in question do not 

take any terminations, and as such they cannot be treated as 

•When the word * termination * has a number of distinct denotations : 

and it has been shown that the definition remains open to objection when any one 

particular denotation of the word * termination * is accepted, as well as when all 

its denotations are accepted,—in the former case the definition becomes * too narrow* 

and in Ihe latter case 1 impossible * ; such bein'; the case,—it being absolutely im¬ 

possible for the word to be takon in any of its denotations, it is not right to employ 

such a word in a definition ; simply, because a number of these denotations falls 

under the common namr of that word. 

Kh. 840 
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•words ), This also cannot be right; as in that case you 

would have to regard as a ‘word’ that much of the expression 

1 bhavati as would be left after removing from it the aug¬ 

ment, [i.e, the expression ‘bhu-tip’ will have to be regarded as 

a ‘word, ‘bhu' being a ‘letter with meaning,* ending in the 

termination tip, and being one which is laid down as taking 

terminations. J “ The augment shap is included in the word 

because it falls between the root bhu and the termination 

(ip . * In that case, wo should ask you—does your defini¬ 

tion mean that the name ‘word’ is given to the letters which 

are laid down as taking terminations, as well as to that which 

falls between letters and the terminations (i. e. to both of these, 

or to ‘the letters which are laid down as taking terminations 

along with ‘that which falls between the two’ ? If the former 

is meant, then the augment ‘shap9 also would be a distinct 

‘word’ by itself; and the definition itself would become too 

narrow? [Because if ‘falling between the two* were a necessary 

condition of the definition, then the root or base would not be 

•words; and if the being a root or base were a necessary condi¬ 

tion, then that which falls between the two would not be in¬ 

cluded; lastly, if both were made necessary conditions, such 

a definition would not be applicable to any word at all]. If 

on the other hand, the latter alternative is the one that you 

accept,—the expression ‘devadattah* would fail to be a 

‘word*; because in this case there being nothing that falls 

between the base (‘devadatta’) and the termination (‘su*), 

it does not fulfil the condition that it should be along 

with that which falls between the two.’ “What is meant 

is that in some cases the letters are to be taken as along 

with ‘that which falls between the two’; while in others 

•In the case of praty that as wo fiud that though only two letters are pronounced 
they imply all the letters that fall between those two. In the same manner, when 

we speak of the word as consisting of the letter (hhii for instance) and the termination 

all that cornea between these two (in the form of augments Ac.) become included in 
the eame. 

Kh. 341, 
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they are to be taken by themselves; just according to 

the circumstances of each case.” This also is not right, 

we reply; because so long as you cannot present a well-defined 

and comprehensive idea (corresponding to the word ‘word’) 

it is impossible to save your definition from the charge of being 

‘too narrow/ Then again [the definition of ‘word* as ‘letters 

ending in terminations' is open to a further objection]—in ac¬ 

cordance with your (second) definition, even such expressions 
as ‘ddoadnlta-sa (‘devadatta* with the singular nominative 

termination) would have to be regarded as a ‘word’. “But 

in the first place, this would be a corrupt form of the 

word ; because if it were a true word, it would certainly 

undergo the transformations that are laid down as necessary 

under the circumstances;—3uch for instance, as thes change 

of sounto ru. and of this again into the visarga, and so forth.” 

! This does not help you ; as it is because the expression is a 

corrupt one that its inclusion in your definitiou (of ‘word') 

vitiates the defiaisi m, which is thus shown to be applicable 

to such expressions as are knnvn to be corrupt; (and your 

answer does nob show that tho form does not fulfil the con¬ 

ditions of the definition). 

(433) For these reasons it must be admitted that when 

the great teacher Pacini propounded the definition of ‘pada 

(Word; in Sutra 1. 4. 14, he coined this word as a techincali. 

ty for the purpose of such transformations as those into ru 

and the like [which are lti'd down as taking effect in the 

case of p ida*\ and which thereto e have effect in the case 

of such expressions ns ‘deoadatta-su9, which though only corrupt 

forms of what a *word!* is in the ordinary acceptation of the 

term, are yet ‘p;t<Ja* in the sense attached to the term by the 

said, Sutra]; and this term ‘pada' being a grammatical techinca- 

lity, just like such other technicalities as ‘midi9 &c. ['nadi* not 

standing for the river, which forms the ordinary denotation of 

the term, but for all feminine bises ending in long u and *]; 

and he never meant his definition of the term ‘nad*9 to apply 

Kh. 342. 
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to the ordinary correct forms of words current in common parl¬ 
ance. Consequently for this litter kind of ‘word’ (which is 
what composes sentences), some other definition has to be 
propounded. Otherwise, desiring water, you would seek for 
it in the forest (bananas thali), mistaking this latter for a 
‘river’—nadi, in accordance with Panini’s definition of ‘nadi 
(as a ‘feminine bases ending in loDg n and i) [because the 
word ‘kananasthali9 being a feminine base ending iu long f, 

would be ‘nadi’ by Paaini’s definition]. 
(434) [Another definition of ‘Word’,, is now put for- 

ward]—“The Word of ordinary parlance may be defined as 
that which ends m a termination, and is duly equipped with 
all the features or changes indicated by the sutias of Fanmi*. 

This definition also cannot be accepted; as it 

s not possible for any word to contain all the changes laid 

down by J^anint in alt his Sutras. “ We may add the 

qualification—‘ duly equipped with all the possible features 

indicated by the Sutras ’ (uud as all the changes enjoined by 

Pacini are not possiole in any single word, the definition 

escapes from the objection just urged against it].” Wot so, 

we reply; do you mean chat the changes or features would 

be possible at the particular time ? or at some other time ? 

If the former, then the form ‘ deoadatta—ru 9 would have 

to be regarded as a word ; because at tlte particular point of 

time when the expression Devudatta—su 9 presents itself, the 

only possible change is tha^ ot the ‘ su 9 into the ‘ ru as the 

Subsequent change into the visarga does not pertain to the 

point of time wuen the ‘ su 9 is changed, into ‘ru \ If, on the 

other baud, you mean that the changes should be possible at 

® The furtn * detadutla—si ’ does uot coiue within this definition as it con¬ 

tains the bas»e and the termination iu their crude forms, without the subsequent 
changes laid down by Panini ;—even the form 1 clcvadatta—ru ' does not fulfil 

the conditions of the definition ; because even though it contains oue of tho 

changes, that of the ‘ su ' into *ru \ it*till falls short of the other necessary changes » 
it is ouly when the 4 ru* is chauged into the visarga that all *,he eujoincd changes 

become accomplished ; and it is for this reason that the form 4 devadattah* comes to. 

be regarded as a tcord. 

Kh. 313. 
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that time, as well as at other times,—then, the expression 

*ddvadattah ’ also could not be regarded as a ‘ word*; because 

yen fcha t form is devoid of such further changes as that of 

the transformation of the ‘ ru’ into ‘ ya ’ (by Pan. 8. 3. 17) 

and the deletion of this ‘ya’ (by Pai). 8. 3. If)),—all these 

changes coming in (being possible, as affecting the • ry. ’) 

before the appearance of such words beginning with vowels 

as 4 iti and the like.* 44 What we mean is that the 

* changes' should be such as are 4 possible ’ (in the word itself) 

independently of the proximity of other words [and thus the 

last objection is avoided, as that refers to the changes necessi¬ 

tated by the following of certain other words].” This also 

is not right, we reply; because in certain cases we find that 

in expressing the idea signified by the expression jivikakritya 
vydchastg ’ (‘ he does the explaining or teaching as a liveli¬ 

hood’), people make use of the expression ‘ jioikSm kritvcL 

v yd chaste ’; and in this case the expression ‘ jivikam kritvU* 

will have to be regarded as a sentence (and not as a word), 

according to your definition ; because the expression 4 jivikam 

krilvci ’ would be a collection of words expressive of, and hence 

characterised by, a single idea (by way of livelihood) (and 

thus would exactly fulfil the conditions of your definition of 

‘sentence ’),— specially because the word 4jivikam ’, as 

related to the word 4 kritoa, ’ fulfills the conditions of your 

definition of 4 word ’ (whereby you have two words, expressive 

of a single idea)f. 

(485) 44 We shall restate our definition in another form— 

The Word is that which is fully equipped with all those possible 

changes that are laid down as coming in under those specific 

•When tho word 1 devadattah ’ is followed by words beginning with vowels, 

it undergoes the two changes mentioned in the text ; and according to the 

definition, until such time as these changes h ive come about, the form ‘ devadattah ’ 

would not be a word. 

t And yet, as a matter of fact, no such sentence is possible, the form 4jivik&m 

IritvA' being grammatically incorrect ; because by Pan. 1. 4. 79, taken along with 

1. 2r 17, 6. 1. 71, 7. 1. 37, tho correct form should be ‘jivikakritya.' 
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conditions that sliall be present in each particular case [and 

thus in the case in question, though the specific conditions in 

the shape of the possibility of being compounded is present in 

the case of the expression 9 jlvikUm IcritvB \ yet all those 

changes that are possible under that condition—yiz., those 

laid down under Sutras 1. 4. 79, 2. 2. 17, 6. 1. 71, and 7. t. 

37—are not present; and hence that expression cannot be 

regarded as a ‘word’].” This cannot be accepted; 

because by this definition, we could not accept as ‘ words 9 

those expressions in which there are no ‘specific conditions 9 

present (because you make the presence of such conditions a 

necessary factor in the 9 word9). “We shall, then, 

define Word as that which ends in terminations and is 

equipped with all those characteristics that are laid down as 

coming in under the circumstances present in each case*/ 

This also will not be right, we reply ; because if by 

* circumstances * you mean the endless diverse conditions 

attending upon different words, then the definition fails to be 

a comprehensive one, and hence becomes too narrow. Then 

as regards any single circumstance, no such can be intended 

by you; and even if such were actually intended, we 

know as a matter of fact that no such single circum¬ 

stance is possible ; and lastly, if even any such circumstance 

were possible (as attending upon words)—such circumstance 

consisting either of similarity of form, or similarity of denota- 

lion, or similarity of termination, or similarity of base 

the changes laid down by Panini would affect equally at all 

times all the words under whatever circumstance they might 

° The difference between this and the former definition is that therein mention 

was made of 4 specific conditions’, by which were meant the. possibility of com¬ 

pounding, the implication of similarity, and so forth ; and as these conditions are not 

found to be present in the case of every word, the definition is rejected as being too 

narrow. In the present definition we have 4 circumstances’ instead of * specific con. 

ditiona’, and certainly, in all words there are certain 4 circumstances ' under which 
tl > changes are laid down by Panini. 
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be (provided that they fell under the one particular circum¬ 

stance referred to); for instance—(l) '[if similarity of form 

were the * oue circumstance ' intended, then] in the case of 

the expression * bhavati 9 [which is a verb, and also the voca¬ 

tive singular form of the feminine pronoun * bhavati \ you 

would have all the characteristics that have been ‘laid down 

in connection with such a verb and vocative forms]; (2) [if the 1 

similarity of denotation were the ‘ one circumstance * intended, 

the a] in the case of the expression ‘ bhavati9 and ‘ asti 9 [as 
both words have the same meaning,‘is*, you would have the 

same characteristics]; o) [if the ‘onecircumstance ‘consisted in 

the similarity of ter mi nation], in the case of the wordsc pa.tah 9 

and ‘pa,tan [both of which, having the nominative termination, 

would have the sam-* characteristics]; *i) [if the ‘one circum¬ 

stance’ consisted in similarity of base] in the case of the words 

‘p'llam9 and ‘ pat ah' | both of which have the common base 

*pata\ would have the same characteristics]; and thus 

your definition would become ‘ too wide 1 [i.e.t ‘ bhavati ’and 

* asti \ &c. &c., would have to be regarded as one ‘ word* 

under your definition; and so on, with the other pairs of words 

cited]. 

fRefutation of the fourth definition of Shabda-pramUnaf] 

(Page 402) (486) For reasons explained above (i.e., the 

impossibility of propounding a right definition of ‘ sentence *) 

we must reject the Mi•nTumaka's definition of Shabda-pramana 

as consisting in ‘ such sentences as do not proceed from any 

persons' (but belong to the Veda). 

Kh. 34d. 

E 
[The fifth Instrument of Right Cognition—arthaptti, Presumptive 

Reasoning—cannot be maintained ; as no adequate explanation can be 

provided of the inconsistency upon which the Presumption is sought to be 

based ; in fact most of the explanations given are impossible.] 

(487)* What again, we ask, is ‘ Arthapatti9 or Pre¬ 

sumption ? “ By Arthapatti is meant the apparent incon¬ 

sistency or incongruity of a certaiu fact in the absence of 

a certain other fact [the said incongruity leading to the pre¬ 

sumption of this latter fact]. + This is not right, we reply ; 

because the ‘ inconsistency * is not manifest until the ‘other 

fact ' is known to be duly established. J The inconsistency 

is with what is already definitely known as duly established 

[that is, with the fact of the man being alive> which in 

a general way, may be known before the idea of his 

being away from home -so that this latter idea need not 

necessarily precede the recognition of the inconsistency].M 

This also is not right, we reply ; because that which 

is meant to be excluded by the adding of the qualifying 

word (‘ definitely known &c/) must be that which i8 not 

known ; and a3 this, by its very nature, would be unknown I • Though the Logician, against whom the main attack is ainiel, does not 

admit of Presumption a3 a distinct Pramana, yet he does not deny the validity of the 

cognitions resulting therefrom ; it is merely a question of names : what the Mimarn- 

% aka regards as a distinct Pramana, calling it1 Presumption the Logician considers 

to be only a particular form of Inference. 

t For instance, we know that Pevadatta is living, he is not dead,-we 

go to his house, but do not fiud him there,—his not being at home is apparently 

inconsistent with our conviction of his being alive ;—this inconsistency however 

continues otily so long as we do not get at the idea of his having gone out ;— 

thus then, in this case the fact of his not being at home is inconsistent in the ab¬ 
sence of the fact of his having gone out;—consequently the said inconsistency 

leads us to presume that he must have gone out. 

jThat is to say, the notion that Dlvadatta is nlice and yet not at home 

is not possible until we are sure of the fact of his being somewhere else ; 
consequently before we are sure of the * inconsistency ’ of his l eing net at 
home, it is necessary for us to be sure of his being away from the house ; so 

that if the notion of this latter fact were to be derived from the inconsistency; 

there would be i most objectionable interdependence. 

Kh. 347. 
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(and as such, for all indents and purposes, non est), ifc could 

not be a fit object for exclusion; and thus the qualifying 

word added for the purpose of excluding it would be en¬ 

tirely superfluous;—and if) in order to escape from this pre¬ 

dicament, you omit the qualifying words * definitely known ' 

then, in that case the ‘inconsistency * would be—(a) either en¬ 

tire and absolute, or (4) only partial; (a) if it be the absolute 

‘ inconsistency 9 that is meant (to be the basis of Presumption) 

then, that would be contrary to, and strike at the very root 

of, the result that you seek to obtain from that ‘ inconsis¬ 

tency *. [That is to say, that which is absolutely inconsistent, 

or incongruous, cannot become possible under any circum¬ 

stances ; it being impossible for an absolute inconsistency to 

be removed; and as the ‘inconsistency' upon which presump¬ 

tive cognition is sought to be based" is held to be removed 

by that cognition, which fact alone constitutes the validity 

of the cognition, the absolute character of that * inconsistency' 

would remove the sole justification for the 'presumption ; and 

the presumption being precluded, there would be nothing to 

lead to the resultant valid cognition];—(6) secondly and lastly, 

if it be only partial ‘ inconsistency * that is meant, then, jn 

that case, [the ‘ inconsistency * would be of an indefinite 

kind, one that may be due to the* absence of, and hence re¬ 

movable by, any and every circumstance, and not only by the 

fact sought to be cognised by the presumption based upon 

such an ‘ inconsistency and so] the c inconsistency ' could 

not lead to that which is sought to be accomplished by its 

means. 

(488) The Opponent offers another explanation of the 

‘ inconsistency ’ :—“ The ‘ inconsistency 1 lies in the contra¬ 

diction apparent between two valid cognitions.” * This, wo 
° That D2vadatta is alive is a fact cognised by means of the declaration of a 

trustworthy person,—and that he is not in the house is cognised by actual percep¬ 
tion ;—thus there is a contradiction between the verbal cognition of his existence 
and the perceptional cognition of his absence, both of which are equally valid ; 
this discrepancy can he removed only if we recognise the fact of his being outsido 
the house ; which fact reconciles the two valid cognitions. 

Kh. 348. 
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r0ply, is an absolute impossiblity [as a matter of fact, there 

can be no contradiction between any two valid cognitions 

bearing upon the same object]. The Opponent explains—• 

-** Wbat we mean is the contradiction between two cognitions 

which are believed to be valid99 * This also is not right, 

we reply : [ A belief can be of the nature of, (a) either mis¬ 

conception, being entirely wrong, or (b) of right cognition, or 

(c) doubtful], (a) If the belief (in the validity of your two 

cognitions) be of the nature of a misconception—:. e.y if it be 

entirely wrong,—then your definition of Presumption becomes 

too wide ;f—'4) if the belief Be of the nature of right cogni¬ 

tion—i. e., if it be a correct belief—then also the aforesaid ob¬ 

jections remain in force{ ;—{c) lastly [if the belief be of the 

nature of doubtful cognition, that is] if the contradiction in¬ 

tended be held to lie between such cognitions as have not had 

their validity or invalidity duly ascertained,—then, in that 

case also, the definition becomes open to the same objection ; 

for instance, in the case of the fallacious reasoning where an 

equally seemingly valid reasoning is available to the contrary, 

—inasmuch as you will have both these cognitions of doubt¬ 

ful validity, they could, by your definition, lead to a valid 

presumption, which would (under the terms of your definition) 

reconcile the two contradictory cognitions; [and this also 

will be absurd, as, even according to you, in the case of such 

. ,.°The Opponent admits that when two cognitions are mutually contradictory 
both cannot be valid ; but it is possible for them to be believed to be valid, even 
though they may not be so actually. 

f As in that case the definition would apply to a case of two distinctly wrong 

cognitions, where also you may have a right presumption, by your definition ; 

for .instance, with regard to a rope, there may be two cognitions—one regarding it 
as a serpent and another as a stick ; it is quite possible for both of these to be be¬ 

lieved to be valid ; and as there would be a contradiction between these, they should 

by yoor definition, lead to a valid Presumption, which is an absurdity. 

x That is, if the right cognitions, which constitute the belief, are valid, then no 

contradiction is possible between two valid cognitions ; and if they are invalid, then 
the definition becomes too ride. 

Kh, 34V. 
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° That D2vadatta is alive is a fact cognised by means of the declaration of a 

trustworthy person,—and that he is not in the house is cognised by actual percep¬ 
tion ;—thus there is a contradiction between the verbal cognition of his existence 
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the house ; which fact reconciles the two valid cognitions. 
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bearing upon the same object]. The Opponent explains—• 

-** Wbat we mean is the contradiction between two cognitions 

which are believed to be valid99 * This also is not right, 

we reply : [ A belief can be of the nature of, (a) either mis¬ 

conception, being entirely wrong, or (b) of right cognition, or 

(c) doubtful], (a) If the belief (in the validity of your two 

cognitions) be of the nature of a misconception—:. e.y if it be 

entirely wrong,—then your definition of Presumption becomes 

too wide ;f—'4) if the belief Be of the nature of right cogni¬ 

tion—i. e., if it be a correct belief—then also the aforesaid ob¬ 

jections remain in force{ ;—{c) lastly [if the belief be of the 

nature of doubtful cognition, that is] if the contradiction in¬ 

tended be held to lie between such cognitions as have not had 

their validity or invalidity duly ascertained,—then, in that 

case also, the definition becomes open to the same objection ; 

for instance, in the case of the fallacious reasoning where an 

equally seemingly valid reasoning is available to the contrary, 

—inasmuch as you will have both these cognitions of doubt¬ 

ful validity, they could, by your definition, lead to a valid 

presumption, which would (under the terms of your definition) 

reconcile the two contradictory cognitions; [and this also 

will be absurd, as, even according to you, in the case of such 

. ,.°The Opponent admits that when two cognitions are mutually contradictory 
both cannot be valid ; but it is possible for them to be believed to be valid, even 
though they may not be so actually. 

f As in that case the definition would apply to a case of two distinctly wrong 

cognitions, where also you may have a right presumption, by your definition ; 

for .instance, with regard to a rope, there may be two cognitions—one regarding it 
as a serpent and another as a stick ; it is quite possible for both of these to be be¬ 

lieved to be valid ; and as there would be a contradiction between these, they should 

by yoor definition, lead to a valid Presumption, which is an absurdity. 
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fallacious' reasonings, no valid cognition can follow from 
theml. The Opponent further explains—" In the case 

of such reasonings, as a matter of fact, the invalidity of one 

of the reasonings (and the cognition resulting therefrom) is 

at once definitely ascertained ; while what our definition refers 

to are those cases of two contradictory cognitions, where such 

is not the case [where we cannot, at once, reject the validity 

of either of the two cognitions.]” This also, we reply, does 

not meet the case; because, as in the case of two mutually 

contradictory reasonings (mentioned above), so, m all other 

cases (of contradictory cognitions), one or the other of the 

cognitions would have to be regarded as invalid, on the 
simple ground of their being mutually contradictory [as of 

two contradictory prepositions, one must be false]*. 

.« The contradiction meant ”, says the Opponent, “ is between 

two reasonings.”t This also, we reply, is not right; because 

when two reasonings contradict each other, they must be 

wrong (and as such cannot afford the basis for any valid 

presumption). 

(489) The Oppoc mt offers another explanation of the 

‘ contradictionThe contradiction that we hold to be 

the basis of Presumption is in the form of a doubt with regard 

to the sublating or rejection of (the object of) a particular or 

limited valid cognition,—this doubt constituting the contra% 

diction of (being inconsistent with) the general or wider valid 

cognition contrary to the aforesaid (particular) cognition. 

*~And thus Presumption, such as you defiue, would be an impossibility, 

f In the instance cited above, we have the following two reasonings, contradic¬ 

ting each other :-(l) ‘ Because Dlvadatta is alive he must exist * and (2) ‘ Because 

h« is not found here he cannot exist.’ 
X When pevadutta is not found in the house, we have a particular cognition 

—that of his nou-exist’encc at a particular place; and when this cognition of his 

non-existence is taken along with the former general cognition of his existence, 

of his being alive, there arises a doubt as to whether or not this existence in general 

r’lould apply to the house also ; if it does, then the particular cogniti n of his 

Hon-exittence at home would he rojocled ;and yet being cognised by direct Perception, 

Kh, 350. 
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This also is not quite right, we reply; because the 

contrary of the general cognition (of existence in general) 

having been made known by the particular cognition 

(of non-existence at home), mere doubt,—which is always 

weaker than definite coguition-can never make the object 

of the particular valid cognition fall within the province of 

the general cognition.* 

(490) A slightly different explanation of the ‘contradic¬ 

tion 9 is next added:—“ What we mean is that, when the 

general valid cognition (of Devadatfca’s existence in general, 

which includes his existence in the house also) is followed by 

a particular valid cognition to the contrary (/.*.> the cogni* 

tion of his not being in the house),—the idea that we have 

of this latter particular cognition being contrary to the former 

general one constitutes the ‘ contradiction * or ‘ inconsistency f 

that leads to another particular cognition (of his existence 

outside the house)." This* explanation also does not help you, 

we reply. Because as a matter of fact, the idea that there is 

a mutual contradiction of the general eognition (of existence 

e.g.) and the particular cognition (of non-existence) 19 

obtained only after we have recognised the fact that the 
- -*—»-i-- 

this would seem to be irrefutable ; hence the doubt; and as this doubt vitiates the 

validity of the former general cognition of his existence in general—which latter would 
not in ordinary course, be true if the non-existence in the house were true—this doubt 

would constitute the ‘ contradiction ’ of that general cognition ; and this doubt is the 

means of getting at, or presuming, the idea of hi? existence outside the house,- which 

Idea alone can reconcile the apparent * contradiction * or inconsistency of the two 

cognitions. This statement of the position of the opponent is intended to meet the 
objections urged above. The cognitions become invalidated only when the ‘ con¬ 

tradiction ’ between them is absolute; so that they mutually reject eaoh other; 
when, however, the 1 contradiction is only in the form of a doubt, their validity is not 

rejected ; it is only vitiated to a slight extent; and this vitiation is removed by the 

presumption ; which Presumption, therefore, is not based upon cognitions whose 
validity has been entirely rejected. 

° When once the mail's non-existence at home has been cognised by Perception 

there is no room left for any doubt as to this being rejected by any general cogni-* 
tion (of existence in general); and thus no doubt being possible, the alleged basis of the 
Presumption disappears. 
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objects of those cognitions (viz., existence and non-existence) 

are contradictory [the * contradiction * of the cognitions thus 

including the contradiction of their objects also] ;—and what 

the ‘ contradiction * of the ‘ objects * implies is that the two 

objects (existence and non-existence) are endowed with such 

contradictory properties that they cannot co-exist in any one 

place (Devadatta’s house for instance); this means that the 

two must exist in two different places ; thus we find that the 

idea that,—while we have the non-existence (of DGvadatta) in 

the house, his existence must be somewhere outside the house, 

is obtained either along with the idea of the ‘ contradiction 

itself, or by being invariably concomitant with this latter idea, 

through inference (from that idea) ; and thus the requisite valid 

idea (prama) being got at, as in the case of other cognitions, 

by an entirely different means, [there is no occasion for the 

postulating of any such ‘means of cognition* (pramana ) as 

Presumption]. 
(491) Then again, we ask-What do you mean by 

the general cognition being followed by the particular cogni¬ 

tion? Does it mean—(a) that the same cognition which 

appeared, in the first instance, in a general form, becomes 

subsequently recognised as pertaining to a particular object ? 

—(h) or that the cognition, though appearing in a general 

form, yet actually pertains to the particular object also, 

on the principle that the particular is inseparable from the 

general,—and all that happens is that this particular signi¬ 

fication of the cognition, not recognised in the first instance, 

becomes cognised subsequently ?—(c) or that it is only a 

particular form of the object of the general cognition (that 

becomes cognised by the subsequent particular cognition) ?— 

(d) or that what is cognised by the particular cognition is only 

a particular property’or character of that particular object 

which already forms the object of the general cognition ? 

• In the i ock example of .Presumption—the general cognition ‘DCvadatta in 

alive’is made to yield the presumption that ‘POvaclatta is out of his 

353 Chapter I, Section (18). 

(a) The jirst of these would not be right; as in that case 

Presumption would be the means of wrong cognition also 

(and as such could not be regarded as a means of valid cogni¬ 

tion, pramana). * (b) Nor is the second explanation acceptable; 

because the particular being inseparable from the general, the 

idea of the former would always enter into the represent¬ 

ative cognition (anuvyaoasaya) of the general cognition itself; 

and as such there would not be left anything unknown (in 

the general or particular form) which could be known by 

means of Presumption (which would thus be entirely super¬ 

fluous). (c) The third explanation also is not tenable; because 

any cognition of the general is not possible without its includ¬ 

ing within itself the cognition of all its particular forms; and 

thus the particular also would become cognised long before 

the Presumption could be operative. (i) Nor can the fourth 

alternative be maintained; because, we ask—is that ‘other pro¬ 

perty or character* something totally different from that 

(general existence) where contradiction is perceived (in the 

shape of non-existence in the house) ? or is it something else 

(in the shape of some peculiarity of size, form and so forth, 

of that whose contradiction is perceived) ? It cannot be the 

latter being a particular cognition—the cognition of the man’s presence at a particular 

place—as compared with the former cognition of his existence in general, his beiDg 

alive. The author puts forward four different alternatives as to what may be meant 

by this ; (1) The meaning the first explanation would be that the general valid 

cognition that'the man is alive^ becomes restricted to his existence at a particular 

place, outside .his house;—(2) the second would mean that the idea of the man’s 

existence outside is already included in the general idea of his being alive; but 

this inclusion is not recognised until the presumption has operated: i. e, this par¬ 

ticular idea becomes cognised only after we have noticed that the man is not in the 

house, which leads to the Presumption of his existence outside;—(3) by the third 

it is the particular form—‘external existence’—of ‘existence-in general’ that is 

cognised by Presumption;—(4) by the fourth, it is the particular character of pertain- 

ing to outside, externality, as belonging to existence in general which wa9 the object 
of the general cognition. 

° If & general cognition is known as a particular cognition, such knowledge can¬ 

not but he wrong,—the cognition being recognised as what it is not. 

Kk. 353. 
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latter; because as a matter of fact, any presumption based upon 

tbo inconsistency of the cognition of one thing can have no 

power to bring about the cognition of something entirely 

different; and in case such power were conceded, utter confus¬ 

ion would be the result (the inconsistency of the cognition 

of anything might bring about the cognition of any and every¬ 

thing ; and thus there would be no fixity in the cognitions 

produced by Presumption). Nor is the former alternative 

possible [that the cognition derived from the inconsistency 

is that of some peculiar form of the object of the former cogni¬ 

tion] ; because those who admit of Presumption as a distinct 

means of valid cognition (i. e. the Mlmamsakas) belong to 

two parties ; according to one of these, connateness or co-exis¬ 

tence is possible between such things as (1) the class and the 

individual—even though they are possessed of such contra¬ 

dictory properties as comprehensiveness and non-comprehensive¬ 

ness respectively,—and (2) the individual jar and its odour— 

even though they are possessed of the contradictory properties 

of visibility and invisibility, respectively; and by this view it is 

possible for the coguition of both contradictories to be true 

atone and the same time; and until this possibility and the 

aforesaid connateness are denied, there can be no real con¬ 

tradiction between the two cognitions (of existence in general 

and non-existence in the house); and as such the inconsistency 

sought to be based upon that contradiction could have no 

force in the bringing about of the presumptive cognition. * 

And as for those other Mlmamsakas who do not admit of 

such connateness,—even in their case, the contradiction bet¬ 

ween the objects of the two cognitious could be noticed only 

after those objects themselves (i. e. existence in general and 

• According to one *et of Mini inisuhis, tlie class an.I the individuals constituting 

it are connate, co-extensivo; so arc the jar, which is visible, and its odour which is 

invisible; hence by this view there is nothing incongruous in our cognising atone and 

the same time of two such contradictory things as existence and non-existence; and 

there being no incon; ruity, tho contradiction could not justify any presumption at all' 

Kh. 354. 
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non-existence in the house) have been cognised; and in this 

case also, as we have pointed out above, what is sought to be 

cognised by means Presumption (i. e. existence outside) will 

have been already cognised (existence outside being included 

in existence in general); and thus the Presumptive Cognition, 

even when appearing, would be a mere repetition (of a 

previous cognition) [and this would deprive 1?resump¬ 

tion of the character of pramana]. 

F 
[Abh&oty Non-apprehension, is the Sixth Pramana admitted by the 

Mlmamsaka. The Logician accepts its validity, but includes it under 

Perception. This the author rejects on the ground that no logical expla¬ 

nation is possible of the manner in which abhdva can serve as a meant 

of cognition.] 

[P. 403] (492) Nor is it right to hold (with the 

Bhatta Mlmamsaka that the Non-apprehension of thing 

which is capable of being apprehended is the means of 

the valid cognition of the absence or negation (of that 

thing). For what is the precise character of this ‘Non- 

apprehension* ? Is it the ‘ absence of valid or right appre¬ 

hension’? or the ( absence of any sort of apprehension*? 

If it be the former, then no wrong cognition would ever 

arise [as every case of wrong cognition, where one thing 

is cognised as something else, would be a case of absence 

of right apprehension of the former thing, ; and this, ex- 

hypo thesi, would be the means of getting at the valid cognition 

of the negation of that thing; and so there would be no wrong 

cognition of all]. If, on the other hand, by non-apprehension 

you mean the ‘ absence of any sort of apprehension’, then, 

in that case, if a man happens to know the general fact that 

conches are white (which implies the absence of some sort of 

apprehension of yellowness), he could never have the wrong 

cognition of the yellowness of the conch (which he would 

be bound to have when his eyes would be affected by 

excess of bile) [because as there would be the absence 

of some sort of apprehension of yellowness, this would, 

Kh. 355. 
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even when appearing, would be a mere repetition (of a 

previous cognition) [and this would deprive 1?resump¬ 

tion of the character of pramana]. 

F 
[Abh&oty Non-apprehension, is the Sixth Pramana admitted by the 

Mlmamsaka. The Logician accepts its validity, but includes it under 

Perception. This the author rejects on the ground that no logical expla¬ 

nation is possible of the manner in which abhdva can serve as a meant 

of cognition.] 

[P. 403] (492) Nor is it right to hold (with the 

Bhatta Mlmamsaka that the Non-apprehension of thing 

which is capable of being apprehended is the means of 

the valid cognition of the absence or negation (of that 

thing). For what is the precise character of this ‘Non- 

apprehension* ? Is it the ‘ absence of valid or right appre¬ 

hension’? or the ( absence of any sort of apprehension*? 

If it be the former, then no wrong cognition would ever 

arise [as every case of wrong cognition, where one thing 

is cognised as something else, would be a case of absence 

of right apprehension of the former thing, ; and this, ex- 

hypo thesi, would be the means of getting at the valid cognition 

of the negation of that thing; and so there would be no wrong 

cognition of all]. If, on the other hand, by non-apprehension 

you mean the ‘ absence of any sort of apprehension’, then, 

in that case, if a man happens to know the general fact that 

conches are white (which implies the absence of some sort of 

apprehension of yellowness), he could never have the wrong 

cognition of the yellowness of the conch (which he would 

be bound to have when his eyes would be affected by 

excess of bile) [because as there would be the absence 

of some sort of apprehension of yellowness, this would, 

Kh. 355. 
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ex hypothetic lead to the fight cognition of the absence' 

or negation of that yellowness]. “ But ” the Opponent ex¬ 

plains, 11 inasmuch as the two (the recalling of the fact 

of the conch being white and the wrong cognition of its 

yellowness) appear at different points of time, there can be 

no such impossibility (of the wrong cognition appearing)’'.* 

This will not help you, we reply. As even so (though this 

explanation may save you from the incongruity we have point* 

ed out), it will not be possible for you to apprehend the mutual 

negation between two objects, both of which are in contact with 

the sense-organ concerned. [As in this case there would 

be no * non-apprehension of that which is capable of being per¬ 

ceived both the things being equally apprehended by the 

Bense-organ]. As for the identity between the two things 

(which identity, and not the things themselves, may be held 

to be that which is negatived by the c mutual negation'),— 

this * identity ’ is nothing apart from the things themselves; 

and it is absolutely certain that the identity (and hence 

the things themselves) will be apprehended when the mutual 

negation is apprehended (so that our original argument re¬ 
mains unshaken).f 

(493) Then again, a certain thing (whose absence is 

to be cognised) can be held to be ‘capable of being appre¬ 

hended 1 only when there are present, in their complete 

and perfect form, all those elements (the Sense-organ, the 

•It is true that the idea of whiteness is not compatible with the notion of yel¬ 

lowness ; but all that this proves is that the cognition of yellowness could not appear 

at the tame time as the idea of whiteness ie present in the mind. It is, however, 

quite possible that at the time that the bilious man perceives the yellowness, he may 

not have recalled the fact of the conch being white ; in fact no two ideas can be 

present in the mind at the same time ; so there is no incongruity in the man perceiv¬ 
ing yellowness even though he may know that the conch is white. 

t Whatever kind of negation is apprehended, such apprehension must contain some 
idea of that which is negatived /-some idea of the jar must enter into any- 

conception of the jar being absent ; and thus, in no case is it possible to have the 

‘ non apprehension » which has been held to be the cause of the apprehension of ne- 
gatio .—Shankarl. 

Chapter I, Section (18). 337 

undisturbed mind and so forth) that conduce to the right 

preception of that thing,—these elements being other than 

the thing itself as well as than that (sense-contact) which 

never exist apart from that thing* And such being 

the case, it would be possible to Have the right cognition 

of the absence of a thing even where we have the right cogni¬ 

tion of its presence; because unless its cause (in the shape 

of the aforesaid capability) is present, the right cognition of 

presence does not appear ; nor does it appear when it is it¬ 

self already actually present; which means that in regard 

to a particular place, the moment before we are going to 

apprehend the jar’s presence, there would be present the cause 

of such apprehension (in the shape of the aforesaid capability) 

and also the Non-apprehension (at that previous moment) 

of the jarand thereby there being the * capability ’ and 

also the * non-apprehension of the capable thing ’, which are 

the only two conditions necessary for the right cognition 

of absence, there would be nothing to prevent this latter right 

cognition of its absence appearing at that moment; and this 

would be followed immediately by the right cognition of the 

jar’s presence ;—thus in regard to one and the same place we 

would have the right cognition of the presence as well as the 

absence of the jar.t With a view to escape from the difficulty, 

the Opponent qualifies his statement of the definition :— 

“The non-apprehension of the capable thing leading to the 

right cognition of the absence of that thing must be accom¬ 

panied by the absence of that thing, and also by the absence of 

•The jar can be regarded as capable of being perceived, not only when the jar 

itself is present and in contact with the eye, —but when there are present, the mind 

and the sense-organ, both in efficient condition. 

fThe reading adopted by the Shinkarl is^nWH^W^A aud by the the Vidyasa- 
garl The general sense of the passage comes to be the eame in 

both cases ; though the latter reading makes the construction of the passage more 

involved. For this reason it is the bhinkari reading that lias been adopted in the 

translation. 

Kh. 357. 

Kh. 356. 
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ex hypothetic lead to the fight cognition of the absence' 

or negation of that yellowness]. “ But ” the Opponent ex¬ 

plains, 11 inasmuch as the two (the recalling of the fact 

of the conch being white and the wrong cognition of its 

yellowness) appear at different points of time, there can be 

no such impossibility (of the wrong cognition appearing)’'.* 

This will not help you, we reply. As even so (though this 

explanation may save you from the incongruity we have point* 

ed out), it will not be possible for you to apprehend the mutual 

negation between two objects, both of which are in contact with 

the sense-organ concerned. [As in this case there would 

be no * non-apprehension of that which is capable of being per¬ 

ceived both the things being equally apprehended by the 

Bense-organ]. As for the identity between the two things 

(which identity, and not the things themselves, may be held 

to be that which is negatived by the c mutual negation'),— 

this * identity ’ is nothing apart from the things themselves; 

and it is absolutely certain that the identity (and hence 

the things themselves) will be apprehended when the mutual 

negation is apprehended (so that our original argument re¬ 
mains unshaken).f 

(493) Then again, a certain thing (whose absence is 

to be cognised) can be held to be ‘capable of being appre¬ 

hended 1 only when there are present, in their complete 

and perfect form, all those elements (the Sense-organ, the 

•It is true that the idea of whiteness is not compatible with the notion of yel¬ 

lowness ; but all that this proves is that the cognition of yellowness could not appear 

at the tame time as the idea of whiteness ie present in the mind. It is, however, 

quite possible that at the time that the bilious man perceives the yellowness, he may 

not have recalled the fact of the conch being white ; in fact no two ideas can be 

present in the mind at the same time ; so there is no incongruity in the man perceiv¬ 
ing yellowness even though he may know that the conch is white. 

t Whatever kind of negation is apprehended, such apprehension must contain some 
idea of that which is negatived /-some idea of the jar must enter into any- 

conception of the jar being absent ; and thus, in no case is it possible to have the 

‘ non apprehension » which has been held to be the cause of the apprehension of ne- 
gatio .—Shankarl. 
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undisturbed mind and so forth) that conduce to the right 

preception of that thing,—these elements being other than 

the thing itself as well as than that (sense-contact) which 

never exist apart from that thing* And such being 

the case, it would be possible to Have the right cognition 

of the absence of a thing even where we have the right cogni¬ 

tion of its presence; because unless its cause (in the shape 

of the aforesaid capability) is present, the right cognition of 

presence does not appear ; nor does it appear when it is it¬ 

self already actually present; which means that in regard 

to a particular place, the moment before we are going to 

apprehend the jar’s presence, there would be present the cause 

of such apprehension (in the shape of the aforesaid capability) 

and also the Non-apprehension (at that previous moment) 

of the jarand thereby there being the * capability ’ and 

also the * non-apprehension of the capable thing ’, which are 

the only two conditions necessary for the right cognition 

of absence, there would be nothing to prevent this latter right 

cognition of its absence appearing at that moment; and this 

would be followed immediately by the right cognition of the 

jar’s presence ;—thus in regard to one and the same place we 

would have the right cognition of the presence as well as the 

absence of the jar.t With a view to escape from the difficulty, 

the Opponent qualifies his statement of the definition :— 

“The non-apprehension of the capable thing leading to the 

right cognition of the absence of that thing must be accom¬ 

panied by the absence of that thing, and also by the absence of 

•The jar can be regarded as capable of being perceived, not only when the jar 

itself is present and in contact with the eye, —but when there are present, the mind 

and the sense-organ, both in efficient condition. 

fThe reading adopted by the Shinkarl is^nWH^W^A aud by the the Vidyasa- 
garl The general sense of the passage comes to be the eame in 

both cases ; though the latter reading makes the construction of the passage more 

involved. For this reason it is the bhinkari reading that lias been adopted in the 

translation. 
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that which can never exist apart from that thing (viz.f 

the sense-contact of that thing)." This also, we maintain, 

cannot be right. Because there is no evidence for re¬ 

garding, as the cause (of cognition of absence), the 

‘absence of that which can never exist apart from the 

thing specially as this absence would be already implied in 

the absence of the thing itself [that is to say, when the thing 

is not present, its contact with a sense-organ cannot be 

be present; hence when the absenoe of the thing has been 

mentioned, it is absolutely useless to mention the absence of 

its contact with-a sense-organ) and a condition that is already 

implied in some other condition cannot, from the very definition 

Of Cause, be regarded as Cause];—it is for a similar reason that 

in the perception of light, the presence of another light is not 

regarded as the cause; that is to say, in the perception of the 

light as one entire whole, the presence (in the eye) of the 

constituent parts of that light is not regarded as the cause} 

and vice versa; and this is simply because the light of the 

parts is already implied in the whole light, and so in the 

apprehension of the absence of light, the presence of that 

other light (the parts, i.e., which cannot exist apart from the 

whole) is not regarded as the Cause. Then again, in 

your definition you refer to the ‘ sense-contact of the object ’ 

as the * invariable concomitant * of the thing; but this is far 

from right; as the object itself being one member of 

the ‘ contact ’, there can be no such relationship between 

them*. 

(494) “In that case,” says the Opponent, “we may hold 

that non-apprehension should be accompanied only by the 

absence of the thing (and we shall drop from our definition 

the expression ' tadavinabhuta ’ which refers to the sense- 

° The relation of 'vyiXpti’1 invariable concomitance,’ ia held by the Logician to 

% ubsiet between two things that are entirely distinct; the ttnsc-objcct contact cannot 

be regarded a- distinct from the ‘ objectwhioh forms a part of the said contact. 

Kh. 358. 
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contact of the thing)/’ This also will not-help you, we 

reply. Because you do admit (Mima-Su. I-i-5) that contact of 

the sense-organ is the cause of the sense-perception of the 

thing whose absence would be cognised (by means of ‘ non- 

apprehension ’);—now with regard to this we ask-—is it, or 

is it not, necessary for you to seek for an instance that would 

show that the effect (in the shape of the apprehension of the 

thing) does not appear, when the sense-contact is absent (even 

though all other circumstances favourable to such apprehen¬ 

sion be present) ? If it is not necessary, then wherefore 

should you regard the sense-contact to be the * cause' of that 

apprehension ? The appearance of the effect (apprehension) 

might be explained as being due to something else. If, on 

the other hand, it is necessary to find such an instance, this 

instance could be found only in a case where, all other 

favourable circumstances being present, there would be 

present some such thing as would intercept the contact of 

the thing with the sense-organ [e.g., when in broad daylight, 

there would be a wall intervening between the observer and 

thing to be perceived]; and as in this case the sense-contact 

would be absent, there could, ex hypothesi, be no valid apprehen¬ 

sion of the thing; and hence to that extent, the thing would, 

in reality, be non-existent or absent; and as in this manner 

the only condition that you make necessary for the appear¬ 

ance of the Valid cognition of absence (viz. that “ there should 

be non-apprehension accompanied by tbe absence of the thing”) 

would be fulfilled, it would be possible to have the valid cogni¬ 

tion of the absence of the thing [which is not true; as when 

the thing is hidden from our view, we can have only a doubt 

as to its presence or absence; and no valid cognition of either, 

its presence or absence]. “ But”, the Opponent adds, 

“ the absence of intercepting things is necessary in the appre¬ 

hension of every object; [and as in the case in question, an 

interceptor would be present, the object would not be 

Kh. 359. 
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that which can never exist apart from that thing (viz.f 

the sense-contact of that thing)." This also, we maintain, 

cannot be right. Because there is no evidence for re¬ 

garding, as the cause (of cognition of absence), the 

‘absence of that which can never exist apart from the 

thing specially as this absence would be already implied in 

the absence of the thing itself [that is to say, when the thing 

is not present, its contact with a sense-organ cannot be 

be present; hence when the absenoe of the thing has been 

mentioned, it is absolutely useless to mention the absence of 

its contact with-a sense-organ) and a condition that is already 

implied in some other condition cannot, from the very definition 

Of Cause, be regarded as Cause];—it is for a similar reason that 

in the perception of light, the presence of another light is not 

regarded as the cause; that is to say, in the perception of the 

light as one entire whole, the presence (in the eye) of the 

constituent parts of that light is not regarded as the cause} 

and vice versa; and this is simply because the light of the 

parts is already implied in the whole light, and so in the 

apprehension of the absence of light, the presence of that 

other light (the parts, i.e., which cannot exist apart from the 

whole) is not regarded as the Cause. Then again, in 

your definition you refer to the ‘ sense-contact of the object ’ 

as the * invariable concomitant * of the thing; but this is far 

from right; as the object itself being one member of 

the ‘ contact ’, there can be no such relationship between 

them*. 

(494) “In that case,” says the Opponent, “we may hold 

that non-apprehension should be accompanied only by the 

absence of the thing (and we shall drop from our definition 

the expression ' tadavinabhuta ’ which refers to the sense- 

° The relation of 'vyiXpti’1 invariable concomitance,’ ia held by the Logician to 

% ubsiet between two things that are entirely distinct; the ttnsc-objcct contact cannot 

be regarded a- distinct from the ‘ objectwhioh forms a part of the said contact. 
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contact of the thing)/’ This also will not-help you, we 

reply. Because you do admit (Mima-Su. I-i-5) that contact of 

the sense-organ is the cause of the sense-perception of the 

thing whose absence would be cognised (by means of ‘ non- 

apprehension ’);—now with regard to this we ask-—is it, or 

is it not, necessary for you to seek for an instance that would 

show that the effect (in the shape of the apprehension of the 

thing) does not appear, when the sense-contact is absent (even 

though all other circumstances favourable to such apprehen¬ 

sion be present) ? If it is not necessary, then wherefore 

should you regard the sense-contact to be the * cause' of that 

apprehension ? The appearance of the effect (apprehension) 

might be explained as being due to something else. If, on 

the other hand, it is necessary to find such an instance, this 

instance could be found only in a case where, all other 

favourable circumstances being present, there would be 

present some such thing as would intercept the contact of 

the thing with the sense-organ [e.g., when in broad daylight, 

there would be a wall intervening between the observer and 

thing to be perceived]; and as in this case the sense-contact 

would be absent, there could, ex hypothesi, be no valid apprehen¬ 

sion of the thing; and hence to that extent, the thing would, 

in reality, be non-existent or absent; and as in this manner 

the only condition that you make necessary for the appear¬ 

ance of the Valid cognition of absence (viz. that “ there should 

be non-apprehension accompanied by tbe absence of the thing”) 

would be fulfilled, it would be possible to have the valid cogni¬ 

tion of the absence of the thing [which is not true; as when 

the thing is hidden from our view, we can have only a doubt 

as to its presence or absence; and no valid cognition of either, 

its presence or absence]. “ But”, the Opponent adds, 

“ the absence of intercepting things is necessary in the appre¬ 

hension of every object; [and as in the case in question, an 

interceptor would be present, the object would not be 
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f capable9 of being apprehended, which is a necessary condi¬ 

tion in all valid cognition of absence].” But this also 

does not help your case, we reply. For, if such be the 

case, then the instance would not be one that would support 

the idea that it is only sense-contact in whose absence no 

valid apprehension of the object is possiblo [as * absence of 

interceptors9 would by your last assertion, be another condi¬ 

tion necessary for the apprehension ;—and yet the instance 

was sought for the sole purpose of showing that sense-contact 

was the only condition whose absence must lead to the 

absence of valid apprehension]. “ But ”, the Oppo¬ 

nent explains, “ the interceptor is regarded as preventive of 

the apprehension, only by reason of its preventing the sense- 

contact* [hence it is, after all, only the sense-contact that is 

the necessary condition for apprehension].” Then, in that 

case, the ‘ absence of interceptors * becomes the cause of the 

appearance of the sense-contact, and not of the appearance of 

a particular valid cognition of the absence of things; and 

thus our original objection (of the possibility of the valid 

cognition of the absence of the intercepted object) [for the 

meeting of which objection you had put forward * the absence 

of interceptors * as necessary for the apprehension of every 

object *] remains in force. 

(495) It will not be right to assert that in the case of 

interception, what prevents the appearance of the valid 

cognition of the absence of the intercepted object, is the 

absence of its sense-contact; and it is this latter absence that 

constitutes the deficiency in the causal conditions leading to 

the valid cognition of absence.* Because if the sense- 

contact of the object be a necessary condition for the valid 

° This would mean that the ‘presence of sense-contact ’ is a necessary element in 

the valid cognition of absence. Though this viow has been already refuted in para. 

493, yet it is brought forward again ; because in the former case the pretence of sentem 

contact had been put for. ard only as a concomitant of the object; while uow it it put 

forward independently. 
Kh. 860. 
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cognition of tho absence of that object,—then it would never 

be possible to have the valid cognition of the absence of any 

thing at all, [as the object would be in contact witb the sense- 

organ only when it would be present; and when it is present, 
the cognition of its absence cannot be valid], 

(49b) For the same reason (i.e., the reason that has 

made us reject the 4 absence of an interceptor1 as a condi¬ 

tion) the ‘absence of interception’ cannot be accepted as a 

further causal condition bringing about the apprehension of 

absence; because such absence would be the cause only of 

1 sense-contact9 (which has already been regarded as a 

necessary condition in that apprehension)*, [and thus 

absence would be apprehended by means of Perception 

by the Sensdfc, and not by Non-apprehension as a distinct 

means of cognition]. No again will it be right to regard 

the direct apprehension of the receptacle or place (wherein the 

• capable thing* would have been apprehended) as the fur¬ 

ther cause of the apprehension of absence ; because there is 

no such ‘ direct apprehension of the receptacle * in the case of 

the apprehension of previous absence [e.y., when one seeks 

for a person in his house and does not find him, he has the 

notion of the man’s absence from his house, even whin he 

has gone away from the house, and the house is no longer 

before his eyes ;—how could this notion of absence be possi¬ 

ble, when there is no apprehension of the house, which is 

the receptacle ?]. 

(496) The Opponent rejoins—“In a case where there 

is an interceptor, if the absence of the thing is really there, 

this absence would certainly be apprehended by the force of 

°The Chaukhambha Series text reads ‘*r5<jr^ : with theSfoi.', though the reading 

adopted by the Vidyaslgart is ; the sentence in this latter case would mean 

—* because when there is sense-contact, absence of interception would be impossible'; 

the sense being that in this case absence of interception may be le cause of sense-con¬ 
tact, but not of the apprehension of abnence. 

Kh. 361. 



360 Indian Thought : Khandana. 

f capable9 of being apprehended, which is a necessary condi¬ 

tion in all valid cognition of absence].” But this also 

does not help your case, we reply. For, if such be the 

case, then the instance would not be one that would support 

the idea that it is only sense-contact in whose absence no 

valid apprehension of the object is possiblo [as * absence of 

interceptors9 would by your last assertion, be another condi¬ 

tion necessary for the apprehension ;—and yet the instance 

was sought for the sole purpose of showing that sense-contact 

was the only condition whose absence must lead to the 

absence of valid apprehension]. “ But ”, the Oppo¬ 

nent explains, “ the interceptor is regarded as preventive of 

the apprehension, only by reason of its preventing the sense- 

contact* [hence it is, after all, only the sense-contact that is 

the necessary condition for apprehension].” Then, in that 

case, the ‘ absence of interceptors * becomes the cause of the 

appearance of the sense-contact, and not of the appearance of 

a particular valid cognition of the absence of things; and 

thus our original objection (of the possibility of the valid 

cognition of the absence of the intercepted object) [for the 

meeting of which objection you had put forward * the absence 

of interceptors * as necessary for the apprehension of every 

object *] remains in force. 

(495) It will not be right to assert that in the case of 

interception, what prevents the appearance of the valid 

cognition of the absence of the intercepted object, is the 

absence of its sense-contact; and it is this latter absence that 

constitutes the deficiency in the causal conditions leading to 

the valid cognition of absence.* Because if the sense- 

contact of the object be a necessary condition for the valid 

° This would mean that the ‘presence of sense-contact ’ is a necessary element in 

the valid cognition of absence. Though this viow has been already refuted in para. 

493, yet it is brought forward again ; because in the former case the pretence of sentem 

contact had been put for. ard only as a concomitant of the object; while uow it it put 

forward independently. 
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cognition of tho absence of that object,—then it would never 

be possible to have the valid cognition of the absence of any 

thing at all, [as the object would be in contact witb the sense- 

organ only when it would be present; and when it is present, 
the cognition of its absence cannot be valid], 

(49b) For the same reason (i.e., the reason that has 

made us reject the 4 absence of an interceptor1 as a condi¬ 

tion) the ‘absence of interception’ cannot be accepted as a 

further causal condition bringing about the apprehension of 

absence; because such absence would be the cause only of 

1 sense-contact9 (which has already been regarded as a 

necessary condition in that apprehension)*, [and thus 

absence would be apprehended by means of Perception 

by the Sensdfc, and not by Non-apprehension as a distinct 

means of cognition]. No again will it be right to regard 

the direct apprehension of the receptacle or place (wherein the 

• capable thing* would have been apprehended) as the fur¬ 

ther cause of the apprehension of absence ; because there is 

no such ‘ direct apprehension of the receptacle * in the case of 

the apprehension of previous absence [e.y., when one seeks 

for a person in his house and does not find him, he has the 

notion of the man’s absence from his house, even whin he 

has gone away from the house, and the house is no longer 

before his eyes ;—how could this notion of absence be possi¬ 

ble, when there is no apprehension of the house, which is 

the receptacle ?]. 

(496) The Opponent rejoins—“In a case where there 

is an interceptor, if the absence of the thing is really there, 

this absence would certainly be apprehended by the force of 

°The Chaukhambha Series text reads ‘*r5<jr^ : with theSfoi.', though the reading 

adopted by the Vidyaslgart is ; the sentence in this latter case would mean 

—* because when there is sense-contact, absence of interception would be impossible'; 

the sense being that in this case absence of interception may be le cause of sense-con¬ 
tact, but not of the apprehension of abnence. 
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the Tery oircumafcancea which we hare mentioned above as 

the cause of the apprehension of absence;—and where 

would there be any incongruity in this ? From this it does 

not follow (as you have argued above) that those circums¬ 

tances would give rise to the apprehension of the thing’s 

absence, even where the thing is actually present [and the 

reason for this would lie in the fact that in this case, we 

would not have the absence of the thing, which has been de¬ 

clared by us to be the first condition in the cause of the 

apprehension of absence].” Our reply is that, in that 

case, you should accept merely non-apprehension accompanied 

by the absence of the thing to be the sole cause or means of the 

Valid cognition of absence ; and please give up your persisten¬ 

ce in introducing the qualifying word ‘capable ’ (that the thing 

should be ‘capable of being apprehended’).* The Opponent 

explains—•“ As a matter of fact, we find that in many cases 

even when the thing is absent, mere non-apprehension of it 

does not bring about the firm conviction (certain cognition) of 

its being really absent; in many cases it gives rise to only 

a doubt as to the thing being absent or present ;t under 

the circumstances, how can we accept the view that mere non-, 

apprehension is the sole condition necessary for the cognition 

of absence ?” Our reply is that even if you have the qua¬ 

lifying word ‘capable’, you would, have in the case of interoep- 

tionalso [as the thing would be ‘capable of being appre- 

• The qualification is added simply with a view to make possible the appre- 

hension of the thing’s absence, even when its direct sense-contact is intercepted 

If, as the opponent urges, the mere absence of the thing would be sufficient for 

bringing about that apprehension, even when there is interception,—where is the 
use of inserting the qualifying word ? 

f In dense darkness, when we cannot see what there is in a place, even though 

the jar is absent, yet, when we do not see it, all the idea that we have is the doubt as 

to whether or not the jar is present j and there is no firm conviction as to its 
absence ; and it is with a view to cover such cases that the qualifying word ‘cap¬ 

able • becomes necessary ; in darkness, the jar is not ‘ capable of being apprehend¬ 

ed ; and hence the full condition of the apprehension of its absence being wanting, 
it is only natural that no firm conviction should be forth-coming. 
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bended,] the valid cognition of the thing's absence,—and not a 

mere doubt as to its presence or absence [while as a matter 

6f fact, in many cases where the object concerned is hidden 

from view, we have only a doubt, and not any firm conviction, 

as to its presence or absence];—and thus even the insertion 

of the qualifying word ‘capable* does not save you from the 

anomaly (for escaping from which yon justify its insertion). 

(497) Then again, [as regards your definition contain¬ 

ing the qualification that the non-apprehension of the thing 

should be accompanied by the actual absence of that thing], 

we beg to point out that from the very nature of things, the 

actual existence or presence of the thing to be cognised cannot 

enter as a constituent factor into the means of cognising it 

[and yet, you make the ‘absence*, which is the object to be 

cognised by Non-apprehension, an integral part of your de¬ 

finition of the means of cognising it] ; and it is for the sole 

purpose of ascertaining the existence or non-existence of 

things that all intelligent enquirers take the trouble of 

discriminating the valid from the invalid means of cognition. 

Otherwise, in the case of Inferences, it would be absolutely 

futile to try to remove all adventitious adjuncts vitiating the 

notion of the invariable concomitance upon which the inference 

is based ; because the inference would, according to you, be 

perfectly sound by your regarding, as the cause of inference, 

the notion of the presence in the Subject of one of the 

factors of the said concomitance (i.e., the Minor Premiss).* 

[Page 414] (498) Then again, if you accept * Non-appre¬ 

hension * to be the cause of the valid cognition of ‘ previous 

• By the Opponent’s hypothesis, the cause of the coguition includes within 

itself the actual existence of the thing cognised ; hence the cause of inference 

would already imply the existence of invariable concomitance ; and hence the 

notion of this concomitance being already got at, what would be the use of re¬ 

moving the vitiating adjuucts ? The sole end of this removal being .he obtaining 

of a firm convictioo of concomitance ; and this is already implied.' 

9 
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the Tery oircumafcancea which we hare mentioned above as 

the cause of the apprehension of absence;—and where 

would there be any incongruity in this ? From this it does 

not follow (as you have argued above) that those circums¬ 

tances would give rise to the apprehension of the thing’s 

absence, even where the thing is actually present [and the 

reason for this would lie in the fact that in this case, we 

would not have the absence of the thing, which has been de¬ 

clared by us to be the first condition in the cause of the 

apprehension of absence].” Our reply is that, in that 

case, you should accept merely non-apprehension accompanied 

by the absence of the thing to be the sole cause or means of the 

Valid cognition of absence ; and please give up your persisten¬ 

ce in introducing the qualifying word ‘capable ’ (that the thing 

should be ‘capable of being apprehended’).* The Opponent 

explains—•“ As a matter of fact, we find that in many cases 

even when the thing is absent, mere non-apprehension of it 

does not bring about the firm conviction (certain cognition) of 

its being really absent; in many cases it gives rise to only 

a doubt as to the thing being absent or present ;t under 

the circumstances, how can we accept the view that mere non-, 

apprehension is the sole condition necessary for the cognition 

of absence ?” Our reply is that even if you have the qua¬ 

lifying word ‘capable’, you would, have in the case of interoep- 

tionalso [as the thing would be ‘capable of being appre- 

• The qualification is added simply with a view to make possible the appre- 

hension of the thing’s absence, even when its direct sense-contact is intercepted 

If, as the opponent urges, the mere absence of the thing would be sufficient for 

bringing about that apprehension, even when there is interception,—where is the 
use of inserting the qualifying word ? 

f In dense darkness, when we cannot see what there is in a place, even though 

the jar is absent, yet, when we do not see it, all the idea that we have is the doubt as 

to whether or not the jar is present j and there is no firm conviction as to its 
absence ; and it is with a view to cover such cases that the qualifying word ‘cap¬ 

able • becomes necessary ; in darkness, the jar is not ‘ capable of being apprehend¬ 

ed ; and hence the full condition of the apprehension of its absence being wanting, 
it is only natural that no firm conviction should be forth-coming. 
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bended,] the valid cognition of the thing's absence,—and not a 

mere doubt as to its presence or absence [while as a matter 

6f fact, in many cases where the object concerned is hidden 

from view, we have only a doubt, and not any firm conviction, 

as to its presence or absence];—and thus even the insertion 

of the qualifying word ‘capable* does not save you from the 

anomaly (for escaping from which yon justify its insertion). 

(497) Then again, [as regards your definition contain¬ 

ing the qualification that the non-apprehension of the thing 

should be accompanied by the actual absence of that thing], 

we beg to point out that from the very nature of things, the 

actual existence or presence of the thing to be cognised cannot 

enter as a constituent factor into the means of cognising it 

[and yet, you make the ‘absence*, which is the object to be 

cognised by Non-apprehension, an integral part of your de¬ 

finition of the means of cognising it] ; and it is for the sole 

purpose of ascertaining the existence or non-existence of 

things that all intelligent enquirers take the trouble of 

discriminating the valid from the invalid means of cognition. 

Otherwise, in the case of Inferences, it would be absolutely 

futile to try to remove all adventitious adjuncts vitiating the 

notion of the invariable concomitance upon which the inference 

is based ; because the inference would, according to you, be 

perfectly sound by your regarding, as the cause of inference, 

the notion of the presence in the Subject of one of the 

factors of the said concomitance (i.e., the Minor Premiss).* 

[Page 414] (498) Then again, if you accept * Non-appre¬ 

hension * to be the cause of the valid cognition of ‘ previous 

• By the Opponent’s hypothesis, the cause of the coguition includes within 

itself the actual existence of the thing cognised ; hence the cause of inference 

would already imply the existence of invariable concomitance ; and hence the 

notion of this concomitance being already got at, what would be the use of re¬ 

moving the vitiating adjuucts ? The sole end of this removal being .he obtaining 

of a firm convictioo of concomitance ; and this is already implied.' 
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non-existence' also, ‘—then our contention is that this is 

not possible ; because in some cases it may so happen that 

at the time that the previous non-existence is being actually 

cognised, the thing might have come into existence [during 

the time, howsoever short, taken by the functioning of the 

Non-apprehension towards the bringing about of the cognition 

of non-existence]which would mean that the non-exis¬ 

tence has ceased [and thus the cognition of such non-exis¬ 

tence could not be valid]. Nor would it make any differ- 

ence if you were to introduce, “into your statement of the 

cause of the cognition of absence, the qualifying clause that 

the receptacle must be characterised by the absence of the 

thing at the time that the resultant cognition of absence actually 

appedrs. If it be urged that the said characterisation itself 

•yvould constitute the required difference,—then this would 

lead to most undesirable anomalies. + “ Though we may not 

be able to state exactly the peculiar character of the difference, 

yet it cannot be denied that there is some sort of difference. 

This also cannot help you out of your difficulty ; because as 

soon as you admit of such a difference, it becomes incum¬ 

bent upon you to explain what that difference is [and this 

you cannot do]. ___ 

• Just before the time at which the thing actually comes into existence, the 

non-existence o£ that thing is called the ‘previous non-existence’. 

t Being characterised by absence is the distinguishing character of the Recepta¬ 

cle ; which means that the character of being so characterised is a character of it ; and 

so on and on, there would be an endless series of characters and characterisations. 

End of the 

Refutation of PramUnas. 

Kh. 364. 

Chapter I, Section (18). 365 

Section 19. 
[Having refuted the definition of the real Pramanas themselves, the 

author proceeds to refute the definition of what have been called ‘ Prama- 

nabhasa ’ or false pramanas ; and from among these, as it is the * Fallaci¬ 
ous Reason ’ that is likely to be most used by the Logician against bis op¬ 

ponents, the Vedantin and the rest, the Author takes up the demolishing of 

the entire fabric of “ Fallacious Reasous ” Hetvabhasas. Specially as 

of all false Pramanas, it is the 1 Fallacious Inference or Reason ’ that libs 

been singled out by the writers on Nyaya for special treatment. 

1. Of all fallacious reasons, the most important is the Asi^dha 

‘ Unrecognised or Untrue Reason ’ ; which is therefore taken up first; and 

it is shown that no adequate definition of the ‘ Unrecognised ’ Reason is 

possible.] 

(499) [Page 415] What again we ask, is the * unrecog¬ 

nised * or ‘ untrue ’ Reason or Probans ? It has been defined 

as that Reason or Probans which is not rightly cognised as 

invariably concomitant with what is predicated in the conclu¬ 

sion, and as subsisting in the Subject of the conclusion. But 

this definition cannot be accepted as correct; as by this defini¬ 

tion all the other i fallacious reasons * would become included 

in this * unrecognised or untrue Reason because no reason 

can ever be regarded as ‘ fallacious * unless it militates against 

one of the three conditions mentioned in the above definition: 

that is to say, a Reason, to be fallacious, must fail—(a) either to 

be invariably concomitant with the-predicate of the conclusion, 

(6) or to subsist in its subject, (c) or to be rightly cognised ;— 

and all these three are found mentioned in the above defi¬ 

nition, which, therefore, must apply to all Fallacious Rea¬ 

sons, and nob only to one of them *(th0 unrecognised or untrue 

reason). 
[The Logician enters a strong protest against the above, and proceeds 

to explain in detail,—up to Para. 509,—how the ’Unrecognised or Untrue’ 

Reason cannot include every other kind of Fallacious Reason.] 

(500) “ It is not as you say ; (i. e., all the fallacious 

reasons cannot be included in the ‘ unrecognised or untrue 

Reason ’) because the many fallacies, or defects, (attaching to 

the Probans), may be classed under three distinct heads :— 

(A) Sor e are of such nature that the Probans turns out 

Kh. 365. 
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non-existence' also, ‘—then our contention is that this is 

not possible ; because in some cases it may so happen that 

at the time that the previous non-existence is being actually 

cognised, the thing might have come into existence [during 

the time, howsoever short, taken by the functioning of the 

Non-apprehension towards the bringing about of the cognition 

of non-existence]which would mean that the non-exis¬ 

tence has ceased [and thus the cognition of such non-exis¬ 

tence could not be valid]. Nor would it make any differ- 

ence if you were to introduce, “into your statement of the 

cause of the cognition of absence, the qualifying clause that 

the receptacle must be characterised by the absence of the 

thing at the time that the resultant cognition of absence actually 

appedrs. If it be urged that the said characterisation itself 

•yvould constitute the required difference,—then this would 

lead to most undesirable anomalies. + “ Though we may not 

be able to state exactly the peculiar character of the difference, 

yet it cannot be denied that there is some sort of difference. 

This also cannot help you out of your difficulty ; because as 

soon as you admit of such a difference, it becomes incum¬ 

bent upon you to explain what that difference is [and this 

you cannot do]. ___ 

• Just before the time at which the thing actually comes into existence, the 

non-existence o£ that thing is called the ‘previous non-existence’. 

t Being characterised by absence is the distinguishing character of the Recepta¬ 

cle ; which means that the character of being so characterised is a character of it ; and 

so on and on, there would be an endless series of characters and characterisations. 

End of the 

Refutation of PramUnas. 
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Section 19. 
[Having refuted the definition of the real Pramanas themselves, the 

author proceeds to refute the definition of what have been called ‘ Prama- 

nabhasa ’ or false pramanas ; and from among these, as it is the * Fallaci¬ 
ous Reason ’ that is likely to be most used by the Logician against bis op¬ 

ponents, the Vedantin and the rest, the Author takes up the demolishing of 

the entire fabric of “ Fallacious Reasous ” Hetvabhasas. Specially as 

of all false Pramanas, it is the 1 Fallacious Inference or Reason ’ that libs 

been singled out by the writers on Nyaya for special treatment. 

1. Of all fallacious reasons, the most important is the Asi^dha 

‘ Unrecognised or Untrue Reason ’ ; which is therefore taken up first; and 

it is shown that no adequate definition of the ‘ Unrecognised ’ Reason is 

possible.] 

(499) [Page 415] What again we ask, is the * unrecog¬ 

nised * or ‘ untrue ’ Reason or Probans ? It has been defined 

as that Reason or Probans which is not rightly cognised as 

invariably concomitant with what is predicated in the conclu¬ 

sion, and as subsisting in the Subject of the conclusion. But 

this definition cannot be accepted as correct; as by this defini¬ 

tion all the other i fallacious reasons * would become included 

in this * unrecognised or untrue Reason because no reason 

can ever be regarded as ‘ fallacious * unless it militates against 

one of the three conditions mentioned in the above definition: 

that is to say, a Reason, to be fallacious, must fail—(a) either to 

be invariably concomitant with the-predicate of the conclusion, 

(6) or to subsist in its subject, (c) or to be rightly cognised ;— 

and all these three are found mentioned in the above defi¬ 

nition, which, therefore, must apply to all Fallacious Rea¬ 

sons, and nob only to one of them *(th0 unrecognised or untrue 

reason). 
[The Logician enters a strong protest against the above, and proceeds 

to explain in detail,—up to Para. 509,—how the ’Unrecognised or Untrue’ 

Reason cannot include every other kind of Fallacious Reason.] 

(500) “ It is not as you say ; (i. e., all the fallacious 

reasons cannot be included in the ‘ unrecognised or untrue 

Reason ’) because the many fallacies, or defects, (attaching to 

the Probans), may be classed under three distinct heads :— 

(A) Sor e are of such nature that the Probans turns out 
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to be one that is not invariably concomitant with the 

predicate, or one that does not subsist in the Subject, or one 

that is not rightly cognised at all (which are the three con¬ 

ditions mentioned in the above-mentioned definition of the 

‘ untrue * Reason) [the Probans affected by this fallacy is called 

Assiddha, ‘ unrecognised or untrue ’] ;—(B) there are others 

which only serve to indicate the aforesaid failure of ‘ inva¬ 

riable concomitance ’ and the rest [the Probans affected by 

this class of defect have been grouped under three heads, 

called ‘ Viruddha9 ‘ Contradictory*, ‘ Anaikantika ’, ‘Inconclu¬ 

sive ’, * Kalatyayapaclista9 Neutralised *;—(0) there are yet 

others which are regarded as ‘ fallacies * or ‘ defects * because 

they are obstacles to the proper functioning of the Probans, 

and thereby become obstacles in the valid inferential cogni¬ 

tion based upon that Probans [this refers to the fallacious 

Reason, called 1 Badhita ’, ‘ Annulled ’]. 

(501) “[A] From among these, the first group are 

really included within the circle of the ‘ untrue 9 Reason. 

For instance, the first kind of ‘ untrue Reason * —the Vyap- 

yatvUsicldha \ that which has its invariable concomitance not 

recognised or established—is that which is tainted by the 

presence of a ‘ vitiating adjunct ’ (JJpadhi) ; because one 

thing is regarded as ‘ invariably concomitant * with another 

only when the relation between them is such as is not due 

to any merely adventitious circumstance [this adventitious 

circumstance being the adjunct that vitiates the relation of 

concomitance between the two]; and the relation is said 

to be so vitiated when it is not free from such vitiating 

adjuncts [which shows that the Probans or reason can be 

said to have its ‘ invariable concomitance not established * 

when its relationship is not natural, but due to, and 

tainted by, some such adventitious circumstance]. Similarly 

that Reason also which has its substratum not known—i. e., 

in rogard to which it is not known what that ’s wkoroin the 

Kh. 3C6. 
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Reason resides ; i. e.% whose * subject9 or * minor term * is 

unknown,—becomes included in the ‘ Untrue Reason ; 

because the * substratum * of the Probans is that which 

is spoken of as the *paksa ‘ subject \ or ‘minor term ’ 

(of the syllogism) ; and it is the absence of this c Subject • 

that constitutes this particular fallacy [and as when the 

«% � substratum or the place in which the Probans subsists* 

is not known, the Probans itself could not be fully known* 

this fallacy is rightly included in the c Untrue Rea 

son*]. In the same manner, the fallacy of ‘ Siddhasadhana9 

the ‘ Redundant Probans,19 c proving what is already 

proved is also included in this second kind of ‘ Untrue 

Reason because that is regarded as the ‘ subject * of the 

syllogism which is actually qualified by, or contains, that 

property which is sought to be proved by the reasoning; 

and that property which is already known to be present, 

with regard to that there can be no desire to prove ; 

so in this case also the true Subject, possessing the 

necessary qualificatiops, is absent. Against this our 

opponent (says the Logician) will argue as follows :•*— 

“ Just as in the case of the ‘ SavyabhichUra 9 or * Fallible 

Probans,’—what the defect of ‘ fallibility ’ does is only to viti¬ 

ate the required invariable concomitance of the Probans 

with the Probandum ; and for this reason [i. e., because it 

only vitiates and does not demolish the concomitance] it 

has been regarded as a distinct fallacy [and is not included 

within the first kind of the ‘ Untrue Reason ’ which has 

its invariable concomitance not established], so in the same 

manner in the case of the fallacy of the ‘ Siddhasadhana 

also, inasmuch as the fact of the Probandum being already 

known serves simply to remove the necessary element of 

the ‘ desire to prove * it [and as such it affects only a slight 

detail in the character of the ‘ Subject *, which must be pos¬ 

sessed of such t Probandum as is desired to be proved, and does 

not do away with the 1 Subject ’ altogether], it should be 
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to be one that is not invariably concomitant with the 

predicate, or one that does not subsist in the Subject, or one 

that is not rightly cognised at all (which are the three con¬ 

ditions mentioned in the above-mentioned definition of the 

‘ untrue * Reason) [the Probans affected by this fallacy is called 

Assiddha, ‘ unrecognised or untrue ’] ;—(B) there are others 

which only serve to indicate the aforesaid failure of ‘ inva¬ 

riable concomitance ’ and the rest [the Probans affected by 

this class of defect have been grouped under three heads, 

called ‘ Viruddha9 ‘ Contradictory*, ‘ Anaikantika ’, ‘Inconclu¬ 

sive ’, * Kalatyayapaclista9 Neutralised *;—(0) there are yet 

others which are regarded as ‘ fallacies * or ‘ defects * because 

they are obstacles to the proper functioning of the Probans, 

and thereby become obstacles in the valid inferential cogni¬ 

tion based upon that Probans [this refers to the fallacious 

Reason, called 1 Badhita ’, ‘ Annulled ’]. 

(501) “[A] From among these, the first group are 

really included within the circle of the ‘ untrue 9 Reason. 

For instance, the first kind of ‘ untrue Reason * —the Vyap- 

yatvUsicldha \ that which has its invariable concomitance not 

recognised or established—is that which is tainted by the 

presence of a ‘ vitiating adjunct ’ (JJpadhi) ; because one 

thing is regarded as ‘ invariably concomitant * with another 

only when the relation between them is such as is not due 

to any merely adventitious circumstance [this adventitious 

circumstance being the adjunct that vitiates the relation of 

concomitance between the two]; and the relation is said 

to be so vitiated when it is not free from such vitiating 

adjuncts [which shows that the Probans or reason can be 

said to have its ‘ invariable concomitance not established * 

when its relationship is not natural, but due to, and 

tainted by, some such adventitious circumstance]. Similarly 

that Reason also which has its substratum not known—i. e., 

in rogard to which it is not known what that ’s wkoroin the 
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Reason resides ; i. e.% whose * subject9 or * minor term * is 

unknown,—becomes included in the ‘ Untrue Reason ; 

because the * substratum * of the Probans is that which 

is spoken of as the *paksa ‘ subject \ or ‘minor term ’ 

(of the syllogism) ; and it is the absence of this c Subject • 

that constitutes this particular fallacy [and as when the 

«% � substratum or the place in which the Probans subsists* 

is not known, the Probans itself could not be fully known* 

this fallacy is rightly included in the c Untrue Rea 

son*]. In the same manner, the fallacy of ‘ Siddhasadhana9 

the ‘ Redundant Probans,19 c proving what is already 

proved is also included in this second kind of ‘ Untrue 

Reason because that is regarded as the ‘ subject * of the 

syllogism which is actually qualified by, or contains, that 

property which is sought to be proved by the reasoning; 

and that property which is already known to be present, 

with regard to that there can be no desire to prove ; 

so in this case also the true Subject, possessing the 

necessary qualificatiops, is absent. Against this our 

opponent (says the Logician) will argue as follows :•*— 

“ Just as in the case of the ‘ SavyabhichUra 9 or * Fallible 

Probans,’—what the defect of ‘ fallibility ’ does is only to viti¬ 

ate the required invariable concomitance of the Probans 

with the Probandum ; and for this reason [i. e., because it 

only vitiates and does not demolish the concomitance] it 

has been regarded as a distinct fallacy [and is not included 

within the first kind of the ‘ Untrue Reason ’ which has 

its invariable concomitance not established], so in the same 

manner in the case of the fallacy of the ‘ Siddhasadhana 

also, inasmuch as the fact of the Probandum being already 

known serves simply to remove the necessary element of 

the ‘ desire to prove * it [and as such it affects only a slight 

detail in the character of the ‘ Subject *, which must be pos¬ 

sessed of such t Probandum as is desired to be proved, and does 

not do away with the 1 Subject ’ altogether], it should be 
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regarded as a distinct fallacy [and not included in 
the second form of the * Untrue Reason which has been 
defined as that which has its ‘ subject ’ unknown] ;—specially 
as this fallacy can be regarded as a form of the ‘ Untrue 
Reason not directly by itself (as by itself it vitiates the 
character of the Subject only), but only indirectly through 
the Probans [the fallacy vitiating the Subject, and hence 
the Probans of which that is the ‘ subject If some such 
line of demarcation be not admitted, then, inasmuch as all 
kinds of fallacies only tend ultimately to the absence or vi¬ 
tiation of either invariable concomitance or of some other 
necessary factor in the inferential process—[every one of 
which is closely related to the Probans],—they would all 
come to be classed under the * Untrue Reason or Probans ?” 

This form of argumer tation will not be quite right, the 
Logician replies. Because as a matter of fact, the ‘absence of 
the desire to prove the Probandum ’ is not inferred by the 
observer from the fact of its being already proved ; being of 
the nature of negation, it is (according to us Logicians) 
apprehended by Sense-perception ;—and into our conception 
of the fallacy of ‘ Sicldhasadhana ’, we introduce the idea 
of its being known, simply because this latter is one of the 
main causes for the absence of ‘ desire to prove’; and not 
because we wish to infer, from that, the absence of that desire. 
Lastly, as regards that form of the ‘ Untrue Probans ’ the 
Svarupasidrlha,’ wherein the very form of the Probans is un¬ 
true, this means nothing more than that the Probans does not 
subsist in the Subject.”* 

[The Logician has explained what fallacies can be included under the 1 Asiddha? 
or 1 Untrue ’ Probans. He next proceeds to show that no other fallacy can be so 
included.] 

(502) “ Those Fallacies, however, which are merely in¬ 
dicative of the fact that there is no invariable concomi- 

°‘ Man is mortal becauso ho has four legs’ would be an example of the fallacy of 
jSvarupasiddha the four-leggcdnesa of man being aomethi ng tha* is absolute¬ 
ly unknown ; all that this means is that 1 four-lcggcduess ’ docs not subsist in 
‘ Man 
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tance (between the Probans and the Probandum),—or of the 
fact that the Probans does nob subsist in the Subject [which 
two facts constitute the * untrue * Probans]—all these are 
entirely distinct from the*fallacy of * untrue * Probans ? 
(A) For instance the 1 Viruddha * or * Contradictory * Pro- 
bans is that which is concomitant with the contrary of the 
Probandum ; and this c concomitance with the contrary of the 
Probandum ’ does not mean merely that the Probans is not 
concomitant with the Probandum;—it means something 
entirely different from this : it means that between the Pro- 
bans and the contrary or negation of the Probandum, there 
subsists a relation of concomitance which is entirely free 
from all adventitious vitiating conditions. Thus also * con¬ 
comitance with the contrary of the Probandum * being of 
the nature of such relation, it cannot be that the Probans 
does not subsist in the Subject; because the fallaciousness 
of the Contradictory Probans lies in this that, from the fact 
of the Probans bearing to the contrary of the Probandum 
the relation of concomitance free from all vitiating condi¬ 
tions, we infer that * there is no concomitance between such 
a Probans and the required Probandum * ; and thus the Con¬ 
tradictory Probans, being found to be indicative of, and lead¬ 
ing to the inference of, the absence of concomitance of the Pro- 
bans with the Probandum—[which absence constitutes the fal¬ 
laciousness of the c untrue 9 Probans]—cannot but be regard¬ 
ed as a fallacy distinct from this last. [Because that which is 
inferred cannot be the same as that from which it is ivferrtd']. 

(503) (B) “ In the same manner the Anaikantika or 
* Inconclusive9 Probans is not the same as that ‘ there is 
no concomitance between the Probans and the Probandum 
in fact it only leads to the inference of this absence of con¬ 
comitance. For instance [the Probans is c inconclusive * 
only when there is some discrepancy or failing attaching 
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regarded as a distinct fallacy [and not included in 
the second form of the * Untrue Reason which has been 
defined as that which has its ‘ subject ’ unknown] ;—specially 
as this fallacy can be regarded as a form of the ‘ Untrue 
Reason not directly by itself (as by itself it vitiates the 
character of the Subject only), but only indirectly through 
the Probans [the fallacy vitiating the Subject, and hence 
the Probans of which that is the ‘ subject If some such 
line of demarcation be not admitted, then, inasmuch as all 
kinds of fallacies only tend ultimately to the absence or vi¬ 
tiation of either invariable concomitance or of some other 
necessary factor in the inferential process—[every one of 
which is closely related to the Probans],—they would all 
come to be classed under the * Untrue Reason or Probans ?” 

This form of argumer tation will not be quite right, the 
Logician replies. Because as a matter of fact, the ‘absence of 
the desire to prove the Probandum ’ is not inferred by the 
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main causes for the absence of ‘ desire to prove’; and not 
because we wish to infer, from that, the absence of that desire. 
Lastly, as regards that form of the ‘ Untrue Probans ’ the 
Svarupasidrlha,’ wherein the very form of the Probans is un¬ 
true, this means nothing more than that the Probans does not 
subsist in the Subject.”* 

[The Logician has explained what fallacies can be included under the 1 Asiddha? 
or 1 Untrue ’ Probans. He next proceeds to show that no other fallacy can be so 
included.] 

(502) “ Those Fallacies, however, which are merely in¬ 
dicative of the fact that there is no invariable concomi- 

°‘ Man is mortal becauso ho has four legs’ would be an example of the fallacy of 
jSvarupasiddha the four-leggcdnesa of man being aomethi ng tha* is absolute¬ 
ly unknown ; all that this means is that 1 four-lcggcduess ’ docs not subsist in 
‘ Man 
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tance (between the Probans and the Probandum),—or of the 
fact that the Probans does nob subsist in the Subject [which 
two facts constitute the * untrue * Probans]—all these are 
entirely distinct from the*fallacy of * untrue * Probans ? 
(A) For instance the 1 Viruddha * or * Contradictory * Pro- 
bans is that which is concomitant with the contrary of the 
Probandum ; and this c concomitance with the contrary of the 
Probandum ’ does not mean merely that the Probans is not 
concomitant with the Probandum;—it means something 
entirely different from this : it means that between the Pro- 
bans and the contrary or negation of the Probandum, there 
subsists a relation of concomitance which is entirely free 
from all adventitious vitiating conditions. Thus also * con¬ 
comitance with the contrary of the Probandum * being of 
the nature of such relation, it cannot be that the Probans 
does not subsist in the Subject; because the fallaciousness 
of the Contradictory Probans lies in this that, from the fact 
of the Probans bearing to the contrary of the Probandum 
the relation of concomitance free from all vitiating condi¬ 
tions, we infer that * there is no concomitance between such 
a Probans and the required Probandum * ; and thus the Con¬ 
tradictory Probans, being found to be indicative of, and lead¬ 
ing to the inference of, the absence of concomitance of the Pro- 
bans with the Probandum—[which absence constitutes the fal¬ 
laciousness of the c untrue 9 Probans]—cannot but be regard¬ 
ed as a fallacy distinct from this last. [Because that which is 
inferred cannot be the same as that from which it is ivferrtd']. 

(503) (B) “ In the same manner the Anaikantika or 
* Inconclusive9 Probans is not the same as that ‘ there is 
no concomitance between the Probans and the Probandum 
in fact it only leads to the inference of this absence of con¬ 
comitance. For instance [the Probans is c inconclusive * 
only when there is some discrepancy or failing attaching 
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to its character as a true Probans ;—and] this failure or 

fallibility of the Probans is not the same as the absence of its 

concomitance with the Probandum; in fact what the ‘ failure ’ 

does is to indicate the defect in the required concomitance of 

the Probans with the Probandum, by means of the following 

reasoning :—There can be no fallibility or failing in the 

Probans until it be found to be non-concomitant with the 

Probandum ;—for certainly, if the concomitance of the 

Probans with the Probandum were perfect and free from 

vitiating conditions, how could such a Probans fail to estab¬ 

lish the conclusion ? Thus it is clear that the 5 failure * 

or ‘ discrepancy ’ is only indicative of the ‘ absence of concom¬ 

itance, * and is not identical with it [and as it is only 

the * absence of concomitance * that constitutes the * Untrue 

Probans ’, the * Inconclusive* Probans cannot be the same 

as this latter]. As for the Inconclusiveness or Fallibility 

of the Probans being the same as the absence of the 

Probans in the Subject (which constitutes another form of 

the ‘Untrue Probans),—that is absolutely impossible, [as 

in every instance of the Inconclusive Probans—e.g. ‘ Sound is 

eternal because it exists *—the Probans is always one that 

actually subsists in the Subject—‘ existence * subsisting in 

Sound.] [Thus the Inconclusive Probans cannot be included 
in the * Untrue Probans *]. 

(504) [0.] “As regards the ‘Satpratipaksa* or ‘Neutra¬ 

lised* Probans,—what happens is that the Probans, being 

opposed by a contrary Probans,—between which and itself, no 

distinction as to validity is perceive^,—becomes unable to lead 

to any definite or certain cognition of the Probandum; and 

this incapability of bringing about its effect, under the influ¬ 

ence of obstacles, is what is quite usual witli all causes ; and 

so in this case, there is no vitiating of the concomitance, 

or any such conditions peculiar to the inferential process ; 
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which shows that this ‘Neutralised* Probans does not fall 

within any form of the ‘ Uptrue * Probans. And thus 

(there being in this condition of things, nothing that is pecu¬ 

liar to the inferential process) it is not possible for the ‘Neu¬ 

tralised* Probans to be regarded as identical with either of the 

two forms of the ‘Untrue’ Probans—viz: that which consists 

in the absence of the desired concomitance, and that which is 

in the form that makes its subsistence in the Subject impos¬ 

sible. 

( Page 420) (505) [D]“ Lastly, as regards the cBadha9> ‘An¬ 

nulled* Proban,—it is true that it leads to the cognition of the 

absence of the Probandum in the Subject, wherein the Probans 

subsists ; but this is not quite the same as the absence of the 

invariable concomitance of the Probans with the Probandum 

(which constitutes the Untrue Probans). Because ‘invari¬ 

able concomitance * is only a particular form of relation 

which, in a general way, is free from,—and not due to—any 

mere adventitious circumstances; and as a matter of fact, the 

‘absence of the Probandum in the Subject wherein the Pro¬ 

bans subsists ’ [which constitutes ‘annulment’ of the Probans] 

does not form any adventitious circumstance*, to which the 

concomitance may be due ; because, as a rule, this ‘adventi¬ 

tious circumstance’ is always one that is not incompatible 

with the Probandum [by its very nature it must be one with 

which the Probandum is invariably concomitant;—while it is 

the absence of the Probandum that is cognised by means of 

the Probans in question]. Nor also does ‘ the absence of the 

Probandum in the Subject wherein the Probans subsists’ 

lead to the cognition of the absence of the relation of concomi¬ 

tance subsisting, in a general way, between the Probans and 

the Probandum; because even when there is ‘annulment* of the 

Probans, there is no doing away with some sort of a concomi¬ 

tance between the Probans and the Probandum, which is 

actually present (and is not clenied) in the corroborative Ins- 
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‘absence of the Probandum in the Subject wherein the Pro¬ 
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tance that is cited *;—while the‘annulment* is restricted to 

some particular case of that concomitance; aDd it is quite 

possible for the concomitance, that is recognised in a general 

way, to be explained, or justified, with reference to some 

particular case other than the one to which the ‘Annulment’ 

refers. Thus then, what the ‘annulment* in regard to a parti¬ 

cular case does is to lead to the inference of the fact of the pre¬ 

sence, in the concomitance recognised in a general way, of 

vitiating adventitious circumstances.—this inference being 

based on the fact that no ‘annulment* is possible until there is 

some such circumstance vitiating the concomitance; that the 

presence of vitiating circumstances is inferred from ‘annulment* 

is supported by the assertion of old writers also, who have de¬ 

clared—that ‘whether the vitiating circumstance is inferred from 

annulment, or from other causes, it does not make any differ¬ 

ence*. [Thus then the ‘annulment* only leads to the infer¬ 

ence of conditions that vitiate the invariable concomitance, 

and it is, in no way, identical with the actual absence of such 

concomitance, which latter constitutes an ‘Untrue* Probans]. 

Another great authority on Nyaya (Vachaspati Mishra) 

holds that all that the Annulment’ does is to obstruct, like 

‘Neutralisation’, the operation of the Probans leading to the 

desired conclusion ; and honce, even when there is ‘annulment*, 

all that happens is that being thus obstructed, the Probans 

is unable to lead to a certain definite conclusion ; and thus the 

‘annulment’ becomes a fallacy or defect, which is entirely in¬ 

dependent of the vitiation of the invariable concomitance, as 

well as of the notion of the absence of the Probans in the 

Subject, (both of which latter constitute the ‘Untrue’ Probans). 

° As for example in the .case of the reasoning ‘Fire is cold because it is a caused 

effect, like Water*,—though there is a cognition of the absence of cold in the Fire, 

wherein tho character of the effect, is present, yet this does not mean the absoluto 

rejection of tho concomitance between ‘presence of cold’ and ‘the character of an 

effect’, as his concomitance is still recognised as present in the case of Water, which 
is cited as the corroborative instance. 

Chaptbb I, Section (18). 373 

(P.422) (506) “ Thus then we come to the conclusion 

that we have tho fallacy of the ‘Untrue’ Probans only in 

three cases—(1) when the Probans is not recognised as 

concomitant with the Probandum, (2) when the Probans is 

not recognised as subsisting in the Subject, and (3) when 

the Probans is not known at all; and in all other cases— 

where there is put forward, either some such fact as leads to 

the inference of the presence of deficiencies in the concomi¬ 

tance, or a neutralising Probans to the contrary,—we have 

fallacies which are entirely different from that of the * Un¬ 

true Probans* [and hence it is not right, as the Siddhantin 

has asserted in para. 499, that all fallacies are included in 

the ‘ Untrue * Probans]. 

(507) “ Against the above explanation of the Logician I the following objection may be raised:—You admit that 

Inconclusiveness, Fallibility, Neutralisation and Annulment are 

distinct from the fallacy of the ‘Untrue* Probans (simply 

because these are indicative of such discrepancies as the 

absence of concomitance and the rest, which latter constitute 

the ‘ Untrue’ Probans);—why cannot you, for similar rea¬ 

sons, regard, as distinct fallacies, all those circumstances 

which are indicative of,—and lead to the recognition of, 

—the presence of adventitious adjuncts (vitiating the in¬ 

variable concomitance) and so forth ? The Logician’s 

reply to this would be that as regards Inconclusiveness and 

the rest, it is found that they invariably lead to the inference 

of (and hence they are sure indications of) the absence of 

concomitance; and as such they have been regarded as 

distinct;—as regards the presence of adventitious adjuncts 

and similar discrepancies, these are often found to be appre¬ 

hended by means of Perception also *: and hence they are 

not recognisable by means of Inference only; nor is there 

*E. g. In the Reasoning ‘Water is odorous b.sause it is solid’—where tho absence 

of solidity is known by Perception. 
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anything that is found to invariably lead to their being 

inferred. In answer to this the Opponent will argue as 

follows :—In the case of such subjects as are not amenable 

to Perception, the presence of adventitious adjuncts &c. would 

certainly be cognised by means of inference only; and those 

conditions or circumstances that would lead to such inference 

will, by your hypothesis, have to be accepted as distinct 

fallacies (even though these conditions may not lead to the 

inference of the presence of adventitious adjuncts, in all 

cases of such presence); because as a matter of fact Incon¬ 

clusiveness and the rest also do not lead to the inference of 

the absence of invariable concomitance in all cases of such 

absence (because according to the Logician himself in some 

cases the absence is inferred from the inconclusiveness of the 

Probans, in some cases from the neutralisation of the Probans, 

and so on) [and yet each of these has been accepted as a 

distinct fallacy]. And thus the number of fallacies comes 

to be more than five (accepted by the Logician). It is not 

right to argue thus, the Logician replies; because in the 

case of inconclusiveness and the rest, we find that each of 

them is capable of being expressed by means of one compre¬ 

hensive word (which takes in all the diverse circumstances 

that constitute that particular defect); while in the case of 

the circumstances that would lead to the inference of the 

adventitious adjunct &c., they are not found capable of being 

thus comprehensively expressed; it would therefore be necess¬ 

ary to mention each of these diverse circumstances separately; 

and as these circumstances would be innumerable, no such dis¬ 

tinct mention would be possible. Later on (para. 509) we 

shall point out further reasons why these circumstances have 

not been mentioned as distinct fallacies. 

(508) “The following objection may bo raised against tho 

main positi >n of tho Logician:—You assort that Inconclusiveness 

and tho rest are regarded as distinct fallacies because they lead 

to the inference of the absence of concomitance;—hut this is not 

Eh. 374. 
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quite right; because what would actually prevent the valid 

inference of the Proband am from the valid cognition of the 

Probans, which is invariably concomitant with the Proban- 

dum and resides in the Subject, is the absence of these two 

conditions (of the Proban3 being concomitant with the Pro- 

bandum, and subsisting in the Subject); and when an infer¬ 

ence is made impossible by a certain condition, it is this 

condition that should be represented as the fallacy attaching 

to the reasoning,—the expression being in the form ‘in this 

case we do not find such and such conditions which are 

necessary for the inference’. And as a matter of fact, 

apaft from the two conditions—of the invariable concomi¬ 

tance of the Probans with the Probandum and its sub¬ 

sistence' in the Subject—there is no other cause for the 

appearance of Inference, with regard to which a nega¬ 

tive concomitance could be shown.* Hence all that can 

be said with regard to Inconclusiveness and the rest is 

that they are the causes that lead to the apprehension 

of the real defects or fallacies in Inference [these real 

defects being the two conditions mentioned above]; and 

they cannot themselves be regarded as ‘defects*. And even 

though they are indicative of the main defects, they can never 

bespoken of as‘defects’, except as dependent upon (and indi¬ 

cative of) the main defects;—and under the circumstances, it 

would be correct to putforward as the real defects in the infer¬ 

ence, only those main defects,—and not such other indirect 

defects as ‘inconclusiveness’, ‘fallibility’ and the rest. And 

thus the Sutra of Gautama, wherein he has enunciated 

the five fallacies, turns out to be absolutely meaningless. 

°If we regard absence of Inconclusiveness as such a cause of luference, although 
we might be able to say ‘where there is absence of inconclusiveness, we have Infer¬ 

ence', we could not assert its obverse—‘where the absence of inconclusiveness is not 

—i.e. where the Probans is inconclusive—we have no inference’; because what 

actually obstructs the inference is not the inconclusiveness of the Probaus, but the 

absence of its concomitance, &c.; and hence it is these latter, and not anything else, 

that could be rightly regarded as a ‘fallacy’. 
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(509) “To the above 6bjection the Logician makes the 

following reply:—It is quite true that it is only what actually 

obstructs the free operation of the inferential process, or the 

absence of concomitance, which form the real direct defects 

of Inference,—and ‘contradiction’, ‘neutralisation’, ‘incon¬ 

clusiveness’, &c., are regarded as defects only as leading to 

the apprehension of the main defectsyet in those cases 

% with reference to which ‘contradiction’ and the rest have 

been mentioned as indicating the main defects,—if, for the 

sake of brevity, we mentioned as defects, only the absence of 

concomitance and of subsistence in the. Subject, as the defects of 

the inference,—we could never know the reason (why they 

invalidate the inference);* whereas when ‘inconclusiveness’ and 

the rest are pointed out, the absence of concomitance, fyc., 

become implied thereby as a matter of course; as it is 

known full well that unless there is some such defect as the 

absence of real concomitance, fyc., the Probanscannotbe regard¬ 

ed as ‘inconclusive’ and so on;—just as when we say ‘such 

and such a man is taller than this man’, it is implied, as a 

matter of course, that ‘this man is shorter than that other 

man’; and for the purpose of comprehending this latter 

fact, it is not necessary to mention anything else;—exactly 

in the same manner, if we say ‘smoke is present even 

when fire is absent’ [thereby pointing out the vyabhichara 

or ‘failing’ in the Probans], we imply, as a matter of 

course,, that ‘smoke is not invariably concomitant with fire’; 

because it is not possible that the smoke should be invariably 

concomitant with fire, and yet be present where fire is 

not. This also is the further reason for not mentioning, 

as distinct fallacies, all those endless circumstances that are 

•For instance in the inference, ‘Sound is eternal, because it is cognisable’, it does 

not satisfy us only to be told that there is no invariable concomitance between cog- 

nisabilily and eternality, until wc are told further that there are many cognisable 

things that are not eternal; which latter points out the vyabihch&ra or failing in the 

desired concomitance. 
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merely indicative of the presence of adventitious vitiating 

conditions in the case of imperceptible objects &o.;—whose 

not being mentioned we pointed out (in para. 507) as being 

due to their endless number, (and for which we promised 

to point out another reason also). That is to say, those 

circumstances which are indicative of the vitiating, do not, 

by themselves, suffice to indicate these conditions; because 

to a person who is not already cognisant of the concomitance 

between those circumstances and the vitiating conditions, until 

this concomitance is pointed out to him, it is quite possible 

that the said circumstances may not indicate the vitiating 

conditions at all [and hence it is that these cannot by them¬ 

selves be regarded as distinct fallaciesj. In the case of the 

apprehension of Iaconclusioeness, &c., on the other hand, for 

the purpose of indicating the absence of invariable concotni- 

tance;,it is not necessary, in the case of any thoughtful person, 

to point out anything else.” 

Such in brief is the statement of the Purvapaksa, by the 

Logician (begun in para. 500). 

[To the above Purvapaksa of the Logician, taking objection to the 

inclusion of all Fallacies under the Untrue Probant, and the consequent 

rejection of all these, by the rejection of this one fallacy,—the Ve^antin 
offers the following answer.] 

(510) To the above defence of the definition of the 

fallacy of the ‘Untrue Probans', we make the following 

rejoinder —By the above disquisition what sort of definition 

of the ‘Untrue Probana ’ do you seek to establish ? If you 

mean to define it as ‘that which is not rightly known as 

invariably concomitant with the Probandum, or as subsisting 

in the Subject’,—then we ask whether or not this definition 

applies to the ‘ Contradictory ’ and other fallacious Probans 

also. If it does not apply to these,—that is to say, if the 

characteristic mentioned in the definition does not reside in 

them,—then it comes to this that these other fallacious 

Probans are really such as are ‘rightly ki.own as invariably 
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concomitant with the Probandum and as subsisting in the 

Subject/ [which is absurd ; as a matter of fact, no fallacious 

Probans can have this character, which, as a rule, belongs 

only to'the right sort of Probans]. If, on the other hand, 

the characteristic mentioned in the 'definition does reside in 

these other Fallacious Probans, then all these become included 

in the ‘Untrue Probans’. If, even on their answering to 

its definition, they be not included in the ‘Untrue Probans’, 

—then in that case the definition must be regarded as ‘too 

wide* (applying to what is not meant to be included in it). 

(511) In order to meet this difficulty, the Logician re¬ 

states the definition in a somewhat different form :—“ That 

Probans is called ‘Untrue’ against which one could urge 

directly, the three facts that it is not rightly known, that 

it is not invariably concomitant with the Probandum and 

that it does not subsist in the Subject [the Contradictory 

and other kinds of Fallacious Probans being mere indicators 

of this latter character, which, therefore, cannot be attributed 

to them directly; and thus the definition will not apply to 

those other kinds of Fallacious Probans]”. This, in the 

first place, would be a definition entirely different from that 

originally propounded; [and this involves a Pratijna-hani9 

‘abandoning of position’, on your part]; and secondly, in reality 

even this definition is not quite correct, because when with 

regard to an ‘Untrue Probans’, the only objection brought for¬ 

ward is the want or absence of its invariable concomitance 

with the Probandum,—we find that, in this case, there are 

not brought, against it, collectively the three discrepancies— 

(a) the absence of its invariable concomitance, (6) its non¬ 

subsistence in the Subject, and (c) its being not rightly cog¬ 

nised; and as such this particular Untrue Probans would 

not be an ‘ Untrue Probans ’ at all because the definition 

speaks of all the three facts being urged against the 

Probans]. In the Some manner, by taking each of 
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the three factors of the definition, we can show that 

the definition is objectionable. [That is to say, that 

Probans against which would be urged the single fact 

of its not subsisting in the Subject, could not be spoken 

of as ‘ Untrue because all the three facts would 

not be urged against it ; and so forth].* The 

Logician, with a view to escape from this predica¬ 

ment, explains his definition further :— “ What we 

mean is that each of the factors mentioned in the defini¬ 

tion constitutes, by itself, the definition of the ‘ Untrue 

Probans so that we would define the ‘ Untrue ’ Probans 

as that against which we would directly urge the fact 

of its not being rightly known as invariably concomi¬ 

tant ;—and also as that against which the fact of its not 

subsisting in the Subject could be directly urged.” [The 

two forming distinct definitions.] In that case, we reply, 

the former definition would not include that ‘ Untrue * 

Probans which would answer to the second definition; 

nor would the second definition include that which could 

answer to the first definition ; and thus neither of the two 

definitions including all cases of the ‘ Untrue ’ Probans, 

both definitions should have to be rejected as ‘ too narrow’. 

You will perhaps urge, in answer to this, that, each of the 

two definitions is meant only to apply to particular cases 

°For instance, (1)—in the reasoning—‘he is dark because be is Mitra’s child ’— 

the only fallacy that is urged against is that the concomitance between * being Mi¬ 
tra’s child ’ and ‘ being dark 1 is not invariable, being due, in some cases, to the 

adventitious circumstance of Mitra having fed upon certain vegetables. This 

is an instance of the 4 Untrue Probans ’ ; but it could no longer be so, under 

the proposed definition ; because the two factors are not urged against the reason¬ 

ing ;-(2) similarly in the case of another instance of the 1 Untrue Pro¬ 

bans ’—* the sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus ’—the only defect pointed 
out is that there being no such thing as the ‘ sky-lotus’, there is no Subject in which 
the Probans (‘ being lotus ’) can subsist ; and the other two defects are not urged ; — 

(3) lastly, with regard to the reasoning4 sound is eternal because it is visible *— 

the only defect urged is that4 visibility of Sound ’ is something that can never be 

rightly known. 
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of ‘ Untrue Probans ’; and as neither is intended to apply 

to all cases, there is nothing wrong if the definitions fail to 

include one another. But this will not be quite right; 

because bo long as you have not been able to supply a gene* 
ral definition applying to all cases of ‘Untrue Probans 

how can any particular definition be possible ?* 

(512) The Logician, in answer to the above, proposes 

the required * general definition “ The general definition 

required would be that the Untrue Probans is that against 

which we can bring the charge of its being wanting in 

that essential factor which is the distinctive cause of the 

Inference [this essential factor consisting of the aforesaid 

concomitance with the Probandum, presence in the Subject 

and being rightly cognised[.” This definition will not be 

correct; because the said charge can be brought against the 

‘ Neutralised Probans ’ also, against which the presence of 

a neutralising Probans can be urged. [Because the absence 

of a neutralising Probans to the contrary Is also an essen¬ 

tial factor in the cause of inference]; and thus the defini¬ 

tion becomes ‘ two wide \ being applicable to the ‘ Neutra¬ 

lised ’ Probans also. In order to. escape from this difficulty, 

you will perhaps qualify your definition by adding that what 

is urged against it should be the want or deficiency in 

the essential positive cause of the Inference [hereby ex¬ 

cluding the Neutralised Probans,, against which is urged 

the fact that a neutralising Probans is available ; that is 

there is no fulfilment of the condition that there should be 
no neutralising Probans; and this is a negative element in 

what brings about the Inference, while concomitance with 

the Probandum, &c., are all positive elements]. But in that 

case the definition would’ fail to include that form of the 

Untrue Probans against which can be urged the fact that it is 

• Itjis only after wo have formed eo.ne general idea of a thing that thera ia any 

occasion for seeking after information as to details. 

K\ 880. 
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not free from adventitious vitiating conditions ;—that is the 

Probans is wanting in that essential feature which consists 

in its being free from such conditions ; and this freedom from 

such conditions means that such conditions are not present > 

and as this would be a negative element in what leads to the 

Inference, the definition cannot apply to this Probans 

[and yet this is one of the kinds of Probans which the Lo¬ 

gician particularly classes under the ‘Untrue Probans 

And further this definition would fail also to include the 

Svarupasiddha Probans,—that Probans whose very form i3 

not rightly known; because the fact that that very thing which 

brings about the cognition should itself be rightly known is a 

positive feature essential in the bringing about of all kinds 

of cognition (and not in that of Inferential cognition only) ; 

consequently the absence of the right cognition of what leads 

to the cognition would be a defect common to all cognitions; and 

hence that against which this circumstance would be urged 

would not be included under your definition [ because the de¬ 

finition insists upon the absence of what forms the distinctive 

cause of Inference only]. In order to meet this, the definition 

is re-stated in another form :—“ The untrue Probans is that 

against which directly there is urged the fact of its not being 

rightly known as being concomitant with the Probandum and 

as subsisting in the Subject. [So that it is not that the Probans 

is simply not known, which would apply to all kinds of defective 

cognitions, but it is not known, as concomitant &c., &c., which 

can apply to defective inferential cognitions only ; ].” But 

even so the definition is not a true one, being ‘ too narrow 

because the case of a Probans against which is urged the 

absence of the right cognition of only its concomitance with 

the Probandum, or of the right cognition of only its pre¬ 

sence in the Subject [and not of both conditions combined, 

as the proposed definition lays down], would not be in¬ 

cluded in your definition; because even though in reality 

tae absence of the right cognition of concomitance may 

Kh. 381. 

5 



3S1 
380 Indian Thoociht : Khandaiia. 
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of * Untrue Probans ’; and as neither is intended to apply 

to all oases, there i3 nothing wrong if the definitions fail to 

include one another. But this will not be quite right; 

because so long as you have not been able to supply a gene* 

ral definition applying to all cases of ‘Untrue Probans 

how can any particular definition be possible ?* 

(512) The Logician, in answer to the above, proposes 

the required * general definition “ The general definition 
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of * Untrue Probans ’; and as neither is intended to apply 

to all oases, there i3 nothing wrong if the definitions fail to 

include one another. But this will not be quite right; 

because so long as you have not been able to supply a gene* 

ral definition applying to all cases of ‘Untrue Probans 

how can any particular definition be possible ?* 

(512) The Logician, in answer to the above, proposes 

the required * general definition “ The general definition 

required would be that the Untrue Probans, is that against 

which we can bring the charge of its being wanting in 

that essential factor which is the distinctive cause of the 

Inference [this essential factor bonsisting of the aforesaid 

concomitance with the Probandum, presence in the Subject 

and being rightly cognised[.” This definition will not be 

correct; because the said charge can be brought against the 

‘ Neutralised Probans ’ also, against which the presence of 

a neutralising Probans can be urged. [Because the absence 

of a neutralising Probans to the contrary "is also an essen¬ 

tial factor in the cause of inference]; and thus the defini¬ 

tion becomes ‘ two wide ’, being applicable to the * Neutra¬ 

lised ’ Probans also. In order to. escape from this difficulty, 

you will perhaps qualify your definition by adding that what 

is urged against it should be the want or deficiency in 

the essential positive cause of the Inference [hereby ex¬ 

cluding the Neutralised Probans,, against which is urged 

the fact that a neutralising Probans is available ; that is 

there is no fulfilment of the condition that there should be 

no neutralising Probans; and this is a negative element in 

what brings about the Inference, while concomitance with 

the Probandum, &c., are all positive elements]. But in that 

case the definition would' fail to include that form of the 

Untrue Probans against which can be urged the fact that it is 

• Itjis only after wo have formed eo.ne general idea of a thing that there it any 

oocagion for seeking after information at to details. 
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not free from adventitious vitiating conditions ;—that is the 

Probans is wanting in that essential feature which consists 

in its being free from such conditions ; and this freedom from 

such conditions means that such conditions are not present > 

and as this would be a negative element in what leads to the 

Inference, the definition cannot apply to this Probans 

[and yet this is one of the kinds of Probans which the Lo¬ 

gician particularly classes under the ‘Untrue Probans *]. 

And further this definition would fail also to include the 

Svarupasiddha Probans,—that Probans whose very form is 

not rightly known; because the fact that that very thing which 

brings about the cognition should itself be rightly known is a 

positive feature essential in the bringing about of all kinds 

of cognition (and not in that of Inferential cognition only) ; 

consequently the absence of the right cognition of what leads 

to the cognition would be a defect common to all cognitions; and 

hence that against which this circumstance would be urged 

would not be included under your definition [ because the de¬ 

finition insists upon the absence of what forms the distinctive 

cause of Inference only]. In order to meet this, the definition 

is re-stated in another form :—“ The untrue Probans is that 

against which directly there is urged the fact of its not being 

rightly known as being concomitant with the Probandum and 

as subsisting in the Subject. [So that it is not that the Probans 

is simply not known, which would apply to all kinds of defective 

cognitions, but it is not known, as concomitant &c., &c., which 

can apply to defective inferential cognitions only ; ].” But 

even so the definition is not a true one, being * too narrow 

because the case of a Probans against which is urged the 

absence of the right cognition of only its concomitance with 

the Probandum, or of the right cognition of only its pre¬ 

sence in the Subject [and not of both conditions combined, 

as the proposed definition lays down], would not be in¬ 

cluded in your definition; because even though in reality 

tue absence of the right cognition of concomitance may 
Kh. 381. 
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be there, yet this absence may not be actually urged, ia 

view of there being no need for its being urged ; because 

for the purpose of indicating the fallaciousness of the in¬ 

ferential process in the shape of the defectiveness of its 

essential factors, it would be enough to indicate and urge 

the fact of there being no concomitance between the Probans 

and the Probandum (i. e., the absence of concomitance only); 

and hence there would be no need for the urging of the fur¬ 

ther absence of the right cognition of the Probans as con¬ 

comitant &c. ; hence this case would not come under your 

definition (which lays down tte urging of the absence of the 

right cognition of concomitancey and not of the absence of con* 

comitance only); and the definition thus becomes ‘too narrow. 

“ As a matter of fact, the absence of the qualification means 

the absence of the qualified also ; and hence the said objec¬ 

tion does not apply. [That is to say, the absence of concom¬ 

itance is a qualifying factor in the absence of right cognition 

of concomitance ; consequently wherever there is a notion of 

the former, it naturally implies the latter also ; as when 

there is actually no concomitance, there can not be a right 

cognition of such a concomitance]”. This is not right, 

we reply ; because if the qualified contains any thing over 

and above the qualification—if there is difference between 

the two—then there must be a difference between the 

aosence of the two also. [ And in that case, the * ab¬ 

sence of concomitance ’ would not necessarily imply the 

‘ absence of the right cognition of concomitance ’; and 

this would make. the definition ‘ two narrow ’] ;—if, on 

the other, hand, the qualified is nothing more than the 

qualification,—if the two are absolutely identical,—then 

the absence of the qualified also would be nothing more 

than the absence of the qualification [i. e.y the absence of 

the cognition of the concomitance would be the same as. 

the absence of concomitance;—hence, the definition would 
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come to be taken as laying down the absence of concom¬ 

itance only; and as such would not apply to those cases 

where the cognition is absent; so that the fallacy would 

be regarded as in force even when the absence of concom¬ 

itance is not actually known or detected] ; and if, in order 

to avoid this, the unqualified (cognition, pure and simple) 

were regarded, on the same grounds as above, as identical 

with the gualified ; then, in that case, ‘ the absence of the 

qualified, (i. e.y the absence of the cognition of concomi¬ 

tance) would come to mean both (the absence of concomi¬ 

tance, as well as the absence of cognition pure and simple); 

and thus there would be no comprehensiveness in the de¬ 

finition (it being unable to include some and exclude the 

rest). A further objection to which such a definition would 

be open would be that it would not apply to the ‘Unknown 

Probans* in the case of inferences put forward for one’s own 

benefit (and not for bringing conviction to another person); 

as in this case there is no actual urging of the absence of 

concomitance, &c. [The enquirer detects the defect and is 

satisfied as to the fallaciousness; and he does not proceed 

to urge it] [and yet the definition insists upon this being 

urged or brought forwardj, 

(Page 429) (513). The Logician proposes his definition 

in another form :—“ The Untrue Probans is that directly 

against which it is possible to urge the objection that there 

is no knowledge of its being concomitant with the Proban¬ 

dum residing in the Subject; so that this definition would 

include all those cases where, even though the objection is 

not actually urged, there is a possibility of its being urged ; 

and with this the definition would cease to be too nar- 

row.,, This definition also will not be right, we reply. 

Because what do you mean by saying that it is possible to 

urge the fallacy ? (a) Does it mean that it is possible mere¬ 

ly to indicate the actual form of the fallacy ? (b) or that it 

Eh. 383. 
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to urge it] [and yet the definition insists upon this being 
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(Page 429) (513). The Logician proposes his definition 

in another form :—“ The Untrue Probans is that directly 

against which it is possible to urge the objection that there 

is no knowledge of its being concomitant with the Proban¬ 

dum residing in the Subject; so that this definition would 

include all those cases where, even though the objection is 

not actually urged, there is a possibility of its being urged ; 

and with this the definition would cease to be too nar- 
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is possible for the fallacy to have its truth recognised 

through a valid means of knowledge ? (a) If it mean the for¬ 

mer, then, even in the case of the Inconclusive and other 

kinds of Fallacious Reason, it is possible for us to indicate 

or assert the fact of there being no concomitance (between 

the Probans and the Probandum) [and as such these other 

fallacies would become included under the definition of the 

* Untrue Probans *]. (S) If it mean the latter, then,— 

if by ‘ directly * be meant ‘ by Perception *—then, even 

in the case of the * Contradictory Probans ’, it would_ be 

possible,—according to the Logician’s theory that the ab¬ 

sence of a perceptible thing is cognisable by Perception— 

to recognise, or made to be recognised, by means of Percep¬ 

tion, the absence of the right cognition of the absence of 

concomitance* ; so that the definition would include the 

Contradictory Probans, and thus become ‘ too wide 1 ; and 

according to the Bhatta view that the absence of things is 

cognisable by a distinct means of cognition, the conditions 

laid down by the definition would not be fulfilled by any 

fallacy (not even by the TJntrne Probans; as even in this 

case the absence of concomitance could not be recognised, 

or made to be recognised, by means of Perception) ; and 

thus the definition would become absolutely too narrow; 

in fact ‘impossible ’—not applying to any fallacy at all. In 

order to escape from this last predicament, the Logician 

explains that what is meant by the definition is that the 

absence of concomitance with the Probandum, as well as the 

absence of subsistence in the Subject (and not only the absence 

of the cognition of these) should be cognisable by means of 

Perception [and thus in the case of the Inconclusive , Con¬ 

tradictory and other fallacious Reasons, even though * the 

absence of the cognition of concomitance and subsistence in 

the Subject ’ would bo amenable to Perception by the mind, 

• Cognition, according to the Logician, being perceptible by the mind, the 

abaencs of cognition would also be amenable to mental Perception. 
Kh. 384. 

the actual absence of the concomitance &o., is not perceptible, 

and hence these fallacies do not become included in the defini¬ 

tion]. This explanation cannot be accepted ; because the 

actual words of the definition do not speak of the absence of 

concomitance and of subsistence in the Subject (as it only 

mentions the absence of the cognition of concomitance &c.}; 

and if even in the absence of such words, we were to accept 

the view that such is the intention of the words,—then [the 

definition coming to mean ‘ that with regard to which can 

be recognised by Perception the absence (1) of concomitance 

with the .Probandum, (2) of subsistence in the Subject and 

(3) of the right .cognition of these],—if each of these three 

conditions were accepted as a complete definition by itself, 

then it would not include all cases of the 1 Untrue Pro¬ 

bans * [as in everyone of these, we cannot recognise the a6- 

of concomitance, for instance] ; while if all the three condi¬ 

tions were taken collectively,—then, as there is no case of 

the Untrue Probans in which the absence of all three 

is cognisable,—the definition becomes an * impossible ’ 

one, not applying to any case of the ‘Untrue Probans.9 

And further, the definition making it necessary for the absence 

of concomitance &c. to be cognised by Perception, it would 

not apply at all to those cases where the Subject of the 

reasoning is not perceptible; in which case the absence of the 

Probans in the Subject could never be recognised by means 

of Perception.* If, in order to avoid this difficulty, the 

word ‘ directly ’ of the definition be taken to mean * indi- 

pendently of the inferential probans * [and not necessarily 

* by Perception9; the sense being that the absence of con¬ 

comitance &c. should be such as is recognisable without 

the help of inference],—then, in that case also, the same 

* In the case of the arguments in regard to atoms, as these are not perceptible, 

the absence of any Probaus in these would never be perceptible ; and hence in the 

case of arguments bearing upon suoh imperceptible things, the fallacy of the 1 Un¬ 

true Probans * would never be possible. 

Kh. 385. 
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objection would apply. [Because most of the imperceptible 

things, the Atom and the like, are such as are known by 

means of Inference only ; and also because absence is not held 

either by the Logician Or by the Bhatta to be cognised by 

means of Inference]. 

[Page 431] (514). With a view to escape from the above 

difficulties, the Logician states the definition in another 

form;—“ That Probans is called * Untrue ' with regard 

to which there can be urged the absence of the right cog¬ 

nition of its concomitance with the Probandum and subsistence 

in the Subject;—this urging beiug done without the putting 

forward, as proving that absence, of any such character or 

fact as is not connected with the proving of anything else/’* 

Even this will not be right, we reply; as even so the defi¬ 

nition becomes too wide. For instance, in the case of the 

Contradictory Probans also, it is possible to detect the pre¬ 

sence of adventitious conditions vitiating the concomitance, 

even in the absence of arguments or facts being put for¬ 

ward in proof of the presence of the Probans in substrates 

where the Probandum is entirely absent [which arguments 

are meant to prove, in the case of the Contradictory Pro¬ 

bans, the absence of concomitance ; and the not putting 

forward of which arguments is intended by the Logician to 

distinguish the * Untrue * from the ‘Contradictory * Pro¬ 

bans.] That the absence of such arguments is regarded by 

the Logician as indicative of the absence of true concomi¬ 

tance, just as well as of the ‘ Contradictory ’ character of 

the Probans, is proved by the following declaration of Udaya- 

nacharya-^ That Probans, in whose support (i. e, in 

support of whose presence in well-recognised substrates of 

the Probandum, and absence in those substrates where the 

° So that this definition would not apply to the Contradictory or Inconclusivo 

Probans : as in the case of all these, it is necessary to put forward the fact of 

contradiction which, not connected with the proving of any thing else, it meant 

to prove the mistaken character of the coucomitanco. 
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Probandum never subsists) no arguments are available, is 

absolutely no use (i. e.3 is entirely devoid of that invariable 

concomitance with the Probandum which leads to the 

inference)’. And all such i rebans— the Contradictory, the 

Inconclusive and the rest—would thus come to be included 

in your definition of the Untrue Probans. The Logician 

objects to the above—“The fact of the Probans not 

being amenable to such arguments is also a reason which 

proves the absence of the right cognition of concomitance 

and subsistence in the Subject, without havings anything 

to do with the proving of anything else [and as the 

not putting forward of such a reason is a necessary condition 

in our definition of the Untrwe Probans, how can this in 

elude the Contradictory and Inconclusive Probans, in whose 

case it is necessary to indicate the absence of such arguments ?].” 

This is not right, we reply; as in that case, like the Contra¬ 

dictory Character and Inconclusiveness, the being not amenable 

to the aforesaid arguments will have to be regarded as a dis* 

tinct fallacy by itself. 

(515) In answer to the above objections, the Logician 

offers the following explanation :—“It may be that 

the fallacy put forward in the form you suggest would be 

the same as the ‘Untrue Probans’; but when it is put 

forward in a form in which the defect of the Probans indica¬ 

ted is that of its being concomitant with the contradictory of 

the Probandum (and not as being not concomitant with the 

Probandum), it becomes the fallacy of ‘Contradictory Probans’. 

And as a matter of fact, all that determines a distinction 

among fallacies is the way in which they are put forward; 

and there is no absolute difference among them, as there is 
between the ‘cow’ and the ‘horse’; all that is meant by re¬ 

garding one fallacy as different from another is that the way 

in which one is out forward is not the same as that in which 

the other is indicated; just as between the character of the 

Kh. 387. 
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•means’ and that of the •object’ of cognition, there is no 

absolute distinction (one and the same thing, e.g. the sense- 

organ, being both);—the only distinction lying in the fact 

that the form in which it is the •means* is not the same 

in which it is the •object* of cognition. [That is, it is as lead¬ 

ing to the cognition of colour that the Eye is regarded as the 

‘means of cognition’, and it is as being known itself, being 

seen by others for instance, that it is the cobject of cogni¬ 

tion*].” This explanation also, we reply, is not right. 

Because in any case it is necessary for you to explain in what 

form the fallacy becomes one of ‘Untrue Probans*. Cer¬ 

tainly not in the form mentioned in the definition offered by 

you; as it is just possible that the ‘absence of the right cognition 

of the invariable concomitance*, in the case of what you intend 

to be the Untrue Probans, may be urged in a form that 

is exactly suited to the indicating of the Contradictory Pro¬ 

bans. *—nor is it ever possible to indicate the ‘Untrue 

Probans’ except in some form or other (which would be 

identical with the other Fallacies);—nor lastly, will it be right 

to introduce into the definition of the Untrue Probans a 

qualification to the effect that the fallacy should be cap¬ 

able of being indicated in one of those forms (that would 

be the same as urging the fact of the Probans being *contra- 

dictory* &c.), and thereupon base the distinction of the ‘Un¬ 

true* from the other kinds of fallacious Probans [so that 

that which would be urged in one of those forms would be 

called the ‘Untrue’, and that which, even though present 

in one of those same forms, is not indicated in that form, 

would be called the ‘Contradictory*, and so forth];—f this 

would not be right, because, such a definition of the ‘Un¬ 

true Probans’ would not apply to the Probans in the case 

of inferences for the benefit of one’s own satisfaction; for 

# Whcnovor a probans is pointed out to bo ‘Untrue’, it must be pointed out 

in ft way which would come to the same thing as to say that it is either ‘Contradic¬ 
tory’ or ‘Fallible’ or ‘Neutralised* or ‘Annulled’. 

Chapter I, Section (19). 

in the case of such inferences, the fallacies are only felt and 

noticed by the reasoner, and are not actually urged or indi¬ 

cated in any form]. You will not be able to escape from 

these difficulties by substituting, in your definition of the 

‘Untrue Probans*, the clause ‘which is actually urged’ in 

place of ‘which is capable of being urged*. For, we have 

already pointed out that in cases where one brings forward 

the fallacy in the form of the concomitance being due to some 

adventitious circumstance, the fact of ‘the absence of the 

right cognition of the absence of concomitance’ is not urged; 

fefr the simple reason that it is not at all necessary to do so; 

and as in all such cases the said ‘absence* would not be actu- 

ally urged (even though it is quite capable of being urged), 

your definition would not include these cases. 

(516) The above arguments also serve to set aside the 

definition (implied in Nyaya-Sutra 1, 2, 49) of the ‘Untrue 

Probans* as ‘that which is similar to the Probandum’*. As 

this ‘similarity to the Probandum* may be either one on some 

definite specified point, or only similarity in a vague indefi¬ 

nite form; if it be the latter, anything and everything,—all 

kinds of Probans, fallacious and non-fallacious alike—would 

have some sort of a ‘similarity to the Probamdum’ [e. g. the 

Probans will always be ‘similar to the Probandum* in that 

it is cognisable, in that it exists, and so forth] [and thus in 

this case, the definition would become ‘too wide’] ;—then as 

for any definite specified point of ‘similarity to the Probandum’ 

the indication of every such point would only be in one or the 

other of the several forms (of the statement of the ‘Untrue* 

character of the Probans) already noticed (and rejected above). 

(517) In the case of all other attempted definitions of 

the ‘Untrue Probans’, one or the other of the above-men¬ 

tioned discrepancies will be found to be present, and may 
----— 

° The sense of the definiuon is that the Probant is held to be ‘Untrue’ only 

when it is as uncertain and doubtful as the Probandum itself. 

Kh. 388. Klu 389. 



388 389 Indian Thought : Khandana. 
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be urged; and there is no need of entering into further 

details. 
[B. Having shown the impossibility of explaining the Untrue* 

Probans, the Author proceeds to show that no adequate definition of the 

‘Contradictory Probans’ is available]. 

(518) Then again, from among the qualifications that 

you have introduced into tjie definition of the ‘Untrue 

Probans’, one (t. e. the qualification that ‘the Probans is not 

invariably concomitant with the Proband urn, and that it 

does not subsist in the Subject’) serves the purpose of exclud¬ 

ing all those Probans which ^ lead to right conclusions ; but 

what is it that is meant to be excluded by the other quali¬ 

fications ? " Some qualifications exclude the Contradictory, 

and some the other kinds of the fallacious Probans”—answers 

the Logician. What, we ask, do you mean by the ‘Con¬ 

tradictory Probans’ ? Some people (Udayanacharya, among 

others) have declared that that Probans is called ‘Contradic¬ 

tory* which is found to be invariably concomitant with the 

viparita, or contradictory, of the Probandum. Now, by saying 

that the Probans is 'concomitant with the contradictory of 

the Probandum,* all that is meant is that there is some sort 

of a concomitance or companionship between the two,—this 

concomitance being defined by the Logician as a relationship 

which is either absolutely universal, or is not due to adventi¬ 

tious circumstances, or 4s natural;—and such being the case, 

your definition of the ‘Contradictory Probans’ would come to 

this, that the Probans coexsists with the absence of the Pro¬ 

bandum,—this ‘coexistance’ qualified as above, [i. e. being 

regarded as a relationship which is either absolute or not 

due to adventitious circumstances, or natural] ;—and in that 

case, inasmuch as the mere fact of the Probans being con¬ 

sistent with the absence of the Probandum would suffice to 

vitiate the capacity of the former to lead to a valid conclus¬ 

ion, it would be enough to mention this much alono ar consti¬ 

tuting the definition of the ‘Contradictory Probans’; and the 

Kh. 390. 
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introducing of any further qualifications would be absolutely 
useless. And in that case this Contradictory , ro ans 
would be the same as the ‘ Inconclusive or Fallible Probans 
(which latter also is coexistent with the absence of e 

Probanduni\ 
(519) The Logician explains—“Even though the Con- 

tradictory’ and the ‘Inconclusive’ Probans, are both related to 
(i. e. coexistent with) the absence of the Probandum, yet, as a 
matter of fact, it is only the’,relationship of the ‘Contradictory 
Probans’ that is natural, and not adventitious [i. e. while t is 

‘inconclusive’Probans is merely found to be consistent through 
some adventitious co-existence, in certain cases, with the ab¬ 
sence of the Probandum, the co-existence of the ‘Contradictory 
Probans ’ with this absence is constant, natural; and this 
is what is meant by introducing the qualification that the 
concomitance of these is ‘ invariable ’, ‘ universal ’, ‘not due 
to adventitious circumstances’, and so forth ; and thus 
the qualifications are not superfluous] ;-and it is with a 
a view to this fact that the ‘ Contradictory ’ Probans has 
been put forward as distinct from the ‘Inconclusive’ Probans.” 
•This is not right, we reply: as we have already refuted 
this by pointing out that, even though, as a matter of fact, 

this difference between the two (kinds of fallacious Probans) 
exists, yet it would not be right to put this forward in the 
definition of the fallacy [as even without this distin¬ 
guishing feature the Probans would be fallacious] ; and 
that as° such, it is as well that it should not be mentioned 
at all. For instance, when with regard .to the ‘ Contradic- 

°‘Sound is eternal, because RiT^T^’ i* an example of the ‘contradictory' 

probane ; being an effect being contrary to eternality. What is the meaning of this 

Lin, an effect being contradictory to eternality i It only means that the character 

of effect is not concomitant with eternality,-it is concomitant with Us opposite, 

- nor,-eternality •• So the contradiction lies only in the absence of concomitance, 

which is exactly the condition that-vitiates the ‘IncJiiclusive1 probans. So m 

reality, there is no difference between‘the contradictory * and the ‘ inconclusive 

probans- 
Kh. 39]. 
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tory Prebans ', it is asserted that 1 this Probans cannot es¬ 

tablish this conclusion, because it is contradictory to the 

Probandum \ —if we come to consider what is the mean¬ 

ing of the Probans being ( contradictory \ it will* become 

clear that the distinction is absolutely uncalled for. 

(520) On similar grounds, there would be no room for 

any such distinction being drawn between the two, as that 

_while the * Inconclusive Probans * is vitiated by the fact of 

its rendering the Probandum (i.e. the conclusion) only doubtful, 

the ( Contradictory Probans ' is regarded as fallacious be¬ 

cause it establishes, and brings about the definite certain cog¬ 

nition of, the absence of the Probandum (i.e. the contrary of 

the conclusion). There is no room for this distinction, we 

say, because the only defect that there can be in a Probans 

is that it is wanting in that which establishes the conclusion; 

and ‘invariable concomitance * (of the Probans and the 

Probandum)&\oxiQ is ‘ that which establishes the conclusion ” 

consequently, in regard to every defective or fallacious 

Probans, all that need be pointed out is that it is wanting 

in invariable concomitance, (with the desired Probandum); 

and that it is so wanting is indicated by pointing out 

that it is present where the Probandum is definitely known 

to be absent. Because for the purpose of showing a Pro¬ 

bans to be fallacious we have to show either that there is 

no invariable concomitance which would lead to the con-* 

elusion, or that (even though there may be such a concomi* 

tance) it is not known ; and in showing this it is to be point¬ 

ed out either that there is a doubt as to the concomitance, 

or that there is a definite and certain recognition of concomi¬ 

tance to the contrary ; and when this doubt and certain re¬ 

cognition are put forward, if the question arises as to whenefc 

these two arise, the only explanation available is that the 

doubt with regard to the concomitance arises from the per¬ 

ception of the presence of the Probans in some place or 

Kh. 392. 
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places where the Probandum is known to be absent,— 

and the certain cognition of concomitance to the contrary 

arises from the perception of the fact that whenever the 

Probans is present it is only when the Probandum is absent; 

and such being the case, it would be much simpler to put 

forward the mere fact of the Probans being present where 

the Probandum is absent (which is found to be the factor 

that is common to both the aforesaid Doubt and Certain 

Cognition); because it is this fact alone which serves to in¬ 

dicate the absence of concomitance as well as the absence of 

the right cognition of this concomitance (which two forms of 

absence are what constitute the sole defect in the Probans), 

and there is no need of putting forward any thing else. 

It might be argued that—“ Even though what is actually 

put forward is merely the presence of the Probans where the 

Probandum is absent, yet this would necessarily imply the 

constancy or otherwise of its presence (i. e., as to whether the 

Probans is present only in places where the Probandum is 

absent, or in some cases it is present when this latter is absent); 

—just as, for instance (1) where the various conjugational 

forms are used, though what is actually denoted is merely 

the relation of the action with a definite point of time, past 

present or future, yet there is an implication of the par¬ 

ticular points of time also,-or (2) when the declensional 

forms are used, though what is actually expressed is only 

the character of the Nominative and the rest, yet there is 

an implication of gender and number also,-or (3) when 

we pronounce the judgment * the hill is fiery,’ though what 

is meant to be expressed is the mere relationship between 

the hill and the fire, yet there is an implication of the 

fact of the hill being the object qualified and the fire the 

qualifying adjunct ; and so forth But no such impli¬ 

cation is possible in the case in question ; as in all the 

cases just cited, it so happens that even though what is im¬ 

plied is not actually meant to be expressed by the words, 

Kh. 393. 
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yefc there is an implication of them,—in.the first two cases, 

because they are necessary adjuncts of all words (whenever a 

word is used, if it is a noun, it must imply a certain gender and 

number, and if it is a verb, it must imply a definite point 

of time),—and in the last case, because the notion of the 

object and its qualification is a necessary adjunct of all re¬ 

lationships (whenever any relation between two things is 

expressed, it must ^carry with it the notion of one thing 

being the object qualified, and of the other being what 

qualifies the former);-in the case in question on the 

other hand, if' the ‘ invariability * or ‘ constancy * (of the 

presence of the Probans whore the Probandum is absent) 

is not actually meant to be denoted, then this would not in 

any way differ from the Inconclusive Probans ;—and if the 

* constancy 9 is actually meant to be denoted, then there is 

no escape from the objections already urged above (para 

518). 

(Page 441) (521) Then again, unless one points out 

and recognises the inconclusiveness of the Probans, he can 

not point out and recognise its contradictory ‘ character : 

and thus depending as the contradiction does upon the in- 

conclusiveness, it is not right to regard it as a distinct defect; 

specially as it is exactly analogous to the case of the 

qualification and the object qualified ; where unless the object 

qualified is indicated and recognised, there can be no indica¬ 

tion or recognition of it as qualified by a certain qualification. 

[That is to say, we can have no idea of the aforesaid ‘cons¬ 

tancy * unless we have an idea of the ‘presence of the Probans 

&c.*; and this latter idea being enough to stamp the reasoning 

as defective, because inconclusive, anything further in the 

same direction, would be entirely superfluous]. 

(522) To all similar cases we may apply this same 

principle, thaL/ where the simple thing by itself is sufficiently 

effective, any additional qualification is superfluous. For 
Kh. 39 4* 
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instance, (1) when against a certain Probans the fallacy is 

indicated as consisting in its being ‘too wide*—and hence 

•inconclusive*, and it comes to be explained as ‘ because the 

Probans is present in places where the Probandum is known 

to be present, and also where it is known to be absent’; and 

here the indicating of its presence where the probandum is 

absent being enough to establish the defective character of 

the reasoning, it is entirely superfluous to add the fact of its 

presence where the Probandum is present, which is what is in¬ 

cluded in the qualifying phrase ‘too wide*;-(2) similar¬ 

ly , when the Probans is stigmatised as ‘too narrow*—and 

hence ‘inconclusive* ;—(3) and lastly, when in such reasoning 

as ‘everything is a non-entity ; because it is knowable* the 

probans is stigmatised as being ‘futile*, if we enquire what 

‘futility * means we are told that ‘ it embodies an argument 

that involves self-contradiction *; and in this statement we 

find that it would be enough, for proving the defectiveness 

of the Probans, to state that it involves self-contradiction,—a 

circumstance which is common to futile as well as non-futile 

arguments; and it is entirely superfluous to add the clause ‘it 

embodies an argument*. 

(523) To revert to your definition of the ‘Contradictory 

Probans* ;—it has been defined (para. 518) as ‘ that which is 

invariably concomitant with the vi^arita, contradictory, of 

the Probandum now what do you mean by this ‘contra¬ 

dictory of the Probandum ’? If it means the ‘ abhava, nega¬ 

tion, of the Probandum*, then the definition fails to 

apply to that case where the Probandum itself is in the 

negative form, —in whioh case the ‘negation of the Pro¬ 

bandum * would be in the form of an affirmation (the negation 

of the negative being an affirmation) [and thus what the 

Probans would be concomitant with would be the 

affirmation, and not the negation, of the Probandum]. 

“What the word ‘ vxparlla9% ‘contradictory/ means is 
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of time),—and in the last case, because the notion of the 

object and its qualification is a necessary adjunct of all re¬ 

lationships (whenever any relation between two things is 

expressed, it must ^carry with it the notion of one thing 

being the object qualified, and of the other being what 

qualifies the former);-in the case in question on the 

other hand, if' the ‘ invariability * or ‘ constancy * (of the 

presence of the Probans whore the Probandum is absent) 

is not actually meant to be denoted, then this would not in 

any way differ from the Inconclusive Probans ;—and if the 

* constancy 9 is actually meant to be denoted, then there is 

no escape from the objections already urged above (para 

518). 

(Page 441) (521) Then again, unless one points out 

and recognises the inconclusiveness of the Probans, he can 

not point out and recognise its contradictory ‘ character : 

and thus depending as the contradiction does upon the in- 

conclusiveness, it is not right to regard it as a distinct defect; 

specially as it is exactly analogous to the case of the 

qualification and the object qualified ; where unless the object 

qualified is indicated and recognised, there can be no indica¬ 

tion or recognition of it as qualified by a certain qualification. 

[That is to say, we can have no idea of the aforesaid ‘cons¬ 

tancy * unless we have an idea of the ‘presence of the Probans 

&c.*; and this latter idea being enough to stamp the reasoning 

as defective, because inconclusive, anything further in the 

same direction, would be entirely superfluous]. 

(522) To all similar cases we may apply this same 

principle, thaL/ where the simple thing by itself is sufficiently 

effective, any additional qualification is superfluous. For 
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instance, (1) when against a certain Probans the fallacy is 

indicated as consisting in its being ‘too wide*—and hence 

•inconclusive*, and it comes to be explained as ‘ because the 

Probans is present in places where the Probandum is known 

to be present, and also where it is known to be absent’; and 

here the indicating of its presence where the probandum is 

absent being enough to establish the defective character of 

the reasoning, it is entirely superfluous to add the fact of its 

presence where the Probandum is present, which is what is in¬ 

cluded in the qualifying phrase ‘too wide*;-(2) similar¬ 

ly , when the Probans is stigmatised as ‘too narrow*—and 

hence ‘inconclusive* ;—(3) and lastly, when in such reasoning 

as ‘everything is a non-entity ; because it is knowable* the 

probans is stigmatised as being ‘futile*, if we enquire what 

‘futility * means we are told that ‘ it embodies an argument 

that involves self-contradiction *; and in this statement we 

find that it would be enough, for proving the defectiveness 

of the Probans, to state that it involves self-contradiction,—a 

circumstance which is common to futile as well as non-futile 

arguments; and it is entirely superfluous to add the clause ‘it 

embodies an argument*. 

(523) To revert to your definition of the ‘Contradictory 

Probans* ;—it has been defined (para. 518) as ‘ that which is 

invariably concomitant with the vi^arita, contradictory, of 

the Probandum now what do you mean by this ‘contra¬ 

dictory of the Probandum ’? If it means the ‘ abhava, nega¬ 

tion, of the Probandum*, then the definition fails to 

apply to that case where the Probandum itself is in the 

negative form, —in whioh case the ‘negation of the Pro¬ 

bandum * would be in the form of an affirmation (the negation 

of the negative being an affirmation) [and thus what the 

Probans would be concomitant with would be the 

affirmation, and not the negation, of the Probandum]. 

“What the word ‘ vxparlla9% ‘contradictory/ means is 
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anything that is contrary (to the Probandum) ; and both 

negation and affirmation can be * contrary * to the Proban¬ 

dum (according as the Pr.obandum 'is in the affirmative or 

the negative form respectively) [and thus the definition 

would cover all cases of the Contradictory Probans].” 

This is not possible , we reply because what is meant by 

• affirmation * (presence) and * negation’ (absence) being 

‘ contrary9 to each other is that the two cannot exist toge¬ 

ther;—that is, the two can never be present at the same time 

and place ; and this would mean that where the one exists 

the other does not exist; so that where there is * affirmation * 

there can be no.‘negation’, and vice versa ; and the reason 

for this lies in the fact that one consists in the denial of the 

other;——and such being the case, the definition would no 

longer consist in the form of negation or affirmation (absence 

or presence) (but in the ‘ aforesaid non-existence, or absence, 

of these); and if the definition is made to consist in the 

non-existence or absence of each of the two severally, 

then it becomes too narrow [as it fails to apply to 

all kinds of Probandum, negative as well as affirmative] ;— 

if on the other hand, the definition is made to consist in the 

non-existence of both collectively, then it becomes an impossi* 

ble definition (as Negation and Affirmation being mutually 

contradictory, it is never possible for both of these to be 

absent). Lastly, we shall show later on how it is abso¬ 

lutely impossible for the Logician to supply any adequate 

explanation for the * Contradiction ’ or ‘Contrariness,’ between 

Negation and Affirmation. 
(C.) [From the refutation of the ‘Contradictory’ Probana the Author 

leads on to the refutation of the’Inconclusive’ Probans ; of which also no 

adequate explanation is possible], 

(524) You have introduced into your definition of the 

* Contradictory Probans,’ the word vyapta,’ * invariably con¬ 

comitant ’;—what is it that is meant to be excluded by means 

of this qualification ? If it is the ‘Inconclusive Probans’ 

Eh. 3<>t>. 
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that is meant to be so excluded,—we ask, what is this * In¬ 

conclusive Probans ’ ? What we mean by putting this ques¬ 

tion is that no adequate definition of this is available. Tor 
instance, it will not be right to define the ' Inconclusive Pro¬ 

bans ’ as that which is savyabhichara, • with failing,’ ‘fallible 

for if by this fallibility of the Probans is meant the 

fact that it subsists where the Probandum is absent,, then, 

in the first place, inasmuch as this is the case with the ‘Contra¬ 

dictory Probans ’ also, that definition would apply to this 

latter also (and thus become too wide);—and secondly, It 

would fail to apply to that Probans which is * asadharana 

anaikantika; i.e., ‘inconclusive because too specific’ [because 

this Probans by its very specific character resides only in the 

Subject, and so cannot subsist in a place where the Probandum 

is absent]. If, on the other hand, it means that it does not 

subsist either where the Probandum is present or where it is 

absent, then it would not include those cases where the 

Probans is ‘ common ’ or ‘ too wide ’ [in which the Probans 

subsists both where the Probandum is present and where it is 
absent]. 

(525) The Logician offers the following explanation :_ 

" What is meant by the ‘ fallibility ’ of the Probans is that 

it is common to both where the Probandum is present and 
where it is absent; this will include both kinds of the * In 

conclusive Probans ’—that which is ' too wide or common ’ as 

well as that which is ‘ too narrow or specific’; the former, be¬ 

cause it subsists in both in its positive form, and the latter be¬ 

cause it subsists therein in its negative form [the ‘ too wide 

Probans is actually present in both cases, where the Probandum 

is present and where it is absent; and the ‘ too narrow’ Probans 

is actually absent in both cases; yet both kinds may, in a 
way, bo said to subsist in both; the only difference being in 

the form in which they subsist, one subsisting in its positive 

and the other in its negative, form] ;—and we do not mean 
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instance, it will not be right to define the ' Inconclusive Pro¬ 
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in the first place, inasmuch as this is the case with the ‘Contra¬ 

dictory Probans ’ also, that definition would apply to this 

latter also (and thus become too wide);—and secondly, It 

would fail to apply to that Probans which is * asadharana 

anaikantika; i.e., ‘inconclusive because too specific’ [because 

this Probans by its very specific character resides only in the 

Subject, and so cannot subsist in a place where the Probandum 

is absent]. If, on the other hand, it means that it does not 

subsist either where the Probandum is present or where it is 

absent, then it would not include those cases where the 

Probans is ‘ common ’ or ‘ too wide ’ [in which the Probans 

subsists both where the Probandum is present and where it is 
absent]. 

(525) The Logician offers the following explanation :_ 

" What is meant by the ‘ fallibility ’ of the Probans is that 

it is common to both where the Probandum is present and 
where it is absent; this will include both kinds of the * In 

conclusive Probans ’—that which is ' too wide or common ’ as 

well as that which is ‘ too narrow or specific’; the former, be¬ 

cause it subsists in both in its positive form, and the latter be¬ 

cause it subsists therein in its negative form [the ‘ too wide 
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way, bo said to subsist in both; the only difference being in 

the form in which they subsist, one subsisting in its positive 

and the other in its negative, form] ;—and we do not mean 
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to specify either that the subsistence of both in both should 

be in the positive form only, or that it should be in the negative 

form only; and thus both kinds of c Inconclusive Probana’ 

become included in this definition. As for the third kind of 

* Inconclusive Probans’—where there is no possibility of a 

corroborative instance,—e. g. in the reasoning ‘the thing in 

question is momentary, because it is an entity* [where no corro¬ 

borative instance is possible, as there is no entity which is 

accepted by both parties to be momentary],— in this case there 

can be neither a * sapaksa * (where the Probandum is known 

by both parties as present) nor a * vipaksa’ (where the Proban¬ 

dum is known by both parties to be absent); and as such this 

Probans can very well be regarded as not subsisting in either 

the sapaksa or the vipaksa, and thus falling within the defini¬ 

tion, by being found to subsist in both in its negative form 

[ressembling, in this the * too specific’ ProbansJ. [Thus the 

explanation provided makes all the three kinds of * incon¬ 

clusive * Probans fall within the definition.”] 

(526) This explanation has to be pondered over. Let us 

admit the explanation off-hand. But even so, the definition 

becomes too wide; as it includes the valid Probans—‘ smoke * 

for instance,—which though present in a place where the Pro¬ 

bandum, fire, is present, is not present in all such places ; 

because this also, being not present in all places where the 

Probandum is present, and also being not present in places 

where the Probandum is absent, can be said to ‘ subsist*, in 

its negative form, ‘ in both, sapaksa and vipaksa1 [and thus it 

falls within your definition]. If, in order to avoid this incon¬ 

gruity, you define the * Inconclusive Probans * as that which 

subsists in all sapaksas and vipaksas—i.e. subsists in all 

cases where the Probandum is present, as well as in all cases 

where it is absentthen, you will certainly succeed in ex¬ 

cluding the case of the inferences fromc smoke *, which, being 

present in some sapaksas {i.e. being present in some places 
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where fire is present), cannot be said to subsist, in its nega¬ 

tive form in all sapaksas; but you will make your definition 

too narrow in that case; as it will fail to app j to the case of 

the fallacious inference—c Sound is not eternal, because it is 

perceptible*—where the Probans, ‘perceptibility.1 is found 

to be one that subsists, in its positive form, in only some 

sapaksas and vipaksas, and not in all. [For instance ‘ percep¬ 

tibility’, though present in the non-eternal jar, is not present 

in the non-eternal gravity, which latter is only inferable; and 

though present in the akasha which is not non-eternal, it is 

not present in Space and Time which also are not non-eternal]. 

Thus in seeking to repair one part of your edifice, you 

make another part of it crumble to pieces ! Then again, as a 

matter of fact, even with your explanation, the definition does 

remain applicable to the valid Probans,—in the case of infer¬ 

ences from smoke for instance ; as the smoke also may 

be said to ‘ subsist in all sapaksas and vipaksas*; because in 

those where it is present, it can be said to subsist in its 

positive form, while in those in which it is absent, it can be 

said to subsist in its negative form ; and you have distinctly 

declared that you do not mean to specify whether this subsis¬ 

tence is to be in the negative or in the positive form.* 

(527) Then again, we ask—in the phrase ‘subsisting in 

all sapaksas and vipaksas*, is ‘ all * meant to qualify only the 

sapaksas, or both the sapaksa and the vipaksa ? If both,—i.e% 

if it is meant to qualify the vipaksa also—then, the definition 

becomes too narrow, failing to apply to the * too-wide in- 

° In the inference *there is fire because there is smoke/ the kitchen and 

the red-hot iron-are * sapaksas*—where the Probandum, fire, is known to be present; 

smoke is present in the kitchen, where, therefore, it subsists in its positive form ; 

it is not present in the red-hot iron ; in this it subsists in its negative form. In the 

vipaksa—the water-tank, where the Probandum, fire, is known to be absent—the 

smoke is never presentj and so also in all vipaksas ; thus in all these, it subsists in 

its negative form. Thus it is found to subsist, in one form or another in all sapaksas 

and vipaksas. 

Kh. 399. 
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to specify either that the subsistence of both in both should 
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where fire is present), cannot be said to subsist, in its nega¬ 
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to be one that subsists, in its positive form, in only some 

sapaksas and vipaksas, and not in all. [For instance ‘ percep¬ 

tibility’, though present in the non-eternal jar, is not present 

in the non-eternal gravity, which latter is only inferable; and 

though present in the akasha which is not non-eternal, it is 

not present in Space and Time which also are not non-eternal]. 

Thus in seeking to repair one part of your edifice, you 

make another part of it crumble to pieces ! Then again, as a 

matter of fact, even with your explanation, the definition does 

remain applicable to the valid Probans,—in the case of infer¬ 

ences from smoke for instance ; as the smoke also may 

be said to ‘ subsist in all sapaksas and vipaksas*; because in 

those where it is present, it can be said to subsist in its 

positive form, while in those in which it is absent, it can be 

said to subsist in its negative form ; and you have distinctly 

declared that you do not mean to specify whether this subsis¬ 
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conclusive Probans * in the reasoning * the triad is made of such 

constituent parts as are themselves only gross products, 

because it is pos eased of gross or large dimensions, like the 

piece of cloth*;—because though this Probans, * gross or large 

dimensions,* is present in all sapaksas (being present in all cases 

of gross constitutent particles, the jar and the like), yet it is 

atsS present in some vipaksas (for instance, in Time and Space, 

which are largo in their dimensions, but are not constituted by 

gross particles) (though it is also absent in some other vipak- 

sas; for instance in the atomf which is neither large in its 

dimension, nor made up of gross constituent particles). [Thus 

the Probans cannot be said to subsist, in its negative form, in 

all vipaksasj. If, on the other hand, you do not mean the 

* all * to qualify the vipaksa,—then your definition of the In¬ 

conclusive Probans comes to be * that which subsists in the 

vtpaJcsa and in all sapaksas’; and this becomes too wide, inas¬ 

much as it includes the Contradictory Probans as found in the 

reasoning—9 the Earth is eternal, because it is made up cons¬ 

tituent parts'; as this Probans is found to be present in some 

vipaksas [being present in the jar which is not eternal, though 

absent in Buddhi which also is not eternal ; and thus fulfills 

the conditions of the definition, being present, in its positive 

as well as negative form, in some 'vipaksas, and also present, 

in its negative form, in all sapaksas, no eternal substance 

being made up of constituent parts]. 

(528) Then again, what sort of assertion is this of 

yours that,—When it is said that the Inconclusive 

is that which is common to both where the Probandum is 

present and where it is absent, this explanation includes all 

kinds of Inconclusive Probans, the subsistence of the Pro** 

bans being either in its positive or negative form 1 ? For 

in what manner could the Anupasamlian Probans (which is 

the name given to the third kind of the Inconclusive Pro¬ 

bans)—in whose case there is no sapaksa or vipaksa—be 
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Baid to subsist in both these, either in its negative or posi¬ 

tive form ? For the simple reason that the Probans is called 

f anupasamhftri ' only when there is no sapaksa or vipaksa. * 

Then again, what do you mean by the Probans being 

common to both where the Probandum is present and where 

it is absent ? (a) If it means that it subsists in both places, in 

its own form,—then, the definition fails to include that Pro¬ 

bans which is * inconclusive, because too specific' [ because 

this, by its very nature, subsists only in the Probandum, 

and never where the Probandum is absent]. (b) If it 

means that the Probans is not present, both where the Pro¬ 

bandum is present and where it is absent,—then the definition 

fails to include any Probans at all,—for non-subsistence in 

both of these places is not a feature of the Probans [i. e. that 

which does subsist in neither of these places cannot be called 

a Probans at all ]. (c) If it means that the Probans is the 

fcounter-entity of negation in both,—i. e. the presence of the 

Probans is denied in both places, where the Probandum is 

present and where it is absent,—or (d) that it is the sub¬ 

stratum of the negation or absence of all relationship with 

both these places (?. e. it has no sort of connection with both), 

-then, in either case, the definition fails to apply to any ins¬ 

tance of that Probans which isc inconclusive, because too wide 

or common’. You will perhaps explain as follows :—“ What 

is meant by the Probans being common to both is that it is 

present in both places in the same form,—i. e. if it is pre¬ 

sent where the Probandum is present, it is present also 

where the Probandum is absent,—and if it is absent where 

the Probandum is present, it is absent also where the Pro- 

• The example of the Anupasamharl fallacy is given in the reasoning—‘ All 

things are knowable, because they are nameable 9 ; where thzprobandum is one which 

j® never absent in any place ; hence in this case, there can be no place other than 

the subject—‘ all things*—where the probandum is present or absent. And as such 

the definition in question cannot apply to tho probans, which the Logician regards 

•B a kind of the Inconclusive, probans. 

Kh. 401. 
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Baid to subsist in both these, either in its negative or posi¬ 
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this, by its very nature, subsists only in the Probandum, 

and never where the Probandum is absent]. (b) If it 

means that the Probans is not present, both where the Pro¬ 

bandum is present and where it is absent,—then the definition 

fails to include any Probans at all,—for non-subsistence in 

both of these places is not a feature of the Probans [i. e. that 

which does subsist in neither of these places cannot be called 

a Probans at all ]. (c) If it means that the Probans is the 

fcounter-entity of negation in both,—i. e. the presence of the 

Probans is denied in both places, where the Probandum is 

present and where it is absent,—or (d) that it is the sub¬ 

stratum of the negation or absence of all relationship with 

both these places (?. e. it has no sort of connection with both), 

-then, in either case, the definition fails to apply to any ins¬ 

tance of that Probans which isc inconclusive, because too wide 

or common’. You will perhaps explain as follows :—“ What 

is meant by the Probans being common to both is that it is 

present in both places in the same form,—i. e. if it is pre¬ 

sent where the Probandum is present, it is present also 

where the Probandum is absent,—and if it is absent where 

the Probandum is present, it is absent also where the Pro- 

• The example of the Anupasamharl fallacy is given in the reasoning—‘ All 

things are knowable, because they are nameable 9 ; where thzprobandum is one which 

j® never absent in any place ; hence in this case, there can be no place other than 

the subject—‘ all things*—where the probandum is present or absent. And as such 

the definition in question cannot apply to tho probans, which the Logician regards 

•B a kind of the Inconclusive, probans. 
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bandum is absent; and in this manner the definition does 

not fail to apply to any case of the * inconclusive * Pro¬ 

bans, ** This will not be right, we reply. For your pre¬ 

sent statement cannot be true in its literal sense : the literal 

meaning of your statement could only be—(a) either that 

both places (where the Probandum is present and where 

it is absent) are the receptacle or substratum of the uniformity 

of the Probans,—(£>) or that they are the receptacle or sub¬ 

stratum of the Probans itself in the same form ;—and in 

either case the definition would fail, to apply to that Pro¬ 

bans which is ‘ inconclusive, because too specific *; for the 

simple reason that such a Probans does not subsist either 

where the Probandum is present or where it is absent; 

whence these places can never be the ‘receptacle for substra¬ 

tum* either of the ‘uniformity of the Probans * or of ‘ the Pro¬ 

bans * itself. For these reasons we conclude that the defini¬ 

tion of the Inconclusive Probans, as ‘ that which is common to 

both where the Probandum is present and where it is absent *, 

can never be acceptable;—because, firstly, if this has reference 

to the non-existence of the Probans, (i. e. if it means that 

there is absence of the Probans in both places), then it is 

impossible for these places te be spoken of as the * recept¬ 

acle or substratum of the Probans * ; and in that case, the 

locative ending in ‘ sapakse 9 and ‘ vipakse 9 (that is, the 

assertion that it subsists in the place where the Probandum 

is present and in the place where it is absent) would be 

absolutely meaningless. These places would certainly be 

the f receptacle or substratum * of the negation or absence 

of the Probans ; but in what way would this help them to 

become the ‘receptacle* of the Probans itself? And even 

if it did help in some way towards this (for instance, by mak¬ 

ing the Probans the counter-entity of that negation which 

subsists in both places),—yet in the case of the ‘ too com¬ 

mon Inconclusive ’ Probans (which is present in both 
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places), the Locative ending could not have reference to 

the absence or negation of the Probans (i. e. it could never 

mean that the Probans is aftsenHn both places) ; in fact in. 

this case it must refer to the 'presence of the Probans; 

and thus the words of your statement would come to have 

more than one meaning ; and as such it has. either to be 

taken in its indirect or figurative sense (which is not right 

for a definition) or to be discarded as open to the charge 

of being 1 too narrow *,* not applying to all cases of the in- 

conclusive Probans*. 

(Page 451) (529) Then again, if you define the Incon¬ 

clusive Probans simply as that which is common to (subsists 

in) where the Probandum is present and where it is absent*, 

[without adding any further qualifications as to the manner 

of the subsistence],—with a view to make the definition 

applicable to both kinds of * inconclusive Probans *, the too 

common as well as the too specific,—then your definition 

becomes too wide ; for in the case of other kinds of Probans 

also, it is found that in more than one point, they are ‘ com¬ 

mon to both where the Probandum is present and where it 

is absent* ; e. g., every Probans is something distinct from 

both these places, and so, in point of this distinctness, each 

and every Probans can be spoken of as ‘ common to both * ; 

(each being equally distinct from both); and so on, in many other 

points.) In order to avoid this undue extension of the definition 

you may seek to qualify it, defining the Inconclusive Probans 

as ‘ that which in its positive and negative forms—i.e.} by reason 

Of its presence and absence—is common to li. e., subsists in) 

both where the Probandum is present and where it is absent*. 

But in that case the definition becomes too narrow ; as 

firstly if the subsistence of the Probans in both is meant to be 

through its presence only (the meaning being that the Probans 

should be present in both) then it will not apply to the * too 
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places), the Locative ending could not have reference to 
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this case it must refer to the 'presence of the Probans; 

and thus the words of your statement would come to have 

more than one meaning ; and as such it has. either to be 

taken in its indirect or figurative sense (which is not right 

for a definition) or to be discarded as open to the charge 

of being 1 too narrow *,* not applying to all cases of the in- 

conclusive Probans*. 

(Page 451) (529) Then again, if you define the Incon¬ 

clusive Probans simply as that which is common to (subsists 

in) where the Probandum is present and where it is absent*, 

[without adding any further qualifications as to the manner 

of the subsistence],—with a view to make the definition 

applicable to both kinds of * inconclusive Probans *, the too 

common as well as the too specific,—then your definition 

becomes too wide ; for in the case of other kinds of Probans 

also, it is found that in more than one point, they are ‘ com¬ 

mon to both where the Probandum is present and where it 

is absent* ; e. g., every Probans is something distinct from 

both these places, and so, in point of this distinctness, each 

and every Probans can be spoken of as ‘ common to both * ; 

(each being equally distinct from both); and so on, in many other 

points.) In order to avoid this undue extension of the definition 

you may seek to qualify it, defining the Inconclusive Probans 

as ‘ that which in its positive and negative forms—i.e.} by reason 

Of its presence and absence—is common to li. e., subsists in) 

both where the Probandum is present and where it is absent*. 

But in that case the definition becomes too narrow ; as 

firstly if the subsistence of the Probans in both is meant to be 

through its presence only (the meaning being that the Probans 

should be present in both) then it will not apply to the * too 
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specific Proba^’; secondly if the subsistence meant is through 

absence (the meaning being that the Probans should be absent in 

both', then the ‘ too common Probans * becomes excluded ; 

and lastly, if the subsistence intended is through both pre¬ 

serve and absence (the meaning being that the Probans should 

be both present and absent in both), then the definition be. 

comes absurd, not being applicable to anything at all. 

(530) The Logician may state his definition in a 

further qualified form :—“What we mean by the Probans 

being common to both ivhere the. Probandum is present 

and where it is absent is that both these places contain 

the receptacle of the contrary of the Probans as 

well as the receptacle of the contrary of the negation or 

absence of the Probans. In thus stating our definition, we 

make it neither too wide nor too narrow. [No such con¬ 

traries being contained in the case of any valid probans].” 

This is not right, we reply; as in the first place, this will be 

open to all those objections which we have shown above 

(para. 528), as applying to the definition, both when the word 

* all * is admitted as qualifying ‘sapaksa-vipaksa,9 as well as 

when this word is not admitted ;—and also if you admit the 

qualification ‘all/ then the definition becomes applicable to the 

case of even such valid inferences as that of fire from smoke; 

[as smoke subsists in its positive form in all places where 

fire is present, and in its negative form in all those where it 

is absent]. Then again, the definition also becomes open to 

the objection of being too diffuse, not comprehensive (hence 

impossible); as it is not possible for the expression ‘ the con¬ 

traries of the Probans itself and its negation * to have any one 

all-comprehensive denotation ; for the simple reason that 

1 the probans itself * and ‘ its negation * are mutually 

contradictory terms (and as such there can be no one thing 

which will be the 1 contrary1 of both); as what is meant by 

the two being * contradictory1 is that they can never co-exist 
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(at the same time and place); —this * non-co-existence9 also is 

nothing other than the absence 6f existence;—and this‘absence 

of existence 9 of an entity (the Probans for instance) is none 

other than its negation; similarly the ‘ absence of existence 9 
of the negation is none other than the entity itself; hence the 

‘contrary of tho Probans’ being the negation of the Probans3 and 

the 1 contrary of the negation of the Probans * being the 

Probans itself, it is not possible, howover much you may 

search, to get at any one thing that could be denoted 

by the expression * the contraries of the Probans and of its 

negation/ 

(531) [It is not only that your expression cannot signify 

anything] the expression itself—‘ the receptacle of the con¬ 

trary of the Probans and of its negation *—deserves further 

scrutiny : If ‘ sva9 (Probans itself) and ‘ svdbhava9 (the 

negation of the probans) are meant to be inseparable qualifi¬ 

cations (vishSaana) of the ‘ virodha9 (contrary), then they 

cannot be the substratum or receptacle of this virodha; as 

being inseparable from the virodha, which is to be contained 

in that subsratum, they form a part of that which is contained, 

and as such, cannot be the container at the same time; 

specially because in the case of every qualified thing, the 

qualification is regarded as forming one of its constituent 

ingredients, [Hence if the virodha3 qualified by, and hence 

inseparable from, the sva and the svdbhava, were to be 

contained in the sva and svabhavti, then thes^ latter would, 

to a certain extent, be contained within themselves, being their 

own container or substratum, which is absurd]. And for 

this reason the definition also would become too wide: it would 

become applicable to the valid Probans also, which subsists, 
in its positive form, in the setpaksa, and in its negative form, 

in the vipaksa [and hence both the sapaksa and the vipaksa 

would contain the receptacle of the contrary of the Probans 

and its negation]. If, in order to avoid these difficulties, the 

2 
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specific Proba^’; secondly if the subsistence meant is through 
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be both present and absent in both), then the definition be. 

comes absurd, not being applicable to anything at all. 

(530) The Logician may state his definition in a 

further qualified form :—“What we mean by the Probans 
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and where it is absent is that both these places contain 

the receptacle of the contrary of the Probans as 

well as the receptacle of the contrary of the negation or 

absence of the Probans. In thus stating our definition, we 

make it neither too wide nor too narrow. [No such con¬ 

traries being contained in the case of any valid probans].” 

This is not right, we reply; as in the first place, this will be 

open to all those objections which we have shown above 

(para. 528), as applying to the definition, both when the word 

* all * is admitted as qualifying ‘sapaksa-vipaksa,9 as well as 

when this word is not admitted ;—and also if you admit the 

qualification ‘all/ then the definition becomes applicable to the 

case of even such valid inferences as that of fire from smoke; 

[as smoke subsists in its positive form in all places where 

fire is present, and in its negative form in all those where it 

is absent]. Then again, the definition also becomes open to 

the objection of being too diffuse, not comprehensive (hence 

impossible); as it is not possible for the expression ‘ the con¬ 

traries of the Probans itself and its negation * to have any one 

all-comprehensive denotation ; for the simple reason that 

1 the probans itself * and ‘ its negation * are mutually 

contradictory terms (and as such there can be no one thing 

which will be the 1 contrary1 of both); as what is meant by 

the two being * contradictory1 is that they can never co-exist 
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(at the same time and place); —this * non-co-existence9 also is 

nothing other than the absence 6f existence;—and this‘absence 

of existence 9 of an entity (the Probans for instance) is none 

other than its negation; similarly the ‘ absence of existence 9 
of the negation is none other than the entity itself; hence the 

‘contrary of tho Probans’ being the negation of the Probans3 and 

the 1 contrary of the negation of the Probans * being the 

Probans itself, it is not possible, howover much you may 

search, to get at any one thing that could be denoted 

by the expression * the contraries of the Probans and of its 

negation/ 

(531) [It is not only that your expression cannot signify 

anything] the expression itself—‘ the receptacle of the con¬ 

trary of the Probans and of its negation *—deserves further 

scrutiny : If ‘ sva9 (Probans itself) and ‘ svdbhava9 (the 

negation of the probans) are meant to be inseparable qualifi¬ 

cations (vishSaana) of the ‘ virodha9 (contrary), then they 

cannot be the substratum or receptacle of this virodha; as 

being inseparable from the virodha, which is to be contained 

in that subsratum, they form a part of that which is contained, 

and as such, cannot be the container at the same time; 

specially because in the case of every qualified thing, the 

qualification is regarded as forming one of its constituent 

ingredients, [Hence if the virodha3 qualified by, and hence 

inseparable from, the sva and the svdbhava, were to be 

contained in the sva and svabhavti, then thes^ latter would, 

to a certain extent, be contained within themselves, being their 

own container or substratum, which is absurd]. And for 

this reason the definition also would become too wide: it would 

become applicable to the valid Probans also, which subsists, 
in its positive form, in the setpaksa, and in its negative form, 

in the vipaksa [and hence both the sapaksa and the vipaksa 

would contain the receptacle of the contrary of the Probans 

and its negation]. If, in order to avoid these difficulties, the 
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• reoeptaolo ’ beheld to be of the ‘ virodha ’ by itself, not 

qualified by the W and ’svabhava,' then, in that case, your 

definition of the • Inconclusive Probans ’ would include all 

inferences (valid and invalid alike) [as in every inference, 

irrespective of the character of the Probane, which, exhypo, 

thesi, does not specify the 'virodha,’ the sapaksa and vipaksa 

are bound to contain the receptacle of the contrary of some¬ 

thing or other; and this is all that the definition requires]. 

The Logician explains—»What we mean is that the 

virodha is only marked (upalaksita) by the ‘ sva ’ and 

'svabhava’ (these latter being mere adventitious marks or 

indications, upalaksana, and not inseparable attributes, vishS_ 

*o«a); and thus the objections that have been urged on the 

assumption that they are inseparable qualifications cannot 

apply to the definition [and of course, when the virodha is 
meant to be marked by ‘ sva and • svabhava,' it cannot mean 

the virodha of something or other].’* This cannot be, we 

reply^ As, what is it that is marked by the sva and the 

svabhava ? Is it mere virodha in goneral, or some particular 

virodha ? In the former case, the virodha that is ‘ marked 

by the sva and svabhava’ would be the same that is found 
elsewhere also [% i.e. in all inferences]; and thus the objections 

urged above remain in force, and the introduction of the 

words * sva and ‘ svabhava ’ becomes entirely futile and 

m the latter case (i.e. if some particular virodha only be held 

to be marked by the **i and the svabhava), the definition 

would fail to be a comprehensive one; as the particular virodha, 

so mar e in one place, cannot be the same that may be 
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well-known examples of the Inconclusive Probans)then 

our answer would be—Certainly, why should not all those 

individual virodhas be so marked ? But what we should like 

to know is—is it in some comprehensive form that all these 

are marked ? Or only in the particular isolated form in which 

each individual virodha appears ? If the former, then let us 

know that comprehensive form; why should you undertake 

the trouble to put forward all these roundabout explanations 

based upon subtle distinctions of upalaksana and vishdsana ? 

As a matter of fact however, you cannot point out any 

such comprehensive form ; as any such form could only be 

in the shape of virodha in general, or in some such shape ; and 

each of these would make the definition too wide, (as already 

pointed* out above). If, then, the individuals are marked, 

in the particular isolated form in which each appears, then in 

the definition also these would appear only in these isolated 

forms; and so, if the definition includes all these individuals in 

these isolated forms, then it would not be applicable to any par¬ 

ticular case of the Inconclusive Probans (as there would be no 

example in which all the isolated forms of Virodha would be 

present); and if, on the other hand, the definition be meant 

to include each isolated individual severally, then the definition 

that would apply to one would not apply to another. 

[Page 456J (532). The Logician offers another definition 

of the Inconclusive Probans “ We may define the Incon¬ 

clusive Probans as that which resides neither only in those 

places where the Probandun is known to be present, nor only 

in those where it is known to be absent; and certainly this 

definition will include all instances of the two kinds of the 

Inconclusive Probans: the too Specific, and the too Common, 

[and it would exclude the Valid Probans which resides only 

where the Probandum is known to bo present, and also the Con¬ 

tradictory Probans which resides only where the Probandum is 

known to be absent].” This definition also cannot be 
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qualified by the W and ’svabhava,' then, in that case, your 
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thesi, does not specify the 'virodha,’ the sapaksa and vipaksa 

are bound to contain the receptacle of the contrary of some¬ 

thing or other; and this is all that the definition requires]. 
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well-known examples of the Inconclusive Probans)then 

our answer would be—Certainly, why should not all those 

individual virodhas be so marked ? But what we should like 

to know is—is it in some comprehensive form that all these 

are marked ? Or only in the particular isolated form in which 

each individual virodha appears ? If the former, then let us 

know that comprehensive form; why should you undertake 

the trouble to put forward all these roundabout explanations 

based upon subtle distinctions of upalaksana and vishdsana ? 

As a matter of fact however, you cannot point out any 

such comprehensive form ; as any such form could only be 

in the shape of virodha in general, or in some such shape ; and 

each of these would make the definition too wide, (as already 

pointed* out above). If, then, the individuals are marked, 

in the particular isolated form in which each appears, then in 

the definition also these would appear only in these isolated 

forms; and so, if the definition includes all these individuals in 

these isolated forms, then it would not be applicable to any par¬ 

ticular case of the Inconclusive Probans (as there would be no 

example in which all the isolated forms of Virodha would be 

present); and if, on the other hand, the definition be meant 

to include each isolated individual severally, then the definition 

that would apply to one would not apply to another. 

[Page 456J (532). The Logician offers another definition 

of the Inconclusive Probans “ We may define the Incon¬ 

clusive Probans as that which resides neither only in those 

places where the Probandun is known to be present, nor only 

in those where it is known to be absent; and certainly this 

definition will include all instances of the two kinds of the 

Inconclusive Probans: the too Specific, and the too Common, 

[and it would exclude the Valid Probans which resides only 

where the Probandum is known to bo present, and also the Con¬ 

tradictory Probans which resides only where the Probandum is 

known to be absent].” This definition also cannot be 
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accepted; as it is applicable to the Smoke and such other valid 
Probans also: the valid Probans also can be said to be not 
resident only where the Probandtim is known to be absent, for 
the simple reason that it never resides in any such place at 
all (if it did, it would not be valid); nor does it reside only 

where the Probandum is known to be present; as it 
resides also in the ‘ Subject ’ (the Mountain, in the case of 
smoke); otherwise, if not resident in the Subject, it would not 
be a Probans at all; and the Subject being that where the 
existence of the Probandum is doubtful, it is neither that 
where the Probandum is known to be present, nor that where it 

is known to be g,bser,t). If, in order to escape from this pre¬ 
dicament, you add the qualification that the Inconclusive 
Probans should (over and above what is said above) reside in 
the Subject also,—then too, the definition does not exclude 
the valid Probans; as it is only because it resides in the 
Subject also that the Valid Probans cannot be said to reside 
only where the Probandum is known to be present ; and 
further, your definition, thus qualified, would fail to include 
that invalid Probans which combines in itself the two 
characters of being * unknown ’ and * inconclusive ». * 
In order to avoid this you will perhaps throw in the 
further qualification * apart from the Subject, ’ [the Inconclu¬ 
sive Probans being that which resides neither only in such 
places, apart from the Subject, where the Probandum is known 
to be present, nor only in such places, apart from the Subject, 

where the Probandum is know to be absent]. In thus 
presenting your definition you fall into the absurdity of add¬ 
ing a qualification for excluding what would never fall with¬ 
in the definition (and as such whose exclusion would be al. 
togothor uncalled for); as it is never possible to have any 

° In the reasoning ‘Colour and Taste are transient because they are not vMle 

to the eye', we have the Probans which is both ‘unknown’ and ‘inconclusive’: and the 

definition would not apply to this, as inmMity, not residing in colour, cannot he 
Ban! to rcHido in ho Subject. 
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place where the Probandum is present, or where the Probandum 

is known to be absent, which is not always ‘apart from the Sub¬ 

ject’; and hence this last qualification could not serve to 

exclude those places from anything at all; and as such, in 

what way could it be a qualification of those places ? If 

you add the further qualification—‘residing apart from the 

Subject’ [the Inconclusive Probans being that which, while 

residing ap&rt from the Subject, does not reside either only 

where the Probandum is known to be present, or only where 

the Probandum is known to be absent’, so that this defini¬ 

tion would not apply to the valid Probans which resides in 

the Subject],—then the definition would fail to include the 

‘ Too Specific Inconclusive Probans’, which never resides 

anywhere except in the Subject, In order to avoid this 

you may add another qualification to the Probans,—that it is 

one which, when residing apart from the Subject, should reside, 

neither only where the Probandum is known to be present, 

nor only where it is known to be absent (so that this may not 

include the Valid Probans, which resides in the Subject, 

and when apart from the Subject, only where the Probandum 

is known to be present). Even so, we would ask—is this 

‘existence apart from the Subject’ intended to be the charac¬ 

teristic feature or the cause of the Probans ? In either case, 

it would not be applicable to the ‘Too Specific’ Inconclusive 

Probans, which resides in the Subject only, and hence there 

is no possibility of any existence apart from the Subject. You 

may intend ‘existence apart from the Subject’ to be a quali¬ 

fication of that which is to be precluded (and not of that 

which is to be included in the definition) [that is to say, it 

qualifies th$ ‘existence in the sapahsa only and in the 

vipaksa only’; so that what the definition means is that the 

Inconclusive Probans is that which does not exist only where 

the Probans is known to be present, nor* does it exist only 

whero the Probandum is known to bo absent, th*b existonco 
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accepted; as it is applicable to the Smoke and such other valid 
Probans also: the valid Probans also can be said to be not 
resident only where the Probandtim is known to be absent, for 
the simple reason that it never resides in any such place at 
all (if it did, it would not be valid); nor does it reside only 

where the Probandum is known to be present; as it 
resides also in the ‘ Subject ’ (the Mountain, in the case of 
smoke); otherwise, if not resident in the Subject, it would not 
be a Probans at all; and the Subject being that where the 
existence of the Probandum is doubtful, it is neither that 
where the Probandum is known to be present, nor that where it 

is known to be g,bser,t). If, in order to escape from this pre¬ 
dicament, you add the qualification that the Inconclusive 
Probans should (over and above what is said above) reside in 
the Subject also,—then too, the definition does not exclude 
the valid Probans; as it is only because it resides in the 
Subject also that the Valid Probans cannot be said to reside 
only where the Probandum is known to be present ; and 
further, your definition, thus qualified, would fail to include 
that invalid Probans which combines in itself the two 
characters of being * unknown ’ and * inconclusive ». * 
In order to avoid this you will perhaps throw in the 
further qualification * apart from the Subject, ’ [the Inconclu¬ 
sive Probans being that which resides neither only in such 
places, apart from the Subject, where the Probandum is known 
to be present, nor only in such places, apart from the Subject, 

where the Probandum is know to be absent]. In thus 
presenting your definition you fall into the absurdity of add¬ 
ing a qualification for excluding what would never fall with¬ 
in the definition (and as such whose exclusion would be al. 
togothor uncalled for); as it is never possible to have any 

° In the reasoning ‘Colour and Taste are transient because they are not vMle 

to the eye', we have the Probans which is both ‘unknown’ and ‘inconclusive’: and the 

definition would not apply to this, as inmMity, not residing in colour, cannot he 
Ban! to rcHido in ho Subject. 
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place where the Probandum is present, or where the Probandum 

is known to be absent, which is not always ‘apart from the Sub¬ 

ject’; and hence this last qualification could not serve to 

exclude those places from anything at all; and as such, in 

what way could it be a qualification of those places ? If 

you add the further qualification—‘residing apart from the 

Subject’ [the Inconclusive Probans being that which, while 

residing ap&rt from the Subject, does not reside either only 

where the Probandum is known to be present, or only where 

the Probandum is known to be absent’, so that this defini¬ 

tion would not apply to the valid Probans which resides in 

the Subject],—then the definition would fail to include the 

‘ Too Specific Inconclusive Probans’, which never resides 

anywhere except in the Subject, In order to avoid this 

you may add another qualification to the Probans,—that it is 

one which, when residing apart from the Subject, should reside, 

neither only where the Probandum is known to be present, 

nor only where it is known to be absent (so that this may not 

include the Valid Probans, which resides in the Subject, 

and when apart from the Subject, only where the Probandum 

is known to be present). Even so, we would ask—is this 

‘existence apart from the Subject’ intended to be the charac¬ 

teristic feature or the cause of the Probans ? In either case, 

it would not be applicable to the ‘Too Specific’ Inconclusive 

Probans, which resides in the Subject only, and hence there 

is no possibility of any existence apart from the Subject. You 

may intend ‘existence apart from the Subject’ to be a quali¬ 

fication of that which is to be precluded (and not of that 

which is to be included in the definition) [that is to say, it 

qualifies th$ ‘existence in the sapahsa only and in the 

vipaksa only’; so that what the definition means is that the 

Inconclusive Probans is that which does not exist only where 

the Probans is known to be present, nor* does it exist only 

whero the Probandum is known to bo absent, th*b existonco 
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in both these cases being qualified by existence elsewhere 

than in the Subject; that is to say, it is that which is not 

what, while existing elsewhere than in the Subject, exists 

only where the Probandum is known to be present, and which 

is not what, while existing elsewhere than in the Subject, 

exists only where the Probandum is known to be present]* 

But even then, the definition would include the valid Probans, 

[as even though existing apart frpm the Subject, the valid 

Probans exists in the Subject also; and hence is what does 

not exist only where the Probandum is known to be present]. 

These same arguments serve taset aside all those definitions 
that may be attempted by merely affecting such purely verbal 

alterations as the change of the word 'paksavyatirekena* into 

such phrases as ‘paksam vina\ ‘paksam antarena* and the like. 

(533) The Logician explains the last definition propound¬ 

ed by him—“What we mean is that the Inconclusive Pro¬ 

bans is that which, if it resides apart from the Subjectt 

it does not reside either only where the Probandum is known 

to be present, or only where the Probandum is known to be 

absent; thus this would include the ‘Too Specific' Probans, and 

exclude the valid Probans.’f* You are doubly mis¬ 

taken in this, we reply; as, thus stated, the definition does 

not include either the ‘Too Specific* or the ‘Too Common* 

Inconclusive Probans : as regards the Too Specific Probans, 

the possibility implied in the conditional clause ‘if it resides 

apart from the Subject’ can never be applicable, because by its 

° The valid Probans is that which, while existing elsewhere than in the Subject 

exists only in the sapaksa} hence the first half of the definition precludes the valid 

Probans and the contradictorij Probaus is that which while existing elsewhere 

than in the Subject, exists only in the vipcibfa; hence the second half of the defini¬ 

tion servc3 to preclude the Contradictory Probans. 

t The only hindrance to the inclusion of tho‘Too Specific* Probans by tho de¬ 

finition lay in tho fact that it never resides apart from the Subject; tho definition as 

now stated does not make this a necessary condition. Nor doc3 it include tho valid 

Probans, because tho valid Probans, if it ever resides anywhero apart from tho 

Subject, resides only where the Probandum is kuown to be present. 
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very nature, it resides in the Subject only; and hence it is purely 

absurd to bint at the remotest possibility of its ever residing 

apartfrom the Subject;—’Secondly, as regards the ‘Too Common’ 

Probans, it is known for certain that by its very nature, it 

always resides in the Subject as well as in a place where the 

Probandum is known to be absent; this place being some¬ 

thing other than the Subject; and hence in its case also, we 

see no ground for the mentioning of the condition‘if it re¬ 

sides apart from the Subject’; even in ordinary life, when 

with regard to the Shimshapa, we know for certain that it 

is a tree, we never make use of the conditional clause if the 

Shimshapct were a tree’;—and what is the reason why this 

is not used? The reason is simply this : As a rule, the con¬ 

ditional ‘if* (which denotes doubt) is never used with re¬ 

gard to what is known for certain ; it is always used when 

there is a doubt, and when out of the two factors of the 

doubt, one is (conditionally) imposed upon the thing under 

consideration, for the purpose of indicating a certain pro¬ 

perty of that thing (such conditional imposing not being 

possible or called for when the real character of the thing is 

known for certain). Thus then, you find that while you 

introduce the conditional clause ‘if &c.’ for the purpose of 

including both the ‘Too Specific’ and the ‘Too Common’ Pro¬ 

bans, it fails to include even the ‘Too Common’ Probans 

alone (which latter your previous definitions, without the 

conditional clause, had always included). 

(534) The Logician re-states the definition:—“The In¬ 

conclusive Probans is that fallacious Probans which does 

not reside, either only where the Probandum is known to be 

present, or only where the Probandum is known to be absent. 

[The addition of the adjective ‘fallacious’ serving to preclude 

the valid Probans, and the rest of the definition including 

both kinds of the Inconclusive Probans.] This also is 

not right, we reply. If the fallaciousness of the Probans 

Kh. 411. 
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in both these cases being qualified by existence elsewhere 

than in the Subject; that is to say, it is that which is not 

what, while existing elsewhere than in the Subject, exists 

only where the Probandum is known to be present, and which 

is not what, while existing elsewhere than in the Subject, 

exists only where the Probandum is known to be present]* 

But even then, the definition would include the valid Probans, 

[as even though existing apart frpm the Subject, the valid 

Probans exists in the Subject also; and hence is what does 

not exist only where the Probandum is known to be present]. 

These same arguments serve taset aside all those definitions 
that may be attempted by merely affecting such purely verbal 

alterations as the change of the word 'paksavyatirekena* into 

such phrases as ‘paksam vina\ ‘paksam antarena* and the like. 

(533) The Logician explains the last definition propound¬ 

ed by him—“What we mean is that the Inconclusive Pro¬ 

bans is that which, if it resides apart from the Subjectt 

it does not reside either only where the Probandum is known 

to be present, or only where the Probandum is known to be 

absent; thus this would include the ‘Too Specific' Probans, and 

exclude the valid Probans.’f* You are doubly mis¬ 

taken in this, we reply; as, thus stated, the definition does 

not include either the ‘Too Specific* or the ‘Too Common* 

Inconclusive Probans : as regards the Too Specific Probans, 

the possibility implied in the conditional clause ‘if it resides 

apart from the Subject’ can never be applicable, because by its 

° The valid Probans is that which, while existing elsewhere than in the Subject 

exists only in the sapaksa} hence the first half of the definition precludes the valid 

Probans and the contradictorij Probaus is that which while existing elsewhere 

than in the Subject, exists only in the vipcibfa; hence the second half of the defini¬ 

tion servc3 to preclude the Contradictory Probans. 

t The only hindrance to the inclusion of tho‘Too Specific* Probans by tho de¬ 

finition lay in tho fact that it never resides apart from the Subject; tho definition as 

now stated does not make this a necessary condition. Nor doc3 it include tho valid 

Probans, because tho valid Probans, if it ever resides anywhero apart from tho 

Subject, resides only where the Probandum is kuown to be present. 
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very nature, it resides in the Subject only; and hence it is purely 

absurd to bint at the remotest possibility of its ever residing 

apartfrom the Subject;—’Secondly, as regards the ‘Too Common’ 

Probans, it is known for certain that by its very nature, it 

always resides in the Subject as well as in a place where the 

Probandum is known to be absent; this place being some¬ 

thing other than the Subject; and hence in its case also, we 

see no ground for the mentioning of the condition‘if it re¬ 

sides apart from the Subject’; even in ordinary life, when 

with regard to the Shimshapa, we know for certain that it 

is a tree, we never make use of the conditional clause if the 

Shimshapct were a tree’;—and what is the reason why this 

is not used? The reason is simply this : As a rule, the con¬ 

ditional ‘if* (which denotes doubt) is never used with re¬ 

gard to what is known for certain ; it is always used when 

there is a doubt, and when out of the two factors of the 

doubt, one is (conditionally) imposed upon the thing under 

consideration, for the purpose of indicating a certain pro¬ 

perty of that thing (such conditional imposing not being 

possible or called for when the real character of the thing is 

known for certain). Thus then, you find that while you 

introduce the conditional clause ‘if &c.’ for the purpose of 

including both the ‘Too Specific’ and the ‘Too Common’ Pro¬ 

bans, it fails to include even the ‘Too Common’ Probans 

alone (which latter your previous definitions, without the 

conditional clause, had always included). 

(534) The Logician re-states the definition:—“The In¬ 

conclusive Probans is that fallacious Probans which does 

not reside, either only where the Probandum is known to be 

present, or only where the Probandum is known to be absent. 

[The addition of the adjective ‘fallacious’ serving to preclude 

the valid Probans, and the rest of the definition including 

both kinds of the Inconclusive Probans.] This also is 

not right, we reply. If the fallaciousness of the Probans 
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is known before its inconclusiveness, then that fact 

alone having established the incapability of the Probans 

to lead to the desired conclusion, there is no further need 

for the mention of its inconclusiveness, which by your defini¬ 

tion, would be dependent upon (and hence implied in) the 

fallaciousness. If, on the other hand, the fallaciousness is 

not already known beforehand, then it would not be possible 

to know if your definition is applicable, as the presence of 

the qualification, ‘fallaciousness* would not be known for 

certain, 

(535) An entirely new definition is put forward—“That 

Fallacious Probans is called Inconclusive which is other than 

(different from) the ‘Unknown*, the ‘Contradictory’, the 

‘Neutralised’ and the ‘Annulled* Probans”. In the first 

place; this definition also (introducing the qualification of 

‘fallaciousness’) is open to the objection just urged (at the 

end of the preceding paragraph) :—and secondly, it fails to 

include those instances of the Inconclusive Probans which 

also possess the character of the ‘Unknown’ and the rest. 

Against this it will be argued that all those will be regarded 

as wrong Probans, simply because of their being ‘Unknown’ 

and the rest (and it is not necessary that they should be 

included in and known as ‘inconclusive* also). But it is 

just possible that, as in the case of the purely Inconclusive 

Probans, so in the ca3e of the Probans which has the mixed 

character of the ‘Unknown* and the ‘Inconclusive*, it may 

happen that the fact that is urged against it is that it resides 

where the Probandum is known to be absent (a condition which 

is present in the Inconclusive Probans) [and the fact of its be¬ 

ing TJnhioivn is not urged at all]; and in such cases, by your 

definition, the Probans would not be fallacious at all [as the 

fact of its being Unknown not having been put forward, 

it will not bo tho ‘Unknown’ Probans; and because the 
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character of being ‘unknown* is present in it, it will not be 

the ‘Inconclusive* Probans, Which, by the definition, is diff¬ 

erent from the Unknown, which the Probans in question is 

not]. In order to escape from this difficulty, the 

definition is stated in a somewhat different form, calculated 

to include both the ‘too specific* and the ‘too common* kinds 

of the Inconclusive Probans—“It is that Probans which is 

distinct from all that is qualified by difference from the ‘too 

specific* and the ‘too common* Probans. [i, e% that * which is 

distinct from all those several kinds of Probans, which are 

neither ‘too specificTnor ‘too common’].** This again 

cannot be accepted; because in the first place if the distinc¬ 

tion (of the Inconclusive Probans) is meant to be from that 

which is qualified by both differences (i. e. if difference from 

the ‘too specific’ as well as that from the ‘too common’ is 

held to be the vishGsana or necessary qualification of that 

from which the Inconclusive Probans is held to be distinct) 

[that is the Inconclusive Probans is that which is distinct 

from all that is different from both],—then, this condition 

would be fulfilled by both factors of this qualified entity 

—viz : that which is qualified as well as that which qualifies 

it [that is to say, the difference that qualifies the Probans is 

‘distinct from that what is qualified by the difference’, and 

the Probans also, by itself, is something distinct from the‘Pro- 

bans qualified by difference’] and thus both those fulfilling 

the conditions of your difinition, the definition becomes too 

wide. Secondly, if ‘difference from both’ (the ‘too specific1 

and the ‘too common’) is held to be only an upalaksana or 

adventitious adjunct (of that from which the Inconclusive 

Probans is regarded as distinct) [in which case the condition 

will not be fulfilled, as in the preceding case, by that which 

has that adventitious adjunct,* then, in that case, if the 

° In tho ca*e o£ the vishesana, necessary character, it is found that neither the 

character by itself nor tho thing possessed of that character by itself can, sever¬ 

ally, be regarded as ‘that which has the character’; as neither can be conceived of 

Kh, 413. 
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is known before its inconclusiveness, then that fact 

alone having established the incapability of the Probans 

to lead to the desired conclusion, there is no further need 

for the mention of its inconclusiveness, which by your defini¬ 

tion, would be dependent upon (and hence implied in) the 

fallaciousness. If, on the other hand, the fallaciousness is 

not already known beforehand, then it would not be possible 

to know if your definition is applicable, as the presence of 

the qualification, ‘fallaciousness* would not be known for 

certain, 

(535) An entirely new definition is put forward—“That 

Fallacious Probans is called Inconclusive which is other than 

(different from) the ‘Unknown*, the ‘Contradictory’, the 

‘Neutralised’ and the ‘Annulled* Probans”. In the first 

place; this definition also (introducing the qualification of 

‘fallaciousness’) is open to the objection just urged (at the 

end of the preceding paragraph) :—and secondly, it fails to 

include those instances of the Inconclusive Probans which 

also possess the character of the ‘Unknown’ and the rest. 

Against this it will be argued that all those will be regarded 

as wrong Probans, simply because of their being ‘Unknown’ 

and the rest (and it is not necessary that they should be 

included in and known as ‘inconclusive* also). But it is 

just possible that, as in the case of the purely Inconclusive 

Probans, so in the ca3e of the Probans which has the mixed 

character of the ‘Unknown* and the ‘Inconclusive*, it may 

happen that the fact that is urged against it is that it resides 

where the Probandum is known to be absent (a condition which 

is present in the Inconclusive Probans) [and the fact of its be¬ 

ing TJnhioivn is not urged at all]; and in such cases, by your 

definition, the Probans would not be fallacious at all [as the 

fact of its being Unknown not having been put forward, 

it will not bo tho ‘Unknown’ Probans; and because the 
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character of being ‘unknown* is present in it, it will not be 

the ‘Inconclusive* Probans, Which, by the definition, is diff¬ 

erent from the Unknown, which the Probans in question is 

not]. In order to escape from this difficulty, the 

definition is stated in a somewhat different form, calculated 

to include both the ‘too specific* and the ‘too common* kinds 

of the Inconclusive Probans—“It is that Probans which is 

distinct from all that is qualified by difference from the ‘too 

specific* and the ‘too common* Probans. [i, e% that * which is 

distinct from all those several kinds of Probans, which are 

neither ‘too specificTnor ‘too common’].** This again 

cannot be accepted; because in the first place if the distinc¬ 

tion (of the Inconclusive Probans) is meant to be from that 

which is qualified by both differences (i. e. if difference from 

the ‘too specific’ as well as that from the ‘too common’ is 

held to be the vishGsana or necessary qualification of that 

from which the Inconclusive Probans is held to be distinct) 

[that is the Inconclusive Probans is that which is distinct 

from all that is different from both],—then, this condition 

would be fulfilled by both factors of this qualified entity 

—viz : that which is qualified as well as that which qualifies 

it [that is to say, the difference that qualifies the Probans is 

‘distinct from that what is qualified by the difference’, and 

the Probans also, by itself, is something distinct from the‘Pro- 

bans qualified by difference’] and thus both those fulfilling 

the conditions of your difinition, the definition becomes too 

wide. Secondly, if ‘difference from both’ (the ‘too specific1 

and the ‘too common’) is held to be only an upalaksana or 

adventitious adjunct (of that from which the Inconclusive 

Probans is regarded as distinct) [in which case the condition 

will not be fulfilled, as in the preceding case, by that which 

has that adventitious adjunct,* then, in that case, if the 

° In tho ca*e o£ the vishesana, necessary character, it is found that neither the 

character by itself nor tho thing possessed of that character by itself can, sever¬ 

ally, be regarded as ‘that which has the character’; as neither can be conceived of 
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several forms of those (fallacious Probans) that are possessed 

bf that adventitious adjunct (difference from the Hoo specificf- 

and the Hoo common9) are held to be possessed of that adjunct 

as different from it, then the •distinction’ (spoken of in the 

definition) is present in each of those forms, as distinct from 

the adjunct; for certainly* the thing by itself is not exactly 

the same as that thing qualified by an adjunct. This last 

argument would also set aside the view that there is no diff¬ 

erence between the adjunct and that which is qualified by 

the adjunct (this view being held with a view to escape from 

the objection as to the defference between the two). “What 

we hold is that there is both difference and non-difference bet¬ 

ween the adjunct and that which has the adjunct (so that we 

are not open to any of the objections urged above) This 

will not help you, we reply ; because after all, a difference 

between the two is admitted ; and so the objections urged 

would remain in force. 

[Page 462J (536J “ What we mean by the definition is 

that there should be absolute distinction [i. e. the Probans 

in order to be inconclusive, should be absolutely distinct 

from that which is qualified by difference from the Too 

Specific and from the Too Common;—the distinction bet¬ 

ween the thing by itself and the same thing as qualified is 

not absolute, there being some sort of a sameness also].” 

This also will not be right ; as in the first place, this 

will not include those instances of the Inconclusive Probans 

which combine in themselves the character of the ‘ Un¬ 

known ’ and other fallacious Probans. [In these cases the 

distinction cannot be absolute] ; —secondly the number of 

those 1 qualified by the difference, &c, * being endless, that 

also which is distinct from these will be endless in number; 
_:_i_— --— - 

without the other j hence both may be he Id to be distinct from it; on the other hand^ 
in tho case of the upalaksana, adventitius adjunct, it is not so; as it is quite possible 

for us to conceive of tho thing having the adj net, by itself, as that which has the 

adjunct; hence it cannot be regarded as distinct from that which has tho adjunct. 
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And hence it would be absolutely impossible to form any 

adequate conception of * what • is distinct from that which 

is qualified by the difference &c.’ Lastly, if, in order to 

escape from this difficulty, it be held that ‘what is meant is 

distinction from (not all, but) only a few of those that are 

qualified by difference &c. . *,—then, inasmuch as other in¬ 

dividuals (besides those few) from among c those that are qua¬ 

lified by difference; &c. would themselves also be ‘ distinct 

from those few 9f the objections urged before would remain 

in force [i. e. the definition would become too wide ; at leas, 

some of those ‘that are qualified by difference ’ being‘dis¬ 

tinct from a few of those that are qualified by difference. *] 

Further, in casq ‘ difference from the two (the Too specific 

and the Too Common) 9 is a mere upalaksana, an adventitions 

adjunct, [which may be held to form the basis of that com¬ 

prehensive notion of all ‘ that is qualified by the difference ^ 

for want of which comprehensive motion, the definition has 

been found fault with],—then t oo, the said two different 

ces will, not be included in the category of ‘ that from which 

the Probans is held to be distinct (of which the said diff¬ 

erence is the adventitious adjunct, and which, therefore 

must be something different from that adjunct itself) ; and 

thus the ‘ difference 9 becomes included in the category of 

«that which is distinct from that of which the difference is an 

adventitious adjunct arid thus falls within the definition 

Then again, under your present definition, it would be quite 

reasonable for one who has never seen the arrow and such 

other things (which all, along with the cow, are named ‘ go 9 

in Sanskrit), to argue that ‘ the arrow has horns, because 

it is a go, like the cow *; as the Probans in this case is not 

Too Specific, residing in the cow ;nor is it Too Common, not 

residing in the Horse and such other things; thus it is all 

ready ‘ qualified by these two differences and hence it is 

nof ‘d'stinot from that which is different from the To 
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several forms of those (fallacious Probans) that are possessed 
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the adjunct; for certainly* the thing by itself is not exactly 
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argument would also set aside the view that there is no diff¬ 
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the adjunct (this view being held with a view to escape from 

the objection as to the defference between the two). “What 

we hold is that there is both difference and non-difference bet¬ 

ween the adjunct and that which has the adjunct (so that we 

are not open to any of the objections urged above) This 

will not help you, we reply ; because after all, a difference 

between the two is admitted ; and so the objections urged 

would remain in force. 

[Page 462J (536J “ What we mean by the definition is 

that there should be absolute distinction [i. e. the Probans 

in order to be inconclusive, should be absolutely distinct 

from that which is qualified by difference from the Too 

Specific and from the Too Common;—the distinction bet¬ 

ween the thing by itself and the same thing as qualified is 

not absolute, there being some sort of a sameness also].” 

This also will not be right ; as in the first place, this 

will not include those instances of the Inconclusive Probans 

which combine in themselves the character of the ‘ Un¬ 

known ’ and other fallacious Probans. [In these cases the 

distinction cannot be absolute] ; —secondly the number of 

those 1 qualified by the difference, &c, * being endless, that 

also which is distinct from these will be endless in number; 
_:_i_— --— - 

without the other j hence both may be he Id to be distinct from it; on the other hand^ 
in tho case of the upalaksana, adventitius adjunct, it is not so; as it is quite possible 

for us to conceive of tho thing having the adj net, by itself, as that which has the 

adjunct; hence it cannot be regarded as distinct from that which has tho adjunct. 
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And hence it would be absolutely impossible to form any 

adequate conception of * what • is distinct from that which 

is qualified by the difference &c.’ Lastly, if, in order to 

escape from this difficulty, it be held that ‘what is meant is 

distinction from (not all, but) only a few of those that are 

qualified by difference &c. . *,—then, inasmuch as other in¬ 

dividuals (besides those few) from among c those that are qua¬ 

lified by difference; &c. would themselves also be ‘ distinct 

from those few 9f the objections urged before would remain 

in force [i. e. the definition would become too wide ; at leas, 

some of those ‘that are qualified by difference ’ being‘dis¬ 

tinct from a few of those that are qualified by difference. *] 

Further, in casq ‘ difference from the two (the Too specific 

and the Too Common) 9 is a mere upalaksana, an adventitions 

adjunct, [which may be held to form the basis of that com¬ 

prehensive notion of all ‘ that is qualified by the difference ^ 

for want of which comprehensive motion, the definition has 

been found fault with],—then t oo, the said two different 

ces will, not be included in the category of ‘ that from which 

the Probans is held to be distinct (of which the said diff¬ 

erence is the adventitious adjunct, and which, therefore 

must be something different from that adjunct itself) ; and 

thus the ‘ difference 9 becomes included in the category of 

«that which is distinct from that of which the difference is an 

adventitious adjunct arid thus falls within the definition 

Then again, under your present definition, it would be quite 

reasonable for one who has never seen the arrow and such 

other things (which all, along with the cow, are named ‘ go 9 

in Sanskrit), to argue that ‘ the arrow has horns, because 

it is a go, like the cow *; as the Probans in this case is not 

Too Specific, residing in the cow ;nor is it Too Common, not 

residing in the Horse and such other things; thus it is all 

ready ‘ qualified by these two differences and hence it is 

nof ‘d'stinot from that which is different from the To 
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common. and the. Too. Specific’,, which is your definition 
of the Inconclusive Probans. Lastly, you are asked 
to consider the question why you do not include the other 
kinds of Fallacious Probans in this single definition of yours ? 
[by adding to it the expression * asiddhadi ’ , so. that your- 
definition of the Inconclusive Probans would be in the form* 
* that which is distinct from what is qualified by difference - 
from, the Too Specific, the Too Common, theUnknown, the 
Contradictory, and so forth ’ ; and thus you will have the 
advantage of having a single definition applying to all the 
various kinds of Fallacious Probans, which would all come 
within the single class of the Inconclusive JProbans]. In an* 
swer to this you will perhaps urge that there is some pe*. 
culiarity in the Too Common and the Too Specific Probans, 
in.view of which you mention in your definition these two 
only, and not the other kinds of Fallacious Reason ;% —in 
that case it would be better for you to put forward this pecu¬ 
liarity itself as the charactelistic feature (and hence the de¬ 
finition) of your Inconclusive Probans (rather than attempt 
a complicated definition like the one that you have propound¬ 
ed). 

(537) " The Inconclusive Probans may be defined as 
that which is fallacious in a manner distinct from the * Un¬ 
known ’ and other kinds of Fallacious Probans 

In that case it will be necessary for you to point out 
that-‘manner’; as unless you do this, how is one to know what 
is distinct from the several other kinds of fallacious 
Probans ? And further, if you defined the Inconclusive Pro¬ 
bans simply as ‘ that which is distinct from the Unknown 
you could have included in that same category the Contra, 
dictory as well as all other kinds of Fallacious Probans (except 
the Unknoion) ; why then do you put forward a definition that 
includes only the ‘ Too Specific ’ and the ‘ Too Common *' 
Probans ?—specially as the exact specific character of these 
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two is as difficult to ascertain as that. oi the Contradic¬ 
tory &c. has been shown by us to be ana certainly in 
this procedure that you have adopted, you seem to 
have been guided solely by your whim. Lastly, when 
you define the Inconclusive Probans as that- which 
is distinct from the Unknown, &c., it is found impossi¬ 
ble to ascertain what is distinct from these latter, until 
we know what is the exact character of these themselves ; 
— and in order to make this clear, if you proceed to explain, 
the character of the Unknown, &c., you are met by those same 
objections that we have already urged above against your 
definitions of these other kinds of Fallacious Probans. This 
definition of the Inconclusive Probans as c that which is dis¬ 

tinct from the Unknown &c.’ is also open to all those objec¬ 
tions that have been urged against the definition of Direct 
Apprehension as what is other than Hemembrance ( see above 
Section 14 D—Indian Thought; Vol. I, p. 337). 

(538) A fresh definition of the Inconclusive Prubans 
is proposed :—“ The Inconclusive Probans is that which 
is not invariably concomitant with the Probandum, nor in¬ 
variably concomitant with the absence of the Probandum ;— 
that is, it is not that it is present only where the Probandum 
is present, and not present in all places where the Proban¬ 
dum is present,—nor is it that it is present only where the 
Probandum is absent, and not present in all places where the 
Probandum is absent (the former qualification differentiates 
the Inconclusive Probans from the Valid, and the latter from 
the Contradictory, Probans)”.. This definition also cannot 
be accepted ; (1) because it applies to that Probans which may 
be identical with the Probandum * (as, even though this will 
be * present only where the Probandum is present/ yet it tHII 
also be present in all places where the Probandum is present]. 
(2) And also because in the ascertaining of the character men- 

• Eg. in tht reasoning—* Sound is transient, because it is transient' 

Kh. 417. 



416 Indian Thought ‘.Khandana. 

common. and the. Too. Specific’,, which is your definition 
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that case it would be better for you to put forward this pecu¬ 
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In that case it will be necessary for you to point out 
that-‘manner’; as unless you do this, how is one to know what 
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Probans ? And further, if you defined the Inconclusive Pro¬ 
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you could have included in that same category the Contra, 
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have been guided solely by your whim. Lastly, when 
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is distinct from the Unknown, &c., it is found impossi¬ 
ble to ascertain what is distinct from these latter, until 
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— and in order to make this clear, if you proceed to explain, 
the character of the Unknown, &c., you are met by those same 
objections that we have already urged above against your 
definitions of these other kinds of Fallacious Probans. This 
definition of the Inconclusive Probans as c that which is dis¬ 

tinct from the Unknown &c.’ is also open to all those objec¬ 
tions that have been urged against the definition of Direct 
Apprehension as what is other than Hemembrance ( see above 
Section 14 D—Indian Thought; Vol. I, p. 337). 

(538) A fresh definition of the Inconclusive Prubans 
is proposed :—“ The Inconclusive Probans is that which 
is not invariably concomitant with the Probandum, nor in¬ 
variably concomitant with the absence of the Probandum ;— 
that is, it is not that it is present only where the Probandum 
is present, and not present in all places where the Proban¬ 
dum is present,—nor is it that it is present only where the 
Probandum is absent, and not present in all places where the 
Probandum is absent (the former qualification differentiates 
the Inconclusive Probans from the Valid, and the latter from 
the Contradictory, Probans)”.. This definition also cannot 
be accepted ; (1) because it applies to that Probans which may 
be identical with the Probandum * (as, even though this will 
be * present only where the Probandum is present/ yet it tHII 
also be present in all places where the Probandum is present]. 
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• Eg. in tht reasoning—* Sound is transient, because it is transient' 
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tioned in'the definition, the first qualification to be recognised 

would be the fact of the Probans being not invariably concomi¬ 

tant with the Probandum ; and as this is exactly the definition 

that the Logician gives of the principal kind of the 4 TJn* 

known ’ Probans—which also is not invariably concomitant 

with the Probandum—this would be sufficient to show up the 

Probans as invalid; and inasmuch as this qualification 

of the Probans would be sufficient to show that it is not 

capable of leading to the desired conclusio n (which is all that 

you want in the Fallacious Probans), the addition of the second 

clause in the definition—which is put forward as qualified by 

the first clause—would be entirely superfluou s;—(3) and lastly 

because the definition fails to include the 4 Too Specific * Incon¬ 

clusive Probans, in the case of such reasonings as—(a) 44 Sound 

is non-eternal, because it is a quality of the Ear,’ (or 4 Akasha 

is non-eternal, because it is Akasha'),—where we find that 

though it may be found by the way that the Pro bans happens 

to subsist in a Subject that is concomitant with the Probandum 

[as in (a) the character of being a quality of the ear does subsist 

in Sound which is actually non-eternal], or which, by the way 

may be found to be present in a Subject which contains the 

absence of the Probandum [as in (61 the character of being 

Akasha resides in Alcaslia which, is never non-eternal],—yet, 

with regard to which, it is doubtful, at the time that 

the reasoning is actually put forward, whether it is concomi- 

tant with the Probandum, or with its absence [and hence with 

regard to which we cannot be sure whether or not it falls 

within the definition proposed]; —(4) lastly, because as a 

matter of fact, the definition is found applicable to the 4 Neu¬ 

tralised* Probans, where, even though the Probans is one that 

is actually concomitant with the Probandum,' yet at the time 

of the reasoning being put forward, we are not certain as to 

its being concomitant with the Probandum, by reason of there 

being an equally convincing reasoning to the contrary, [and 

Eh. 418. 
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-henco this Neutralised Probans can be regarded as one that is 

not known at the time as concomitant with the Probandum, and 

which is also not known as concomitant with the absence of 
the Pobandum, and thus falls within the definition under 

consideration]. 

(539) . The arguments put forward above serve also to de¬ 

molish the definition of the Inconclusive Probans as that which 

is fallible—that in whose concomitance there are discrepan- 

qiq39_for the simple reason that it is not possible for the 

Opponent to provide any explanation of 4 fallibility apart 

from those that have already been found untenable. 
(D) [Refutation of the definition of another kind of fallacious 

Probans—the Satpratipaksa or ‘Neutralised’.] 

(540) Then again,—into your definition of the Inconclu¬ 

sive Probans you have introduced differentias other than those 

that would differentiate it from right cognition pow what 

is it that you mean to exclude by means of these differentias? 

You will perhaps readily answer—“ By one of them we mean 

to exclude the Neutralised Probans and by others some other 

kinds of fallacious Probans.” Now then we ask you— 

What is this Neutralised Probans ? Being thus questioned 

as to the definition of the Neutralised Probans, the Logician may 

offer the following definition.—” That Probans is called 

Neutralised in regard to which it is found that the contradic¬ 

tory of what is sought to be proved by it is proved by another 

Probans of equal strength.” This definition cannot be 

accepted; for what do you mean by ‘ strength ’ in this connec¬ 

tion ? If it mean capability {as held by the Mlmamsaka) then 

we ask—capability for doing what (i. e.f for affording what 

cognition) ? (a) It cannot be the capability for doing everything 

(for affording all cognitions) ; because by their very nature, 

both the Neutralised Probans are such that they afford the 

cognitions of two entirely different things ; and as such both 

of them could never have an equal capability for all cognitions ; 
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tioned in'the definition, the first qualification to be recognised 

would be the fact of the Probans being not invariably concomi¬ 

tant with the Probandum ; and as this is exactly the definition 

that the Logician gives of the principal kind of the 4 TJn* 

known ’ Probans—which also is not invariably concomitant 

with the Probandum—this would be sufficient to show up the 

Probans as invalid; and inasmuch as this qualification 

of the Probans would be sufficient to show that it is not 
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though it may be found by the way that the Pro bans happens 

to subsist in a Subject that is concomitant with the Probandum 

[as in (a) the character of being a quality of the ear does subsist 

in Sound which is actually non-eternal], or which, by the way 

may be found to be present in a Subject which contains the 

absence of the Probandum [as in (61 the character of being 

Akasha resides in Alcaslia which, is never non-eternal],—yet, 

with regard to which, it is doubtful, at the time that 

the reasoning is actually put forward, whether it is concomi- 

tant with the Probandum, or with its absence [and hence with 

regard to which we cannot be sure whether or not it falls 

within the definition proposed]; —(4) lastly, because as a 

matter of fact, the definition is found applicable to the 4 Neu¬ 

tralised* Probans, where, even though the Probans is one that 

is actually concomitant with the Probandum,' yet at the time 

of the reasoning being put forward, we are not certain as to 

its being concomitant with the Probandum, by reason of there 

being an equally convincing reasoning to the contrary, [and 
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-henco this Neutralised Probans can be regarded as one that is 

not known at the time as concomitant with the Probandum, and 

which is also not known as concomitant with the absence of 
the Pobandum, and thus falls within the definition under 

consideration]. 

(539) . The arguments put forward above serve also to de¬ 

molish the definition of the Inconclusive Probans as that which 

is fallible—that in whose concomitance there are discrepan- 

qiq39_for the simple reason that it is not possible for the 

Opponent to provide any explanation of 4 fallibility apart 

from those that have already been found untenable. 
(D) [Refutation of the definition of another kind of fallacious 

Probans—the Satpratipaksa or ‘Neutralised’.] 

(540) Then again,—into your definition of the Inconclu¬ 

sive Probans you have introduced differentias other than those 

that would differentiate it from right cognition pow what 

is it that you mean to exclude by means of these differentias? 

You will perhaps readily answer—“ By one of them we mean 

to exclude the Neutralised Probans and by others some other 

kinds of fallacious Probans.” Now then we ask you— 

What is this Neutralised Probans ? Being thus questioned 

as to the definition of the Neutralised Probans, the Logician may 

offer the following definition.—” That Probans is called 

Neutralised in regard to which it is found that the contradic¬ 

tory of what is sought to be proved by it is proved by another 

Probans of equal strength.” This definition cannot be 

accepted; for what do you mean by ‘ strength ’ in this connec¬ 

tion ? If it mean capability {as held by the Mlmamsaka) then 

we ask—capability for doing what (i. e.f for affording what 

cognition) ? (a) It cannot be the capability for doing everything 

(for affording all cognitions) ; because by their very nature, 

both the Neutralised Probans are such that they afford the 

cognitions of two entirely different things ; and as such both 

of them could never have an equal capability for all cognitions ; 
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—(6) nor could it mean the capability for something, for 

affording some particular cognition; as in that case every Pro¬ 

bans (valid and invalid alike) would become liable to be regard¬ 

ed as ‘ Neutralised;J as in every case that a Probans is brought 

forward, it will be possible to put against it some other Pro¬ 

bans which, even though clearly recognised as 4 Unknown, * 

and as such incapable of proving anything in regard to 

the Probandum in whose proof the former Probans has 

been brought forward, would be certainly capable of pro-" 

ving something else;—for instance, the presence of some 

such universal character as cognisability and the like 

(which can be proved by any Probans).* (c) Thirdly, 

the * capability * cannot - be meant to be that for the 

bringing about of the cognition of something contradictory 

to the Probandum of the former Probans; as in this case, the 

latter Probans would not be ‘neutralised\ (the said definition 

of 4neutralisation*being applicable to only the Probans origi¬ 

nally put forward); and as such it would have to be regarded 

as really (and validly) proving its Probandum. [While as a 

matter of fact, in a case of true neutralisation, both the 

Probans should be incapacitated to prove their respective 

conclusions].—(d) With a view to escape from the above 

difficulties, it may be urged that the * capability ’meant is that 

which brings about the cognition of something contradictory 

to the Probandum of the other Probans [in (c) we had the 

expression ‘of the former Probans,’ hence the definition 

* For instance, even in the case of the valid reasoning * the mountain contains 

fire, becauee there is smoke’, against this may be put the reasoning—* the mountain 

does not contain fire, because it is audible ’ ; tow this audibility of the mountain 

is something entirely Unknown; and thus the Probans falls within the category 

of the ‘ Unknown ’ Probans, and as euch is not capable of proving anything in 

regard to the presence or absence of fire ; but it is quite capable of proving 

cognisability ; as all that is audible is certainly cognisable ; and thus the Probans 

is possessed of capability for proving something ; and thus the original reasoning 

put forward becomes fallacious, the Probaus being ‘ neutralised ’ by your definition. 
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could not apply to the latter Probans; by the word ‘other 

both become included, as it is a relative 
also cannot be accepted; as in this manner, the- other P 
bans’ (having the contradictory of its Probandum prove 

by a capable Probans) would, by that very fact, become 

canacitated (to prove its conclusion); and thus the two Probans 
Wd n^t be of ‘equal strength’.-(e) For this same reason 

also we cannot accept the capability to be that which brings 

about the cognition of a Probandum contradictory to that of 

‘(without any snob quotation aa In* or 

‘other’). 

(541) The above explanation of ‘strength’, as proposed 
, . • „ Upon found to be unsatisfactory, 

by theMiman^te a 8 eJtpWion of the epithet-of 

the Logician ^ Pw0 Neotralised Probaus 

V f d itUhateach is equally not annulled; and it is 

“»“a “w to these common factors that they are spoken 
% With a View , atreneth’; thus then, what the 
ofin the definition_as£*£ Probans is that 

definition means 13 th' !"� Probandum proved by an- 

which has the con ra ic ^ itodf in fulfilling the condi- 

other Probans 'Subject’ as also in places where 
tions that (a) it resides in i in places 

^ Probandum is lent, and (c) itis not 

Wteriled’3’ F0 4 Even this is not tenable, we reply. As by 

SubS'enchr^tons could be regarded as 'residing» «» 

4 
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cognisability ; as all that is audible is certainly cognisable ; and thus the Probans 

is possessed of capability for proving something ; and thus the original reasoning 

put forward becomes fallacious, the Probaus being ‘ neutralised ’ by your definition. 
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Subject* (and thus fulfilling the conditions of the definition!. 

Nor can it be desirable for the Logician to accept the fact of 

a Probans being ‘Neutralised* by a ‘partly unknown* Pro¬ 

bans; as in that case, he would have to accept similar ‘Neutra¬ 

lisation* by a Probans which is found to be vitiated by other 

defects (or grounds of fallacy';—and in that case the ‘Neutra¬ 

lised* Probans would be in no way different from these other 

kinds of fallacious Probans. You cannot very well say, in ans¬ 

wer to this, that “ what is meant is that the Probans'(the Neu¬ 

tralised as well as the Neutralising) should reside in all parts 

of the ‘Subject* (sarva-palcsa) ; and thus the definition is not 

open to the objection just urged.** Becauso, with this ex¬ 

planation the definition would not apply to that case of ‘Neu¬ 

tralisation* where the ‘Subject* of the Neutralising Probans 

is a single indivisible entity (without parts, e. g. cikasha or 

atman),—by reason of which the epithet (sarva’ in all ‘parts* 

could not be applied to it; and hence the Probans would 

fail to satisfy the condition of its residing in ‘all parts of the 

Subject*. The same objection would also apply if the epithet 

‘entire’ were added to the ‘Subject* [as the word ‘entire* also 

connotes the presence of constituent parts that go to make 

up the entire whole], 

(542) Then again, your definition will not apply to those 

cases of‘Neutralisation* where a Probans, which is both ‘posi¬ 

tively’ and‘negatively* concomitant (i. e. which is present where 

the Probandum is present and absent where it is absent), 

is opposed by another Probans which is purely ‘negative*,—or 

vica versa;—as in such cases it is not possible for both the 

Probans to have that point of similarity which consists in 

their being present in places where the Probandum is known 

to be present (as a purely negative Probans is never so pres¬ 

ent). “With a view to such cases, we shall expunge 

from our definition, the condition that the two Probans 

should be orcsont where their respective Probandum are 
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... This will notbe right; as with the definition 
present. Inis winnuu 5 Probans neu- 
thus eipnrgated.it would be possi e recognised as 

MM by snob other ^ falling 

totag 'Inconclusive ProCi). Nor. 

within the category thMe difficulties, will it be right 

with a view to escape that—“the neutralisation 

to lay down any sac. " be b „ pr„b»ns that 
„f a-posit.ye-negat.ye Prob of the purely-negative’ 
is itself -positive-negative .and that P .Mgatiye., md 

Probans must be by one “ „ B 6ven as between 

not in any othernegative'Probans, so long 

a ‘positive-nega > noUoed . in either of the two-it 
as any specific det must be fallacious,-it is 

being certain tha one capabie than the other to 
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the contrary of *'< *' Oonditions-(n) of subsisting in 

- ?.°;s 1 in all places where the Probandum ,s 

t«n tot present. (» of never subsisting in place, where 



422 Indian Thought : Khandana. 

Subject* (and thus fulfilling the conditions of the definition!. 

Nor can it be desirable for the Logician to accept the fact of 

a Probans being ‘Neutralised* by a ‘partly unknown* Pro¬ 

bans; as in that case, he would have to accept similar ‘Neutra¬ 

lisation* by a Probans which is found to be vitiated by other 

defects (or grounds of fallacy';—and in that case the ‘Neutra¬ 

lised* Probans would be in no way different from these other 

kinds of fallacious Probans. You cannot very well say, in ans¬ 

wer to this, that “ what is meant is that the Probans'(the Neu¬ 

tralised as well as the Neutralising) should reside in all parts 

of the ‘Subject* (sarva-palcsa) ; and thus the definition is not 

open to the objection just urged.** Becauso, with this ex¬ 

planation the definition would not apply to that case of ‘Neu¬ 

tralisation* where the ‘Subject* of the Neutralising Probans 

is a single indivisible entity (without parts, e. g. cikasha or 

atman),—by reason of which the epithet (sarva’ in all ‘parts* 

could not be applied to it; and hence the Probans would 

fail to satisfy the condition of its residing in ‘all parts of the 

Subject*. The same objection would also apply if the epithet 

‘entire’ were added to the ‘Subject* [as the word ‘entire* also 

connotes the presence of constituent parts that go to make 

up the entire whole], 

(542) Then again, your definition will not apply to those 

cases of‘Neutralisation* where a Probans, which is both ‘posi¬ 

tively’ and‘negatively* concomitant (i. e. which is present where 

the Probandum is present and absent where it is absent), 

is opposed by another Probans which is purely ‘negative*,—or 

vica versa;—as in such cases it is not possible for both the 

Probans to have that point of similarity which consists in 

their being present in places where the Probandum is known 

to be present (as a purely negative Probans is never so pres¬ 

ent). “With a view to such cases, we shall expunge 

from our definition, the condition that the two Probans 

should be orcsont where their respective Probandum are 

Kh. 422. 
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the Probandum is known to be absent, and (c) of not being 
annulled (by a more convincing means of knowledge).” This 
definition also cannot be accepted; as this has been already 
almost entirely refuted; being, as it is, open to the two object- 
ions already mentioned before viz: (a) if you mean the 

‘Subject in this definition to mean the Subject in only some 
part of it, then there would be. ‘Neutralisation* in the case of 
a Probans which is ‘Partly Unknown’, and if you mean it 
to be in all its parts, then it would not include that case where 
there is a single impartite ‘Subject*;_and (6) it fails toinclude 
the case where there is ‘Neutralisation* between the ‘purely 
negative’ and the ‘positive-negative’ Probans. And further, 
according to the view of those Logicians who regard that 
Probans which is vitiated by having an adventitious adjunct 
as a form of the ‘Unknown’ Probans, when a Probans is found 
to have such an adjunct, it will be found also to fulfill all the 
conditions laid down in the definition; and thus there would 
be ‘Neutralisation’ by such a Probans also (so that the ‘Neutra- 
Used’ would overlap the ‘Unknown’). 

(544) In order to escape from these overlappings, an¬ 
other definition is put forward :-“That Probans is called 
* Neutralised’ which has the negation of its Probandum indi¬ 
cated by another Probans, which is neither ‘Unknown’, nor 
‘ Contradictory’, nor ‘Inconclusive’, nor ‘Annulled’.” This 
also is not well-conceived, we reply; as it fails to apply to that 
Probans which, though really tainted by the defects of being 
‘Unknown’and the rest, may, by chance, not be recognised as 
thus tainted, a case which the Logician regards to be one of 
‘neutralisation ’. And further, between the two Probans neu¬ 
tralising each other, which indicate two contradictory con¬ 
clusions, one or the other must be tainted by the said defects 
of being ‘ Unknown ’ &c. ; as otherwise (if neither of the 
two were so defective), the ‘ Subject ’ would, have to be re- 
garded as possessed of contradictory properties. Lastly 

Kh. 424. 

425 Chapter I, Section (19); 

* as it could not be ascertained which of the two (either the 

original Probans or the counter-probans put forward as 

* neutralising’ it) is tainted with the said defects, there 

would be a suspicion as to the counter-probans being so 
tainted,—and thus there would be no certainty as to this 

latter being * neither Unknown, nor Contradictory &c., &c.’; 

and this important factor of the definition being unascer- 

tainable, the definition becomes one of whose application 

there can be no certainty. In answer to this you will 

perhaps argue as follows :— “Between 'two * Neutralising ’ 

Probans, why should it be necessary to be certain of 

one or the other being tainted with the defects of being 

* unknown ’ &c. ? It is sufficient that they are both tainted 

with the defect of being * neutralised ’ ; and thus there 

would be no such incongruity as the recognition of the 

‘ Subject * as possessed of contradictory properties ”, 

This reasoning is not tenable ; for in the case of every 

Probans which is definitely known as fallacious or defective, 

it is absolutely necessary that there should be an absence, 

either of its concomitance (with the Probandum), or of its sub¬ 

sistence in the * Subject ’; otherwise, if these two (con¬ 

comitance and subsistence) be recognised as present, then, 

the presence of the Probandum will have to be accepted as 

a matter of course [and thus unless the above-mentioned 

characters are definitely known to be absent, you cannot es¬ 

cape from the incongruity of regarding the Subject as en¬ 

dowed with contradictory properties). In fact, in the case 

of the ‘ Annulled ’ and other kinds of fallacious Probans also, 

all that is meant by the indicating of the presence of adventitious 

adjuncts is to show that the * concomitance ’ or ‘ subsistence 

in the Subject’ is absent (or defective) ;—and in the case of 

# In the case of ‘Neutralisation’, one Probans points to one character of. the 

‘ Subject and the other to the contradictory of the’ same ;—if then neither 

of the two Probans were defective, both would bo valid ; and as such the conclus¬ 

ions indicated, by them would also be right ; this would nean that the Subject 

is possessed of both the contradictory characters. 

Kh. 425. 
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the Probandum is known to be absent, and (c) of not being 
annulled (by a more convincing means of knowledge).” This 
definition also cannot be accepted; as this has been already 
almost entirely refuted; being, as it is, open to the two object- 
ions already mentioned before viz: (a) if you mean the 

‘Subject in this definition to mean the Subject in only some 
part of it, then there would be. ‘Neutralisation* in the case of 
a Probans which is ‘Partly Unknown’, and if you mean it 
to be in all its parts, then it would not include that case where 
there is a single impartite ‘Subject*;_and (6) it fails toinclude 
the case where there is ‘Neutralisation* between the ‘purely 
negative’ and the ‘positive-negative’ Probans. And further, 
according to the view of those Logicians who regard that 
Probans which is vitiated by having an adventitious adjunct 
as a form of the ‘Unknown’ Probans, when a Probans is found 
to have such an adjunct, it will be found also to fulfill all the 
conditions laid down in the definition; and thus there would 
be ‘Neutralisation’ by such a Probans also (so that the ‘Neutra- 
Used’ would overlap the ‘Unknown’). 

(544) In order to escape from these overlappings, an¬ 
other definition is put forward :-“That Probans is called 
* Neutralised’ which has the negation of its Probandum indi¬ 
cated by another Probans, which is neither ‘Unknown’, nor 
‘ Contradictory’, nor ‘Inconclusive’, nor ‘Annulled’.” This 
also is not well-conceived, we reply; as it fails to apply to that 
Probans which, though really tainted by the defects of being 
‘Unknown’and the rest, may, by chance, not be recognised as 
thus tainted, a case which the Logician regards to be one of 
‘neutralisation ’. And further, between the two Probans neu¬ 
tralising each other, which indicate two contradictory con¬ 
clusions, one or the other must be tainted by the said defects 
of being ‘ Unknown ’ &c. ; as otherwise (if neither of the 
two were so defective), the ‘ Subject ’ would, have to be re- 
garded as possessed of contradictory properties. Lastly 
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425 Chapter I, Section (19); 

* as it could not be ascertained which of the two (either the 

original Probans or the counter-probans put forward as 

* neutralising’ it) is tainted with the said defects, there 

would be a suspicion as to the counter-probans being so 
tainted,—and thus there would be no certainty as to this 

latter being * neither Unknown, nor Contradictory &c., &c.’; 

and this important factor of the definition being unascer- 

tainable, the definition becomes one of whose application 

there can be no certainty. In answer to this you will 

perhaps argue as follows :— “Between 'two * Neutralising ’ 

Probans, why should it be necessary to be certain of 

one or the other being tainted with the defects of being 

* unknown ’ &c. ? It is sufficient that they are both tainted 

with the defect of being * neutralised ’ ; and thus there 

would be no such incongruity as the recognition of the 

‘ Subject * as possessed of contradictory properties ”, 

This reasoning is not tenable ; for in the case of every 

Probans which is definitely known as fallacious or defective, 

it is absolutely necessary that there should be an absence, 

either of its concomitance (with the Probandum), or of its sub¬ 

sistence in the * Subject ’; otherwise, if these two (con¬ 

comitance and subsistence) be recognised as present, then, 

the presence of the Probandum will have to be accepted as 

a matter of course [and thus unless the above-mentioned 

characters are definitely known to be absent, you cannot es¬ 

cape from the incongruity of regarding the Subject as en¬ 

dowed with contradictory properties). In fact, in the case 

of the ‘ Annulled ’ and other kinds of fallacious Probans also, 

all that is meant by the indicating of the presence of adventitious 

adjuncts is to show that the * concomitance ’ or ‘ subsistence 

in the Subject’ is absent (or defective) ;—and in the case of 

# In the case of ‘Neutralisation’, one Probans points to one character of. the 

‘ Subject and the other to the contradictory of the’ same ;—if then neither 

of the two Probans were defective, both would bo valid ; and as such the conclus¬ 

ions indicated, by them would also be right ; this would nean that the Subject 

is possessed of both the contradictory characters. 
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the two ‘Neutralising 9 Probans, even though the absence of 

‘ Concomitance * and ‘ Subsistence in the Subject 9 may 

be indicated by the ‘ Neutralisation it would not be 

possible to ascertain which one of the two Probans is 

open to the defects of that absence &c. [and until this is 

certain, there can be no certainty as to which is ‘Neutralised / 

and thus the definition remains indefinite] ; because there 

will be * Neutralisation ’ all the same, whether one or the 

other of the two Probans is found to be tainted by the said 

* absence 5 &c, [hence the mere fact of ‘ Neutralisation 9 

cannot afford a definite cognition as to one or the other be¬ 

ing wanting in ‘ Concomitance * &c.]. Thus then, the ab¬ 

sence of Concomitance &c. being recognised without refe¬ 

rence to one or the other (of the two Probans), if this re¬ 

cognition is direct (got at by Sense-perception^, then in rea¬ 

lity the Probans becomes ‘Unknown ’ ; while if the recog¬ 

nition is got at by means of Inference, then the Probans be¬ 

comes either ‘ Inconclusive* or c Contradictory9 or ‘ Annulled *; 

and thus in any case of * Neutralisation, * how is it ever possi¬ 

ble not to recognise either the ‘Unknown/ or the ‘Contra¬ 

dictory *, or the ‘ Annulled’ Probans ? And thus there being 

no means of ascertaining which one of the two Probans is 

tainted by the defect, there may be a suspicion with regard 

to the counter-probans being so tainted; and there can be no 

certain cognition of the character of ‘ being free from the de¬ 

fects of being Unknown &c.;’ and’thus the main qualification of 

the definition becomes indefinite and unascertainable; and 

from this difficulty there is no escape. 

(545) The Logician meets the above objections thus:—• 

“ What if there is an uncertainty as to the Probans fulfilling 

the condition of being ‘ free from the defects of being Un¬ 

known Sao 9 ? The doubt (as to validity) is there all the same; 

and by roason of this doubt the Probans will be already tain¬ 

ted by the defects of being suspected of Neutralisation, 

Kh. 426. 

Chapter I, Section (19). 

and thereby the inference will be incapacitated from e3tab» 

lishing the conclusion ; just as in the case where the presence 

of adventitious adjuncts is only suspected, the inference is 
rendered incapacitated by reason of the Probans being sus¬ 

pected of being ‘ Unknown It will not be right to urge 

against this that, in all such cases the reasoning may be regar¬ 

ded as defective by reason of that same doubt upon which the 

suspicion of { Neutralisation ’ would be based [and hence there 

is no necessity for regarding ‘ Neutralisation , as a distinct 

defect]. This will not be right ; because as a matter of fact, I the suspicion as to the presence in the Probaus of the defect 

of being ‘ Unknown * &c. is itself due to our coming across 

the counter-probans of the character mentioned above ; and 

hence it is the suspicion that is dependent on, and hence su¬ 

bordinate to, the counter-probans [whereby the presence of 

the Neutralising counter-probans as an independent defect 

is fitter to be regarded as a defect than the suspicion based 

upon it; so being Neutralised by such a counter-probans must 

be accepted as a distinct defect].” 

(546) We cannot accept the above explanation ; as in 

that case, it would be possible to have ‘ Neutralisation * 

by means of that ‘ Unknown ’ Probans in regard to which 

there may be suspicion of the presence of adventitious ad¬ 

juncts [and thus there would be an overlapping between the 

‘ Neutralised * and the ‘ Unknown 9 Probans]. “ Be it 

so ; what then ? ”—the Logician may ask. Well, there 

would be nothing worse than the partial ‘ annulment ’ of the 

counter-probans itself ; as being ‘ Unknown *, this would be 

far weaker than the original Probans which, ex hypothesii is 

not‘Unknown ’ &c. [and thus instead of the counter-probans 

neutralising the original Probans, it would be itself annulled. 

The Logician retorts “In such cases, there would be no Neu¬ 

tralisation, simply because of the counter-probans being an- 

nulled Our rejoinder is that, ‘under the circumstances, 

Kh. 427. 
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the two ‘Neutralising 9 Probans, even though the absence of 

‘ Concomitance * and ‘ Subsistence in the Subject 9 may 

be indicated by the ‘ Neutralisation it would not be 

possible to ascertain which one of the two Probans is 

open to the defects of that absence &c. [and until this is 

certain, there can be no certainty as to which is ‘Neutralised / 

and thus the definition remains indefinite] ; because there 

will be * Neutralisation ’ all the same, whether one or the 

other of the two Probans is found to be tainted by the said 

* absence 5 &c, [hence the mere fact of ‘ Neutralisation 9 

cannot afford a definite cognition as to one or the other be¬ 

ing wanting in ‘ Concomitance * &c.]. Thus then, the ab¬ 

sence of Concomitance &c. being recognised without refe¬ 

rence to one or the other (of the two Probans), if this re¬ 

cognition is direct (got at by Sense-perception^, then in rea¬ 

lity the Probans becomes ‘Unknown ’ ; while if the recog¬ 

nition is got at by means of Inference, then the Probans be¬ 

comes either ‘ Inconclusive* or c Contradictory9 or ‘ Annulled *; 

and thus in any case of * Neutralisation, * how is it ever possi¬ 

ble not to recognise either the ‘Unknown/ or the ‘Contra¬ 

dictory *, or the ‘ Annulled’ Probans ? And thus there being 

no means of ascertaining which one of the two Probans is 

tainted by the defect, there may be a suspicion with regard 

to the counter-probans being so tainted; and there can be no 

certain cognition of the character of ‘ being free from the de¬ 

fects of being Unknown &c.;’ and’thus the main qualification of 

the definition becomes indefinite and unascertainable; and 

from this difficulty there is no escape. 

(545) The Logician meets the above objections thus:—• 

“ What if there is an uncertainty as to the Probans fulfilling 

the condition of being ‘ free from the defects of being Un¬ 

known Sao 9 ? The doubt (as to validity) is there all the same; 

and by roason of this doubt the Probans will be already tain¬ 

ted by the defects of being suspected of Neutralisation, 
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and thereby the inference will be incapacitated from e3tab» 

lishing the conclusion ; just as in the case where the presence 

of adventitious adjuncts is only suspected, the inference is 
rendered incapacitated by reason of the Probans being sus¬ 

pected of being ‘ Unknown It will not be right to urge 

against this that, in all such cases the reasoning may be regar¬ 

ded as defective by reason of that same doubt upon which the 

suspicion of { Neutralisation ’ would be based [and hence there 

is no necessity for regarding ‘ Neutralisation , as a distinct 

defect]. This will not be right ; because as a matter of fact, I the suspicion as to the presence in the Probaus of the defect 

of being ‘ Unknown * &c. is itself due to our coming across 

the counter-probans of the character mentioned above ; and 

hence it is the suspicion that is dependent on, and hence su¬ 

bordinate to, the counter-probans [whereby the presence of 

the Neutralising counter-probans as an independent defect 

is fitter to be regarded as a defect than the suspicion based 

upon it; so being Neutralised by such a counter-probans must 

be accepted as a distinct defect].” 

(546) We cannot accept the above explanation ; as in 

that case, it would be possible to have ‘ Neutralisation * 

by means of that ‘ Unknown ’ Probans in regard to which 

there may be suspicion of the presence of adventitious ad¬ 

juncts [and thus there would be an overlapping between the 

‘ Neutralised * and the ‘ Unknown 9 Probans]. “ Be it 

so ; what then ? ”—the Logician may ask. Well, there 

would be nothing worse than the partial ‘ annulment ’ of the 

counter-probans itself ; as being ‘ Unknown *, this would be 

far weaker than the original Probans which, ex hypothesii is 

not‘Unknown ’ &c. [and thus instead of the counter-probans 

neutralising the original Probans, it would be itself annulled. 

The Logician retorts “In such cases, there would be no Neu¬ 

tralisation, simply because of the counter-probans being an- 

nulled Our rejoinder is that, ‘under the circumstances, 
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how also can that neutralising counter-probans, with re¬ 

gard to which there is suspicion of being * Unknown’, be 

ever capable of establishing the fact of the other Probans be * 

ing incapable of establishing its conclusion ?—as both of them 

would be equally fallacious or defective. [That is, just as 

in the case of the counter-probans being actually unknown, 

the Logician admits the impossibility of ‘ Neutralisation ’ 

on account of the counter-probans being [weaker than 

the original Probans,—so the counter-probans would be 

weaker also] when it is only suspected of being ‘ Unknown ’ ; 

and hence in this case also, being weaker, it could not 

‘Neutralise’ the stronger original Probans]. “But” 

the Logician urges, “one of the two fallacious Probans 

in question does not lead to a mere doubt being aroused 

as to the defectiveness of the reasoning, [that is to say, the 

original Probans which is vitiated by an adventitious adjunct 

and as such regarded by you to be the weaker is one fallaci¬ 

ous Probans, and the counter-probans is another; and bet¬ 

ween these too, the former is quite capable of establish¬ 

ing, to a certainty, its own defective character, and as 

such cannot be regarded as merely conducive to the 

rousing of a suspicion as to such defectiveness ; on the other 

hand, in all cases of Neutralisation what the counter-probans 

does is to give rise to the feeling that one of the two Probans 

is defective; and all that this does is to arouse a mere suspi¬ 

cion in our mind as to its own defectiveness; and hence both 

cannot be regarded as ‘equally fallacious’].” This we 

do not admit; as even so, that same adventitious adjunct, by 

reason of which the original Probans is regarded as weaker 

and hence annulled (and so neutralised), will also be quite 

capable of raising the aforesaid doubt a3 to its defectiveness 

[thus, on this ground also there would be no difference be¬ 

tween the two]. And further, from what you say in regard 

to the character of tho Noutraised Probans, it appears that 

Kh. 428. 

429 Chaptbb 1, Section (19). 

its exact character and presence is always a matter of doubt 

and suspicion; and under the circumstances, we would never 

have any certain cognition of the ‘Neutralised’ Probans; and 

with regard to that which has never been known with cer¬ 

tainty, there can be no doubt [as in all cases of doubt, both 

of its factors are such as have been known for certain else¬ 

where : it is only when a man knows definitely what a horse 

is, and also what an ass is, that he can have the doubt with 

regard to any animal, as to whether it is a horse or an ass]. 

(547) Another definition of the ‘Neutralised’ Probans 

is proposed—“That Probans is called neutralised, tb6 contrary 

of whose Probandum is indicated by another Probans which 

is recognised as free from the defects of being unknown, con¬ 

tradictory, inconclusive and annulled.”• This also will 

not bear scrutiny. By whom is the Neutralising Probans 

to be ‘recognised as free from the defects’ ? (a) By the man 

who puts forward the counter-inference (which contains the 

Probans intended to Neutralise the Probans contained in the 

original inference) ? (b) or by the man who propounds the 

original inference ? (c) or by both ? [d) or by any person ? 

The first of these alternatives is not possible; as we often find 

Neutralisation being attempted by persons who are quite 

cognisant of the counter-probans put forward by them being 

defective; e. g. (1) in course of a discussion between two per¬ 

sons, when one has propounded an argument in which the 

other man is unable to detect any other flaw, this latter thinks 

as follows—‘if my opponent fails to detect the fallacy in my 

reasoning, then I get the victory that I desire; and if he does 

detect the fallacy and points it out, then the discussion will 

enter on a new phase, which will give me an opportunity for 

flying off at some other point; and this also is desirable for 

• In tho former definition the Neutralising Probane is said to be one that ie 
actually free from tho defects of being uuknown &c.;by the definition now proposed 

it need not be actually free from them; it is enough for it to be recognised aa 

•o free. 

5 
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how also can that neutralising counter-probans, with re¬ 

gard to which there is suspicion of being * Unknown’, be 

ever capable of establishing the fact of the other Probans be * 

ing incapable of establishing its conclusion ?—as both of them 

would be equally fallacious or defective. [That is, just as 

in the case of the counter-probans being actually unknown, 

the Logician admits the impossibility of ‘ Neutralisation ’ 

on account of the counter-probans being [weaker than 

the original Probans,—so the counter-probans would be 

weaker also] when it is only suspected of being ‘ Unknown ’ ; 

and hence in this case also, being weaker, it could not 

‘Neutralise’ the stronger original Probans]. “But” 

the Logician urges, “one of the two fallacious Probans 

in question does not lead to a mere doubt being aroused 

as to the defectiveness of the reasoning, [that is to say, the 

original Probans which is vitiated by an adventitious adjunct 

and as such regarded by you to be the weaker is one fallaci¬ 

ous Probans, and the counter-probans is another; and bet¬ 

ween these too, the former is quite capable of establish¬ 

ing, to a certainty, its own defective character, and as 

such cannot be regarded as merely conducive to the 

rousing of a suspicion as to such defectiveness ; on the other 

hand, in all cases of Neutralisation what the counter-probans 

does is to give rise to the feeling that one of the two Probans 

is defective; and all that this does is to arouse a mere suspi¬ 

cion in our mind as to its own defectiveness; and hence both 

cannot be regarded as ‘equally fallacious’].” This we 

do not admit; as even so, that same adventitious adjunct, by 

reason of which the original Probans is regarded as weaker 

and hence annulled (and so neutralised), will also be quite 

capable of raising the aforesaid doubt a3 to its defectiveness 

[thus, on this ground also there would be no difference be¬ 

tween the two]. And further, from what you say in regard 

to the character of tho Noutraised Probans, it appears that 
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its exact character and presence is always a matter of doubt 

and suspicion; and under the circumstances, we would never 

have any certain cognition of the ‘Neutralised’ Probans; and 

with regard to that which has never been known with cer¬ 

tainty, there can be no doubt [as in all cases of doubt, both 

of its factors are such as have been known for certain else¬ 

where : it is only when a man knows definitely what a horse 

is, and also what an ass is, that he can have the doubt with 

regard to any animal, as to whether it is a horse or an ass]. 

(547) Another definition of the ‘Neutralised’ Probans 

is proposed—“That Probans is called neutralised, tb6 contrary 

of whose Probandum is indicated by another Probans which 

is recognised as free from the defects of being unknown, con¬ 

tradictory, inconclusive and annulled.”• This also will 

not bear scrutiny. By whom is the Neutralising Probans 

to be ‘recognised as free from the defects’ ? (a) By the man 

who puts forward the counter-inference (which contains the 

Probans intended to Neutralise the Probans contained in the 

original inference) ? (b) or by the man who propounds the 

original inference ? (c) or by both ? [d) or by any person ? 

The first of these alternatives is not possible; as we often find 

Neutralisation being attempted by persons who are quite 

cognisant of the counter-probans put forward by them being 

defective; e. g. (1) in course of a discussion between two per¬ 

sons, when one has propounded an argument in which the 

other man is unable to detect any other flaw, this latter thinks 

as follows—‘if my opponent fails to detect the fallacy in my 

reasoning, then I get the victory that I desire; and if he does 

detect the fallacy and points it out, then the discussion will 
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flying off at some other point; and this also is desirable for 
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•o free. 
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me, inasmuch as, being unable to detect any other flaw in 

his reasoning, my defeat would be certain even if I did not 

put forward this counter-probans,*—and he forthwith puts' 

forward his reasoning (with a view to neutralising the oppo¬ 

nent's reasoning), even though fully conscions of the fact 

that the counter-probans he is putting forward is defective; 

and being deficient of understanding as he is, he does this 

with a view to show to the ordinary people that when he 

enters a discussion he can establish even an admittedly 

wrong position;-(2) and even in the case of men of keen 

intellect we find that, when questioned as to the validity of 

a reasoning that has been found put forward by a respect-, 

able author in his work, they feel called upon to answer 

the reasoning that may have been put forward by the 

questioner, and often seek to neutralise the reasoning thus 

put forward by means of a reasoning which they know to be 

fallacious; and it is not that such counter-probans is only 

put forward; it also secures victory for the Arguer in case 

the Opponent fails to detect the fallacy in it. [And the de¬ 

finition will not include these cases, as the counter-probans 

is not recognised, by the propounder, as free from defects]^ 

And further, if by being * recognised as free from defects* is 

meant that the man putting it forward is quite certain as to its 

being free from defects, then the definition becomes an im¬ 

possible one; as between the two contradictory Probans (the 

original Probans and the counter-probans), one must be de¬ 

fective, and as it cannot be ascertained at the time which one 

of the two is defective, there will always be a suspicion as to 

the counter-probans itself being defective (with regard to 

which therefore one cannot be certain as to its being free 

from defects). If then by its being ‘recognised as free 

from defects’ it be meant that it may be regarded possible 

for it to bo so free,—then this would be open to those same 

objections which wo shall urge (onp 487 .‘Pandit’edition) 

Kh. 430. 

431 Hfapter I, Section (19). 

against the ‘possibility of being put forward*. (b) (c) (d) Nor 

can the second, third and fourth alternatives be maintained ; 

as it being difficult to be certain as to what may be in another 

person’s mind, one can have no certain means of knowing 

that the other man, to whom he is addressing his counter¬ 

reasoning, will recognise the presence, in the Probans, of the 

defects of being ‘Unknown’ &c.; and as such how could he 
base his arguments on the declaration that the Probans put 

forward by his Opponent is ‘Neutralised*. Further argu¬ 

ments in this connection we shall demolish later on (in 

para. 549). 

(Page 479) (548) The above arguments also serve to 

demolish the definition that—“the Neutralised Probans is 

that the contrary of whose Probandum is indicated by an¬ 

other Probans which is not recognised either as being ‘Un¬ 

known’ or ‘Contradictory' or ‘Annulled* or ‘Inconclusive’, or 

as not concomitant (with the Probandum) and not subsisting 

in the Subject” ;—as in this case also it cannot be explained 

by whom the counter-probans is to be ‘not recognised &c.’ 

(549) Further, all the last three definitions of the ‘Neu¬ 

tralised* Probans are ‘too wide’; inasmuch as they are applic" 

able to those cases where the reasoning or Probans is held 

(by the Logician) to be 'annulled9 (and not ‘neutralised’) by 

a reasoning which leads to the inference of that which forms 

the ‘Subject’ (or the ‘Probans*) (of the original reasoning).* 

° We have the reasoning ‘God cannot be the creator of the world because he 

has no body’;—this reasoning is opposed by another ‘the world has a creator in 

God, because it is an effect’; in this case, according to the Logician himself, the 

former reasoning is annulled by the latter; because it has for its object ‘God the 

Creator’ which is the ‘Subject’ of the former reasoning; and as such the latter 
reasoning is more powerful than the former; specially as it supplies 

us with the knowledge of that (Subject) without whose knowledge the former 

reasoning would be impossible : unless we have an idea of ‘God’, we cannot grasp 

any such argument as ‘God is not the creator, Ac.’; until we know the ‘Subject’, wo 

cannot predicate u iy ‘Probandum’ with regard to it. Thus then, one being moro 

Kh. 431. 



430 Indian Thought : Khandana. 

me, inasmuch as, being unable to detect any other flaw in 

his reasoning, my defeat would be certain even if I did not 

put forward this counter-probans,*—and he forthwith puts' 

forward his reasoning (with a view to neutralising the oppo¬ 

nent's reasoning), even though fully conscions of the fact 

that the counter-probans he is putting forward is defective; 

and being deficient of understanding as he is, he does this 

with a view to show to the ordinary people that when he 

enters a discussion he can establish even an admittedly 

wrong position;-(2) and even in the case of men of keen 

intellect we find that, when questioned as to the validity of 

a reasoning that has been found put forward by a respect-, 

able author in his work, they feel called upon to answer 

the reasoning that may have been put forward by the 

questioner, and often seek to neutralise the reasoning thus 

put forward by means of a reasoning which they know to be 

fallacious; and it is not that such counter-probans is only 

put forward; it also secures victory for the Arguer in case 

the Opponent fails to detect the fallacy in it. [And the de¬ 

finition will not include these cases, as the counter-probans 

is not recognised, by the propounder, as free from defects]^ 

And further, if by being * recognised as free from defects* is 

meant that the man putting it forward is quite certain as to its 

being free from defects, then the definition becomes an im¬ 

possible one; as between the two contradictory Probans (the 

original Probans and the counter-probans), one must be de¬ 

fective, and as it cannot be ascertained at the time which one 

of the two is defective, there will always be a suspicion as to 

the counter-probans itself being defective (with regard to 

which therefore one cannot be certain as to its being free 

from defects). If then by its being ‘recognised as free 

from defects’ it be meant that it may be regarded possible 

for it to bo so free,—then this would be open to those same 

objections which wo shall urge (onp 487 .‘Pandit’edition) 

Kh. 430. 

431 Hfapter I, Section (19). 

against the ‘possibility of being put forward*. (b) (c) (d) Nor 

can the second, third and fourth alternatives be maintained ; 

as it being difficult to be certain as to what may be in another 

person’s mind, one can have no certain means of knowing 

that the other man, to whom he is addressing his counter¬ 

reasoning, will recognise the presence, in the Probans, of the 

defects of being ‘Unknown’ &c.; and as such how could he 
base his arguments on the declaration that the Probans put 

forward by his Opponent is ‘Neutralised*. Further argu¬ 

ments in this connection we shall demolish later on (in 

para. 549). 

(Page 479) (548) The above arguments also serve to 

demolish the definition that—“the Neutralised Probans is 

that the contrary of whose Probandum is indicated by an¬ 

other Probans which is not recognised either as being ‘Un¬ 

known’ or ‘Contradictory' or ‘Annulled* or ‘Inconclusive’, or 

as not concomitant (with the Probandum) and not subsisting 

in the Subject” ;—as in this case also it cannot be explained 

by whom the counter-probans is to be ‘not recognised &c.’ 

(549) Further, all the last three definitions of the ‘Neu¬ 

tralised* Probans are ‘too wide’; inasmuch as they are applic" 

able to those cases where the reasoning or Probans is held 

(by the Logician) to be 'annulled9 (and not ‘neutralised’) by 

a reasoning which leads to the inference of that which forms 

the ‘Subject’ (or the ‘Probans*) (of the original reasoning).* 

° We have the reasoning ‘God cannot be the creator of the world because he 

has no body’;—this reasoning is opposed by another ‘the world has a creator in 

God, because it is an effect’; in this case, according to the Logician himself, the 

former reasoning is annulled by the latter; because it has for its object ‘God the 

Creator’ which is the ‘Subject’ of the former reasoning; and as such the latter 
reasoning is more powerful than the former; specially as it supplies 

us with the knowledge of that (Subject) without whose knowledge the former 

reasoning would be impossible : unless we have an idea of ‘God’, we cannot grasp 

any such argument as ‘God is not the creator, Ac.’; until we know the ‘Subject’, wo 

cannot predicate u iy ‘Probandum’ with regard to it. Thus then, one being moro 

Kh. 431. 



&f32 iNDHttf Thouqiit : Khandana. 

This also makes it abundantly clear that ‘Neutralisation1 

cannot be rightly regarded as a fallacy in those inferences 

that are propounded for one’s own benefit (in which case the 

refutations, based upon the difficulty of ascertaining, by 

which of the two parties the counter-probans is to be recog¬ 

nised as not ‘Unknown’ &c., may not apply, and which forms 

the‘further argument’ mentioned at the end of para. 547 as 
to be demolished ‘later on’). 

(550) In order to escape from the difficulty just pointed 

out another definition of the‘Neutralised’ Probans is put 

forward:—“That Probans is ‘Neutralised’ which has the con¬ 

trary of its Probandum indicated by another Probans which 

is not recognised as possessed of any peculiarity (in the point 

of strength or validity) distinguishing it from the original 

Probans [and in the case of ‘Annulment’, the counter-probans 
is always recognised as more powerful than the original Pro¬ 

bans].” Well, (thus you may escape from the difficulty 

just pointed, but) this definition will be open to all those 

objections that have been urged above, as to the difficulty of 

ascertaining by whom the counter-probans is to be ‘not re¬ 
cognised as possessed of any peculiarity &c.’ And further 

if by the word 'peculiarity’ in your definition, you mean 

any peculiarity (without specifying any one particularly) 

then, inasmuch as there could be no case in which some 

sort of peculiarity is not recognised, your definition would 

not apply to anything at all. If, in order to avoid this diffi¬ 

culty, the ‘peculiarity’ meant be held to be that in the form 

of a defect nt the Probans, then the definition becomes applic- 

powerful than the other, there is 'annulment' in tins case, and not ‘neutralisation' ; 

in which latter, the two reasonings are said to be equally balanced. Such is the 

new of the Logician himself. Now, in accordance with the three definitions in ques- 

t«on, we would have 'neutralisation' in all cases where the counter-probans is not 

recognised as Unknown’ 4c.; and as a matter of fact in the case of ‘annulment’ 

Unknown' & f n 'a'ter 18 8,80 ono wl,ich is not recognised as 
•Unknown &c .t won d come under the definition; and thus there would be an 
overlapping between ‘Annulment’ and'Neutralisation'. 

Kit. 432. 
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able to those cases also where there is ‘annulment* (of the 

original reasoning) by means of a reasoning that leads to the 

inference of that which forms the ‘Subject* (of the original 

reasoning) (see note ou para. 549):—as in this latter case 

also, the contrary of the Probandum is indicated by a Pro¬ 

bans in which no peculiarity in the shape of a defect of Probans 

is recognised; for the simple reason that in this reasoning 

(which annuls the original reasoning) there is no defect in 

the Probans; and hence no such peculiarity could be recogni¬ 

sed. Nor would there be any escape from these difficul¬ 

ties by adding the qualification that there should be a non¬ 

recognition of that defect of Probans which is really present 

(this qualification being introduced with a view to exclude 

the case of the annulling reasoning);—as in that case, the 

definition will fail to include that ‘neutralised* Probans where 

the ‘ neutralisation * is done by a valid counter-probans (as no 

defect could ever be really present in a Valid Probans);—and 

it certainly requires a mighty stretch of the intellect to per¬ 

ceive that the defect is present, and yet not to recognise 

it 1 Nor would it save you to add the qualification that 

there should be non-recognition of the Probans as possessing 

any peculiarity in the shape of defect (invalidity) or excellence 

validity);—as thus qualified, the definition would not apply 

to those cases where the ‘purely negative’ Probans is ‘ neu¬ 

tralised* by a ‘positive-negative* counter-probans; because in 

in this case, we are actually cognisant of the excellence of the 

Probans in the form that it subsists in places where the 

Probandum is known to be present. 

[Page481] (551) In order to escape from these difficul¬ 

ties, the definition will perhaps be stated in the form that 

the contrary of the Probandum should be indicated by a 

counter-probans which is not recognised as possessed of the 

peculiarity in the shape of the absenco and presence of con¬ 

comitance (with the Probandum) and subsistence in the Sub- 
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ject.” In answer to this we would ask—This 'peculiarity 

is with reference to what (i. e. for distinguishing from what)? 

If it is with reference vaguely to something or other,—then, 

in a case where the counter-probans happens to be put for¬ 

ward in a valid inference, we would be actually cognisant of 

the fact of this counter-probans being possessed of the charac¬ 

ter of being Valid% which is its peculiarity with reference to 

(distinguishing itfrom)such fallacious Probans as are recognis¬ 

ed by all to be * Unknown1 (or ‘contradictory’ &c.); and hence 

this case of actual‘neutralisation’ would not be included in the 

definition. If, with a view to avoid this, it be held that 

the ‘peculiarity’ is with reference to the original Probans to 

which the counter-probans is contrary,—then the definition 

would take the following form :—“That Probans is called ‘neu¬ 

tralised* the contrary of whose Probandum is indicated by 

that counter-probans of which there is not recognised any 

such peculiarity, with reference to (distinguishing from) the 

original Probans, as the absence or presence of concomitance 

(with the Probandum) and subsistence in the Subject 

And even this statement of the definition needs to be 

elucidated: Firstly, then, if the words ‘absence* and ‘pre¬ 

sence* are meant to be taken with both ‘concomitance* 

and * subsistence in the Subject’ conjointly, then the definition 

would become applicable to those cases where the ‘absence 

or presence* of only one of these latter is not recognised [as 

in these cases also the absence of both would not be not 

recognised].* Secondly, if both ‘ absence* and presence* be 

° When tho reasoning—‘Sound is transient, because belonging to a genus it is 

visible’—is put forward against the reasoning in support of its eternality, this*latter 
reasoning will, under tho definition as now interpreted, have to be regarded as 

* noutralisod * by tho formor reasoning, oven though it is distinctly recognised as 

fallacious, having its Probans‘Unknown’; because the Probans ‘visibility’ in regard 

to Sound is one in which wo recogniso tho abscnco only of ‘subsistence in the Subject* 

(Sound not being visible); hence in regard to this also it can bo said that wo do not 

recognise the absence of both, ‘concomitance’ and ‘subsistence in the Subject*. 

2£7i. 434. 

43 5 Chapter I, Section (19). 

meant to bo taken conjointly, then as this would be an 

absolutely impossible condition, (as it is not possible for the 

two contradictory things, ‘ presence ’ and ‘ absence * to be 

either recognised or not recognised at one and the same 

time),—the definition would not apply to any case at all. 

Thus then (as neither ‘ absence ’ and ‘ presence,’ nor ‘ con¬ 

comitance ’ and ‘ subsistence in the Subject ’ can be taken 

conjointly) the definition will have to be interpreted as foll¬ 

ows—• that Probans is called neutralised which has the con¬ 

trary of its' Probandum indicated by a counter-probans, with 

regard to which we do not recognise any such peculiarity, 

distinguishing it from the original Probans, as the absence of 

its concomitance (with the Probandum), or the presence of 

its concomitance, or the absence of its subsistence in the 

Subject, or the presence of its subsistence in the Subject. 

And in this case, when we have the reasoning—(1) ‘the atom 

has no parts, because all varying degrees of dimension cease 

in it, as in Akasha,’—and against this the Opponent urges the 

reasoning, (2) ‘ the atom has parts because it is material, and 

has a shape, like the jar,’—this latter reasoning will, under the 

definition, have to be regarded as neutralising the reasoning 

‘ the varying degree of minute dimension must cease some¬ 

where, because it is a varying degree of dimension, like the 

varying degree of large dimension (which ceases in Akasha);* 

even though this latter has for its object the atom which is 

the ‘Subject* of the other reasoning (and as ’such is more 

powerful than that other reasoning), and it is also accepted 

by the Logician as a valid reasoning; this third valid reason¬ 

ing would be neutralised by the second reasoning (that urged 

by the Opponent), because it also proves the fact of the atom 

being without parts, inasmuch as the character proved by 

it belongs to the atom which is the subject of the first reason¬ 

ing, which was put forward to prove the absence of parts. 
As regards one (e. g. tbie Bhatta) whof does not.accepfc the 
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original Probans as well as to the counter-probans. “ In 

this case also” says the Opponent, “as the peculiarity,” in the 

shape of * the absence of concomitance* &c., is absolutely 

non-existent, there is naturally a non-recognition of peculiari¬ 

ty (as there can be no recognition of that which is non-exis¬ 

tent);—and thus this case also will fall within the definition.” 

If such be the case then, the definition would apply to the 

following case also :—The person who starts the discussion, 

though knowing that the fault of wanting in concomitance is 

common to the Probans that he puts forward as well as to 

the counter-probans, urges the fault against the latter only,;— 

and his opponent is unable to ref Cite it;-as in this case 

the original disputant does not recognise any * peculiarity/ 

being cognisant, as he is, of the two Probans as having the 

fault in common. “ But/’ the Logician rejoins, “the oppo¬ 

nent, who puts forward the counter-probans, recognises it as 

having the * peculiarity,* not being cognisaut of the fact of 

the fault being common to both; and what is meant by 

precognition * in the definition is not necessarily correct 

recognition, but recognition in general, including both correct 

and incorrect cognition.** This is not right, we reply, 

because as regards the view that ‘ the non-recognition of the 

peculiarity * mentioned in the definition, should be by the 

person who puts forward the counter-probans,—we have 

already refuted this above (para. 547). And further, if the 

person putting forward the counter-probans should happen, 

at that same time, to perceive that the defect (absence of con¬ 

comitance) is one that is common to both (the original Pro¬ 

bans and the counter-probans),—what means would you have 

to escape from the difficulty (of this case falling within your 

definition) ? [As in this case no ‘ peculiarity * will have been 

recognised.] The Logician explains —“ In fact in the case 

of his perceiving the defect as present in the original Probans 

put forward by the first part), he would urge this defect as 
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against the original reasoning; and this would bring the 

discussion itself to an end, irrespective of neutralisation 

This will not be right, we reply. It is quite possible 

that even though perceiving the defect in the original reason¬ 

ing, the Opponent might argue in his mind as follows—* I 

have urged against my Opponent that his Probans is neutra¬ 

lised,—now if, abandoning this position, I were to nrge this 

other defect that I perceive, I would make myself open 

to the further charge of having renounced my position;— 

on the other hand, if I do not urge this other defect, 

then also, not being able to sustain my original position, 

that my opponent’s probans is neutralised, I become 

defeated;—so then my attempt at urging this other defect 

is absolutely futile’;—and having reasoned thus in his 

mind, if the man keeps silent, how would you save this case 

from falling within your definitions ? 

f (553) [It has been shown that the compound *agrihya- 

manavishSsa’ cannot be taken to mean ‘that to which the 

peculiarity is not recognised as being related’]. If, then, the 

compound be taken to mean ‘that tohose peculiarity is not re¬ 

cognised’,—then also the definition remains open to the objec¬ 

tion just urged; and it becomes open to a further objection:—it 

is absolutely impossible that beween two contradictory Pro¬ 

bans, there be common any such character as not wanting in 

concomitance (or wanting in concomitance) and so on; and 

hence (as it would be only such common characters that could 

be excluded by the word ‘peculiarity’) the word ‘peculiarity* 

can not serve the purpose of excluding anything:—it would 

• The closing of the discussion by showing the original reasoning to be falla¬ 

cious is all that the Opponent needs ; and if he can do this by showing some defect 

in tho original Probans, his end will bo served ; and it does not matter if thero is no 

neutralisation of tho original probans. 

f The difference between the two cases appears to be that by the former inter¬ 

pretation, tho ‘peculiarity’ may or may not bo really present; it is sufficient that 

it bo not lecognieed; while by the second interpretation, tho peculiarity not re¬ 

cognised would bo one that is really present. 
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against the original reasoning; and this would bring the 

discussion itself to an end, irrespective of neutralisation 

This will not be right, we reply. It is quite possible 

that even though perceiving the defect in the original reason¬ 

ing, the Opponent might argue in his mind as follows—* I 

have urged against my Opponent that his Probans is neutra¬ 

lised,—now if, abandoning this position, I were to nrge this 

other defect that I perceive, I would make myself open 

to the further charge of having renounced my position;— 

on the other hand, if I do not urge this other defect, 

then also, not being able to sustain my original position, 

that my opponent’s probans is neutralised, I become 

defeated;—so then my attempt at urging this other defect 

is absolutely futile’;—and having reasoned thus in his 

mind, if the man keeps silent, how would you save this case 

from falling within your definitions ? 

f (553) [It has been shown that the compound *agrihya- 

manavishSsa’ cannot be taken to mean ‘that to which the 

peculiarity is not recognised as being related’]. If, then, the 

compound be taken to mean ‘that tohose peculiarity is not re¬ 

cognised’,—then also the definition remains open to the objec¬ 

tion just urged; and it becomes open to a further objection:—it 

is absolutely impossible that beween two contradictory Pro¬ 

bans, there be common any such character as not wanting in 

concomitance (or wanting in concomitance) and so on; and 

hence (as it would be only such common characters that could 

be excluded by the word ‘peculiarity’) the word ‘peculiarity* 

can not serve the purpose of excluding anything:—it would 

• The closing of the discussion by showing the original reasoning to be falla¬ 

cious is all that the Opponent needs ; and if he can do this by showing some defect 

in tho original Probans, his end will bo served ; and it does not matter if thero is no 

neutralisation of tho original probans. 

f The difference between the two cases appears to be that by the former inter¬ 

pretation, tho ‘peculiarity’ may or may not bo really present; it is sufficient that 

it bo not lecognieed; while by the second interpretation, tho peculiarity not re¬ 

cognised would bo one that is really present. 

Kh. 438. 

Chaftbb I, Section (19V *39 

thui not be pos.Me.or this 'p""- 
lification belonging to the Proba [ y qualified from 

•which U qualified by the peculiarity ). 

(Sf] ProlaeeTtief 

Protou. which i. any Jh point 
any peculiarity over) th g :tanCe (with the Proban- 
as the presence or absence o con m Thi3 definition 

dum) and subsistence in t 1 ag in the first place 
also can not be maintained, w P ^ and has been 

when the first party has addu opponent with 
met with a counter-reasoning, rf be meets ^ PP^ ^ & 

the declaratio^^g ^LncomiUnce with its Proban- 
manner found to be wanti g Wa onginal 

dnm'.-and this bemg sufic,h. doc. 

Probao. is not ««»£*»' • your counter- 

not proceed to m , % _ this respect’;—even m 
probans differs /rom my proha [as the 

this case, “"Jeridently fallacious, is ‘not poi»« 
countei-probans o . . , pr0V)ans\ which is the 

to be «Mc'“^“tL'de°fin!tion] 1 and if 'neutralisation' 

r—even in sLh 

m “X^^utrisation' also b, such 
to be so), tile vitiated by such defects as 
counter-probans as is is m manner the 'Logi- 
being ‘Unknown’ and the bk ^ in ^ explanation 

cian will have rea y succee nceg, a fallacious count- 

eminently favoura (° 0^raliso’ a reasoning, then all inferential 

rwnwnings^nhh and invalid aliko, would ho nen—- 



Indian Thought : Khandana. 

Secondly, fcl.e definition Bpeaks of the counter-probans being 

not pointed out’ &c.;-now, at what time should it be ‘not 

pointed out’ ? If it is to be‘not pointed out’at the precise 

time when the Opponent refutes the reasoning of the first 

party by putting forward his counter-probans,-then, even 
bough the first party may point out defects in the counter- 

pro ans, after this latter has been put forward, as this defect 

wiL not have been ‘pointed out’ at Ike time that the counter-1 

probans is put forward, any subsequent pointing out of defects 

wnl not be effective; and thus there would be real * neutralis¬ 

ation’ by all kinds of fallacious Probans; and this would cer¬ 
tainly put an end to all inferential reasoning ! « What is 

meant ”, the Logician explains, “ is that it should be not 

pointed out at the time when the first party gets tbe opportun¬ 

ity of speaking again, after his opponent has had lus say 
(and not at the same time)". If such be the case> tben> 

how could the Opponent be certain, beforehand, as to the 

first party not subsequently pointing out particular defects 
in the counter-probans that he is putting forward ? [If 

vitiation were effective by subsequent indication of defects, 

en no opponent could ever be sure of his couuter-probans 

emg not so liable to being vitiated; and hence he could 

never make up his mind to put forward any counter-probans 

at all]. The man himself will know that his countor- 

probans is free from defects, and will therefore be in a posi- 

bon to put it forward quite confidently." In the first 

place, we have already shown that it is quite possible for the 

opponent to seek real * neutralisation ’ of the reasoning of the 

.first party, even by means of such counter-probans as he him¬ 

self knows to be defective ; and it is not only that he seeks 

it; but he actually obtains his victory in case the first party 
fails to detect the defect in his counter-probans [This shows 

that the Opponent’s counter-probans need not bo really ‘ free 

rona defects , which fact the Logician has just put forward 

as inspiring confidence in the man putting forward the 
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counter-probans]. Then again, how could he be sure as to 

his own Probans being free from any particular defects ? 

It is true that of two mutually contradictory Probans 

one must bo defective; but just as he does not perceive 

any defect in his own Probans, so he may also not 

perceive any in that of the first party also ; specially because 

if he did perceive any such particular defect in the original 

Probans put forward by the first party, he would naturally 

urge against him this defect (rather than put forward a 

counter-probans) ; for what man, who has any spark of intelli¬ 

gence, would disregard (and not mention) a defect that is 

distinctly perceptible, and put forward against a reasoning, 

which is thus distinctly defective, another reasoning, which 

proves the contrary of the Probandum of the former reason¬ 

ing ?—\9pecially as all that this would show would be that the 

original reasoning is similar (in point of validity) to another 

reasoning which is free from defects. For these reasons it 

must be admitted that, inasmuch as the opponent fails to per¬ 

ceive defects even in defective reasonings (as is proved by his 

incapability to detect the defect in the original reasoning), 

the mere fact of his not perceiving any defects (in the coun¬ 

ter-probans put forward by himself) cannot be urged as a 

ground for this counter*probans being free from defects. 

(555) Another definition of the Neutralised Probans is 

proposed—“ That original Probans is * neutralised' which 

has the contrary of its Probandum indicated by a counter- 

probans which is expected to be such that it cannot be pointed 

out to be different from the original Probans on any such 

point as the presence or absence of concomitance (with the 

Probandum) and subsistence in the Subject.” This definition 

also is not tenable, we reply. If the ‘ expectation * is meant to 

be before the 1 pointing out/ then the definition becomes open 

to the second objection that we have urged against the preced. 

ing definition, in the case of the ‘not pointing out* being meant 
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counter-probans]. Then again, how could he be sure as to 

his own Probans being free from any particular defects ? 
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one must bo defective; but just as he does not perceive 

any defect in his own Probans, so he may also not 
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which is thus distinctly defective, another reasoning, which 
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be before the 1 pointing out/ then the definition becomes open 
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ing definition, in the case of the ‘not pointing out* being meant 
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to be simultaneous with the putting forward of the counter¬ 

probans. If, on the other hand, the 4 expectation 9 should 

refer to that time at which there may be an opportunity for 

the * pointing out/—then, at the time that the * neutralisa¬ 

tion * is actually urged, the * expectation 9 will not be present 

(as the * neutralisation * of the Probans is urged after the 

c not pointing out/ and the c expectation * is meant to be 

present at the time of this latter); and thus the intended 

€ neutralisation9 being wanting in this character, the defini¬ 

tion would not apply to this ‘ neutralisation/ In answer 

to this, the Logician urges—'“ The neutralisation will be there 

so long as the expectation will persist,—why should there be 

any question as to the precise time of the 1 expectation ’? \ 

This will not help you, we reply. Even so, as soon as the 

defect in the counter-probans will be not pointed out,—and 

thus in reality it will be accepted as free from defects,—all 

expectation of the defects being c pointed out’ will have 

ceased; and thus the * expectation9 no longer persisting 

there could be no * neutralisation ’ (which has been said to 

last only as long as the expectation persists). And thus this 

would supply a sufficient handle to the first party whereby 

to set aside the * neutralisation * of his Probans: and 

thus rather than trouble himself about refuting the counter¬ 

probans urged against him, it would be far better for him to 

accept the * neutralisation * (of his Probans by this counter¬ 

probans) and then overthrow it (as no longer applicable to his 

reasoning, having ceased with the ceasing of the ‘expect¬ 

ation’). Nor would the mere acceptance of the counter¬ 

probans (as valid) involve his defeat. As the acceptance 

will have been made only as a means to the demolishing of 

the ‘neutralisation: * the acceptance of the validity putting 

an end to the c expectation/ and the cessation of ‘ expect¬ 

ation * putting an end to the ‘ neutralisation : ’—and thus 

tho acceptance also only serves the purpose of bringing 
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about a result undesirable for the Opponent; and thus this 

method, successful in this, is more beneficial than harmful to 

the party who accepts the validity; exactly as in the case 

where a reasoning put forward is met by the objection that 

it is * superfluous*, proving what is already proved,—in which 

case though the putting forward of this objection involves 

the acceptance of the conclusion as proved, yet, inasmuch 

as this acceptance serves the purpose of vitiating the original 

reasoning as superfluous and hence invalid, it is regarded 

(by the Logician himself) as more beneficial than harmful to 

to the objector. 

(556) (As regards c neutralisation * in general) if 

* neutralisation * is meant to arouse in the mind of the dis¬ 

putants a suspicion with regard to the reasonings being falla¬ 

cious—this suspicion arising from the perception of equally 

strong reasons to the contrary,—then, there can be no 

* neutralisation * in any case ; as each disputant is naturally 

so partial to his own reasoning that even when confronted 

by a contrary reasoning, apparently as strong as his own,—he 

would think that this contrary reasoning must have some 

fallacy, which he fails to detect [and with such feelings 

he would never suspect his own reasoning to be falla¬ 

cious] ; specially as it has been held that—‘cit is only when 

two persons are fully convinced as to the truth of their own 

views that they engage in a discussion.” It may be urged 

that—“ even though the man may be convinced of the truth 

of his own view, yet it is only right and natural that, on 

being confronted by an equally strong reasoning to the con¬ 

trary, he should have a lurking suspicion as to his reasoning 

being fallacious (and thus would the purpose of neutralisation 

bo fulfilled).” But if such be the case, then such neutralisa¬ 

tion would be inevitable in the case of all inferential reason¬ 

ings. For instance, as a matter of fact, we find that while 

on tho one hand, clever disputants, holding Sound to bo non- 
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probans urged against him, it would be far better for him to 

accept the * neutralisation * (of his Probans by this counter¬ 

probans) and then overthrow it (as no longer applicable to his 

reasoning, having ceased with the ceasing of the ‘expect¬ 

ation’). Nor would the mere acceptance of the counter¬ 

probans (as valid) involve his defeat. As the acceptance 

will have been made only as a means to the demolishing of 

the ‘neutralisation: * the acceptance of the validity putting 

an end to the c expectation/ and the cessation of ‘ expect¬ 

ation * putting an end to the ‘ neutralisation : ’—and thus 

tho acceptance also only serves the purpose of bringing 
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about a result undesirable for the Opponent; and thus this 

method, successful in this, is more beneficial than harmful to 

the party who accepts the validity; exactly as in the case 

where a reasoning put forward is met by the objection that 

it is * superfluous*, proving what is already proved,—in which 

case though the putting forward of this objection involves 

the acceptance of the conclusion as proved, yet, inasmuch 

as this acceptance serves the purpose of vitiating the original 

reasoning as superfluous and hence invalid, it is regarded 

(by the Logician himself) as more beneficial than harmful to 

to the objector. 

(556) (As regards c neutralisation * in general) if 

* neutralisation * is meant to arouse in the mind of the dis¬ 

putants a suspicion with regard to the reasonings being falla¬ 

cious—this suspicion arising from the perception of equally 

strong reasons to the contrary,—then, there can be no 

* neutralisation * in any case ; as each disputant is naturally 

so partial to his own reasoning that even when confronted 

by a contrary reasoning, apparently as strong as his own,—he 

would think that this contrary reasoning must have some 

fallacy, which he fails to detect [and with such feelings 

he would never suspect his own reasoning to be falla¬ 

cious] ; specially as it has been held that—‘cit is only when 

two persons are fully convinced as to the truth of their own 

views that they engage in a discussion.” It may be urged 

that—“ even though the man may be convinced of the truth 

of his own view, yet it is only right and natural that, on 

being confronted by an equally strong reasoning to the con¬ 

trary, he should have a lurking suspicion as to his reasoning 

being fallacious (and thus would the purpose of neutralisation 

bo fulfilled).” But if such be the case, then such neutralisa¬ 

tion would be inevitable in the case of all inferential reason¬ 

ings. For instance, as a matter of fact, we find that while 

on tho one hand, clever disputants, holding Sound to bo non- 

Kh. 443. 



444 Indian Thought : Khandana. 

eternal, have hundreds of times defeated by their reasonings 

a disputant who holds Sound to be eternal,—and converse¬ 

ly many intelligent disputants holding Sound to be eternal 

have, as many times, defeated a disputant who holds Sound 

to be non-eternal;—and under the circumstances, it is in¬ 

evitable that there should arise in our minds a doubtlas to 

which of the two sets of reasonings is really valid and sound 

(and this doubt would, ex-hypothesi, suffice to neutralise both). 

(E). 

[Refutation of ‘Annulment’—the last kind of Fallacy.] 

(557) Inasmuch as the ‘Annulled* Probans has nothing 

to distinguish it from the ‘Neutralised* Probans, Annulment 

cannot be regarded as a distinct fallacy. For instance, the 

‘Annulled* Probans cannot be defined (and thus distinguished 

from the ‘Neutralised1 probans) as that which has its subject- 

matter sublated or confuted. For what do you mean by 

its Probandum being confuted? It cannot mean that the 

contrary of its subject-matter is proved by a strong Probans 

(or cognition); as in that case this qualification as it stands, 

would make the definition applicable to the ‘neutralised1 Pro¬ 

bans also; as in the case of this latter also, the counter-pro¬ 

bans that proves the contrary of the Probandum of the first 

Probans is ‘strong’, being possessed of such ‘strength' as 

consists in its ‘subsisting in the subject* (‘concomitance with 

the Probandum') and so forth. 

(558) If by ‘strong* you mean ‘stronger’ (than the 

first Probans),—even then, in the first place, the definition 

would be too wide, being applicable to that case of ‘neu¬ 

tralisation in which a purely negative Probans is neu¬ 

tralised by a positive-negative Probans; as the positive-nega¬ 

tive Probans is possessed of an additional ‘strength* in the 

shape of its subsisting in that where the Probandum is known 

to bo prosont (which is not poss ssed by the purely negative 
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Probans);—secondly, with this explanation of the definition, 

there would be no ‘annulment' of a fallacious Inference by 

Perception; as the only element of ‘strength’ possessed by 

Perception consists, (1) in its being produced by the contact 

of the object with the sense-organ, and (2) in its being the 

means of non-mistaken or right cognition,-while Inference is 

possessed of additional and greater elements of ‘ strength/ in 

the shape of its ‘subsistence in the Subject’ and so forth 

(none of which is present in Perception). Lastly, if you 

explain the ‘strength* to consist in not being known as any¬ 

thing else (than a valid cognition), so that that will be regard¬ 

ed as ‘Annulled* the contrary or negation of whose subject- 

matter is proved by a cognition not known as anything else 

[thus all such inferences as are opposed to direct Sense-per¬ 

ception will be opposed, and their contraries proved, by this 

Perception, with regard to which there would be no doubts 

as to its being a valid cognition];—this also cannot be accept¬ 

ed; as even so the definition would be too wide, being appli¬ 

cable to the ‘Neutralised* Probans, which also has its contrary 

proved by a counter-probans which, for all practical pur¬ 

poses, is not known as anything else (except valid). Then 

again, what do you mean by anyathasicldha (not known as 

anything else*) ? Does ‘ as anything else' mean ‘in another 

form’—so that ‘not as anything else* would mean ‘by not an¬ 

other form' ? If so, then the meaning comes to be ‘that 

same form in which it is known’; and in that case, why should' 

you not state it in that form rather than in the round-about 

form ‘ in a form other than that which is not that form * ? 

“ What we mean by that form is the form of validity"—it you 

say, then wonderful is this perversity of yours, whereby, in¬ 

stead of saying simply ‘that which is known as valid’, you say 

‘ that which is known or produced or recognised in that form 
which is not other than valid.* I 

(559) “ But we can certainly define the ‘ Annulled’ Pro¬ 
bans as ‘that the contrary of whose subject-matter is proved 

£*.445. 
7 



444 Indian Thought : Khandana. 

eternal, have hundreds of times defeated by their reasonings 

a disputant who holds Sound to be eternal,—and converse¬ 

ly many intelligent disputants holding Sound to be eternal 

have, as many times, defeated a disputant who holds Sound 

to be non-eternal;—and under the circumstances, it is in¬ 

evitable that there should arise in our minds a doubtlas to 

which of the two sets of reasonings is really valid and sound 

(and this doubt would, ex-hypothesi, suffice to neutralise both). 

(E). 

[Refutation of ‘Annulment’—the last kind of Fallacy.] 

(557) Inasmuch as the ‘Annulled* Probans has nothing 

to distinguish it from the ‘Neutralised* Probans, Annulment 

cannot be regarded as a distinct fallacy. For instance, the 

‘Annulled* Probans cannot be defined (and thus distinguished 

from the ‘Neutralised1 probans) as that which has its subject- 

matter sublated or confuted. For what do you mean by 

its Probandum being confuted? It cannot mean that the 

contrary of its subject-matter is proved by a strong Probans 

(or cognition); as in that case this qualification as it stands, 

would make the definition applicable to the ‘neutralised1 Pro¬ 

bans also; as in the case of this latter also, the counter-pro¬ 

bans that proves the contrary of the Probandum of the first 

Probans is ‘strong’, being possessed of such ‘strength' as 

consists in its ‘subsisting in the subject* (‘concomitance with 

the Probandum') and so forth. 

(558) If by ‘strong* you mean ‘stronger’ (than the 

first Probans),—even then, in the first place, the definition 

would be too wide, being applicable to that case of ‘neu¬ 

tralisation in which a purely negative Probans is neu¬ 

tralised by a positive-negative Probans; as the positive-nega¬ 

tive Probans is possessed of an additional ‘strength* in the 

shape of its subsisting in that where the Probandum is known 

to bo prosont (which is not poss ssed by the purely negative 
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Probans);—secondly, with this explanation of the definition, 

there would be no ‘annulment' of a fallacious Inference by 

Perception; as the only element of ‘strength’ possessed by 

Perception consists, (1) in its being produced by the contact 

of the object with the sense-organ, and (2) in its being the 

means of non-mistaken or right cognition,-while Inference is 

possessed of additional and greater elements of ‘ strength/ in 

the shape of its ‘subsistence in the Subject’ and so forth 

(none of which is present in Perception). Lastly, if you 

explain the ‘strength* to consist in not being known as any¬ 

thing else (than a valid cognition), so that that will be regard¬ 

ed as ‘Annulled* the contrary or negation of whose subject- 

matter is proved by a cognition not known as anything else 

[thus all such inferences as are opposed to direct Sense-per¬ 

ception will be opposed, and their contraries proved, by this 

Perception, with regard to which there would be no doubts 

as to its being a valid cognition];—this also cannot be accept¬ 

ed; as even so the definition would be too wide, being appli¬ 

cable to the ‘Neutralised* Probans, which also has its contrary 

proved by a counter-probans which, for all practical pur¬ 

poses, is not known as anything else (except valid). Then 

again, what do you mean by anyathasicldha (not known as 

anything else*) ? Does ‘ as anything else' mean ‘in another 

form’—so that ‘not as anything else* would mean ‘by not an¬ 

other form' ? If so, then the meaning comes to be ‘that 

same form in which it is known’; and in that case, why should' 

you not state it in that form rather than in the round-about 

form ‘ in a form other than that which is not that form * ? 

“ What we mean by that form is the form of validity"—it you 

say, then wonderful is this perversity of yours, whereby, in¬ 

stead of saying simply ‘that which is known as valid’, you say 

‘ that which is known or produced or recognised in that form 
which is not other than valid.* I 

(559) “ But we can certainly define the ‘ Annulled’ Pro¬ 
bans as ‘that the contrary of whose subject-matter is proved 
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by a valid means of cognition/' Certainly not, we reply, 

as wlipn we have the mistaken perception with regard to a 

piece of shell as that* this is silver*,—and this perception is 

confuted by the subsequent valid cognition in the form ‘this 

is not silver’,—the former perception would fulfil the condi¬ 

tions of that definition which you have put forward in con¬ 

nection with a particular form of fallacious Probans ; and 

this would make the definition too wide! This definition 

would also apply to the desire that we may have had with 

regard to that (silver), which also is set aside by the subse¬ 

quent valid cognition! 

(560) The Logician states the definition in a somewhat 

different form -.—“That Probans is called annulled the con¬ 

trary of whose subject-matter is proved by a valid means of 

cognition (so that the definition will not apply to Perception 

&c.)** This also cannot be accepted; for if in this 

definition the word ‘ Probans * is used in its real direct mean¬ 

ing (of that which is concomitant with the Probandum and 

subsists in the Subject), then there is an end to all notions of 

of Fallacious Reason* (as a Probans fulfilling all the condi¬ 

tions of a valid Probans is, under the proposed definition 

classed as fallacious). If, on the other hand, the word ‘Pro¬ 

bans *, is used in an indirect or figurative sense, it becomes 

necessary for you to explain what that figurative senseis. 

(561) With a view to avoid these difficulties, the Logi¬ 

cian proposes another definition :—“ That fallacious Probans 

is called ‘annulled*, the contrary of whose subject-matter is 

proved by a valid means of cognition/* This also can¬ 

not be accepted; as, if, before we know whether or not the 

Probans is ‘annulled*, there be an uncertainty as to its being 

fallacious, it will be impossible to ascertain if it fulfills the 

conditions of the definition (which makes fallaciousness a 

necessary condition);—and on the othGr hand, if, before 

we know the Probaos to fulfill the conditions of being 

Kh. 446. 

Chapter I, Section (19). 

f annulled*, we are certain as to its being fallacious,—then the 

faultiness or invalidity of the Probans being already ascertain¬ 

ed by this, there would be absolutely no need for putting 

forward the fact of its being ‘annulledV-a fact which, under 

the definition proposed, can be ascertained only after the 

‘ fallaciousness * has been known. Thus then, in your opinion 

the definition you proposed may or may not be a right one; 

but we have shown that this definition of * Annulment * has 

turned out to be a preposterously wrong one, whereby it has 

made the ‘ Annulled * Probans fall off from its very title of 

‘Fallacious* Probans;—just as it is in the science of Palmistry, 

(by which science those marks that are held to indicate the 

definition of the man’s very life, are not regarded as marks 

of the man*s own character;—so here also the definition that 

deprives the Annulled Probans of its very name of ‘ Fallacious 

Probans,* cannot be accepted as its definition). 

(562) You will perhaps reply that what you mean by 

the expression ‘ helvabhasa * in your definition is not the 

‘ faulty or fallacious Probans, * but a Probans which is 

believed to be a similar in character to the true Probans. 

But even this will not help you; as that a certain Probans is 

similar to the true Probans cannot be known unless it is not 

a true Probans ; as ‘ similarity) * is always perceived between 

two distinct things. If "this were not so (if there were no 

such difference implied in similarity) the true Probans also 

would beome a ‘fallacious* Probans. For this reason, it is 

necessary that there should be a knowledge of some defi¬ 

ciency in the form of the Probans; and thus there is no 

escape from the objection urged above (in para. 561). 

(563) A fresh definition is proposed:—“ That is 

‘ Annulled * which has the contrary of its Subject proved by a 

valid means of cognition/* This definition also cannot bo 

maintained; as it becomes applicable to that ‘Unknown 
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by a valid means of cognition/' Certainly not, we reply, 

as wlipn we have the mistaken perception with regard to a 

piece of shell as that* this is silver*,—and this perception is 

confuted by the subsequent valid cognition in the form ‘this 

is not silver’,—the former perception would fulfil the condi¬ 

tions of that definition which you have put forward in con¬ 

nection with a particular form of fallacious Probans ; and 

this would make the definition too wide! This definition 

would also apply to the desire that we may have had with 

regard to that (silver), which also is set aside by the subse¬ 

quent valid cognition! 

(560) The Logician states the definition in a somewhat 

different form -.—“That Probans is called annulled the con¬ 

trary of whose subject-matter is proved by a valid means of 

cognition (so that the definition will not apply to Perception 

&c.)** This also cannot be accepted; for if in this 

definition the word ‘ Probans * is used in its real direct mean¬ 

ing (of that which is concomitant with the Probandum and 

subsists in the Subject), then there is an end to all notions of 

of Fallacious Reason* (as a Probans fulfilling all the condi¬ 

tions of a valid Probans is, under the proposed definition 

classed as fallacious). If, on the other hand, the word ‘Pro¬ 

bans *, is used in an indirect or figurative sense, it becomes 

necessary for you to explain what that figurative senseis. 

(561) With a view to avoid these difficulties, the Logi¬ 

cian proposes another definition :—“ That fallacious Probans 

is called ‘annulled*, the contrary of whose subject-matter is 

proved by a valid means of cognition/* This also can¬ 

not be accepted; as, if, before we know whether or not the 

Probans is ‘annulled*, there be an uncertainty as to its being 

fallacious, it will be impossible to ascertain if it fulfills the 

conditions of the definition (which makes fallaciousness a 

necessary condition);—and on the othGr hand, if, before 

we know the Probaos to fulfill the conditions of being 
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f annulled*, we are certain as to its being fallacious,—then the 

faultiness or invalidity of the Probans being already ascertain¬ 

ed by this, there would be absolutely no need for putting 

forward the fact of its being ‘annulledV-a fact which, under 

the definition proposed, can be ascertained only after the 

‘ fallaciousness * has been known. Thus then, in your opinion 

the definition you proposed may or may not be a right one; 

but we have shown that this definition of * Annulment * has 

turned out to be a preposterously wrong one, whereby it has 

made the ‘ Annulled * Probans fall off from its very title of 

‘Fallacious* Probans;—just as it is in the science of Palmistry, 

(by which science those marks that are held to indicate the 

definition of the man’s very life, are not regarded as marks 

of the man*s own character;—so here also the definition that 

deprives the Annulled Probans of its very name of ‘ Fallacious 

Probans,* cannot be accepted as its definition). 

(562) You will perhaps reply that what you mean by 

the expression ‘ helvabhasa * in your definition is not the 

‘ faulty or fallacious Probans, * but a Probans which is 

believed to be a similar in character to the true Probans. 

But even this will not help you; as that a certain Probans is 

similar to the true Probans cannot be known unless it is not 

a true Probans ; as ‘ similarity) * is always perceived between 

two distinct things. If "this were not so (if there were no 

such difference implied in similarity) the true Probans also 

would beome a ‘fallacious* Probans. For this reason, it is 

necessary that there should be a knowledge of some defi¬ 

ciency in the form of the Probans; and thus there is no 

escape from the objection urged above (in para. 561). 

(563) A fresh definition is proposed:—“ That is 

‘ Annulled * which has the contrary of its Subject proved by a 

valid means of cognition/* This definition also cannot bo 

maintained; as it becomes applicable to that ‘Unknown 
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Probans which has ifcs substrate unknown.* “ "We shall 

add the further qualification‘other than that Probans which 

has its substrate unknown’ (srhich would differentiate the 

Annulled ’ from the ‘ Unknown ’ Probans).” Even this 

will not save you, we reply; as with this qualification the 

< a 11 W0U^ n°k applicable to those instances of the 
Annulled Probans which also fall within, and fulfill the 

conditions of, that kind of ‘ Unknown * Probans which has 
its qualification ‘ Unknown.’f 

(564) With a view to exclude the fallacy of the ‘ Un- 

£[°°Wn Substrate*’ the Logician proposes another definition 
That is regarded as ‘ Annulled,’ the negation of whose Pro. 

andum is proved by a valid means of cognitionThis is 

not right, we reply; as it is applicable to the wrong Sense- 

perception also,-this also having the contrary of its ‘ Pro- 

bandum -that is to say, of ‘ the object made known by it ’- 

proved or made known by a valid means of cognition lie 

another Perception). “What we mean is that, that is 

regarded as ‘Annulled’ which has the contrary of its Proban- 

dum 'that is, that which is its invariable concomitant—made 

known or proved by a valid means of cognition. [And there 

is no such concomitance in the case of Perceptionl.” This 

also is not right, we reply; [as, by this definition, there 
would be no ‘ annulment ’ in the p»qn nf f k . •. in one case of the reasoning ‘ fire 
is not cold, because ,t ,s an effect,';]; as in this case the Pro- 

bandum not-hot —whose contrary or negation is proved 

C0^iBple.8ant,^;:^t“r°br8 'n the rcason'ne—7Tha 
cool fire is an impossibility, an unknown factor * ^ Probans>’tho 
‘coo. fire; which is the sub£ of the reZ^S ^ 

hot - proved 1 hy Perception, which is < a valid means of cognition.’ " 

f For example, ‘the black fire is cool’ combines the two folia • „ . 
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by the valid means of Cognition, Perception, is one with 

which the Probans—* being an effect ’—is not invariably 

concomitant. “ In that case, we may state the definition 

in the folio wins: form—* That is annulled which has the con- 

trary of its declared Probandum proved by a valid means of 

pognition’.” This also cannot be accepted; as by this 

definition there would be no * annulment * in the case of 

inferences for one’s own sake; as in the case of these there 

is no verbal declaration at all,—all verbal declarations being 

necessary only for the benefit of others. u We shall state 

the definition in an altered form—c That is annulled which has 

tho contrary of its Probandum—i.e. of that which subsists in 

the Subject—proved by a valid means of cognition’.” Even 

this cannot be accepted, we reply ; because that in which a 

defective Probandum subsists is held by you to be a * wrong 

Subject ;* and hence the name c Subject ’ could not be applied 

to it [thus your definition becomes an impossible one, the 

word ‘ subject ’ therein introduced being inapplicable to that 

for which it is intended]. If, in order to avoid this, you 

substitute the expression ‘ wrong Subject’ for ‘ Subject,’— 

then we would put to you the question as to whether or not 

the ‘ wrongness ’ of the Subject is already known before¬ 

hand ; and thus render your definition open to the objection 

that we have urged above (in para. 561), in connection with 

the question as to whether or not the ‘ fallaciousness ’ of , tho 

Probans is known beforehand. 

(565) If then you substitute the expression—1 that 

which forms part of what is intended to be the Subject’— 

then, our question is—what do you mean by being intended 

to be the Subject? (a) Do you mean that it is accepted:as 

the Subject ? (b) Or that it is-rightly known as the Subject? 

(c) Or that it is simply known as the Subject? (a) The 

first of these is not possible; as what is accepted as ‘ Subject ’ 

by one party need not be so accepted by his Opponent; on 
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Probans which has ifcs substrate unknown.* “ "We shall 

add the further qualification‘other than that Probans which 

has its substrate unknown’ (srhich would differentiate the 

Annulled ’ from the ‘ Unknown ’ Probans).” Even this 

will not save you, we reply; as with this qualification the 

< a 11 W0U^ n°k applicable to those instances of the 
Annulled Probans which also fall within, and fulfill the 

conditions of, that kind of ‘ Unknown * Probans which has 
its qualification ‘ Unknown.’f 

(564) With a view to exclude the fallacy of the ‘ Un- 

£[°°Wn Substrate*’ the Logician proposes another definition 
That is regarded as ‘ Annulled,’ the negation of whose Pro. 

andum is proved by a valid means of cognitionThis is 

not right, we reply; as it is applicable to the wrong Sense- 

perception also,-this also having the contrary of its ‘ Pro- 

bandum -that is to say, of ‘ the object made known by it ’- 

proved or made known by a valid means of cognition lie 

another Perception). “What we mean is that, that is 

regarded as ‘Annulled’ which has the contrary of its Proban- 

dum 'that is, that which is its invariable concomitant—made 

known or proved by a valid means of cognition. [And there 

is no such concomitance in the case of Perceptionl.” This 

also is not right, we reply; [as, by this definition, there 
would be no ‘ annulment ’ in the p»qn nf f k . •. in one case of the reasoning ‘ fire 
is not cold, because ,t ,s an effect,';]; as in this case the Pro- 

bandum not-hot —whose contrary or negation is proved 

C0^iBple.8ant,^;:^t“r°br8 'n the rcason'ne—7Tha 
cool fire is an impossibility, an unknown factor * ^ Probans>’tho 
‘coo. fire; which is the sub£ of the reZ^S ^ 

hot - proved 1 hy Perception, which is < a valid means of cognition.’ " 

f For example, ‘the black fire is cool’ combines the two folia • „ . 
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by the valid means of Cognition, Perception, is one with 

which the Probans—* being an effect ’—is not invariably 

concomitant. “ In that case, we may state the definition 

in the folio wins: form—* That is annulled which has the con- 

trary of its declared Probandum proved by a valid means of 

pognition’.” This also cannot be accepted; as by this 

definition there would be no * annulment * in the case of 

inferences for one’s own sake; as in the case of these there 

is no verbal declaration at all,—all verbal declarations being 

necessary only for the benefit of others. u We shall state 

the definition in an altered form—c That is annulled which has 

tho contrary of its Probandum—i.e. of that which subsists in 

the Subject—proved by a valid means of cognition’.” Even 

this cannot be accepted, we reply ; because that in which a 

defective Probandum subsists is held by you to be a * wrong 

Subject ;* and hence the name c Subject ’ could not be applied 

to it [thus your definition becomes an impossible one, the 

word ‘ subject ’ therein introduced being inapplicable to that 

for which it is intended]. If, in order to avoid this, you 

substitute the expression ‘ wrong Subject’ for ‘ Subject,’— 

then we would put to you the question as to whether or not 

the ‘ wrongness ’ of the Subject is already known before¬ 

hand ; and thus render your definition open to the objection 

that we have urged above (in para. 561), in connection with 

the question as to whether or not the ‘ fallaciousness ’ of , tho 

Probans is known beforehand. 

(565) If then you substitute the expression—1 that 

which forms part of what is intended to be the Subject’— 

then, our question is—what do you mean by being intended 

to be the Subject? (a) Do you mean that it is accepted:as 

the Subject ? (b) Or that it is-rightly known as the Subject? 

(c) Or that it is simply known as the Subject? (a) The 

first of these is not possible; as what is accepted as ‘ Subject ’ 

by one party need not be so accepted by his Opponent; on 
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tlie contrary, tho Opponent, proceeding to c annuli ’ the Pro- 

bandum, must accept the Subject of the inference to be 

a wrong one;—it can never be ‘accepted as the Subject* by 

him. In reality, even as regards the party propounding the 

reasoning, it is not necessary that what is put forward as the 

Subject must be one that is accepted by him as such; as it 

may so happen that the man, really stupid, regards himself 

as clever, and, not able to put forward a correct reasoning, 

puts forward a reasoning which he knows to be wrong 

(the Subject whereof is not accepted by him to be a true 

Subject), under the impression that when a clever man like 

him propounds a reasoning, no one would be able to detect 

the mistake, even though it be quite manifest! And as in this 

case the Subject would not be ‘ accepted as the Subject* by 
the propounder of the reasoning, the definition proposed 

would not apply to the ‘ annulment’ of such a reasoning. 

Nor can ‘ being accepted as the Subject9 be held to mean 

‘ being put forward as the Subject; ’ as in that case the 

definition would not apply to the ‘ annulment’ of inferences 

for one’s own sake (in which case there is no putting 

forward at all. 

(566) (b) The second alternative propounded above 

cannot be accepted; because there-is no room or possibility of 

c annulmenty with regard to that which is 'rightly known as 

the Subject.’ 

(567) (c) Nor is the third alternative acceptable; as in 

that case, the definition would assume the following form :— 

“That is annulled which has the contrary of its Probandum— 

which forms part of that which is known a3 the Subject— 

proved by a valid means of cognition—and what is signified 

by this sentence we find to be an absolute impossibility : For 

instance, at tho time that the contrary of the Probandum 

is known by a valid means of cognition, there is no chance 

for the Subject to bo known; as tho particular valid cognition 
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to the contrary being there, there is no room for the Know¬ 

ledge of the Subject. * And thus there being no ‘Knowledge 

of the Subject*, there could be nothing that is ‘ known as the 

Subject’; hence to speak of ‘a part of what is known as the 

Subject* would be an absurdity; and this would render absurd 

that definition which contains this clause as a qualification. 

On the other hand, if the contrary of the Probandum is not 

proved by a valid means of cognition, then the absence of 

this very fact, which forms an integral part of the definition, 

would render it impossible. Thus then, your definition 

having been found to be an impossible one in every 

case, if you seek to establish your object by means of such 

a definition, your philosophic insight i3 truly commendable! 

It may be argued that, according to the theory of the Faishe- 

§ikast the ‘Knowledge of the Subject * maybe regarded as 

present, in the condition of being destroyed,* at the time that 

the contrary of the Probandum is known.! This will not 

be right; as the cognition of the Subject can be destroyed or 

rejected only by the cognition of the contrary of the Proban¬ 

dum,—while the cognition of the contrary of the Probandum 

will have to be regarded as appearing before 1 the cognition 

of the Subject’; as otherwise, how could one recognise the fact 

of the contrary of the Probans being rightly cognised ? (This 

recognition being necessary for the urging of the * annulment*) 

[Thus the necessary simultaneity of the two cognitions is not 

possiblej. The Logician offers another explanation : 
C.iVvi’nAf * l^nrtnrn * 

• When the cognition to the contrary is valid, the previous cognition must be 

wrong; and as such not possible when the Contrary valid cogition has appeared; also 

because two cognitions cannot be simultaneous. 
t The VaishOsika theory is that cognitions always kill or destroy one another ; 

hence at the time that the knowledge of tho contrary of the Probandum appears, it 

is true that it destroys the knowledge of the Subject ; but the former would appear 

immediately after the latter; and hence at the time that the former appears the latter 

will bo present, though only in that condition in which it is undergoing destruc¬ 

tion this would be sufficient for the pui4 oses of the definition. 
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tlie contrary, tho Opponent, proceeding to c annuli ’ the Pro- 

bandum, must accept the Subject of the inference to be 

a wrong one;—it can never be ‘accepted as the Subject* by 

him. In reality, even as regards the party propounding the 

reasoning, it is not necessary that what is put forward as the 

Subject must be one that is accepted by him as such; as it 

may so happen that the man, really stupid, regards himself 

as clever, and, not able to put forward a correct reasoning, 

puts forward a reasoning which he knows to be wrong 

(the Subject whereof is not accepted by him to be a true 

Subject), under the impression that when a clever man like 

him propounds a reasoning, no one would be able to detect 

the mistake, even though it be quite manifest! And as in this 

case the Subject would not be ‘ accepted as the Subject* by 
the propounder of the reasoning, the definition proposed 

would not apply to the ‘ annulment’ of such a reasoning. 

Nor can ‘ being accepted as the Subject9 be held to mean 

‘ being put forward as the Subject; ’ as in that case the 

definition would not apply to the ‘ annulment’ of inferences 

for one’s own sake (in which case there is no putting 

forward at all. 

(566) (b) The second alternative propounded above 

cannot be accepted; because there-is no room or possibility of 

c annulmenty with regard to that which is 'rightly known as 

the Subject.’ 

(567) (c) Nor is the third alternative acceptable; as in 
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“That is annulled which has the contrary of its Probandum— 

which forms part of that which is known a3 the Subject— 

proved by a valid means of cognition—and what is signified 

by this sentence we find to be an absolute impossibility : For 

instance, at tho time that the contrary of the Probandum 

is known by a valid means of cognition, there is no chance 

for the Subject to bo known; as tho particular valid cognition 
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it should be actually known at the time; 4 being known' is not 

an inseparable qualification of the Subject; it is only an ad¬ 

ventitious mark; what we mean is that it is one that is known 

(at sometime or other); and even by means of adventitious 

marks, we do, in ordinary life, recognise objects that bear the 

mark; for instance, having at one time seen a host of crows 

seated on the house of Devadatta, when we come, at some 

future time, to indicate the house as ‘one with a host of crows*, 

we actually recognise the house, even though the crows mav 

not be present there at the time.** This explanation is not 

tenable, we. reply. Because even in the case cited, the house 

of Devadatta has a certain specific inseparable qualification, 

which also, along with the house itself, is what is indicated by 

the adventitious mark; audit is through that specific qualifica¬ 

tion that the house is recognised; and the recognition is not 

due to the absent adventitious mark. Then again, in the case 

in question, what are meant to be indicated by the adventi¬ 

tious mark are individual Subjects (as each Subject can 

be known only separately); and this makes it impossible for the 

definition to afford any comprehensive notion of all that 

is meant to be included in it; specially as you do not 

find any such adventitious mark as would belong to all the 

individuals concerned. Hence we conclude that the definition 

must mean what we have pointed out above (in para. 567); 

and when we c *me to look at the definition in that light, we 

cannot get over the difficulty that it contains an impossible 

qualification. 

(568) In para. 560 it was shown that the definition there¬ 

in propounded was applicable to wrong Perception also; and 

in order to avoid this difficulty, the Logician introduced the 

word ‘Probans*; to which also certain objections were taken ;— 

now if in place of the word ‘ Probans*, you were to substitute 

the expression * that which is intended to be the Probans*, 

your definition would be open to nearly all the objections that 
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have been urged by us (in paras 564-567). With a view to 

exclude wrong Perception, you may 3tate your definition in 

the following form:—“That which, being other than wrong 

Perception, has the contrary of its Probandum made known 

by a valid means of cognition, is called 4 annulled *\ But 

this also is not tenable; as even so the definition would apply 

to wrong verbal and analogical cognitions. If you add further 

exceptions to your definition, excluding these cognitions also, 

_then you will please ponder over this questionWhat do 

you mean by being 4 other than wrong Perception, wrong 

Verbal Cognition and wrong^ Anological Cognition? (a) Do 

you mean that it is different in character from the$e ? (b) Or 

that it is different from these in form ? (c) Or that there is 

only ordinary mutual negation between the Probans on the 

one hand and the Cognitions on the other ? (a) The first 

of these is not possible ; as you cannot explain what that 

distinguishing character is. (b) Nor is the second light, as 

the two being entirely different in form, the definition (con¬ 

taining such an exception) would be absolutely useless. [So 

far as°the indicating of the character of the thing defined is 
concerned;—as the definition presupposes the fact of wro-g 

Sense-perception &c., being different in form from what is 

defined ; and a knowledge of this implies the knowledge of 

the form of the thing defined; and if this is already known, 

there is no need for the definition], (c) Nor can ^ the 
third alternative be accepted; as if ‘being other than* or 

4 difference* consists of mutual negation, this should subsist in 

both members of the negation, and as such should belong to 

the wrong Perception just as well as to the thing defined ; 

which latter therefore, could not be differentiated from the 

former by that qualification. The Logician argues It is 

not mere 4 difference * in general that we have explained 
as mutual negation, but4 difference from Wrong Perception ^c.;9 

and cortainly these latfcer are nofc ‘ differenfc trorn Perceph°n- 
&c ’* how then can there be any room for the objection just 
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it should be actually known at the time; 4 being known' is not 
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mark; for instance, having at one time seen a host of crows 
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tenable, we. reply. Because even in the case cited, the house 

of Devadatta has a certain specific inseparable qualification, 

which also, along with the house itself, is what is indicated by 
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tion that the house is recognised; and the recognition is not 
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is meant to be included in it; specially as you do not 
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cannot get over the difficulty that it contains an impossible 

qualification. 

(568) In para. 560 it was shown that the definition there¬ 

in propounded was applicable to wrong Perception also; and 

in order to avoid this difficulty, the Logician introduced the 

word ‘Probans*; to which also certain objections were taken ;— 
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the expression * that which is intended to be the Probans*, 
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have been urged by us (in paras 564-567). With a view to 

exclude wrong Perception, you may 3tate your definition in 

the following form:—“That which, being other than wrong 

Perception, has the contrary of its Probandum made known 

by a valid means of cognition, is called 4 annulled *\ But 

this also is not tenable; as even so the definition would apply 

to wrong verbal and analogical cognitions. If you add further 

exceptions to your definition, excluding these cognitions also, 

_then you will please ponder over this questionWhat do 

you mean by being 4 other than wrong Perception, wrong 

Verbal Cognition and wrong^ Anological Cognition? (a) Do 

you mean that it is different in character from the$e ? (b) Or 

that it is different from these in form ? (c) Or that there is 

only ordinary mutual negation between the Probans on the 

one hand and the Cognitions on the other ? (a) The first 

of these is not possible ; as you cannot explain what that 

distinguishing character is. (b) Nor is the second light, as 

the two being entirely different in form, the definition (con¬ 

taining such an exception) would be absolutely useless. [So 

far as°the indicating of the character of the thing defined is 
concerned;—as the definition presupposes the fact of wro-g 

Sense-perception &c., being different in form from what is 

defined ; and a knowledge of this implies the knowledge of 

the form of the thing defined; and if this is already known, 

there is no need for the definition], (c) Nor can ^ the 
third alternative be accepted; as if ‘being other than* or 

4 difference* consists of mutual negation, this should subsist in 

both members of the negation, and as such should belong to 

the wrong Perception just as well as to the thing defined ; 

which latter therefore, could not be differentiated from the 

former by that qualification. The Logician argues It is 

not mere 4 difference * in general that we have explained 
as mutual negation, but4 difference from Wrong Perception ^c.;9 

and cortainly these latfcer are nofc ‘ differenfc trorn Perceph°n- 
&c ’* how then can there be any room for the objection just 
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urged by you ?” Wo knew full well that you would argue 

thus; but what we have to consider is this-Do you mean 

that Wrong Perception and the rest form an inseparable 

quaMcation for the •mutual negation >P Or that thev form 
only an adventitious mark for th.t-- mutual negation’ which 
you think, does not applj to, or exclude, the Wrong Percep¬ 

tion, Ac. The former is not possible j because nowhere is 

^% jrt ^liMi,^ by «, counter-entity 
hence Wrong Perception Ao. cannot be the qualification of 

the mutual negation '); and thus the definition, (of which such 

a mutual negation forms an important factor) oannot apply 

to any th,ng at all—If the latter alternative is accepted, then 
that particular form of • mutual negation ' which is marked 

y rang Perception Ac. would apply, j„ common, to Wrong 

thtThow°d 3 “‘° tlW inference; an! 

atove ? r°“ 63C“Pe ,r0m the 0bieCtion W «>*«> 

foil <S69) Tke Log'oiaa moets the above objections in the 

negation (*.«., that which is negatived hv in if 

regarded as a - qualification ’ of the" negation, by reaToT of 

ifo producing, regard to the negation that it qualifies the 

idea of ,ts being something distinct from itself; and there is 
nothing incongruous in this. (And thus, even though the 

rang Perception Ac. may not bo present i„ the Annulled 
Reasoning, there could be a mutual negation qualified by the 

Wrong Perception], ’ This is highly improbable, we reply! 
Yon have put forward the % mutual negation’ „ ’ ,,’L 
anil ' ,s not possible for this ? , „„gati„„ to 

ed ns identic, with its Own unqualified form 1 If this were 

possible, then you should put forward that unqualified form ; 
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and it is absolutely useless to insert a qualifying word ! But 

if the qualifying word is omitted, then you would have the 

mere * mutual negation ; * and this (without the qualifying of 

* Wrong Perception* &c.) would include all that you intended 

to exclude by the mention of the Wrong Perception &c.; (i.e. 

the Wrong Perception &c. themselves). In order to avoid this 

contingency, it will be necessary for you to mention some¬ 

thing more than the mere unqualified * mutual negation ; * in 

a qualified form. And as regards this view, if the counter¬ 

entity of the negation is regarded as the necessary qualifica¬ 

tion of that negation, then, inasmuch as at the time of the 

negation the counter-entity could not be present, the qualified 

form of the negation would be an impossibility ; and there 

would be pure negation in its unqualified form ; and this, as 

we have already shown, makes the definition too wide. For 

these reasons, it must be admitted that at the time that we 

speak of the qualified thing, it is not possible to speak of the 

thing merely by itself, without admitting an additional quali¬ 

fying factor ^ hence we conclude that the counter-entity can¬ 

not be a qualification of the negation. It may however be an 

adventitious mark of the negation ; and this contingency we 

have already refuted (at the end of para. 568). In order to 

escape from this difficulty, you will perhaps urge as follows.— 

lt Mutual Negation is not one only,— in fact every mutual 

negation contains two negations with two distinct counter¬ 

entities (1.0., the mutual negation of the Wrong Perception 

and Annulled Probans contains the negation of Wrong Per¬ 

ception and also the negation of the Annulled Probans, and 

these two negations are quite distinct); and hence the form of 

the negation as qualified by one counter-entity would be 

quite distinct from the other counter-entity (so that the 

Wrong Perception could not bo necessarily included in the 

1 mutual negation of Wrong Perception *)/ But this will 

not be quite in keeping with your own vi w of things ; nor 

will it bo right to argue thus. Because though it is true 
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and it is absolutely useless to insert a qualifying word ! But 

if the qualifying word is omitted, then you would have the 

mere * mutual negation ; * and this (without the qualifying of 

* Wrong Perception* &c.) would include all that you intended 

to exclude by the mention of the Wrong Perception &c.; (i.e. 

the Wrong Perception &c. themselves). In order to avoid this 

contingency, it will be necessary for you to mention some¬ 

thing more than the mere unqualified * mutual negation ; * in 

a qualified form. And as regards this view, if the counter¬ 

entity of the negation is regarded as the necessary qualifica¬ 

tion of that negation, then, inasmuch as at the time of the 

negation the counter-entity could not be present, the qualified 

form of the negation would be an impossibility ; and there 

would be pure negation in its unqualified form ; and this, as 

we have already shown, makes the definition too wide. For 

these reasons, it must be admitted that at the time that we 

speak of the qualified thing, it is not possible to speak of the 

thing merely by itself, without admitting an additional quali¬ 

fying factor ^ hence we conclude that the counter-entity can¬ 

not be a qualification of the negation. It may however be an 

adventitious mark of the negation ; and this contingency we 

have already refuted (at the end of para. 568). In order to 

escape from this difficulty, you will perhaps urge as follows.— 

lt Mutual Negation is not one only,— in fact every mutual 

negation contains two negations with two distinct counter¬ 

entities (1.0., the mutual negation of the Wrong Perception 

and Annulled Probans contains the negation of Wrong Per¬ 

ception and also the negation of the Annulled Probans, and 

these two negations are quite distinct); and hence the form of 

the negation as qualified by one counter-entity would be 

quite distinct from the other counter-entity (so that the 

Wrong Perception could not bo necessarily included in the 

1 mutual negation of Wrong Perception *)/ But this will 

not be quite in keeping with your own vi w of things ; nor 

will it bo right to argue thus. Because though it is true 
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that in the case of ‘ mutual negation ’ there are two counter- 

entities, yet the two are regarded as identical [it is the 

identity of two things that is denied by their mutual nega¬ 

tion] ; and idenlity is always opposed to difference-, cbnse- 

quently there is no possibility of a difference in that form in 
which the two things can be regarded as counter-entities of 

the mutual negation; whence then can there be any possibi¬ 
lity of the mutual negation having two distinct counter¬ 

entities ? And as regards that form in which the two things 

might differ from each other,—it is not in that form that they 

form the counter-entity of the negation. “As a matter 

of fact however, the two things are entirely distinct; how 

then can the two things be taken as one when regarded as the 

‘counter-entity’ of mutual negation?” Our answer to 

this is that this would be exactly in the same manner as 

even when the jar is not in contact with the point of the 

earth’s surface, yet it is as related to that -point that it is re¬ 

garded as the counter-entity of the negation of contact with 

that surface. [The ‘contact of the jar’ being what is 

denied by the negation]. In this latter case, it is true that 

another jar may have been seen as being in contact with the 

point of the earth’s surface; but in the same manner, in the 

case in question (of mutual negation) also, the two things, 

t ough different m certain respects, have been found to be in 

some respects identical (in so far as both are • knowable ’ 

‘predicable’ and so forth). All this however, we are putting 

forward only on the basis of your own theories; hence it 

is no concern of ours to answer objections to what we are 

saying. We close further discussion on this subject. 

(570) Then again, the conception of ‘mutual nega¬ 
tion between the Jar and the Cloth, is possiblo only when 

those two are regarded as the two opposite poles, considered 

as entirely distinct, on account of their having distinct forms 

as well as distinct properties ;-ia tho case under discussion, 
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it may be possible for tlie Wrong Perception, &c. to be con¬ 

ceived of as one pole, forming the single concept of ‘ Wrong 

Perception and the rest / but in what manner could any such 

single concept—and idea of one pole—be formed of all that 

is to be comprehended as ‘ other than Wrong Perception and 

the rest9 ? This idea cannot be formed on the basis of the 

form that varies with each individual (that happens to be 

different from ‘ Wrong Perception and the rest’); as the 

number of such individuals being endless, it is absolutely 

impossible to conceive of all of them at any one time. JSTor 

will it be right for you to urge that “ the conception of 

mutual negation can be formed on the basis of that compre¬ 

hensive form which is meant to be qualified by the qualifica¬ 

tion of ‘beingother than Wrong Perception and the rest’.”— 

This will not be right; because, as already pointed out above- 

(i.e.9 inasmuch as no notion of the qualified is possible without 

that of the qualification), that form would include ‘ the 

Wrong Perception and the rest* also; so that there would not 

be two poles at all; and without the 4 two poles/ no conception 

of ‘ mutual negation * would be possible. For these reasons, 

we find that it is impossible to form any idea of ‘mutual nega¬ 

tion \ unless there is some idea of two opposite poles, formed 

on the basis of either difference of form or difference of 

properties;—and we have also found that any attempt to 

form such an idea on the basis of difference of form is beset 

with difficulties; hence it becomes necessary for you to point 

out some difference of properties. As a matter of fact, 

however, you cannot point out any such difference. Even 

if it were somehow possible, to point out this difference of 

properties, it would be far better to base your definition upon 

this difference, rather than have recourse to the objectionable 

subterfuge of the ‘ mutual negation/ 

(571) Whenever the propounder of definitions is hard- 

pressed, the only weapon that he has recourse U is to add to 

his definition qualifying clauses for tho exclusion of all those 
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that in the case of ‘ mutual negation ’ there are two counter- 

entities, yet the two are regarded as identical [it is the 

identity of two things that is denied by their mutual nega¬ 

tion] ; and idenlity is always opposed to difference-, cbnse- 

quently there is no possibility of a difference in that form in 
which the two things can be regarded as counter-entities of 

the mutual negation; whence then can there be any possibi¬ 
lity of the mutual negation having two distinct counter¬ 

entities ? And as regards that form in which the two things 

might differ from each other,—it is not in that form that they 

form the counter-entity of the negation. “As a matter 

of fact however, the two things are entirely distinct; how 

then can the two things be taken as one when regarded as the 

‘counter-entity’ of mutual negation?” Our answer to 

this is that this would be exactly in the same manner as 

even when the jar is not in contact with the point of the 
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properties;—and we have also found that any attempt to 
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with difficulties; hence it becomes necessary for you to point 
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(571) Whenever the propounder of definitions is hard- 

pressed, the only weapon that he has recourse U is to add to 
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cases that his adversary brings forward as falling under 

his definition and vitiating it;—and the reasonings we have 

shown above will serve to demolish this sole refuge of the 

propounder of definitions, It is for this same reason, that 

all intelligent persons laugh at the Vaishesika’s idea of 

regarding ‘ being different from something else ’ as a quali¬ 

fication sufficient for purposes of a definition ;—the reason 

for this scoffing being that it is impossible to form an idea 

of anything being ‘ different ’ from another, unless there is 

some other differentiating factor (on the basis of which the 

differentiating could be made) ; and every definition put 

forward by the Vaishesika is met by these intelligent men 

by the counter-reasoning—' the thing you define cannot be 

as you dfefine it, because being different from everything 

else to which the definition could apply, it is knowable.’ 

End op Chapteb I. 
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CHAPTER II. 

Section (1). 

Ineffectiveness of the Naiyclyika's NigrahasthSnas or 
*Clinchers' as against the Vedanta. 

A—[Having found that it is not possibla to propound suitable definitions 

of the Pramanas, Perception, Inference and the rest, or of the Pram&ndbh&$0*9 

the Hetvdbhdsa, &c., whereby the validity of the Vedlanta view could be 

vitiated,—the Logioian now falls back upon his ‘ clinchers* or Nigrdhat\hd- 

nos, which afford to him the means of silencing his opponents in discussions. 

And he takes up PratijfL&hdni, which is the firtt to be mentioned among 
'clinchers’.] 

[Page 511] (1) Says the Logician—“If we cannot 
define the hStvabhasas, than we have the ‘clinchers’— 
‘Recantation’ and the rest (described in Nyayct-Sufra 5. 2. 1.) 
—which would invalidate the philosophy of non-duality? 
This cannot be, we reply. For what is ' praiijnahani', or 
' Recantation’ (which is the first of the twenty-two Clinchers 
mentioned by Gautama) ? It will not be right to define 
it as the retracting or denying of what has been admitted 
and asserted; as this definition will apply to that case in 
which one makes a certain assertion and (himself finding 
it wrong) quickly retracts it; while as a matter of fact, this 
is not (according, to the Logician himself) a case of 
'clincher’. And in order to avoid this difficulty it % will be 
necessary for you to add the further qualification that the 
retracting be done after the assertion has been found fault 
with by the opponent. [And in thus propounding, at the 
outset, on unqualified definition, and subsequently, adding a 
qualification, the Logician himself becomes open to the fifth 
‘clincher’, called ' hStvantard’.] 

(2) In the above definition, what do you mean by the 
something being ‘ solJerita', admitted ? Does it mean only 
that the thing is simply accepted ? or that it i3 accepted a„ 
existing, as a real entity ? If the former, then, as a matter of 
fact, you will find that in evory case, you have the denial 
of something, in one form, which is desired or accepted in 
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another form, [even in the case of the perfectly truo denial 

‘ sound is not eternal’, you have the denial of sound, which 

is desired or accepted,—though it i3 true that sound i3 

accepted, in the form of quality, as being a quality, and it 

is denied, as eternal; yet the denial of the accepted is there 

all the same] ; thus the definition would, in this case, become 

too wide. “ What i3 meant by the word ‘ tyaga' 

‘retraction’ in the definition is that denying which comes after 

acceptance; and in the case you have cited the acceptance 

is not in the form in which the denial follows; and hence 

there being no real * retraction’ in this case, the definition, 

does not apply to this case”. ® This will not be right, 

we reply; as by your explanation, the idea of acceptance, 

being implied by the word * retract*, the word * svikrita* 
‘accepted’, ‘ admitted’, in the definition would be superfluous. 

If in view of this superfluity, you omit the word ‘svikrifa* 
from the definition,—even then, neither of the two alterna¬ 

tives put forward above (in connection with the meaning 

of the word * svikrita’) would be admissible. As [the first 

alternative has already been shown to be inadmissible; and 

a3 regards the second alternative, that the word means being 
accepted as a real ent:ty\ with regard to what is accepted 
as a real entity, it is always possible to regard it is not 
accepted,. in some other form. And [even if you urge 

that both the acceptance and the denial should pertain 

to one and the same form of the thing, and not to 

different form3 of itj, we shall urge against you the case 

of the Logician’s own theory that Conjunction and such 

qualities exist only in parts of their substratum, by 

which theory, (in the case of the conjunction of the jar 

and the all-pervading akasha) the Logician both accepts and 

denies the proscnco of Conjunction in a kasha [in which 

case tho accoptanco and donial both pertain to the same 

conjunction and the samo akasha]. Similarly also with 

tho case of many things whuso oxiBtenoe is both accepted 
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and denied with reference to different points of time and 

p|ace—the same thing being accepted as existent at one 

place and time, and denied to exist at another place and 
tjme> “ But what we mean is that the thing that 

is denied in a certain form at a certain time and place by a 

certain man should be the same thing that has been accept¬ 

ed in the same form by the same man at the same time 

and at the same place.”' In that case there would be 

no * recantation ’ when a man admits the existence of Time 
and then denies it; as with regard to Time the qualification 

* at the same time’ would be impossible ;as any one point of 
time cannot subsist either in itself or in any other point of 

time [hence no ‘time’ can be predicated of any pom 

of time, in the form ‘the time at the same time.’] If (in order 

to avoid this difficulty) you omit the qualification ‘ at the 

same time’ in the definition as pertaining to Time, and 

insert it in the same as pertaining to other things, then you 

fail to provide a single definition for all kinds of ‘ Recanta- 

tion’. If, in view of this difficulty,«Recantation’ be not re¬ 

garded as reprehensible, so far as assertions with reference to 

Time are concerned, then its reprehensibility could similarly 

be denied in all other cases also. Nor again is it 

ever possible for the denial to come exactly at the same time 
as the acceptance. “ What is meant by atjhe same 
time is at the time of, during, that discussion (and not 

precisely at the same moment of time).” Thi3 is not 

right; if by * that discussion' is meant any particular 

discussion, then the definition would not be a comprehensive 

one (each definition applying to only a single discussion); 

if, on the other hand, all forms of all three kinds of 

discussion be meant, then this would lead to the absurd 

contingency that if a person once admits something [for the 

sake of mere disputation, in the course of a Wrangling dis¬ 

cussion] he will be prevented (on pain of becoming 

open to the charge of Recantation) from ever iuaklag any 
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and denied with reference to different points of time and 
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tjme> “ But what we mean is that the thing that 

is denied in a certain form at a certain time and place by a 

certain man should be the same thing that has been accept¬ 

ed in the same form by the same man at the same time 

and at the same place.”' In that case there would be 

no * recantation ’ when a man admits the existence of Time 
and then denies it; as with regard to Time the qualification 

* at the same time’ would be impossible ;as any one point of 
time cannot subsist either in itself or in any other point of 

time [hence no ‘time’ can be predicated of any pom 

of time, in the form ‘the time at the same time.’] If (in order 

to avoid this difficulty) you omit the qualification ‘ at the 

same time’ in the definition as pertaining to Time, and 

insert it in the same as pertaining to other things, then you 

fail to provide a single definition for all kinds of ‘ Recanta- 

tion’. If, in view of this difficulty,«Recantation’ be not re¬ 

garded as reprehensible, so far as assertions with reference to 

Time are concerned, then its reprehensibility could similarly 

be denied in all other cases also. Nor again is it 

ever possible for the denial to come exactly at the same time 
as the acceptance. “ What is meant by atjhe same 
time is at the time of, during, that discussion (and not 

precisely at the same moment of time).” Thi3 is not 

right; if by * that discussion' is meant any particular 

discussion, then the definition would not be a comprehensive 

one (each definition applying to only a single discussion); 
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assertions to the contrary (in the course of any discussion 

that he may enter into, in the course of his life). Similar 

objections could be taken against the qualifications of the 

same form ‘of the same thing’ and so forth. 

(3) The definition is open to yet another objection 

The word * asserted * has been added for the purpose of 

differentiating 1 Recantation ’ from c Apasiddhanta9 or 

1 absence of any definite view’ (which is another kind of 

‘clincher’). But even without being asserted, if a certain 

fact is merely admitted, and then denied, this should be 

enough to vitiate the man's position; consequently tho 

addition of any further qualification would be entirely 

superfluous ; and the definition containing such a qualifica¬ 

tion would be open {to the charge of * superfluity just 

as in the case of the Contradictory Probans, the mere fact 

of its being related to * that where the Probandum never 

subsists , being sufficient to mark it as * fallacious it has 

been considered (by the Logician himself) entirely superfluous 

to further qualify its definition by the specification that it 

should be present only in that where the Probandum never 
subsists. 

B-—[Tho first Clincher 4 Pratijiilhdni ' having been disposed of, the 
author take3 up the second, Pratijndntard or4 Shifting of Ground.' 

[Page 514 ] (4) In describing the * Clinchers/ you speak 

of * Recantation and the rest ’; now what is it that is included 

in the phrase ‘and the rest’? You cannot answer that it 

includes ’ ‘ Pratijnantara ’ or ‘ Shifting of Ground ’ and tho 

other Clinchers. For you cannot provide an adequate 

explanation of this * Shifting of Ground.’ For instance, 

one definition that has been proposed by yon is as 

follows :—“ In courso of a discussion, on finding the state¬ 

ment of his case assailed ’and criticised by tho oppo¬ 

nent, if one stutos his caso in another form, adding 

qualifications not moutioned boforo,—ho bocomos open to 

the chargo of having shifted his ground." Tins definition 
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cannot bo accepted. As it would be too wide, being appli¬ 

cable in the following case of correct rejoinder:—the man 

states his case in a qualified form,—the Opponent not minding 

the qualification, assails the statement in its unqualified form, 

—the former party thereupon re-iterates his statement with 

the qualified form, adding the statement ‘ this is the form in 

which I had stated my case, and not in the unqualified form 

criticised by you; thus you become subject to thsclincher 

of assailing what should not be assailed.’ “ How can our 

definition apply to this case of correct rejoinder, when there is 

no addition by the first party of any qualification not already 

present in the first statement?’^ This will not help you ; as the 

pragabhava,< prior negation,’ of the qualification was certain¬ 

ly there before the qualification was re-iterated.* “ But 

precisely at the time that there was * prior negation ’ of the 

qualification, the statement with the qualification was also not 

there [so that there is no mention of what is not mentioned].” 

True; but in what way does it meet the undesirable - 

extension of the definition due to there being ‘non-mention to 

tho qualification *?t “ What is meant by the definition 

is that there should be non-mention of tbe qualification at the 

time that the qualified statement is made [so that it does not 

matter if there is non-mention before this latter statement.]” 

• All that tho definition makes necessary is that there should be subsequent 

mention of a qualification of which there was no mention before: non mention means 

absence or negation of mention; according to tbe Logician there are three kinds 

of absence or negation, one of which is the prdgabhdva or prior negation ; by which 

if meant the absence of a thing before it comes into existence ; now in the case 

jD question, where the qualification is reiterated, there is the prior negation 

of the qualification ; that is, there is the absence of mention of the qualification • 

thus the non-mention of tho qualification being there, its subsequent mention 

involves the 4 mentioning of a qualification uot-mentioned beforeand this satisfies 

the conditions of tho definition 

t It is enough for tho application of the definition to the case in question that 

there was 4 non-mention,’ of some sort, of tho qualification, which is mentioned 

Eubsequently ; it makes nodiHorcncoif this mention comes only subsequently, and is 

not present at the time of the ^on-montioa. 
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This also Trill not help you; as. it being absolutely 

impossible for any two statements by one and the same 

person to be present at the same time,—in the case 

cited by us, as in all similar cases, this condition will always 

be present [as the mention of the qualification will never be 

Present at the same time that the qualified statement is made]. 

“What is meant is, not that the non-mention of the quali¬ 

fication should be there precisely at the same moment as the 

qualified statement is there; what is meant is that the non¬ 

mention should be there after the qualified statement.” This 

is not right, we reply; as in that case, the definition will apply 

to the case of such compounds as ‘ blue-lotus’, where the quali¬ 

fication ‘ blue’ comes before the qualified ‘lotus ’ [so that after 
the utterance of ‘blue lotus ' there is ‘non-mention of the 

qualification’ blue]. “What we mean is that it should come 

immediately before the qualified statement.” Then the de¬ 

finition will apply to the case of the expression * utpalam ni- 
lam \ ‘thelotus blue ’ (where the qualification comes after the 

qualified). “ It need not be specified whether the non-mention 

should be before or after ; ,we say simply that it should be in 

immediate proximity to it.” But this will apply to that 

case where there are more than one qualification [in which 

case immediate proximity is impossible]. “ Well, we Bhall 

say that the non-mention of the qualification shall be there at 
the time when the qualification could be mentioned.'* This 

also wiU not help you; for in a case where there are more than 

one qualification to a thing, when this qualified thing comes to 

be spoken of,—as the mention of a number of things must be 

in some order of sequence,—it is inevitablo that the quali¬ 

fications bo mentioned ono after tho other; now the time at 

which the first qualification is mentioned will be also the time 
when the second qualification could be mentioned (there being no 

hard and fast rulo as to tho exact ordor in which tho qualifica- 

tio is of a cortain thing should bo mentioned) ; and thus in this 

case also there boing non-mention of all those other qualifica- 
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tions at the time when they could be mentioned, the defini¬ 

tion becomes applicable. “Well, in order to avoid 

all these difficnlbies, we shall say that it isnecessary that the 

qualification be not mentioned at any time which is proper fof 
its mention” This will not be right; as if you regard 

the time after the statement of the criticism by the opponent 

to be the * proper time’, then the definition fails to apply to the 

real cases of ‘ ground-shifting *; [as in all these the qualification 

being mentioned after the criticism, therein no ‘ non-mention’ 

at the time.J If, on the other hand, you regard the time 

before the criticism as the ‘ prpper time*,—then the definition 

will, as already shown before, become applicable to the case 

where the first statement is made with the qualification, but 

the opponent, not noticing the qualification, offers his criticism 

oithe unqualified statement, whereupon the first party re¬ 
iterates the qualification; as in this case the second mention 

of the qualification, which comes after the criticism, is not 

there before the criticism [so that there is * non-mention* 

of the qualification before the criticism]. “ What is meant 

is the * non-mention of the qualification * as a class (and not 

any particular kind of * non-mention*) [So that in the last case 

cited, even though the ‘ non-mention of qualification comes 

after the criticism, yet it is of the same class as the‘non¬ 

mention of qualification before the criticism*].** This is 

not right, we reply ; for as a matter of fact, it is absolutely 

impossible for persons of ordinary powers of cognition like our¬ 

selves, to form any conception,by any means of cognition, of all 

those endless individual ‘mentions of qualification* which con¬ 

stitute the class whose absence is held to be meant by the ‘ non¬ 

mention* ; and thus the absence of these also being incapable of 

being grasped, the definition (of which this absence of mention 

forms an integral part) becomes incomprehensible, and hence 

impossible• As for the Logicians theory that all individuals 

of a class appear to our mind by the ‘contact of generalities*, 

this has been already refuted by us in the section on Inference. 
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tions at the time when they could be mentioned, the defini¬ 
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(o) These same arguments also serve to set aside the 

view that to the definition given at the opening of para. 

4, we should add a further qualification ‘ that which has 

been stated at first in an unqualified form *; even with 

this qualification, the definition will apply to the case of 

such qualified statements as‘the lotus blue ’ [as we have 

shown how it is possible for a qualified object whose quali¬ 

fication is mentioned after itself, to be regarded as ? stated 

at first in the unqualified form*.' Further, having at first 

stated your definition in one form, and then subsequently 

added to it further qualificationr, you would yourself become 

subject to the clincher of * heloantara [This clincher be¬ 

ing defined in Gautama Satra 5. 2. 7 as that which • a per¬ 

son incurs when, finding his unqualified statement refuted 

he adds to it further qualifications ’]. And if even in face of. 

this the cliucher of * hetvantara ’ does not attach to you 

because you find the subsequent addition bf the further 

qualification necessary), then for me, your adversary, also 

against whom you would urge the clincher of *'pratijnantara’ 

solely or. the ground of the subsequent mention of qualifications) 
how could there be any pratijbantara ’ ? 

(6) If, then, in order to escape from the clincher of 

van far a , you state your definition of ‘prat ijnci ntara’, at the 

very outset, (not in the form in which you have stated it in the 

beginning of para. 4. but) along with the further qualification 

(mentioned at the beginning of para. 5),—then, firstly the 

definition will become too narrow: as it will not apply to the 

following case (which should be one of real PratijnUnldra) 

The man makes a qualified statement at the outset,—then 

feoling that the qualification may be superfluous, he with¬ 

draws the qualification,—and on this unqualified statement 

being criticised by his opponent, he again puts forward 

tho statement in the qualified form. [The definition would 

fail to apply to this, as in this caso the first statement 

would not be in the unqualified form, a condition necessary 
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by tho qualified definition now put forward]. Secondly 
[there is yet another objection to which your definition as 

stated now with a qualification, as well as in the unqualified 

form in whioh it was stated first is open] your definition 

becomes too narrow in another sense also: the definition 

oontains the words * soa’ (‘oneself ’), 'para’ (‘ opponent’) 

'sddhya’ (‘case’) and *pQrva.’ (*before’); and when we 

Come to ponder over the signification of these words, we find 

that they must refer to individuals {‘eva ’ referring to a 

particular individual person, and so on); and thus the de¬ 

finition containing these words will not apply to any other 

case of ‘ PratijASnfara* save,the one in which those parti¬ 

cular individuals would be concerned. Thirdly, the definition 

would apply to the following case of correct reasoning also: 

The first party makes a certain statement, omitting those quali¬ 

fications that are already indicated by the context, the parti¬ 

cular occasion &c. (and whose explicit mention, on that ac¬ 

count, is thought uncalled for);—the Opponent, not under¬ 

standing the reason of the omission, criticises the bare state¬ 

ment (on the absence of the qualifications);—the first party 

thereupon explains his position, supplementing his former 

statement by the direct mention of those qualifications that 

are indicated by the context &c. (and had on that account 

been omitted). [This case will fall within the definition, 

as the former statement is in the unqualified form, and 

qualifications, not mentioned before, are subsequently add¬ 

ed.] Lastly, with a view to escape from this last 

difficulty, you may substitute, in your definition, the word 

• apralipcldila ’, ‘ not indicated or made known,’ in place Of 

the word ‘ anuJcla‘ ‘not mentioned* [So that what is indi¬ 

cated by context &c. would not be * apralipddita and 

hence the case cited would not fall within tho definit¬ 

ion] —but in that case, the definition will be open to 

the objection that, inasmuch as the other party does not 

comprehend the qualification as indicated by the context, it 
Kh. II. 9. 
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cannot bo regarded as ‘ indicated ’ or * made known ’ to him; 
[and from tbe fact that ho criticises the statement on the 
ground of its being unqualified, it is> clear that he does not 
comprehend the qualification]. And so on, many other objec¬ 
tions could be multiplied. 

C.—[The definition of the third Clincher, Pratijitivirodha, ‘Contradic¬ 

tion of one’s own statement ’ is next taken up.] 

(7.) What again do you mean by * Pratijnantara and 
the rest ?' “We refer to the Contradictory Statement, 
Pratijnftvirodha and the other Clinchers. ” This is 
not right; as PtatijnUvirodha, has been defined as that con¬ 
tingency which arises when there is a contradiction between 
any two statements made by a person in the course of his 
observations during discussion,—this contradiction not 
necessarily involving the putting forward of any thing con¬ 
travening the proposition that that person has undertaken 
to prove (as is found to be the case with the Fallacious 
Reason, called ‘ Contradictory’);--and this definition can¬ 

not be accepted as a correct one ; as it would apply to such 
assertions as * iha bhutalS ghalo nclsti,’ * there is no jar in this 
place *; for two statements are said to be * contradictory • 
when what one of them expresses is directly contrary to 
what the other expresses; and such a contradiction we find 
in the case of the statement ilia bhutalS ghatah na asti ; where 
the words * ghatah asti ’ expresses affirmation, the existence 
of the jar, while the word *»(*’ expresses the denial of the 
same existence (and oertainly the affirmation of one thing is 
contrary to its denial). “ Your reasoning is most impro¬ 
per; the words of the sentence ghatahnUsti do not in reality 
express the affirmatiou and denial of the jar’s existence ; and 
it would be only if such were the case that there would be a 
contradiction; as a matter of fact, it is the jar that is denied ; 
it is only the denial (or non-existence) of the jar that is 

expressed; how then oan thoro bo any contradiction in this ?” 

Kh. II. 10. 
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This argument is not sound, we reply. You must admit 

that the word ' ghatah’ of the sentence expresses the affirma¬ 
tion or presence of the jar, and the phrase * na asti ’ expresses 
its denial or absence. If you do not admit[this, then, by your 
admission, there would be no contradiction (and consequent 
incongruity) betweemthe meaning of * ghatah ’ and ‘ na asti’,' 

and the result of this would be that the sentence 
'iha bhutalS ghatah na asti' would have to be regarded 
as expressing] the affirmation of the presence of both 
the jar and its relation at the same ] place (bhutala) 1 
As this would be absurd, it (must be admitted that the 
word * ghatah ’ affirms the presence of the jar, while 
' na ’ denies it. Under the circumstances, the statement 
‘ iha bhutale ghatah, nasti i fulfils every one of the conditions 
of your definition. For instance, firstly are not the two 
words (‘ ghatah * and ‘ na ' ) parts of the observation made 
by one and the same person ? Secondly, do not they express 
meanings contrary to each other ? How can your definition 
then not apply to this case ? “Two statements are 
regarded as mutually * contradictory *, not simply when they 
express meanings contrary to each other, but only when one 
of them affirms the presence of something with regard to a 
certain time and place, and the other affirms with regard to that 
same time and place the presence of that which is contrary to 
tbe former thing; and in the case in question, the words ‘ na ’ 

and * asti ’ do not affirm the presence and absence (of the jar) 
with regard to the same time and place ”. This will 
not help you, we reply ; as we have already answered this 
[that is, what we have already said above meets this last 
argument of yours] ; for all that you and I have been saying 
on this point presupposes that it is with regard to the same 
time and place; otherwise—unless two contradictory state¬ 
ments pertain to the same time and place—there can be no 
contradiction at all. 
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(8) Then again, we ask—You speak of the presence, at 

one and the same time and place, of mutually contradictory 

things ; now is this co-existence real, rightly cognised or not ? 

If you hold it to be real, rightly cognisedt then your use of the 

word ‘contradictory* must be in some extraordinary technical 

sense (and not in the sense that is attached to it in ordinary 

language)* ; as from the very fact of the two things co-existing 

at the same time and place being true or rightly cognised, all 

idea of ‘ contradiction ’ between them must cease forthwith. 

If, on the other hand, you do not hold the co-existence 

to be real, rightly cognised,—then as a matter of fact, such 

• incongruity of co-existence as is not rightly cognised, i. e., un¬ 

real, would be present everywhere (as in the case of true co¬ 

existence also, there would be an unreal or false contradic¬ 

tion) ; and thus your definition (speaking of a contradiction 

that could be present everywhere) would become too wide. 

“ What the contradiction or incongruity lies between 

are the two things as they are spoken of by the Opponent 

(and not as they actually exist) ; and certainly there are valid 

means of rightly cognising the contradiction between these.” f 
This is not right ; it may be possible to show 

that the fact is somehow subject to the operation of some 

valid means of right cognition (verbal for instance) ; 

but even so, with the explanation that you provide of the 

‘ contradiction ’ urged by you remains a mere conventional 

technicality [and has no meaningj ; for even the assertion 

that—‘ the matter (of co-existence) as stated by the Opponent 

involves a contradiction *—cannot be made until one has 

°The right cognition of the companionship or co-existence of two things implies 

that it is possible for them to co-exist and, on the ordinary notions of ‘contradiction’, 

the fact of two things being contradictories means that they can nevsr co-exist. 

% fThat is to say, ‘contradiction * lies in the fact of the opponent speaking of two 

things as co-existent at the same time and place, when they are not so co-existent; and 

this fact can certainly bo true, and rightly cognised, by means of, the word used by the 

opponent ; so long as the words actual.' * express what is in the mind of the speaker 

the cognition of what is thus expressed by oui selves, can bo regarded as valid. 

Kh. 11 12. 
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already got the right cognition of the contradiction [and if the 
4 contradiction * is right! cognised it ceases to be a contradic¬ 

tion in the proper sense ol the word; and under the circum¬ 
stances, when you proceed to prove the conclusion ‘ the Oppo¬ 
nent’s assertion is one that involves contradiction *, you make 
use of a meaningless epithet, and this makes your argument 
fallaciousj. - “ But what we do is not to prove, or 
state an argument for, the presence of contradiction; all that 
we mean is to subject the Opponent to a hypothetical con¬ 
futation by showing that by his own admission he is open to 
the charge of ‘ contradiction 1 But this also 
will not help you ; as without having had some sort of a right 
cognition of ‘ contradiction/ you could not'indicate it even 
by way of hypothetical confutation.! 

(9) “ There may be no right cognition of the co-exis- 
tence involving contradiction ; we could certainly speak of 
it (without having a right cognition of it) through the WTong 
cognition that we may have of it (&s in cases where we deny 
wrong conceptions)”. This will not be right, we 
reply ; for what case is there against which one can not put 
forward a ‘ contradiction * which is more apparent than real, 
and of which he has only a wrong idea ? And as this could be 
urged against all cases, the definition (containing the word 
‘ contradiction *) becomes as improperly wide as we have 
pointed out above. “ The two things between 
which contradiction is pointed out are certainly such as have 

•The difference between sa^lhana, proving and ‘ prasanjaDa * ‘hypothetical confu¬ 

tation/ lies in this that in proving one has to have recourse to all the details of correct 

and accurate argumentation ; which has been shown to be difficult in the case in 

question •—in the case of hypothetical confutation however much accuracy is not 

necessary ; all that is necessary is to point out to the other party that in case he ad¬ 

mits a certain thing ho will make himself open to serious undesirable consequences. 

fEvon in this-some sort of notion of invariable concomitance is necessary bet¬ 

ween th contradiction and what the opponent admits ; and no concomitance c n 

be cognised until we have right notions of the members concomitant. 

Kh. II. 13. 
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been rightly cognised ; but they have been rightly cognised 

apart from one another, each by itself ; and what the contra¬ 

diction is urged against is the bringing together of the two 

by forming a conception of them as co-existing at the same 

time and place. [That is, in urging the contradiction, it is 

not necessary to have the right cognition of the two factors 

as co-existent].99 This also will not be right, we reply; 

as it is not the two things taken individually that invol¬ 

ves anything undesirable for the Opponent ; but only the 

two taken together, as co-existent ; and the urging of this 

co-existence (in course of hypothetical confutation) depends 

upon that character (/*, i. ‘being mutually contradictory ’) 

which is concomitant with such co-existence ; thus if this 

character of the co-existence is definitely rightly cognised 

(as formerly declared by you) then there can be no incon¬ 

gruity in the co-existence ; and if the character (that is, the con¬ 

tradiction) is not rightly cognised (as you have held subse¬ 

quently), then it is not possible for it to be urged (by way of 

hypothetical confutation). “ It will be possible 

to urge the two things (that are concomitant with the con¬ 

tradiction), not collectively, but individually,—pointing out 

that one (which has been rightly cognised by itself) is con¬ 

tradictory to the other (which also has been rightly cognised 

by itself) (so that no right cognition of the two together is 

necessary).” This will not be right; as there 

is no contradiction between the two taken individually by 

themselves (the contradiction lying only in their co-existence 

at one time and place). “ But even when we take 

the two individually, this would imply the two collectively 

(and the consequent contradiction, which is the concomitant of 

both collectively)”. This cannot be, we reply ; as 

this implication would mean that the co-existence of the two 

is rightly cognised by tho valid instrumentality of Presump¬ 

tion ; and the fact of tho co-existonce being rightly cognised 

would removo all possibility of any idoa of contradiction bet- 
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ween them being 'ehfcerttunecl It will not be right to 

urge against this that implication is’not proof, bo that when 

the co-existence is merely implied, it does not "mean that it 

is provedand this will not be right; lor, in the first place, 

the two things being mutually contradictory, it one were to 

nrge a confutation on the basis of this contradiction, Which 

could only be brought home by taking the two things collec¬ 

tively, and which contradiction, as such, would not be regard¬ 

ed as proved, such a confutation (being based upon something 

that is not proved, and being not based upon the man's own 

convictions) would not be a correct or true confutation 

and secondly [if, in order to avoid this, the contradiction were 

sought to be brought home by taking each if the two things 

individually, there would be no contradiction at all, as it is 

only the co-existence of the two that involves contradiction ; 

and] this indirect indication of absence »f,contradiction would 

be quite acceptable to the Opponent (and the confutation 

Would thus be a failure). “ How can it be so (acceptable^ 

when there is a distinct contradiction between the two things ? ’ 

But the fact is that the contradiction is attendant upon the 

co-existence of the two things ; and hence exists upon, and 

belongs to, both ; consequently, the contradiction would 

cease to be nugatory ; as it would be necessary to have right 

cognitions of the two things (as co-existent); and when there is 

right cognition of this, the contradiction cannot be re¬ 

garded as a true contradiction, and it must fail to have any 

nugatory force in a confutation. 

10 
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Section (2). 

[The Opponent, being unable to answer the objections urged by the 

Vedantin, makes a last attempt to turn the tables on the latter, and seeks to 

silence him by arguing that in course of his reasonings against his an¬ 

tagonist, the Vedantin, with a view to obtain victory, has recourse to those 

same fallacies and clinchers that the Logician has adopted. Hence the 

objections that he urges against these as employed by the Logician are 

equally applicable to their employment by himself; The answer of the 

Vedantin is that he uses against the Logician the implements that the latter 

himself has forged ; and whose effectiveness he cannot deny, ; but as 
for the Vedantin himself, in so far he does not admit their effectiveness, 
they can have no force against him.] 

(10) The Opponent retorts—1“ All these objections that. 

Page 524. you bnn& forwat<i (against our nse of such 
words as * Contradiction ’ and the like) can be 

easily turned against yourself, when you put them forward 

in course of your * refutation ’ [wherein also you make use 

of many such words and phrases, explanations whereof will 

be open to all these objections that you have urged against 

our use of them].” Not so, we reply. For when 

you thus have recourse to the argument of retaliation, that 

you would urge the same arguments against me (that I have 

urged against you), what is your meaning ? Do you mean 

simply to indicate the weakness in your opponent’s reasoning ? 

or do you do so with the ulterior motive that, in case I attempt 

to put forward an answer to the objections as urged against 

me, you would put forward that same answer to them as 

urged by me against you ? In case the former is your mean¬ 

ing, that cannot be; as such Ending fault with another 

before having met the arguments against oneself is highly 

objectionable and unreasonable; specially as by the rules 

of debate, if one party fails to answer the objections that 

have been urged against him by the other party, this either 

puts an end to the whole debate, which cannot proceed any 

further, in case the debate is in the form of Wrangling, where 

it is enough for one party to indicate blemishes in his Oppo¬ 

nent’s view, in order to obtain victory),—or puts an end to 
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one half of the debate [in case it is in the form of Controversy 

or Discusson, in which case the criticism of the Opponent s 

theory is only half of the debate, the other half consisting 

of establishing one’s own view of the case]; as Wrangling 

has its end in the silencing of one party and Controversy 

and Discussion come to an end if either party fails to answer 

the objections urged against himself. [In any case there 

can be no further opportunity of speaking for the person 

who has failed to answer objections]. 

(11) If then, you accept the second alternative [i.c. 

you put forward the retaliatory argument in the hope 

that you will employ in support of yourself the answer 

that I may give to your retaliatory argument] ;—then, we 

put forward that same answer; what harm could that do 

me (who am prepared to carry my refutation further, as 

1 have not exhausted my armour in putting forward the 

objections I have urged). “ You please just mention 

how you will answer the objection as urged against you ; 

after that I shall make my answer.’’ But, as a matter of 

fact, the present occasion is not the right time for me to 

put forward an explanation or answer; we did not begin 

the present discussion on the understanding that I was to 

establish my position and you were to demolish it by urging 

objections against it; in fact we began on the understanding 

that you were to establish your position and I was to find 

objections against it; and in course of a discussion started 

on this understanding, what right have you to urge me to 

offer arguments in support of my own position ? 

(12) The Opponent explains—“If you ask what special 

purpose I have in view in ascertaining what your answer 

to the objections will be, my reply is that any answer that 

there may bo to the objections as urged agaiust your view 

will certainly be accepted as valid and true, specially in 

xoforenco to your own position (and it will then bo easy for 

Kh. II. 17. 
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me to retort and put forward the same answer with reference 
to my position).” This also is not right, we reply J 
for from the mere fact that there is an answer to the obj ec* 
tions as urged against my view, it does not follow that the 
same answer will be available in favour of your view also. 
“ The same answer will apply to both of us, for the simple 
reason that the objections are the same in both case3.” 

Certainly not; some difference in the objections urged 
against the two views is absolutely certain (for the simple 
reason that the two views are mutually contradictory, 
and as such cannot be open to tho same set of objections). 
For instance, if a certain answer were available, in re¬ 
ference to my view,—a ither on the basis of a certain unique 
feature in that view, or on tho basis of a certain theory 
which is accepted by a. philosophical system allied to my par¬ 
ticular philosophy, and which is not denied by us ;_how 

could one be sure that such an answer would be available for 
your view also, simply on the ground of the similarity of the 
objections ? when the two factors, on the basis of which the 
answer has been propounded, cannot apply to your view 
[the ‘ unique feature’ of my view not being present in yonr 
view, and the philosophical system allied to my system not 
being necessarily, allied to yours also]. “ What is that 
unique feature (in your view) ?” I have already told 
you that the present is not the occasion for me to make any 
statement as to my views. 

(13) “ Inasmuch as the objections are the same in both 
cases, the answer also will be on similar lines (even though 
it may not be tho same exactly).” This also will not be 
possible; there is every chance of there being differences in 
the answer in the two cases, in view of the exact form of the 
answer being dependent upon the presence or absence of 
certain pecularitios in tho view against which are urged the 
objections sought to be met by the answer; and also upon 
other circumstances. As for example, what necessitates the 

Kh. II. 18. 
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postulating of the genus ‘ Being ’ is the idea that we have, 
in ordinary experience, of things being existent; so far all are 
agreed; but when it comes to the asserting of the presence 
of this genus in certain substrates, one may hold that it sub¬ 

sists in a particular ‘Being ’ itself (which also is something 
existing), while another may hold that it subsists only in 
Substance, Quality and Action (and not in Being); now in 
this case, if ah objection is raised against the subsistence of 
‘ Being ’ in Being as well as in Substance* and the rest,— 
though.the objection will be the same in both cases, yet the 
person who holds-it to subsist in Substance &o., will be able 
to offer in answer the explanation that the postulating of 
' Being * in Substance can be accepted as it does not involve 
any illogical contingency; while the upholder of the view 

- that ‘ Being ’ subsists in Being will be unable to offer the 
same answer; as in his case the postulating of Being as the 
substrate of ‘ Being ’ will involve the illogical contingency of 
having to postulate an endless series of Beings. Similarly in 
many cases we find that even when the objections are similar 

the answer cannot be similar. 
(14) Further, without answering these objections of 

your Opponent which urge against you the fallacies of * Un¬ 
certainty ’ and the like, you rise against him with a retalia¬ 
tory argument;—now what do you mean by this ? (a) Do 
you mean by this that the objection that your opponent has 
urged is no objection at all, as it applies also to the view that 
is not objectionable (i.e. the Opponent’s own view, which, for 
him, must be unobjectionable) ? (b) Or that even though 
the objection is real, yet it should not have been urged by 
the Opponent, as the objection affects equally the views of 
both,—in accordance with the law that—when an objection 
is equally present in the views of both disputants,— and 
and when an explanation, if possible, is also available for 
both,—such an objection is not to be urged by either party 
against the other, in course of a discussion ? 

Eh. mo. 
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[Page 528] (15) (a) The former cannot be your meaning; 

for if the discrepancy that has been urged fulfils the condi¬ 

tions of the fallacy of ‘uncertainty/ or any other fallacy that 

may have been urged,—then it is impossible either to deny that 

it is a serious discrepancy that vitiates the view, or to find 

an answer to it; and if a suitable answer is found possible, 

then the conditions laid down for the discrepancy or fallacy 

(which conditions are, ex hypothesi, fulfilled by the case in 

question) are not the true conditions of that fallacy. “ If 

what is urged by the Opponent is a real discrepancy, then, 

how is it that it is found applicable to the view which my 

Opponent accepts as free from discrepancies and unobjection¬ 

able? And that the objection is applicable to this latter view 

is shown by our retaliatory argument.”* But do please 

also pay your attention to this question—If it is not a real 

objection, how is it that it fulfils the conditions of the fallacy 

on which the objection is based ? “ Well, as there is no¬ 

thing to decide which of these two views of the objection is 

the true one, this gives risp to an uncertainty as to the rea¬ 

lity of the objection.” Let there be a mere uncertainty ; 

even the slightest doubt as to the presence of .'objectionable 

fallacies in your argument vitiates the efficiency of that 

argument; as in the case of that particular hind of ‘fallacious 

reason ’ which has been called ‘ sandigdhasiddha,’ ‘ whose 

validity is doubtful.’ And further, the fallacy that the 

Logician seeks to make doubtful in the present connection 

fulfils certain conditions; if even so it is doubtful, then in all 

other cases when it is found to fulfil exactly those conditions, 

the Logician will have to reject the invalidative efficiency 

of that fallacy;—and in so doing he will deny the efficacy 

° The meaning is that if the objection is applicable to the disputant’s own 

faultless view, then it cannot bo a true objection ; as for its fulfilling the condi¬ 

tions laid down for the fallacy that is urged,—well, if it is found to be so widely 

and improperly applicable, we should simply find out some other definition for that 
fallacy. 
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of the fallacy postulated and defined by himself! This 

retaliatory argument is difficult to be answered by the 

Logician who is himself over-fond of putting forward retalia¬ 

tory arguments! 
(16) Nor can the latter alternative (mentioned in para. 

14) represent your meaning. For as a matter of fact, [one 

cannot desist from urging an objection simply for fear of 

its being urged against himself; e.g.'] even though both 

% � disputants recognise the validity and unobjectionability of 

such inferences as that of- fire from smoke and the like, yet 

if one party should urge objections against that valid infer¬ 

ence, the other party could not, even with reference to other 

details of his opponent’s view, bring forward, against his 

arguments, the fallacies of ‘ uncertainty ’ Ac., for fear lest 

the same fallacies be applicable also to his own arguments;— 

such for instance, as his inference of fire from smoke.* This 

is a retaliatory argument that I can bring forward against my 

Opponent; and in this connection also I may quote in sup¬ 

port of my own view, the law quoted above by my 

opponent—‘ When an objection is equally resent &c. &c.’f 

f‘ We do not mean that no objections at all 

shall be put forward ; what we mean is that one should not 

put forward only those particular phases of the objection on 

the presence whereof in his own views his opponent may 

bring forward the retaliatory argument against him.” This 

nlso will not be right; for the presence of this retaliatory 

argument itself would prove that the particular objection¬ 

able phase put forward by me is not really objectionable ; 

and beino- thus deprived of its objectionable character, if the 

definition of ‘objection’ or ‘fallacious reason’ applies to 
oQno can never bo sure that the objections he is putting forward may not be 

urged against himself also. And so, if one were to desist from bringing forward 

objections for fear of his own view being assailed by the same, then, no objections 

would ever bo urged by anyone. 
I That is, just as my opponent brings np a retaliatory argument against 

ms in the same manner I also bring up a istaliatory argument against him. 
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it, such.a definition cannot be regarded incorrect; and if, in 
order escape from this difficulty, you were»6«restate your defi¬ 
nition of the ‘fallacious reason’, with q’jaiifioaUon^whv^itould 
serve to exclude those objections . fchat^ar®*d§p0ffediSfitii:4ir 
objectionable character by retaliatory .arguments,,,thenrjyfc that 
case, it would be much more reasonable*for, you ,t$ shot* that 

the definition of ‘fallacious reason’ is notgppUcabItftosWhat 
has been urged against you,, rather than go about propounding 
retaliatory arguments, which would be absolutely futile, 
“ When the other party bases his retaliatory argument 
upon somethiog which is held to be flawless or unobjectionable 
according to my view of things, then he oouid very well Mtalin 
ate by saying —* You should not put forward any objections 
against thi3 ; if you do, then, by the same reasoning, what has 
been accepted by you (as true) will be demolished’. [And 
herein lies the use of the retaliatory argument].” This ex- 
planation of yours is not right; for it is quite possible for 
the retaliatory argument to be stated in a form inviting the 
statement of objections, in the following form :% —‘ You shoald 
state your objections to this ; as in the casq of your not stat¬ 
ing them, the undesirable contingency, which your adversaries 
intend to bring home to you, will become established ’ 
‘‘Well, be it so; so much the better for us ; as this only 
shows that in both cases, whether an objection is stated or not 
stated, the possibility of the retaliatory argument cannot be 
denied by you.” Not so, we reply. A confutation that 
admits of two mutually contradictory retaliatory arguments 
(one inviting and another preventing the statement of objec¬ 
tions) cannot be regarded as a true confutation ; as contradic¬ 
tion vitiates all confutation,—the two retaliatory arguments 
stultifying, each other ; just as we found in the case of two 
'neutralising inferences.’ 

(17) [As regards the dictum quoted by you that one 
party should not put forward such objections as are equally 
applicable to both parties, I have to point out that] Tinder 

Kh. II. 22. 
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Nw3tf3sUtra 2. 1. 16—the Opponent having put forward an 
objection that the support of corroborative instances is ? 
wanting in both views (the Purvapaksa as wel as the Siddh- 
Snta), the Acharya Udyotakara has met the objection in t 

following words That the objection is equally appbc^b 

to both views is no answer; as such an answer involves the con¬ 
fession of one’s weakness : by this answer you have confessed 
that there is no corroborative instance m support of yo 
view.’ (Nyciyavartika, p. 197, 11. 15-19)an your . 
Teacher making this assertion, should be set up against 
Bhatta Kumarila! who has declared that an objection common 

to both parties should not be‘put forward by either. 

Section (3). 

.• „ ntilitv of the Retaliatory Argument the Ved- 

m ko<>-| /*« M Do you mean to say , as s e 

lng3 do not tot P yOT yourself 
statement r It yon realty „ -ry.ii our 

frt thP charce of contradicting an admitted fact. W ell, ou 0PT . t theTs place please explain to us. iu the present 
7 Ton wtatUit that constitutes ‘ ApasuMhanta, con- 

“n 'oT" Xth“ 

tnM p^’Lt our Tttog'a similar assertion that yon are 

ODen to the same charge? . , 
(191 The Logician proceeds to erplam hour, m the pre- 

' .I,, Vcdantin has incurred tho charge of 
sont discussion, tu ._^.“Whcn ono makes 

L>n”to« W tn admitted fact, ho incurs Afuid- 
an assertion contrary i> ^ 03 
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dhanla; now, aa a matter of fact you have, in course 
of the present discussion, admitted the* fact of the 
Retaliatory Argument constituting a means of refutation 
(which fact you are now denying); we say you have admitt¬ 
ed this fact, because at the very outset of our discussion 
you declared your intention of arguing in accordance with 
the tenets of a particular philosophical system, the AySya,— 
whereby you have accepted the tenets of that system: and 
as a philosophical system is nothing more than the accept¬ 
ance of certain facts and things, and as the ( Retaliatory 
Argument ’ and such other Clinchers are things that are 
accepted by the Nyaya system, you are certainly contradict¬ 
ing an admitted fact when you deny the existence of any 
such thiDg as the Retaliatory Argument. ” Our answer 
to this is that the very definition of ‘ Apasiddhanta ’ that 
you have put forward is an impossible one; for if you de¬ 
fine it merely as ‘ contradicting ’ an admitted fact, then you 
yourself become open to the charge, on the ground of your 

denying facts that are * admitted * in our philosophy. 

(20) “What we mean is the contradicting of facts 
admitted by oneself. ” This i3 not right; for you 
cannot extract thi3 meaning from the definition as you have 
stated it, unless you add to it the further qualification (of ‘one’s 
own’). If it were permissible to make a definition mean what 
is not actually expressed by the words constituting it, then 
there would be no need for adding any qualification [any¬ 
thing that is desired may be taken as implied by the de¬ 
finition). And if you hold that no qualifications are to be 
added to definitions, then the charge of * contradicting an 
admitted fact ’ would rebound.on yourself 1 As in the first 
place, qualifications by the hundred are found to be added 
to the statements of reasonings and conclusions made in 
your own philosophy ; and secondly in your philosophy, you 
have ofton found fault with tho reasonings propounded by 
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others, simply on the ground that they do not <*>ntain 
necessary qualifications and are hence rejected by y 

inconclusive. . 
f211 Then again, in the present context also, Jon 

stated your definition without tha qualitjmg phrase 
Ws own’,-and subsequently, for four of object,on 

£. Jw against * a Z 
£nder yourself opou to tho ' Clincher’ of , as 
according to your owu philosophy, 'one is so, . 
srithin tho Clincher of H8i»»»lor» if, haying origi y 
stated his conclusion in tho unqualified form, o re-s s 1 

subsequently, with the addithA of fresh qualifications. 

(22) Further, you have stated your definition in the 

form-1 when one makes an assertion contrary to an admitted 

fact he incurs what has been called ApasldJkMla , 
that’is, you state the definition first, and the objeotjo be 
defined last; and in this you incur the Clincher 
• Inopportune Statement- (the fifteenth Clincher mentioned 
in Gautama’s Sslra, 5-2-1),-which has been defined as 

consisting in the • reversal of the natural order of constituent 

factors’ <**££• ttrJ'obiect 

detad “a mentioned first, and then comes the stotemei^ 

the definition; and this natural order you av 
(by stating the definition first, and then the object to bo 

defined). If, in order to escape from this_d,Bic Uy yon 

insist upon this reversal of the natural order, then yon 

become subject to - ApMiflfhanjo.- [As your own philosophy 

L“ToI that the several factors of a statemenMer mstanee 

of the statement of rn inferential argument, should 

tioned in tkeir natural order]. 

that saine'objection which we have urged above against the 
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definition as without the qualification; the facts admitted 
by me are certainly my own admitted facts [and thus by 
stating a view that is opposed to facts admitted by me 
yoft will be contradicting one's own admitted fact]*. “ But 
our definition contains the word ‘ abhyupagama’, * admitted 
fact’; this implies the person by whom the fact is admitted ; 
thus that fact alone which is admitted by the person himself 
could be his * own admitted fact’ (and not what may be admit¬ 
ted by other persons)”. This will not help you. I also 
am‘a person by whom facts are admitted’, as certainly 
there are certain facts that are admitted by me. “ What 
we mean is the person who'admits facts to the contrary.” 
But this also will apply equally to both parties (both being 
contrary to each other). “ That person who admits facts 
contrary to well-established conclusions is one who is regarded 
as admiting facts to the contrary". Even so the name 
will apply to both parties equally; as I also admit facts 
contrary to your well-established conclusions (just as you 
admit facts contrary to my established conclusions). 

What is meant is the person who admits facts contrary to 
his own well-established conclusions.” You are 
certainly extremely clever: you began with qualifying 
the word svaff ‘ one’s own’ by the * person by whom 
facts are admitted’,—and you end with qualifying the 
* person by whom facts are admitted’ by the word ‘ sva, 

‘one’s own1 I And in doing this you do not even fight shy 
of the vicious circle of interdependence into which you land 
yourself 1 And lastly you do not observe that the fact that 
the word * sva ’ (as a pronoun) is applicable to all (parties),— 
a fact that has been pointed out to you by your opponent— 
still remains in forco! 

11,B -.7 dp ,i V®.- l!r0n0U"' U d°08 not "PP'y 10 tl‘« Logician alone ; hence 
° fff,.-? of Vedantm '» as much entitled to tlio naino ‘ svitiddhanta’ as 

that tiff* l“ Z- °£ 1,10 Logician, until sonic other qualification is introduced. So 
, making a statement against tho toiiots of the Vodanto tlio Logician will 

being annheahh, r arg° of / »>a,iddh,lntaoirodha’. Hence the definition proposed 
be ug applicable to a caso whoro it should not apply, must be rejected as ‘ too wide.’ 

Kh. II. 26. 
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(24) Another definition of * Apasiddhanta 1 is put for- 
ward:—“ When a person accepts a fact as a well-established 

conclusion, and then (in course of discussion) renounces or . 
denies that conclusion,—this constitutes an * Apasiddhanta ’ 
for that person.” This definition also cannot be accept¬ 
ed; as if the clause * well-established conclusion accepted 
by a person ’ refers to a particular individual person, and to 
a particular conclusion, then the definition becomes singular 
(pertaining to one single case), and fails to be comprehensive 
(of all Apasiddhantas). If again by ‘the person accepting 
the conclusion’ is meant the person connected with a well- 
established conclusion, and by the person * renouncing the 
conclusion ’ is also meant the person connected with a con¬ 
clusion,—then you yourself become open to the charge of 
Apasiddhanta; for I (the Ve<jantin) am a person connected 
with a certain well-established conclusion, and you also are a 
person connected with a conclusion,—so when you renounce 
the conclusion accepted by us (as you often do), there is 
denial, by a person connected with a conclusion (t. e. by 
yourself), of a well-established conclusion accepted by a 
person connected with a conclusion (that is myself). '‘But 
in this case there is no renouncing; as one can renounce only 
that which he has accepted (and we have never accepted 
your conclusions; so that when we deny them, we do not 
renounce them).” This will not help you; as if what is 
meant by ‘ renouncing ’ is only non-acceptance, then it is not 
necessary for what is ‘ renounced ’ to have been previously 
accepted. “ The * renouncing ’ consists in the non-ac¬ 
ceptance of what has been accepted.” In that case, (in 
your case also) there is non-acceptance, by you, of what has 

been accepted, by me; and thus the explanation makes no 
difference as regards the objection urged by us. If, in order 
'to avoid this difficulty, you hold that the non-acceptance 
Bhould be by the same person by whom there has been 
acceptance,—this also will not avail you; as if by ‘ the same 

Kh. II. 27. 
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person ’ you mean the man accepting a conclusion, then I 
also am a man accepting a conclusion ; you, by not accepting 
what has been accepted by me, ‘ incur Apasiddhanta. 

<« ifc is ‘ Apasiddhanta ’ only when there is non-acceptance 
by one individual person of that conclusion which has been 
accepted by that individual person.” This will not be 
right; as what do you mean by * one individual person ’? If 
it means a person who is qualified by the number ‘one’, 

then, I am as good * a person qualified by number one 

as yourself j and so the charge of ‘ Apasiddhdnta ’ urged 
against you remains in force as before. ” What is meant 
by one individual person is the person who is not different ’. 
Even so, if this * non-difference * be non-difference from one’s 
own self, then this also applies equally to you and myself; 
while if it be ‘ non-difference from others,’ this cannot apply 
either to you or to myself (as no person can ever be non-differ- 
ent from another person); and so Apasiddhanta as thus 
defined would be something impossible. “ What is meant 
is that in a case of Apasiddhanta there is no difference bet¬ 
ween the person accepting and the person not-accepting 
(renouncing) a certain conclusion.” Well in that case your 
definition would come to this—‘ Apasiddhanta is the non- 
acceptance, of what has been accepted by one person, by one 
who is not different from the acceptor ’; and thus yoii Still 
remain open to the same ‘ Apasiddhanta ’; as what is accept¬ 
ed by me is not accepted by you, who are * not-different from 
the acceptor ’, inasmuch as you also accept something. 

(25) The above reasoning also serves to reject the de¬ 
finition of ‘ Apasiddhanta ’ as the acceptance and non-accept¬ 
ance, by one person, of the opinion of one person; as, with 
this definition, between yourself and myself, there would be 
a distinct Apasiddhanfa [each of us being ‘ono person’]. 
“"Out what is meant by *ono person’ is tho non-difforon'io of 
the person accepting, from the person not-accepting, that 
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conclusion; fand this condition is not fulfilled when what is 
accepted by the Vedantin is not accepted by the Logician].’ 
If by ‘ that conclusion ’ you mean to imply the non-difference 
of what is ‘ not-accepted’ from what is ‘accepted’,—then 
you cannot escape from the charge of * Apasiddhantainas¬ 
much as you renounce what is accepted by me; so that there 
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difference of what is not-accepted from what is accepted.’ 
“ But what is meant is that the acceptance and non-acceptance 

should be by one and the same, and not by different, agents.'* 
This also will not help you, we reply ; for when you come to 
examine what is meant by the ‘one and the same agent’, 
you again introduce the same qualification ‘ one ’, which has 
been already found to be faulty ; and thus, not succeeding to 
escape from the objections that have been urged against you, 
tell mo if you do not experience the same tribulation as those 
of the tuft of grass which is whirled round and round in the 
widening whirlpools of a turbulent stream, in which there is 
an inrush of water at the outburst of the rainy season! 

(26) “ It is Apasiddhanta when there is non-acceptance 
after having accepted (a certain conclusion).” This also 

cannot be accepted ; for when you come to examine the im¬ 
port of the affix * hlva ’ in * soikritya ‘ having accepted ’, 
—you will find that this definition is open to the same ob¬ 
jections as those urged above*. And further, by this defini¬ 
tion, one could not incur * Apasiddhanta ’ if, in course of 
discussion, he were to accept a conclusion which he did not 

•The affix 1 fcjrcl’ denotes lamSnaiarfritalca, i J. the fact of tho participle 

Bending in that affix having the tame nominative agent as the principal verb of tho 

sentcnco ; so that you again introduco 4ho same qualification of ‘the same agont* 

against which objections have been raised* 
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accept at tlio outset. [While such a contingency does, 

according to the Logician, involve a real Apasiddhanta."]f 

(27.) Then again, when you urge the Clincher of 

Apasiddhanta’ against one who renounces an admitted 

fact, is it against a disputant who accepts that philoso¬ 

phical system in which iApasiddhanta’ is regarded as a 

defect ? or against one who does not accept such a system ? 

If the former, then such a person is as capable of rebelling 

against the tenet of 1Apasiddhanta9 as against the philoso¬ 

phical conclusion [by reason of renouncing which you 

charge him with the Clincher of Apasiddhanta] ; and under 

the circumstances, what can you say to such a person ? 

It will not be right for you to reply to this that you will 

have nothing more to say to such a persor—fully humbled 

as he will have already becomo by the Clincher of * Apasicl- 

dhanta9 due to his renouncing his previously accepted 

conclusions. For, inasmuch as he has rejected the 

tenet of ‘ Apasiddhanta, ’ this * clincher,’ when urged against 

him, will be one whose vitiating efficacy is not accepted by 
both parties [and which on that account ceases to bo an 

efficient ‘ clincher’]. If a 4 clincher ’ which is not accepted by 
both parties were to be efficacious in closing the mouth of 

disputants,then any person putting forward a refutation from 

his own stand-point (irrespective of the other party admitting 

or not admitting the force of the refutation) could claim to 

have put an end to the disputation, and to have obtained 

victory over his opponent; and he would not wait to listen 

to tho Opponent’s answer to his refutation. And the result 

of this would be that even on urging a futile refutation, 

though tliero would bo no refutation at all, ho would have 

conquered his opponent, and would, without the slightest 

t J'.g. during (lie discussion between the Logician and the Vcfluntin, the form¬ 
er does not, in the beginning, accept the conclusion that Word is unreal ; but in 
course of argumentation, if lie comes to accept it, be certainly incurs ‘ Apasiddltanta\ 
but by the present definition, this would not bo Apasid(J>hun^at as tliero is no ‘having 
accepted’ in this case. 

Kit. II. 30. 
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obstacle, pro back home fully satisfied I “When a 
man has oeen defeated, even if ne may have (Something to 
Say,we can certainly pay no regard to what he might say.” 
This will not be right, when what he has. to say is the. 

answer to precisely the same Clincher by means of which you 
regard'him as defeated.—this, answer being in the form that 
fro efficacy of' tho Clincher , is not admitted by one of the. 

two parties concerned (which circumstance weakens the 
effioaejof the Clincher). If, on this, you still, insist on pay¬ 
ing no regard to what ho says, then, as we have already 
punted out above, you yourself would be defeated; inas¬ 
much as you will have put forward a refutation which is not 
si true refutation, and will have refused to listen to the 
Opponent's answer to that refutation 1 “ But it 
wonldbe for the Umpire to determine if a refutation ha3 been 
pot forward that is not not a true refutation, or if the 
GEncher of * Apotiddhdnla ’ has been urged when there is no 
tme * ApatiddhHn[a'; and having determined this he would 
apportion victory or defeat; in fact it is for this purpose that 
the Umpire is appointed. ” If this be the correct 
procedure, then, when one party has put forward his 
reasonings, 1 his opponent might simply say ‘ your reasoning 

is fallacious', and retire from further discussion; and it would 
be for the Umpire to determine if the reasoning is really fal¬ 
lacious or not, and thereby apportion victory and defeat; 
and by this stupid reasoning of yours the poor Umpire 
will undergo all this (to himself fruitless) trouble, in the same 
way as the crow undergoes all the trouble to feed the off¬ 
spring left by the pair of Kokila birds, who are fully content 
after having brought forth the young ones [the two disputants, 
satisfied with putting forth one argument each, ressembling 
the kokila pair, and the Umpire, having to perform all the 
sifting and examining of the reasonings, ressembling the 

crow]. 

12 
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[ Page 541] (28) The Logician argues—“ It may be that 

at the time of the discussion our disputant may for the occa¬ 

sion, not accept our opinion in regard to 'Apasiddhanta but 

what does that matter ? Asa matter of fact he has already 

previously signified his adherence to that philosophical sys¬ 

tem which accepts the vitiating efficacy of ‘ Apasiddhanta'; 

and it will be quite right to urge * Apasiddhanta ’’ against 

him, on the basis of that previous adherence of his.” Not 

so, we reply, if no regard is paid to his non-adherence to the 

philosophy at the time of the discussion,-and if even on his 

declaration of this non-adherence, the refutation is to be 

addressed to him on the basis of his previous adherence,- 

then, how could there be any room for the charge of ‘Apa¬ 

siddhanta,' against him ? For the Apasiddhanta is urged 

against him only on the basis of the fact that he has express- 

ed non-adherence to, or non-acceptance of, something to 

which he had previously signified adherence or acceptance • 

and on no other basis could the charge of ‘ Apasiddhanta ’ 

be urged against him. Thus then, in the cas; of the 

disputant who has previously accepted the vitiating efficacy 
of the clincher of ‘ Apasiddhanta *,—it is incumbent on you 

to prove this efficacy as against him, even when he chooses 

to repudiate his former adherence ; and the proving of this 

cannot be the business of any second person (in the shape of 

the Umpire). [This with reference to the man who has pre- 

T f T ! adWenCe ^-philosophy]. On the 
other hand, as for the Dauddlia and the other philosophers 

who have never accepted the vitiating efficacy of * Apasid- 

qhanta , it becomes doubly necessary for you to prove this 
efficacy. 

_ „ Tho raa" wh° raise objections against tho 
'vell'SJstablislicd conclusions (of the philosophy that he has 

^that s'o 7 , '**' * ** Ck"»° ot ‘ »lf-contradictio„ • 
L» that so in,-as Ins caso is concerned, it is not necessary to 

•». II. 32. 

Chapter II, Section (3).. 49J 

provide an explanation of c Apasiddhanta *] : he lias at the 
outset, signified his adherence to a particular philosophy, 
and hence to all that is included in that philosophy in the 
form of counter-arguments, fallacies and so forth; so when sub¬ 
sequently he comes to signify his non-acceptance of these,. we 
find him accepting and not-accepting the same thing; and 
this certainly involves * Self-contradiction.*99 If 
this * Self-contradiction* is of the same nature as 4 Apasid- 

tpiania % then it can not be urged against the man who objects 
to the vitiating efficacy of 4 Apasiddhanta \ until his objec¬ 
tions have been set aside. If, on the other hand, 4 Self-con¬ 
tradiction 9 be a defect entirely distinct from 4 Apasiddhanta9 

and capable of being urged independently of 4 Apasiddhanta,* 
—then all those cases that are cited as examples of 4 Apa- 

niddhanta 9 may be regarded as cases of * Self-contradiction 
what is the use of accepting a distinct defect in the shape of 
f ApasiddhQnfa* ? In fact the procedure adopted by you 
-wherein you first urge the Clincher of ‘ Apasiddhanta,’ 

and then objections having been raised against it, you give 
up the 4 Apasiddhanta 9 and put forward an entirely distinct 
Clincher in the shape of 4 Self-contradiction *-makes you 
open to the Clincher of 4 Recantation *; 4 Recantation * hav¬ 
ing been defined as the ‘retracting of what has been admitted 
and asserted/ And if this procedure—in which one pro¬ 
pounds a Clincher, and then retracting it, propounds another 
—does not involve 4 Recantation9, then there is an end to all 
such 4 clinchers 9 as 4 Recantation * and the like ! 

(SO) 44 When we propound another Clincher (in the 
shape of 4 Self-contradiction ’), it is only for the purposo 
of lending support to that other Clincher (4 Apasiddhanta) 

which had been urged before ; and [as this does not mean a 
denial of this latter] this procedure is not open to the objec¬ 
tion that you have urged/' Not so, we reply ; so long 
as you have not justified the putti. g forward of the former 

Kh. 11. 33. 
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Clincher * Apasiddhanta!’ (by showing that it is a real defect), 
you must bo regarded as ‘ defeated ’; and it is highly impro-. 
per for one so ‘ defeated ’ to put forward another Clincher in 
the shape of ‘ Self-contradiction Nor will .it be right for. 
you to assort that for fear of these difficulties you will, at the 
very outset, urge, the Clincher of * Self-contradiction’,; 
and not that of * apasiddhanta ’ ;—as in . that case ;the 
* apasiddhanta ’ will become entirely useless and futile ; for 
in every caso of ‘ apasiddhanta ’ you will find it more necessary- 
to urge ‘Self-contradiction ’ rather than * apasiddhanta ; ’ as 
in no case will you bo able to feel quite sure as to the 
other party not raising objections against the ‘ apasiddhanta * 
that you might urge. 

(31) The Logician says—“All right; we shall, then 

prove the vitiating efficacy of * apasiddhanta ’ against the 

person who accepts our philosophy but denies the efficacy of 

' apasiddhanta , [not indeed by urging the Clincher of 

‘ apasiddhanta ’ against this apostacy, but exactly in the 

same manner as we prove it as against our out-and-out 

opponents, the Bauddhas and the rest].” This also 

will not be possible, we reply. For you can make him 

accept the eihcacy of * apasiddhanta ’ only by showing to him 

that without accepting it he will incur the penalty of other 

clinchers (such as ‘ sen-contradiction ’ and the like) ; and it 

will be quite open to him to deny the efficacy of these other 

Clinchers also (which therefore will have no dread for him). 

The Bauddha3 have declared as follows —‘ Disputations are 

never carried on in strict accordance with nny shastra 

[they are carried on in accordance with what cornea - the 

mind of the disputants; so that no amount of systematic 

treatment of the Clinchers will closo the mouth of a recalcitrant 

disputant]. Thus the conclusion is that* Apasiddhanta' is 
not a Clincher at all. 

Kh. II. 34. 
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'Specially as when a man is born* he is born.entirely free, 
untrammelled by any established.conclusions;fnor,.does he 

at the time of his birth, perceive the good and bad point 
of Alhe several philosophical tenets); how then can anyone 
ba said to have acquired a proprietary right over any es¬ 
tablished conclusion (the denying of which might consti- 
tate * apasiddhanta ’ for him) ?' 

' (32) (In answer to t*he above assertion of the Bauddha 
that • Disputations are never carried on in strict accordance 
With any shastra’] Some people* argue as follows :—It is 
hot possible to carry on discussion except on the basis of 
shSslra. For instance, whtn the Bauddha, who upholds of 
the momentariness of all things, puts forward a reasoning 
[ 1 all that exists is momentary,—as for instance, the clouds 

floating in the sky’] , and is met by a dull-headed logi¬ 
cian, upholding the permanence of things, who is dull 
enough not to be able to perceive flaws in the reasoning 
and therefore Bimply says that the reasoning involves the 
fallacy of * Siddhasadhana * , ‘ Redundancy ’ , * Proving 
what is already well known ’,—what can the Bauddha 
do [except to show that in urging this fallacy,the I ugicinn 
accepts the momentariness of things, and thereby rendors 
himself open to the charge of apasiddhanta’ ] ? “ He will 
simply show that the Logician contradicts the opinion 
(that things are permanent) that he had previously 
put forward against the Bauddha’« conclusion ” If 
this procedure wem admissible, then the Bauddha 
might as well urge against him the contradiction of 
any other opinion that may be in keeping with the Logician’s 
former opinion; or else [if this were not considered right* 
then] he would ignore (and not urge) the contradiction of the 

•This ref era to Udayanacharya, who makes the observation in his Nydyapa. 

rithitta (according to the Shdnkari), or in hin fatparya-parishuddhi (according to 

Ihe Vidydsagari). The Chitthuki says * Udayanolciam arthatah upanyasyati dus 

oy\{um ; by which it is implied that the text does not actually quoto from Uclayana. 
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•This ref era to Udayanacharya, who makes the observation in his Nydyapa. 

rithitta (according to the Shdnkari), or in hin fatparya-parishuddhi (according to 

Ihe Vidydsagari). The Chitthuki says * Udayanolciam arthatah upanyasyati dus 

oy\{um ; by which it is implied that the text does not actually quoto from Uclayana. 

Kh. II. 35. 



494 Indian Thought : Khandana. 

former opinion either; for certainly there is no difference 
between contradicting a certain opinion and contradicting that 
which is in keeping with that opinion. [Thus we find 
that it is necessary to base a discussion on shastra; for] ‘shastra' 
is nothing more or less than what propounds facts and 
opinions—some of which are subordinate, and in keeping with 
others—that are conducive to the fulfilment of a certain pur¬ 
pose of man. So that if one admits the momentariness of 
things, this implies the admission of all those tenets that are in 
keeping with * and favourable to * the theory of momentary 
existence,-—such tenets, for instance, as that of ‘ Apoha’ 
‘the exclusion of contraries ’ , a»nd such others held by the 
Bauddha; and conversely, if even one of those correlated ten¬ 
ets is rejected, it implies the rejection of all that is in keeping 
with that rejected tenet. Even God himself cannot annul 
this palpable fact. Nor is it possible for one to describe, in 
his own words, all that may be in keeping with his philoso¬ 
phical tenet; for in the first place, this would mean the com¬ 
posing of a fresh philosophi cal treatise then and there; and 
secondly because the audience will not be interested in any 
such detailed statement. And for the purpose of urging against 
him the fact of his contradicting this philosophical tenet, one 
could not make a gues3 of all that may be in keeping with 
and implied by, the tenets of each of the shastras concerned. 
And lastly, philosophical tenets and all that is implied by them 
continue to be contradicted; and if such contradiction is allow¬ 
ed to pass unnoticed, then there is -no chance for either 
party getting at either the knowledge of truth or victory 
over his opponent. For these reasons, even though he may 
not wish it, one cannot but have recourse to the Shastras 
bearing upon the matter under discussion. 

(33) The above reasoning of Udayana is not very 
sound ; what may the ‘other tenet in keeping with the philoso¬ 
phical conclusion ’ be— on the non-acceptance of which, it 
is said, that one Bhould urge ‘ contradiction* ? There are two 
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things that can be accepted - (1) that, without the accept¬ 

ance of which the discussion itself could not proceed ; e.g. the 
proofs admitted by all disputants=and (2) those tenets that 
are held by particular philosophical systems only; e. g. the 
momentariness of things, the existence of God, and so forth* 
Now as one can enter into a discussion only after having 
accepted the former—i.«. the proofs—if he accepts them at the' 
start, and then subsequently rejects them,—if this be regarded 
as *ApasiddhUnta* for *him,——then this cannot be ; for 
the simple reason that this , procedure involvesj* Self-con¬ 
tradiction * ; and ‘ Self-contradiction ’ has been regarded 
by you, the Logician, yourself as a * futile rejoinder * 
(and not as a * Clincher * ) ; and you describe the 
* futile rejoinder * as * the urging of what should not be 
urged.* Nor can the ‘ apasidclhanta ’ refer to the 

second set of tenets (which are peculiar to the individual 
philosophical systems,). If it be held that for the starting of 
a discussion it is necessary to accept the ‘ momentariness of 
things, ’ or some such doctrine as is peculiar to a particular 
philosophy,—we ask : is the acceptance of that particular 
doctrine, * momentariness ’ for example, the upaya or means 
of the subject of discussion, for example the doctrine of 
* apoha ’ and such other tenets of the Bauddha ? Or are the 
two invariably concomitant with each other [so that the one 
implies the other] ? 

(34) It cannot be the former ; for in that case, when 
the Bauddha proceeds to prove the momentariness of things, 
if he renounces the doctrine of ‘ Apoha ’ and such other doc¬ 
trines peculiar to the Bauddha philosophy,—then this would 
not involve, 'apasiddhanta' for him; as the acceptance of 
* apoha * and the other doctrines is not the means of ' mo¬ 
mentariness ’ [as, it is the ‘ momentariness ’ whose accep¬ 
tance, ex hypothesi, is the means of ‘ Apoha ’]. A id if, in order 

to avoid, this difficulty, the two (acceptance of momentariness 

Kh. II. 37. 
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and ‘Apoha’) were held to be the means of one another, then 
no discussion or consideration of the two wojild be possible ; 
for it would involve a vicious cirole : while on the one 
hand, only after discussion could the tenet be regarded as 
valid and consequently accepted, on the other hand, the 
discussion could proceed only on the acceptance of the doc¬ 
trines. “ The * apasiddhanta ’ would lie only 
in the renouncing of the particular * means ’ (viz : the mo¬ 
mentariness of things) that had been previously admitted, 
and in nothing else.'' This is not right, we reply ; 
for whence do you get at the law that whenever one thing 
is the * means ’ of another, an acceptance of the former is 
necessary for the starting of any discussion in regard to the 
latter ? All that appears to be right to concede is that the dis¬ 
cussion proceeds in regard to the latter as haying the former 
for its means ; and as for the acceptance of the means, this 
acceptance need not form the said * means ’; for, in the first 
place, no proofs can ba adduced in support of the view that 
both what is regarded as the ‘ means ’ (i. e., the momentari. 
ness of things) and the acceptance of this ‘ means ’ have 
the causal efficiency necessary to be regarded as the ‘ means ’ 
(of ‘ Apoha ’ and such other doctrines) ; and secondly, even 
if such proofs could be adduced, why should it be necessary 
for the acceptance to be in avowed terms that * such and 

such I accept’? [the ‘ acceptance ’ that may be the * means ’ 
to the other doctrines could be only the acceptance by the 
original founder of the philosophy];—any such avowal of 
acceptance by every individual would be absolutely super¬ 
fluous ; as the mere fact of the ‘ acceptance ’ (by the original 
founder) being the * means * would be sufficient to make the 
parties cognisant of the fact. [And thus the individual en¬ 
tering into the discussion not having avowed his own 
acceptance of any doctrine, any subsequent disavowal 
of the same by him could not constitute ‘ Apasiddlidnfa ’]. 
“ But' when one proceeds to prove the effect (e. g., the 
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doctrine of ‘Apoha’) by means of its cause (e. g., the doctrine 
of the * momentariness of things ’) it is necessary that he should 
accept the existence of the latter ; as that which is not ac¬ 
cepted as really existing cannot be regarded as a cause ; 
-—such being the case, if there be any subsequent disavowal 
of the same, that would be a fit opportunity for the clin¬ 
cher of ‘ Apasiddahanta’ being urged against him.” Well, 
f such be the case, the fact of the man putting forward the 
doctrine as the ‘ means ’ would lead to the presumption of 
his ‘ acceptance ’ of the same; and even though this 
acceptance is not directly avowed, yet it would bo presum¬ 
ed on the strength of the fact that that which is regarded as I non-existing can never be regarded and put forward as 
a ; means ’ ; and on the basis of the contradiction of this 
presum'd ‘acceptance’ by the subsequent direct disavowal 
you would urgo the clincher of ‘ Apasiddhanta ’ against the 
inan ;—un<lor tho circumstances, it will be infinitely simp¬ 
ler for you to urgo against him tho objection that in case 
he does not accept tho existence of what he has put for1 
ward as the 1 means ’ , this latter could never be a ‘ means ’ 
at al! ; firstly because it is this objectionable feature upon 
which the ‘ Apasiddhanta ’ rests; and secondly because un¬ 
til you havo put forward this objectionable feature, you 
cannot prove that he actually accepts that whose acceptance 
he ha3 not directly avowed ; and this objectionable feature 
being sufficient for the demolishing of his position, there would 
be no necessity for the urging of the ‘ Apasildhanta', which 
after all, is entirely dependent upon, and comes after, the 
said objectionable feature. 

(35) For tho same reasons the second alternative (noted 
at the end of para. 33)—that is to say, the doctrines of 
‘momentariness’ and of ‘apoha ’ are invariable concomitants— 
cannot be accepted. The necessity of tho acceptance of 
0U3 invariable concomitant can be proved only b} tho 
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argument that if its existence were not accepted, the other 
concomitant—which the man seeks to establish—would be 
an impossibility; and under the circumstances, it would 
be better to urge this same circumstance as an objection 
against the man’s non-acceptance, rather than presume his 
acceptance, and then urge the clincher of * Apasiddhanta ’, 
on the basis of this presumed acceptance being contradic¬ 
ted by his subsequent non-acceptance. 

(36) From the above refutation of the clincher of 
JPratijmntara; ‘ Pratijnahani’ and ‘ Apasiddhcinta ' , we can 
deduce the arguments against the other Clinchers also. 

End of Chapter II. 

Kh. JZ SI. 
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CHAPTER III. 
Criticisms against the cse of {Pronouns. 

[With a view to remove all chance of any reasonable objection being 

taken against the Vedanta Philosophy, the anthorhas shown that it is im- 

or possible for the Logician to provide any adequate explanation either of 

4 Praraana’, the incompatibility whereof might be urged against the Vedanta, 

of 4 fallacies’, which might be detected against the Vedanta view of things, 
or of the 4 clinchers * and such other details of disputation which might 

have been pot forward to shut the mouth of the Vedantin disputant. 

He now proceeds to show that it is not possible for the Logician to 

put any question—in a reasonable form—to the Vedantin, in the course of 

any discussion; and in this connection he begins with showing that 

no adequate explanation can be given of the 1 pronouns ’—* what ’ ,4 who * 

and the like—with which all questioning begins]. 

(1) [Pag® 553]. Now, how are you going to explain 
the meaning of Pronouns, on whose basis most discussions 
proceed? For instance, take the question—• what is the 
proof of the existence • of God ? ’ A person who puts the 
question should be thus answered : —This word, * what ’ with 
which you introduce your question—what does it meaft? 
The word could mean either—(a) ctksdpa, denial, or (b) kutsa 

censure, or (c) vi/arka, doubt, or (d) prashna, question, 
(a) Now if it be taken to mean denial, the question would 
mean—‘ there is no proof of the existence of God’ ; and 
as this would be the mere statement of a proposition, which 
cannot establish anything, it should be necessary, for 
you, the questioner, to state certain reasons etc., in sup¬ 
port of the proposition; and inasmuch as you have not stat¬ 
ed any such reasons, you become open to the charge of * defic¬ 
iency.’ (b) For the same reason, the word cannot 
mean censure; for in the first place in that case also the 
question would mean that * the proof for God’s existence is 
censurable ’ ; and this also will be a bold statement with¬ 
out any reason;—and secondly, do you censure the proof 
because it does not prove what it is meant to prove? or be¬ 
cause of somo other reason ? If tho latter, then there is no 

need for your pointing it out to us; as, in that case, there is 
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no harm done to the proving of what the proof is meant 

to provo (and this is all that the propounder of the proof 

cares for). If it be the former—i. e., if you censure the proof 

because itdoes not prove God’s existence,—then this also can 

not be maintained; as to call it a ‘ proof and then to say 

that it does not prove, would involve a self-contradiction. 

*‘But the word * proof ’ is here used in its metaphori¬ 

cal or figurative sense (and not in the strictly original 

sense of that which proves) [so that there is no self-contra¬ 

diction).” This is not right; if the word * proof ’ is 

used here with reference to what is actually possessed of 

the character of proof, pramanatva, then it cannot be re¬ 

garded as used in a figurative sense, for the simple rea¬ 

son that the word is found, ex hypothesi, to be used in its 

strictly original sense. If, on the otherhand, the word * proof * 

is used with reference to wliat is not really possessed of 

the character of proof, but only appears to be so,—then 

there is no need of mentioning that it is ‘censurable’ [as, 

proof is censurable as unsound only when being not a proof> 

it is applied to what is proof; so when it is applied to what 

ex hypothesi, is not proof , there need be no censure of it] ; 

for your . statement, in thi3 case would simply mean—* the 

false proof that there may bo for God’s existence is cen¬ 

surable’ ; and this be admitted by all parties, including your 

opponent. Further, in that case even the special 

mention of the word * ishoarasadbhave ’ ‘ of God’s 

existence ’ would be superfluous ; as what is ‘ false 

proof ’ is censurable in other cases also,—being in 

its very nature, incapable of proving what it is meant to 

prove. (c) For similar reasons the third alternative 

cannot be acceptod—that is, the word ‘ what’ cannot mean 

* doubt ’. As, every caso of doubt roquires two alterna¬ 

tive factors,—always appearing in the form ‘ this or 

that ’ ; and thus iu the proposition * what 3 the proof ’ &c. 
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if it is to be a statement of doubt, it will be necessary to, 
state the other alternative factor also ; and the proposition 
will have to be stated in the form—* for God’s existence 
is this a proof or is it something else ? And as you 
have not made your statement in this form, you are open 
to the charge of ‘ deficiency ’. (d) Nor, lastly can the fourth 
alternative be accepted,—that is, the word * what ’ can¬ 
not be regarded as denoting question ; for if the ‘ what’ 
denoted question, this would imply that there is some¬ 
thing with regard to which there is a desire to know, an 
inquisitiveness ; and owing to the presence of the word 
* proof ’, this ' desire to know ’ would appear to be with 
regard to proofs ; and the rule is that the person answering 
tho question must point out or indicate that with regard 
to which the question is put. Now, with regard to the 
question under consideration, wo ask—Does the question 
refer to proof in general for God’s existence (meaning 
if thcro is any proof of God’s existence) ? Or does it 
refer to a particular proof (the meaning being, are there 
particular proofs for God’s existence) ? If it is the former, 
then tho mere statement that ‘ there is proof of God’s 
existence ’ would suffice for the answer; for all that 
is required of tho answerer is to provide wliat the question 
requires; and as the question requires the statement as to 
whether or not there is any proof for God’s existence, 
this statement is. provided by the answerer stating that 

there is proof. If the second alternative be meant— 
i. e., if the question means ‘ "What particular proofs are 
there for God’s existence ?—even then, the statement 
‘ there is proof for God’s existence ’ would be sufficient 
answer; the word ‘proof’ in this answer signifying 
particular proofs in the same manner as the same word 

does in the question. [So that ‘ there are particular 
proofs for God’s existence ’ would be a fitting answer to 
the question, ‘are there particular proofs for God’s 
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existence ? ’]. “ What the question means is—1 what 
is that particular proof which proves God’s existence ? 
This also does not help the matter; as this form of the 
question also would bo met by the same answer as before 
the subject of this question also is particular proof; the 
word 4 what* being coordinate with the expression 4 particular 
proof the answer also would consist of the phrase 4 there 
is particular proof,’ " The expression * particular 
proof , is not used in the vague sense of an undefined 
and unspecified particular proof; but in the sense of a 
specific individual well-defined proof ; and it is in this 
sense that the expression c particular proof9 has been 
used ; so the meaning of the question is—4 what is that 
particular specific proof which proves God’s existence?.”— 
And the proper answer to this should consist of the indit 
eating of such a specific proof, and. not in the making of 
such senseless assertions as you have been making.” 
What you say is not quite right; for even with your 
interpretation of the question, the answer to it would again 
be in the form * there is particular proof * ;—and if in 
the question, the expression ‘particular proof ’ signifies a 
specific individual proof, it does the same in the answer 
also ; so that whatever meaning you may assign to the 
expression as appearing in the question, that same meaning 
would be expressed by the expression as occurring in the 
answer [and hence whatever your question may mean, 
the statement ‘ there is particular proof * would be a suit¬ 
able answer in all cases]. 

(2) ‘4 When one puts the question — ‘ what is the 
proof of this or that ? ’—what he wishes to know is if the 
particular thing is proved by Inference or by something else.,, 

To this also our answer is—It is proved by 
Inference. “ What is that inference ? ” With 
regard to this question also, wo ask—doos this question 
refer to Inference in goneral, or to any particular inference ? 

Eh. III. 44. 
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And having put these questions, we shall offer to you the 
same answers that we did to your question 1 What is the 
proof? And the following two verses depict the true state 

of things in this connection:— 

* When the questioner explains his question as per¬ 
taining to a particular subject,—the same should be stated 
by the answerer, the same subject and in the same words.’ 

‘ It is a well-known rule that the answerer should state 
exactly that which forms the subject of the question; as the 
subject is best explained by those same words; in fact, this 
method of explaining by mean^ of the same words has been 
adopted by you in the explanations that you have been 
putting forward of your question ; [why then should not I, 

tho answerer, adopt the same method ?J.’ 

[P. 553] (3) Then again, the fact of the word ‘ what' 
denoting question implies that tho subject questioned about 
is an object of curiosity ; and ‘ curiosity * is only the desire 

to kuow ; and as a mattor of fact, there can be no desire with 
regard to anything that is absolutely unknown ; as if such 
desire were possible, then there would be the absurdity of 
desire arising with regard to everything in the world, known 
and unknown alike. Thus then, when yoq desire to know 
tho proof with regard to God, you will have to point to the 
knowledge that you may have of God,—the knowledge where¬ 
upon your desire would be based. And with regard to this, 
your knowledge, we ask—is this knowledge that you have of 
God, true—i. e. in full accord with the object as it really exists? 
or is it false—i. e. not in accord with the object ? If it is 
true, then that knowledge itself makes its object amenable 
to valid proof; a3 unless an object is amenable to valid proof, 
it is not possible to speak of its knowledge as ‘ true and 

this valid proof brings up or indicates the existence of God, 
which forms its objective; and thus, our desire to provo the 
existence of God becomes accomplished without any effort 
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on uur part. If, on the other hand, your knowledge of the 

thing (God) is not true,—then, if it be your desire, when you 

put the question, that in regard to that object of your Wrong 

Knowledge, we should produce another Wrong Knowledge, 

then why should you seek this at the hands of another person 

when it is entirely within your own power ? You are your¬ 

self an expertin producing Wrong Knowledge; and just asyou 

you have produced one Wrong Knowledge with regard to the 

thing, in the same manner you can produce another also 

As for ourselves we, are the producers of only true knowledge 

and are entirely inexperienced in the production of wrong 

ones ; why then should you employ us in this work ? <c What 

we ask you to do is to make that which is an object of my 

Wrong Knowledge, an object of my True Knowledge.” I 

that is what you desire, then our reply is that your very 

attempt at this is absurd, involving as it does a self-contra¬ 

diction on your part: How can any intelligent person ever 

make an attempt at making the shell that he perceives as silver 

an object of his right cognition ? For as a matter of fact, if 

the form in which an object is wrongly known were said to be 
the same in which it is rightly known,—this would be a 

clear case of self-contradiction. “ What you have to pro¬ 

duce is what may be right knowledge in accordance with 

your philosophical tenets (even though it may be wrong 

according to mine); that is why we are asking you to do so. 

This also will not be right: It is not a philosophical tenet of mine 

—I do not hold the view—that it is my duty to show that the 

invalid proof of God's existence, which you have wrongly 

come to regard as valid proof, is really valid; on the contrary 

my duty should be to show that the valid proof of Gods 

existence, which you have wrongly come to regard as invalid 
is really valid. 

(s) * When wo ask you—what is the proof of Gods 

existence ?—what wo wish you to do is moroly to make 
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known to us the proof that there may be for God’s existence, 

and we do not wish anything further, as to whether this 

knowledge that you may produce in us be true or false/’ 

This is not right, we reply ; as the mere making known would 

be possible also if the knowledge produced were entirely 

wrong ; and we have already said that the producing of such 

knowledge is entirely in your own power; why should you 

seek, in this, the help of any other person ? “The fact 

is that there has appeared in us a certain knowledge of the 

proof for God’s existence ; and with regard to this there arises 

a doubt in our mind as to whether this knowledge of ours 

is wrong or right; - thus there is no room for the objections 

that you have urged, which is based on the supposition that 

we definitely accept one of the two views as to the rightness 

or wrongness of the knowledge [while, as a matter of fact, 

we are entirely in doubt and do not accept the one or the 

other]”. * It is not so, we reply ; for if you are only 

in doubt n< to thp truth or falsity of your knowledge, then 

this would mean that, you are in doubt also as to the proof, 

of which you have the knowledge, and also as to God’s exis¬ 

tence. which is the object of that proof ; and under the 

circumstances, vour question would be one that comes from 

one who is in doubt on the point; and not that which comes 

from a decided opponent (who denies the point entirely). 

^uch being the case, please accept the position of a disciple, 

and propitiate us with a long course of attendance and ser¬ 

vice ; and then we shall remove this doubt, of yours ] 
(5) “ We are certainly your decided Opponents ; [as we 

denv the existence of God] ; and the doubt that we have 

[spoken of is one that lias been purposely conjured up (for 

purposes of discussion'.” This means that you have fully 

accepted one of the two alternatives of the doubt ; and you 

n Tlio objections have been in. the for. h—* \fyou regard your hi owl edge a i 

true, then God’s cxi .tenco is proved ; if the knowledge is fal»o. it is for you to 

produce wrong knowledge* mid s<» forth. 
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have set up the doubt only for a special purpose. Well, in 
that case, we put to you the question—is this definite cogni¬ 

tion of the one alternative true or false ? ,—and thereby 
make you subject to the objections that We have already 
urged above [from which you sought to extricate yourself, in 
para. 4, by urging that you were entirely doubtful, and 
had not accepted any one of the two alternatives]. And 
further this uncertainty will also serve to reject any such 
assertion of yours as * this is accepted by us ! ;—as this asser¬ 
tion also will be open to the objections based upon the ques¬ 
tion as to whether this acceptance is true or false; specially 
in view of the law that ‘ when there is contradiction between 
two things, one or the ocher must be true, no third alter¬ 
native is possible ’ [by which an acceptance must be either’ 
true or false ; ‘ true ' and ‘ false ’ being contradictory terms |. 

(6) All that we have urged in the Ishv.irubhisundhi 

and other works against the use of pronouns is applicable in 

the present connection also. 

End of Chapter III. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Refutation of Objects of Cognition. 

Section (1). 

[Having dealt with the Pramdnas, the Instruments of Cognition, 

the Author takes up the Prameyas, the Objects of Cognition ; the character 

that is common to all prameyas is that of being an entity. So before refu¬ 

ting the definitions of the individual entities, he proceeds to show that it ts 

not possible to provide an adequate account of what constitutes an i entity.5 
And with a view to keep up a connection with what has gone before, he 

turns the fresh discussion onto the subject of God who is one of the 
Logician’s * pramfiyas ’.] 

(i) [Page 562J The Logician turns the discussion on the 
question of proofs for God’s existence into a new channel:— 
“ Notwithstanding all that you have said, as to the impossi¬ 
bility of putting a question as to the proofs of God’s existence, 
—inasmuch as God is an entity, a positive being, it is incumb¬ 
ent on you to point out a pramana, a proof, that affirms, or 
declares the existence of, that God.’’ What do 
you mean by God ‘ being an entity’ ?—we ask. u Wrell> 
it means that He is a positive being. ” This will not 
be right ;for in thus answering my question, you simply supply 
me with a synonym (and you do not explain what constitutes an 
‘ entity. ’) “ Being an entity means existing 

in its own form.” This also cannot be accepted ; 
as firstly, a negative entity also is something that exists in 
its own form ; and secondlyf in presenting such a definition, 
each definition that you will put forward will apply to only 
individual entities,—serving to distinguish each one from 
the rest; and thus there would not be that comprehensiveness 
which is essential for all definitions. “ A thing is 
called an 1 entity ’ when with regard to it people have the 
notion that it is or exists. ” This will not be right ; 
as it is possible for us to have such a notion as ‘ the negation 
or absence of jar is here’; and as in this we have the notion 
of 1 it is ’ with regard to a negation, this negation will have 
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to be regarded as an ‘ entity ’; and further, even though with 
regard to the jar and such other substances, we often have 
the notion * it does not exist yet they do not cease to be 
‘ entities’ [and they would so cease if an entity were defined 
as proposed]. 

\z) [Page 563] Then again, when you speak of the notion 
of ‘ asti ’ ‘ it exists ’ with regard to a thing,—do you mean 

that what is signified by the word ‘ as{i ’, * exists is 
capable of being predicated of the thing ? or that the word 
‘ asti ’ is' capable of being used in connection with the thing? 
It cannot be the former ; as you do not explain what is sig¬ 
nified by the words. “ Why | the expression ‘it exists * 

signifies satta, the generality of * being ’, * existence*. ” 
This is not right J as, according, to the Logician, there is 
no ‘ 8at(a ’ in such things as Generality, Individuality, In¬ 
herence, &o.; and so satta, signified by the phrase ‘it exists ’ 
being incapable of being predicated of these, they could never 
be spoken of as ‘ it exists ’; which would mean that they 
are mere negations, non-entities ; specially as we have already 
rejected the idea of a thing ‘ existing in its own form.’ 
Nor can the second alternative be accepted; as we have 
already pointed that there is such a notion as * negation or 
absence exists ’ (where the word ‘ exists ’ is found to be 
used in connection with a negation); and further, if that 
alone were to be regarded as an entity in connection with which 
the word * asti could be used, then all those things in con¬ 
nection with which we might use the word ‘ vartate* 
(instead of ‘ asti ) will have to be regarded as non-entit¬ 
ies ! “ But the word ‘ asti ’ i3 synonymous with * vartate * 

(so it makes no difference whether you use the one or the 
other)”. This is not right; it is not possible to show that the 
two words are synonymous except by pointing out the com¬ 
mon denotation of tho two words [and this is not possiolo, as 
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the word 1 varfalB’ does not signify exactly what is denoted 
by the word * as(i ’.]* 

** That the two words are synonymous is comprehended, 
in a vague, general way, from the fact that one man is found 
to make use of the word * vartate ’ with regard to the same 
thing in connection with which another man makes 
use of the word ‘ asti’ *\ This is not right; as in the 
case of many words—such, e. g. as * pramSya * , ‘ abhidhBya * 
and the like—we find that though one man uses one word 
exactly in connection with a thing in regard to which an¬ 
other man uses the other word, yet the words not regarded as 
synonymous. “ What is ^neant i3 that the denotation of 
the two words should be the same—that the words should be 
used in the same sense (and not that they should be made use 
of with regard to the same thing.)” But in that case> 
firstly, it remains as difficult as ever for you to explain what 
this * same sense ’ is [we having shown that it is not possible 
for the words to mean ‘ existence in one’s own form ’ and so 
forth]; and secondly, even if it W9re possible for you to 
point out this common denotation, you should explain your* 
* bhavatoa’, ‘entity ’, * character of being ’, by means of that 
same common denotation ; and where would be the need for 
seeking after the proper expression for your definition ? 

(3) [Another de finition of ' entity ’ i3 put forward]— 
“That is an entity which is not of the nature of the negation of 
another thing.” This also cannot be accepted ; as in 
the first place, the word * para ’, * another thing is entirely 
superfluous;—it does not serve the purpose of excluding 

This is the explanation given by the Shankarl ; the Vidyasagari and tho 

Chitsukhl explain as follows :—MEntity* ‘character of being 9 only can be this 

common denotation of the two words ; and this forms the subject of our present 

enquiry ; so that you are baaing your definition of ‘ entity * upon the fact of tho 

two words ‘ ai{i * and ‘ var{a^i ’ being synonymous, the comprehension of which 

is found to depend upon the due undemanding of what1 Entity * is, thus involving 

inextricable circle. 
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anything not excluded by the rest of the definition [as what, 
over is of the nature of negation, is always of the nature 
of the negation of another thing ; nothing can be of the nat¬ 
ure of the negation of itself; hence ‘ that which is not of the 
the nature of negation ’ would provide all that is necessary] • 
and secondly, the Logician recognises the fact that * entity ’ 
and * non-entity * are mutual contradictories—being of the 
nature of the negation of one another [so that * entity * is 
just as much ‘ of the nature of the negation of another thing ’ 
in the shape of ‘ nonentity ’ as ‘ non-entity ’ is * of the nature 
of the negation of entity’; so that the definition is an imposs¬ 
ible one, not applying to w,hat it is intended to define]- 
** As a matter of fact, we find that with regard to a * non¬ 
entity ’ we always have the notion that it is not an entity (i. e. 
it is of the nature of the negation of entity! : in regard to an 
entity we do not always have the notion (that it is not a non¬ 

entity i. e. it is of the nature of the negation of non-entity) [so 
the definition cannot be regarded as impossible]. ” In 
spite of this fact, the definition does not become any clearer 
[it may be that we do not always think of an Entity as the 
negation of non-entity; but the fact remains that the Entity 
is as much the negation of non-entity as the Non-entity is 
the negation of entity ; and so loDg as this fact remains, 
the definition remains impossible]. “ Then we shall 
define 1 entity’ as that which is not recognised, or thought 
of, as of the nature of the negation of another thing. [So 
that, even though Entity may be of the. nature of the nega¬ 
tion of another thing, yet, inasmuch as it is not always re¬ 
cognised as being so, the definition ceases to be imposs¬ 
ible]. ” This definition also cannot be accepted; as, 
in the first place, with such a definition, it would not be 
possible to approheud an .* entity or * character of be¬ 
ing », with the Eye and the other sense-organs; as the fact 
of a certain thing being recognised, or thought of, cannot bo 
known by the senses [and Entity has been defined as consisting 
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of a particular form of * recognition *]and secondly, the 
conception * this is not a non-entity ’ would, in this case, be 
entirely objectless or baseless; as, according to you, the 
object of this conception could not be an Entity ; as what Is 
conceived of is conceived of as being of the nature of the nega¬ 
tion of something else; nor could negation or non-entity be 
the object of the conception ; as what it does is to deny the 
non-entity (which, therefore, cannot be its object). “There 
could be no such conception at all (as ‘ this is not a non¬ 
entity ’).” Certainly, there can be nothing to prevent 
the possibility of such a sentence bringing about at least a 
verbal cognition; as the wor/ls contained in the sentence 
being endowed with all such requisites of verbal deno¬ 
tation as mutual, dependency, proximity and the like,—the 
sentence does actually signify a certain relationship among 
the several words [and this is all that is necessary for verbal 
cognition] ; the possibility of such verbal cognition in regard 
to non-entities has been thus declared '1 Word brings about - 
cognitions even with regard to what is an absolute non¬ 
entity.’ (Shlolcavartika, Su. 2, Verse 6). “ We shall regard 
that as * entity ’ which is not cognised, by perception, to be of 
the nature of the negation of another thing; so that with this 
qualification the definition will not be open to the objections 
urged against it.” Even this qualified definition cannot 
be accepted ; as the Logician does not regard all * entities * 
to be amenable to perception. “ But according to the 
philosophy (like the Nyaya) which admits of God, every 
entity is certainly amenable to perception (by God).” But 
so far as God is concerned, there is nothing to prove that he 
perceives entities as ‘ not of the nauire of the negation of 
another thing.’ “ But such things as are not perceived 
by God in this form, may yet be perceived by Him, as enti¬ 
ties, in their positive form.” Yes, but we are still in 
the dark as to the real character of ‘ entity ’ or ‘ positive 

form.’ 
Kh. II. 53. 
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entirely objectless or baseless; as, according to you, the 
object of this conception could not be an Entity ; as what Is 
conceived of is conceived of as being of the nature of the nega¬ 
tion of something else; nor could negation or non-entity be 
the object of the conception ; as what it does is to deny the 
non-entity (which, therefore, cannot be its object). “There 
could be no such conception at all (as ‘ this is not a non¬ 
entity ’).” Certainly, there can be nothing to prevent 
the possibility of such a sentence bringing about at least a 
verbal cognition; as the wor/ls contained in the sentence 
being endowed with all such requisites of verbal deno¬ 
tation as mutual, dependency, proximity and the like,—the 
sentence does actually signify a certain relationship among 
the several words [and this is all that is necessary for verbal 
cognition] ; the possibility of such verbal cognition in regard 
to non-entities has been thus declared '1 Word brings about - 
cognitions even with regard to what is an absolute non¬ 
entity.’ (Shlolcavartika, Su. 2, Verse 6). “ We shall regard 
that as * entity ’ which is not cognised, by perception, to be of 
the nature of the negation of another thing; so that with this 
qualification the definition will not be open to the objections 
urged against it.” Even this qualified definition cannot 
be accepted ; as the Logician does not regard all * entities * 
to be amenable to perception. “ But according to the 
philosophy (like the Nyaya) which admits of God, every 
entity is certainly amenable to perception (by God).” But 
so far as God is concerned, there is nothing to prove that he 
perceives entities as ‘ not of the nauire of the negation of 
another thing.’ “ But such things as are not perceived 
by God in this form, may yet be perceived by Him, as enti¬ 
ties, in their positive form.” Yes, but we are still in 
the dark as to the real character of ‘ entity ’ or ‘ positive 
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(4) “ We do know for certain that * positive form' is 
that which is expressed, by words also, as being not of the 
the nature of the negation of another thing [even though 
God may not porceive things in this form, yot His percep¬ 
tion of such things may certainly be described, in words, to 
be of that form; so that these also become included].” la 
this definition also, the word ‘another’ would be superfluous 
(as shown in the case of the former definition); and thus 
even if the word * another * were omitted (and ‘ entity ’ were 
defined as that which is cognised by means of words as being 
not of the nature of negation), then, the definition would 
become open to the objection tfyat, as thus defined, the ‘ En¬ 
tity’ would be imperceptible by tho Eye, and such other 
objections (as have already been urged above).* “ On 
seeing a piece of sandalwood, the idea that we have is * this 
is a fragrant piece of sandalwood ’, when, even though what 
is perceived is only the piece of wood, and not its sweet smell, 

yet fragrance enters into the perception as a factor that is 
merely presented to consciousness along with the wood ; in 
the same manner, in the case in question, we can have the 
perception of ‘ entity and even though the factor of ‘ cog¬ 
nition ’ that enters into our conception of the ‘ entity ’ is not 
amenable to perception, yet it can form part of the percep¬ 
tion, being presented to consciousness along with the entity.” 
This cannot be; as this would mean—(1) either that the 
entity is the inseparable attribute of the cognition which is 
presented to consciousness as qualifying (entering into the 
conception of) the Entity ;—and this would involve a vicious 
circle, so far as the Entity is concerned ;—(2) or that 
the Entity is an adventitious adjunct of the cognition 
presented to consciousness, which latter also enters, only 
as an adventitious adjunct, into tho conception of tho 
entity’; and in this latter case, the character of ‘ entity 

° A cognition U not porcoptiblo ; hence if cognition forms an integral factor 

in the definition of ‘ Entity ’, Entity also would not be perccptiblo ; and so forth. 
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thus defined would beoome applicable to that negation whioh 
is cognised along with an entity 1 [For instance, when a cer¬ 
tain place, an entity, is cognised along with the negation or 
absence of the jar,—in the cognition ‘ there is no jar here ,’— 
this negation has for its adventitious adjunct the cogni¬ 
tion of the place, which place is cognised as not being of the 
nature of negation ; and hence this negation, fulfilling all the 
conditions of the definition of ‘entity’, will have to be re¬ 
garded as an * entity ’; and this would be absurd].* 

(5) Then again, when you put forward a definition in 
the form ‘ an entity is that which is so and so,’ it becomes 
necessary for you to explain what ‘entity’ is, apart from what 
you put forward as the definition [as without knowing 
what the word * entity ’ means, it is not possible to compre¬ 
hend the definition containing that word]. If, with a view to 
escape from this difficulty, it be held that there is absolute 
non-difference (or identity) between the two ( i. e. between 
the Entity and the character put forward in the definition) 
—then in that case, it would not be possible for you to put for¬ 
ward your definition in the form of the proposition that ‘ that 
which is endowed with such a character is entity ’ [in which 
the character is the qualification, and the Entity is what is 
qualified by it; and it is not possible for a thing to be quali¬ 
fied by what is non-different from it]. If, on the other hand, 
the character put forward is regarded (not as identical with 
the Entity, but) only as an adventitious adjunct of the 
Entity, then it behoves you to explain what is that which 
you seek to define (by means of this qualification). If then 
what is put forward as the definition be held to be what is 

• This answer, along with the objection to which it is an answer,—i. c. the 
noutence beginning with ‘ surabhi chcindanctm ’—does not form part of the text ac¬ 

cording to theChitsukhi arid the Vidydsagari; though the Chaukharaba Series edition 

contain® the passages in the text, the Commentary takes no notice of them - it is 
not possible that they should have been omitted as too easy ; for the Vidvdsd 

never ormts any passage ; and tho passage in question is l t easy either. The' 

nhdnkari alone accepts the reading, and provides a satisfactory explanation. 
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meant by * Entity,’ so that the two are identical, then there is 
yet another difficulty (over and above what we have already 
pointed out): viz.—When we cognise an Entity in the form— 
‘the negation or absence of suchand such a thing is not’, the 
Entity will have to be regarded as not an ‘ entity’ at all [as 
in this case the Entity is cognised as not absent, which means 
that it is of the nature of the negation of absence, and this 
is not * cognised as being not of the nature of the negation 
of another thing’]. If, then) ’entity’ be defined as something 
entirely different from the definitions hitherto given, 
then, in that case, it will have to be regarded as something not 

included in any of the six ‘ categories ’ [that the Vaishesikas 

postulate.]* 

(6) Lastly, we ask,—this character of ‘entity’, does it 
subsist in itself or not ? If it does, then there is the absurdity 
of a thing subsisting in itself. If it does not, then it itself 
becomes a non-entity, though it may be cognised as 
not being of the nature of the negation of another thing 
[and thus fulfilling the conditions of your definition of ‘entity’]. 

Section (2). 
[Having refuted the conception of 1 entity/ the author next takes 

up the idea of ‘ non-entity or ’ negation ; and he turns this also on to the 

subject of God’s existence.] 

(7) [Page 568] [Haying been baffled in his ques¬ 
tionings in regard to proofs for God’s existence] the Logician 
turns upon the Vedantin with the following threat:—“ Inas¬ 
much as you do not provide any proofs for God’s existence, 
the inevitable conclusion is that God is a non-entity—there is 
no God.” What do you mean by c non-entity* ?—we ask. 
“ A non-entity is that whose nature is that of negation.” 

•The ChiUulchi and the Vidydsagari interpret this last sentence differently. 

According to them, the translation would run thus:—4 Is Entity something different 

from the six categories or not ? If it is different, then you admit a seventh category, 

and thus contradict your tenet of six categories [and if it is included in the six 

then, if it is any one of tho six categories, the other categories become 

non-tnliliti.] 
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If this means that which is of the nature of contradictiories, 
then this character belongs to the Entity also; as you yourself 
admit that Entity and Non-entity are mutual contradictories. 
,c The nature or character of negation is just what constitutes 
a Non-entity.’* But you cannot thus escape from the objection 
by merely reversing the order of words: You started with 
defining ‘non-entity* as that which is of the nature of negation, 
and now you define the ‘ nature of negationlas that which 

constitutes ‘ non-entity.* For the same reasons we cannot 
accept the definition of Non-entity as that which is cognised 
in the form of negation. 

(8) “ We shall define Non-entity as the contradictory or 
Entity.” This also cannot be accepted. For; does this mean 
that it is the contradictory of all entities ? or of only some 
particular entities? It canuot mean the former, for the 
simple reason that no such thing is possible ; for instance, the 

negation of the jar, which is a non-entity, is not the contradic¬ 
tory of the earth’s surface and such other things. Nor' can 
it mean the latter, as there are many entities also which are 
* contradictory to some particular entities *. “ What is meant 
by contradiction is incapability of association or co-existence; and 
certainly there can be no such incapability between two 
entities.'' This is not right ; as there certainly is such incapa¬ 

bility of co-existence between the two entities Gotva, (character 
of the cow) and Ashvatva (character of the horse). “ When 
the two are so related that when on tho affirmation of one 
there is denial of the other, then we have real contradiction.” 
This also cannot be accepted ; for if there is meant to be 
difference between the affirmation of one and the denial of the 
other, then, such a contradiction as is here described is found 
to exist between two particular entities also [e.g. when there is 
affirmation of the cow-character, there is denial of the horse- 
character]. “ What we mean is that there is contradiction, 
when tho affirmation of the ono constitutes the denial of t^e 

18 
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meant by * Entity,’ so that the two are identical, then there is 
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‘the negation or absence of suchand such a thing is not’, the 
Entity will have to be regarded as not an ‘ entity’ at all [as 
in this case the Entity is cognised as not absent, which means 
that it is of the nature of the negation of absence, and this 
is not * cognised as being not of the nature of the negation 
of another thing’]. If, then) ’entity’ be defined as something 
entirely different from the definitions hitherto given, 
then, in that case, it will have to be regarded as something not 

included in any of the six ‘ categories ’ [that the Vaishesikas 

postulate.]* 

(6) Lastly, we ask,—this character of ‘entity’, does it 
subsist in itself or not ? If it does, then there is the absurdity 
of a thing subsisting in itself. If it does not, then it itself 
becomes a non-entity, though it may be cognised as 
not being of the nature of the negation of another thing 
[and thus fulfilling the conditions of your definition of ‘entity’]. 

Section (2). 
[Having refuted the conception of 1 entity/ the author next takes 

up the idea of ‘ non-entity or ’ negation ; and he turns this also on to the 

subject of God’s existence.] 

(7) [Page 568] [Haying been baffled in his ques¬ 
tionings in regard to proofs for God’s existence] the Logician 
turns upon the Vedantin with the following threat:—“ Inas¬ 
much as you do not provide any proofs for God’s existence, 
the inevitable conclusion is that God is a non-entity—there is 
no God.” What do you mean by c non-entity* ?—we ask. 
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•The ChiUulchi and the Vidydsagari interpret this last sentence differently. 
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and thus contradict your tenet of six categories [and if it is included in the six 

then, if it is any one of tho six categories, the other categories become 

non-tnliliti.] 
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If this means that which is of the nature of contradictiories, 
then this character belongs to the Entity also; as you yourself 
admit that Entity and Non-entity are mutual contradictories. 
,c The nature or character of negation is just what constitutes 
a Non-entity.’* But you cannot thus escape from the objection 
by merely reversing the order of words: You started with 
defining ‘non-entity* as that which is of the nature of negation, 
and now you define the ‘ nature of negationlas that which 

constitutes ‘ non-entity.* For the same reasons we cannot 
accept the definition of Non-entity as that which is cognised 
in the form of negation. 

(8) “ We shall define Non-entity as the contradictory or 
Entity.” This also cannot be accepted. For; does this mean 
that it is the contradictory of all entities ? or of only some 
particular entities? It canuot mean the former, for the 
simple reason that no such thing is possible ; for instance, the 

negation of the jar, which is a non-entity, is not the contradic¬ 
tory of the earth’s surface and such other things. Nor' can 
it mean the latter, as there are many entities also which are 
* contradictory to some particular entities *. “ What is meant 
by contradiction is incapability of association or co-existence; and 
certainly there can be no such incapability between two 
entities.'' This is not right ; as there certainly is such incapa¬ 

bility of co-existence between the two entities Gotva, (character 
of the cow) and Ashvatva (character of the horse). “ When 
the two are so related that when on tho affirmation of one 
there is denial of the other, then we have real contradiction.” 
This also cannot be accepted ; for if there is meant to be 
difference between the affirmation of one and the denial of the 
other, then, such a contradiction as is here described is found 
to exist between two particular entities also [e.g. when there is 
affirmation of the cow-character, there is denial of the horse- 
character]. “ What we mean is that there is contradiction, 
when tho affirmation of the ono constitutes the denial of t^e 

18 
Kh. II. 57. 



516 Indian Thought : Khandana. 

other (so that the affirmation of one and the denial of 
another are identical) [and certainly the affirmation of the 
cow is not identical with the denial of the horse].*’ This 
also cannot be accepted, as this denial itself can be either 
an entity or a non-entity ; and in either case it would be an 
unknown quantity ; if it is a non-entity, then, it is unknown 
in so far as it is still to be explained what it is ; and if it is 
an entity then also it is unknown, in so far as denial in the 
form of an entity is something impossible. 

(9) Another definition of Non-entity is put forward:— 
u A Non-entity is that in connection with which people have 
the notion ‘ it does not exist/ 99 This cannot be accepted, for 
people havo such a notion as ‘ the absence of jar is not *; and 
as this is a notion in connection with the jar, the jar will 
have to be regarded as a non-entity. And in addition to 
this, this definition will be open to all those objections that 
have been urged against the definition of * entity’ as ‘ that in 
connection with which people have the notion it exists 
(see para, 1). 

(LO.) “ A ‘non-entity* or * negation * is that the cognition 
of which is dependent upon the cognition of its counter-entity.” 

This also cannot be accepted \ for (1) if by * counter- 
entity* you mean simply something other (than the non¬ 
entity), then the definition becomes much too wide [as there 
are many things whose cognition is dependent on the cognition 
of things other than themselves; e. g. the cognition of the 
relation of conjunction is dependent on the cognition of the 
things thus related] ; (2) and if by ‘ counter-entity * you mean 
that which is contradictory, you have still to explain what is 
meant by ‘contradictory ;—(3) if by ‘counter-entity* is 
meant that which is non-existent, then, in the first place, the 
difficulty is that it is still not known what is the precise mean¬ 
ing of the negative element (in the word, ‘non-existent *) [and 
Tvhat wo are still discussing is prec: lely what is meant by 
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negationJ; and secondly, inasmuch as all cognitions of past 
and future things have their objects non-existent, the cogni¬ 
tion of all these cognitions will be dependent on the cognition 
of what is existent [as without the cognition of the object 
we can have no cognition of the cognition of that object] l 

and these being thus include^ iu the definition, it becomes too 
wide. 

(11.) Whatever definition, or distinguishing feature, of 
‘ non-entity * you may point out, with regard to that we ask— 
is that distinguishing feature an (A) ‘ entity * or a (B) ‘ non¬ 
entity*? (A) It cannot be aa entity ; as in the first 
place, an entity, a positive feature, can not subsist in a 
non-entity; and secondly, even though it may be argued that 
entity, in the shape of a positive feature, does appear as a 
qualification in the cognition of non-entities [the cognition of 
the Non-entity being regarded as a positive entity], and as 
such it might, in a way, be said to subsist in the Non-entity, 
yet in that case it behoves you to explain under which of the 
well-known qualifications of w ‘ cognition * this ‘ entity,* or 
positive feature, will be included. “This qualification 
of the cognition will be something totally different from the 
well-known ones, though similar in character to these.’ 
But even so your definition will not be free from objections ; 
for instance, the non-entity that is qualified by this entity, or 
positive feature (which you put forward as its distinguishing 
feature),—is this qualified non-entity an * entity* or a ‘ non¬ 
entity *?—we ask. If it is a non-entity, then this would 
mean that the non-entity subsists in itself—an absurdity; and 
if it is an ' entity * then there is self-contradiction [a 1 non¬ 

entity * being an ‘ entity’.] (B.) Nor can the 
second alternative (mentioned in the beginning of this para¬ 
graph) be accepted-that is, the distinguishing feature of ‘non¬ 
entity * cannot bo a‘non-entity.* As if it subsists in itself 3 

there is the absurdity of something subsisting in itself, and 
KLII. 59. 
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if it does not subsist in itself, the definition, consisting of that 

distinguishing feature, becomes too narrow (not subsisting in 

the very thing, * non-entity *, that it is meant to define). 

(12) “ A Non-entity or negation is that which always 

appears to consciousness as qualified by what k negatived or 

denied \e. gwhen we cognise the c negation of the jar/ what 

appears to consciousness is the negation qualified by the yan 

which latter is what is negatived or denied].11 This 

definition also cannot be accepted; for in the first place so 

long as * negation’ itself has not been explained, we cannot 

understand what is meant by * that which is negatived*; and 

secondly, it will be necessary^* to explain what is meant by 

the word 1 vishista 9 in your definition. 

(13.) Is this 1 vishista 9 something different from the 

‘ vishesana9 (qualification), the ivisliGsga9 (the object possessing 

that qualification) and the relation between these two ? Or is 

it not different from these three ? It cannot be something 

different from these three ; for as matter of fact, whenever 

we conceive of the man with the stick (where the man is the 

vishista and the stick the vishesana), we do not think of it as 

anything entirely different from the stick, th^ man and the re¬ 

lation between these two; and further, if it were something 

totally different from these, then, when a person would be asked 

to bring forward the * man with the stick/ he would not bring 

the man, (but something totally different). “ That is 

called ‘ vishista9 which is temporarily characterised by the 

relation between the vishesana and the vishesya [so that the 

man with the stick is the person who is temporarily charac¬ 

terised by the relation, of possession, between the stick and 

the man],” This will not be right; for, in what form 

is the vishista ‘ temporarily characterised ’? Is it as some¬ 

thing not bearing the relation that it is 1 characterised 9? Or 

is it as something bearing that relation ? In the former case, 

the definition would become too wide [as when one is asked 
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to bring the man with the stick, he would be justified in re¬ 

garding the man with the ear-ring as the intended vishista ; 

as it is this latter which does not bear the relation between 

the man and the stick]. And in the latter case,—i.e., if what is 

characterised is something that bears the relation, then,—that 

something must be different (from the vishSsancL and the" 

vishesya and the relation between the two) [so that the objec¬ 

tion urged before remains in force;—viz, when asked to bring 

the man with the stick, one would bring something which is 

neither the man nor the stick* nor the relation between these]. 

“ But the relation itself is the cause or basis of the 

* characterisation9; and certaicfly this relation is contained in, 

and possessed by, both members of the relation, the vishista as 

well as the vishesana [so that when the man with the stick is 

wanted, the man as well as the stick will be brought in, as the 

relation by which the man is * characterised 9 is contained by 

both of these].” This is not right; as in this case* 

it will be necessary to regard the I'elation contained by 

the vishista and the vishesana as distinct from mere relation 

in general; and this will be far from right [as under the 

circumstances, there would be no bringing of the stick when the 

man with the stick is called in]. * “ But the operation 

will certainly bear upon that which has that relation [so 

that, even though the vishista is something distinct, yet it 

is only that which has the relation of the vishesana and 

vishesya) hence any operation upon the vishista will certain- 

° Is mere relation in general the basis of * characterisation * ? Or is it that 

relation which is contained in the vishista &c. ? In the former case, when asked to 

bring in the man with the stick, one would.be justified in bringing in a jar; as this als^ 

In ‘characterised’ by some sort of a * relation.’ In the latter case, that relation which 

is contained by the vishista ani vishesana could not be regarded as subsisting in the 

vishesana ; as this would mean that a certain thing fin this case, the vishisana /. i 

which forms an integral factor of the relation) subsists in itself ; which is aburd 1 

And hence the vishSsana would not be included in any operation that bears upon th6 

vishista ; so that the stick would not be brought when the man with the stick i8 

brought in. 
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1J bear upon the vishesana and tue vishSsya; and when the 
man with the stick is brought in, bo* a the man and the stick 
will be brought in]. ” This also we deny; you admit that 

the * vishista ’ i3 something different from the ‘ vishesana ’ 
&c.; so that the ‘ vishista ’ in a particular case (e. g„ in the 

case of the man and the stick) will be a particular vishista ; 
that is a vishista characterised by the relation of a particular 
vishdsana and vishesya; and thus this vishista being, ex-hypo- 

i! esi, different from what characterises or specialises it, you 
cannot point out any such particular circumstance in the case 
of the vishista as would make the operations upon it bear 
upon th'e vishesana [so that the^absurdity of the stick being 
not brought in when the man with the stick is called remains 
in this case also]. And in order to escape from this, if you 
go on adding vishista after vishista (arguing that the vishista 

includes the relation and the members related &c. &c.), you 
only land yourself on an endless series of assumptions; and 
yet you do not succeed in discovering anything peculiar in 
any case to justify the inclusion of the vishesana in any opera¬ 
tion bearing on the vishista. 

(14) [Nor can the second alternative, noted in the 
beginning of the last paragraph, be maintained: that is, the 
vishista cannot be regarded as not different from the vishesa- 

na, the vishesya and the relation between these; for] If the 
•vishista ’ were not-different from the vishesana, the vishSsya 

and the relation of these, then each of these will be liable to 
be called ‘ vishista ’; so that, in the case of the man with the 

sticlc, the man, the stick and their relation will each be 

capable of being regarded as ‘the man-with-the-stick ’; 
as each of these is equally non-different from the 
vishista, ‘ the man with the stick ’, and there would be noth- 
ing in any one of these by which it could be singled out as 
the vishista* What is denoted by the word * dandin ’, 
‘the man with the stick ’, is, not each of the three factors* 
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siugly, but all the three collectively.” What do .you mean 
by * collectively ’ ?—we ask, Does it mean the three factors> 
and also that which collects or combines them? or does it 
mean the last only, as something entirely different from the 
three factors ? In the former case, the same objection that 
we had urged before remains—viz. each of the three factors 
will be regarded as vishista; and there will now be a fourth 
also—viz, the connective factor, that which combines the 
three—which will be so regarded. The latter view—that 
the connective factor is something ontirely different from 
the three factors,—is opposed to our experience, as also to 
actual usage, and should therefore bo rejected in the same 
manner as before (we have rejected the view that the * vishis¬ 

ta ’ is something totally different from the (vishSsana’ the 
* vishesya ’ and their relation). 

(15) “ What is meant by the word ‘ vishista ’ is that 
which, while comprising the relation, is multiform (or heter- 
geneous) in character and is comprehended either in a single 
conception or in several contiguous conceptions.” * This 
cannot be, we reply. For in the single cognition or concep¬ 
tion ‘ ghatapatau ’, 1 the jar and the cloth are comprehended 
tho jar, the cloth and certain relations; and by your defini¬ 
tion the compound ‘ghatapatau’, ‘ the jar and the cloth’ 
would be a * vishista ’; it is admitted by you, the Logician, 
that the conception ‘ jar and cloth ’ includes the generic 
notion of ‘ jar’ and the generic notion of * cloth ’; and when 
this is admitted, it must follow from this that the notion of 
‘ relation ’ also is included in the said conception; or else, how 
could the said conception be held to denote ‘ the jar as related 

° ‘ Comprising the relation ’ is added for excluding the man by himself ;_ 

11 Multiform in character ’ means that it comprises not the relation only, but the 

relation as well as the relatives ; 4 comprehended by a single cognition ’ excludee 

such stray disconnected conceptions as 4 the man *, 4 the dog 4 the relation of 

inherence 9 and so forth. And 4 oomprehended by several contiguous cognitione’ 

iorvet ,o exclude such conceptions as appear after long intervals# 
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* vishesya ’ and their relation). 

(15) “ What is meant by the word ‘ vishista ’ is that 
which, while comprising the relation, is multiform (or heter- 
geneous) in character and is comprehended either in a single 
conception or in several contiguous conceptions.” * This 
cannot be, we reply. For in the single cognition or concep¬ 
tion ‘ ghatapatau ’, 1 the jar and the cloth are comprehended 
tho jar, the cloth and certain relations; and by your defini¬ 
tion the compound ‘ghatapatau’, ‘ the jar and the cloth’ 
would be a * vishista ’; it is admitted by you, the Logician, 
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‘ relation ’ also is included in the said conception; or else, how 
could the said conception be held to denote ‘ the jar as related 

° ‘ Comprising the relation ’ is added for excluding the man by himself ;_ 

11 Multiform in character ’ means that it comprises not the relation only, but the 

relation as well as the relatives ; 4 comprehended by a single cognition ’ excludee 

such stray disconnected conceptions as 4 the man *, 4 the dog 4 the relation of 

inherence 9 and so forth. And 4 oomprehended by several contiguous cognitione’ 

iorvet ,o exclude such conceptions as appear after long intervals# 
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to, qualified by, the generic character of jar \ and * the cloth 

as related to, or qualified by, the generic character of cloth'?* 

Nor will it be quite correct to regard ‘ ghatapatau 9 as 

‘ vishista \ For in actual usage, the compound is applied 

to the jar and the cloth, each independently by itself and not 

as related to each other : we do not, for instance, speak 

of the ‘ ghati patah 9 (the cloth having the jar) ’) or of the 

4 pati ghalah 9 (‘ the jar having the cloth '), as we do of 

the * dandl purusah 9 (‘ the man with stick ’). It will 

not be right, on this account, to deny that the jar and tho 

cloth are comprehended in the single conception of "ghata- 

patau 9 ; for unless both were included in the conception, 

how could the compound give rise to tho notion of duality ? 

And we shall, in this connection, recall all those arguments 

that wo have urged above in connection with Recognition 

(which has been proved to include within itself the two 

notions of c this ’ and * that ’, | See Chapter I, para. 184, 

et. seq. J. For these same reasons, we can¬ 

not accept the second definition that you have proposed of 

° Both the * Pandit ’ and the ‘Chaukhambha S. S. * editions read—1 ghatatva- 

patatvasarnbaddhanam &c. ’ But the question of the ‘ sambandha * being included 

comes towards the end of the sentence ; in fact the exclusion of ‘ sambandha ’ is 

made to follow from the previous inclusion. The mention, therefore, of the ‘ samban¬ 

dha * in the former clause has no meaning. The argument, as explained by the 

Shdnkari, the Chitsukhl and the Vidijasagari, is as follows :—‘ It may be urged by 

the Logician that the compound ghatapatau does not signify any relation between 

the jar and the cloth, the compound denoting only ghatatva and patatva ; and 

thus the idea of * sanibaniha } not entering into the conception, the case of the 

compound cannot come under the definition. The answer to this is that when it is 

admitted that the generic notions of ‘ jar ’ and ‘ cloth * (ghatatva and patati'a) are 

included in the conception, you cannot but admit that some sort of relation also is 

included in it: even though it may not be a relation between the jar and the cloth^ 

yet tho compound must signify that relation which, according to the Logician, 

subsists between the generic character of ‘ jar * and tho individual jar, and also that 

between the generic character of ‘ cloth ’ and the particular cloth. The Logician 

holds that all words denote imlioiduaU as qualified bg the generic character \ 

Such being the sense of tho argumeut, the text should road as 
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* vishista 9—as c that which is comprehended in several 

conceptions, [as by this definition also the jar and the cloth, 

each by itself, will have to be regarded as ff vishista ']. 
(16) ic We shall define the 1 vishista 9 as that which 

is heterogeneous in character, is comprehended in a single 

conception, and i3 one in which absence of relation does 

not appear at all;—and as in the compound "ghatapatau9, the %  s absence of relation 9 is quite manifest, it does not fail 

within the definition ; how then can the definition be open 

to the objections that have been urged against it P” 

Your meaning then is that in the compound *ghatapatau9 both 

the ghata and the pata appear hy themselves, and have no re- 

lation manifested with regard to them ; and if the ghata has 

no relation whatever of itself manifested,—and the pata also 

has no relation whatever manifested,—then this would 

imply the total absence of all kinds of relation that may 

be borne by the jar and the cloth,—including also that 

relation which the individual jar, or the individual cloth, 

bears to the class ‘ jar 9 or 1 cloth * ; and thus the notion of 

* vishista 9 with regard to the jar and the cloth, based upon 

this latter relation, will also be demolished ; as the 

relation of the individual to the class is as much a relation 

as any other relation [so that when relation is declared 

to be absent, it must include all relations]. 

(17) “We shall then define the ‘ vishista9 as con¬ 

sisting of relations of dharma and dharmin—i. e. those of 

character and that to which the. character belongs,—these re¬ 

lations being independent, and comprehended in a single 

, conception. This definition could never apply to the ghata¬ 

patau, as the jar and the cloth do not stand in the relation 

of dharma and dharmin.19 This also is not right, 

we reply ; as for this definition it will be necessary for 

you to point out a single comprehensive entity in the 

shape of th » class 1 dharmatva9, which would includej 
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not only the stick, but all such subordinate and qualifying 

factors. (t That is precisely what we desire .” 

You may desire it ; but in reality (so long as you have not 

explained the precise character of * vishista ’) you will have 

to regard all the endless dharmas as distinct entities, each 

by itself, just like so many grains of sand [as even with 

the comprehensive class ‘ dharmatva,' which alone could 

include all dharmas, you cannot form any comprehensive 

notion of all dharmas, until you have explained what is 

meant by ' vishista ’ ; for the only explanation of the 

comprehensive entity • dharma ’ that you can provide is 

that jt is that which is ‘ vishista ’, characterised, by 

‘ dharmatva ’J; and hence (the notion of ‘ dharma ’ also 

involving the conception of the ‘ vishista ’, for the explaining 

of which you bring in * relation between dharma and 

dharmin *), wherefore could you not regard dharmin itself 

as dharma ? [‘ Dharmin ’ is vishista by ' dlharma ’, and 

‘dharma ’ also is vishista by * dharmatva 

“We cannot regard the dharmin as dharma, simply be¬ 

cause we do not know it as such [our experience being that 

the dharmin is the predominant factor, and dharma the 

subordinate factor].” This explanation is not 

satisfactory ; the character of * being comprehended in 

a single conception ’, which you put forward (as the necessary 

factor in the ‘ vishista ’), is as present in the dharmin as in 

the dharma ; and under the circumstances, why could not the 

dharmin be actually known as ‘ dharma ’ ? 

(18; “ Even if there is such a comprehensive homoge¬ 

neous entity as dharmatva, including all dharmas; we 

can take dharma as consisting of the diverse and heteroge¬ 

neous features of individual things (the peculiar feature of a 

thing being regarded as its ‘ dharma ’); and such a dharma 

along with the dharmin and the relation (between the two) 

would constitute what we call * vishista’ ; wl ich is nothing. 

Kh. II. G6. 
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apart from those three.’* This definition also oannofc 

be accepted ; as all those particular features being distinct 

from one another, under this definition, we could not have any 

such comprehensive notion as .* vishista *, which would inolude 

all vishistas ; and secondly, you might as well do away with 

the relation (just as you. do away with the comprehen¬ 

sive notion) j and the notion of ‘ vishista might, as reason¬ 

ably, be accounted for through the disconnected (heteroge¬ 

neous) features themselves (without the intervention of a third 

factor in the shape of ‘ relation *) * these latter being 

regarded as possessed of the character necessary for the 

bringing about of the requisite^ conception of ‘ vishista * in all 

cases, just as the diverse peculiarities have been regarded by 

you as possessed of the character necessary for the bringing 

about of the vishista conception of ‘ dharma ’]. “ Why 

should not this be so ?”-you will exclaim. But, in that case, 

you may do away with the poor • dharmin ’ also ! And just as 

the conception of ‘ vishista ’ will be provided by the sheer 

force of the nature of the diverse features of colour and the 

other qualities, even without the intervention of the factor 

of * relation ’,—in the same manner that conception may be 

possible even without the factor of the ‘ dharmin ’! A great 

victory this for the Bauddhas (who posit nothing besides the 

•specific individuality’ of things and they do not admit 

anything as the substratum of that individuality]. 

(19) “ We might do away with the dharmin only if our 

notions consisted of the quality only we could do away 

with the ‘ white object’only if when we conceived of the 

-;Even without the intervention of a comprehend notion of dharmatva 

the diverse disconnected features can account for the not,on of dharma .which 
the diverse^ tUen cannot these features themselves account for 
is also a valuta, %  y . ... , dharmjn ' without'the intervening agency 

in a single conception j and ds is present in hot cases. 

Kh. 11. 67. 
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object, the ofily idea that we had were of ‘ white ’ only; 

as a matter of fact, however, the notion that we have 

is in the form ‘white conch-shell ’,—where the object * conch- 

shell ’ appears as co-ordinated with the quality * white ’; and 

thus this notion presents before us the dharmin also, 

(which therefore we cannot reject).” This is not 

right; for the specific individuality, either of the class 

‘ shankhatva ’ or of the qualifying adjuncts of colour and the 

rest, appearing (in a single conception) in close juxtaposition 

with it, may be installed by you in the position of the 

* dharmin ’ [and it is not necessary to posit an independ¬ 

ent dharmin apart from the class and the quality]; so that 

even without a substratum (in the shape of the dharmin), 

there may be a possibility of speaking of the two (the class 

« shankhatva and the quality ‘ shukla ’) as co-ordinate (as is 

done in the expression ‘ the white conch-shell.’) 

(20) This (that you have to do away with the ‘ dharm¬ 

in ’) is not the only weak point in your position ; it is also 

open to the following objections :—On the basis of the peculi¬ 

ar character of the conception that people form of the vishista, 

yon have been forced to give up the dharmin; and similarly, 

on the basis of the peculiar character of conceptions, there 

will be a rejection of all the diversities that might be conceived 

of in connection with the objects of these conceptions; and 

under the circumstances, you should accept the conception or 

Cognition alone; and this alone, through its diverse causal 

efficiency, would appear in various forms, and thereby make 

possible the several operations of speech and action (that are 

met with in ordinary experience);—and as all operations 

may be explained on the basis of Cognition alone, you 

should give up your longing for the ‘ object ’! Thus 
then,— 

‘ The only authority for the diversity in cognised objects 

consists in the words in which cognitions are expressed; and so 

Kh. II. 68. 
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when the said verbal usage ia explained, on the basis of the 

peculiar character of the Cognitions themselves, and thereby 

the diversity is done away with,—that same authority gives 

the quietus to those philosophers (who accept the reality of 

the external object) ’. (1) * 

(21) Some philosophers have denied Negation, and 

have posited in place of it, ' tanmatradhih ’ * the cognition of 

the substratum alone by itself * f; and this is quite in keeping 

with the character of these philosophers : 

‘ It is only right that Guru (Prabhakara) has posited 

cognition in the place of negation ; for Prabhakara (the sun) 

is well known as the * friend of Buddha ’ $ (2) 

(22) Then again, if you accept the definition of Vishista 

as that which is manifold, is a relation and is comprehended 

in a single conception,—then that which, endowed with this 

distinctive feature, would be called * vishista *, would always 

be conceived of as distinct in character from that which is non- 

vishista ; and thus every conception of ‘ vishista ’ would in¬ 

clude this latter cognition (of its being distinct in character 

from the non-vishista). [And thus the cognition df one dis¬ 

tinctive feature always including the notion of distinction from 

something not possessed of that distinctive feature] the latter 

cognition (of the vishista being different from the non-vishista'] 

also would involve a further cognition (of the vishista being 

° The discussion on the character of the 1 vishista ’ has, in due course, ended 

in the rejection of the reality of the entire external word—of all things except 

' cognition ’ or 1 consciousness’; and thus the final result of the discussion is the 

defeat of the Logician on a much wider field. 

•j. Those who do not accept Negation as a distinct paddrlha hold that when we 

are supposed to perceive the negation or absence of the jar in a certain place, What 

we have is the perception of the place by itself alone. 

J A play upon the name * Prabhakara ' ; this was the name of the philosopher ; 

and it is also one of the names of the ‘ sun'; among the names of Buddha again we 

find ‘ Arkabandhu the ‘ Friend of the Sun ’. So that the philosopher Prabhakara 

being Buctcjhas, friend, it is only fit that he should hold a View that is in keeping 

with tho tenets of the Baucldba pi losopby, 

Kh. II. 69. 
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different from those that are not different from the non- 

vishista) ; and in this manner the cognitions involved in a 

single conception of * vishista ’ would be infinite. And if, 

with a view to escape from this, at any stage, the cognition 

be not included, then all that would come next to that be¬ 

coming ‘ non-vishista ’, the entire series, from top to bottom, 

would become ‘ non-vishista ’! “We shall simply say 

that the conception of * vishista ’ should be capable of involv¬ 

ing the further cognition (and not that it should actually 

involve the further cognition so that there can be no concep¬ 

tion of cognitions ad infinitum). ” Then this ‘ capability is a 

further qualification of the ‘ vishista ’; and as such would only 

lead'to the further disintegration of the notion of ‘ vishista’ 

into disconnected individual vishistas—like so many grains of 

sand [and would not help you to form a comprehensive no¬ 

tion of all ‘ vishistas’, to provide which should be the princi¬ 

pal function of every definition] -.—this we have already point¬ 

ed out above. The same may also be said with 

regard to the other qualifications figuring in the definition— 

such as ‘ single ’, * conception ‘ comprehended \ and so forth 

(every qualification tending to disintegrate instead of con¬ 

gregating or centralising the notion of ‘ vishista’). 

(23) Thus then, 
‘ In case the idea of being different from non-vishista 

enters into (or is involved in) the notion of ‘ vishista ,— 

then either there is an unceasing (never-ending) series 

of ideas (involved in every such notion) ; or there is no notion 

of ‘ vishista ’ at all, even at the bottom.’ (3) 
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Section (3). 
[Having demolished the notions o£ ‘ negation ana of * vithisla the 

author takes up the definition of such special categories as Sobstauce, Quali¬ 

ty and the rest; as the definition of every one of these involves the notion 

of 'vishista ’, which is inseparable from ail definitions. As the function of 

definition consists in the pointing of the peculiar qualifications of a 

thing [ and when a qualification is pointed out, it means that the thing de¬ 

fined is ‘qualified ’, ‘ vishistaby that qualification.] 

(24) The above refutation of the notion of * vishista 

implies the refutation of all definitions—such definitions, for 

instance, as that c Substance is the substratum of qualities.’ 

[For this involves the notion that substance is qualified, 

vishista, by the character of being the substratum of Qualities]. 

(25) The definition of Substance as * the substratum of 

Qualities 9 is untenable for the following reasons also How 

can we be sure of the fact that the definition applies to Sub¬ 

stances only—when we find Colour and other qualities also 

being possessed of the quality of Number, and thus being 

1 the substratum of quality \ u This notion, of being 

the substratum of qualities, with regard to Colour and other 

Qualities, must be regarded as a mistake. ” You should, 

in that case, explain why the same notion should not be re¬ 

garded as a mistake, in the case of Earth and other Substan¬ 

ces also. “In the case of the latter we do not find 

any subsequent cognitions sublating the said notion; so we 

cannot regard it as a mistake. ” The same may be said 

with regard to Colour and the other qualities also. “We 

cannot but assert that the notion of qualities subsisting in Qua¬ 

lities is sublated; as it is our well-established tenet that Quali¬ 

ties are devoid of qualities.” This will not help you ; as 

it is impossible to determine that Colour &c„ are * qualities \ 

r (2fi) • “But it is a demonstrated truth with us that that 

which has a genus and is devoid of qualities is Quality [and 

° The refutation of the definition of Substance in the last paragraph is made 

to lead on to the definition of the Logician’s sciond category, Quality. 
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different from those that are not different from the non- 
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that the conception of * vishista ’ should be capable of involv¬ 

ing the further cognition (and not that it should actually 

involve the further cognition so that there can be no concep¬ 

tion of cognitions ad infinitum). ” Then this ‘ capability is a 

further qualification of the ‘ vishista ’; and as such would only 

lead'to the further disintegration of the notion of ‘ vishista’ 
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gregating or centralising the notion of ‘ vishista’). 

(23) Thus then, 
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being possessed of the quality of Number, and thus being 

1 the substratum of quality \ u This notion, of being 
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cannot but assert that the notion of qualities subsisting in Qua¬ 

lities is sublated; as it is our well-established tenet that Quali¬ 

ties are devoid of qualities.” This will not help you ; as 

it is impossible to determine that Colour &c„ are * qualities \ 

r (2fi) • “But it is a demonstrated truth with us that that 

which has a genus and is devoid of qualities is Quality [and 

° The refutation of the definition of Substance in the last paragraph is made 
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this definition of Quality will enable us to determine that Colour 

&c., are qualities], ” This definition of Quality will not 

help you; the absence of qualities forms an essential element in 

this definition, and what this absence of qualities means can¬ 

not yet be determined (so long as you have not provided 

an adequate definition of Quality); specially as even you 

attribute the quality of * number9 to qualities (regarding 

them as 24 in number) ; [and in the face of this conviction, 

it is difficult to conceive of Quality as being devoid of qua¬ 

lities]. “ This conception of number with regard to Qualit¬ 

ies must bo regarded as erroneous.” This is not right; as 

this leads you into the viciousacircle of interdependence ; you 

base your definition of Quality on the erroneousnecs of the 

notion that number belongs to Qualities,—and again you base 

your idea of the erroneousness of the notion upon a sublation 

which you base upon the aforesaid definition ! Nor is it 

possible for you to determine, on the basis of some other rea¬ 

son, that Colour &c. are qualities,—and then to prove the 

sublation and erroneousness of the notion under discussion 

for the corroborrative instance that you will bring forward 

in support of your reason will always be in the form of a certain 

welhknown quality ; and as that also will be what is possessed 

of number, it will be a part of the object whose exact nature 

js under dispute; so that the fact that it is itself a quality will 

be far from definitely ascertained [hence any corroboration by 

such an instance would be absolutely futile]. “ There 

is the quality of Number itself, which cannot be regarded as 

possessed of the quality of number; as to attribute number to 

Number would lead us into a regressus ad infinitum ; thus hav¬ 

ing got a quality devoid of quality, we can cite this as the re¬ 

quired corroborative instance.99 This also will not be 

possible; as number (even though without number) possesses 

the quality of Separateness; and thus not being 1 devoid of 

qualities *, Number also forms part of the object under dis- 
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pute [and so cannot act as an efficient corroborative instance]. 

For the same reasons, Separateness also cannot serve as the 

required instance; as this also is endowed with Number. 

(27) [ Page 581] Nor will it be right for you to define 

Quality as c that which is not the substratum of anything 

except Community and which is not of the nature of Action'; 

as this definition will include Community also (which is not the 

substratum of anything else except genus, i. e., it is the sub¬ 

stratum of its own character) and it is also not of the nature 

of Action. “ What is meant is that Quality is the sub¬ 

stratum of Community only [which cannot apply to Community 

which is the substratum of various individuals also].’’ 

Such a definition will not apply to any Quality at all; as every 

quality is the substratum of the negation (of every other 

quality) [Colour contains the negation of Touch, and so forth, 

so that no quality is the substratum of Community only]. 

i% What we mean is that Community is the only 'positive entity 

of which Quality is the substratum [and negation is not a posi¬ 

tive entity.]” This also cannot be accepted; as Qualities 

are the substratum of many positive entities, in the shape of 

th eupadhis or characters (in the form of nameabilityi knowability 

and the like, which subsist in all Qualities). “ Colour 

and the other qualities are not exactly the substratum of 

Upadhis; they are in some way related to these; and 

it is on the basis of this general relationship (between 

Colour &c. and the Upadhis) that Inference and the rest 

proceed (in connection with Colour &c.). ” This is not 

right; as a matter of fact, the relation of the characters must 

bo taken to be that between the container and the contained; 

° Inference proceeds on the basis of a certain character subsisting in the Sub¬ 

ject ; if no character subsists in qualities, how can there be any inference with 

n gard to them ? The answer is that for the purposes of inference it is not neces¬ 

sary that qualities should be the substratum of the characters; it is enough if they 

are in some way related to the character; this some sort of relat on would afford the 

Imsis necessary for all inferential processes. 
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Number would lead us into a regressus ad infinitum ; thus hav¬ 

ing got a quality devoid of quality, we can cite this as the re¬ 

quired corroborative instance.99 This also will not be 

possible; as number (even though without number) possesses 

the quality of Separateness; and thus not being 1 devoid of 

qualities *, Number also forms part of the object under dis- 
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pute [and so cannot act as an efficient corroborative instance]. 
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(27) [ Page 581] Nor will it be right for you to define 

Quality as c that which is not the substratum of anything 
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as this definition will include Community also (which is not the 

substratum of anything else except genus, i. e., it is the sub¬ 

stratum of its own character) and it is also not of the nature 

of Action. “ What is meant is that Quality is the sub¬ 

stratum of Community only [which cannot apply to Community 

which is the substratum of various individuals also].’’ 

Such a definition will not apply to any Quality at all; as every 

quality is the substratum of the negation (of every other 

quality) [Colour contains the negation of Touch, and so forth, 

so that no quality is the substratum of Community only]. 

i% What we mean is that Community is the only 'positive entity 

of which Quality is the substratum [and negation is not a posi¬ 

tive entity.]” This also cannot be accepted; as Qualities 

are the substratum of many positive entities, in the shape of 

th eupadhis or characters (in the form of nameabilityi knowability 

and the like, which subsist in all Qualities). “ Colour 

and the other qualities are not exactly the substratum of 

Upadhis; they are in some way related to these; and 

it is on the basis of this general relationship (between 

Colour &c. and the Upadhis) that Inference and the rest 

proceed (in connection with Colour &c.). ” This is not 

right; as a matter of fact, the relation of the characters must 

bo taken to be that between the container and the contained; 

° Inference proceeds on the basis of a certain character subsisting in the Sub¬ 

ject ; if no character subsists in qualities, how can there be any inference with 

n gard to them ? The answer is that for the purposes of inference it is not neces¬ 

sary that qualities should be the substratum of the characters; it is enough if they 

are in some way related to the character; this some sort of relat on would afford the 

Imsis necessary for all inferential processes. 
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i. e. that to which the characters belong must be regarded 

as the substratum of these (and not only as related in some 

indefinite manner). Otherwise—i. e. if no positive character 

be held to subsist in qualities,—no universal or particular 

inferences could proceed in regard to them ; as unless the 

characters (that form the basis of inferences) subsist in the 

same substratum, they do not prove anything with regard 

to the subject of the Inference.* Thus then (if you insist 

upon the view that no positive character can subsist in quali¬ 

ties), the definition that you have provided cannot be in 

the form of a positive generic entity (as all definitions ought 

to be, being intended to include a number of things) [for if the 

definition were a positive generic entity, it could not, under 

your theory, subsist in qualities] ; and it would come to this, 

that if the definition (being a positive character) does not sub¬ 

sist m Colour and other qualities, then it subsists in them (i.e. 

then alone it is the true definition of these); and if it does 

subsist in them, then it does not subsist in them (i.e. then it is 

not a true definition);—this would be a wonderful riddle 

indeed ! —exactly resembling such riddles as —laga ityulcte na 

lagetti ?m lagetyukld Ictgati [This riddle has not been 

explained either by the Shankarl or by the Vidijascigari} 

0 For instance, in regard to colour, we have the inference.—“ This 

that I perceive must be colour, because it is apprehended by only one external organ 

of the Eye/; and here the positive character of being apprehended &c. must subsist in 

colour and in the object before the eyes ; if the said character had not both of these 

as its substratum, and if it subsisted, not in colour, but in an entirely different thing, 

then it could not lead to the inference of colour ; and so on with regard to all infer¬ 

ences in connection with qualities. This is an instance of a universal inference ; in 

all inferences the probans and the probanduin must subsist in the same substratum. 

As regards particular inferences, we infer the fact of a certain sound coming from 

a short distance from its loudness ; now if the positive character of loudness subsisted 

in the Sound, no such inference could bo possible. The translation adopts the explana¬ 

tion of the Shankarl. The VitfytUdgari offers a somewhat different interpretation. If 

no positive character subsisted in qualities then there could be no inferences in regard 

\ to some qualities being general and others special, as these latter are positive charac¬ 

ters ; so if these bo infertod to exist in qualities, the conclusion would be contrary to 

fact; an impossible one. * 

Kit. II, 74. 

Chapter IV 533 

(28) [Page 582] Then again, when you define Substance 

as the 'substratum of Qualities,’ what does the word •‘substra¬ 

tum’ signify ? “It signifies inhfrence”. This cannot be ; 

as in that case the Community of gunatva would also become a 

Substance; as the inherence of qualities subsists in that Commu¬ 

nity (the relation between the individual gum and the Commu¬ 

nity gunatva, being that of inherence). “What is meant by 

the word gunashraya, is gunasamavayl; which means that in 

which quality inheres.” This also will not be right; as what 

you nave got to determine is precisely the real meaning of 

3shraya; and as this ashraya is what is expressed by the Loca¬ 

tive in the expression ‘in which,’, it is not right for you to ex- 

plain the meaning of ashraya by means of such expressions as 

denote the same ashraya; as this involves the incongruity of ex¬ 

plaining a thing by itself [an undesirable ‘circle’]. “What is 

meant by ashraya or substratum is that which forms the basis 

of the notion of ‘in this’.’’ We cannot accept this; as if this 

were the meaning of ‘substratum,’ then, in the case of the 

wrong notion ‘ there is yellowness in this conchshell’, the con- 

chshell will have to be accepted as the (real) substratum of the 

yellowness [while in reality it is not the substratum of yellow¬ 

ness ; and yet as it forms the basis of the notion of ‘in this’, it 

must, under the definition, be regarded as the substratum of 

yellowness]. But the notion (‘there is yellowness in this 

conchshell’) is erroneous; and whatis meant is that which forms 

the basis of the right notion of ‘ in this This will not 

be right; as we could never recognise the invalidity 'or erro¬ 

neousness of the notion (‘ there is yellowness in this conch- 

shell ’) until we had ascertained the fact of the objeqt pf that 

notion being non-existent; and as the precis© signification of 

tha notion of ' in this ’ is still to be determined, it will not 

be possible for you to ascertain the non-existence of the ob¬ 

ject in that substratum [and until this is done the errone¬ 

ousness of the notion ' there is yellowness in this conchshell ’ 

Kh. II. 75. 
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nity gunatva, being that of inherence). “What is meant by 

the word gunashraya, is gunasamavayl; which means that in 

which quality inheres.” This also will not be right; as what 

you nave got to determine is precisely the real meaning of 

3shraya; and as this ashraya is what is expressed by the Loca¬ 

tive in the expression ‘in which,’, it is not right for you to ex- 

plain the meaning of ashraya by means of such expressions as 

denote the same ashraya; as this involves the incongruity of ex¬ 

plaining a thing by itself [an undesirable ‘circle’]. “What is 

meant by ashraya or substratum is that which forms the basis 

of the notion of ‘in this’.’’ We cannot accept this; as if this 

were the meaning of ‘substratum,’ then, in the case of the 

wrong notion ‘ there is yellowness in this conchshell’, the con- 

chshell will have to be accepted as the (real) substratum of the 

yellowness [while in reality it is not the substratum of yellow¬ 

ness ; and yet as it forms the basis of the notion of ‘in this’, it 

must, under the definition, be regarded as the substratum of 

yellowness]. But the notion (‘there is yellowness in this 
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the basis of the right notion of ‘ in this This will not 

be right; as we could never recognise the invalidity 'or erro¬ 

neousness of the notion (‘ there is yellowness in this conch- 

shell ’) until we had ascertained the fact of the objeqt pf that 

notion being non-existent; and as the precis© signification of 
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ject in that substratum [and until this is done the errone¬ 
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cannot be ascertained; and so long as this is not done, the 

oonchshell will have to be accepted as the real substratum of 

the yellowness]. “ As a matter of fact, it is yellowness 

that is the counter-entity of the non-existence,—i. e. whose 

non-existence is to be ascertained ; and certainly this yellow¬ 

ness is known to be really existent somewhere (though not 

in the conchshell.)” That will not help you; as if the exis¬ 

tence of yellowness is truly known, it will not be possible or 

right to assert its non-existence. “ But even though its 

existence somewhere else may be quite real, yet as cognised in 

the conch-shell, its existence cannot be real [and it is in regard 

to the conchshell that the non-existence of yellowness is as¬ 

serted].” This explanation will not serve your purpose ; 

as you have still to define the precise meaning of the Loca¬ 

tive—Substratum—that you make use of in your expla¬ 

nation, in the expression ‘ in the conchshell ’. 

(29) The above reasonings also dispose of another 

definition of Substance, as * that which is^ the material or 

constituent cause of things.’ In the first place, how can it 

be ascertained what is, and what is not, a constituent cause. 

Secondly, we find that Colour and the other qualities are 

just as much the * constituent cause’ of Number, as the jar 

and the other substances are [and thus the definition is as 

applicable to Qualities as to Substances]. “ But as a matter 

of fact, Number does not subsist in Colour and the other 

Qualities ”. How then does it subsist in the jar and the 

other Substances ? If we appeal to actual experience and to 

popular ideas on the subject, we find that the idea of number 

belonging to Colour &c. is as common as that of its belonging 

to the jar &c.; and we may in this connection urge the same 

arguments that we made use on a previous occasion. “ If 

we regard number as belonging to Substances only; we can 

explain the popular ideas of number belonging to Qualities 

as based upon the Substances in which these Qualifies inhere 
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(and not to the Qualities themselves); and this would be a 

much simpler method than to attribute Number to both 

Substances and Qualities: and under the circumstances, we 

should not accept the idea that Number subsists in Quali¬ 

ties.” We cannot accept this view ; why should we not 

accept the contrary to be the case ? Why should we not 

attribute Number primarily to Qualities, and only through these 

to Substances ? Then again, why should you accept the view 

that the Community of * Being ’ and such other Communities 

subsist in Qualities P Certainly the popular conception of 

these subsisting in Qualities could also be explained as beii g 

based upon Substances in whi^h the Qualities subsist [just as 

you have urged in regard to Number]. 

[The deSoition of the category of 1 Community, ’ Sdmd’iya, is next 

taken up,—it becoming necessary in connection with the last argument, 

to determine the exact nature of the Samanya, which is held by the 

Logician to belong to Substance and Quality alike. 

(30) What again is the meaning of ‘ Community ’? It 

will not be correct to define it as the cause of comprehensive 

conception; as every effect is, in reality, produced by the 

entire causal apparatus (in general); consequently the defi¬ 

nition will include not only the entire apparatus in general, 

but also the several parts of it. ‘‘We shall add to our 

definition the qualification ‘peculiar’ or‘special’; so that 

‘Community’, being ‘the special cause of comprehensive 

conception ’, would be that which does not produce any other 

kind of effect, (except comprehensive conception) [and this 

definition could not include the entire causal apparatus, which 

are productive of many kinds of effects].” This definition 

also cannot be accepted; for (even though with the further 

qualification, the definition will not apply to causal apparatus 

in general, yet) it will include the whole range of that causal 

apparatus (i. e. all the special circumstances) that produce 

that special effect [of comprehensive conception, which is 

brought about, not by ‘ Community ’ alone, but by tt ) parti- 
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cannot be ascertained; and so long as this is not done, the 
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tive—Substratum—that you make use of in your expla¬ 

nation, in the expression ‘ in the conchshell ’. 

(29) The above reasonings also dispose of another 

definition of Substance, as * that which is^ the material or 

constituent cause of things.’ In the first place, how can it 

be ascertained what is, and what is not, a constituent cause. 

Secondly, we find that Colour and the other qualities are 

just as much the * constituent cause’ of Number, as the jar 

and the other substances are [and thus the definition is as 

applicable to Qualities as to Substances]. “ But as a matter 

of fact, Number does not subsist in Colour and the other 

Qualities ”. How then does it subsist in the jar and the 

other Substances ? If we appeal to actual experience and to 
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we regard number as belonging to Substances only; we can 

explain the popular ideas of number belonging to Qualities 

as based upon the Substances in which these Qualifies inhere 
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(and not to the Qualities themselves); and this would be a 

much simpler method than to attribute Number to both 

Substances and Qualities: and under the circumstances, we 

should not accept the idea that Number subsists in Quali¬ 

ties.” We cannot accept this view ; why should we not 

accept the contrary to be the case ? Why should we not 

attribute Number primarily to Qualities, and only through these 

to Substances ? Then again, why should you accept the view 
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you have urged in regard to Number]. 

[The deSoition of the category of 1 Community, ’ Sdmd’iya, is next 

taken up,—it becoming necessary in connection with the last argument, 

to determine the exact nature of the Samanya, which is held by the 

Logician to belong to Substance and Quality alike. 

(30) What again is the meaning of ‘ Community ’? It 

will not be correct to define it as the cause of comprehensive 

conception; as every effect is, in reality, produced by the 

entire causal apparatus (in general); consequently the defi¬ 

nition will include not only the entire apparatus in general, 

but also the several parts of it. ‘‘We shall add to our 

definition the qualification ‘peculiar’ or‘special’; so that 

‘Community’, being ‘the special cause of comprehensive 

conception ’, would be that which does not produce any other 

kind of effect, (except comprehensive conception) [and this 

definition could not include the entire causal apparatus, which 

are productive of many kinds of effects].” This definition 

also cannot be accepted; for (even though with the further 

qualification, the definition will not apply to causal apparatus 

in general, yet) it will include the whole range of that causal 

apparatus (i. e. all the special circumstances) that produce 

that special effect [of comprehensive conception, which is 

brought about, not by ‘ Community ’ alone, but by tt ) parti- 
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cular moans of cogniion by whioh the particular object ia 

cognised, and many such factors besides] ; and further as a 

matter of fact, we find that ‘Community* also serves the purpose 

of bringing about several other cognitions besides tho com¬ 

prehensive cognition ; for instance, it also brings about the 

cognition of difference among things (e. g. when one animal 

is cognised as being different from another on the ground that 

they are found to be possessed of different Communities) [so 

that the definition, 'that which does not produce any other kind 

of effect,’ cannot apply to such Communities as bring about 

the cognition of difference and such other effects]. 

(31)* “Community may be^iefined as that whose authority, 

(or rational basis) consists in this conception (i. e. comprehen¬ 

sive conception) [it is this comprehensive concepti which 

leads to the inference of ‘Community’.’* This also cannot be 

maintained; as the comprehensive conception forms the author¬ 

ity, or basis, of the inference of its entire causal apparatus [which 

apparatus will thus be included in the definition]. “But Com¬ 

munity is that for which the comprehensive conception is the 

sole authority or means of inferring [the rest of the causal 

apparatus being known or inferred on tho basis of many other 

things also; e.g. the eye, which is one important factor in the 

cognising of the Community belonging to the animal that is 

seen, is capable of being inferred on the basis of the percep¬ 

tion of colour; and so on for every other factor; but the com¬ 

munity can be inferred or known on the basis of the compre¬ 

hensive conception only : Where there is no notion of compre¬ 

hension or inclusion of many things under one category, there 

is no ' community ’].” This also is not tenable, we reply; as 

there are many other things that provide a valid basis for the 

cognition of ‘ community ’; e.g. the different kinds of effective 

action [when a number of things are found to have one uniform 

effective action, they come to be included under one cate¬ 

gory; that is known as belonging to one ‘ commup'ty’; 

so that the proposed definition becomes too narrow]. 
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(32) A third definition is proposed:—“Community is that 

of which the comprehensive conception is the only right 

cognition [this will not include the causal apparatus of the 

conception; as that apparatus is inferred from the said 

conception, which cannot be called the right cognition of the 

apparatus].” This also cannot be accepted; as this definition 

will apply to that (individual) which is qualified by that 

• community.”* “ What is meant is that which has for its 

right cognition that portion of it which appertains to the 

generio factor [so that the individual becomes excluded].”! 

This also cannot be accepted ; as this definition, involving as 

it does the conception of Community itself, cannot be estab¬ 

lished (and comprehended and accepted) until the Community 

itself has been established and defined. 

(33) “We shall then define ‘Community • as that without 

which no comprehensive conception is possible.” This also 

cannot be maintained; as there are many other causes also 

without which no comprehensive conception is possible [e. g. 

the contact of the Soul and Mind, and such other causes 

without which no cognition is possible ; all of which will thus 

be included in the definition]. 

(34) Nor can we accept the definition of * Community ‘ 

as that which is comprehensive. For what do you mean by this 

* comprehensiveness ’? “ It means subsistence of more than 

one ”. This cannot be; as the composite whole and such re¬ 

lationships as conjunction and the like are those in which more 

than one factor subsist. [The composite whole consisting of 

•Even though the individual cow by itself is not apprehended by a com¬ 

prehensive conception, yel when we recognise the animal as a “cow*—». e. sb belong¬ 

ing to the category of ‘cow’,!.*, as qualified by the community ‘cow’—this involves 

that of which comprehensive conception is the only right cognition • 

fin the case of the cognition of the animal as 1 oow’, there are two factors— 

the individual pertaining to the particular animal cognised, and the generic} pertain¬ 

ing to the Community ‘cow’ to which the animal belongs* Now ‘community ’will be 

that whose right cognition consists of the latter of these two factors which, not per¬ 

taining to the individual factor, this latter becomes excluded from the definition. 
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many component particles, and conjunction being the relation 

between two things]. “We shall add the farther quali¬ 

fication of * eternality Even so, the definition will 

apply to Inherence (which according to the Logician is an 

eternal relation, subsisting between more things than one). 

For the same reason ‘ comprehensiveness ’ cannot be defined 

as consisting in the subsistence of many things. “We can 

add the qualification* that which is not of the nature of a re¬ 

lation [so that Inherence will be excluded].” Even with 

this qualification, the definition will apply to atoms [which, 

according to the Logician, subsist in, i. e. in connection with, 

many points of space, with eveay one of which the atom is 

held to be in contact]. 

(35) “ We shall then define * Community ’ as that which 

is eternal and which inheres in many things [so that atoms 

will be excluded, which do not inhere in many things ; their 

subsistence in regard to the points in space being in the form 

of contact, not inherenceThis also is untenable ; as nei¬ 

ther of the two alternatives possible with regard to it can be 

maintained: For instance, the definition can be either eter¬ 

nal or non-eternal. It cannot be eternal; as this will 

involve the incongruity of its operating by itself on itself 

[on the part of * eternality ’, which forming an integral 

factor of the definition will be qualified by the eternality 

belonging to that definition]; even though in the definition 

< eternality ’ appears only as a qualifying (and hence sub- 

dinate) factor, yet it is ‘ eternality ’ all the same. Nor 

will it be right to regard the definition as ‘non-eternal’; 

as in that case, ‘ Community ’ itself, as well as ‘ Inherence ’ 

(which forms the essential factor of the definition), will both 

have to be regarded as non-eternal (which will not be in keep¬ 

ing with the Logician’s tenets); and [even if, with a view to 

escape from the said diffioulty, the non-eternality of the 

definition be attributed to the individuals, which also form 
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a factor of the definition, and not to the Communities'] then 

also as regards the Self and such other entities (of "which the 

individuals also are held to be eternal) there will be no poss¬ 

ibility of that * non-eternality ’ which would be attributed to 

the definition by virtue of the1 non-eternality ’• of the individ¬ 

uals that form an essential factor in the definition. Then 

again, the definition cannot be said to be non-eternal unless 

it is admitted that at some time or the other it does not exist; 

and if this bo admitted, it would imply that the cognition or 

notion of the definition is, at times, false (i. e., at the time 

that it does not exist); and thus what is false at one time 

will become liable to be regarded as false at all times; as 

the character of the thing remains the same; and this would 

make the definition an absolute non-entity, not existing at 

any time at all! As if it's existence at any one time be admit¬ 

ted, and the definition be regarded as real, not false,—then, 

that character remaining the same, it will have to be regarded 

as real and no non-existence (and consequent non-eternality) 

will be possible ! “ But when a certain thing happens 

to be related to, and hence characterised by, a certain de- 

finition, it should continue to be so characterised at other times 

also, the characterised thing remaining the same [so that 

even when the definition has ceased to exist, it can be re¬ 

garded as characterising the thing defined, and it will be quite 

possible to regard the thing as characterised by that defini- 

tion].M This cannot be; as in the casein question, 

no such (comprehensive) characterisation (by any definition) 

is possible; the number of individuals (and communities) be¬ 

ing many and diverse. Thus we conclude that the defini¬ 

tion cannot be regarded as non-eternal. 

(36) The above reasonings serve to refute the notion of 

c eternality* in regard to other things also. [So that we cannot 

accept atoy definition involving the idea of 1 eternality*]. • 

• For instance, Akasha has been regarded as eternal; if this1 eternality1 of 

Akasha is eternal, then there is a vicious circle ; if it is not eternal, then the 
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[The definition of ‘ Community ’ is meant to exclude ‘ Indivi¬ 

duality *, hence the consideration of the former leads on to tho 

consideration of the latter.] 

(37) Then again, we ask—what is it that is excluded by 

the above definition of ‘ Community ’ ? “ Why, it ex¬ 

cludes * Specific Individuality ’ and the other categories 

(Substance, Quality &c.).” But what is it that you call 

‘ Specific Individuality * ? You will perhaps define it as 

(that which necessarily subsists in Substances only, and of 

these also in those only that are eternal ? But this definition 

cannot be accepted; as it is found to be too wide, being ap¬ 

plicable to such entities as ‘ utmatva ’ and the like [* atmatva? 

subsisting only in the eternal s'abstance Ztman], “ But 

atmattia does not subsist in any other eternal substance ex¬ 

cept the Atman; while the Specific Individualities must sub" 

sist in all eternal substances; and this is what wo mean by 

the qualification * which necessarily subsists In that 

case the definition becomes untenable, by reason of its not 

applying to any one Specific Individuality (as nosingle Indivi¬ 

duality ever subsists in all eternal substances). “ What 

is meant is that the definition applies to that Community to 

which all Individualities belong.” But you do not admit 

of ‘ Community ’ in regard to Individualities [according to 

the Logician, Substance, Quality and, Action are the 

only categories that can have Community). “ What 

we mean by the Individualities belonging to the ‘Community’ 

is that they are all distinguished by a certain common char¬ 

acter (from all other things) We cannot accept this 

explanation; for if this common character serves to distin¬ 

guish the Individualities from all other things, then there is 

no need for any further definition based upon that common 

Akishu also becomes non-eternal. As the YeHantin liimself accepts the Self to bo 

eternal, tho above condemnation of tho very notion of c'.crnality has been interpret¬ 

ed by the ShdhLari to luo,. i only the condemnation of thoso definitiom which in¬ 
volve the notion of etcrnality. 
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character; as the only purpose for which a definition is re¬ 

quired is the distinguishing of the thing defined from all 

other things; and this purpose is served by the said charac¬ 

ter itself; on the other hand, if the said common character 

does not serve to distinguish the Individualities from all 

other things, then the definition itself becomes incomprehen¬ 

sible ; as it cannot be determined what belongs to the same 

class or community as ‘ Individualities ’ [and without this 

the definition cannot apply to any single Individuality, as 

shown above]. “ All right; we may accept that * common 

character ’ itself as a definition of Individuality [serving as 

it does to distinguish all individualities from everything 

else].” This will not be* right; as you have not yet 

explained whai you mean by-‘ common character ’ (upSdhi). 

(38) “ We can define • Specific Individuality ’ as that 

through which the Yogins have the cognition of eternal indivi¬ 

dual substances as distinct from the rest of the world.’’ 

This definition also cannot be accepted; as it will apply to 

all those specific forms and specific qualities (through which 

Yogins have the cognition of many individual things as dis¬ 

tinct from the rest of the world, which things are not always 

eternal). Otherwise [i. e. if in order to escape from this, 

it be held that the specific forms or qualities do not serve to 

distinguish individual things, and that Specific Individualities 

alone are capable of affording such distinctive cognition], 

how could there be any distinctive cognition with re¬ 

gard to such individual substances as are products (and hence 

not eternal), or to individual qualities and the rest (which 

are not Substance)? And [if it be urged that the distinctive 

cognition of these could be got at through other distinctive 

properties possessed by them] just as these are endowed with 

other distinctive properties, so also are the eternal substances 

[so that in the case of these latter also the required distinc¬ 

tive cognition could be got at through these other distinctive 
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properties, and there would be no necessity for the postulating 

of 'Specific Individualities’.] Lastly ‘Specific Indivi¬ 

dualities ’ themselves are not possessed of further such 

Individualities [and yet you are able to have distinc¬ 

tive cognition of the Specific Individualities,—so, in 

the same manner, even when the individual eternal Subs¬ 

tances have no * Specific Individuality’, you could have dis¬ 

tinctive cognition of those substances; which proves the 

utter futility of postulating auy such thing as * Specific 

Individuality ]. Thus we find that everything that you wish to 

define comes to be wiped out of existence ! 

(39) Then again, in regard to all definitions of ‘ Specific 

Individuality ’ and other things3, if the definition is different 

from the thing defined [as it must be], then, how is it possible 

that through such a definition, that thing alone, andnothin g 

else, should be known by the particular name (occurring in 

the definition) ? “ It ia the relation (borne by the defini¬ 

tion to the particular thing) that would restrict the appli¬ 

cation of the name.” That is not possible, we reply ; 

firstly because the relationship between the relation and the 

things related will also need something whereby its connec¬ 

tion could be restricted ; and so on and on, there would be no 

end to the assumption of ‘ relations ’; as without some such 

restrictive‘relation’.there would be no restriction at all; 

and secondly because you have still got to define what«re¬ 
lation ’ is. 

[The refutation of the definitions of ‘ Relation ’ is next taken up]. 

(40) What, we ask, do you mean by the word *samban- 

dha \ * relation ’? “ Inherence and the rest are what are 

meant by the word ‘ relation True; but what is meant 

by our question is—on what basis, for what reason, are 

Inherence and the rest known as ‘ relation ’ ? That is to say, 

% � i on the basis of ' samyoyatva,’, * samavdyatva ’ and the 
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like—the specific character of each kind of * Relation — 

taken each exclusively by itself ? Or is it on the basis of 

something alse ? If the former, then any comprehensive 

conception of all kinds of relations would be an impossibility j 

and yet [the possibility of such comprehensive conception, 

cannot be denied as] there are such comprehensive notions in¬ 

volved in the assertions-—(a) * Perception is cognition pro¬ 

duced by the contact of the sense-organ and the object ’ (Nyaya- 

Su. 1.1.5) [where ‘ Contact ’ stands for both kinds of relation* 

Inherence and Conjunction, which shows that the Sutra in¬ 

volves a comprehensive notion of the two kinds of relation], 

—and (b) ‘Inherence is constant association’[where also 

* association ’ includes both Inherence and Conjunction; or 

else the qualification ‘ constant ’ would be superfluous]. Nor 

can Inherence &c. be known as * relation ’ on the basis of 

something other than * Samyogatoa ’ &c. As it is impossible 

to [form the comprehensive idea of any such determinant 

(that will serve as the basis for all kinds of relation). 

(41) “ Certainly, the idea of ‘ niyU.makatva’, the generic 

notion of ‘ determinant’ in the abstract, would serve as the 

necessary basis.” This is not possible; as you regard the 

nature of things also as determinant of the thing; and this 

nature is certainly not a ‘ relation’ [consequently, the 

‘determinant ’ in the abstract could not serve as the basis for the 

comprehensive notion of * relation’]. ‘‘But when the 

nature serves as a determining basis it must be regarded 

as a ‘ relation ’.” That cannot be; it is absolutely 

necessary for you to regard the nature of all things 

as determinants (as it is only by means of its nature 

that anything can ever .be determined)); and under the 

circumstances, when you come to define the character of 

• determinant ’ as ‘ necessary existence before the determina¬ 

tion ’ (the * determinant ’ being defined as that which must 

exist before the determining),—it would be enough for you 
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fco define it merely by ‘ existence» (tho ‘ determinant ’ being 
‘that} which exists’), and tho rest of your definition would be 
absolutely meaningless. Then again [tho determined 
and the determinant being regarded as identical], if what is 
sought to be determined is one that is never found to be 
unduly extensive beyond its own well-defined limits), then 
the very name of the ‘ determinant ’ becomes a misnomer 
[as what by its very nature always keeps within well-defined 
limits does not noed to be defined by any determining agency]. 
If, on the other hand, what is sought to be determined is one 
that is unduly extensive, then (the determined and the 
determinant being, ex-hypothesi, identical) the determinant 
also would be unduly extensi/e; and what is itself unduly 

extensive cannot serve the purpose of defining (or determining 
or keeping within well-defined limits) anything else. 

(42) Then again [does the determinant do the determin¬ 
ing after it has itself come into existence ? or without coming 
into existence ?]—if the defining is done after the determinant 
has come into existence, then what is determined will have to 
be regarded as undetermined, undefined, before the coming 
into existence of the particular determinant [and the deter¬ 
mined and the determinant being identical, what is undefined 
before coming into existence, could not become well-defined 
after coming into existence]. 

(43) Similarly with all cases of such determining as is 
brought about by other causes [and in which case the deter¬ 
mined and the determinant are not identical, but distinct]. 
For instance, when the jar is ‘ determined,’ by its cause, if the 
cause, before the production of the jar, is itself not determined 
in the form of, as pertaining to, the jar, and yet it produces 
the jar, then that same cause would produce tho cloth and such 
other effects also [as thero is nothing to restrict the operation 
of the cause to the jar only]. “ When wo speak of the 
determining of tho jar by its cause, wo lo not mean that the 
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oause determines the jar; what we mean is that it determines 

its connection with the particular point of time.” This 
cannot be, we reply. For [if what is determined by the cause 
is the connection of a particular pomt of time with the jar, then, j 
as pointed out before, this determining will not be possible 
before the jar is produced; and] if what is determined is only 
the connection of the point of lime, not necessarily of the jar,— 
then the same cause might as well determine the connection of J 
time with the cloth and other things also ! Thus then— 

‘ If the cause were to determine, with reference to a 
particular time, a thing (tho jar) which does not exist and 
which is not determined by any particular time,—then it could 
also similarly determine any other thing (the cloth also, 
which would be just as non-existent and as undetermined as 
the jar); or if it could not so determine it, then it would be 

entirely devoid of the determining power.’ (4). 

And further, if the cause be regarded as the determinant 
of the effect; on the basis of their existing at different points 
of time,—then, why could not thero be a determining of what 
precedes (i. e., the cause) by what follows; (i. e., the effect) ? 
There would be nothing to determine wTiich of the two (Cause 
or Effect) determines the other [as the only basis for the assum¬ 
ing of determining consists in the two appearing at different 
points of time, without any idea as to what comes first and what 

afterwards]. And thus,— 

‘ If it be held that what follows is determined by what 
precedes it,—then, why could not there be the determining of 
what precedes by what follows ? Nor again could sequence 
or precedence be ascertained when the series (of Cause and 
Effect) are beginningless and endless.’ (5). 

(44) [P. 592] If (in order to escape from the above 
difficulties).it be held that the determining is done by the 
determinant before it comes into existence,—then this would 

involve a contradiction in terms. 
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(45) There is yet another objection to the view that 

1 the nature of a thing may be regarded as its relation 9:—As 

a matter of fact, the relative is the container, and the relation 

the contained ; and so, if the nature of a thing itself were to 

constitute its relation, it would mean that the thing is its own 

container, which is absurd : even a well-trained dancing boy 

does not do the dancing by getting upon his own shoulders ! 

Nor can the relation be held to be of something else (different 

from the relation itself); as you have yourself denied this (by 

declaring that relation consists in the nature of the thing 

related) ; for your position is that 1 this (the relation) is 

based on the very nature of the thing ’; and this view does 

not admit of any determining by the relation of anything diff* 

erent from itself; and under the circumstances, how could you, 

consistently with your view, regard the relative as something 

different from the relation ? 

(46) Then again, in whatsoever manner you may 

define the character of * relation/ you must admit the pre¬ 

sence of that character in Inherence (which is one form of 

relation postulated by you);—and [if this character is a 

positive entity, it must be included under one of the six cate¬ 

gories, Substance and the rest, accepted by you ; and under 

the circumstances that character could never subsist in In¬ 

herence; as] Inherence, always itself subsisting in substances 

can never be the substratum of any of the six categories 

[and the said character must be one of these categories] 

“ The character in question may be only of the 

nature of an Vpadhi or adventitious attribute, for which 

it would be possible to subsist in Inherence.” 

This cannot be; as evon this attribute could subsist 

in Inherence only by some sort of relation to it; but 

as a matter of fact, the relation between that attribute 

and Inhoronco could not bo oitlier one of Conjunction 

or Inherence; and the only third relation postulated by you 
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is the natural relation; and the possiblity of this has already 
been refuted. Nor, with a view to escape from these 
difficulties, will it be right to regard the character in ques¬ 
tion as an ‘ abhava, ' a negative entity (and as such not in¬ 
cluded in any of the sis categories). As in that case it 
will be necessary for you to provide an adequate explanation 
of the exact nature of that ‘ entity ’ which is negatived by 
the negative particle in the word ' abhava.' [And it will 
not be possible for you to provide this adequate explana¬ 
tion], And according to you the entire world must 
be exhausted (contained) in the ‘ seven categories *; as six of 
these are * entities ’ and the seventh ‘ non-entity ’; and 
* entity ’ and * non-entity * being contradictory terms, must 
include all things. [And as the character in question cannot 

be an entity, or a non entity, it cannot be accepted]. 

[The notion of 4 substratum * 4 receptacle ’ or 4 container * is next 

taken up]. 

(47) Then again, if the determinant is different from 
the determined, how is it that-it determines only that, and 

nothing else ? “ Well, that is due to the fact that that 

alone is its cidhara or substratum. ” What do you 

mean by ‘ substratum ’ ?—we ask. “ The substratum 

of a thing is that wherein it is located (or situated). ” This 

is not right; as it still remains to be explained what is the 

signification of the Locative in'the word ‘wherein. * 

(48) “ We may define the substratum as that with regard 

to which we have the notion of ‘ here ’, ‘ herein ’, * in 

this ’. ” This also cannot be accepted; as, by this de¬ 

finition, that with regard tc which we have the notion of 

«there ‘ theroin ’, ‘ in that ’ would cease to be a ‘ substratum \ 

And further, this definition will involve a clear case of 

objectionablo interdependence: wo can have the notion of 

‘ horein ’ only after we know of the thing as the * substra- 
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tarn* of another thing [without which knowledge we cannot 
have any notion of the thing being situated ‘ herein ’]; and 
(ny your definition) we ckn know what is a ‘ substratum ’ only 
when wo have the notion of ‘ herein *. 

(49) The Substratum is that in which something in¬ 
heres—subsists by inherence ”. This also cannot be accept¬ 

ed; as it will not apply to such notions of substratum as we 
meet with in the following conceptions—* there is absence of 
horns in the hare ’, * the jujube fruit is in the vessel ’ [in which 
cases the subsistence is not by inherence, but by conjunction, 
and yet it cannot be denied that the Hare and the Vessel 
are the * substratum ’ of the absence of horn and the jujube 
fruit respectively]. “ In such case3 aa you tave cifc. 

ed, in which the subsistence is not by inherence, the name 
of * substratum ’ can be applied only figuratively.” This 
is not enough; what you should add is that the very 
idea of such things being regarded as ‘substratum’ is 
wrong ! “ Well, yes! What then 1 ” Why should 
it not be the other way ? [That is, we may as well regard as 
correct, the application of the name * substratum ’ to cases 
where the subsistence is by relations other than inherence; 
and regard as wrong its application to cases of subsistence 
by inherence]. And further, if the notion that * the hare is 
the substratum of the absence of horns ’ were wrong (as you 
hold), then the hare would be a real substratum of the horn! 
As of two contradictories, the horn and the ihorn's absence,— 
the denial of one must imply the affirmation of the other. 

(50) The Substratum, then, may be defined as that 
which prevents falling.” This also cannot be accept¬ 
ed ; as this definition will not apply to the case of the composite 

whole (of which the component parts are the substratum), 
or to that of Qualities (of which Substances are thesubstra- 

Um ’ aa *a G*fch°r °f tlioso casos the substratum does not 
serve the purpose of preventing falling. [If the component 
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particles prevented the composite whole from falling^ 
then there would be no falling at all for any composite 
whole]. 

(51) “ The substratum of a thing may be defined as that 
which is situated immediately below that thing. ” This 
also is not tenable; as in the first place, there is nothing to 
prove that the substance to which certain qualities belong 
is situated below those qualities [and it cannot be denied 
that the substance is the substratum of the qualities] ;— 
secondly, (even admitting that the substance possessing the 
quality is below the quality),—inasmuch as the component 
particles of a composite substance would be as much below 
the qualities of the composite substance as the composite 
substance itself, the particles also will have to be regarded 
as the substratum of those qualities (which, in reality, belong 
to the substance as one composite whole, and not to its compon¬ 
ent particles);—thirdly, when of two objects, in contact with 
one another, one is above the other, the upper object will be 
above (not below) the conjunction; and as such, could not 

by the present definition, be regarded as the substratum of 
that conjunction;—-fourthly, the definition will not apply 
to many such cases as that of an object hanging by a thread 
[where even though the thread is above the object, it is regarded 
as its substratum, the thread being contained in the object], 

(52) “If we do not find it possible to fix upon a single 
denotation of the word ‘Locative ’ or ‘ Substratum’, then we 
can attribute to it more than one denotation,—as we do in 
the case of such, words as * aksa ’ and the like (which have 
more than one meaning). ” This is not possible ; 
as if the * ashraya ’, ‘ substratum ’, had no one uniform charac¬ 
ter, then there would be no unformity of character in the 
fallacy of ’ ashrayasiddhi' and such other conceptions as 

involve the idea of ‘ ashraya ’. “We may accept the 
diversity of character in all these. ” That will not be 
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tarn* of another thing [without which knowledge we cannot 
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wrong ! “ Well, yes! What then 1 ” Why should 
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hold), then the hare would be a real substratum of the horn! 
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(50) The Substratum, then, may be defined as that 
which prevents falling.” This also cannot be accept¬ 
ed ; as this definition will not apply to the case of the composite 

whole (of which the component parts are the substratum), 
or to that of Qualities (of which Substances are thesubstra- 

Um ’ aa *a G*fch°r °f tlioso casos the substratum does not 
serve the purpose of preventing falling. [If the component 
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particles prevented the composite whole from falling^ 
then there would be no falling at all for any composite 
whole]. 

(51) “ The substratum of a thing may be defined as that 
which is situated immediately below that thing. ” This 
also is not tenable; as in the first place, there is nothing to 
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(52) “If we do not find it possible to fix upon a single 
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can attribute to it more than one denotation,—as we do in 
the case of such, words as * aksa ’ and the like (which have 
more than one meaning). ” This is not possible ; 
as if the * ashraya ’, ‘ substratum ’, had no one uniform charac¬ 
ter, then there would be no unformity of character in the 
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right; as in that case, the exact enumeration of the fallacies 

of 'asiddhi9 (as found in the standard Nyaya works), upon 

which all usage is based,would be wrong [as the number of 

1 ash rayUsiddlii9 itself would be very much more than the 

number attributed to all the € asiddhis9 combined];—and fur¬ 

ther, it would be impossible to indicate any character that 

would afford the basis for a comprehensive idea of all those 

several kinds; for instance, in some cases the ashraya is that 

in which the thing inheres [e. g. when a substance is spoken 

of as the ashraya of a quality] ; while this character can nev¬ 

er belong either to that wherein a negation subsists [e. g. 

when we speak of a place as the ashraya of the jar’s absence, 

in which case,the relation is not by inherence , but by the 

relation of simple qualification],—or to Inherence when it is 

put forward as a probans subsisting in the probandum [e. g. 

when we speak of the Earth as distinct from Water, &c., be¬ 

cause'it is the ashraya of the inherence of the community 

* prithivliva ’, where, according to the Logician himself it will 

not be right to hold that the Inherence inheres in the Earth]. 

[Page 596] (53) In view of these indisputable facts, the 

Opponent says :—<(We shall admit that the denotations of 

the word * ashraya 9 are diverse,—diverse also are the several 

kinds of ashrayasiddhi and the rest, taken each singly by 

itself ; and as regards the exact number of j ‘ asiddhi9 laid 

down in our treatises, wo must explain these enumera¬ 

tions differently, in view of tho fact that the ordinarily 

accepted interpretation of these is 'found to bo contrary to 

well-known facts (as you have shown above). ” Even 

this admission well not help you very far ; for even though 

all this may be possible, yet you have to explain what will bo 

tho exact sonso of ‘ adhara 9 (‘ ashraya * substratum ’) in tho 

case of the oxprossionc tho jujube fruit in tho vessel’. (a)Itcould 

not bo explained as that which prevents falling ; as it is quite 

possiblo for tho L*uit to fall along with the vcssol containing 
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it,—-in which case the vessel, which is its dshraya} does not 

prevent its falling. (b) Nor will it be right to 

explain it as that with which the thing contained is in contact; as 

both the things being equally in contact with each other, one 

would be as justified, by the definition, in regarding the fruit 

as the ‘ adhara ’ of the vessel, as vice versa ! (c) Nor, 

with a view to avoid this difficulty, will it be right to define* 

the * adhara ’ as that with which the other thing is in contact, 

and which lies below this other thing; as even though this 

definition may be applicable to the case of the fruit in the 

vessel, it will fail in other cases: e. g. when the soles of the feet 

are smeared with particles of «dust, where the dust-particles 

[even though having the foot-sole in contact with them, and 

lying below the foot-sole] are not regarded as the * adhara ’ 

of the foot; in faction the contrary, the foot-sole is regarded 

as containing the dust-particles, and as such, being their 

adhara ; and thus the definition being found failing in such 

other cases, cannot be accepted as correct, even with regard 

to the particular case that we have been considering (of- the 

fruit contained in the vessel). “ The last explanation 

of ‘ adhara’ is not intended to Be applicable to all cases; it is 

meant to apply to only some cases (and this it does)—accord¬ 

ing to the view that the character of ‘ adhara ’ is diverse 

(and not one only).” This does not help you at the 

present juncture: it may be possible for some other definition 

of ‘ adhara ’ to apply to some other cases ; but what you now 

put forward as the definition is not possible, for the simple 

reason that it is found applicable to things (e. g., the dust, 

particles on tho foot-sole) that are never known as ‘ adhara, ’ as 

wo havo shown above. “ "With a view to avoid this diffi¬ 

culty, we shall add the further qualification that the adhara 

lias a sizo larger than that of what it contains.” This 

will not bo right; as this qualification will not apply to tho 

oasoofalargo mass of cotton hold on tho palm of tho hand 
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[when the cLdhdra, the hand, is smaller in size than the mass 
of cotton it holds] ; nor can the ^adhcira ’ in this case, be ex¬ 
plained as something else. Then again, your definition 
contains the word 1 adhah9 ‘below/ 4 underneath/— and you 
cannot determine the exact signification of this word. 

(54.) 44 We regard that thing as 4 below * which lies in 
the direction of falling.” This will not be right; as 
4 falling * cannot be explained as anything other than 4 going 
below or downwards’—which is only the idea of 4 below ’ 
haying the notion of 4 going * added to it [and thus the 
definition of 4 below’ by ‘ falling* would involve a vicious 
circleJ. It was for this reason that the Great Teacher of 
Advaita (Ribhu), knowing that it is impossible to define the 
exact meaning of the word 4 below,’ explained the refutation 
(of the use of such word as 4 below ’ and 4 above ’) to his pupil 
(Nidagha),—a refutation that has been thus summed up by the 
revered Parashara :—4what is it that is called by the name 
below, and what which is called above ? * 

(55.) 44 We can explain the word 4 below ’ as signifying 
the direction towards the Earth.” This also cannot 
be accepted ; as ib is possible (in certain cases) for the word 
4 above9 also to signify the direction towards the Earth (for 
instance, when the word 4above’ is used by the inhabitants 
of Pa tala). 44 Whenever we speak of the 4 direction 
towards the Earth ’ it is also in relation to something (0. g.9 

the Sun) ; and with reference to this something the 4 direction 
towards the Earth ’ will be 4 below.’ ”* This is not 
right. What do you mean by 4 with reference to which ’? 
(a) Do you mean that which is regarded as the limit or point 
from which the direction is judged ? Or (b) that towards 

0 All notion of Direction is relative. When we take the Sun as tho standard, all 

the points between the Sun and tho Earth will be in tho direction towards the Earth 

and all points on tho other side of the Earth will bo in tho direction axoay from, the 

Earth. Thus with reference to , 10 Sun as tho standard what is the ‘direction towards 

the earth ’ is wliat is meant by the word 4 below.' 
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which or facing which the Earth lies ? [That is to say, is the 
standard only the limit from which the direction is judged? 
or is it that towards which the Earth’s face is turned ?] If it 
mean the former, then, taking as your standard or limit 
something that is above the Earth, what you call ‘above’ 

t.c., the direction above that standard something—will 
a so be towards the Earth’ in relation to something else 
(that may be higher); and so that direction also will have to 

e regarded as ‘below.’ For instance, above the Earth’s 
surface, we have the mountain in relation to which mountain 

he Sun is above’; now the points of space between the 
Sun and the mountain will also be ‘towards the Earth,’ just as 
much as those below the mountain; and in this case also a 

mit will be present, in the shape of the mountain, which is 
as much a limit for the points of space below it as for those 

above !t; and thus fulfilling all the conditions of the definition 
of below, the point of space between Sun and the mountain 
will also come to regarded as * below ’J. For similar 

reasons [i. e., because the character of ‘ beingtowards the Earth’ 
13 equally attributable to what is higher and what is lower 
than the standard limit] the second alternative also cannot 
be maintained ft.*., it will not mend matters if by 4 with refer- 
ence to which ’ you mean * that facing which the Earth lies ’; 
as the Earth will face the points above the mountain, just as 
well as those below it;]. 

(56). “That direction is ‘below’ by action towards 
which the Earth approaches nearer [so that * falling ’ comes 
to be defined as that action by which the Earth approaches 
nearer, and that i3 * below ’ which lies in the direction of that 
falling , defined above, in para, 54 ; against 'which the only 
objection urged was that of its involving a circle; and this 
circle becomes avoided by the definition of ‘ falling ’ provided 

here].” We cannot accept this definition; by this 
definition, the action of an object hanging by a nno in a well 
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and swinging horizontally will have to be regarded as * fall¬ 

ing ’ [as each swing brings the object nearer to the 

•Earth * in the form of the walls of the well] ; and the space 

traversed by each swing will have to be regarded as * below.’ 

(57). “ Taking the Earth and some other object as the 

two limits, that space which, intervening between these two, is 

oalled the * middle,’—when taken in relation to the limit 

other than the Earth,—is what is called ‘ below.’ [For 

instance, the space between the Earth and the Sun is ‘ below * 

the Sun]”. This also cannot be accepted; as in that 

case, the Earth itself could never be regarded as ‘ below ’ (the 

Sun); and further, without explaining what is meant by the 

word ‘ below, ’ you cannot provide any adequat explanation of 

what is meant by the' middle ’ or ‘ intervening space ’ between 

the Earth and the other object; —the only explanation possi¬ 

ble of the ‘ middle ’ or ' intervening space ’ between the Earth 

and the other object being that it is ‘above’the. earth and 

• below ’ theother object [so that the explanation of * middle ’in¬ 

volves the notion of ‘ below ’, and that of c below ’you seek to ex¬ 

plain with the help of the notion of ‘ middle’; thus there is a 

mutual interdependence].’ If you seek to provide any other 

explanation of the c middle ’, (free from the notions of ‘ above ’ 

and ‘ below ’), you will find that it applies to lateral space : 

For instance, such an explanation of the c middle ’ would be 

in the form of ‘ that which is to the East of the Earth and to 

the West of the other limitas the word c middle 9 or ‘interval* 

is applied in usage to that space with regard to which two 

men standing in opposite directions have the notion of two 

contradictory directions [i.e. when one man is standing on 

the East and the other on the West, the intervening space is 

conceived by the former as 4 West ^ and by tho latter as 

‘ East ’] [and this explanation of ‘ middle * will apply to 

lateral space, which also, bTr the proposod definition of 

‘ belowshould have bo regarded as ‘below’]. 
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(58) “[If none of'the above definitions of tli6 ‘SubstTa- 

tum * can be maintained] there must be something.else that 

is signified by the word ‘ adliara’; as the notion (of * herein) ’ 

is a well-recognised one; and it cannot be explained ex¬ 

cept by means of an explanation of wliiit is meant by " Subs¬ 

tratum *.” Even this is not admissible. Whatever may 

be signified by the word ‘ad'iara\ ’—is it eternal or transient ? 

It cannot be transient; as that would mean that the subs¬ 

tratum ceases bo exist, so that there may be times when the 

very notion of ‘ substratum ’ would be non-existent; and fur¬ 

ther, inasmuch as the case of the substratum is analogous 

to that of the Community ‘‘Cow ’ [which as signified by the 

word ‘ cow * is regarded as eternal, even though its constituent 

individuals are transient; from which analogy, even though 

the individual substratum may be transient, yet the genus 

4 substratum’, as signified by the word ‘substratum’, should 

be eternal],—if, even so, it be regarded as transient, then 

(exactly on the same grounds) the Community ‘cow’ also will 

have to be regarded as transient. Nor will it be right to regard 

the signification of the word i substratum ’ as eternal. As will 

this, that is signified by the word ‘substratum’, be 

either comprehensive (including all kinds of substratum) or 

nob-comprehensive ? If it be not-comprehensive, then there 

would be an impossibility of any comprehensive conception of 

the ‘ substratum ’; and (in the absence of such comprehensive 

conception) it will be impossible also to comprehend any 

conventional denotation of the word ‘substratum * [as this 

would, ex-hi/potkcsi, have to be taken as separate with re¬ 

gard to each individual substratum ; and the number of in- 
O 

dividuals being endless, any sucli convention would be be- 

yoiuUbe grasp of our minds], if, on llio other hand, what is 

signified by tho word ’substratum’ bo something compre¬ 

hensive, then, is it one which, like Community, never re¬ 

nounces the individuals in which it subsists (i.e. the indivi¬ 

duals that it comprehends, like Community, which has no 
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existence apart from the individuals composing it) ? or is it one 

that does renounce these individuals ? In the former case, 

if one thing has beenonce recognis'ed as the c substratum * 

of another thing, then it will never again be possible for the 

latter to appear as the substratum of the former [and this is 

possible, as atone time a man may be seated on the bed, and at 

another time he may bo carrying it on his head]. If then, 

it be held that it does renounce the individuals in which it 

subsists,—then, if there is no fixed law under which it re¬ 

nounces and embraces individuals, then, no restriction being 

possible, it will be possible for us to conceive of such re¬ 

nouncing and embracing as going on at all times (which 

would be absurd). 

[Page 601] (59) “LIn order to escape from this 

last absurdity, if you assert that] there is something that 

regulates the renouncing and embracing of the constituent 

individuals,—then you should point out what this regulating 

agency is [as a matter of fact, there is no such agency that 

you could point out]. “But we can certainly assume 

such an agency, seeing that, without some such agency, we 

cannot account for the well-known conception of ‘ substra¬ 

tum*.M No such agency can be rightly assumed, we reply. 

For if we were to assume such a regulating agency, then 

that agency itself, which regulates the embracing of the 

constituent individuals, might itself be regarded as the 

4 substratum,* and there would be no need for postulating any 

other * substratum ’ ! whose conception would be based upon 

the said regulating agency].* “ Yes ; be that so.** But 

this will not be quite right; as that regulating agency also 

[which would constitute the character of the 4 substratum*] 

will stand iu need of some agency that will regulate its own 

renouncing and embracing of its substrates; and for this latter 

° That property which regulate* tho n iiJ e;u'n\.jing will be what indicates 

the character of 4 aiibitratii'ii ’ ; and tint which prevents the nnuiLestation of the 

character of the substratum will be tho proporty that regulates the renouncing. 
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agenoy again, another regulating agency will have to be 

assumed ; and [this latter agency itself serving the required 

purpose] the former would become futile [just as the assump¬ 

tion of another * substratum ’ was found futile in the previ¬ 

ous case] ;—and thus your position comes to this : If you 

do not assume an additional agency, there is nothing to regu¬ 

late the renouncing and embracing of substrates ; if, on the 

other hand, you do assume the additional agency, the assump¬ 

tion of every such agency renders futile what has gone 

before it;—truly a difficult position from which there is no 

escape! “ But there could be an interchange of the work 

of regulating between the1* t w o#[so that the renouncing and 

embracing of what follows will be regulated by what precedes 

it, and vice versa ; so that nothing would be futile, and there 

would be no endless assumption of regulating agencies].” 

In that case there will be mutual interdependence between 

the two ; and we should feel called upon to answer this 

argument only after vyou have proved the fact that it is 

possible for two things to bo so interdependently related that 

each would drag the other to where it is itself dragged ; [as 

a matter of fact to prove this is impossible ; as in that case 

mutual interdependence would cease to be an objectionable 

feature altogether.) 

(60) " Well, the reasonings that you put forward against 

the comprehensive conception of ‘ substratum ’ apply with 

equal force to the case of such comprehensive conceptions as 

those of * community ’ and the like ; so that these latter also 

become impossible ”. For heaven’s sake, please do not 

utter these words too loud 1 If an enemy were to hear them, it 

would be a veritable calamity sprung upon us ! * 

^Tiie author holds nil things to be inexplicable ; hence to him if it is pointed 

out that the conception of ‘community* becomes inexplicable, it is only a contingen- 

cy that he wou.d desire ; and not anything to disconcert him. This is the sense 

of the jocular answer given. 

Eh. II. 99. 
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for fclia regulating of what is to be renounced, and what 

embraced, would be available in the shape oi .he intrinsic 

relation of things ; just as the connection between the object 

and its cognition in regulated by the relation known as 

1 Visayavisaijibhdoa ' This also is not possible ; 

as in the first place, we have already refuted your ‘ intrinsic 

or ‘ natural relation * (in para. 41) ; and secondly, because 

you cannot provide an adequate explanation of the relation 

of * Pisayatrimyihhava *—of 4 subject * and * object ’—which 

you have cited as an example in support of your contention. 

Indian Thought : Khandana. 

(61) Then again, the character of * substratum * that 

you postulate—has that itself a substratum of its own? or is it 

without a substratum ? If it is without a substratum,—i. e% 

there is nothing that contains the character of the sub¬ 

stratum—then with regard to what particular object could 

it bring about the cognition of being qualified by itself; 

as there being no objects that contains that character, all 

objects would be equally related to that character, [and 

there would be nothing that could be recognised as 

particularly endowed with that character, and hence as 

entitled to the name of ‘ substratum ']. If, on the other 

hand, the character of the substratum has a substratum 

erf its own (t. e. is contained in a particular object), then 

you have to point out this further substratum [and so on 

and on, you will have to postulate substratum after sub¬ 

stratum ad infinitum). “ Rut the very nature of 

the character of ‘ substratum * is such that with regard 
o 

to its own substratum (which contains that character) it 

forms the basis of the notion of ‘ substratum without 

the iotervention of any other substratum for itself;—just 

as ‘ satta \ the geueric character of * being * by itself forms 

the basis of the notion of 1 being * (the existence 

of things) without the intervention of a further * being * 

(that would establish the existence of this‘ Being' itself).” 

This will not be right ; as a notion, without an adequate 

substratum, would be wrong ; just as the notion of silver, 

in the absence of the character of ‘ silver.' is wron**, so 

in the absence of the character of ‘ substratum the notion 

of * substratum ’ would he wrong. We shall ex¬ 

plain this in detail, in course of our refutation of Diversity 

(p. 1141 fit seq. Chaukhnmhha, s. s. Edition). 

(02) “ Even in the absence of the relation of the con¬ 

tainer and the contained (as held to subsist between the 

substratum and what subsists in it), the requisite agency 

Kh. II. 100. 

[The refutation of ‘ substratum ’ having turned on the exact nature 

of the 4 Visayavisayibhava ’ or the ‘ subject-object relation \ the au¬ 

thor proceeds to show the impossibility of explaining it.] 

(t53) What is the ‘ visayavisnyibkaoa ’ of cognitions 

with the jar and other objects ? “ Cognition being 

an entity of the form of illumination (or manifestation), 

the risrti/avisayibhfioa, or relation of ‘ subject and object ’, 

with the jar is only that particular svabhava (innate 

nature) of an entity of the form of illumination or manifesta¬ 

tion which consists in its pertaining (or belonging) to 

that object.” This definition cannot be accepted; 

as it does not apply to the Objects of Desire (Aversion* 

Action) and the rest [ Desire &c. also, accordir g to the Logician 

bear , with objects, the * subject-object ’ relation ; and ye 

not being of the form of illumination, which can apply to 

cognitions only, their relation becomes excluded from the 

definition]. “ We shall then substitute the word 

•visayimh’, ‘subjective’ [in place of * prakSshSay* ’ ; so 

that the definition will include all such entities as Desire 

and the rest, which bear upon objects, and are, as such, 

capable of being regarded as ‘ subjective ’].’ This 

will not be rigli., ; as it is precisely this (the exact 

nature of the * subjective ’) that you have got to determine. 

Kh. II. 101. 
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(64) Then Bgain, what do you mean by the ‘ soabliUva ’ 

of the cognition ? Do you mean the cognition’s own dharma‘ 

character or property ? Or its own self ? 

(65) If it is the property, is it the character ‘ jhana- 

tva * being a cognition ’, which is common to all cogni¬ 

tions ? Or is it a particular character peculiar to each 

ndividual cognition of the jar &c. ? If it is the generic 

character of cognition then, inasmuch as this is common 

to all cognitions, it is not possible for it to pertain to any 

particular individual object. If it is the peculiar character 

of each individual cognition, then the character of the 

cognition of each individual object would ha\e to be 

regarded as distinct; and this would be only another 

way of asserting that the cognition is of the form of its object 

[a view which has been held by the Yogachara-Bauddha- 

and stubbornly rejected by the Logician]. Then 

again, this property, this character of ‘ jnanatva’, —[ Is this an 

adventitious accessory of the cognition, like the stick of 

« the man with the stick ’ ? j Or is it a permanent attribute, 

n the form of ‘ Community like * purusatva ’ of the man ? 

If it is an adventitious accessory, (a) is what is imposed 

as such the object apprehended by the cognition ?(b) Or 

is it something else ?]—[A] it cannot be held to be 

dependent upon something else to be imposed upon; as in that 

case, for the cognition of the adventitious accessory, we 

would stand in need of something entirely different from 

the objects actually cognised, like the jar and the rest 

[e. (j. in tho case of the cognition of the man with the 

stick, the stick is what is imposed as the adventitious acces¬ 

sory ; and this being something other thau the real object 

of cognition, the man, for the cognition of the man, in 

this case, we are made dependent upon the stick ; in the 

same manner, if ‘ ghatujMnatva ' as an ujtUdhi of tho ‘ ghata- 

jhana ’ were an upHdhi in which what is imposed as such 

Kh. II. 102. 

Chapter IV. 561 

is something different from the jar itself, then it would 

come to this that for the simple cognition of thejar, we 

would stand in need of somethiug other thau the jar, 

which is absurd]. (A) Nor again, can the jar itself be 

what is imposed as an adventitious accessory; as there is, so 

far, no connection between the jar and its coguition [the 

only relatiou possible is the cisaycisayibhUoa ; and this is 

s still u licbjivnined] ; and if eveu so, it were to be imposed, 

hen great confusion would be the result (any object might 

be imposed upon any cognition, without any restriction] 

(B) Nor again can 1 ghatajhanaloa ’ be regarded as a 

ati, (a class-character permanently inherent in the cogni¬ 

tion of the jar); as in those ordinary cases where we 

cognise the jar by itself, and also the cloth by itself, the 

two class-characters, ‘ ghatatva ’ and ‘ patatva ’ having 

been recognised as distinct, if, at some time, we hap¬ 

pen to have the composite cognition of the jar and 

the cloth,—so that we have a gludapatajhana,—if the pro¬ 

perty hereof, as ‘ ghata patajiianatoa , wrere regarded 

as a class-character, or ati, this would be an instance of an 

admixture of two class-characters (ghatatoa and patatoa; 

and such an admixture is uot regarded as desirable by the 

Logician). If, in order to avoid this, it be held that the 

cognition of each individual object is distinct, [so that no such 

composite cognition as ‘ ghatapalajhana ’ would be possible], 

then it would never be possible to have the coguition of any 

qualified object [as this . would involve the cognition of the 

object and also of its qualification, which, ex hypolhesi, is not 

possible]. In order to meet these difficulties, it may 

bo held that in the case of composite cognitions (e. g. ghata- 

patajhana) there is a comp isile Class-character (which is apart 

fromthe class-character of each individual cognition of individ¬ 

ual objects; just as we have he class-character variegated col. 

our’ which is distinct from ‘ blue , ‘ red &c.,); but in tiat case, 

we would ultimately bo unable to speak of any class-character 

Kh. II. 103. 
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pertaining to the cognition of individual objects fas, ac¬ 

cording to the Logician, every cognition involves at least two 

ooguitions, tin Siriifca!/) ik c and the Niroikalpaka, the former 

having for its object the concrete form of the object along 

with its distinctive features &c., while the latter apprehends 

only the object in its vague abstract form ;—so that every 

cognition being composite in character, all cognitions would 

fall under the composite class-character]. If (thus 

reduced to a desperate position) you even admit the admix¬ 

ture of class-characters (and posit such class-characters as 

* glbatajrniuulod\ * paiiijftiint.ito<i* and the like], then these 

class-characters themselves being enough to distinguish each 

cognition, there would be no ground left for the assuming of 

the 1 object* of ooguitions (the Logician’s position being that 

each cognition is distinguished from the other oiily through 

it object, in all other details, all cognitions having the same 

character). “ Yet, inasmuch as in ' every cognition 

the relation to an objeco is manifest, we admit the object 

also. ” This explanation cannot be accepted; as it is 

this relation whose exact nature is under consideration 

now. 41 True, but this is its exact nature—that it is 

that relation which subsists between the cognition and its 

object. ” This is not right; as this * subject-object* 

relation being one only, the oguibiou and the object 

would both be liable to be known as ‘ object5; just as in the 

case of the relatiou of Conjunction. * “Bub as a 

matter of fact, the cognition is the oisiyi, the ( subject’ 

and tho object is the oisaj /, which is different from the 

# Conjunction is u relation subsisting between two objects in contact with one 

another ; ami of this mrolatiou both members are known as ‘ aamyogi ’ 1 conjunct 

1 in conjunction ’ ; similaily if ‘ visayaviHayibbava * is a relation it must be one 

tubtistiii; over both in-rub jr* of the relation— the cognition ami its object ; and, 

lienee as in ti.ss case of cognition, so here also, both would be known as citlior*0f£rijfu* 

or as 'vita yi ’ ami there would bo nothing to determine that one is to be called 

1 vinaya ’ and the other ‘visayi —the analogy of the well-known relation of con¬ 

junction not providing any justification for thin strict apportionment of the names 

Kh. II. 104. 
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visayi. [That it to say, the relation is properly speaking 

* visayitva 4 being the subject *; and this belongs to the 
Cognition only, and not to both Cognition and Object; heiiCe 

the case is not analogous to that of 4 conjunction We 
cannot accept this; as this * oisayitn * ’ would only be another 
name for the Bhutto has called jhafalU ’, ‘ the character of 
being known ’ (as belonging to objects of cognition); and this 
we are going to refute later on. 

(6b) Then again, the ‘ svabhava ’ of a thing cannot be 

explained as the self of the object (the second alternative 

suggested in para. 6+); as if the 4 svabhava ’ consisted of the 

self of the object, theu,—just as the 4 self ’ of the individual 

objects, jar, cloth &c., is each distinct from the other, so the 

4 self' of the individual cognitions of these objects also would 

each be distinct from the other; so that there would be an 

end to all such usage as is based upon the comprehensive 

conception of the cognitions of several objects [i. e. each cog¬ 

nition being eutirely distinct from the other, no such compre' 

heusive conception would be possible]. 

(67) Then again, your assertion, tbit, “ th» ladiyata, be¬ 

longing or pertaining to the object, is the svabhava or nature 

of tho cognition,” has to be looked into more minutely : The 

word 4 ladiya ’ (belonging to that) is formed of the pronoun 

4 tat’(that) and the affix 4 chha ’, where 4 tat * refers to the 

object, aud the affix denotes relationship ; so that what your 

assertion means is that 4 these two -the object and relation¬ 

ship—as qualified by each other, form the svabhava of the 

cognition ’; and what this means is that4 objects form the 

svabhava of the cognitionand this would beau excellent 

refutation of the view of tho Idealist by you (who make it 

your business to refute the Idealist standpoint, and yet 

reduce all objects to tho form of mere, joguitiou) 1 44 What 

our assertion means is that what forms the svabhava of the 

cognition is tho relation, aud not the object.’* This 

will not be right; as unless you add some specification, mere 
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visayi. [That it to say, the relation is properly speaking 

* visayitva 4 being the subject *; and this belongs to the 
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« relationship * in general would belong to all things (and 

not to cognitions only); as it cannot be held that Relation 

does not belong to any cognition ; as in that case it would 

not be relation at all;—nor will it be right to hold that 

Relation belongs to a particular cognition only. As in that 

case, firstly, the relation would become identified with the 

cognition, as pointed out above; and, in the second place, 

there is nothing to show to what particular cognition it be¬ 

longs. i% The cause of the cognition will be the specify¬ 

ing factor [so that the fact of the relation of the jar pertain¬ 

ing to the cognition of the jar only is indicated by the contact 

of the jar with the perceiving organ, which contact 

is the cause of the cognition of jar]”. That cannot be ; 

for what does that specifying factor do ? “ It makes 

the relation pertain to the particular cognition ”. This 

will not be right; for is this 4 tadiyata,’ 4 belonging to that/ a 

part of that relation which forms the ‘svabhava* of the 

cognition ? or is it a distinct property, outside, or apart from, 

it ? If the former, then what is signified by the word 4 that * is 

also a part of that same relation ; so that there is the same 

identification of the object and the cognition, as pointed out 

above. If it is the latter, then, that distinct property (sig¬ 

nified by the affix 4 chlia * in 4 tadiya ’) would be the same as 

the object (as signified by the word * tat9 in 4 tadiya ’); as 

by your own explanation, the object ( jar ) that is signified 

by the word ‘tat’, which forms the qualifying factor in the 

composite conception denoted by 4 tadiya is nothing more 

than the same 4 distinct property \ Ci That distinct 

property may be identical with the object [what is the harm 

in that ?]” Then we ask—is this (distinct property— 

i.e. thoobject) related or not related, to the aforesaid4 svabhava’- 

rolation (/. e,. the cognition)? If not, then the cognition 

would not be related to anything. If, on the other hand, 

it is related, then is it relatod to the relation in the sliapo of 

cognition by some otlior relation? or by the relation of sva- 
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bhava only ? If by some other relation, then that would 

need another relation for being related, and soon and on, 

there would be that same infinite regress for avoiding which 

you posited the 4 svabhava ’ relation ! If, on the other hand, 

it is related by the relation of < svabhava * only, then in the 

composite conception 4 related to the relation in the shape 

of cognition \ the cognition also enters as a qualifying 

factor; hence in accordance with the reasoning put forward 

above [i. e. if the cognition has the soabliava of being related 

to the jar, then the jar and the cognition become identical1, 

anjl in accordance with the argument just put forward [?. e. 

if 4 tadiyata,* being a distinct property, is of the form 

of the object, and to that the relation that the Cognition 

bears is that of ‘svabhava ’], both—tadiyata and tat—be¬ 

come the 4 self * of the cognition;—aud this would only be 

another way of accepting the identity between the Cognition 

and its object! 

[Page 6(>8] (h8) The above reasoning serves to refute the 

1 svabhava’-relation in other cases also. 

[For the purpose of defining the relation of 1 visayavisayibhava the 

Opponent process to provide definitions of ‘ visaya ’ and ‘ visayi ’ and 

then base his conception of the said relation upon the correlation of these 

two definitions.] 

(60) “The visaya, ‘ object of cognition is that which 

is the receptacle of the result of the cognition; and the 

oisaiji, Subject, is that which has (i. e. produces) that 

result”. This also is open to objection. For what is 

the * result of cognition ’ ? Does it consist in being known ? 

or in being use/J ? if the former, then the definition will not 

apply to past and future things, or to things that are wrongly 

cognised, |as the past and future things do not exist at 

the present time, when the cognition appears, and when 

one has the wrong cognition of a thing, this thing is non¬ 

existent; so that in all those cases, the thing cognised 

boing non-existent, it cannot bo the receptacle of that 

A7i. II. 10?. 
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character of being known, which constitutes, ex hypothesi, the 

distinctive, feature of the ‘object*; so that neither the 

future thing, nor the past thing, nor the misconceived thing 

could ever be the ‘object* of cognition*). Nor again is it 

possible for you to indicate any basis for the assumption, 

that a certain cognition (that of the jar, for instance) pro¬ 

duces its result in that same object (the jar, and not in any 

other object, the cloth or the horse).—If there were some 

such basis, that basis itself might be regarded to be the 

distinctive feature of the‘object* [and there would be no 

j ustification for propounding a definition on the strength of that 

basis] If, on the other hand, fclie result of cognition 

consists in being used,—i. ey in being carried by the hands 

and so forth,—then, in the first place, as a matter of fact 

wo find that such usage is not present in every case of cog¬ 

nition [e. g. when we cognise a quality, colour or smell, or 

when we cognise the self or the Ukasha ; there is no carry¬ 

ing by the hands] and secondly, even in the case of objects 

where such carrying is possible, along with the object will 

be caused many other things also that are inseparable from 

it (e. g. the qualities inherent in the thing, as the weight 

of the jar for instance); and even though these other things 

are not coguised, yet, by the definition, these also will have to 

be regarded as the ‘ object* of that cognition [that is when we 

cognise the jar and carry it, even though we do not cognise 

the weight of the jar, this weight will, by the definition, 

be the ‘object* of that cognition of the jar]; and thus 

the said definition of ‘ object * becomes too wide. If again 

by being used is meant desire (aversion and indiffet ence) [i. e. 

the result of cognition consists in its being desired or abandoned 

&c.J, inasmuch as the Self is the only receptable of Desire &c , 

the definition of ‘ object* could not apply to any such thing 

as the jar and the like. If, in order to avoid this difficulty, 

t be held that the ‘ object * is not the ‘ receptacle of desire *, 

Kh. II. 108. 
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but the 'object of desire* (i. e. the desired object)then, for 

the purpose of ascertaining if a certain thing is an ‘object of 
desire yon would need to know if it is object of cognition 

[so that yon willland yourself in a vicious circle]. Then again 
there are some philosophers who do not accept * treating with, 
indifference as a form of ‘ using ’ an object; what would be 

there to prevent these philosophers from rejecting (as objectless) 

that cognition which leads to the cognised thing being treated 

with indifference? [As such treatment not being 'usage,' the 
definition of ’ object’ will not apply to the thing apprehended 

by this cognition]. And farther, who can you avoid the contin* 
gency that the cognition of siteh usages as accepting and re¬ 

jecting would itself become objectless ?* If, in order to avoid 
this, you hold that in every case, also in the cognition of usage, 
there is usage in the shape of acceptance and rejectionthen 

thero would be no end to such cognitions and usages 1 

f/0) There is another definition suggested on the'basis 
of the object being related to the'cognition;—that is, “ when a 
cognition is found to have its nature in keeping with such 

usage as is inseparable from a certain thing, this thing is called 
the ‘ object’ of that cognition ; and the cognition having such 
an object is called the ‘ subject,’ ” This definition also does 
not escape from the arguments urged above [on the basis of 
difficulties attaching to the exact meaning of the words ‘ nature’ 
and ‘ usage,’ which are found in this definition also|. 

(71) It has been asserted! that “the - object’ appre* 
hended by a cognition is only that thing which appears 
in that cognition ; and it is nothing apart from it and 
this provides us with an adequate definition of what is ‘appre 
hended ’ and what is ‘ not apprehended ’ [that which appears 
as a part and parcel of the cognition is its object ‘ appre- 

• The cognition of usage should itself, by' the definition, be dependent od a 

usage ; if not, then, the definition of object, not applying to the usage, tne cogoition 
of usage would be without an ‘object ’ ! 

f By Sbalikaoatba—says the Vidydidgari. 

Kh. II. 109. 



566 Indian Thought : Fhandava. 

\ 

character of being known, which constitutes, ex hypothesi, the 

distinctive, feature of the ‘object*; so that neither the 

future thing, nor the past thing, nor the misconceived thing 

could ever be the ‘object* of cognition*). Nor again is it 

possible for you to indicate any basis for the assumption, 

that a certain cognition (that of the jar, for instance) pro¬ 

duces its result in that same object (the jar, and not in any 

other object, the cloth or the horse).—If there were some 

such basis, that basis itself might be regarded to be the 

distinctive feature of the‘object* [and there would be no 

j ustification for propounding a definition on the strength of that 

basis] If, on the other hand, fclie result of cognition 

consists in being used,—i. ey in being carried by the hands 

and so forth,—then, in the first place, as a matter of fact 

wo find that such usage is not present in every case of cog¬ 

nition [e. g. when we cognise a quality, colour or smell, or 

when we cognise the self or the Ukasha ; there is no carry¬ 

ing by the hands] and secondly, even in the case of objects 

where such carrying is possible, along with the object will 

be caused many other things also that are inseparable from 

it (e. g. the qualities inherent in the thing, as the weight 

of the jar for instance); and even though these other things 

are not coguised, yet, by the definition, these also will have to 

be regarded as the ‘ object* of that cognition [that is when we 

cognise the jar and carry it, even though we do not cognise 

the weight of the jar, this weight will, by the definition, 

be the ‘object* of that cognition of the jar]; and thus 

the said definition of ‘ object * becomes too wide. If again 

by being used is meant desire (aversion and indiffet ence) [i. e. 

the result of cognition consists in its being desired or abandoned 

&c.J, inasmuch as the Self is the only receptable of Desire &c , 

the definition of ‘ object* could not apply to any such thing 

as the jar and the like. If, in order to avoid this difficulty, 

t be held that the ‘ object * is not the ‘ receptacle of desire *, 

Kh. II. 108. 

Chapter IV. 
567 

but the 'object of desire* (i. e. the desired object)then, for 

the purpose of ascertaining if a certain thing is an ‘object of 
desire yon would need to know if it is object of cognition 

[so that yon willland yourself in a vicious circle]. Then again 
there are some philosophers who do not accept * treating with, 
indifference as a form of ‘ using ’ an object; what would be 

there to prevent these philosophers from rejecting (as objectless) 

that cognition which leads to the cognised thing being treated 

with indifference? [As such treatment not being 'usage,' the 
definition of ’ object’ will not apply to the thing apprehended 

by this cognition]. And farther, who can you avoid the contin* 
gency that the cognition of siteh usages as accepting and re¬ 

jecting would itself become objectless ?* If, in order to avoid 
this, you hold that in every case, also in the cognition of usage, 
there is usage in the shape of acceptance and rejectionthen 

thero would be no end to such cognitions and usages 1 

f/0) There is another definition suggested on the'basis 
of the object being related to the'cognition;—that is, “ when a 
cognition is found to have its nature in keeping with such 

usage as is inseparable from a certain thing, this thing is called 
the ‘ object’ of that cognition ; and the cognition having such 
an object is called the ‘ subject,’ ” This definition also does 
not escape from the arguments urged above [on the basis of 
difficulties attaching to the exact meaning of the words ‘ nature’ 
and ‘ usage,’ which are found in this definition also|. 

(71) It has been asserted! that “the - object’ appre* 
hended by a cognition is only that thing which appears 
in that cognition ; and it is nothing apart from it and 
this provides us with an adequate definition of what is ‘appre 
hended ’ and what is ‘ not apprehended ’ [that which appears 
as a part and parcel of the cognition is its object ‘ appre- 

• The cognition of usage should itself, by' the definition, be dependent od a 

usage ; if not, then, the definition of object, not applying to the usage, tne cogoition 
of usage would be without an ‘object ’ ! 

f By Sbalikaoatba—says the Vidydidgari. 

Kh. II. 109. 



568 Indian Thought : Khandana. 
bended/ and that which is apart from it is ‘ not apprehended 

by.it].” But as regards this definition we do* not 

quite know what is meant by the thing appearing ‘in the 

cognition ’: Does it mean—(a) that the cognition is the recep¬ 

tacle (or substratum) of the thing? (b) or that the cognition is 

the ‘ object’? (c) or that the cognition is merely related to the 

thing? (a) The first of these alternatives is not possible ; as 

in the first place, such things as the jar and like (which are 

placed on the ground, and which have the ground for their 

Substratum), when uot resting upon a cognition, would be 

excluded, from the definition [so that these things could not 

be regarded as ‘ object ’ | ! And secondly the definition would 

include the generic character of ‘ cognition ’—jnunatva, which^ 

even though its,exact nature can be determined with difficulty 

will fall under the definition, as it has ‘ cognition ’ for its 

permanent substratum—the generic character of * cognition’, 

always residing in cognitions. (b) As regards the 

second alternative, you have not yet been able to determine 

what ‘ object ’ is; how then could it help to determine any 

other definition ? Then again, by this definition the relation 

of subject .and object, as between the cognition and its object 

—would be reversed [if cognition be regarded as the ‘ object ’ 

of the cognition, as intended by the second alternative]. 

(c) The third alternative makes the definition too wide: 

the cause of the cognition is also ‘ related ’ to it (and would 

therefore, by the third alternative, have to be regarded as the 

« object ’ of that cognition] ; specially as this cause also is 

something that is manifested by (is apprehended by) another 

cognition. “ But we shall add the qualification that it 

must be manifested by that same cognition [so that the cause 

of the cognition uot being manifested by that same cognition, 

could not be regarded as its ‘ object ’].” This also 

will not bo right; as what you are explaining is exactly this 

same character of ‘ being manifested’ [and hence it is not right 

to put forward a definition of which this very conception 
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forms the principal factor] ; as it is only after we know 

what is meant by ‘ being manifested ’ that we can know if 

a certain cognition is ‘ related’ to what is midfeded by it. 

(72) “ We shall define ‘ Object ’ of a cognition as that 

which always necessarily appears on the appearauce of that 

cognition. ” This also will not be right, we reply ; as it is 

this ‘ appearance ’, the exact nature of which is still to be 

determined. “ We all know in a general way what an 

‘ object ’ is ; and the definition here propounded is only that of 

particular objects [and as the generic ent ity ‘ object ’ cannot 

be gain-said, and as no generic entity is possible without 

specified individuals, no objection can be taken to a definition 

on the sole ground of its not applying to all objects].” This 

is not right; as when it is shown that no specific individual is 

in any case possible, the generic entity itself becomes impos¬ 

sible; and hence even the right conception that people may 

have of this generic entity becomes doubtful [and hence 

such a conception cannot form the basis of any specific 

definitions]. 

(73) [Another definition of ‘ object ’ is put forward*]— 

“The ‘object of cognition ’ is only that cause of it which 

imparts its shape to that cognition.” This cannot be 

accepted ; as it cannot be ascertained by what the shape is 

imparted to the cognition. As a matter of fact this‘shape ’ 

is nothing other than the form taken by the cognition; under 

the circumstances, inasmuch as everyone of the eauses 

(that bring about the cognition) would be capable (of impart¬ 

ing its shape to the cognition), how could you single out that 

particular cause (which you would regard as the ‘object ’ of 

that cognition) ? “ Even though every coguitiou—of the 

jar, for instance -is accompanied, or led up to, by all those 

causes which aro capablo lof imparting a shape to it), yet 

it is fio presence of the jar which is more explicit than the 

° ‘ I3y the Bauddha ’ say till* Chitsuhkl and the ViJi/auigari ; ‘ l y those who 

hold that cognitions have shape ’—says the Shinkari. 

Kh.IL 111. 
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rest; and on this grouud it is the jar that is held to be what 

imparts its shape to the cognitiou. " This is not right, 

we reply; for there is as much reason to believe in the pre¬ 

sence of the jar as in that of all the other causes; what 

difference, then, could explicitness and non-explicitness make 

in the matter? “ Why, we shall define the object on the 

basis of that whose presence is explicit/’ This will not be 

right ; as rightly speaking, the presence of all causes is equal¬ 

ly explicit. “ [It is true that there is as much reason for 

believing in the presence of the jar as iu that of the other 

causes] But the ‘object’, jar, is that whose presence is 

actually perceived. ” This* we have already answered 

[i.e. if by ‘ perceived’ you mean known, then it applies to all 

causes, everyone of which is known; if you mean seen with 

the eye, then it would be impossible for odour, taste, &c„ to be 

the 1 object ’ of any cognition ; as the presence of these can 

never be seen with the Eye] ; and further, until it has been 

explained what an 'object' is, it cannot be pointed out what 
is * seen \ 

(74) Nor can we accept the definition of the 4 Object 

of Cognition’ as “that which is the /carman, or objective, of 

the Cognition. [ie. on which the action of the cognition 

operates]. " This cannot be accepted ; as what you have got 

to explain is the relation of the cognitiou to this ‘objective’ ; 

and the refutation of this explanation is to be found iu my 

Ishoarabhisandhi, under the section dealing with (jnolata 9, 

the character of being known. 

(75) “ There is a certain thing of which the cognition is 

a qualification by itself, aud not through any other relation¬ 

ship (save that of vis lids ana and vishesya; aud it is this 

thing that is the 1 object * of that cognition ; so that we may 

define the ‘ object’ of a cognition as that which is qualified 

by that cognition; and as a rule, of two things (tns/tgsya and 

vishdsana) that is regarded as tho ‘ vishdsya 9 or ‘ qualified 1 

Kh. II. 112. 

whose qualification is assumed (or taken up) by somecmng 

else, which is called ‘ composite conception' (of the qualified 

and the qualification together)/* In regard to this defini¬ 

tion we make the following observation :—When it is said 

that the composite conception assumes the qualifications or 

character of the object, does it mean simply that it assumes 

this character [i.e. it assumes only some such nature] ? or 

that it must assume this character ? [i.e. it assumes all such 

natures]? If the former, then (in the case of the jar-cogni¬ 

tion) the stick (of the potter) will also be a * vishesya* 9—as the 

jar-cognition assumes the character of being an entity which is 

one of the features of the stick* Nor can the second alter¬ 

native be maintained; for in the case of that smoke which is 

not concomitant with fire for instance, the smoke that is seeD 

issuing from the heated pot of the cowherd), we find that it is 

possessed of the character of issuing in an unbroken line; and 

there is * something else * [in the form of the smoke that is 

concomitant with fire] which is qualified by that character; 

and yet this latter does not assume the character of being not 

concomitant with fire which is one of the features of the former 

*vishdsya * [so that if the assuming of all features be made a 

necessary condition of the definition, smoke can never be 

regarded as,a ‘ vishesya ’]. “ But as a matter of fact, 

the character of issuing in an unbroken line belongs (not to 

the smoke merely, but) to that which is endowed with unceas¬ 

ing upward motion ; and certainly the character of failing to 

be concomitant with fire does not belong to such smoke, (the 

issue of smoke from the cow-herd’s pot not being unceasing) [so 

that if this character is not assumed by smoke, it does not cease 

to be ‘ vishesya *].” This cannot be ; for that which is 

endowed with the first character (i. e., the smoke in the 

o The composite conception ‘ the man with the stick ’ takes up the character 

of the ‘ man ’—the stickholder being a man ; heaco it is the mm that is the quali¬ 

fied, and the stick tho qu ilification ; in the composite conception ‘ the cognis¬ 

ed jar ’ takes up the character o£ the jar ; which makes the jar the qualified and 

the cognition the qualification. 
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pot which issues in an unbroken line),—does, or does not, this 

possess the character of being not concomitant with fire? If it 

does, then the objection that we urged before remains in 

force [i. e. non-concomitance, a character of the pot-smoke, not 

belonging to, not being assumed by, the unceasing column of 

smoke, this latter cannot be a ‘ vishesya * ]. If it does nob 

possess that character (of failing in its concomitance), then the 

addition of the further qualification (of unceasing &c.) is 

entirely superfluous ; us it is only in that which is qualided by 

the character of issuing in an unbroken line that there is possi¬ 

bility of the discrepancy [of failing in concomitance, for the 

removal of which discrepancy further qualification would be 

needed ; so that when such a qualification is not needed in 

connection with this, it cannot be required at all.] 

“ What is assumed is only that character qualified by which 

the thing takes that qualification ; and all its characters are 

not assumed ; nor do the qualifications belong to the smoke 

as qualified by the character of failing in concomitance [they 

belong to it only as qualified by the generic character of 

1 smoke *; hence it is this last character only that would be 

assumed, and not the failure of concomitance].” This 

cannot be, we reply; does this mean that the smoke per se 

never fails in its concomitance ? [This cannot be, as in that 

case the qualification would be superfluous]. Thus then, if 

the smoke perse does fail in its concomitance, then the quali¬ 

fications in question (that of issuing in an unbroken line, 

and that of unceasingly rising column) must be taken to 

belong to it as qualified by that failure of concomitance. 

‘‘The failure of concomitance may be the qualification of 

smoke; but it does not form a factor of the smoke being regard¬ 

ed as the ‘ vishesya9.99 This is not right, we reply ; as 

it is still unknown what the ‘ vishesya 9 is. 

(76.) Then again, you speak of the cognition as ‘ the 

qualification of tho object *;—does this mean that it is merely 

related to it ? Or that it is related to it as its qualification ? 
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If it were the former, then much confusion would arise [even 

adventitious accessories falling under the category of ‘quali¬ 

fication ’]• And if it is the latter, then there is the-same 

« mutual interdependence * and other absurdities (that we 

have pointed out above in connection with the definition of 

‘ visayl9)* 

(77). [Thus then it has been shown that no adequate 

definition can be provided of the ‘ vishesya*; and as the 

definition of the ‘object1 bas been made dependent, m the 

beginning of para 75, upon that of ‘ vishesya \ it follows that 

no adequate definition of the ‘ object ’ is available. Now a 

further objection is urged against the very conception of 

'vishesya']-Does, or does not, the vishesya assume that 

character which consists in its vishesyatoa, being the vishesya ? If 

it does, then the definition (of vishesya) becmneg too wide (in- 

asmuch as it includes tbe vUhilla also). If it doea not' 

jour universal law, that the must assume all 
features or characteristics, becomes violated. 

(78) [A further objection is urged againstthe 

of * Object ’ put'forward in the beginning of para. ]• e“ 
ever there is a cognition, of the jar for instance, there is, 

according to the Logician, a corresponding anuvyavasaya 

Tthe form ‘I have this jar-cognition \ which, informal 
s ‘ there is inherence of the jar-cogmtion 

r^Tcu” d in this the cognition appears as the quail- 

LTL oftU inherence, without the intervention o anj 

relationship [as no re),tionshipJs_heid_tom.bs,st between 

---,":n thinf? is related aiqualificalion we can understand only if we 
• That a certain 6 ^ for knowing what ‘ qualification ’ is we have to 

know what qualificat . ^ qualifica!ion.. this is tho ‘ interdepen. 

know what .. , u referred t0 j„ the teat :-(l) the regrcuus ad infini- 

donee.’ The other J knowing what is ‘ related as qualification’, we have 
turn involved in the fact knowing this we have to know what is 

*° What and so In’and o„ ad «Ul» i-d (2) tho ‘vicious circle’ 

involved hi U>e above, whom by the knowledge of ‘ qualification ’ is made to depend 

upon itself. 
Kh. 11. 115. 
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inherence and its substrate, for fear of infinite regress]; 

and yet the inherence is not the object of that jar-cogni- 

tion (and under the definition it should be this object]. 

The definition contains the qualifying phrase * not 

through any other relation’; and this phrase is meant to 

exclude exactly that relation which forms the basis of the 

relation of ‘ qualification and qualified ’ as subsisting between a 

substance and its quality (or between an action and its 

instruments); and as it is the relation of inherence that forms 

the basis of these latter, how can it escape being excluded 

from the definition ? [So that being thus excluded, inherence 

could never be regarded as the 'object* of the jar-cogni¬ 

tion]”. This cannot be right; as what the phrase 

excludes is only that relation which is other than the relation of 

‘ qualification and qualified *; and this exclusion cannot apply 

to the inherence in question [as in the particular instance 

the inherence is only of the nature of the relation of ‘ quali¬ 

fication and qualified’]. Thus then, when it is declared that 

the object is ‘that of which the cognition is a qualification 

without the intervention of any other relationship we 

find that just as the cognition by itself, without the interven¬ 

tion of any other relation, is the qualification of the object, 

exactly in the same manner is it the qualification of the 

inherence also; and there is not the slightest difference be¬ 

tween the two cases. Thus it was well said that when it is 

asserted that ‘ there is cognition in myself’, the inherence 

becomes the ‘ object ’ of the Cognition. 

(79) Further, the said definition of‘object’ (as that 

of which the cognition is the qualification, without the 

intervention of another relationship) applies to the c absence 

of cognition * also, [as in. tho phrase ‘absence of cognition1 

the cognition is tho qualification of tho absence]. « But 

in tms case tliore is tho relation of inherence itself [which 

is other than tho relation of ‘ qualification and qualified’; whose 
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presence, therefore, 'precludes the possibility of the defini¬ 

tion of ‘object * applying to the absenceThis is not 

right; as the relation subsisting between the cognition and 

its absence ip *hat of the qualification and the qualified (and 

not any other relation, so that the definition is quite applicable) 

[and thus, as in all cases the relation subsisting could be re* 

duced to the relation of ‘ qualification and qualified *, to speak 

of ‘ by some other relation ’ becomes an absurdity]. “ But 

this relation of (qualification and qualified) is not something 

apart from the members related (the relation between the 

jar and its colour, for instance, is nothing apart from the 

coloured jar) ; and what is* meant to be excluded by the 

phrase ‘other relationship * is only such relation as is some¬ 

thing apart from the members related [and thus there 

is no absurdity or impossibility involved in the defini¬ 

tion].” This will not help you; as the same might be said, 

with equal cogencyy with regard to the relation of 

inherence also [which also may be said to be nothing 

apart from the members related]. “ The relations meant 

to be excluded by the phrase ‘ other relations ’ are those of 

inherence and conjunction [so that the definition could not 

apply to inherence]. ” This will not be right; as even so 

the definition will apply to the absence of cognition (even 

though it may not apply to inherence); as the relation bet¬ 

ween absence and that which is absent is not that* of either 

conjunction or inherence. “But as a matter of fact, in 

the case of the absence of cognition, cognition is only an adven¬ 

titious accessory of the absence, and not its permanent quali¬ 

fication [so that not having the cognition for its qualification, 

the absence of a cognition cannot be the object of that cogni¬ 

tion]. ” Even so the definition cannot be accepted; as 

under tho definition past and future objects would cease to 

bo ‘ objects of cognition ’ [as the cognition that appears at 

tho present tirno cannot be regarded as the qualification of 

the past and future things, which are not-existent at the 
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time ; and thus, not having the cognition for its qualification, 

neither the past nor the future thing will fulfill the conditions 

of the definition of the * object of cognition *]. 

(80) [Finding it impossible to save the definition from 

applying to the absence of cognition the Opponent says]—<c But 

we intend the definition only for positive objects This 

will not be right; as in that case negations (or negative 

things) will never be 1 objects of cognition * (which is absurd); 

—and secondly, the definition would apply to everything 

apart from the cognition; that is, to every one of those things 

that pertain to the cognition ; such as its cause, and other 

things connected with it. We desist from further prolixity. 

It may be right to assert (with the Idealist) that the object 

being of the same character as the cognition, there can be 

no difference between the cognition and its objects [so that 

there would be nothing * apart from the cognition ’, and 

the last argument therefore becomes baseless, and loses its 

point]—But this will be] contrary to our actual experience 

(in which the cognition is always known as distinct from its 

object);—and further if the difference between the two is 

not admitted by you, then it is not possible for you to deny 

such difference [as such denial would involve the absurdity 

of denying the unknown]. 

[This last discussion having led on to Difference, the author proceeds 

to demolish the conception of ‘ difference ’.] 

(81) It further behoves you to explain what is ‘ differ¬ 

ence ’ : It could only be either—(a) the specific form of 

the thing itself, or (b) mutual negation, or (c) some dis¬ 

tinctive property (such, for instance, as separateness). 

[Page 617] (82) (a) It will not be right to regard 

Difference as consisting in the specific form of the thing . 

as if it consisted in this, then there would bo no possibility 

of mistaking a different thing as non-different [i. e. 

wo could never mistako the pioco of sholl as non-different 
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from silver]. For even the mistaken cognition apprehends 

the form of the thing [and ex-hypothesi, the cognition of 

the thing’s form is the same as the cognition of its difference] ; 

if8 in order to escape from this difficulty, it be held that 

the mistaken cognition does not apprehend the form of ;he 

thing, then, we ask,—of what would it apprehend the 

non-difference fas according to you also, in the case of 

the mistaking of shell for silver, it is the shell that is 

apprehended, and apprehended as non-different from silver, 

which shows that there is apprehension of the form of 

the shell; and this, by the definition, means that its difference 

is apprehended; so that th^re is no chance for the appre¬ 

hending of its non-difference, which is essential in the 

mistaken cognition]. “ When a number of unconnect¬ 

ed wooden slabs are heaped up, and we impose upon this 

heap, the character of-i. mistake it as—one composite 

whole inhering in (made up of) several component parts,— 

thus apprehending the non-difference of the slabs from the 

composite whole,—we find that in this conception of non¬ 

difference those (slabs) upon which the character is imposed 

do not appear at all; all that happens is that a number of 

disjointed things, which do not form a compact composite 

whole, are mistaken for a compact composite whole [ so 

that in this case, the specific form of the thing miscognised, 

is not cognised at all; and this form not being cognised, 

its difference is not cognised ; and if its difference is not 

cognised, it is not impossible to cognise its non-difference]. 
This reasoning is not right; as when we urged 

our objection we did not have in view this particular 

instance of the disjointed wooden slabs ;the instance (of 

mistaken cognition) that we had in view was the case of 

things that are recognised as being that same thing 

which they are not [and certainly so far as this instance is 

concerned the explanations given by the opponent do not apply 

fn it at all]. And if you were to assert that in this latter 
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time ; and thus, not having the cognition for its qualification, 
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—and secondly, the definition would apply to everything 

apart from the cognition; that is, to every one of those things 

that pertain to the cognition ; such as its cause, and other 

things connected with it. We desist from further prolixity. 
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point]—But this will be] contrary to our actual experience 

(in which the cognition is always known as distinct from its 
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not admitted by you, then it is not possible for you to deny 

such difference [as such denial would involve the absurdity 

of denying the unknown]. 
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to demolish the conception of ‘ difference ’.] 
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ence ’ : It could only be either—(a) the specific form of 

the thing itself, or (b) mutual negation, or (c) some dis¬ 

tinctive property (such, for instance, as separateness). 

[Page 617] (82) (a) It will not be right to regard 

Difference as consisting in the specific form of the thing . 

as if it consisted in this, then there would bo no possibility 

of mistaking a different thing as non-different [i. e. 

wo could never mistako the pioco of sholl as non-different 
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from silver]. For even the mistaken cognition apprehends 

the form of the thing [and ex-hypothesi, the cognition of 

the thing’s form is the same as the cognition of its difference] ; 

if8 in order to escape from this difficulty, it be held that 

the mistaken cognition does not apprehend the form of ;he 

thing, then, we ask,—of what would it apprehend the 

non-difference fas according to you also, in the case of 

the mistaking of shell for silver, it is the shell that is 

apprehended, and apprehended as non-different from silver, 

which shows that there is apprehension of the form of 

the shell; and this, by the definition, means that its difference 

is apprehended; so that th^re is no chance for the appre¬ 

hending of its non-difference, which is essential in the 

mistaken cognition]. “ When a number of unconnect¬ 

ed wooden slabs are heaped up, and we impose upon this 

heap, the character of-i. mistake it as—one composite 

whole inhering in (made up of) several component parts,— 

thus apprehending the non-difference of the slabs from the 

composite whole,—we find that in this conception of non¬ 

difference those (slabs) upon which the character is imposed 

do not appear at all; all that happens is that a number of 

disjointed things, which do not form a compact composite 

whole, are mistaken for a compact composite whole [ so 

that in this case, the specific form of the thing miscognised, 

is not cognised at all; and this form not being cognised, 

its difference is not cognised ; and if its difference is not 

cognised, it is not impossible to cognise its non-difference]. 
This reasoning is not right; as when we urged 

our objection we did not have in view this particular 

instance of the disjointed wooden slabs ;the instance (of 

mistaken cognition) that we had in view was the case of 

things that are recognised as being that same thing 

which they are not [and certainly so far as this instance is 

concerned the explanations given by the opponent do not apply 

fn it at all]. And if you were to assert that in this latter 
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case also there is only an imposition of a different character 
[i. e. the character of non-difference ; so that it is analogous 
to the case of the slabs being mistaken for a compact 
whole]—then, in that case, every case of negation of identity 
would fall under the category of‘ordinary negation* [asm 
every case the negation would be only of a certain 
character imposed] ; and certainly this should 
not be acceptable to the Logician (who insists upon distinc¬ 
tion between ‘negation of identity’ and ‘ordinary negation of 
relation’). As a matter of fact, however, even if you were 
to admit this, when the specific form of the thing has been 
cognised, —which, ex-hypothesi, *means that its difference is 
cognised,—there can be no possibility of any such character 
as ‘non-difference * being imposed upon it. fSo that our 
objection remains as it was]. 

(83.) (b) Nor will it be right to regard difference as 
meaning mutual negation; as in that case, the verv concep¬ 
tion of such difference would involve an objectionable inter¬ 
dependence [the cognition of mutual negation depending upon 
the cognition of the negatived thing as negatived, i. e. differ¬ 
ent,—and this latter cognition depending upon the cognition 
of mutual negation]* “ But as a matter of fact, we have the 
cognition of the substratum of the negation (e. g. of the jar) 

even without actually recognising it as the object negatived; 

and conversely,* the cognition of the thing (jar) as the object- 

negatived is brought about by the mere remembrance of the 

thing; and it is not necessary to remember it actually as the 
substratum of negation;—and thus, where is there any inter¬ 

dependence?*’ This is not right, we reply : In the case of such 
negation as * the jar is not the cloth,’ we find that what is 

* We can cognise the jar as not-cloth—only when we know that it is different 

from the cloth; and by the proposed definition* of difference this will mean that for 

knowing the jar as not-cloth wo must kuow that there is mutual negation between 

the two ; again for knowing that there is mutual between the two it will be neces¬ 

sary to know that the jar not-cloth. Thus there is an interdependence involved 

in the conception of difference. 
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negatived is the cloth as well as the jar; and [the only differ-, 

ence being that it is only the cloth that form? the object 

of negation with reference to the jar; so that if the recog¬ 

nition as the object of negation be not regarded as essential in 

the cognition of mutual negation] the mutual negation * the 

jar is not the cloth* would imply the negation of the jar also 

(with reference to itself), just as it implies the negation of the 

cloth [because so far as mere negation is concerned, without 

any reference to being cognised as the object of negation, both 

the jar and cloth stand on the same footing]. 

(84) The Opponent offers the following explanation 

“ It is true that the mutual negation [of the jar and cloth] 

involves the negation of the jar also; but at the time that we 

deny the cloth-character with reference to the jar (by 

the words ‘ the jar is not the cloth), what is meant by 

this denial is not that the jar is the object negatived, but 

only that the jar is the substratum (of the negation of 

cloth); and so the said mutual negation does not necessarily 

imply the negativing of the jaras regards the cloth, on 

the other hand, what is required is that it is the negatived 

object, and not that it is the substratum of the negation; 

and so the said mutual negation does not involve (or imply) 

the inclusion, (i.e., affirmation) of the cloth, as it does that of 

the jar. Though it is quite true that both the jar and the 

cloth are the objects of the mutual negation (involving as it 

does the denial of each with regard to the other), yet that 

which has the jar for its substratum is different from that 

which has the cloth for its substratum, and that which nega¬ 

tives the jar is different from that which negatives the cloth; 

and so even though the mutual negation has both for its 

objective and both for its substratum, yet there is no 

possibility of any incongruity in the shape of either the 

denial of both, or the affirmation of both.* It will not bo 

• The denial and affirmatbn of one or the other being regula. d by the prin¬ 

ciple that of the two—Jar and Cloth—that which is directly cognised at the time, 
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light to urgo against this the argument that if the character 

of the * pratiyoyin ’ (i.e., the negatived object, e.g., the cloth) 

depends upon its being different from the ‘ anuyoyin ' (i.e., 

the object with regard to which the other thing is negatived, 

e.g, the jar), then there is interdependence ; and if it is not 

dependent upon that difference—i.e., if it is not necessary 

that there should be difference between the two objects,— 

then it would be possible for the object (the Cloth) to be 

different from itself [just as it is different from, is the 

pratiyoyin of, the negation with reference to, the other 

object, which, ex ln/potk°si, may be non-different from it). 

It will not, we say, be right to argue thus, as the regulating 

principle being that * that which is remembered is the 

•pratiyoyin of the negation and that which is perceived is the 

substratum of the negation —there is no possibility of any 

object being cognised as different from itself. It may be 

argued that when we recognise a certain thing as ‘ this is 

the same thing that I had seen before ’ [when the same 

thing is perceived as well as remembered], we should be 

Cognisant of the thing being different from itself, (in ac¬ 

cordance with the said principle). But this will not be 

right; as the actual presence or absence of difference will 

always serve as the determining factor [so that one thing is 

cognised as differentfrom another when, while being different, 

the latter is remembered as the pratiyoyin of the negation].” 

(85) The above explanation cannot be accepted. For 

what do you moan by ‘the cognition of the substratum’ 

which you hold to bo the cause of the apprehension of 

difference? (a) Does it mean that that which is the subs¬ 

tratum is actually cognised as substratum ? or (b) only that 

the substratum of tho negation; while that which is only remembered, is tho 

object of the negation; hence when we see the jar and deny, with reference to it, tho 

cloth—when we say ‘ this jar is not the Jotli ’—the former is the substratum and tho 

latter the object of tho mutual negation ; and it is not possible for both to bo both 
At one ami tho same time. 
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that which is the substratum is cognised in its real form 

(without any idea of its being the substratum)? &f� (a) If the 

former, then, what is that of which the jar would be tho 

substratum, the cognition of which would be the cause of 

the apprehension of the difference of the jar * The 

cognition could not be of the jar as the substratum of the 

mutual negation; because until it is known what * mutual 

negation * is, there can be no cognition of its substratum f 

just as unless we know what the stick is, we can hare ho 

idea of that which contains it; specially as it*;is a well- 

recognised principle that the cognition of the qualified 

the substratum of a thing) necessarily implies the c6guition 

of the qualification (e.g%i that thing itself); and this for tiler 

simple reason that the qualification forms an essential factor 

in the composition of the qualified. Nor agdin Cah^ilfe 

cognition of the jar as the substratum of anything "be thW 

cause of the cognition of difference; because when betweed 

two objects which are really different, we have the mistake*! 

notion of noa-difference, [t.$, when we mistake two different 

things as identical],—even though the tiling i3 cognised a$ 

the substratum of existence and such other properties, yet 

this latter cognition doe3 not, and cannot, bring about the 

cognition of the difference of the thing. “ [But the non- 

production of the cognition of difference in this case is only 

due to the fact that] the cognition of difference cannot arise 

merely from the cognition of the thing as the substratum 

of one thing ; but from this latter cognition as accompanied 

by the remembrance of that which is negatived (or denied 

with reference to that thing) ; and as in the case cited (when 

no difference is cognised, this remembrance is not present, 

ft is only natural that the cognition of difference does not 

appear.” This explanation is not satisfactory; f>r what 

is meant by 1 the remembrance of the negatived thing ’ ? 

Does it mean that there is remembrance of the thing as the 
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580 CfTAfTKIJ IV. 

light to urgo against this the argument that if the character 

of the * pratiyoyin ’ (i.e., the negatived object, e.g., the cloth) 

depends upon its being different from the ‘ anuyoyin ' (i.e., 

the object with regard to which the other thing is negatived, 

e.g, the jar), then there is interdependence ; and if it is not 

dependent upon that difference—i.e., if it is not necessary 

that there should be difference between the two objects,— 

then it would be possible for the object (the Cloth) to be 

different from itself [just as it is different from, is the 

pratiyoyin of, the negation with reference to, the other 

object, which, ex ln/potk°si, may be non-different from it). 

It will not, we say, be right to argue thus, as the regulating 

principle being that * that which is remembered is the 

•pratiyoyin of the negation and that which is perceived is the 

substratum of the negation —there is no possibility of any 

object being cognised as different from itself. It may be 

argued that when we recognise a certain thing as ‘ this is 

the same thing that I had seen before ’ [when the same 

thing is perceived as well as remembered], we should be 

Cognisant of the thing being different from itself, (in ac¬ 

cordance with the said principle). But this will not be 

right; as the actual presence or absence of difference will 

always serve as the determining factor [so that one thing is 

cognised as differentfrom another when, while being different, 

the latter is remembered as the pratiyoyin of the negation].” 

(85) The above explanation cannot be accepted. For 

what do you moan by ‘the cognition of the substratum’ 

which you hold to bo the cause of the apprehension of 

difference? (a) Does it mean that that which is the subs¬ 

tratum is actually cognised as substratum ? or (b) only that 

the substratum of tho negation; while that which is only remembered, is tho 

object of the negation; hence when we see the jar and deny, with reference to it, tho 

cloth—when we say ‘ this jar is not the Jotli ’—the former is the substratum and tho 

latter the object of tho mutual negation ; and it is not possible for both to bo both 
At one ami tho same time. 

Kh. IT. 122. 

Isdhn Titocaar : Khan lana. 58i 

that which is the substratum is cognised in its real form 

(without any idea of its being the substratum)? &f� (a) If the 

former, then, what is that of which the jar would be tho 

substratum, the cognition of which would be the cause of 

the apprehension of the difference of the jar * The 

cognition could not be of the jar as the substratum of the 

mutual negation; because until it is known what * mutual 

negation * is, there can be no cognition of its substratum f 

just as unless we know what the stick is, we can hare ho 

idea of that which contains it; specially as it*;is a well- 

recognised principle that the cognition of the qualified 

the substratum of a thing) necessarily implies the c6guition 

of the qualification (e.g%i that thing itself); and this for tiler 

simple reason that the qualification forms an essential factor 

in the composition of the qualified. Nor agdin Cah^ilfe 

cognition of the jar as the substratum of anything "be thW 

cause of the cognition of difference; because when betweed 

two objects which are really different, we have the mistake*! 

notion of noa-difference, [t.$, when we mistake two different 

things as identical],—even though the tiling i3 cognised a$ 

the substratum of existence and such other properties, yet 

this latter cognition doe3 not, and cannot, bring about the 

cognition of the difference of the thing. “ [But the non- 

production of the cognition of difference in this case is only 

due to the fact that] the cognition of difference cannot arise 

merely from the cognition of the thing as the substratum 

of one thing ; but from this latter cognition as accompanied 

by the remembrance of that which is negatived (or denied 

with reference to that thing) ; and as in the case cited (when 

no difference is cognised, this remembrance is not present, 

ft is only natural that the cognition of difference does not 

appear.” This explanation is not satisfactory; f>r what 

is meant by 1 the remembrance of the negatived thing ’ ? 

Does it mean that there is remembrance of the thing as the 

Kh. II. 123. 



582 Chatter IV. 

negatived object ? Or that there is remembrance of the thing1 
itself (without any idea of its being the negatived object) ? If 
the former, then, is the thing remembered as the pratiyogin of 
the object negatived by mutual negation ? Or as the prati- 
yogin of anything ? It cannot be the former, as until it is 
known what mutual negation is, there can be no remem¬ 
brance of anything as the negatived object of that negation, 
as already pointed out above. Nor can it Ije the latter; as 
when an object, which is really different, is mistaken as non- 
different, and is cognised as non-existent, in a place other 
than its own,-even though this object is cognised as the 
pratiyogin, the negatived object, of its own negation, yet 
(even though all the conditions faid down by you are present) 
the conception of mutual negation does not arise. “But 
in this case the thing is directly cognised as the negatived 
object, and there is no remembrance of it [and it is the re¬ 
membrance that we make a necessary condition].” This 
is not right; as it cannot be essential that there should be 
remembrance only [as you must admit the actual perception 
also of the pratiyogin to be the cause of the cognition of 
difference or mutual negation] ; otherwise, if you insist upon 
its being remembrance only, then it would not be possible 
to have any conception of mutual negation between two 
things, both of which are directly perceived (and neither i3 
remembered). The assumption of the agency of an inter¬ 
vening remembrance is further rendered absurd by the 
fact that in every conception of mutual negation,—which 
appears in the form * these two things are not identical with 
each other’—we have a direct apprehension (and no remem¬ 
brance). Even if it were essential that the intervening 

agency should bo of the nature of remembrance, we find that 

in the case of such conceptions as ‘ this is that thing which 

did not exist there ’,— even though the thing is negatived 

l>y a remembered negation, there docs not appear any idea 

Kh.ll 124. 

Indian Thought : Khandana. 

of ‘ mutual negation because the thing, tliongh really' 

different (from that which did not exist at the previous time), 
is mistaken as non-different. “ [In the cognition of differ¬ 
ence or mutual negation] the absence of discrepancies is 
a necessary factor in the cause; and in the instance atei of 
mistaken cognition, this condition is not present (a discrep¬ 
ancy being present in the form of the mistaken cognition^, 
[And hence it is only natural that the cognition of difference 
does not appear].’’ This explanation is not right; for 
when one remembers the jar seen at some previous tk—, and 
sees, at the present time, another jar, even if he to 
apprehend the difference between the jars*—he would by 
your definition, cognise the ’mutual negation * of tho two 
jars I [As the only two conditions that yon lay down are— 

(1) absence of discrepancy in the shape of mulUikm cogni¬ 
tion, and (2) the remembrance of the negatived object j ^ 
both these conditions are present in the case cited}. * Even 
under the circumstances stated the mutual is ac¬ 
tually cognised.” It is not so; as we find that the per¬ 
ception of the jar is followed by a doubt (as to its befog the 
same as, or different from, the previously perceived jar ; and 
there could be no such doubt if the mntoal negation were 
definitely cognised). “ But the specific cognition tof the 
peculiar features of the thing concerned) is also an essential 
factor in the cause of the cognition of difference [so that 
there are three factors in this cause : (1) the specific cog¬ 
nition of the thing, (2) the absence of discrepancies, and (3) 
the remembrance of the negatived object; and so, in the case 
cited, the speciGc cognition of the jar being wanting, so 
long as there is au uncertainty as to its being or not being 
Iho same as the former jar, the cognition of mutual negation 

does not arise].” This is not right, we reply; as the pecul¬ 

iar features of a thing cannot be known until its mutual 

negation is duly determined [to know the peculiarities of a 

tiling, it i necessary to know what things it ivssetnhlos and 

Kh. II. 125. 
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tiling, it i necessary to know what things it ivssetnhlos and 
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SJiffoM from ; so that a recognition of its differences 

is‘ essential for the due1 recognition of its peculiar features']. 

This same reasoning serves to set aside the view that the 

cognitioh of difference is aided by the remembrance of the 

actual form of the thing itself; * and also the view that it is 

aided by the cognition of the actual form of the substratum f; 

as (under botli these views) it will be possible for us to cognise 

tlie’mutual negation of a tree which, though actually differ- 

frotf the*d'ther tree, is inistafekn as nob-different from 
•; V;- U1 *U<[ * % % � ' 8*1001 111 Of;! V U*'iO ft'-.;1 

oj =• Ts^or is the third alternative (noted in para. 81) ad¬ 

missible—diiat is 'to say, Difference cannot be defined as pres¬ 

ence of (ft&tinclive proper tij. A%, if Negation "be held to bo 

devoid of all properties, then it could not be ‘ different’ from 

any tiling • so tiia.t it would have to be regarded as non- 

different from tlio entire Universe; and thus being non- 

difforent frotii negation, the Universe itself would become a 

negation, and thereby, ex-hypoth^si, devoid of all properties ; 

and thus being devoid of all *difference’ which, ex-hypolhesi, 

consists in tiie' presence of ^distinctive properties, the entire 

Universe would haveto lie regarded as of one uniform form ; 

for the simple reason that Negation has no properties. “ In 

this case the ‘difference’ will consist of the actual form of 

the negation itself (and not in the presence of any distinc¬ 

tive properties).” That is not possible ; as this • actual 

form ’ of negation which you describe as its 6 difference ’—is 

this a * difference * from something else ? Or is it a differ¬ 

ence without a counter-entity (from which the negation is 

different) ? 

(87) The difference cannot be without a counter-entity ; 

as thcro being no proof for .such a difference, it will liavo to 
be rojectod as non-existing : As a matter of fact, whenever 

• The second alternative put forward in the text, Pandit Edition, p. GliO, 

fourth lino from the Imltoni. 

J t The second alternative proposed in the opening lines of para. 85. 
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we talk of * difference*, it is always differencefrom something ; 

and it is never without a counter-entity, as the use of Hie 

concept * bine * is. Nor is it ever possible for the ‘ differ¬ 

ence* to be without a counter-entity. Under the circum* 

stances, if, even though without a counter-entity, it could 

form the basis of a usage referring to & dounter-ehtity,— 

then there would be no restriction as to the exact bounter-entity 

of a c difference *; and it might be possible for the difference 

to be conceived and spoken of as different from itself. If 

it be asked—* how can there be any difference from itself?*— 

our answOr is (if there is nd difference from itself) is the 

difference from something ^different? In that ense there 

would be an infinite regress of differences—each difference 

implying a 9 different * thing ! 
p *xTtin£301 ton oiH.Jf&tfi egoiilJ od ods uius 

- (88) Nor can the first alternative be accepted—that is, 

we cannot accept the view that the ‘difference ’ consisting in 

the form pf the negation is a difference from something else^ 

a counter-entity of that difference. As it should be explain¬ 

ed, in that case, what is that counter-entity from which there 

is the * difference ’. The ‘ difference ’ cannot be from all 

things; as that would involve difference from itself. Nor 

can it be * difference ’ from such things as the jar and the 

like ; for when we tallj: of one thing as * different 'from an¬ 

other, the latter (taking the Ablative ending) is the limit or 

boundary, and the former the limited or hounded; now is this 

relation of the 1 limit and limited ’ something different (from 

the things) ? Or is it included in the things themselves ? 

If the former, then as that also will be the limit of a ‘ differ¬ 

ence a similar question being raised with regard to a further 

relation of the * limit and limited ’ that would be involved, if 

the sameanswer were given—i. e., if this further relation were 

held to bo something different again —then there would bo 

an infinito regress of ‘ differences \ If, on the other hand, 

tlio relation bo held to be included in the things themselves, 

Kh. II. 127. 
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at the second stage, then why should there be an aversion 

to admitting this at the outset? In fact at the very first 

stage the difference should be admitted to be in the form of 

the things themselves. But as a matter of fact, even th's 

will not be right; for if the ‘ limit and limited * relation of 

the difference of * difference' with the jar &c. were to be in¬ 

cluded in the actual form of the * difference *, then the same 

form could not mcinde the relation of ' negative and nega¬ 

tived' that subsists between the negation and the object 

negatived by it; as the ‘ form * of a thing is one only, while 

the two relations are entirely different from one another; 

as the differenee (of the jar) from the counter-entity (the 

doth) can never be the same as its negation ; as ‘ difference 

from the jar* pertains also to thiugs that are not meant to be 

negatived [as the difference can be expressed as ‘the doth 

ia other than the jar ’, in which no idea of negation or denial 

is involved}; whereas the relation of ‘negative’ and ' nega¬ 

tived * pertains only to certain well-defined things [so that 

when “tiha negation of the jar’ is regarded as a mere nc^a- 

tim or denial, it pertains to the jar only; while if it is re¬ 

garded as difference it pertains to the cloth and all those 

things from which the jar differs]. 

(89) The same objections can, with equal force, be urged 

against all natural relationship ‘ svarupasambandha ’—such 

as that between the cause and its effect and so on. And the 

same objection can also be applied to all cases where 

difference between tilings is bo held to consist in their 

own forms. 

(90) Then again, when you assert that * difference ’ 

consists in the presence of distinctive peculiarities, what is 

your meaning? Is it that, the generic character ‘ ghataloa ’ 

(which is the principal distinctive feature of the jar) consti¬ 

tutes the * difference ’ (of the jar) ? Or that it is some other 

distinctive property that constitutes the ‘ differonco ’ ? 

Kh. II. 128. 
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(91) If it bo tho fdrmer—that is, it the * difference ’ of the 

jar consists in the generic character ‘ ghataloa \—then this 

would imply the absurdity of tho generic character of * ghat- 

atoa ’ having for its pratiyogia, counter-entity, something nega¬ 

tived by it; as every * Difference ’ must have a counter-entity; 

ns a matter of fact however the generic character of ‘ ghat- 

atoa ’ ha3 no counter-entity at all; as it is cognised without 

the corresponding cognition of any counter-entity in the 

shape of the cloth or any other thing. “ But there are 

occasions when the said generic character is cognised with, 

reference to, and along with, suoli other things as the cloth 

and the like ; and it is only on such occasions that it forms 

the basis of the conception *of ‘ Difference’ [t. e., it is only 

when the jar is cognised along with the cloth that it is 

recognised as possessed of the generic characters of ghalatva 

which makes it ‘ different ’ from the cloth].” This is not 

right; as it behoves you to explain the cognition, of what is 

with reference to, or dependent upon, the cloth; is it the 

cognitioD of the generic character of ‘ghalatva that is so 

dependent ? or the cognition of some property of it ? If 

the former, then it would never be possible to have any 

cognition of ‘ ghatalva ’ except with reference to the cloth ! 

A3 if a certain thing appears without another thing, this 

latter cannot be regarded as its cause. In the case of fire, 

which is producible by various causes (such as dry grass, 

friction of two dry pieces of wood and the lens), it i3 possible 

to restrict the causal efficiency of one kind of cause to parti¬ 

cular fires, and to reject it in the case of other fires,—this 

being made possible by reason of the possibility of dividing 

fire into several sub-classes in accordance with the parti¬ 

cular kind of cause that produces it, so that in this case it 

does not matter if any particular cause is not found to pro¬ 

duce some other kind of fire ;-no such explanation or dis¬ 

crimination however is possible in the caso in question [where 

Kh. II. 129. 
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no sub-classeg of the cognition of 1 ghatatva9 being possible, 

ifc could not be held that the cloth is necessary for the produc¬ 

tion of the cognition of one kind of 4 ghntatoa *; and so it does 

not matter if every cognition of ghatatva is not produced by, 

and is dependent upon, the cloth]; specially as it is not pos. 

sible to have larger and smaller (more and less extensive) 

classes (in connection with the ( cognition of ghatatva9) in 

the shape of ‘direct apprehension * and the like.* Even 

though there may be people who (on the basis of the fact 

that there i* no 4 larger* and 4 smaller* class among 4 Quali¬ 

ties , and coguitionis a quality) would be willing to accept the 

cross-divisions of classes (that such sub-divisions of 'cognition 

of ghatatoa9 would give rise to), yet, even according to these 

people—what would the idea of limit9 denoted by the ablative 

ending (in the word patat as occurring in the sentence 

ghata h patat bhinnahf 4 the jar is different from the cloth *) be 

construed? If the idea of 4limit* were connected with 

4 ghatatva9 fas this connection could only be in the form of 

something inherent in the form of the 4 ghatatva9 itself, i. e. 

its 4 svarupa-satnbaadlia *], the 4 ghatatva 9 would ever, subse¬ 

quently, be cognised as that ‘ limit; [and there would be no 

conception of 4 ghatatva9f except as a ‘limit*] which is ab¬ 

surd. 44 What is related to the ‘limit* is a certain pro- 

• This anticipates the following objections “ Why should sub-classes be im¬ 

possible in regard to * the cognition of ghatatva when there is such a class as 

* right cognition ', which is more extensive than, and includes, the cliss ‘the cog¬ 

nition of ghatatva ’? ” The sense of the reply is that as regards the case in quei- 

thn, the only such-class of ‘cognition of ghatatva* that can be postulated is 

some such as ‘ the cognition of ghatatva as having a counter-entity ’ ; and if this is 

not more extensive than the class of ‘ direct apprehension ’ —».if it does not in¬ 

clude cognitions other than Direct apprehensions—then remembrante of ghatatva 

at having a counUr-entity would be an impossibility ; as Remembrance is beyond 

the pale of ‘ direct apprehension *. On the other hand, if the class ‘ the cognition of 

ghatatva as having a counter-entity’ is more extensive than ‘ direct apprehension 

then, when the ghatatva would he cognised without any idea of its c Mintcr-entity, 

this cognition could not be regarded as 4 Diroct apprehension'; s> that this gives 

rise to objectionable ‘ cross-divisions—Vidyasagaii. 

I Kh. II. 130. 
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perty of the ghatatva (and not the ghatatva itself.) This 

however is not a fact; and this is precisely the second of the 

two alternatives propounded above [via : it is the cognition 

of a property of the * ghatatva ’ that is with reference to, 

and dependent upon, the cloth];—and this is not admissible ; 

as in that case, that property itself (cognised as * limit and 

hence) having its cognition dependent (upon something else, 

for instance, the cloth), would constitute the 4 difference * (of 

the jar) [and not any such thing as ‘ ghatatva * which is what 

you really regard a9 constituting the ‘ difference * of the jar); 

and further, as the property would be of the * ghatatva *, the 

4 difference also would be oLthe same (and not of the ghata ; 

and the mention of it in answer to the question regarding the 

' difference ’ of ghata will, on that account, be wholly illogi¬ 

cal. Lastly, if ‘difference’ consisted of 4ghatatva\ 

* patatva and the individual properties of each,—taken 

severally,—how could there be any such comprehensive 

notion of 4 difference’ at all ? If you hold that even so the 

distinct individuals (properties in the present case) afford the I requisite comprehensive notions, then, you may as well base 

all comprehensive notions upon the distinct individuals them¬ 

selves [and there would, in that cis«, be no justification for the 

postulating of ‘communities which are assumed entirely for 

the purpose of affording the basis for comprehensivenotion]. 

[Page 627] (92). Nor can we accent the second alter¬ 

native (noted in para,90);—that is, it will not be right to hold 

that the 4 difference * of the jar consists in some distinctive 

property other than ‘ ghatatva ’; for the Logician himself can¬ 

not consistently accept this view; as, in the first place, a ‘differ¬ 

ence ’ like this cannot be included in any of the seven cate¬ 

gories accepted by him; and secondly it will not be logical 

to regard this difference either as present or as not present 

in itself [as if this ‘difference’ differs from its substrate by 

that same difference, then there i? the absurdity of the 

Kh. 11.131. 
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difference resting in itself; if, on the other hand, tlie differ¬ 

ence between the 4 difference * and its substrate is other than 

itself, there would be an endless assumption of differences]. 

If, then, the above difficulties be sought to bo met by 

asserting that4 difference 9 is only a class or community (and 

hence nothing apart from the seven categories),—then our 

answer is that if such diverse individuals, differing from one 

another in regal’d to their distinct specific properties, were 

to constitute a 4 Community ’, then all those diverse things 

that differ from one another in their distinctive properties 

might, with equal reasonableness, be regarded as forming a 

* Community * [and there woulcj no such thing as distinctive 

features at all].* 

(93) “ As a matter of fact * difference * consists of gliatal- 

va 9 and such generic charaters ; and even though in all cases 

of the difference of the jar, there would, ex-hypothe*i% be the 

cognition of ghatatoa, yet it becomes possible for each case 

to be spoken of (and cognised) as distinct, by reason of the' 

aid that is accorded (in each case) by the cognition of the 

counter-entity or negatived objeefc/’f This is not right; 

as in order to establish the real character of usage (as regards 

the 4 difference' of the jar being diverse), it becomes necessary 

to admit that the conception (of diversity with regard to the 

4 difference *) is a true one ; so that the same objection 

that has been urged before becomes applicable [that is to 

say,—is the difference of the jar from the cloth different from 

that of the horse by that same difference or by some other 

difference? If the former, there is the absurdity of the 

difference subsisting in itself; and in the latter case, there is 

#t And if ‘difference ’ be * Community, a Jati, then there could be no difference 

among Communities ; as the Logician denies the possibility of one ‘ Community f 

residing in another. 

f So that the differpuro of the jar from the cloth, and that from the horse, 

though cognised as ‘ ghatatva* in both cases, comes to be distinguished from each other 

by the cognition of the cloth in the former, and that of the horbC, iu the latter case. 
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an endless assumption of ‘ differences’]. If an endless series 
of differences is postulated,—if each one of the series could be 
held to be known gradually, one after the other, then in connec¬ 
tion with the cognition of any single difference, there could 
be no end ,to the cognitions of differences which could go on 
ad infinitum\ If, on the other hand, the entire series is 
cognisable simultaneously, then as all these endless differences 
•would be alike, there will always be a chance of the difference 
from one thing being mistakeu for the difference from another 
thing; and thus with regard to the cognition of no difference 
could there be any confidence in our mind as to its being a 
true cognition of a real difference (and not a wrong cognition 
of some other difference). If, in order to escape from these 

difficulties it bo held that it is not necessary that every one 
of the endless series of differences should be cognised [and 
that it is enough for the cognition of difference if three or 

four differences in the series are cognised], then there would 

be no proof for the existence of that difference which is not 
cognised [so that retracing our steps backwards from that 

point in the series, we would be forced to deny all the 

differences, even up to the very first of the series]. It 
may be that in the case of all things we cognise only that 
which we intend to cognise, so that even though a certain 
difference in the series of differences may not be cognised at 
any particular time, it will be cognised, whenever there is 

a tlesiro on our part to cognise it, an«l the mere nou-cogmtion 

of any difference at any one time need not lead us to deny 1 

altogetherbut even so, as all those cognitions would bo 

• cognitions of difference; it would be impossible to form a 
comprehensive conception of these cognitions unless wo 

admitted of a community including all of them; and when 
once wo admit of such a Community, the difference of t ia 
Community also should have to be included in that 

Community; and thus between the Com,nun,ty and 
Kh. II. 133. 
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may be that in the case of all things we cognise only that 
which we intend to cognise, so that even though a certain 
difference in the series of differences may not be cognised at 
any particular time, it will be cognised, whenever there is 
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of any difference at any one time need not lead us to deny 1 
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‘difference' each would be the ‘container’ as well as 

the ‘ contained 1 of the other, each subsisting in the other 

(which is absurd)! This same objection is also applica¬ 

ble to the view under which anything—e.g., ‘ Being ’—is re¬ 

garded as endless. 

(94) Then again, if * difference ’ consisted in such generic 

characters as * ghatatva’ and the rest,—and the due cognition 

of this depended upon such limits (counter-entities) as ‘ pa- 

tatva ’ and the like,—then, inasmuch as like ‘ghatatva,1 

‘patatva’ also (being a generic character) would constitute 

‘difference,’the cognition of this also would depend upon 

certain ‘ limits;’and these limits would be in the form of 

• ghatatva ’ and such other c generic characters ; and 

thus the cognition oi'patava' (as * difference') would be 

dependent upon that of ‘ ghatatva ’; so that there is a most 

objectionable interdependence. “ As a matter of fact, when 

we have to recognise the ‘ ghatatva ’ or the * patatva ’ only, 

in its own form as a genuine character, we do not need to 

have the idea of any ‘ limit ’ or ‘ counter-entity the idea of 

this latter being necessary only when we have to recognise 

the ‘ ghatatva * or the ‘ patatva ’ as constituting the ‘ differ¬ 

ence ’ (of the ghala or the pata); and when ‘ ghatatva ’ or 

• patatva’ is recognised as a * limit ’ or * counter-entity ’, it is 

bo recognised only in its own form; so that where is there 

any inter-dependence at all ? ” This reasoning is not 

right; as [when the ‘ghatatva ’ is regarded as constitutipg 

‘difference’, it can be so regarded either in its own form, 

or in the form of some other character or quality] if the form 

of the ‘ghatatva' itself constituted the ‘difference’, then 

the assertion that * when we recognise the ghatatva in its 

own form we do not need to have the idea of any limit 

or counter-entity ’ can have no meaning. If, on the other 

hand tho * difference ’ consisted of ghatatva in the form of 

some other character,—then, in that case, tho same character 

Kh. II. 134. 

Indian Thought r Khaidana. 593 

may be regarded as constituting the * difference ’; and there 

is no necessity for the assumption of the complicated dictum 

that the * difference * consists of the 1 ghatatva * as qualified 

by the said character! “ All right, we may regard 

‘ difference’as consisting of that same character.” This 

will not be right for you; as this view is open to many 

objections [such, for instance, as that this would mean the 

postulating of an additional category over and above the six 

or seven postulated by you.] 
(95) Then again, how can you justify the assertion 

that ‘ Difference ’ consists of all the three factors'—the form 

of the thing, mutual negatiomand diversity of character (as 

held by the Logician)? The form in which difference is 

spoken of in ordinary usage is, as a matter of fact, of only 

one kind \ and if, even though this is so, the basis of that one 

uniform difference be held to be threefold, then what proof 

could there be in support of the view that for the comprehen¬ 

sive notion that we have of the * cow, there should be a 

single basis (in the shape of the community ‘ cow ’) ? As 

the said case of difference would falsify the idea that the 

comprehensive notion of a number of things must have its 

basis in a single entity, [as the comprehensive notion of 

* difference ’ has, ex-hypothesi, a threefold basis;] And under 

the circumstances, as all usage with regard to the large 

community (‘ cow ’) could be explained ou the basis of the 

manifold sub-classes (the ‘ hornless cow ’, the ‘ red cow ’ and 

so forth), there would be no ground for the assuming of the 

wider community at all. 
(96) Then again, [as regards the view that ‘difference’ 

consists of mutual negation and diversity of character, we ask] 

—in tho Difference itself, is there any further difference or 

not? If tliore is, then there is ategressus ad infinitum—an 

endless series of differences. On the other hand, if there is 

no difference iu the difference itself, then that wo Id mean 

Kh. II. 135. 
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tho ontiro negation of all difference; as difference (according 
to you) consisting of the form of the ‘ different9 tiling itself, 
the assertion that there i3 no difference in this form, would 
mean that this thing itself is not existent. “ Inasmuch 

as the form of the thing itself constitutes tho 4 difference/ 
it could quite reasonably form the basis of the ordinary 
conception of difference with regard to itself; exactly in the 
same manner as satla, Being % forms the basis of our concep¬ 
tions of existence with regard to itself.” This cannot be ; 
as this would mean that 4 difference * of a certain thing is 
lion-different from itself (consisting in its own form', and at 
tho same time it is also different from rs*lf; so that in 
regard to difference from its dr the thing is the ‘aeudhi1 limit, 
and in regard to its difference from something else it would 
the ‘ avadheij*', tint to which the limit pert tins; and 

this would mean that the difference has the same thing for 
its counter-entity as well as for its substratum ;—and if yon 

do not feel any incongruity in this, then wherefore should you 
not accept the thing to be different from itself? Certainly 
there could be no incongruity in this, if there is none in what 

you already admit! “ We could accept this only either if 
such a contingency were actually cognised, or if in our 
ordinary practice and usage we had such a conception (as 

that a thing is ‘different* from itself).” This does not 
extricate you from the difficulty ; for if you have both these 
conditions fulfilled in the casein question,—-for instance, when 
one makes the assertion * the jar is different from itself \—even 
though this assertion is wrong and untrustworthy, yet tho 
fact asserted is certainly cognised ; and as the speaker lias 

mado the assertion, we havo the said conception (of the jar 
being different from itself) occurring in actual usage. “But 
it is only ri >hf cnguilio^ 'Mid enrreef nsige that nr, afford 

sufficient ground for admitting a fact; and certainly thero 

can bo no right cognition md correct usage with regard to 
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any thing being different from itself.” Even so, your 
position is not improved ; for in the same manner, no right 
cognition and correct usage is possible with regard to the 
thing itself being its own substratum as well as its own 
limit; and under the circumstances, how is it that you 
admit this latter fact ? 

(97) “ We do not hold that any thing is either its own 

substratum or its own limit; all that we mean is that when 
we accept a distinct character or quality to be either the 
substratum or the counter-entity of the difference, on the basis 
of this acceptance a definite conception and usage are found 
to proceed ;—and in seekin^for an explanation of these, if we 
postulate another distinct character, we find ourselves 
landed on a regressns ad infinitum; and with a view to avoid 
this we hold that what gives rise to the said conception and 
usage is tho nature of the 4 difference1 itself, without the 
intervention of a farther distinct character/1 This also 
cannot be maintained; as such a conception of distinct 
character, in the absence of any such character, would not in 
any way differ from any ordinary conception of such character 
appearing where the character is entirely absent; and as 

this latter is universally regarded as wrong, the similar concep¬ 
tion (on which you base your idea ofc difference*) would also 
have to be regarded as wrong; and that4 nature of the thing/ 
on the basis of which such a wrong conception would proceed, 
would have to be regarded as a defect [as it is only a defect 
in the cognitive agency that gives rise to wrong concep¬ 
tions] ;—exactly as in the case of silver, when we have the 
conception of silver appearing in regard to what is really 
silver, it arises from * rajatalva,1 the ‘ nature * of the silver,— 
and when there is no silver, if 4 rajalatoaf the conception of 
silver, appears, it is always, regarded as wrong,—and that on 
t ho basis of which such a conception proceeds is called 4 defect/ 
“ ii tho case of the silver cited, the silver cognised i not 
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this latter is universally regarded as wrong, the similar concep¬ 
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there at all; while in the case in question what is cognised—• 

and forms the basis of the cognition—is the Difference,, which 

is actually present, even though only in the form of the 

thing concerned. [So that the two cases not being 

analogous, the conception of difference cannot be regarded as 

wrong].0 This is not right; for in one case [i.a., in the case 

of the conception * the jar is different from the cloth*] you 

have admitted the truth and validity of the composite cogni¬ 

tion apprehending the difference #s well as its substratum 

(jar) ; and now if with regard to another cognition, (of the 

conception ‘the Difference is different*] which does not, in 

the slightest degree, differ from the former cognition,—if you 

deny that it apprehends both things [the ‘difference’ as well 

as its difference |, then the conception would be most decidedly 

a wrong one, and even Ir.dra himself could not prevent it 

from being wrong! On the other hand, if you admit that 

it does apprehend both, then there is a regressus ad infinitum 

[the assumption of endless series of differences being 

necessary]. If, on the other hand, this latter conception not 

apprehending both things, were held to be true and valid,— 

then, in that case, all other conceptions that do apprehend 

the two things would have to be regarded as false and invalid. 

We desist from further straining of this point. 

(98) Then again, the case of Satta, Being, has been 

cited (in para 95) as a corroborative instance;—but this 

citation resembles the case of the proverbial ‘ bull in the 

camp;’* as Being itself will be rejected by us by means of the 

arguments that we have just put forward. 
[The author now reproduces those arguments in support of the notion 

of Difference which have been propounded hy Udayanacharya in his 

j? tmatattv iviveka. The expounding of this stand-point of the Logician 

continues up to para. 105, i. e. line C>f page G37 of the 4 Pandit * edition, and 

up to page H70 the of Chaukhambha Series Edition], 

• There are thr^e explanations given of this (1) 4a wicked bull, wherever it 

Joes, it is beaten ' (Viclyi.) (2) 4 In a camp wb-n horses run about, the cow also 

breaks its tether and runs along with the horaes ; to when the notion of DilTorcnro 
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(99) The following explanation has been provided by 
the Logician. 

“ What is really meant by those philosophers who reject 

Difference? (1) Do they mean that the idea or conception 

of Difference does not exist at all? (2) Or that even though 

existing, it is eternal ? (3) Or that though non-eternal, it is 

without any cause (to bring it about) ? ;4) Or that though 

having a cause, it is objectless ? (5) Or that though having 

an object, its object is discarded or subhited?' (1) The first 

of these alternatives is opposed to the experience of all men 

and so does not need to be answered [even the Vedantin 

could not proceed with its Refutation if he had no idea of 

Difference.] (21 As regards the second alternative, it has 

to be discarded, in view of deep sleep [during which, according 

to the Vedantin himself, all conceptions cease, so that having 

no existence at that time, the idea of Difference can not be 

eternal]. (?) The third alternative also has to be rejected, 

as it involves a -elf-contradiction [what is not eternal can¬ 

not be without a cause]. (4) We must reject the fourth 

also ; for the simple reason that Difference is actually spoken 

of [by the Vedantin himself, which proves that the idea of 

Difference has an object in the shape of the Difference that is 

spoken of]. (5) The fifth alternative we are going to 

discuss in detail. 

(100) “ [The fifth alternative is that the Idea of 

Difference, though with an object, has this object sublated; 

now with regard to this, we ask]—what is the object of the 

conception of difference? Is it one of the three already 

mentioned [the form of the thing, mutual negation, diversity of 

character] ? Or is it something other than these ? If 

in running away from our arguments, Being aIf»o will run away along with it or 

(3) ‘a Lull even though beaten away, returns again and again to the camp, bo even 

though of tv. i rejected, the ca«c of Being in cited again and agaiu hy the Logician.* 

Thedo two explanations are given by the Shankar!. 
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breaks its tether and runs along with the horaes ; to when the notion of DilTorcnro 
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(99) The following explanation has been provided by 
the Logician. 

“ What is really meant by those philosophers who reject 

Difference? (1) Do they mean that the idea or conception 

of Difference does not exist at all? (2) Or that even though 

existing, it is eternal ? (3) Or that though non-eternal, it is 

without any cause (to bring it about) ? ;4) Or that though 

having a cause, it is objectless ? (5) Or that though having 

an object, its object is discarded or subhited?' (1) The first 

of these alternatives is opposed to the experience of all men 

and so does not need to be answered [even the Vedantin 

could not proceed with its Refutation if he had no idea of 

Difference.] (21 As regards the second alternative, it has 

to be discarded, in view of deep sleep [during which, according 

to the Vedantin himself, all conceptions cease, so that having 

no existence at that time, the idea of Difference can not be 

eternal]. (?) The third alternative also has to be rejected, 

as it involves a -elf-contradiction [what is not eternal can¬ 

not be without a cause]. (4) We must reject the fourth 

also ; for the simple reason that Difference is actually spoken 

of [by the Vedantin himself, which proves that the idea of 

Difference has an object in the shape of the Difference that is 

spoken of]. (5) The fifth alternative we are going to 

discuss in detail. 

(100) “ [The fifth alternative is that the Idea of 

Difference, though with an object, has this object sublated; 

now with regard to this, we ask]—what is the object of the 

conception of difference? Is it one of the three already 

mentioned [the form of the thing, mutual negation, diversity of 

character] ? Or is it something other than these ? If 

in running away from our arguments, Being aIf»o will run away along with it or 

(3) ‘a Lull even though beaten away, returns again and again to the camp, bo even 

though of tv. i rejected, the ca«c of Being in cited again and agaiu hy the Logician.* 

Thedo two explanations are given by the Shankar!. 
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it is the latter, then inasmuch as all the arguments that 

you have propounded in subversion of the idea of difference 

are only against the said three forms of difference, these 

arguments would not be applicable to that something else 

(apart from these three forms) which you assert to be the 

object of the conception of difference; and under the 

circumstances do the said arguments sublate or subvert the 

object of the conception of difference ? If they do, then this 

would be analogous to the case where for the crime of the 

thief the punishment inflicted was upon Risi Maijdavya (an 

entirely different person) l 

(101) “If, on the other hancl, one of the three forms be 
held to be the object of the conception of difference,—then 

(A) firstly, if it be held that of the three, it is the diversity of 

character that Difference consists in,—then all that you will 

he justified in rejecting, for fear of the regressus ad infinitum 

(that yon have urged against this view), would be those 

subsequent diversities that would be assumed in addition to 

the first diversity ; and there would be no justification for the 

rejecting of the original Difference itself. [So that tbo 

regressus ad iufinit»m cannot lead us to reject the whole idea 

of Difference] ; for a regressus ad infinitum never sets aside a 

thing that is actually perceived (appears to consciousness); it 

only serves to bar the way to the further stream of presump¬ 

tions ; e. g., in the case of odour, the p sumption of a further 

odour in tho odour that we perceive is precluded by the 

infinite regress that such presumption leads to [and it does 

not tend to reject tho perceived odour itseii}* 

(102) “ (11) Secondly, if tho difference consists in mutual 

negation (the second of tho.three alternatives suggested), 

and the conception of Vff route has that hegation lor its basis 

or objoct,—then also, wherein could there be any ' atmash- 

raya ’ or’* Vicious Circle’? If there were any such vicious 

Kh. 11. 140. 
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circle, there would be no idea of difference at all; *—so that 

if (as a matter of fact) there is the idea of difference, it must 

* point to a cause different. from itself (the postulating of 

which leads to the 4 vicious circle ’); and certainly the fact of 

a thing not being its own cause does not prove the non-ex¬ 

istence of the thing itself! The Vedantin may attribute the 

idea of the difference to Avidyai, Nescience ; but what differ¬ 

ence would that make ? The mere mention of 4 nescience * 

cannot do away with the 4 vicious circle \ And further (if 

mere Nescience could explain the idea of difference, indepen¬ 

dently of the causes, then) even such things as the jar and 

the like could come into existence by themselves, indepen¬ 

dently of the potter and other causes J 4 As regards the 

idea of Difference, we find that if it is regarded as its own 

cause, then there is a vicious circle ; so that its appearance 

must be due to something else; but we cannot determine 

what this something else is; hence it is that we attribute it 

to Nescience.* Well, if this is all that the Vedantin means, 

then there is no quarrel between us ! [Is the statement of 

the Vedantin is tantamount to the assertion that the idea of 

Difference has Difference for its object as well as for its cause]. 

As a matter of fact however, it is not difficult to determine 

the cause of the Idea of Difference; as it is easily determined 

that when (of the two things, the jar and the cloth, tho mu¬ 

tual negation between which is cognised), we perceive the 

one as being the substratum (of the negation), without, at 

the same time, recognising the counter-entity, and also when 

we remember the counter-entity, without, at the same time, 

romern^‘‘Hng the substratum,—it is then that we have the 

* There is * vicious circle' if tlie Me* of difference is bcid to be due to tho 

icb*a of its substratum an qualified .by inutiftl negation ; am! it was on this basis 

that. tl»o Ved.univ had urged the 1 vicious circle’ against the Idea of Difference. As 

a matter of fact, however, the Logician argues, the Idea of Difference is not duo 

to the said idea of the substrata n, but to something else. If no such cause is 

postulated, no idea of difference is possible ; and yet the presence of this 

idea is not disputed by the Vedantin.* 

Kh. II. HI. 
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cognition of difference [so that the cause of the coguition of 

difference consists in the cognition of the substratum inde¬ 

pendently of the cognitiou of the counter-entity, and also the 

remembrance of the counter-entity, independently of any idoa 

of the substratum]. 

(103) 44 [C] Lastly, if the truth be that Difference con¬ 

sists in the form of the thing itself,—and tins form is the 

object of the Idea of Differencethen what you would be 

justified in rejecting would be only the incongruous juxta¬ 

position of the two words ‘Jar* and ‘Different* [in the 

assertion 4 the jar is different *, jvhich would be purely tauto¬ 

logical] ; and what fault will have been committed by tbe 

difference itself (that you should reject it) ? It may be 

urged that the said juxtaposition is actually met with 

in usage (and so we do not reject it; but we reject the differ¬ 

ence). It is quite true that we meet with the juxtaposition 

of synonymous words ; but such use is always due to special 

causes (in the shape of a definite purpose to be served by 

such usage); as for instance, we meet with the expression 

• ghatah hnnbhah9 (where two synonymous words are in 

juxtaposition) only when what is intended by the speaker is 

the explanation to an ignorant person of what is meant by the 

wrord 4 ghatah* ; and such usage cannot be regarded as inse¬ 

parable from (in the very nature of) the words; for instance, 

when making use of the word 4 ghata 9 and 4 pata 9 in such 

expressions as 4 ghatamanaga9 (bring tbe jar), or * patam ava- 

[okaya9 (see the cloth), no intelligent man ever uses the word 

1 f'hc'Ia * (Difference) along with the words in question (which 

should be tbe caso if the juxtaposition*of synonymous words 

wore essential in the very nature of the use of words);— 

hence the juxtaposition of synonymous words can bo accepted 

as correct, only in special eases, under special circumstances 

and for special reasons. 

Kh. //. 112. 
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(104) T lie Opponent might ask—‘ what is the real 

truth with regard to the meaning of Difference?” Our 

answer is that Difference means all the three (l/ie form cf 

th„ thing, mutual negation and diversity of character); and in 

each individual case it is taken as meaning the one or the other, 

in accordance with the peculiar conditions of each case. For 

instance, it is a well-known fact that the jar is known in three 

forms: (1) it is known in the form of the jar itself, (2) it 

is known as not-cloth, and (3) it is known as possessed of a 

character distinct from that of the cloth. Now as regards 

Negation or Non-existenoe, it is always known in the first 

form; a negation having no further negation, nor any other 

character [so that the setiond and third forms would 

not be possible in this case] [and thus the difference 

of negation would always consist in its own form]. As 

regards the categories of Community, Individuality and 

Inherence, as these have no other character, their differ¬ 

ence would consist in the first two formswhile as regards 

Substance, Quality and Action, inasmuch as they have their 

own form as well as their own distinctive characters, all the 

three forms of difference aro possible. For instance, in re¬ 

gard to the Substance cloth we have all three notions as —(1) 

* this is cloth ’ (when the form of the cloth is known), (2) ‘ it 

is not the jar ’ (where the mutual negation of the jar and the 

cloth is known), and ‘ it is made up of yarns * (when its 

distinctive character is noticed);—similarly with the Quality 

of odour, we have the three notions, ‘ (1) ‘ this is odour', (2) 

it is not colour’, and (3) ‘ it is sweet’;—and with regard to 

the Action of going we have the three notions—(1) ‘it is going', 

(2) * it is not throwing u.p', and (2 * it is horizontal 

(105) “ When wo come to the actual definition of Dif¬ 

ference, wo find that—(») in tlio caso of the first kind of 

Difference, that consisting in the form of the thing, we 

recognise the thing as different in its form from another, when 

Kh. IT. 143. 
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we find that the other thing is actually cognised, though not 

cognised as having the same form as (being identical with) 

the former tiling;— b) the second kind of Difference, Mutual 

Negation, consists of that negation which is cognised 

without subsequent denial, as co-snb3trate 'with its counter- 

entity) (a) and in the case of the third kind of Difference, 

we know one thing as of diverse character from another, 

when we find that there is an incompatibility in the charac¬ 

ters of the two things,—this incompatibility consisting in 

the fact that they are never found co-existing in any one 

substance. Such is the position. 

[Against the above account of Difference as provided by 

TJdayatiacharya the Author offers the following objections.] 

(106) Against the above view we make the following 

observationsYou have put the question—‘ Does the 

object of the Idea of Difference consist of any one of the 

three (the form of the thing, mutual negation, and diverse 

character) ? Or in something apart from these ? ’ Now 

this question would shine at its best (would be effective) 

when put against one who undertakes to explain things, and 

not against us (who do not profess to explain anything at 

all); as what we assert is that the difference that appears in 

usage is absolutely inexplicable, no adequate explanation of 

it is available ; in view of the fact, that whether we consider 

the question as to its inclusion or non-inclusion in anj> of the 

three aforesaid forms, —or as to any other property with 

regard to it—whether we regard it as a positive entity (in 

the shape of an effect) with regard to which something can 

be affirmed, or as a negative entity (as not having the 

character of the effect etc.), with regard to which only 

denials could be made,— in every case we find it liable to 

rejc ?tion [every one of the possible alternative views ^ith 

regard to it being found beset with objections]. In fact 

Kli. II 144. 
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this applies, not to Difference only, but to the entire world 

and what this Anirvachaniyavada, Philosophy of the Inex¬ 

plicable is, we have already explained before. 

(107) What has been asserted (by Utjayana) in para. 

101 above—is not right; as that same reasoning which 

justifies the presumption of one will make unimpeachable 

the presumption of a series of such tilings also i* and if this 

reasoning be regarded as too weak to justify the presump¬ 

tion of the series of Differences, then it would be equally 

weak to justify the presumption of a single Difference also ; 

as the one is precisely of the same character as the entire 

series. For similar reasons*it will not be right to assert 

that the one Difference is accepted on the ground of its 

directly appearing to consciousness [and not on the strength 

of any reasonings] ;—as, in the first place, this argument 

from mere appearance to consciousness would apply to (and 

thereby justify the acceptance of) all that we may be 

conscious of (rightly and wrongly alike ; so that we would 

have to accept as true the objects of wrong cognitions also); 

and secondly, there is no reasoning in support of the view 

that only that fact of consciousness is to be regarded ad 

authoritative which appears directly through perception; and 

not that which appears through inference and the other 

means of cognition; nor doe3 this form one of your tenets. 

Then again, the argument that propounds a regressus ad vifi- 

nilum does not differ from the Inferential and other reason¬ 

ings; as Hypothetical Reasoning (which is the form of 

reasoning in which the infinite regress is urged) also is based 

upon invariable concomitance ; and, in fact, you have yourself, 

declared that every objection that is urged (against any 

theory) partakes of the character of inferential reasoning. 

w The iirst Difference id presumed on the ground of the coiiiidou idea of differ¬ 

ence that everyone of us lias. As with reg rd to Difference also we have ideas of 
further difference; on the ground of these wo shall he justified in presuming a series 

of differences also. 
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Thus then (the conditions for accepting the first Difference 

being exactly the same as those for the whole series) it 

becomes incumbent on you either to indicate some defect in 

the reasoning propounding the regress us ad infinitum (invol¬ 

ved in the whole Idea of Difference),—or to renounce your 

doctrine (regarding the Idea of Difference). 

(108) “ But as a matter of fact, there is no infinite 

regress involved in the accepting of a single item of 

Difference, as there is in that of a series of Differences." 

Do you then hold the view that what proves the first 

Difference is the reasoning that you propound (in support of 

it) as qualified by the absence of‘infinite regressus [so that 

while the reasoning proves the first Difference,, which does 

not involve infinite regress, yet it does not prove the series 

of Differences, which latter involves infinite regress] ? If you 

do, then, inasmuch as there would be no infinite regress 

involved in the second Difference [the regress being involved 

only when we come to the series of Differences], you will have 

to admit the second Difference also. " Well, yes [we shall 

admit the second Difference].” In that case, what would 

be there to prevent the acceptance of one difference after 

the other,—this series extending up to the_highest conceiv¬ 

able number? “ But you canuot rest content with this 

alone : You may go on still further and say why we do not 

accept a further series of Differences—first, second, third and 

soon—beyond the highest conceivable number;—and thvi3 

there will be that same infinite regress [which we regard as 

barring the acceptance of more than one Difference].” 

True; let us carefully pondor over the question as to 

what we shall really accept, in order to avoid the 

infinite regress. “ Well, what we have got to do is to 

reject the second and all that comes after it (accepting only 

the first hfferoncoj.” But the first Difference is just as 

much included in the infinite scries (of Differences) as the 
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second and the restunder the circumst vuces, why then 

this favouritism towards the first., whereby you accept that 

and discard all the rest? “ But as a matter of fact, the 

infinite regress begins with the second only.” If you were 

disposed to extend to the second the same favour that you 

now extend towards the first, then you would be equally 

prepared to keep the second also, declaring that the infinite 

regress begins with the third. And we do not think that 

this arbitrary favour and disfavour of yours, besetting the 

mind of the man who is trying for his highest good, will 

conduce to his welfare! There remains one more reason 

that you put forward in support of your discarding of the 

series of Differences. That is, the series is to be rejected just 

as we reject a further odour to Odour (end of para 101). 

But as a matter of fact there is no reason for attributing a 

further odour to Odour (as there is in the presuming of the 

series of Differences); and if there were a reason for it, what 

harm would that do to us—who have got to refute (among 

other things) that reason also? 

(109) What has been urged by Udayana (in para 102, 

above)—beginning with 1 atlietara, etc.’ and ending with 

• nirupanut ’—is also not right; as nothing that is urged 

therein affects the position of one who (like us) asserts that 

_“ the position of the person who regards the cognition of 

mutual negation to be the cause of all usage bearing upon 

Difference is untenable, as it involves a vicious circle.” 

Then as regards the answer given by Udayana beginning with 

word ‘ fratiyogirupatvena [towards the end of para. 102, 

where it is urged that it is not difficult to determine the cause of 

the idea of difference'),-this has been already refuted before. 

(110) The arguments put forward by Udayana—begin- 

ing with the words * at ha snarnpam ’ and ending with ‘ na 

do8uh’ [para. 103]—of that wo take no notice ; as itsesks to 

answer an objection that has neverb on put forward by us. 
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(111) As regards wliat Udayana has urged [in para. 

10+]—beginning with ‘ tatha pi hah* and ending with ‘ tiryuh 

cha 9—this smacks of ressemblance to the case of partitioning 

the flesh of the iguana whilst it is still in its hole ; * —as 

each of the three alternatives being already covered by the 

arguments shown before they cannot be shown out as tenable 

[and thus they resemble the iguana hidden in its hole] ; so 

that any division or adjustment of these is to be rejected on 

the simple ground that it is absolutely inopportune (and 

impossible) to adjust things that are entirely invisible! 

(112) Udayana has (in para 105 above) put forward 

the definition of the first kind of difference—i. e., that differ¬ 

ence which consists in the form of the thing—as * that in 

which one thing is actually cognised, though not cognised as 

having the same form as the other thing \ This definition 

also is defective : as it applies to the case where one and the 

same thing is mistaken for something different; [e. gwhen 

we mistake the single moon for two different moons] as in 

this case also the one thing is not recognised as having the 

same form as itself, and yet it is cognised ; though as a matter 

of fact this is not a case of difference; so that as applying to 

this case, the definition becomes too wide; specially as the 

qualifying word ‘ tadrupyena \ * in the same form \ has been 

added only with a view to show that the case in question 

does not fall within any other form of difference (in the form 

of Mutual Negation and Diversity of Character). [So that 

neither of these two forms being present in the case of the 

single moon being mistaken for two, if the qualification has 

to liavo any meaning it must include the case of the two 

moons; and thus the dofimHrm hominnc wide]. “l+ut 

what is meant ;.i that tho cognition of the thing should bo ono 

that is not wrong or mistaken [so that tho definition could' 

not apply to tho caso cited]/’ That doos not help you; as 

° Jacob : Handful of i9opulur Ma»crion*t II *21. 

Indian TnoUGTr fihandana. 
the cognition of the thing itsel s not wrong. [E. g. Even 

when we mistake a single moon for two, one cognition of the 

moon iuself is not wrong]. And further this definition of 

Svarupa-Bheda also applies to that case where a certain thing, 

which is really one only, is cognised simply as itself, neither 

as 'of the same form* nor as ‘of diverse form* [as in this case 

also, the thing, though cognised, is not cognised as of ihe same 

form] [and this is absurd; that whenever, anything is cog¬ 

nised by itself it is a case of difference !}. u In actual prac¬ 

tice there is no such case as has been just cited; as in every 

case an object must be recognised as being either of the same 

form, or of a different form ”. This is not right; as in a 

matter of common experience* there is no room for quarrelling 

over facts : As a matter of fact it often happens that when a 

man is asked—* that which you saw, was it one or many ? *— 

he answers—‘as regards the particular fact no suspicions arose 

in my mind, nor did I feel any curiosity to seek for this in¬ 

formation ; I saw and cognised the thing by itself, and there¬ 

upon became indifferent to all other details in connection 

with it/ “ Well this form of the thing by itself also— 

does constitute its difference from something else; so that 

how can the definition be stigmatised as ‘too wide', by being 

found applicable to that case ?** This is not right; as in 

case, the qualifying terra ‘not cognised as of the same form' 

would be entirely superfluous; and it would be sufficient to 

define difference as consisting in mere cognition ; as whatever 

i.s known is certainly different from something. You will 

perhaps say that the qualification of ‘boinnr not cognised as 

of tho samo form* has been added with a view to preclude 

the possibility of a thing being recognised as different from 

iiself. But this has been answered [by tho cit:ng of the 

caso where the man who sees a thing not having any doubts 

as to its being ono or many]. “ What is meant by tadrup- 

[ydis not being of the same from, but being off another from 

[,ho pronoun 'lot' in tho compound (Ccdrupya denoting 
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another, 1 that’] [sotliafc the definition' cannot apply to the 

difference of a tiling from itself].0 This cannot be; as in 

the first place, the pronoun ‘ tat9 would in that case, stand 

for something entirely different from the thing concerned 

[which would make the definition totally absurd];—and fur¬ 

ther if this being another consisted of soarupa-bh€da of a things 

then there would be 1 self-dependence *, as what you want to 

define is all * svarUpa 9 [i. <?., it i* not yet known what Svaru¬ 

pa* is; so that for understanding what *svarupa* is you 

bring in the word another; and your explanation of this anom 

her again contains the word 1 soarUpa *, thus the explanation 

of svarupa is made dependent upon itself];—if, on the other 

hand, the being another consisted of mutual negation, then 

there is mutual interdependence [i. e. we know what is 

mutual negation when we know what is svarupa-bherla ; and 

jor comprehending this latter, wo need to understand the 

meaning of being another9 which again is only mutual nega¬ 

tion] ;—lastly if being another consist of diversity of chav 

acter, then there arises a vicious circle [/. e. unless wo know 

what svarupa-bheda is we cannot know what mutual nega¬ 

tion is;—unless we know what mutual negation is wo 

do not make out what is contradictory to what;—without 

knowing this latter, wo cannot know what ‘ diversity of 

character* is;—and it is upon our knowing what this last is 

that our comprehension of svarupabheda depends]. 

(113) Udayana (as shown in para 105, above) has de¬ 

fined Mutual Negafi)n as abadhitahminlna Ihi karano nise Via- 

pratyayah; and this definition is not acceptable; as when 

we come to examine the real meaning of the expression 

‘ samanUdhikarano nisedhah9 ‘cosubstrato negation, &c.,* 

wo find that what tho definition means is that Mutual 

Negation is that negation which is cognised as co-substrate. 

And with regard to thi wo ask—what is the meaning 

of tho negation being co-substrate ? (A) Does it mean 

Kh. II. 150. 
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that it has a similar (samana) substrate? (B) or that 

it has one substrate? (C) or that it has identity for 

its counter-entity (i. e„ it denies identity) ? (D) or that 

which is denoted by that word (i. e., the negative particle) 

which stands in the relation of the qualification and qualified 

to the word denoting the thing which is the substrate (/. i., 

the ‘jar* denoting the jar which is the substrate of the nega¬ 

tion)? (F) or does it mean something different from all 

these ? 

(113) (A) It cannot mean the first of these—i. e., it can¬ 

not mean that the negation has a similar substrate; as wo meet 

with such conceptions as ‘ in the face of ray beloved, as in the 

moon, there is no possibility of the slightest blemish ’ [where 

tlie negation of blemish has similar substrates, and would thus 

become included in the definition]. 11 Mutual negation 

actually subsists between the Face and the Moon [so that it 

is only right that the said negation should fall under the 

definition ].»* This contention is not right; as even 

though it is true that there is mutual negation between the 

Face and the Moon, it is not true that the conception cited by 

U3 has that negation for its object. [The conception does not 

mean that the Face is different from the Moon]. The 

conception may not have the negation for its object; but 

so long as the definition we have propounded applies to it 

(and serves to distinguish it from everything else), it does not 

matter if the conception cited by you does not have the 

negation for its object,” This is not right; as in that 

case, what does the definition come to ? (a) It could not mean 

that mutual negation is that which is the object of the 

conception or cognition of that denial which has similar subs¬ 

trates [as this definition would apply to tho instance of the 

Face and Moon cited above](*) nor could it mean that 

' mutual negation consists in the conception or cogn-tion of 

the donial with similar substrates’ [a3 this definition would be 

Kh. II. 151. 
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an impossible one, not applying to what is sought to:be 

defined, mutual negation not being a conception] * {c) nor 

lastly, could the definition mean that4 mutual negation is that 

which is present where there is cognition of such difference 

as has similar substrates (i. e., ic is that negation which is 

co-substrate with the said cognition); because with this defi¬ 

nition, all the properties that subsist in the things (between 

which the mutual negation subsists) would have to be regard¬ 

ed as so many mutual negations 1 And this would make the 

qualification 1 samanadhikaranah9 entirely superfluous [as all 

properties subsisting in the things being included, the quali¬ 

fication fails to exclude anything, and as such becomes super¬ 

fluous.] 

[Page 645] (115) (B) Similarly the second alternative — 

that4 samanadhilcarana 9 is that which has one substrate— 

also becomes rejected, if we take for our example any one of 

the two things cited above (viz : Face and the Moon) [so that 

the ordinary negation, that appears in the conception, t there 

is no blemish in the face of my beloved,5 would have to be 

regarded as 4 mutual negation,* as it has one substrate, and 

this is all that 4 samanadhilcararia * means]. 

(116)(C) Nor can the third alternative—that what is meant 

by the mutual negation being samanadhilcarana is that it has 

identity for its counter-entity—be maintained. For until we 

understand what identity is, we can have no idea of its being 

a counter-entity ; hence it becomes necessary to define identity ; 

and it is not possible to provide an adequate explanation of 

identity:—Identity could only bo explained either as (a) one- 

7iess,(b) or as 4 absence of difference \ It is not possible to 

explain it as the 4 svarupa,* or 4 specific form * of a thing ; as 

° Tho Shankari RiiggoKts anyth'- die text would 

stand thus—“ mutual negation cannot be defined'as that which is always the object 

of the conception of a denial which has similar substrates”; the addition of always 

eerving to exclude the ordinary negation, which has dissimilar and different substrates 

also. The objection to this argument would, according to tho Shlnkarl, be that 

the phraso “similar substrates” has still to be explained. 
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in the first place, the logician regards the 1 specific form ’ of 

a thing as constituting its difference from all other things 

[and what constitutes difference cannot be regarded as 

Identity]; and secondly (if the specific form of the thing 

constituted its Identity), on seeingthe thing, there could be no 

possibility of the arising of any doubt as to its being, or not 

being, identical [as the perception of its form would mean the 

perception of itsidenlily). (a) If then identity be explained 

as one-ness, is this one-hess a particular number ? or an 

entirely different property ? It cannot be the former; firstly 

because in that case, there could be no identity among Qualities 

(Actions, Communities, Individualities, Inherences) [as a 

quality can, according to the Logician, subsist in Substances 

only];—secondly, at the first moment of the existence of a 

product, even though it is one only, it would have to be re¬ 

garded as non-identical with itself [as, according to the Logi¬ 

cian, at the moment that an object is brought into existence, 

it is without any quality ; and Identity, being a number, which 

is a quality, could not, therefore, subsist in that object 

at that moment];—aod if you % "urge that you do not 

accept the Vaishesika tenet (of the product being without 

qualities at the moment of its production), even then, the 

same objection would lie against you, with reference to one¬ 

ness itself, which could never have any Identity at all [as Iden¬ 

tity being one-ness, if Identity belonged to it, that would 

mean that One-ness re3ts in itself, which is absurd];—if, 

with a view to escape from this, it be held that the Identity 

(that rests in One-ness) is that which is connected with' cer¬ 

tain concomitant circumstances or limitations (and not that 

which consists in pure One-ness,—so that there is no resting 

in itself),—then, we ask, how could this Identity, which is 

related to tho circumstances, be ever regarded to be one and 

the same as Identity in its pure unalloyed form ?—when, as 

a matter of fact, the idea,s that we have of them are wholly 

divorgent (our Conception of pure Identity being different 
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(116)(C) Nor can the third alternative—that what is meant 

by the mutual negation being samanadhilcarana is that it has 

identity for its counter-entity—be maintained. For until we 

understand what identity is, we can have no idea of its being 

a counter-entity ; hence it becomes necessary to define identity ; 

and it is not possible to provide an adequate explanation of 

identity:—Identity could only bo explained either as (a) one- 

7iess,(b) or as 4 absence of difference \ It is not possible to 

explain it as the 4 svarupa,* or 4 specific form * of a thing ; as 

° Tho Shankari RiiggoKts anyth'- die text would 

stand thus—“ mutual negation cannot be defined'as that which is always the object 

of the conception of a denial which has similar substrates”; the addition of always 

eerving to exclude the ordinary negation, which has dissimilar and different substrates 

also. The objection to this argument would, according to tho Shlnkarl, be that 

the phraso “similar substrates” has still to be explained. 
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in the first place, the logician regards the 1 specific form ’ of 

a thing as constituting its difference from all other things 

[and what constitutes difference cannot be regarded as 

Identity]; and secondly (if the specific form of the thing 

constituted its Identity), on seeingthe thing, there could be no 

possibility of the arising of any doubt as to its being, or not 

being, identical [as the perception of its form would mean the 

perception of itsidenlily). (a) If then identity be explained 

as one-ness, is this one-hess a particular number ? or an 

entirely different property ? It cannot be the former; firstly 

because in that case, there could be no identity among Qualities 

(Actions, Communities, Individualities, Inherences) [as a 

quality can, according to the Logician, subsist in Substances 

only];—secondly, at the first moment of the existence of a 

product, even though it is one only, it would have to be re¬ 

garded as non-identical with itself [as, according to the Logi¬ 

cian, at the moment that an object is brought into existence, 

it is without any quality ; and Identity, being a number, which 

is a quality, could not, therefore, subsist in that object 

at that moment];—aod if you % "urge that you do not 

accept the Vaishesika tenet (of the product being without 

qualities at the moment of its production), even then, the 

same objection would lie against you, with reference to one¬ 

ness itself, which could never have any Identity at all [as Iden¬ 

tity being one-ness, if Identity belonged to it, that would 

mean that One-ness re3ts in itself, which is absurd];—if, 

with a view to escape from this, it be held that the Identity 

(that rests in One-ness) is that which is connected with' cer¬ 

tain concomitant circumstances or limitations (and not that 

which consists in pure One-ness,—so that there is no resting 

in itself),—then, we ask, how could this Identity, which is 

related to tho circumstances, be ever regarded to be one and 

the same as Identity in its pure unalloyed form ?—when, as 

a matter of fact, the idea,s that we have of them are wholly 

divorgent (our Conception of pure Identity being different 
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from that of Identity a3 limited by circumstances). Nor will 

it be right to regard oneness as an entirely different property; 

as if so regarded, that other property would require 

another different property, and so on there would be an in¬ 

finite regress;—and if there were no 1 different -property * 

after the first one, then a thing would cease to be identical 

with itself. (b) Nor again will it be right to explain Iden¬ 

tity as absence of difference; as the absence of difference would 

only be absenco of mutual negation; as Mutual Negation con¬ 

sists in the. denial of Identity (and Identity is absence of 

difference); then again, for the same reason Identity also 

will consist in the denial of mutual negation; as it is a well- 

established fact that the negative and the negatived consist 

of the denial of each other;—under the circumstances, it will 

be impossible to comprehend Identity without knowing what 

mutual negation is ; as the cognition of the negative is always 

dependent upon the cognition of the negatived;—and thus 

you are landed in a 4 vicious circle* (for explaining Mutual 

Negation it is necessary to understand Identity, and vice- 

versa]. n 

(117) [DJ Nor is the fourth alternative—viz. what is 

meant by the negation being co-substrate is that it is denoted 

by that word which stands in the relation of the qualification 

and the qualified to the word denoting the thing which is 

the substrate—tenable; as in that case the definition of 

4 Mutual Negation * would apply to the ordinary negation ex¬ 

pressed in such conceptions as 1nirghatam bhtltalam\ ‘this 

place is jar-less \ [As here also the words 1 nirghatam ’ and 

4 bhulalam' stand to each other in the relation of the quali¬ 

fication and the qualified]. 

(118) [li] Nor lastly can wo accept the fifth altcrnativo 

—that what is meant by the Negation being co-substrate 

is something different from these. When you speak of the 

negation being co-substrate, it must moan co-substrato with 

Kh. IT. 154. 

Indian Thought : Khamlana. 

Its counter-entity; so that the negation that is so co-substrate 

with its counter-entity would (according to you) be the Jfu- 

tual Negation; and such being the caso, it would not be right 

to define mutual negation as consisting in the * pratyaya * or 

cognition of the co-substrate negation [as lias been proposed 

above in para. 113], And further, if mutual negation were 

held to be co-substrate with its counter-entity, then the nega¬ 

tion that is involved in the conception «the Kumbha is not 

patafea ’ would not be * mutual negation ’ [as ‘ patatva 

which is the counter-entity of the negation does not subsist 

in the Kumbha, which is the substrate of the negation; so 

that the negation is not * co-substrate with its counter-entity’] 

It might be held that, even though in the particular case of 

mutual negation cited the desired * co-substrateness with the 

counter-entity ’ is not present, yet it remains true that ‘ mu¬ 

tual negation’ in general (ns a generic entity) is so ‘co-subs¬ 

trate But in that case you will admit a certain peculiarity 

of character as the basis for the generic conception of ‘ mutual 

negation ’,—the presence of which character (in the parti¬ 

cular instance cited by us) will justify its inclusion under the 

generic entity • mutual negation’; and under the circums¬ 

tances, this character itself would be perfectly capable 

of forming the definition (distinctive feature) of mutual nega- 

tion; and would, on that account, interdict the putting for¬ 

ward of any other definition (such as you propose), which 

after all, is (as you have admitted) dependent upon the said 

character. As a matter of fact however, even this will not 

be possible [that is, it will not- be right to accept this other 

character as the definition of mutual negation] ; as this has 

already been refuted by us in connection with the refutation 

of the distinction that you draw between Mutual Negation and 

Ordinary Negation; and it is not possible for you to discover 

any other method (of defining) than the one there refuted. 

“ The mutual negation involved in the conception ghatah 

l<ata(mun na bliavali ’ (which has been cited by you against 
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which is the counter-entity of the negation does not subsist 

in the Kumbha, which is the substrate of the negation; so 

that the negation is not * co-substrate with its counter-entity’] 

It might be held that, even though in the particular case of 

mutual negation cited the desired * co-substrateness with the 

counter-entity ’ is not present, yet it remains true that ‘ mu¬ 

tual negation’ in general (ns a generic entity) is so ‘co-subs¬ 

trate But in that case you will admit a certain peculiarity 

of character as the basis for the generic conception of ‘ mutual 
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cular instance cited by us) will justify its inclusion under the 

generic entity • mutual negation’; and under the circums¬ 

tances, this character itself would be perfectly capable 
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tion; and would, on that account, interdict the putting for¬ 
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character. As a matter of fact however, even this will not 
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us, as not being ‘co-substrate with its counter-entity ’) is the 

same as that which is involved in the conception ‘patah patat- 

vam na bhaoati *; and the negation being the same, its counter¬ 

entity can be one (i. e., patatoa) only; and as the negation is 

actually found, in some cases, [as in the conception 1 patah 

patatvamrna bhavali*,] to be co-substrate with this counter¬ 

entity (patalva being actually present in the pata, as well as 

in the negation), we are not wrong in asserting that ‘ mutual 

negation is co-substrate with its counter-entity/ 99 This 

reasoning is not right, we reply; as by the same reasoning 

the mutual negation of a thing would become the same as its 

absolute negation,—*the same thing being the counter-entity 

of bpth 1 And further, just as Identity rests in two subs¬ 

trates, so also does Conjunction; so that even on this 

ground the definition would become applicable to the 

Ordinary Negation of Mutual Negation of Conjunction *. 

Lastly, if by ‘co-substrateness with the counter-entity’ be 

meant subsistence in the same substrate at different points 

of time, then the definition would apply to Prior Negation and 

Destruction also ; as these also subsist in the same substrate 

in which their counter-entity may subsist at any other time 

[E.g. before the jar is produced out of the clay, there subsists 

in the Clay, the Prior Negation of the jar, and after its pro¬ 

duction the jar also subsists in the same clay, so that there 

is ‘cQ-substrateness.’] If * with a view to avoid this, it be held 

that the subsistence (of the negation and its counter-entity) 

in the samo substrate should be at one and the same time, 

then the definition would not apply to the mutual negation 

of time [as by the definition it would be necessary for the 

negation of time to subsist in its substratum at the same time 

that Time does ; which would imply the subsistence of Time 

• This iintici|mte» the explanation that there can he rio samcm is between mu¬ 

tual and absolute negations as the counter-entity u£ the former rests in two things', 

while that of the latter rcbts on a single thing. 
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iu and at a time; and this is impossible; as by the Logician’s 

theory, Time cannot pertain to Time.] 

(119) Lastly Lujayana has defined (as mentioned above, 

in para. 105) the third kind of Difference, • Diversity of Pro¬ 

perties’, as consisting in incompatiblity, which has been 

explained as the impossiblity of the two properties co-exis¬ 

ting in any one object. This also is an assertion made by one 

whose mind is confounded. For, we ask—Is there, or is 

there not, a difference between Pramana (Instrument of 

Cognition) and PramSya (Object of Cognition) ? If there 

is not, then the two words, *pramana’ and 1prameya’ would be, 

synonymous! and the result would be that, when asked to 

indicate the pramana fora certain cognition, one would simplv 

mention, in answer, the object {prameya) of that cognition*! 

Nor can the former alternative be maintained—that, 

there is a difference between pramana and prameya; as, in 

the first place, the difference between these cannot consist in 

their very nature; as one and the same thing is often found, 

to partake of the character of both; as for instance in the 

case of the balance (which is a pramana in regard to the 

weight of other things, and a prameya when it is itself per¬ 

ceived, says Vatsyayana in his Bhasya II 1-16) [and this 

would not be possiblo if there were something in the very 

nature of pramana and prameya that made them difiFerentJ. 

Secondly, for the same reason the difference between 

the two could not be iu the form of mutual negation. 

The only form of difference that remains is of the third kind 

which consists in the diversity of character; this alone might 

bo possiblo in the case of pramana and prameya, as 

one and tho samo thing is Pramana when endowed 

with 0110 character, and ‘prameya’ when endowed with 

another. But, in that case, tho definition of this kind 

of 'difference— as consisting in tho impossibility of tho 

two characters consisting in any single object—would fail 

Kh. II. 157. 
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to apply to this case [the character of both 1Pramanaf and 

‘Prameyc? subsisting in one and the same thing.] And 

thus it turns out that when Udayana propounded the said 

definition, ho forgot the instructions of the great sage (Gau¬ 

tama) imparted in the sutra 'pram&yd cha tulapramdnyaoat* 

(II. i. 16) [where it is mentioned that one and the same 

thing* e.g. the Balance, is both Pramana and Prameyci]. 

We desist from further prolonging of the discussion. 

(120) “It cannot be denied that our notion of Difference is 

obtained by means of Sense-perception * and hence the cause 

of this cognition must be held to be contact of the sense-organ 

with the object (which is the cSuse of all sense-perception); 

and in this contact, as bringing about the cognition of differ¬ 

ence, there are two factors, one of which is the sense*organ, 

and the other that with which the sense-organ is in contact; 

and it is this second factor of the contact that we call ‘differ¬ 

ence* [so that Difference may be defined as the object of 

the notion of difference.”] This cannot be accep¬ 

ted ; as we have already rejected, by means of several 

arguments, the very notion of ‘difference’; so that we cannot 

accept the assertion that the said notion is brought 

about by ‘the contact of the sense-organ with the object.’ 

[The discussion on Difference leads on to the fubject of ‘Cause'; as 

the last argument of the Logician has been to the effect that the Sense- 

obj et Contact is the‘Cause’ of the notion of difference. So the author 

next proceeds to discuss the nature of the Cause]. 

(121) What too do you understand by Cause ? It 

cannot be defined as that which goes before—i.e. the antecedent. 

As in that case, things that have long been utterly destroyed 

(and ceased to exist) would have to be regarded as ‘ Cause*. 

“ We shall defino Cause as the immediate antecedent—tln.t 

which goes immediately before the effect.” This also will 

not be right; as in that caso, what would be regarded as the 

Kh. II. 158. 

Indian Thought : Khandana. 617 

cause would be the operation (that brings about the effect, 

and not that to which the operation belongs). tl But the 

operation of the thing cannot be regarded as intervening bet¬ 

ween that thing and its effect (on the law that what belongs 

to a thing cannot interrupt it). [So that if the effect is im¬ 

mediately preceded by the operation of a thing, it is to be 

taken as immediately preceded by this latter thing itself].** 

This is not right; as in that case the cause of the cause of an 

effect will have to be regarded as the ‘Cause* of that effect 

[as the Cause also belongs to the Cause]. u But the Cause 

of the Cause is not the operation of the cause ; so that it 

could not be regarded as the Cause of the Effect.” Unless, 

you add some specification, it is not possible to determine 

what is 1 operation * and what is not. “ When, in the ab¬ 

sence of something, a cause does not produce the effect, that 

something is to be regarded as its 1 operation * towards that 

effect.” This is not right; as by this definition the auxiliar¬ 

ies of the cause will have to be regarded as its ‘ operation.* 

“ But we shall add the qualification 1 that which is produced * 

[so that the * operation * of the cause is that which, being pro¬ 

duced by that cause, leads to the production of the effect of 

that cause].” This cannot help you out of your difficulty ; 

as in the first place, until it is ascertained what the ‘ cause * 

is, it cannot be determined what is * produced * by what; and 

secondly, even if this be somehow determined, by the defini¬ 

tion that you have provided, the Alcdsha and such other per¬ 

manent entities would have to be regarded as the ‘ cause * 

of everything [as these things are the immediate antecedents 

of everything that is produced]. 

[Page 652] (122) “ We can define the Cause as that 

antecedent which is not anyalhdsicldha.” This definition 

cannot bo accepted; as it behoves you to explain what is 

meant by ‘ anyathasiddha *—i.e., what is meant by the cause 

being ‘ iitf lha \ and in comparison to what it should not be 

Kh. If. 150. 
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mediately preceded by the operation of a thing, it is to be 
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[so that the * operation * of the cause is that which, being pro¬ 
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that cause].” This cannot help you out of your difficulty ; 
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is, it cannot be determined what is * produced * by what; and 
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tion that you have provided, the Alcdsha and such other per¬ 
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of everything [as these things are the immediate antecedents 
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av.yalhd. If by tho cause being not anyathUsiddha it be 

meant that it is not produced by a method different from the 

effect, then the definition becomes an impossible one; as the 

cause is never produced by the effect. Nor can the mean¬ 

ing be that it i3 not known by a means different from the effect; 

as causes are very often known by such means as Sense-percep¬ 

tion and the rest (which latter are not their effects); and all 

cognition of the Cause is not always derived from its effect. 

Nor will it be right to explain * no, anyathUsiddha ’ as that 

it is not produced, or known, as other than tho Cause; as 

in the first place, in this manner the cognition (and also the 

production) of the Cause would be dependent upon itself 

which is an absurdity; and secondly, as a matter of fact, the 

Cause is often found to be cognised by other means also. 

(123) “ What we moan by * anyathu * different ’, is 

that which is not-cause [so that when we speak of the Cause 

as not anyathUsiddha what is meant is that it is sirldha in a 

form other than that of the not-causej.” This also is not 

right; as it does not remove the objectionable feature that 

has been urged [i.e., other than the not-cause is synonymous 

with Cause; hence if the conception of the cause depends 

upon that of what is other than the not-cause, you have the 

self-dependence as before] ; and further, the philosopher who, 

like the Logician, does not accept the momentary character 

of all things, holds that the production and cognition of a 

thing is present even before it acquires tlie character of tho 

* Cause ’ [as the causal character is acquired by a thing that 

already exists, and thus there are production and cognition 

of the thing, in a form other than that of the ‘ Cause ’ i. e., in 

a form of the non-cause; and thus tho definition proposed 

bocomos too narrow, lining not. anplioabln to tl>o causes just 

mentioned]. “ Hut even in such cases, (oven though its 

production °nd cognition are present from before) the Causb 

does oxist immediately beforo tho effect; and having the char- 
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acter of the ‘ cause ’ at that time, it is possible that even 

before that time, its production and cognition may be regard¬ 

ed as being only in the form not different from that of the 

‘ Cause ’ [so that tho definition remains quite applicable to 

all theso cases also]. It is true that there may be some 

particular cases, where the cause does not fulfil these condi¬ 

tions exactly [e. g., when the cause is such that it i3 destroy¬ 

ed tho very moment at which it is produced, and is not actually 

present immediately before the effect]; but even these cases 

belong to the same category as the regular ‘ Cause *; and as 

such these also being included in the generic conception of 

the ‘ Cause ’, no such individual case can be regarded 

as vitiating the correctness df the general principle involved 

in tho definition”. Even so, the definition cannot be ac¬ 

cepted ; as this causal character could not be denied to such 

eternal substances as the Alclsha and the rest, even with 

regard to effects other than those produced by them¬ 

selves [as all permanent substances exist immediately 

before all effects, and they exist in the forms of * Cause *, 

as they do produce their own 'Effects]. “ But all 

these permanent substances are anyathUsiddha—existing 

in a manner different from the Cause; inasmuch they 

exist before the production of effects, (not as causes, 

but) only as omnipresent and eternal substances. [So 

that the definition cannot apply to such Substances].” 

This reasoning is not right; as by this AkUsha (never being 

a Cjausa) would cease to be the cause of Sound also (which, 

according to the Logician, is the product of Akasha). 

(121) Tho reasons just set forth (against the idea of 

‘ ananya/hUsicldha ’) also dispose of tho definition of Cause as 

that which is not anyathUsiddha, and whose presence and 

absonco are in keeping with tho presonce and absenco of tho 

effect;—and this definition is open to the further objection 

that, as no absence is possible jn the cas^ of Akasha and such 

other permanent substances, theso could never be a Cause. 
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[Page 654] (125) 11 We shall define the Cause as that 

which is operative/* This also is not tenable ; as does 

b^itig operative mean that the operation inheres in it? Or 

that it is the producer of the operation ? It cannot be the 

former ; as in that case a sacrificial performance could never 

be a * cause * [as the operation, in this case, inheres in the per¬ 

former, and not in the performance]. Nor can it mean the 

latter ; as it is the exact nxture of the 1 producer ’ (which is 

the same a3 ‘ cause*) that you are seeking to explain [so that 

it is not right to introduce the same in the explanation], 

(126) Another definition of Cause is proposed :—“ The 

Cause of an effect is that which is the precluder of the 

possibility of the effect being either eternally existent or 

absolutely non-existent.** This also cannot be accepted ; 

as, in the first place, until you have explained what a ‘cause * 

is, you cannot determine the exact signification of the verbal 

affix in the word ‘ niolraka * (‘ preclude ’) [the affix in the 

word signifying cause, we cannot understand what is meant 

by ‘ precluder unless we know what a ‘ Cause * 13 ; so that 

the proposed definition is futile, as it does not help us to 

understand what the * Cause * is]. Secondly, you cannot pro¬ 

vide an adequate explanation of the conception of ‘either this 

or that’ (involved in your definition).* 

(\27) Another definition is put forward —“ One thing is 

regarded as the Cause of another when it is found that in case 
o 

the former is not admitted, there would arise the possibility of 

the latter coming into existence before it is actually found to 

do so ; and this character cinstitutes the definition, or dis¬ 

tinctive feature, of the Cause.’* We cannot accept this 

definition either; for as a matter of fact we find that in case 

wo do not admit the destruction of an entity, there is a possi¬ 

bility of its existing before it actually conie3 into existence 

° If the pliraso ‘either this or that ’ implies uncertainty, then the definition 

hecomeu doubtful and henco Hidcfmito, vague. If it implies the notion of mutual 

fteyjlioii, this haw already * ecu refuted. 
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[as that which has no destruction must be eternal, ever-exis- 

tent]; so that, by your definition, the destruction will have to 

be regarded as the cause of the entity! If, with a view 

to avoid this difficulty, you add the qualification that it 

should exist before the effect (which will exclude destruction, 

which never exists before the thing is destroyed),—even then 

the definition would apply to the negation of co-existent 

things [for instance, according to the Logician, when the jar 

is baked, colour, taste and odour are produced in it simul¬ 

taneously ; and in this case, if the prior negation of the colour, 

which does exist before tfie colour comes into existence, be 

not admitted, there arises thg possibility of the appearance, 

not only of colour, but also of taste and odour; so that, by the 

definition, the prior negation of colour will have to be regard¬ 

ed as the Cause of Taste and Odour, and oiae versa. |] If this 

be admitted [*. e. if the prior negation pf Colour be 

admitted to be the Cause of Taste], then, by the same 

reasoning, the attendant access iries also (of Colour) will 

have to be regarded as the cause (of Taste). If this 

also be admitted, then this would mean an absolute 

identity between the two effects (Colour and Taste) j 

'Ihe definition is open to the further objection that it is 

non-compreh ensive [applying to only specific causes; as the 

word ' yat ’ in the compouud ‘ yadabhgupagame ’ must refer 

to specific things only]. In answer to this it might be urged 

that it is true that the definition applies to specific causes 

only, bub it applies to«U specific causes (all which thus be¬ 

coming included, the definition becomes quite comprehensive). 

But (if the definition applies to all individual causes), then 

in that case, the definition becomes too wide [the cause of the 

jar’s colour having to be regarded as the cause of its Taste J : 

And if, in answer to this, it be urged that the definition doe9 

uot refer to any individual causes in particular [but generally 

to those things whose non-acceptance makes possible the. exis¬ 

tence of the effect bffore its time], then, that makes room for 
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tbo objections that wo are going to put forth later on, on tlio 

basis of the unaccepfcability of all possible alternatives with 

regard to the meaning of the word 1 piirva ’, ‘ before ’ [and 

in the absence of an adequate explanation of the word 

pUrva , no sense can attach to the definition now under 
review]. 

(128) <f Wo can define Cause as the invariable antece¬ 

dent.” This also is not tenable ; as if invariability means 

necessity [the meaning being that that is the cause which 

must always exist before the effect], then the objection re¬ 

mains that A kasha and such other eternal substances would, 

in that case, be the Cause of all Effects; and further, the 

component parts of a thing would havo to be regarded as 

the cause of that thing, as also of the colour and other quali¬ 

ties of the thing. If, on tho other hand, invariability 

mean3 nnadventiliousness, then tho meaning of tho definition 

would bo that that which is the unconditional or natural 

precursor of the effect,—whoso antecedence is not due to 

any adventitious circumstance,—is tho Cause; and by this 

definition, tho issuing (out of the*hole) of ants (which is a 

precursor of rain) will havo to regarded as the Cause of rain ! 

Then again, of two co-existent things (Colour and Taste 

of tho jar being baked e. g.) tho causal accessories of 

one will havo to bo regarded as the Cause of the other [?. y. 

tho accessories producing Tasto will bo tho- Cause of Colour ; 

as tho antecedence of these two latter will not be due to any 

adventitious circumstances J. “In the case of tho appearance 

of ants and rainfall, tho invariability does not pertain to tho 

former, [as thero is rainfall even when ants do not appear] ; 

it pi'i l iin-< only to tho sequence of tho latter (there is suro 

to bo rain when mils appear] [so Unit our uclimtion cannot 

make tho appearanco of aids tho cause of rain].” This ex¬ 

planation does not help tho definition ; (even though this rea¬ 

soning might apply to tho case of tho ants aud rain, yet thero 
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is another case which makes the definition too wide; e. </.] in 

the case of the premonitory symptoms of diseases, it is found 

that tho said * invariability ’ pertains to the antecedence of 

these symptoms [which, by the definition, will have to be 

regarded as the Cause of tho disease}. “True; these are 

certainly the Cause of the disease.” Not so, we reply; as, 

in that case, there would be no distinction between * premoni¬ 

tory symptoms * and the ‘ nidiina, ’ (Cause) of diseases [a 

distinction that has been insisted upou by all standard writ¬ 

ers on Medicine]. 

(120) Further, you have to explain wliat you mean 

by 1 antecedent * [when you say that the Cause in the ‘ antece¬ 

dent * of the Effect]. “ That is the ‘antecedent9 which is 

connected with previous time/ This is not right; a3 with 

this definition, Time could never be tho Cause of anything 

[as according to tho Logician, time cannot be connected with 

time] ; and farther, wo have to consider what is meant by 

the previousaess of time [in the phrase c previous time 1 that 

appears in your definition of Antecedence]. ic Pnviousness 

is that which is determined by past circumstances [such as 

the movements of the sun, whereby Time is determined and 

measured]// This is not right; as you have still to explain 

what is meant by the past participial word * atlta *, c past/ 

which itself denotes previous lime [and as such cannot rightly 

bo introduced into a definition of ‘ previousness ’]. “ There 

are two qualities, Paratoa (Priority) and A par aim (Poste¬ 

riority) ; and of these it is the former that constitutes pvc* 

viousness”. This cannot bo maintained; as the Logician 

does not admit the presence of any such quality in Time and 

oilier immaterial substances, or in Quality, Action and 

other Categories [as according to the Logician, Priority and 

Posteriority are qualities belonging to material Substances 

only ; and bunco Time being an immaterial substance, and 

Quality &c., not being Substances, previousaess could not 
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belong to any of those; so that they could never bo the Cause 

of anything?] ; nor could the said quality of paratva belong 

to Paratva itself; so that Paratva also could never be a Cause 

of its own direct apprehension [though as a matter of fact, 

in ev‘ery direct apprehension the object apprehended is re¬ 

garded as its Cause]. 

[Page bo8J (130) Nor will it be right to define the 

Cause as a part of the Samagri, i. e. the circumstances or 

accessories attendant (upon the appearance of the effect). 

As, in the first place, it cannot be determined what 4 a part * 

in this connection is; for it is not possible for the * Circums¬ 

tances * to have any nvayava (component parts) or pradesha 

( particular place in the entire extent), or any other form of 

* part;*—and secondly, the word 4 Satnlgri 9 is only a collec¬ 

tive name applied to all the causes that operate in the pro¬ 

ducing of an effect; so that in defining the Cause by means 

of that word you aie defining the 'Cause by itself (thus land¬ 

ing yourself in a circle). *;But we give the name Sdmagrl 

to that whereafter the effect necessarily appears [so that our 

definition do33 not involve the absurdity of defining the 

Cause by itselfJ.” This is not right; as in the case of 

Disjunction we find that as soon as there is disjunction, the 

destruction of Conjunction necessarily follows; so that, by 

your definition, the Disjunction would hive to bi regarded as 

the Sdrrtdgrl of the destruction of Conjunction, [while, as a 

matter of fact it is the sole Cause of it] ;—similarly, the ac¬ 

tion or motion (that brings ab)ut Disjunction, and as such is 

its Cause) would have to be regarded as 1 Sdmdgrl 9 ;—and 

lastly, the final contact of the yarii3 (which is the Cause 

of the cloth) would liavo to be regarded ns the 4 SdinUgri.9 

(131) There is a distinct relationship known under 

the name of 4 KOuajakaram-bhanc \ the Cause-Effect-Re- 

Liticu 9 [and that in which this relation subsists is the Cause'].’9 

In that case, so far as tho said relation is concerned, there 
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being no difference between the Cause and the Effect (in both 

of which the Cause-Effect-Relation subsists), it would be 

impossible to determine which is the Cause and which the 

Effect. And, if yon seek to avoid this confusion by making a 

distinction between the two by qualifying their relation by 

4 Cause * and 4 Effect * respectively [so that the 4 Cause * is 

that which is related to the Effect, and the 4 Effect ’ is that 

which is related to the Came],—then it becomes necessary for 

you to provide separate definitions of each of them. 

(132) “ Karanitva, the causal character, is a definite 

property [anu that which possesses this property is tho 

Cause].*9 This cannot be accepted ; as it behoves you to 

explain what proof you have for the existence of such a 

character. 44 The proof of it lies, in some cases \e. g. in 

the case of the stick as producing the jar], in direct Percep¬ 

tion, and in others, [*..<7. in the case of the atom being tho 

cause of all composite substances] in Inference based upon 

Perception.” This is not right; what is that with regard 

to which (as tho effect) tho ‘ Causality * (of the Cause) 

would be indicated by Perception? [That is to say, when 

you perceive the stick as the cause, do you perceive it— 

as the cause of the jar? Or simply as a cause in general?] 

The cause cannot be held to be perceived merely as a cause 

in general, without any reference to a particular effect; for, 

as a master of fact, no cause is ever perceived as such ; and 

this for tho simplo reason that all positive and negative 

cognitions with regard to any cause—a3 also every property 

that is recognised as indicative of the causal character can 

pertain only to particular effects. Nor will it be right to hold 

that when yon recognise a cause (the stick for instance) you 

know it as the cause of jar in general (without reference to 

any particular individual jar). For in that case there could 

bo no production of individual jars at all (the 4 causes of tho 

jar1 b^iug recognised as productivo of tho jar in general 
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being no difference between the Cause and the Effect (in both 
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would be indicated by Perception? [That is to say, when 

you perceive the stick as the cause, do you perceive it— 
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know it as the cause of jar in general (without reference to 

any particular individual jar). For in that case there could 

bo no production of individual jars at all (the 4 causes of tho 

jar1 b^iug recognised as productivo of tho jar in general 
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only). If, in answer to this, it bo held that tho cause pro¬ 

ductive of tho jar in general would naturally produce the 

individual jar also [as the jar in general is inseparable from 

the individual jars],—then there would be this difficulty that 

you could not ascertain which particular cause would pro¬ 

duce which particular effect. On the other hand, if it be 

held that when the cause is perceived it is recognised as 

productive of each individual effect, then, inasmuch as before 

it is produced the effect is not in existence, it cannot come 

into contact with the sense-organs; and as such it will not be 

possible for the causet in this case, to bo cognisod by Per¬ 

ception ;—and as for tho time during which the effect is 

actually in existence (i.c., after it* has been produced), at that 

time all tho circumstances that constitute tho * samagri 9 

necessary for the production of that particular effect are not 

present,—so that that is not the time at which tho effect is 

produced; and under the circumstances, how could there be 

at that time, any perception of the cause as qualified by the 

production (i.e., as productive) of that effect ? [The production 

not being present at the time]. And as such a qualified 

cause would never have been perceived beforo (the produc¬ 

tion of tho effect), there would bo no possibility of tho help 

of any impression [that could remind the perceiver of tho 

cause previously perceived and thereby lead to his subsequent 

recognition of it]. Similarly, how could there bo any In- 

feronco with regard to such a cause ?—Mo such causo having 

ever been perceived, on tho basis of wlia! ptoLaas could {here 

1)0 any premiss (expressing in variable concomitance) from 

which such an Inference could proceed? As for tho 

Retaliatory Argument that might bo put forward by (ho 

Logician [to the effert that IP no f the uauoo is 

possible how does tho YVjJantin proceed with arguments? Or 

how docs ho proceed to drink water when ho fools thirsty ?], 

—no such argument can bo rightly urged against ouo who 

rogards everything as inexplicable. “ The cognition of 
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the Cause would proceed from Inference based upon the 

premiss that without a Cause the occasioual character of the 

effect (i.e., the fact that the effect is produced only at a 

particular time) cannot be accounted for*’. This in¬ 

ference, we reply, will not be sound; as the two characters 

(the character of * cause 9 and the said ‘ occasional character') 

subsist in different substrates [the former in the Cause and 

the latter in the effect; thus affecting the € fallacy of four 

terms']. Even if the two characters were, somehow, shown 

to be co-substrate, [by putting the inference in the form that 

the effect, which is occasional, must have a cause9]—there 

will arise a further difficulty : the character of having a cause> 

which is put forward as accounting for the occasional charac* 

ter, would itself need something else to account for itself .; 

and so on and on, there would be an infinite regress; nor will 

it be possible to justify this regress on the ground of the said 

series having no beginning in time [on tho analogy of the. 

regress involved in the case of the seed and the treoj [for if 

the series were regarded as beginningless, there wo»dd be an 

end to the very conception of cause and effect]. Then again, 

if the two characters belonged to different substrates, if there 

were no relation between the character that is accounted for 

(i.e.> the occasional character) and that which accounts for it 

(i.e.y the character of having a cause)y then there would be no 

restriction (as to what proves what);—if, on the other hand, 

there be some relation between the two, then there arises an 

infinite, regress [the relation belonging to the relatives by 

some sort ot relation, etc., so on and on]. 

[Pago (’>52] (133) Tho arguments just urged (in the 

preceding paragraph) also dispose of the definition of Cause 

(propounded by the Mlmansaka) a3 that which has * shale li \ 

power or efficiency. 

(134) Then again, as regards the view that the nature 

of tho Cause is something actually perceptible, it is a well- 
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known fact that in every Perceptional Cognition, the 

object also is a •Cause1 operating towards the cognition 

through the • contact1 (of the sense-organ with the object, 

which is the essential cause of every perception) ; and thus 

in.the perception of cause, you will have the undesirable con¬ 

tingency of the cause [as the object, and also as such the Cause 

of that perception J operating upon itself. IF, in order to 

avoid thi3 contingency, you deny the causal character of the 

• Object * (of Perception), then you will have to deny such 

character of the ‘ Sense-organ ’ also; which also operates only 

through the contact, in which the ‘ object’ is as essential as 

the ‘sense-organ’. Specially as, if the contact of the sense- 

organ only, independently of the 'object, were held to be the 

cause of Perception, then a great confusion would result [the 

presence of tho Eye alone without any object before it, would 

in that case, bring about the perception of all objects]. 

Lastly [if the nature of the cause were directly perceptible] 

as regards the question as to whether a certain thing is the 

cause or not [no difference of opinion would be possible, just 

as no one quarrels as to whether or not fire is hot; and 

if a difference of opinion could ever arise, there would be no 

chance of ever settling the question one way or tho other] 

as while one person will perceive the cause, tho other will not 

perceive it [and this state of tilings could not be altered]; 

And if, in order to determine the question, you wero to call 

in tho aid of the definitions that have been propounded—such, 

e.n., as ‘that which is a necessary precursor’ and tho like,—you 

become open to all the several objections tbat have been urged 

against every one of those definitions. And yet without some 

such distinctive feature,by the perception of what could you 

sot aside your misconception and doubt (with regard to a cer¬ 

tain thing being tho cause of another thing)? Then again, it 

may happon (hat though tho thing, which is the cause, is itself 

perceived by tho souses, its causal character is not perceived; 

und in this case you will havo to postulate ^pmething by the 
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help of which the sense-organs would be enabled to appre¬ 

hend the casual character; and such being the case, this latter 

something, which is a real entity, will provide the necessary 

basis for yonr notion of ‘ Cause’; and so, what would be there 

to justify the unnecessary complications involved in the 

assuming of another basis for the same notion ? “[tf the 

said ‘ something ’ which, being perceived, manifests the causal 

character to the sense-orgajis, be held to be the sole basis of the 

notion of ‘Cause’]—any such perceptible basis would be 

entirely absent in the case of such causes as Ukasha and the like 

whose casual character is always inferred (and never perceived,; 

so that in view of such causes] we have to postulate a basis (for 

the notion of ‘ cause ’) different from that minifestive ‘ some¬ 

thing 99 j This is not right, werepiy; as this would involve 

an objectionable interdependence: If Perception hid for its 

object a ‘ causal character * different from that which mani¬ 

fests that character, then alone could the analogy of this 

lead to tho inference that in the case of Alcaska and such 

other things, the causal cluracter is different from the said 

manifester ;—and conversely, the fact of the causal character 

apprehended by Perception being different from that which 

makes that character apprehended is made to depend upon 

the facts of the causal character of Alccisha, etc., being infer¬ 

red (and not perceived). 

(135) Further [is the causal character of such causes 

as the Stick and the Hke adventitious, something transient? 

or unadventitiouS} eternal?]—if the causal character is eternal, 

then, even before the cause produced its effect, wo would 

have the notion that it produces, just as we would have the 

notion that it exists; and both these notions would bo equally 

valid [which is absurd!;—if, on the other hand, the casual 

character were transitory, then prior to the production and 

appearance of this ca isal character [which being au abstract 

generic entity, is only one], there would be no casual character 
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anywhere at all [and there being no causal character, there 

would be no cavse to produce that character]; and if, oven 

though transitory, it were never produced, then why could not 

the same be the case with all such transitory objects as the 

jar and the like ? 

(136) Lastly if, there bo such a single entity as 4 Ka- 
ranatva / causal character,—and it subsists in each and every 

one of the diverse things that are regarded as 4 cause/—then 

everything would be the cause of every other thing! 

•• But the 4 casual character9 pertaining to each indivi¬ 

dual effect is distinct ” This will not help you, we reply ; 

as even so, there will be some character common to all causes; 

and this character being the basis of the simple comprehen¬ 

sive notion of ‘cause*, if this generic entity of the 4 cause* 

were conceived of only as consisting of the causes of all such 

tilings as the jar and the like, you could not avoid the contin¬ 

gency of the 4 cause of the jar* being regarded as the 4 cause 

of the pillar.* ! 44 But the comprehensive notion that we have 

is only in the generic form 1 cause ’ and not in the form 4 cause 

of the jar/ ‘cause of the pillar,’ 4 cause cf the cloth* and sQ 

forth.** This is not right; as there is no proof for the 

existence of any such vague generic entity as 4 cause *, inde¬ 

pendently of all particularisation by reference to the jar and 

other particular effects,—a cause, that is, with regard [to 

which it cannot be determined of ichat effect it is the 4 cause/ 

On the other hand, if the generic character of one unspecified 
4cause* were to subsist in that which is the ‘cause* of a 
particular effect, then—as that teame particular cause would 

not bo the caus* ut some other particular effect, the character 

of thV non-causo * also would subsist in it; so that one and 

the Mtitao object, being possessed of such mutually indepe \d- 

ent and contradictory characters as the ‘cause* and tlie 

1 Jiou-eause *, would have to be regarded as 4 different *; and 
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Ihns your theory laving led to the absurdity that every 

ev-en •“ 1ereDt flQm itseIf’ J°u discard every chance of 
even a single 'cause * being established ! 

effectT”8” 6CM (!37) For,ller> »• <wk-Has a particular 
feCt ° or n°l? K a I- not, tl.eo it would cither 

,17 Th 7 0r ,b0 °TCr “•-* ». on the Other 
ad has a caa9% then what is that cause ? If J0U 3ay 

simPly that it is a particular individual, [i. e., a particular 
individual stick is the cam, of a particular individual jar],- 

LeMlo'l"0'- ", noot-ptoj ; as if this particular individual be 
>e simply that which exists before the effect—the 

jai is produced, even such adventitious accessories as the 
ass (on which the clay has been brought, and which is there 

before the jar ,s moulded) andthelike would alsohave to be re¬ 
garded as the cause; hence it behoves you to provide a further 
explanation as to what is it in the particular individual-’ 

stmk-tliat makes it the cause ol the particular effect-jar? 
(A) “Well, it is (he form of the particular individual that 
nmkes ,t the cause." This will not be right; as in the first 
place such form is distinct with each individual object; so 
thaVif the cause at the particular effect (jar) were to consist 
? (the specific form of any one particular individual (stick) 

then anything else not having that form could never be tl/e 

cause of that particular effect! [i. e., if the stick is the cause 
of the jar because it has the stick-form, then the potter's 
wheel and such other things, which do not have that form, 
could never bo regarded as the cause of the jar ;-andyet the 

name‘cause of the jar’is actually given (by the Logician 
nni to the stick only, but) to several particular individual 

tilings that produce the jar—viz: the constituent (clav) the 
non-constituent (stick, wheel, Ac.,) and the active or efficient 
(potter); and if several distinc ‘ individuals (in the shape of the 
several kinds of cause) could form the basis of the use of the 

single comprehensive name (‘cause of the jar’), then there 
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amities as ' Gotva’ the class Vcoff^jMAj^«uWWlit|Si,fe^ are 
postulated only with a view to provide an a-lequat^ basis for 

the use of such comprehensive names as * cow ’ &o., which 

could rest on the basis of the dtetiqct individual as we 

have already pointed out before. ,x (B)c 
stick the cause-, of the jar is the fact that it is its necessary 

antecedent [which the ass and smb other accessories,r;are 

uot].;!* This also cannot be accepted* as what; constitutes 

tlie necessary character (of the ... antecedence) is. the fact 

that the two are invariably concomitant and iis a matter of 

fact, there can be no such invariable concomitance between 

any particular individual causa and all particular individua 

effects [e.g.t all particular jars can 
with any particular stick]; and if the qualification ‘ neces¬ 

sary ' be removed, and mere ‘antecedence’ were made 

the condition, then many other things become included 

under the category of ‘ Cause,’which are not a cause at all. 

(Ci “ [In order to escape from the difficulty just pointed ou J 

We explain that what makes a particular thing (the . stick) 

the cause of another (the jar) is the fact that the former 

belongs to that class or category of things which is concomi¬ 

tant with things belonging to another class [so that the 

particular stick belongs to that dm ‘ Stick’ which is always 

found concomitant with every individual thing that belongs 

to the class ‘jar’].” This also is untenable; as this 

definition will apply to other individuals of the class also [i.e. 

it will include every stick that belongs to the category of 

4 stick,’ and not only to that which is pro luctive of the jar]. 

(D) 14 We may state the definition in the form that that winch 

is the cause, while belonging to the category which is 

concomitant with things of the other category, is In* 

antecedent o’ the particular individual of the latter category. 

This also cannot bo accepted ; as it .will apply *P hundreds of 
-‘Calm* -boon refuted »>•«''« in |>ara. 12» 

Kh. II. 17k 
X-J .11 .A’A 

Indian Thought.: Kltandana. 
to productive of hunureds 

of particular effects appearing at the same time aS the effect 

in question [to that if one hundred jars are produced at 

the same time; the cause Of one would, under the definition, 

have to be regarded as the cause of all] ;and if yon accept 

this as desirable, then the destruction'of the cause of one of 

these particular effects would imply the destruction of all 

those effects [f.e., the destruction of the component particles 

of one jar will mea»*tlie destruction of all jars] ! And farther 

it may be held thatall these particular things, belonging to 

the category concomitant with things of the other category,**- 

which are produced at any one: time-•-are produced by all- 

those causal accessoriesbelofiging to'the'category !with which 

the other is concomitant, that exist at the time;—but inrthat 

case, ps difference of the effects catt- be. due. to difference, in 

the causal accessories onff/4fl yorf regard °aH !ac<»ss©riiia5sab 

jointly producing the several effects, ibis ,#ould mean that 

all the effects are identical [every one Ofthem being produced 

conjointly by the same set of causes] ;and if teach effect f'bef 

held to be produced by a distinct set 0f-(8tttE4l acoessorfesy 

then each particular effect would have t© ‘to" regarded as 

diverse [being the product of the diverse aeoessorteii ]* noilefei 

~<i $i\\ jit henifilfloo saa 

(138) [We next proceed to demolish^ fh«P Logician’s 

conception of the ‘ Samavdyikdram* ‘ Constituent or Material 

Cause*]. As regards the Constituent Cause, if you makathe 

similarity of properties the determining '> factor - [which 

indicates what is the constituent of what, so that the yarn is 

the constituent of cloth because there is a certain similarity 

between the two], then the definition becomes toe wided{all 

the yarns in the world having to be regarded as the constituent 

of any particular piece of cloth] ;—and if you take each yarn 

by itself, then it would bo impossible for you to get atr any 

idea of concomitance (between cloth and yarn). “But we 

.can define the Constituent Cause as that which, .while belonging 

Kh. II. 175. 
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to a category of tilings which are the invariable concomitants 

of the particular effect, is one that is co-situato (sidSsha,) with 

the effect [so that of any particular piece of cloth only those 

yarns would be the constituent cause which are co-situate 

with it, which occupy the space occupied by the piece of 

cloth].” This will not be right; for if by the two being 

* co-situate ’ you mean that both are co-inherent, inhering in 

a common substratum, then this will not apply to the case in 

question at all; as you do not hold the view that the cause 

and its effect inhere in the same substratum;—if, on the 

other hand, by the-two being * co-situate* you mean that both 

are in conjunction or contact with the same points in space; 

then the definition will not apply to qualities and other such 

categories [which according to the Logician, cannot have any 

conjunction, which is possible for Substances ouly]lastly 

if some indefinite sort of co-situateness be meant [so that oven 

though in the case of Qualities and the Substances to which 

they belong, there is no conjunction, yet there is no doubt that 

there is some sort of co-situateness between them], then the 

definition becomes too wide [some sort of co-situateness being 

found in the case of many things that do not stand in the 

relation of cause and effect; for instance, when fire and water 

are contained ia the same roomj. Then again, inasmuch as 

you admit, as Cause, many such things as the unseen force and 

the like, which never occupy the same points in space as their 

effects, everything—whether co-situate or not—might be 

regarded as the Cause of everything else!—specially as mere 

antecedence remains the same in both cases [i. e. in the case 

of the co-situate Cause like the yarn, as also in the case of 

of the non-co-situate Cause like the Unseen Force].* Further* 

whenever we conceive of invariable concomitance, it is al¬ 

ways as between two communities^./. between ‘fire* in 

general and ‘smoke* ia general, and never as between parti, 

cular individuals); so that'[»/ invariable concomitance be the 

• So that the stick ut Benares would bo the causo of the jar at PataUpu|ra. 

Kh. II, 176. 

distinguishing feature of the Cause] the relation of Cause and. 

Effect could subsist only between the two Communities to 

which the particular individuals belong [and never between 

any particular individuals]; for if the invariability of con¬ 

comitance pertained to the Communities, and yet the relation 

of Cause and Effect pertained to the particular individuals,— 

then you would have the absurd contingency of the differential 

subsisting in a substratum totally different from the thing 

defined [i.e., while the concomitance subsists in the communities, 

the causal nature subsists in the individuals]. If, in order to 

avoid this, it ^ie held that the concomitance really pertains 

to the individuals as composing Ute communities,—then, in that 

case, no individual, as such, could ever be a Cause [the causal 

nature being restricted to the individual only a* composing 

tne communities, and not by itself J;—and as all communities 

are ever-lasting, your hypothesis would mean that the 

Effect is something that has been in existence already [as the 

Effect is only an individual, as a memfterof a Community, and 

this Community being eternal, must have existed before the 

oporati<Ju of the cause] ! And further, [the causal character per¬ 

taining to communities] the causal accessory pertaining to the 

‘substance,’ that pertaining to the ‘ tree * and that pertaining 

to the * shiinshapa,’ would each produce distinct individual 

effects; as each of the three being a ‘community * its causal 

character must be distinct, and its causal operation must 

b8 productive of individuals only; as all communities, 

‘substance,* and the like (being eternal), could never 

be products [so that the individual effects of each of 

the three causal accessories, ‘ substance,’ ‘ tree * and ‘ shim- 

shops ’ being distinct, there would be no possibility of the 

co-ordination of the three; so that you could not have any 

such notion as that * thi3 is the shimshaps, which is a tree, 

which is a substance *] 1 “ But the causal accessory of 

the ‘ shimshapei ’ is au accessory onlj as along with the ncces- 

Kh. II. 177. 
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sory of the ' tree ’; so that the individual ahimshapU cannot 

be anything apart from the tree." Even this will not 

help you ; as [even though the individual ahimshapU may not 

be.different from the ‘ tree *] the individual trees produced by 

the causal accessory of the tree are certainly different from 

the shimshapii; as even apart from the causal accessory of 

the ‘ shimshapii, ’ the accessory of the/ tree ’ produces many 

such other trees as the salf the palm and the like [so the fact 

remains that there can be no co-ordination between the 

* substance,’the * tree ’ and the * shimshapii ’]. “ But the 

causal acgessory of the shimshapii is productive only as 

accompanied by the accessory of the tree; so that how can 

there be any absolute difference between the individual 

shimshapii and the individual tree ? ” This cannot be right 

as [if there were no difference between the individual effects 

produced by the accessory of the ‘shimshapii ’ and those 

produced by that of the ‘tree’], there would be no possibility 

of the production of any tree other than the shimshapU; as, 

by your hypothesis, the accessories of the * shimshapii ’ and of 

the' tree’ being identical, there could be no difference in their 

effects! And further, your theory would mean that even in 

the producing of the individual tree, the causal accessory of 

the * tree ’ [would not be enough j as it] would require, in 

some cases, the causal accessory of the * shivishapcl,’ and in 

other cases, that of the ‘ tarn ala ’, and so forth [so that there 

would be no possibility of the shimshapii and the tamala both 

being equally regarded as * tree ’]; and the result of this 

would be that even though the effect produced, in the two 

cases, might be in the qualified form of the * tree ’, yet inas¬ 

much as the causal accessory in the two cases would be dif¬ 

ferent (accompanied in one case by the accessory of the 

shimshapU,' and in the other by that of the ‘ tamala ’), it 

would bo necessary to admit some difference in the generio 

form of the ‘ troe ’ itself! If (in order to avoid this) it be 

held that there is a comprehensive causal accessory as the 
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gcoessory of tne * tree * (which is common to all kinds of trees), 
then it would be necessary to admit the production of an 

the shape of the individual tree (produced by the 
• accessory of the tree ’),’aa entirely distinct from the effect in 
the shape of the particular trees, shimshapii and the rest 
{produced by the 'accessory of the shimshapU' Ac., &c.)l 
Vfcsra would be. many such other objeotionable features in 

jmr theory, which yon can yourself perceive. 

mM Ot-tf lunaf bm dafloed u the ‘necessary antecedent,’ it becomes 

mmmmrj&B vUl it mesai by ' amu* • before *; aod as * before * and 

*afar* orfy imifniriliinif of line, the Author proceeds to examine the 

w—ntpsidlil by U» LogieUn.) 

{J!9} |a the definition of Cause it has been stated that 
Vmi fa Tenable praeeoce of the oause should be preoious to the 
eSsot, here the word * previous * is meant to exclude the 
present *ni^ the future times; now we have to consider what 
fa the* previous time * which excludes the other two. As a 
oattcrof fact however, no consideration or examination of this 

fa possible (as there is no proof for the existence of auy such 
divisions of time.] " But with regard to Time we all meet 
with such notions as ' the present ’ and the like; and these 
notions supply the proof for the diversity in their subject 
(time) [i. o., the well-known ideas of ‘present,’ ‘past* and 
1 future ’ prove that there are these three divisions of time].” 

This is not right; for what, after all, is the subject of 
the notions of' present’ and the rest? “ Different Times 
farm the subject of these notions.” This cannot be right; 
far is this * difference ’ of the Time something natural or 
adventitious ? 

(140) It could not be natural; as you hold Time to be 
°°® » 80 that that same Time which is cognised as ' pro-- 
®eak could not, previous to the present, be regarded as 
‘future,’ or, after the present, as ‘past.’ “ But the single 

Time is actually endowed with the three-fold character (of 

Kh. II. 179. 
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past, present and future)." This cannot be; as, in tlie first 

place, the diversity of the character should cause a diversity in 

the object itself [so that if Time is endowed with the three¬ 

fold character, it must be regarded as three, and not one] and 

secondly, in that case, there would be no restriction at all: 

that is, at the very time that we have the idea that a certain 

thing ‘ exists/ we could also rightly have the . idea that it 

‘ existed/ or that * it will exist.’! 

(141) If, on the other hand, the Difference of the Time 

be held to be adventitious, then please point out what is that 

condition or circumstance (to which the adventitious Difference 

is due). “ What gives rise to difference or diversity in Time 

is the diversity of connections with the movements of the Sun 

and such other objects/' This cannot be, we reply ; as you 

must say that even with regard to the past and future (just 

as with regard to the present) you have the same idea of the 

connection of the said movements; as the same day, that, 

being connected with certain movements of the Sun, is cognis¬ 

ed as * present/ comes also to be cognised as * past/ or 

*to be,’—and in both theso latter cases also, it is connected 

with certain movements of the Sun; for the ideas of (past ’ 

and * future' pertain, not to the pure unqualified Time, but 

only to Time as conditioned by certain circumstances; and 

that same circumstance, which, previously, marked the day 

as * present/ as distinguished from another day, should serve 

again to mark that same day as ‘ past/ or as * future/ as 

distinguished from that same day [so that the said circums* 

tanco, connection with the Sun's movements, being common 

to all divisions of Time, cannot bo accepted as the circumstance 

that gives rise to the various divisions of TiiueJ. 

(142) “What you say is quite true; but, as a matter of 

*act, when the connection of tho circumstance with tlio Time 

is actually, here, we havo tho idea of * present ’; whe i that 

c nnection is destroyed, wo havo the idea of ‘past’; and when 

tho connection is not yet come (and is yet to cumo) wo havo 
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. of • future’ ” This also cannot be right; as m your 
the idea of futnre. there'if the Present tense 
expression ‘ aoattsthamanah, » there * seek 

u meant to bo oigntfoaat. the ,t ^ ^ ’ iiea 

» t„o ootioo ottb. • i«^ » « r°° 
of the Present (involved m yo P , ^ oq aQ , infinite 

bod yourself cither on conCeption of the present 
regress’ (by seeking to explain every conc^ 

bj mean, of aootber idea o the ^^ 

Similarly tho "onl,4-futur.- r/peotindy i and 

S aaplanatioa yon hare P-*- 

wmtd u to pick out one out of a number of synonyms a 

explain it hymens of another; and truly praiseworthy as your 
you an, wonderfully lucky’ [literally, ‘you have 

jour parent* aliTO *]. # 
(U.t) “ Tlio time characterised by action is the ‘present j 

that characterised by previous negation of action is the ‘past ; 

a„,l that characterised by the destruction or absolute absence 

of ael ion is the ‘ future'.” This also cannot be maintained; 

for as ^matter of fact, even when we have the conception of 

•past’ and ‘future/we actually conceive of the time as 

• characterised by action ’; so that, by your definition, all these 

will have to be cognised as ‘present’!* Specially as the Time 

that is not ‘ characterised by action/ cannot be characterised 

cither by the‘ previous negation’ or by the ‘destruction of 

action. Further, until you have provided an adequate expla¬ 

nation of what is meant by ‘ previous/ how could one understand 

what is meant by ‘previous negation’? How too could it be 

possible to point out the difference between ‘ previous negation 

and ‘ destruction’? “Well, the difference between theso 

two is this that, ‘ previous negation ’ is that negation which 

6 ‘ Time is out only ; so that mere chango in its characterisation cannot p'odnco 

eny diversity in it. Or, every point of time V sing characterised hy sonio action or 

the other, (lie ‘ being characterised l>y action will apply to all Time, and not to the 

promt only. 

KL II. 1B1. 



638 
Indian Thought : Khamlana. 

past, present and future)." This cannot be; as, in tlie first 

place, the diversity of the character should cause a diversity in 

the object itself [so that if Time is endowed with the three¬ 

fold character, it must be regarded as three, and not one] and 

secondly, in that case, there would be no restriction at all: 

that is, at the very time that we have the idea that a certain 

thing ‘ exists/ we could also rightly have the . idea that it 

‘ existed/ or that * it will exist.’! 

(141) If, on the other hand, the Difference of the Time 

be held to be adventitious, then please point out what is that 

condition or circumstance (to which the adventitious Difference 

is due). “ What gives rise to difference or diversity in Time 

is the diversity of connections with the movements of the Sun 

and such other objects/' This cannot be, we reply ; as you 

must say that even with regard to the past and future (just 

as with regard to the present) you have the same idea of the 

connection of the said movements; as the same day, that, 

being connected with certain movements of the Sun, is cognis¬ 

ed as * present/ comes also to be cognised as * past/ or 

*to be,’—and in both theso latter cases also, it is connected 

with certain movements of the Sun; for the ideas of (past ’ 

and * future' pertain, not to the pure unqualified Time, but 

only to Time as conditioned by certain circumstances; and 

that same circumstance, which, previously, marked the day 

as * present/ as distinguished from another day, should serve 

again to mark that same day as ‘ past/ or as * future/ as 

distinguished from that same day [so that the said circums* 

tanco, connection with the Sun's movements, being common 

to all divisions of Time, cannot bo accepted as the circumstance 

that gives rise to the various divisions of TiiueJ. 

(142) “What you say is quite true; but, as a matter of 

*act, when the connection of tho circumstance with tlio Time 

is actually, here, we havo tho idea of * present ’; whe i that 

c nnection is destroyed, wo havo the idea of ‘past’; and when 

tho connection is not yet come (and is yet to cumo) wo havo 

Kh. II. 180. 

Chapter IV. 
639 

. of • future’ ” This also cannot be right; as m your 
the idea of futnre. there'if the Present tense 
expression ‘ aoattsthamanah, » there * seek 

u meant to bo oigntfoaat. the ,t ^ ^ ’ iiea 

» t„o ootioo ottb. • i«^ » « r°° 
of the Present (involved m yo P , ^ oq aQ , infinite 

bod yourself cither on conCeption of the present 
regress’ (by seeking to explain every conc^ 

bj mean, of aootber idea o the ^^ 

Similarly tho "onl,4-futur.- r/peotindy i and 

S aaplanatioa yon hare P-*- 

wmtd u to pick out one out of a number of synonyms a 

explain it hymens of another; and truly praiseworthy as your 
you an, wonderfully lucky’ [literally, ‘you have 

jour parent* aliTO *]. # 
(U.t) “ Tlio time characterised by action is the ‘present j 

that characterised by previous negation of action is the ‘past ; 

a„,l that characterised by the destruction or absolute absence 

of ael ion is the ‘ future'.” This also cannot be maintained; 

for as ^matter of fact, even when we have the conception of 

•past’ and ‘future/we actually conceive of the time as 

• characterised by action ’; so that, by your definition, all these 

will have to be cognised as ‘present’!* Specially as the Time 

that is not ‘ characterised by action/ cannot be characterised 

cither by the‘ previous negation’ or by the ‘destruction of 

action. Further, until you have provided an adequate expla¬ 

nation of what is meant by ‘ previous/ how could one understand 

what is meant by ‘previous negation’? How too could it be 

possible to point out the difference between ‘ previous negation 

and ‘ destruction’? “Well, the difference between theso 

two is this that, ‘ previous negation ’ is that negation which 

6 ‘ Time is out only ; so that mere chango in its characterisation cannot p'odnco 

eny diversity in it. Or, every point of time V sing characterised hy sonio action or 

the other, (lie ‘ being characterised l>y action will apply to all Time, and not to the 

promt only. 

KL II. 1B1. 



64u 
Indian Thought: Khandana. 

has an end, while * Destruction ’ is that negation which has a 
beginning." This is not tenable; for what is that ‘ end ’ of 

the Previous Negation, on account of which it is called * having 

an end’? If the ‘end’ of Previous Negation be said to consist 

in the counter-entity of the negation—such as the jar and the 

like,—then, inasmuch as Destruction also, like the previous 

negation, has a counter-entity, that also ‘ has an end.' Then 

as regards Destruction, you define it a3 that negation * which 

has a beginning’;—now it has to be considered what is meant 

by ‘beginning’ here. If by ‘beginning’ is meant the *sattoa' 

or ‘ being*’ of that which has been amt or non-existent,—and 

this ‘ saliva ’ is a Community,—then it is absolutely impossible 

that any such should belong to a Negation [as according to 

the Logiciau, Community is possible only in the case of 

Substance, Quality and Action]. If, on the other hand, by 

‘ beginning ’ is meant merely ‘ soarilpasatloa ’ or ‘ the attain¬ 

ing of one’s own individuality,’—then such a * beginning' 

would be possible for the Previous Negation also; as this also 

is non-existent at some time or other. “ What is meant 

by ‘ beginning’ is the 'saliva, coming into existence, of what 

was previously non-existent." This is not right; as it has 

still to be determined what is meant by ‘ previously,’ ‘ now » 

and ‘ subsequently.’ For similar reasons we also reject the 

definition of ‘beginning’ as ‘existence determined by the cause’; 

for unless the meaning of ‘before’ and ‘after’ has been 

ascertained, no adequate explanatioa is possible of what is 

meant by ‘ Cause.’ 

(144) “ The * past' and the * future ' might be explained 

in any manner (that does not concern us now); as regards the 

‘present,’ when a certain time is qualified or characterised by 

a particular action, that time is called ‘ present ’ with reference 

to that action,—and not with reference to any other action.’’ 

This definition also canoot bo maintained ; as what do you 

moan by tho phrase ‘ with reference to that’ ? Does it moan 

Kh. II. 182. 
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_that the action is theideterininant of the time ? (6) or 

that it is its limit or standard of comparison ? (c) or that it is 

its oorrelative ? (<i) or that it is its method or manner ? («) 

The first is not possible; as we have pointed out more than 

the time that is cognised as 1 past ’ and ‘ future ’ is 

fl«n the same that is * determined by action ’ [so that this 

definition cannot apply to the ‘present’ alone]. (6) Nor 

{s the second possible; because as a matter of fact, when 

we conceive of the ‘present,’ of something as ‘existing,’ 

oar conception does not involve any idea of a standard of 

l is to say, our conception does not appear 

» the form * —mil again oar'ate ‘ this exists as compared to 

tk*4 MCaM*! ai it does whenever tho idea of standard of com- 

pmimm b involved; u for ioetaaco, in tho conception‘ this is 

tMg«r ms c*mp*r*d to tkal ;* and further, at all times, all the 

tluw* notion* of4 past*,4 present* and 4 future, would bo possi¬ 

ble, in regard to three distinct4 standards ;* and [as all these 

notions would appear in connection with the Time which is 

a single entity], no exact division into 4 past*, 4 present * and 

•future * would be possible. (c) For the same reason the 

third alternative also cannot be maintained. (d) Nor lastly 

is the fourth alternative tenable ; as even at the time that we 

conceive of the 4 past* and 4 future’, the conception may ap¬ 

pear ia the ‘ manner’ determine! by the action ; so that these 

»l*o will be liable to be cognised as ‘ present.’ “ But as a 

matter of fact, the ‘ manner determined by the action’ is not 

present in the ‘ past’ and 1 future’ times.” This statement 

of youra is not right; as you have still to determine what is 

meant by being present; so that it is not yet right for you to 

*adicat9 the difference (between the ‘ present,’ the ‘ past’ and 

tfie ‘ future’) by using the phrase ‘ is present’ [as you do in 

jour last statement]. 

(145) “ We shall define the ‘ present’ as that time which, 

at the time of a certain action, is determined or characterised 

bj that action.’’ This also wo cannot accept; as this 
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deflation (containing the phrase kail follah) implies thp subsis¬ 

tence of Time in Time, which is impossible; specially as you do 

not admit more than one Time (whereby one Time could subsist 

in another), your statement would mean that Time rests in 

itself; which clearly involves the absurdity of ‘self-subsistence/ 

(146) [Finding that any such determining circumstance 

as the action of the Sun and the like cannot be reasonably 

maintained, the Logician puts forward another definition on 

the basis of other determining circumstances].—“ That time 

is called * present’ which is the object as well as the substra¬ 

tum of the cognition that apprehends it [wher? we cegnise the 

present time, this cognition apprehends the present time, and 

also appears at the present time];—that time is called pre¬ 

vious (‘past’) which is characterised by the previous negation 

of the determining factor of present time (by the aforesaid 

definition the present time is determined by the cognition of 

the present time) so that the ‘past* time would be that which is 

characterised by the previous negation of the cognition of 

present time ;—and that time is the ‘future’ which is charac¬ 

terised by the distinction or cessation of that determining 

factor. And as regards the distinction between these latter 

two, this is got at on the basis of the natural difference that 

there lies between ‘previous negation and ‘destruction:’—Pre¬ 

vious Negation being defined as the cause of the demarcatioa- 

of previous time, on the ba3i3 of the particular (effect in the 

shape of the said demarcation) which proceeds from its very 

nature ; and similarly Destruction being defined as the cause 

of the demarcation of future time”. 

(147) The above definition cannot be accepted. Accord¬ 

ing to the philosophical tlmorv (of the Logici ni) that does 

not admit of the self-luminosity of Cognitions, it is not possible 

for a cognition to apprehond a thing upon which it itself rests 

[t nd in the proposed definition, tlio present time is the subs¬ 

tratum as well as tho object of its cognition] ; and under 

Kh. II. 181. 
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the circumstances how could there be any apprehension of 

present time (such as your definition depicts it ? If it be 

held that that cognition of which tho present time forms 

an integral factor is apprehended by means of another 

cognition; and it is in this manner that the‘present time is 

cognised,—then the cognition ‘this tens seen by me then’ 

should have to appear in the form * then this is seen by me 

[as vour theory involves the admission of the fact tlmt the 

•present time is apprehended by means of a cognition that 

appears that ti.ns has posse 1 by, anl this means that 

the aavchendel as the pw»i]. For thi3 same rea¬ 

son thrro is no escape f »r you, even if you admit the s-d»- 

hstnirKMtr of coguiti m*; for even in this case, what you de¬ 

clare ti> be apprehende l as the •present* is exactly what is 

apprehended by tho other cognition («>f the post) also,—thus 

mur definition becoming vitiated by tho fault of being too 

trid\ Specially as, even if you were to add (to your defini¬ 

tion) the fjunhficution ‘self-luminous’ [so that the ‘present’ time 

is that which, while b ung the object of-the self-luminous cog¬ 

nition, is tho substratum of that cognition], that does not 

make any difference in the character of tho object [and 

banco the definition remains applicable to the past as well 

ns to tho present], “Certainly, there would be a difference 

consisting in its (Cognition’s) own speeiji: form of each [so 

that the cognition in which the ‘present’ enters as the objec¬ 

tive factor, cannot be the same as that which apprehends 

the ‘past*]. “This is not right; as whether you take the 

phrase its own form as comprehensive or not comprehensive, 

—in either case undesirable contingencies result [i. e. if 

the pronoun ‘its/ includes all cognitions, then the ‘form* 

of one Cognition would bo tho same as that of another; so 

that there would be no difference among cognitions at all; if, 

°» the other hand, tho pronoun .refers to any particular cogni¬ 

tion, then the time of no other cognition could ever bo re¬ 

garded as ‘present]’ 
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(148) Then again, even though there may be some 
difference in the specific forms of ‘previous negation’and 
‘destruction * [on which natural difference the opponent has, in 
para. 146, based the difference between ‘past’ and ‘future’], 
we ask—which of the two determines the application of the 

name ‘past’ and which that of ‘future’?—And if (instead of 
answering thi3 question directly) you were toexplain that the 
application of the different names is due to the difference in 
the effects produced,—then our reply to this is that you can¬ 
not find out'what is productive of which product, until you 
have explained what is meant by ‘before’ and ‘after’—-the only 
explanation of which that you have offered having been refut¬ 

ed by us. 

(149) Further, if you base your distinctions of time (into 
past, present and future) upon differences of determining cir¬ 
cumstances, (such as the movements of the Sun and the like), 
then Time, which you have held to be one only, would become 
many, in view of the possible determining circumstances being 

innumerable, in the shape of the movements of the Sun, of 
the Moon, and so forth; specially as it is Dot possible for you 
to determine that (from among these innumerable circum¬ 

stances) it i3 only this,and not that, which serves to determine 

Time. 

(150) As for the theory that the nature of everything is 
undergoing momentary transformation; so [though Time is 

one, its nature being different at each moment] the distinction 
into ‘past’ ‘present’ and ‘future’ is due to these changes in 
the nature of Time—in this case also it will bo necessary to 
base the distinction ultimately upon certain determining cir¬ 
cumstances; and honco this theory also will fall within the grip 

of the objections that wo have already urged agamst thodistinc- 
tion being basodupon determining conditions. 

Kh. II. 180. 
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[Finding it impossible to provide an adequate explanation cf the distinc¬ 

tions of Time, the Opponent, instead of being represented as defeated, is made, 

with a view to introduce and demolish the Logician’s conception of Doubly 

t j say that—“no one cao deny that tbe distinction of Present, Past and 

Future is real; under the circumstances, if we are unable to provide an ade¬ 

quate explanation, we may regard the*explanation as Doubtful, accepting the 

fact as settled.* This provides the Ve^agtin with an occasion for taking 

op the Logician's account of Doubt]. 

(151) “ With all this, however, there must be some differ* 
euco among the several points of time; as it cannot be denied 

that peoplo have the different, conceptions (with regard to 
tlio different points of time). And thus, the existence Of 
some soK of ififferenco in a general way being an established 
fact, if we are unable to determine what that exact differ¬ 
ence it, all that this can justify us to do is to say that the 
exact nature of the difference is donbtful.” This is not 
right, we reply ; as you cannot explain the exact nature of 
Doubt either. For instance, to what is the difference of 
Doubt from Certainty duo ?—(A) Is it due to some adventi¬ 
tious condition ? Or (B) to the very jati or naturo of the 
two ? 

(155) (A) If it bo held to be due to some adventitious con¬ 
dition, we ask—(<i) is it due to this Adventitious condition in the 
form of some peculiarity in the objects (of tbe Cognition) ? (6) 
or in the form of some peculiarity in the causes (of the cog¬ 
nition) ? (c) or injthe form of something else related to them ? 
(«) It cannot be the first—t. e., the difference of Doubt from 

Certainty cannot be held, to be due to tbe adventitious condi¬ 
tion in the form of some peculiarity in the object; for no 
adequate explanation is possible as to what is the object of 
Doubt ? “ But (it is a well-known fact that) Doubt has for 
its object two things ”. This is not right; as under this 
definition of Doubt, the Certainty that peoplo may have with 

regard to two things would also have to be regarded as 
_ Dmibt ’. “ Bub as a matter of fact, no such Certainty 

13 87er with in experience (all Certainty bearing upon 
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13 87er with in experience (all Certainty bearing upon 
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only one of the two tliiDgs). This is not true; as people 

do have such two-sided certainties ; e. g., when they regard 

a thing as both different and non-different from another 

thing' (as real as well as unreal,-and so forth); secondly, when 

they have the verbal cognition on hearing the sentence ‘this 

is different as well as non-different from that’ [in which case 

also the cognition of the two alternatives is a certainty}; and 

lastly, in the case of dreams also (such certainty is often met 

with). “ But when people have a certaiuty with regard to 

the two sides of a question, there does not appear, to their 

mind, any contradiction (or incompatibility) hetween'tlie two 

alternatives; while in the case of Doubt, such contradiction 

is clearly manifest [so that the two cases are not analo¬ 

gous}.” This also is not right; for even though one may be 

quite cognisant of the contradiction or incompatibility bet¬ 

ween the conclishell’ and ‘ yellowness’—this * incompatibility. * 

consisting in the fact that the ‘ character of conch’and 

* yellowness ’ are never found in the tame substratum,—yet 

(under the influence of bile) he has the notion * the conclishell 

is yellow ’ (and this notion is a certaiuty with regard to both 

concepts). “ But in this notion itself the incompatibility 

does nos appear at all,’’ This is not true ; as this certain 

notion often appears in a person who is all along thinking as 

to how the conch could bo yellow, which clearly shows that 

the idea of incompatibility between the two as existing in the 

same substratum is present in liis mind. “But the exam¬ 

ples that yon cite all belong, to the category of wrong cogni¬ 

tions (while we make a distinction between Doubt and Wrong 

Cognition].” This does not help you ; as you regard Doubt 

also as not approhending the real nature of things [so that 

Doubt also, according to yon, is only a form of‘Wrong 

Cognition’]; and whether the cognitions are right or wrong 

[whether or not they apprehend the real nature of things], it 

does not make any differcnco in their having the thing for their 

object; for instance, the cognition of silver, even when wrong, 
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does not cease to be the ‘ cognition of silver ’ [so that even 

though the cognition * the conch is yellow ’ is wrong, the fact 

remains that it has for it object the two incompatible things 

‘conch’ and ‘ yellowness ’]. “ We can define Doubt as that 

which has for its object two aoyavasthita, or undetermined, 

things.’’ Bat what do you mean by the thing being ‘ aoyavas- 

fhita 7 “ By the thing being * aoyaaasthita ’ we mean that 

it is ‘paksika But we do not ask you to give us a synonym 

for *avyaoaslhiia’; what we mean to ask is—does this 

* azyavasthila ’ constitute the-very nature of the two things? 

Or it is Only a “property of these ?. If it is the former, then 

my contention remains in force that with this definition Doubt 

does not differ from the Certainty that people have with 

regard to two things. And if it is the latter—i. if it is a 

property of the two things,—then, if the aoyavasthitntii is 

a property established by a proof (recognised by a valid 

i.Htru runt of cognition) then this cognition of the ' aoyacas- 

thitdta ’ itself, having for its object this property as belong¬ 

ing to two things, would fall within your definition of Doubt; 

and thaqpoy cease to be a right cognition;—while, on the 

other hand, if it is not cognised by any valid instrument of 

coguition, then [the aoyaoasthitala is a non-entity ; so that 

t'n object of your Doubt being a nmentity] there is nothing 

in the object of Doubt that can distinguish it (from other 

cognitions). “ Other points of difference in the * Object ’ of 

D ubt may be stated in the form that it has for its object 

the p >st as well as the non-post, or the mm a3 well as the 

n-tn-man [while the Certainty coguises either the post only or 

the tnan only]’*.—But this statement also is refuted by the 

same reasoning that we have just put forward [/. e , this 

st:tement also cannot stand either of the alternatives of tho 

object being validly cognised or not]. If then what 

appears in Doubt word held to bo an, absolute non-entity, 

then all v'^tory to the Baudtjhas who hold tho AsatkLjiti 

view [that what is apprehended by Wrong Cognition is an 
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absolute non-entity] I (4) Nor can the second alternative 

(mentioned in the opening of the paragraph) be maintained— 

that is, the Difference between Doubt and Certainty cannot 

be due to an adventitious circumstance, in the shape of 

Difference in the causes of the two cognitions; for does this 

Difference lie in the entire causal apparatus (leading to the 

cognition)? Or in only a portion of that apparatus? It 

cannot be the former; as the entire apparatus (consisting as 

it does of many seen and unseen agencies) being impercep¬ 

tible, the Doubt that would be determined or conditioned by 

it would never be amenable to Perception ;—nor again could 

the causal apparatus be amenable to Inference ; as there is 

no characteristic mark which (as the probans) could lead to 

its inference. Why; the peculiar character of the Effect 

would be the requisite probans leading to the inference of 

the Cause.” This wilt not be possible; as it is the peculiar 

character of the Effect (Doubt) that we are still considering, 

and which we have not yet got at; specially as we are going 

to refute the view that the peculiarity rests upon the parfcic- 

ular jati or genus (to which Doubt belongs). Nor can the 

second alternative be accepted—that the difference of Cause 

lies in only a portion of the causal apparatus; for if this portion 

be something perceptible, then,—inasmuch as the cognition of 

the common property (subsisting in the two things figuring 

in Doubt) and the remembrance oE the distinctive peculiari¬ 

ties of both are perceptible (by the mind)) and [when alone 

Doubt appears],—these two (cognition and remembrance), 

being the (objects, and hence) causes of the mental perception 

of the said cognition and remembrance, would also fall within 

your definition (of the * portion of causal apparatus* that 

forms tho distinguishing feature of Doubt) [so that the said 

mental perception of tho cognition and the remembrance 

would have to bo regarded as Doubt] 1 On the other hand, 

if the portion of tho causal apparatus bo held to be something 

not perceptible, then there arises this difficulty, that there is no 

Kh. II.ldQ. 
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characteristic mark available (which, as the probans, could lead 

to the inference of that portion), so that no cognition of the 

* portion' would bo possible; and as for the view that a 

peculiar genus (or nature) is imposed upon the Effect [f. «. 

tho Doubt,—this peculiar nature bringing about the infer¬ 

ence of tho imperceptible ‘portion of cause’J, this we are 

going to refute later on; aud then again, inasmuch as the 

sud n-tlure (imposed or determined as it is, by an impercep¬ 

tible cause) would bo imperceptible, it could never form an 

integral factor in that cognition which is borne out by the 

(doubtful) representative cognition (in the form ‘ I have had 

a Doubt*) fa* there would be m possibility of the • nature ’ 

appearing in the direct perception of tho object of that doubt¬ 

ful cognition ; whilo if such a nature were really imposed, it 

-ouU be cortainl, porceiced], (,) Nor, tastlv. is the, tlnrd 

alutnutive toaablo, — that tWdifference botnreea Doubt end 

Cjrtamtjr u due to the adventitious circnmstnnco in the form 
of -o-nelunj elso related to them;-*, i, is absoluk| 

impo3.tblo for jron to indicate ithat this • something ’ ja. 

(151!) (B) Nor again can tvo accept the sewed alter- 

::::ruTr °'ose ot para- ^d^r. 

natnw of r ? “I"1 is im to /4ft or 

would 1 W°' • ^ in CaS0 Oasmuch as Doubt 

genus of• ^ “ th® 8ab3fcrafcuin of the entire 
7f| °)Ubt 1 every facfcor that constitutes this genus 

ZZ !T UQSpeCifi9d f0rm of thing—would^havo* ^beregard9da3fdoilbtful,(e<j7 .n thQ ° 

nun or a post*? there are three factors, ikii, *** and L . 

^d under the definition now offered, every one of L’ 

*ould pert ,t0 1)6 “ ^ d°ublful; 80 thafc the Doubt 

1 this’ also I ‘wn6 Y t0 th° ‘ “an ’ and the ‘ P°st ’• bat to 
for inti n “ 0 as 8 mafct'3r of fact, such is not the case • 

o Doubt ‘ is this a man or a post ? *—tho idea that 

neverTa,tUofora,nd<°* °h!"rV°r and guidos hi* action is 
o form— is this tho form of tho-thing or not? 

A7i.77.10j. 
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pertaining to the existence of the form of the thing itself 

in the shape of a thing characterised by tallness [i. as some¬ 

thing tali ’], which is what is referred to by the word 4 this 9 

(iu the expression 4 is this a man or a post ?’); in fact, so far 

as the idea of 4 something tall9 is concerned, the man is quite 

certain about it. If you ask in what’ way this affects your 

position,—our reply is that one and the same cognition (i. e. 

the cognition 4 is this a man or a post ?*) consisting of both 

1 doubt * and ‘certainty*, this gives rise to a commixture or over¬ 

lapping of your two jati* of 4 Doubt’ and4 Certainty 1 [which, 

as jatis, should be always distinct]. 44 But thero need be noth¬ 

ing incongruous in this; in the cognition—4is this a man or 

post’?—we regard the idea of 4 this * as valid9 4 prama, ’ and the 

idea of 4 man or post * as invalid, 4 apraraa9; and in the same 

manner, the idea of 4 this * is certain, and that4 man or po3t * 

is doubtful.*' This analogy doe3 not help you, we reply; 

as it is exactly in view of this commixture of 4promt and 

4 aprama 9 that4 pramltoa9 and 4 a pram Itoa 9 have been re- 

garded, not as distinct jati*, but only as two upZdliis, 4 ad¬ 

ventitious adjuncts / consisting respoctively of the characters 

of being in conson^mce with the real nature of the thing and 

not being in consonance with the real nature of the thing. 

Further, if you hold that the cognition—4 is this a man or a 

post?’—is a commixture of the two classes of 4 Doubt* and 

4 Certainty \ then, the samo cognition, in regard to one object 

(4 this) belongs to one jdli—4 Certainty \—while, with re¬ 

gard to another object (‘ man or post ’), it belongs to another 

jati—4 Doubt *; and this would mean that the conception of 

jatis h not something absolutely determined aud fixed, but 

relative and variable; and this would certaioly represent an 

untrodden path of philosophic speculation ! 

(154) But oven traversing tl|0 course of philosophic 

speculation, if you betake yourself to this novel path, what 

determinant would you put forward, whereby it could In 

K!77. i:>2. 

CnAFTER IV 

determiued that iu regard to the thing as such, (as something 

tall, for instance), the same cognition is a. certainty, while in 

regard to its particular forms 1 man * or 4 postJ it is a doubt \ 

44 What will determine this will be the perception and non¬ 

perception of the specific characters [that whose specific 

character is perceived is the object of 4 Certainty and that 

whose character is not perceived is the object of 4 Doubt J. 

This will not help you, we reply ; for the . specific character 

of the post consists in its being post, and that of man in being 

man ; and as both these characters appear in the cognition 

is thW a roan or a post?'], this cognition (even with legard 

U> the rain and the post) will have to be regarded as 

CrrUimtf. 44 But before tho Doubt appears there is no per¬ 

emption of the specific characters; so that it is only 

right to sav that there is Uaubt (and not Certainty). Io 

that case, with regard to tho thing itself, also, before its 

cognition appears, how could there bo any perception of its 

specific character (whereby its cognition would bo regarded 

as a Certainty) ? And there is yet another objection that can 

bo rightly urged agauist your theory: viz., that at the time that 

the Doubt appears, the perception of the specific character of 

tho things is present; so that from that moment the Doubt 

would become a Certainty, and there would be no chance for 

tho continuity of the doubtful cognition [a continuity which, 

in the form of a ‘stream of consciousness’, should be present in 

the case of every cognition]. 44What is held to be the deter¬ 

minant of the certainty with regard to the 4 something ’ (the 

idea of4 this 9) is a Specific character which is entirely differ¬ 

ent from that specific character which is apprehended in the 

Doubt appearing after tho appearance of tho aforesaid Cer¬ 

tainty [so that the continuity of tho Doubtful Cognition, 4 is 

this a mau or a post?*, is quito possible].” This also is not 

right; as in that case (tho perception of another specific 

character being tho determinant of Certainly, and hcnco th.o 

obstacle to Doubt) after the observer has had one Doubt—* 
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tho continuity of the doubtful cognition [a continuity which, 

in the form of a ‘stream of consciousness’, should be present in 

the case of every cognition]. 44What is held to be the deter¬ 

minant of the certainty with regard to the 4 something ’ (the 

idea of4 this 9) is a Specific character which is entirely differ¬ 

ent from that specific character which is apprehended in the 

Doubt appearing after tho appearance of tho aforesaid Cer¬ 

tainty [so that the continuity of tho Doubtful Cognition, 4 is 

this a mau or a post?*, is quito possible].” This also is not 

right; as in that case (tho perception of another specific 

character being tho determinant of Certainly, and hcnco th.o 

obstacle to Doubt) after the observer has had one Doubt—* 
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in tlio form * ia this a man or a post?’—he could not (with re¬ 

gard to the same tall object) have another doubt—in the form 

‘does this consist of wood, or of flesh and blood?’; for 

the simple reason that the former Doubt will have 

apprehended the specific characters of ‘man* and ‘post’, 

which are different from the two characters of ‘ wooden ’ 

and of flesh and blood ‘ [and should therefore bring about 

certainty and bar the way to any further Doubt ]. “What 

bars the way to further Doubt is the previous perception 

of the specific character of one of the two things concerned; 

and in^.he case of Doubt [‘ is this a man or a post ’?)>what is 

perceived is the specific character of both things; so that the 

objection urged by you [that no further doubt could appear 

with regard to the two things, after the first Doubt] does not 

affect our theory.” In that case (the perception of both 

specific characters not being a bar to the appearance of fur. 

ther Doubt], if, by some means or other, the observer mis¬ 

takes the thing to be both man and post [so that he has the 

perception of the specific character of both], this should not 

bar the way to the further doubt, in the form ‘ does (Jiis con¬ 

sist of wood or of flesh and blood’?; as the previous cognition 

has apprehended the specific characters of both ! [Though as a 

matter of fact, when the man cognises for certain that the ob¬ 

ject he sees is both man and post, he cannot, under any circum¬ 

stances, have any such doubt as to whether it is of wood or of 

flesh and blood]* ‘‘ When we speak of the ‘ perception of 

the specific character,’ what we mean is- th it the observer 

should have a certainty with regard to it, and not merely that 

he should have any sort of cognition of it (certain or doubtful) j 

and only if this latter were the case, then alone could even the 

doubtful cojnilion of specific character bar the way to further 

Doubt.” This also is not right, we reply; as your theory 

comes to this: what is the determinant of certainty can bo as¬ 

certained only whon it has been a scat ained, in a case where the 

doubt approhonds two specific characters, thattho Doubt cannot 

Kh. II. 101. 
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be regarded as a certainty with regard to these characters;—and 

conversely, that ' the Doubt cannot be regarded as a certainly 

with regard to two specific characters’ can be ascertained only 

after the determinant of certainty has been ascertained 5 and 

who could escape from the most uudesirable * mutual inter¬ 

dependence ’ involved in this theory ? 

(155) “ If it were held that the Doubtful Cognition has 

the thing (the'tall something’) for its object, then there 

would certainly be a half-and-half commixture of‘Doubt’ 

and * Certainty ’ [in the cognition ‘ is this a man or a post? ’ ]; 

and iWvfoix-thU ‘ commixture ’ disappears simply on account 

of iu mM being held that the Doubtful Cognition has the thing 

for iu objrvt; and our theory is that the cognition of the 

iUrlf (m * this ’)—which is a certainty—is totally distinct 

from the cognition • is Man or post ’; this latter is what we 

call*' Doul>t’.M This also is not tenable; for there is no 

incompatibility between the idea of ‘ man ’and that of * post,’ 

except when both aro related to one and the same thing; so 

that (apart from the cognition of tho thing, ‘ this ’) there 

could jje no possibility for the appearance of the 

idea of its being either a man or a post; for if the 

idea of * post’ appeared with regard to one thing and that of 

'man’with regard to another thing,—there would be no 

incongruity in this [hence there would be no justification for 

the idea that the thing must be either man or post, which 

implies that it cannot be both, which could be true only 

in case of incompatibility between the two]. If there 

were an incompatibility between the two (‘man’ and ‘post’), 

apart from their connection with a single object, then in 

the whole world, they would be constantly contending 

against each other, and both would become non-existent! 

And further, [if the incompatibility were independent 

of the connection of tho one object], the certain cognition 

of ' man ’ that one has with reforenco to a certain thing 

(the tall object beforo him) cither puts an to end all his doubt 

Eh. II. 105. 
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with regard to that thing, or does not allow any doubt to 

arise at all;—exactly in the same manner would all doubt 

with regard to that same thing be either put an end to, 

- or not allowed to appear at all, also by the certain cognition 

of ‘ man ’ that the observer may luve with regard to him* 

self! For there would be no difference in the two cases (as 

regards the incompatibility): Specially because just as the 

Doubt is not with reference to the observer’s bod v, so also 

is it not with reference to the thing before his eye3 (which, 

ex hypothesi, is cognised for certain). Further (irrespec¬ 

tively of the connection of a single common object) how could 

there be any such idea of co-existence, or co-ordination, with 

the tiling recognised as 4 this*, which is involved in 

the doubt—‘is this tall thing a man or a pillar?' How also 

(in the absence of such co-ordination) could Recognition, 

li This is that same thing '', and such other Cognitions (as 

* this is a jar' and the like, which involve the idea of co-ordi¬ 

nation) be regarded as one cognition ? Thus (by the denial of 

the said co-ordination) the whole fabric of qualified or concrete 

cognition crumbles to the ground! And the entire yyorld of 

‘Cognition' becomes reduced to such disjointed ideas as 

those of the ‘cow', the ‘ horse', the ‘man,’ and so forth 1 

Let us desist from pressing this point further! 

(155) Notwithstanding all this, it cannot be denied that 

there is such a conception as ‘is this a manor a pillar ?’, which 

touches, or refers to, two mutually incompatible things; and 

this (well-known) conception will indicate (and establish) its 

object, such as it is [and wo have no business to quarrel 

with this fact of common experience].” This will not 

help you ; as the objections urged above having rejected all 

possible way. ’•ViiK/li M,.. Joubi# uuuid be establish¬ 

ed, thoro can no bo way left in which it could be proved. 

Kh.ll.m. 
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[It lias been held that there is 4 Virodha *,1 Contradiction *, between the 

t\ro objects that appear in a Doubtful Cognition. This leads the Author 

to take up the criticism of the idea of 4 Contradiction* or 4 incompatibility*] 

(157) With regard to L/oubt it has been held that it has 

for its object tliiugs that are, by their very nature, contra¬ 

dictory or incompatible, VirudJha ;—now (apart from the ob¬ 

jections we have urged above) no adequate explanation can 

be provided of what is. meant by this ‘ Vir^dh t,' ‘ contradic¬ 

tion*, or ‘incompatibility/ For instance, what is the 

• between Bhont, Existence, and Abhlr t^ ‘Non-exis- 

Urooe’ [which 4orra the most general and most prouounced 

pair of contnwlictories] ? “ The 4 contradict ion ’ between 

«wi»i> mrm and consists in this that they do not 

exist together.** This is not right; [docs this mean that 

ihmj do not exist st the same litn i ? or at the same place ?— 

The Utter would be impossible, as the exisl-nre and non-exis* 
true* of the jar is found to be present at the same place at 

different times;—the former also will not be right] as the 

erU'encc and non-existence (of the jar) is actually found to be 

present at the same time at different place*. 44 What is 

meant is that they are not present at the same place (at the 

fame time)/' This also is not right; if you hold the view 

that conjunction and such other qualities occupy only a part 

of their substrates, then the definition becomes impossible; 

as you yourself admit that in the same substance there is (at 

the same time) both existence (presence) and non-existence 

(absence) [of conjunction], even though the manner (or 

(method) of the two (presence and absence) may bo different 

[c.j, when in the same tree you have the presence of the ^ 

monkey at the top, and its absence at the bottom]. “ In 

accordance writh the view of those who accept the theory that 

Conjunction occupies only a part of its substrate, ‘ Contradict 

Mon’ should be defined as consisting in the fact that the two 

cannot be present together in the same manner, at one and 

lhc same (time and place); while in accordance with the view 

Kh. II. 117. 
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of those who do not accept tho said theory, we can define it 

simply as consisting in the fact that the two cannot be pre¬ 

sent together at the same (time and) place.” This also will 

not be right; [as in either case no correct explanation of not 

bring present together, 4Sahanavastliana \ can be provided]. 

For what does the phrase * cannot be present together* mean? 

(a) Does it mean that4 there can be no concomitance of the 

presence of both*? (6) Or, that‘there should be concomi¬ 

tance of the negation of the presence of both ’? (a) If the 

former is the meaning, then your statement involves the 

denial of an impossible thing; 4 the concowitanoa of the 

presence 6f two contradictory) things * being something that 

has never been known (and hence its denial is an absurdity] ; 

as for the denial of such impossible things (or non-entities) 

as the hare 8 horn and the like, we explain them as being the 

denial of the horn in tho hare ; so that what is denied is the 

horn, which is a well-known thing. One of your own philo¬ 

sophers (Udayana, in his Kusumdyjali) has declared that 

4 it is only a real object that can be denied *; and also an¬ 

other (Vachaspati Mishra, in his Tdtparyatikd)—4 i£ is only 

an object that has had its form known somewhere that can 

be denied.* (6) If, on the other hand, yon accept the second 

meaning of the phrase, then, you admit the possibility of the 

concomitance ot the presence of the two; as the denial of two 

contradictory things ultimately resolves itself into the two 

things themselves [your definition means that there is 4 con¬ 

comitance of the denial or negation of the two things * ; now 

of the two contradictory things, existence and non-existence} 

the denial of the one means the affirmation of^the other; and 

thus tho denial of both means the affirmation of both ; so 

that the 4 concomitanco of tho denial of both * means the 

concomitance of both ; which makes your definition absurd). 

(Jo8) [Another definition of ‘Contradiction * is put for¬ 

ward]—“ Two things are said to bo contradictory when thoy 

are each other’s overthrow/* This also #••••• not lie maintain- 
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ed ; for what do you mean by their being 4 each other s over- 

throw' ? (a) Do you mean that they are the can*e of each 

other’s overthrow ? (b) Or, that they consist in (are identical 

with) each other’s overthrow? (a) The former meaning is 

not possible; as there is nothing to prove that anything in the 

rorld is the cause of any such effect (as its own negation), 

(t) Nor is the latter meaning possible ; for in that case.it 

would be impossible for you to provide any explanation of 
tho word‘overthrow’which could apply in common to both 

(150) •* Tl«> * Contradiction ’ between two things consists 

to thU that where there is existence (presence) of tho one, 

l^xrr0 i, jgnmblr tho non-existence (absence) of the other. 

Thu definition also cannot bo accepted; because as a 

nutter of f«ct. 'existence * and ‘ non-existence ’ (being mutual 

negations) must belong lo two different substances [HLexiUti, 

* while existence belongs to one, non-existence must belong to 

another substance']; whence the two Can never subsist in 

tho same substratum; so that the co-substrateness (of the 

two) iinp]ied by your definition is impossible. Aud further, 

tho relation between the two things concerned consisting in 

one of them being the negation of another, what this leads to 

is the view that the existence of one constitutes tho non¬ 

existence of the other; so that your assertion—‘ where there 

is existence of the one there is non-existouce of the other'*— 

cemes to mean that ' where thero i3 existence of the one,there 

is existence of the one ’ [as the 1 non-existence of the other’ is 

identical with, andconsistsin.the ‘ existence of the one ’]; and 

thus your definition becomes opeu to tho charges of being 

tautological [meaningless] and so forth: For instance, the 

meaning of the phrase * where there is non-existouce of tho 

jar’ is that * that to which tho non-existence of the jar is re¬ 

lated as the contained' [t e., that wherein ‘he non-existence of 

the jar is contained];—and tho meaning of the phrase 1 thero 

lhojardoo3 not exist * is that ‘ tho non-oxistonco of tho jar 

Kh. II. 109. 
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is related to it as the contoiued’similarly the meaning of 

the phrase ‘ where the jar exists ’ is ‘ that to which the jar is 

related as the contained’;—and the meaning of the phrase 

' there the non-existence of the jar is not ’ is that ‘ the nega¬ 

tion of the relation of the non-existence of the jar is related 

to it as the contained’; and the relation of the non-existence of 

the jar being the sam9 as the non-existence of the jar, the 

negation of the non-existence of the jar is the same as the jar 

itself; so that, the meaning [of the phrase ‘ there the non¬ 

existence of the jar is not ’] ultimately comes to be that ‘ the 

jar is related to it as the contained.’ Nor whU yon bo justi¬ 

fied in taking exception to this on the ground of your belief 

that the * jar * and the * negation of the jar ’ are two distinct 

things |just like the ‘ jar' and she ‘ cloth ’; so that the denial 

of the ‘ jar ’ need not mean the affirmation of the ‘ n gation 

of the jar ’] [this will not be right, as it cannot be denie 1 

that the‘jar’is identical with the * denial of the relation of 

the negation of the jar ’]. 

(160) “ What our definition means is that—* where there 

is presence of the one, th-re is pres-hop. that one only ’ ;.so 

that it is this restriction that is implied [by the phrase ‘ theie 

is non-existence of the other which removes the charge of 

‘ tautology’, against our definition.J.” This is not right; 

we reply ; for this restriction might mean the exclusion of 

anything else (besides the one that is present.) at random 

land not necessarily] of that particular thing which may bo 

‘contradictory ’ to that thing ; so that the definition does not 

establish any ‘ contradiction’ at all [which you iuteud 

to bo a certain relation between two particular things]. If 

you hold that the restriction serves to exclude only that which 

is the virodhi. the contradictors. of the thing present, then 

our answer is that, until you have provided an adequato ex¬ 

planation of what cinxlh ‘contradiction,’ is, you cannot explain 

what is virodhi, ‘ contradictory’. “ When the thing pre¬ 

sent is positive, what is excluded by the restriction is the 

Kh. 11. 200. 

negative thing ; and whon the thing present is negative, the 

restriction excludes the positive, thing. [Thus there need bo 

no indefiniteness in our definition]”. This also will not be 

right; unless you point out something of a comprehensive 

character (that is excluded by the restriction), you will not 

have provided us with the basis for a comprehensive conception 

of * contradiction.’ Thou again, according to your theory, ‘tko 

exclusion of tho positive and negative, is nothing other than 

*tho affirmation of tho negative and tho positive’, respectively; 

and thus what we havo said above,—with regard to the impos¬ 

sibility of any Syntactical connection in tho sontenco ‘ where 

there is existonco thcro is non-oxistonce, and where there is 

non-oxutenco there is existence,’—remains in force; as there is 

practically no difference [between * oxistonco’ and ‘ negative of 

of non-existenco,’ or between ‘non-oxistonco’ and ‘ negation of 

existence*J ; so that your amended definition does not carry 

you any further (than tho previous definition). 

(161) [Beingbaffled in bis attempt to provide an adequate 

explanation of ‘Contradiction’as a quality subsisting in two con¬ 

tradictory things, Bhaoa aud AbhSva, the Logician now puts 

forward a somowkat different explanation]—“ ‘ Contradiction ’ 

is nothing more than the very form of Bltav-% and Ah ha ua. Nor 

will this make it impossible for these two to bo spoken of as 

‘ Contradictory’. Just as ‘ Being,’ though itself in the form of 

a positive entity, still forms the basis of itself being spoken 

of as * existence,’ as tho -nominative agent of tho verb ‘ to 

exist’, in tho same manner Bhaoa and AbhUoa, though consist¬ 

ing of contradiction, will form tho basis of tyhcrasolvcs being 

spoken of as * contradictory’;—i, e., as the hbminativo agonts 

of tho verb ‘ to contradict.’ If tho question is put—‘ of what 

doBhaoa aiid Ahhdoa constitute tho Contradiction?’.—our 

answer is that they form tho 'contradiction’ of their substratum. 

And to tho furthor question—* what is tho effect of this Cvti- 

radiction, ?’ tho answer would be that tho effect consists in this 

that tho two must ever bo distinct from each other. This 

Kh. .71. 201. 
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is exactly wliat lias been declared in the following sen* 

teace—‘The diversity, or the ground of diversity, between two 

things lies in this that they are the substratum of contradict¬ 

ory properties, or in that they are produced by different 

causes." 

(162) This is not right, we reply ; for do Bhuva and 

Abhnva constitute ‘ Contradiction’ (A) each by itself, indivi¬ 

dually, or (B) both together, collectively ? 

(163) (A) It cannot be the former—i.e. Bhuva and Abhava 

cannot be regarded as constituting ‘Contradiction,’ each 

singly by itself; as if each of these, independently of the 

other, constituted « Contradiction/ then this would mean that 

each (as possessed of contradictory properties) is (by your 

hypothesis) ‘ diverse’ ; and as such there is no ‘ single substra¬ 

tum’ (for the Contradiction). “ What we mean by ‘diversity’ 

in this connection is, not that the thing ceases to be single, but 

that there is diversity in the substratum of two contradictory 

properties.” This also cannot be right; as no such diversity 

is possible either [is the red, colour is found to appear in the 

same jar wherein there subsisted the absence of r>-d colour, 

and yet there is no dioersitij in the jar, which remains the 

same]. “ But there is sameness—absence of diversity—in 

such cases, because the same thing is the substratum of the 

two contradictory properties of Bliuoa and Abhava 9.1 different, 

p rints of time [and not at the same time].” This is not right; 

as what do you mean by this sameness of the tune ? Do you 

mean the sameness (or non-difference) of the time in its natur¬ 

al form ? or of time as determined by an adventitious adjunct? 

If the former, then, your qualification becomes redundant [as 

l,y its nature Time, according to the Logician, is one only ; so 

that every thing that happens is at the same lime]. If, on the 

other hand, you mean tho sameness of Tuno as determined 

or limited by a limiting adjunct, then also you have the 

possibility of ono and tho samo thing being tlio 
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substratum of both Bhctva and Abhava, fat the same timOi,* 

even though you may be under the impression that it is 

so at different points of time.* 

If, in order to avoid this difficulty you explain that what 

is meant by 1 at the same time * is a time not determined bj 

different Juniting adjuncts [so that things occurring at differ¬ 

ent hours could not be regarded as occurring at the sami time] 

—then, the very conception of4 the same time’ becomes an im¬ 

possibility [as every moment of time is determined by such 

adjuncts as the position of tli9 Sun, the position of the Moon, 

and so forth]. Lastly, if with a view to escape from this it be 

held that ‘at the same time’ moans ‘at a time that is not deter¬ 

mined by several such limiting adjuncts as do not exist 

together,—then as the idea of existing together would involve 

the idea of tho sains time, it will bo open to all tho difficulties 

that have been pointed out with regard to this conception 

of tho 4 same time*. 

(1GI) (B) If tho view bo held that Bhuva and Abhava 

both together, collectively constitute Contradiction [the second 

alternative mentioned in para J»fcJ]f then the question arises— 

what is fhoant by the two being together ? (a) Does it mean 

that the two exist at the same place? or (6) at the same time?, 

(c) or that both exist in the same manner ? (d) or that both 

are characterised by an adjunct which is different from the 

manner of their existence ? (a) The first of these cannot 

be accepted, as it is never possible for the (Bhuva, Presence) 

and the Atynnla-Ahhuv i, absolute absence [of a thing] to exist 

at the same place. (b) Nor can the second alternative be 

accepted ; as it is never possible for the Bhuva (Presence) and 

tho Pntg-Abhuva (Prior Negation) and Dhvasma-Abliava (Des- 

0 ‘You explain* at the same time* as ‘at a point of tii^c determined by a limitin'* 

adjunct ;* now wlicn wo take the adjunct to be a period of 24 hours, things occurring 

during 24 hours will have to he regarded as occurring at the si me time; so that even 

though the redness appears in the jar fully one hour after the absence of redness has 

disappear I, yet wc should he justified in regarding both rc:ltc*9 and absence of red- 

mas as appearing in the jar at the same time. 

Kli. 11 203. 
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traction), to exist ftt tlio snmo tirao. (c) Nor can the tliird alter¬ 

native bo accepted ; as according to the theory of tlio3o who 

hold that Conjunction and such other qualities subsist only 

partially in (t. e., only over parts of) their substratum, the 

Bhava and Abhava of Conjunction do not subsist in Akasha in 

the same manner. (The presence of bhaoi of the Conjunction 

subsisting by the relation of inherence, while its absence or 

Abhava subsists by the relation of qualification; which is the 

relation by which negation is hold to subsit in its substratum] ; 

and according to the theory of those who do not admit the 

partial subsistence of any quality. Lhoro can bo no oilier men- 

n> r for the existing together of both Bhnoa and Abhava [as 

.—oh co-cxistotico is possible only when the Bhavaoccupies one 

mid the Abhava another part of thoir common substratum], 

[so that in this case the definition provided becomes impos¬ 

sible]. (,/) Nor lastly can the fourth alternative bo accepted; 

as it is nevor held to bo possible for Jifiuoa and Pr&g-Abk&va 

and for Bhava and Bhvamsa-AbhUva to exist at the same 

time, it follows as a necessary corrollary that things qualified 

by those also can novor exist at the same time; so that it would 

bo impossible to explain at what timo the Contradiction could 

rest upon theso ; even if it were possible to find and indicato 

such a characterising adjunct as you propose. 

(165) And further,if (with a viow to escape from the above 

[ rodieament) itbe held that Bhavi-and Prftg-Abhaca and Bhava 

u .ul Bhvamsa-Abhava of a certain object can be present at tho 

Bamo time, so that the same object would be tlm substratum of 

tho Contradiction-thcn, tho diversification of the substrata 

vouldbo inovitablo ; [as 4 contradiction* consisting in mutual 

rejection, tho Bhava and Prag-Abhava would reject each other ; 

) that if thoy exist at the 'saino lime, they must subsist in 

ifforont substrates ; and thus tho theory that tho two subsist 

tho samo timo in tho'samo tiling involves the absurdity 

t hat tho thing is different from itself]. Further (between tho 

Hil led and the Prag-Abhava of a thing or hot .vecn its Bhava and 
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jDltoamsa-abhava) oven mutual refection (and consequent con¬ 

tradiction) cannot be' accepted as necessary ; as room for 

such rejection (by tho Bhiloa) is available in the other kinds of 

Abhava also [ that is to say, when tho Bhava of a thing .appears, 

it docs not follow as a necessary consequence that it must be 

regarded as rejecting only tho Prag-tbhava of that thing or 

only its Bhvamsa] ; for as a matter of fact wlmt wo actually 

necessarily recognise as being rejected by the BhUva is only 

tlio Ati/anl'i-abhlra and non necessarily tho Pnlg-abhava or 

tho Bhvamsa; so that ifjthero is mutual rejection it is between 

//Vim and Afi/'inta-abhaca only. If then (in view of what 

has l>con urged) it beheld that there is no mutual rejection bet¬ 

ween UAamand Pray-ufc^lm.or lwtwoui Bhaua and Bhvamsa 9 

—-then thi* would mean that there is no 4 Contradiction * bet¬ 

ween lhc*e [*o that it would bo possible for them to bo present 

at the same time,—which is absurd]. “What we mean is 

that there is fr/utradirlion Inrtween the object.^ [its bhava) and its 

a barter (abhara) in general only, and not that it is between tlio 

object and tho particular forms of its absence (like Prag-ahha- 

ca, Bhvamsa and so forth); so that what you have urged does 

not milifiito against our position’*. This will not niend mat¬ 

ters ; this would mean that there is no * contradiction' 

between the object and tho particular forms of its ab¬ 

sence;—so. that it might bo possible for tlio two (the 

object, jar, and the particular forms of its absence, its 

(Jhvamsa, destruction, for instance) to exist together (at tho 

same time and place) ! And if they were to subsist 'to¬ 

gether (like this) always, then that would strike at the very root 

of the ‘contradiction* between those.* Then again, you have held 

that there is contradiction between the object and its absence in 

general only ; now if by this ‘only ’ you mean that tho absence 

•The translation differs from tlic interpretation of the Commentaries. Doth the 

iShunlarl and Vi.lyuslgan. lake the phrase ‘ uiyamCua tath<Uvd ’ to mean,—‘if it ho 

held that even though there is no contradiction between the two, yet mieh ia their 

v**ry nature that they camnn subsist together/ 

Kh. II. 205. 
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has no particular forms at all, then your statement turns out 

to moan that yotl do not admit the ‘absence * at all; as there 

would bo no proof for it absolutely; it being absolutely impossi¬ 

ble to put forwardany proofs for tho existenceof mere absence in 

-g*neral% without any specification [as to the object that is absent, 

or the form in which it is absent and so forth]; —if on the other 

hand, the word ‘ only* has been introduced with a view to 

indicate the idea that‘even though there are particular forms of 

absence, yet the contraJiclionot the object lies only in the general 

unspecified form of its Absence,—then the objection remains 

that in that case there would be no contradiction between the 

object and its Prag-nbhaoa or its Dhvamsa [as both of these are 

only particular forms of its absence]; and yet it cannot be 

denied that the contradiction does lie in particular forms 

also ; as after all it must be admitted that tho general char¬ 

acter of Absence is present in tho particular forms of absence 

also ; so that, through this general character, the contradic¬ 

tion must bo in tho particular forms also. [Thus your 

statement becomes self-nugatory]. 

[The Logician depends for his refutation of other systems nyionJTarkn^ 

Hypothetical Reasoning, which consists in bringing home to tho Opponent 

the incongruities involved in his statement. So the Author takes up the 

refutation of this Hypothetical Reasoning and introduces it through the 

subject of ‘Contradiction’, representing the Logician as putting forward, 

in support of his view oi ‘Contradiction,’ the reasoning that certain undersir- 

ahle contingencie« arise if B!id*a and Abhdva are not regarded as ‘con¬ 

tradictory.’] 

(I(30) “ If you do not admit tliat there is ‘contradiction ' 

between Bidoa and Abhuoa, you put yourself in Apatti, 

a sorry predicament”. What, wo ask, is this Upalli, ‘pre¬ 

dicament’ ? “ Well, if it is a form of Turku, Confutation, 

Hypothetical Reasoning”. What is this ‘Hypothetical 

Reasoning ’ ? wo ask. 

“Hypothetical Reasoning”, tho Logician explains 

“ consists in the urging or fastening of tho ‘ vijapnka ’ (tho 

more extensive of two invariable concomitants) upon ono 
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who admits tho * vyupya ’ (the ‘ less extensi vo ’); this * thrust¬ 

ing * or ‘ fastening ’ consisting in its being brought home to 

him that if he admits the smaller circle he must admit tho 

larger circle in which the former is contained [e.g. when on 

seeing smoko there arises the question as to whether there is 

fire or not, a man who, while acknowledging the concomi¬ 

tance between ‘ fire * and * smoke were to say ‘ thero is no 

firo’, thereby admitting the absence of fire, it will be urged 

against him that in ‘ that case there would be no smoke — 

t-e., there would bo absence of smoke; a3 4 the absence of 

smoke’ tncladPs all cases of ‘ absence of fire] 

This definition is not right; as in the first place, it is too 

•arrow {.there is (according to you) a form of 4 Hypothetical 

JUaaoaing,’ ‘Supposition’ (‘or Surmise’), in which there is no 

* fastening or urging of an undesirable contingency for ins¬ 

tance, tho hypothetical reasoning—‘ if water could bo brought 

abxit by favourable con litions conducive to its appearance, 

it would allay my thirst’; [in which case the supposition is 

put forth for one's own benefit and there is no urging or 

‘ fastening’ j.f 

• The 1 Tarka * to which the Vedantin renders himself liable hy the denial of 

the * contradiction* between Mdraand abhdva is as follows :—The Vedantin regards 

mol-sa. Release, as the‘abliava’ of Bondage ; so that if there is no contradiction, 

between bhdea and abhdva in general, then there is no contradiction between Bondage 

and Abliava of Bondage ; thence Bondage would not be put an end to by Release 

So what 19 fastened upon the Vedantin is the undesirable contingency of having to 

admit the absence of the particular contradiction (between Bondage and its abliava) 

as he admits the absence ofiall contradiction. 

f ‘Tarka * has been held to be ofjwo kinds—(1; that called1 Prasahga' or the 

negative Hypothetical Reasoning, 1 Confutation, * which is addressed to Another, 

party, with a view to set aside hU objections against the argument 6ct forth ; e. g- 

when the first party has prjpounded the argument ‘ there must be fire here because I 

see smoke issuing from it if tho other party demurs to the conclusion, it is pointed, 

out to him that1 if (here were no fire thero would bo no smoke ’;—which is an unde¬ 

sirable contingency, as that would l»c against a perceived fact. (2) That called lSam- 

hhdzand,’ * Supposition,’ tho affirmative Hypothetical Reasoning, which is put forward 

not with r view to set asido obj nations, but with a view to produce conviction ; tlur 

while tho former always consists in the urging of an undesirable contingency, 
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[And if it bo urged that tho dofmition put forward is 

meant to apply to only Confutation, tho first, tho Negative, 

kind of Hypothetical Reasoning, Avliich is urged for tho pur¬ 

pose of tho bringing homo of an undesirable contingency, 

—then] tho definition also becomes too wide ; as it applies to 

tho Hypothetical Reasoning that brings home a desirable 

contingency [for it includes the case where the man, though 

denying the presence of smoke, and also that of fire, has the 

reasoning urged upon him in the form * if there were no fire, 

there would bo no smoke ’; where also the less extensive * ab- 

scnco of fire ’ is admitted, and what is urged iG the more ex¬ 

tensive ‘ absence of smoke’; so that the conditions of the 

definition aro fulfilled; and yet what is urged, the absence of 

smoke, is a contingency not undesirable for the man to whom 

tho roasoning is urged.] “ With a view to escape from 

this Ave shall add tho further qualification that the person to 

Avhom tho reasoning is addressed should be one who does not 

admit the ‘ more extensive’ (absence of smoke).” This also 

will not bo right; as even so the definition will include tho 

reasoning where the acceptance of the ‘ oijapa/ca ’, ‘mo*e exten¬ 

sive’, is urged on the basis of the acceptance of something which 

is not really the corresponding vyctpya ’, * less, extensive ’_if 

this isaddressed to a person who does not admit the ‘more ex¬ 

tensive'; e. g., [when the man does not admit the absence of hu¬ 

man character, if the roasoning is addressed to him in tho form 

‘if this person is not dark, ho is not a man ’, where there is no 

invariable concomitance between ‘ darkness’ and ‘ humanity * 

or between * absence of darkness ’ and ‘absenco of humanity'*, 

and yet tho reasoning is urged by a person who does regard 

thorn as invariably concomitant; so that even though this 

would bo an invalid Hypothetical Reasoning, it would fulfil 

ami is always put forward for tlic removing of contrary convictions, the Utter ecn- 

BistB ill the setting forth of reasonings for confirming a conviction ; so that if Turka 

be defined as consisting in the urging of an undesirahlo contingency, tho latter 
kind would be excluded entirely. 
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tho conditions of your definition]* 11 Wo shall add tho fur¬ 

ther qualification that the reasoning should bo urged on the 

basis of the 'vyapya” This also will not bo right; as neither 

of the alternatives arising out of this can be maintained. For 

instance, (A) do you mean that the man to whom the reason¬ 

ing is addressed is one who admits the presence of the vyapya 

thiog e. g.% the ‘ absenco of fire [not necessarily recognising it 

as 1 ryapaya9 but only] in its own form,—and does not admit 

tho presence of the vyfipaka thing [0. y., the ‘ absence of 

smoke*] also in its own form [without any ‘idea of its being 

the 1 ryty>olra*}[t\ e. without any idea of tho one being invari¬ 

ably concomitant with tho other]? (B) Or that the man admits 

them to U tfcd * [actually recognising it as such], and 

oot admit tho other to b* th* ' vyZpaka * [actually recog¬ 

nising the ono to bo invariably concomitant with the other] ? 

(167) [Pago 69S] (A) Tho former of these two alterna¬ 

tives cannot be maintained. As in that case you will have 

to accept as true ‘ Hypothetical Reasoning * that which may be 

addressed to a person who does not know that what he 

admits and what he does not admit are invariable concomi¬ 

tants ;—Xwhich would be absurd, as the force of the reason¬ 

ing only lios in showing tho incongruity involved in 

admitting tho presence of one thing and not admitting that 

of another, when tho two aro actually known to be invariable 

concomitants];—and further, that also will have to be accepted 

as a true ‘ Hypothetical Reasoning* which may be addressed 

to one who admits the one and does not admit the other, recog¬ 

nising the two as invariable concomitants in a manner contrary 

to fact3 [t, e.f recognising “that to be the ivyapya\ the less 

extensive, which is actually the ‘ vyapaka*] . [And this 

also would be absurd; as the incongruity sought to bo 

brought home lios only m tho man admitting the less oxtonsivo, 

‘absence of fire *, and not admitting tho more expensive, 

‘absence of smoko*; so that if I10 himself regards tho formor 

as the ‘more oxtonsivo* and tho latter as tho ‘less extensive*, 
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then there is absolutely no incongruity in his position]. * And 

if this bo regarded as true ‘Hypothetical Reasoning’, then, 

iu a case where one of the disputants puts forth a reason¬ 

ing, urging the undesirable contingency (of having to admit 

the vydpabi) on the basis of the acceptance of what, though 

actually the ' vydpaka ’ of that vydpalca, is not recognised as 

such by the other party, and the fact of whose being the 

‘ vyapya ’ cannot be proved to him by the former disputant,— 

even in this case [the reasoning will have to be regarded as a 

true ' Hypothetical Reasoning ’ and accordingly] the victory 

will have tg adjusted in favour of the disputant putting 

forward such a reasoning 1 

(168) (B) Nor can the second alternative be main¬ 

tained, [£.<?., we cannot accept the definition of Hypothetical 

lieasoning as the urging of the admission of the ‘ oyayaka1 

upon one who admits the thing and does not admit the 

other, even though he actually recognises them as invariable 

concomitants, knowing the one to be the * vyapya ’ and another 

to be the ' vydpaka ’.] For if the disputant putting forward 

the reasoning also recognises the two as * vyapya’ and \vydpaka ’ 

and admits the presence of the one and the absence of the 

otherassuch, then his opponent will urge against him that same 

reasoning-as a counter-argument;—and this counter-reasoning 

will (under the definition) have to be regarded as a valid 

‘Hypothetical Reasoning,’ even though as a matter of fact such 

couuter-reasonings are never accepted as valid, according to 

the principle that * when an argument applies with equal 

force against both parties, and where the means of meeting 

that argument are equally available for both parties—such an 

argument should not be put forward by either party’;—and 

thus the definition suggested proves to be too wide. “ In 

order to avoid this we shall add the further qualification 

° The Shdnkari reads 4 auyathd,* and the Vidyusdgari 1 tathd aati' Tho 

eenso of tin. expression as explained by both it) the Baino. So tho latter reading 

is more appropriate. 

Kh. II. 210. 

Chapteb IV. 
669 

that the reasoning should be urged on this basis of what, 

though recognised by the Opponent as the * vj/dpya, and 

admitted to be present as such, is not admitted and recognised 

as such by the disputantputting forward the reasoning. [So that 

there could be no chance of the same reasoning being urged 

back as a counter-argument]. ’ This will not be right ; 

as in that case the definition will fail to include all those cases 

where the disputant urges the acceptance of what he himself 

recognises as the 'vydpaka,' and whose presence he alone 

admits [tho Opponent not admitting it, by the definition], on 

thebasisjof w^at is recognised as the 'vydpaka,' and whose 

prweoco as such happens to be admitted by the disputant 

hiimitflf [If, y.. in the ordinary case of Fire and Smoke, the 

knows the two to bo invariable concomitants; and 

ad fit the presence of both in the mountain ; and then urges, 

against the Opponent, who admits the presence of the smoke, 

but not of the fin*, tho admission of the presence of fire, on 

the basis of tho presenco of smoko;—and this case does not 

fall under the definition]. 

(1G9). With a view to avoid the difficulties just urged, 

the LogTcian re-states his definition of Hypothetical Reasoning 

in another form :—“ Hypothetical Reasoning consists in the 

urging, to the Opponent who does not admit the vydpaka, the 

acceptance of that vydpaka on the basis of the vyapya which 

he admits,—this urging not referring to a vydpaka which the 

propounder of the reasoning himself does not admit, and not 

being on the basis of what ho himself admits as vydpya. In this 

manner, we avoid both the difficulties that have been urged 

against our former definition ; viz., (1) that it is too wide, in 

that it includes tho urging of the vydpaka not admitted by the 

pro pounder of the reasoning on the basis of the vydpya 

admitted by him [this difficulty being sefc*aside by the qualify¬ 

ing clause ‘ this urging not referring &c.f]; and (2) that it is 

"too narrow, in that it does not include the urging of the 

vydpaka admitted by tho propounder only, ou tho basis of the 
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vyUpya admitted by himself; [this being avoided by the 

phraso 4 not being on the basis &c.]/ This definition also 

cannot bo accepted; as it does not apply to the reasoning 

urged in the form,—‘ If the jar had been present here, 

would have been seen’; as the 1vyapaka9 that is urged in 

this is the 1 seeing * of the jar; and this ‘the propounder 

himself does not admit;* and the ‘ vyapya ’ on whose 

basis it is urged is 4 the presence of the jar which is capable 

of being perceived’; and this is what is admitted by the 

propounder [so that this is quite contrary to what you have 

laid down in the qualifying clause of your definition], “ The 

negative qualifying clause that wro have added—* which is not 

on the basis of what he admits as vyUpya ’—means that it 

should not be on the basis of that vyUpya which he admits as 

existing [so that id the case in question the presence of the 

jar not being admitted as actually existing at the place, it 

fulfils the conditions of the definition].” This also is 

not right; as even so the definition becomes too wide, as it 

includes even those reasonings that do not prove a conclusion 

to the contrary (of what the reasoning is intended to demolish) 

[e.gif the Logician were to urge against the Veda'ntin th0 

reasoning * if Brahman were something that could be known 

by means of the Veda alone, then like the Agnihotra, it would 

not be self-luminous/—though the ‘vyUpya? in this case, the 

character of being known by means of the Veda alone9 is not one 

that actually proves the contrary conclusion that 4 Brahman is 

not self-luminous/ on account of the parties not admitting 

any such premiss as * that which is self-luminous is never 

known by means of tho Veda alono/—and as such it should 

not bo a truo 4 Hypothetical Reasoning’—yet it falls within 

tho proposed definition, as the character of being known by 

means the Veda alnney which is the 1 vyUpya/ is not admitted 

by tho Logician to be present in Brahman]. 44 Wo shall 

add tho further qualification that tho vyUpya should bo ono 

that points to tho contrary conclusion. ” This also will 
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not bo right; as tho definition thus qualified would not 

apply to tho ca3o where the propounder urges the 

4cijapaka’ solely with a view to find fault with the theory 

of the Opponent, on the basis of a 4 vyapya ’ that is admitted 

bv the Opponent alone,—this being sufficient for the said 

purpose; as in this case the reasoning cannot point to a 

contrary conclusion, the invariable concomitance (of the 

• ryUpya 9 and the 'ogapakaf that would lead to such a con¬ 

clusion) not beiug admitted by the propounder himself.1 

•« As a matter of fact such a reasoning would not bo 

a truo 4 Hypothetical Reasoning/ as it does not propound 

an undrsirahlo contingency [which could bo done only by 

tlx? irdicalion of a contrary conclusion]; and all that it 

U to indicato a * contradiction ’ (incongruity, in the 

theory).* This is not right; tjm actual purpose 

• erred in both ca*ct (in tho pointing of an ‘incongruity’ and in 

the propounding of an ‘undesirable contingency’) is the same: 

In both cases, on the strength of his acceptance of the invaru 

able concomitance of the 1 vyapya 9 and 4 vyapakaf something 

that the Opponent does not admit is brought home to him. 

Voder tlTecircunstances, the purpose served in both cases being 

tho same, if, merely by reason of your inability to provide a 

suitable definition, you insist upon regarding that alone as 

truo 1 Hypothetical Reasoning * which proves a contrary 

conclusion,—then with equal reason we shall insist upon calling 

that alone true 4 Hypothetical Reasoning’ which demolishes 

the Opponent’s position, regarding that as propounding a mere 

‘contradiction’ or 4 incongruity * which proves a contrary 

conclusion ! Otherwise (if you do not accept my usage) both 

E. q. the Logician urges against tho Vedintin the reasoning—‘If Brahman 

were the material cause of the world, then, like Clay and such other material causes 

it * ould be modifiable’; here tho Brahman hehig the material cause of the world is what 

is admitted by \ ctliritin alone, and not by tho Logician himself ; and though this 
is sufficient to demolish tho Vc<aUntinfs position, it docs not prove any contrary 

conclusion ; because not admitting it himself, the Logiciau couiJ not deduce any 
coiiclut-ioh from it. 
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vyUpya admitted by himself; [this being avoided by the 
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could be regarded as cases of the propounding of mere 1 con¬ 

tradiction f or * incongruity[as we shall with eqml reason 

not accept your usage]. If you urge that the mode of urging is 

different in the two cases, the mode of showing an •incongruity* 

being different from that of showing an‘undesirable contin¬ 

gency '—then we reply that the same mode is equally 

applicable to both cases. 

(170) [Page 699] This same reasoning also serves to set 

aside the contention that ' Supposition * (Snrnbhdoana) is not 

a true 4 Hypothetical Reasoning’.* Specially as the necessity 

of admitting the 4 vyTipabi * by reason of the* acceptance of 

the ‘vyapya9 can be urged with equal force on the strength of 

a supposition also. 

(171) Similarly also is sot aside the view that—41 the 

addition of the qualification that the urging of the reasoning 

should be on th« basis ot the'vyopya' admitted by the Opponent 

serves to exclude, from the category of true Hypothetical 

Reasoning, that reasoning which merely shews up an 

undesirable contingency to the Opponent, and does not proven 

contrary conclusion[as in this reasoning also what os urged 

is the admission of the ‘vydpaka9 on the basis of the admis¬ 

sion of the 'vyapya9, and this is all that is done by Hypothetical 

Reasoning]. As even though in the case of the Reasoning iri 

question, there may be invariable concomitance between the 

particular 4 vyapya ’ and 1 vyapaka the urging of the Reason¬ 

ing on the basis of what the Opponent admits is just as present 

as in the caso of your true Hypothetical Reasoning. For when 

theOpponentadmitstho 4vyapya ’,howcould heavoidadmitting 

the 4vyupaka’ ? The Reasoning thaturges the admission of the 

'vyapaka' does not depend upon the actual reality of the invari- 

• it 1ms just been shewn that the position that1 the reasoning that does not 

prove a contrary conclusion is not a true Hypothetical Reasoning’ is unten¬ 

able. On the samo grounds it can be shown thatjtho position that Sambhr rana 

is not TurkuIthe position taken up by the Opponent in Para. 1GG can not be main¬ 
tained. 
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able concomitance between the ‘ vyapya ’ the ‘ vyXyaka ’-but 

only upon its admission or acceptance [so that, even thoug 1 

the concomitance may not be present, if the Opponent on y 

accepts it, be becomes liable to the Reasoning being urged 

against him]. As a matter of fact, even when the con¬ 

comitance is actually present, if it is not admitted by the 

man. no Reasoning can be urged against him on the basis 

of that concomitance. It is for this reason that before 

the Reasoning is urged, its propounder secures, by means 

of proofs, the Opponent’s admission of the ‘vyapya . 

*• What we hold to be tho necessary conditions for the urging 

of tho Hypothetical Reasoning are both—that the ‘ vyapya 

.feoaUl be a roal ‘ef3pya \ and also that it should bo admitted 

M Mcb.** This cannot be right ; as when tho mere 

admtMioo of tho * c,<lpya \ which you accopt as a necessary 

condition for the urging of tho Reasoning, is by itself, 

independently of everything elso, quite sufficient (to provide 

tho necessary basis for tho Reasoning), there can be no 

reason for introducing an additional condition that the 

• vyapya * should bo a real * vyapya 

(172) All this leads to the conclusion that when Hypothe¬ 

tical Reasoning is urged with a view to establish one s 

own position, if it fai'.3 to prove a conclusion contiary 

to that maintained by the Opponent, it cannot but bo 

regarded as defective; for as a matter of fact, the 

Hypothetical lleasoning is urged with the sole purpose 

of proving a conclusion contrary to that held by the Opponent, 

—which proof is intended to close tho door against all the 

theories not compatible with tho propounder’s own viow ; for 

instance, when tho Bauddha procoods to provo the invariable! 

concomitance botweon ‘ oxistonco ’ and ‘momentary cliaractor , 

he puts forward, in support of this, a Hypothetical Reasoning 

which sots asido all ideas not compatible with that concomi- 
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tance.#] [Specially aa unless the Reasoning proves the conclu¬ 

sion contrary to the Opponent’s view, it cannot be regarded a 

confirming the propounder’s own view. Thus then, it follows 

that the Hypothetical Reasoning proves a conclusion contrary 

to the opponent's view;—aud in this case the invariable con¬ 

comitance also, on whose basis the Reasoning is urged, should 

be a real one; as otherwise, if the concomitance, in respect to 

the contrary conclusion, were not real, it could not be held to 

establish the view of the propounder either. When, on the 

other hand, the Reasoning is urged with a view to demolish 

the Opponent’s position, all that is necessary isithat bp should 

admit the ‘ concomitance this being sufficient to demolish 

his position, there is no necessity for the further conditions 

that the concomitance should be real, or that it should prove 

a contrary conclusion. Such being the|facts of the case 

the definition of Hypothetical Reasoning that has been put 

forward remains as untenable as it ever was. [That is, with 

the qualification that it should prove a contrary conclusion 

the definition fails to include those reasonings that are urged 

merely for the demolishing of the Opponent’s position]. 

(173) [With a view to avoid the difficulties pointed cut, 

the Logician re-states his definition in a simpler form, dropp¬ 

ing the qualifications he had introduced]—“Hypothetical 

Reasoning consists in the cognizance of the * ryapalca ’ 

which is not desired, on the basis of the acceptance of the 

*vyclpya\” This also cannot bo accepted; as it fails to 

include that Reasoning in which there is a * surmise’ or 

•supposition ’ of what is actually desired ; [e. g. the reasoning 

in the form—* if there were water here my thirst would 

have been allayed’]. •* Then wo shall simply define it as 

tho cognizance of the * tvjapoka ’ on the basis of the accept- 

° rlfho Reasoning urged by tho Batiritjlias is in the fv -in—4 »f the thing wero not 

momentary it could not he an active agent*, which sets asido all such views as ‘ thing 

luay bo oxistcut; but they need not be momentary \ 

Chapter IV. 675 

nnco of the 'v,j3pya 7' This also cannot be mamtamod. 

Mis will include the Reasoning that urges something 

which is quite desirable (for the Opponent) Caad Jbl°h 

rherefore is not a true ‘ Tarka ’]. “ We shall add the 

qualification that the ‘ cyUpnka’ should be one tia is 
quahtica Opponent; and what is not known can 

"** T* Aired] ” This will not be right; as it will include 

a thing «* known before; such an 

inference consisting of tbe cognizance of an unanom. 

* r»apaia * on tho basis of the acceptance of 

• - Bat in the case of inference, the cogn.zaoce 

ollU* rv3p*ka * proceeds on the basis of the right cognition 

ot lb* * repair»*.and not on that of its mere acceptance (as in 

lb* coo* of Hypothetical Reasoning).” This will not 

help joo;as oven thoagb.the •oy3pyot be a real ‘ vy3pya \ 

*nd it b* rightly cognised,-if it happens to be one that is 

not accepted by tho Opponont-it cannot lead to the infer¬ 

ence of tho ‘ vy’ipaka ’; so that in one case of inference also 

it is essential to proceed as far as acceptance [and not rest 

with thg right cognition only, of the * vyUpya ’]. 
•« in an Inference it bo considered necessary to 

pvore tb* * cylpya ’ (i. «. tho inferential probans) and make 

H accepted by b >th partios—if it happens to be not accepted 

by *«th*r—-thon that would strike at the whole fabrio of 

inference: for, in tho first place, if such a ‘ vydpya' were 

not duly proved and established, then the inference would be 

open to the fallacy of having its prob ins * unknown ’ by one 

or tb* other party;—secondly, if it were to be duly 

prove-i and established, then the Opponent who, there¬ 

upon, comes to accept it, becomes open to the charge of 

* opatidfhSnla* (ground-shifting); as he accepts what 

ha did not accept before;—and thirdly, if the first party 

were to omit the urging of this ‘ Appasid Jhflnta ’ and 

to proceed to prove the ‘ vyapaka' on the basis of tho said 

established * vunpya’,—then he himself would be opon to the 

K'Ji 77 217. 
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charge of ‘having neglected to urge what should have been urg¬ 

ed’; [and thus in the first case, the Inference becomes fallacious; 

and in the last two cases there is no occasion for the inference, 

as in both cases one of the parties, in the second the second 

party, and in the third % the first party, having been silenced 

by the charge to which he has been shown to be liable, all 

further discussion would cease]/* 

(17»ri) What if such should really be the case? This (im¬ 

possibility of Inference) has got nothing to do with the sub¬ 

ject under consideration {viz: the definition of Hypothetical 

Reasoning); and as such, why should you bring it up at all in 

the preseut connection ?* 

(176) “Ifc is the wrong cognition of the ‘ vyapaka ' (on the 

basis of the accepted ‘cyclpya*) that constitutes ‘ Hypothetical 

Reasoning', [so that the Inference becomes excluded, as it 

is not Wrong Cognition]." This also cannot be accepted ; as 

it makes the definition applicable to all those reasonings that, 

while involving the incongruities of ‘self-contradiction' and the 

like, bear the semblance of ‘Hypothetical Reasoning* [though 

they are not true ‘ Hypothetical Reasoning,' involving as they 

do the said incongruities]. “ We shall, for this purpose, add 

the qualification that the ‘wrong cognition of the vyapaka 

should be free from the said incongruities of * ashrayasiddha 

(Baselessness, Self-contradiction, and thelike)". Even so the 

definition will be untenable; for it will fail to include the follow¬ 

ing case of true ‘Hypothetical Reasoning': One sees real 

smoke issuing from a place,—but he is in doubt as to what lie 

sees being smoke or vapour,—then there comes the 'supposi¬ 

tion’ or 4 surmise', ‘ if it is smoke rising from the place, there 

must be fire';—as the cognition of the ‘ vyapaku* (Fire) in this 

case is quite in accordance with the real state of things, the 

‘surmise' cannot forego the character of ‘right cognition', 

•Specially as if the inferential process becomes impossible, it is a contingency 

not undesirable for the Refuter of all conceptions. 

Kh. II. 218. 
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[while the definition lays it down as an essential condition 

that the cognition should be wrong]. “ We shall add the 

farther qualification that the cognition of* the ‘ vyapaka' 

should be one that is not actually recognised at the time as 

being right [ so that it includes the case cited, in which, owing 

to the doubt, the cognition of fire is not recognised at the 

the time as being valid or right].” This is not right; as we 

haTe more than once shown the objectionable character of such 

definitions [which involve the ideaof a particular time and place, 

and as such cannot form the basis of that comprehensive con- 

e^ption*which*ought to be tho aim of all definitions], Alid 

further, every one of tho definitions that yon have put for¬ 

ward is too wide,—being applicable to the cases cited above, 

where, though the 'cylpak-i is notaccepted by both parties, the 

• rftp’ is accepted tty both [so that both are equally 

liable to be affected by the Reasoning, which on that account, 

cannot be a true *Tarka']. And if, for escaping from this 

difficulty, you add tho condition that the ‘vyapalca’ should be 

urged on the basis of tho acceptance of the supposed ‘ oyapya ,— 

then tjjo definition fails to apply to those cases where the 

urging is on tho basis of a 'oyapya' that is admitted and real; 

—for instance, if the Mitnarasaka were to argue that ‘plants 

and such other things are all created by the Unseen Force, 

bceau.su they are products’,—he would be met by the Logician 

with the reasoning that for exactly the same reason the 

things in question may be regarded as the creation of a per¬ 

sonal Creator [and this reasoning would be a true Hypo¬ 

thetical Reasoning; but w'ould not be included in the defini¬ 

tion, as the * oyapya', ‘being products’is admitted by both 

parties and is real.] 

(1*<) Then again, on the basis of the differenco in tho 

character of what is urged, ‘ Hypothetical Reasoning ’ lias 

been divided into six forms—(a) ‘AtmashrayaSelf-dependence, 

(6) *Anyonyashraya’ Mutual Interdependence, (c) ‘ Chakralca, ’ 

Vicious Circle, (6) * Vyaghata,' Self-contradiction, («)' Anaoaetha,’ 
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farther qualification that the cognition of* the ‘ vyapaka' 

should be one that is not actually recognised at the time as 

being right [ so that it includes the case cited, in which, owing 

to the doubt, the cognition of fire is not recognised at the 

the time as being valid or right].” This is not right; as we 

haTe more than once shown the objectionable character of such 

definitions [which involve the ideaof a particular time and place, 

and as such cannot form the basis of that comprehensive con- 

e^ption*which*ought to be tho aim of all definitions], Alid 

further, every one of tho definitions that yon have put for¬ 

ward is too wide,—being applicable to the cases cited above, 

where, though the 'cylpak-i is notaccepted by both parties, the 

• rftp’ is accepted tty both [so that both are equally 

liable to be affected by the Reasoning, which on that account, 

cannot be a true *Tarka']. And if, for escaping from this 

difficulty, you add tho condition that the ‘vyapalca’ should be 

urged on the basis of tho acceptance of the supposed ‘ oyapya ,— 

then tjjo definition fails to apply to those cases where the 

urging is on tho basis of a 'oyapya' that is admitted and real; 

—for instance, if the Mitnarasaka were to argue that ‘plants 

and such other things are all created by the Unseen Force, 

bceau.su they are products’,—he would be met by the Logician 

with the reasoning that for exactly the same reason the 

things in question may be regarded as the creation of a per¬ 

sonal Creator [and this reasoning would be a true Hypo¬ 

thetical Reasoning; but w'ould not be included in the defini¬ 

tion, as the * oyapya', ‘being products’is admitted by both 

parties and is real.] 

(1*<) Then again, on the basis of the differenco in tho 

character of what is urged, ‘ Hypothetical Reasoning ’ lias 

been divided into six forms—(a) ‘AtmashrayaSelf-dependence, 

(6) *Anyonyashraya’ Mutual Interdependence, (c) ‘ Chakralca, ’ 

Vicious Circle, (6) * Vyaghata,' Self-contradiction, («)' Anaoaetha,’ 

Kl.. II. 219. 



b/5 Indian Thought: Khandana. 

Vicious Regress, a,nd(f) ‘Pratibandi9, Retaliatory Argument;— 

and these have been defined as follows—“ (a) When a thing 

rests upon itself directly, without the intervention of a second 

thing, there is Self-dependence;—(6) when of two things 

each rests upon the other directly, without the intervention 

of a third thing, there is Mutual Interdependence;— (c) when 

these two—Self-dependence and Mutual Interdependence—are 

through the intervention of a second or third tiling, there 

is Vicious Circle;—(d) the combination of contradictories 

constitutes Self-contradiction ;—(e) when there is an unceasing 

flow of proofs and the proved, there is Vicious Regress;—and 

(/) when one's position is liable to the same charge that 

he has urged against the other party, lie becomes open to 

what has been called Retaliatory Argument/ 

(178) [The author proceeds to show that the definition of 

Hypothetical Reasoning as put forward by the Logician is 

found to be applicable to the ivrong forms of every one of these 

six kinds of Hypothetical Reasoning].—(a) As regards * Self- 

dependence, * it is regarded as wrongly urged when it 

is found that there ; is some difference in the connecting 

relationship; for instance, when 4 Self-dependence* is urged 

against the view that * cognisability subsists in itself * 

(that is, 4cognisability is cognisable *).* In some cases, ‘Self- 

dependence' is not objectionable; as for instance, when 

it is urged against the view (held by the upholder of the 

theory that everything has only momentary existence) that 

° When we regard the jar as cognisable, * Cognisability’ \s a property ; and as 

such, it must be cognised; this means that/cognisability is cognisable/ i.e. ‘cognisabi¬ 

lity subsists in itself’; against this it maybe urged that tins involves ‘Self-dependence.’ 

Against this it is pointed out that there is a difference in the connecting relationship; 

inasmuch as the cognisability of the jar is dependent upon the cognition of the jar}— 

and this has this cognition of the iar for its connecting relationship ; while the cognis- 

abilitg of cognisability is dependent upon the cognition of cognisability ; and this 

has this latter for its connecting relationship. If the cognisability of tli6 jar were 

apprehended by the engni *on of the jar, then alone could thero bo a ‘ Solf-depcndence/ 

the cognition resting in itself ; as it is however, the cognisability is apprehouded by 

an entire!) different cognition. 
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the jar as existing at the previous moment is the cause of the 

same jar as appearing at the present moment. (b) As regards 

Mutual Interdependence it is regarded as wrongly urged when 

the particular things concerned are different from one another; 

as when it is urged against the view that [in the case of remem¬ 

brance] ‘the cognition is produced by impressions, which have 

themselves been produced by cognition * [the Mutual Inter¬ 

dependence in this case would be wrongly urged, because the 

oogaitionthat produces the impression is not the same that is 

produced by the impression ]. (c) Vicious Circle is regarded as 

wrongly erged When the particular things concernedare not the 

whoa it is urged against fcue assertion that ‘fclie 

m) pcodooat ilia sprout, from which arises the body of the 

tresw (tom which again the seed9 [where the seed produced 

is aot the same as tint wh«ch has been sown}. (d) 4 Self- 

contradiction^ is regarded as wrongly urged when there is fe 

difference in the atteudant circumstances; E.g. when it is urged 

against au assertion as to the same thing being productive as 

well as unproductive, such assertion being made in view of 

the different times and places [it being quito possible for a 

certain thing to be productive at one time and place, and not 

productive at another}. (<*) Vicious Regress is held to be 

wrongly urged when, as a matter of fact, the particular action 

under consideration is found to be such as does not, for being 

effective, stand.in need of au endless series of causes; that is 

to say, for the producing of a certain effect wliat is actually 

needed is only a particular set of causal agencies ; and if it is 

found that, as a matter of fact, this particular set of causes, 

in the producing of its pai ticular effect, does not stand in 

need of a further endless series of causal agencies [it cannot 

be right to urge against this the charge of its involving a 

4 vicious regress']; as if this explanation of the causal oper¬ 

ation tending to the production of the effect were rejected, 

this production, which is a fact, emild not bo accounted for]; — 

the 4 vicious regress’ urged in such cases has been called the 

Kh.ILZ 21. 
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’descending vicious regress’. In some cases however the ‘vicious 

circle ’ is not wrongly urged; as for instance, when a 1 differ¬ 

ence ’ is postulated as the basis for the idea that people have 

with regard to certain things (the jar and the cloth for ins¬ 

tance) being ‘different/—and it is further held that the 

difference of the * Difference ’ also from the objects concerned 

is not due to that same difference (but to another difference), 

then this means the postulating of an endless series of 

‘ Differences ’, and as such involves a real Vicious Regress ; 

as in this case, the postulating of every succeeding 

' difference ’ does away with the preceding * difference * 

(as no longer necessary); and there are similar other incon¬ 

gruities also;—such a Vicious Regress, is called the ' Ascend¬ 

ing Vicious Regress’. (/) ’The Retaliatory Argument is 

held to be wrongly urged when there is a distinct difference 

between the two sets of reasoning; as for instance, when a 

certain reasoning is stigmatised as vitiated by certain adventi¬ 

tious adjuncts, if the propounder of this reasouing turns round 

on his opponent with the Retaliatory Argument that the reason¬ 

ing of the latter by which he infers (the presence of fjre) from 

the presence of smoke is also vitiated by adventitious conditions; 

—this Retaliatory Argument is regarded as wrong, as the two 

reasonings do not stand on the same footing; inasmuch as the 

latter reasoning has the support of Hypothetical Reasoning (in 

the form 'if there was no fire there would be no smoke’) [while 

there is no such Hypothetical Reasoning available in support of 

the former reasoning]. Now all these six ‘reasonings’ are 

found to be wrong ‘Hypothetical Reasonings;’ and yet how can 

youavoid their inclusion in your defiuitiou? [Norcan it be denied 

that the instances of wrong reasoning cited are really wrong; 

for] even though it be true that there is nothing wrong in the 

Reasonings themselves, yet it cannot be denied that they become 

wrong by being urged under the particular circumstances. * 

°Tho reasoning would bo in the (orm—‘ the presence of adventitious conditions 

vitiates an inference, therefore the inference of lire from smoko is vitiated.' There is 

KL II. 222. 
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(179) “In order to escape from the said difficulties, we 

shall add, to our definition, a further qualification, that on 

the particular occasion that the Confutation (through Hypothe¬ 

tical Reasoning) is urged it should be free from the peculiarity of 

being urged under the particular circumstances noted.’’ This 

also will not be right; as the definition in this case would be too 

narrow, notbeing able to include all Confutations; inasmuch as 

tbs absence of the circumstances that make'Mutual Interde¬ 

pendence* wrong—riz. difference in the particular individuals 

eooeerned—will not be found in the case of ‘Vicious Regress’ 

(as tbat ibis latter will be excluded from the definition}; and 

% iatleriy tbs absence of the circumstances that make ‘ Self- 

bpwdiaei1 wrong—riz. difference of connecting relationships 

—w8l not be foaod in the case of other cases of * Self-depen- 

dsoos;* and so oo, Uio definition would fail to include many 

cases of troo Confutation. 

(180) Further, bow can you prevent your definition of 

'Hypothetical Reasoning’ from applying to cases of ‘Apasid- 

fTAaafa’ (Shifting of Ground), and lViroilha’ (Contradiction) ? 

And under the circumstances, it must be held to be wrong (on 

the part of tho Logician) to regard these two (Apasidclhanta 

and Vircdha) as distinct ‘Nigrahaslhanas (‘Clinchers ’)—when 

they could bo included in the category of that same‘Clincher’ 

in which all other cases of ‘ Hypothetical Reasoning ’ are 
included I 

... "> the detimt.on of -Hypothetical Rea«on. 
»«; «>J.t ha. been taken for gr»nted that all these are rest instance, of 

Uyt-M***I Rea*>oin(... The ^Author next proceed, to show that even this 

...t*, S.!f-dependence,1 * Mutual Intcrdependeace’ and the rest 
, r '.gxrded a. Hypothetical Reasoning.'] 

. 5 u \ e°- agaiD’ M regards ‘ Self-dependence ’&c.,—if it 
UUM ,u, („.pre,sing iorari.ab,e conco \tan* 

---—_~ - - 

.7 v 1434 ‘ T?irT* ia ,hi' c-»ei. true, a. no one can ohiect ,i-~7~ lUt ti* frmsx* of •• J 1 to the premiss 

pe****c* of this • Trapr** is urged in a °"! V“"tes »" Inference ; but when 

—« e^bott* rejected .. wring " “ " "0t P'««"t the 

Kh. II. 223. 
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between the probans and the probandam), upon which is 

based the reasoning against which the Confutation (through Self- 

dependence <$•*.) are urged, is a true one, then the whole pro* 

cess being perfectly valid, how could the * Self-dependence ’ 

be regarded as an invalidating confutation ? If, on the other 

hand, it be held that the premiss is not a true one, then the 

reasoning is wrong at its very base [so that at the very 

outset being invalid, it is not necessary to urge any Confute* 

tion against it]. How can you extricate yourself from this 

dilemma? “ But this objection cannot apply to the urging 

of the Confutation—of ' Self-dependence * for instance,— 

when it is urged in the following form ' The notions of 

container and contained pre-suppo3e. a diversity (in things 

with regard to whom, the notions are entertained)if you ac¬ 

cept this principle in the case under dispute [e.g. in the case 

of the jar depending on itself], then this should certainly 

imply a difference in the thing itself (which is absurd)’.” 

This is not right; for as a matter of fact we often find the 

same thing being both container and contained [e.g. the jar is1 

the container of its own colour, but is contained in the lump 

of clay out of which it is made]. “ But what is meant is 

that it is only when two things are different from each other 

that one can be the container and another the contained 

[i. e. a thing can not be the container and the contained of one 

and the same thing; while in the case you hare cited, the 

jar is the ‘container* of one thing and the ‘contained* 

of an entirely different thing ]. ” This cannot be 

accepted; as the premiss, in that case, is made un¬ 

tenable by tho introduction of the words * that thing * and 

* each othor’ [as theso words restrict the premiss to definite 

particular individuals, aud as such could not have that 

universal application which is meant to be carried home to the 

Opponent against whom tho priuriplo is urged]. “ Well, we 

shall put forward tho protniss in this form—* because this 

(the jar) is tho container aud this tho contained also, it cannot 

Kh. IJ..82*,. 
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be one and the same ’ [so that the general principle being 

stated, in this particular form, with reference to each particu¬ 

lar case, could not fail to be effective.” Even this form 

will not be right; as the sense of the premiss in that 

case would be—‘if this thing were the container 

kc. &c. then it would not be itself; and this certainly 

would be a most improper assertion; as it would 

Tjy* that there is an incompatibility between the thing 

and the undesirable contingency that is urged against it. 

«• But the fact that tho undesirable contingency is something 

oot right is a circumstance that only strengthens the Con¬ 

futation ; and it is only this fact that is proved by the incom- 

patobdatj that you have urged. ” This is not right; for if 

discard the idea that there should be a co-ordina¬ 

tion (a omnection) between what is urged and that against 

which it is urged, this would give rise to vory uudesirable con¬ 

sequences; so tl>at,iu that case (your premiss bscorning unten¬ 

able) the Confutation would fail to prove the contrary conclu¬ 

sion ; as tho contrary conclusion could ouly be asserted in the 

form—* [if tbi3 thing wore the container &o„ it would not be 

itself ;"f while as a matter of fact this is this (thing itself), 

tkert/ort it is not the container &c.’ ;—and this assertion is an 

impossible one to make ; for when you speak of the thing as 

Hhis the subject, you cannot predicate with regard to it the 

same * this [and this is what is actually doua in the asser¬ 

tion * this is this’] ; as in this case there would be no difference 

in the character of the * subject * and the ‘ predicate’ (which 

is esseotial). Nor will it be right for you to argue that—•<t the 

Confutation itself would suffice to reject the Opponent’s posi¬ 

tion, and there would be no necessity for pushing it ou to the 

contrary conclusion.” As you yourself regard the premiss as 

the essential basis of the Confutation; so that for the 

aate of the denial that is urged, you must regard it absolutely 

necess rj that the contrary of what is sought to be denieu 

Should be fully established by proof [and this is what 

Kh. If. 225. 
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tion * this is this’] ; as in this case there would be no difference 

in the character of the * subject * and the ‘ predicate’ (which 

is esseotial). Nor will it be right for you to argue that—•<t the 

Confutation itself would suffice to reject the Opponent’s posi¬ 

tion, and there would be no necessity for pushing it ou to the 

contrary conclusion.” As you yourself regard the premiss as 

the essential basis of the Confutation; so that for the 

aate of the denial that is urged, you must regard it absolutely 

necess rj that the contrary of what is sought to be denieu 

Should be fully established by proof [and this is what 
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would be tho c contrary conclusion/ whose validity must be 

brought home, for the sake of the success of the Confutation 

itself ]. 

(182) For similar reasons the Confutation could not be urged 

in the form 1 this would be something other than this (instead 

of ‘this would not be this *). Specially as the conception of 

* something other than this* being the same as the conception 

of difference from the specific character of the thing, the con¬ 

futation urged in the said form would involve a contradiction 

in terras (the thing being spoken of as different from itself). 

And further, the contrary conclusion also would'be in the form 

* this is not a thing different from this/ which predicates a 

difference qualified by ‘ this 9 {7. e. it asserts that * the thing is 

different from what is different from this9 ]; so that in regard 

to the difference there is a predication of itself as the qualifi¬ 

cation of a qualification; a contingency which cannot 

be suffered by it! For ‘ that which is different from what is 

different from this9, which is equivalent to ‘what is not 

different fiom this9 is the same as ‘ this.’ If the thing itself 

were regarded as the adventitious adjunct of the Difference (and 

not its essential attribute), then as it is mere un¬ 

qualified Difference that would be characterised by that ad¬ 

junct, the * difference of this* might mean the difference from 

something else also ; as it is not possible that the thing charac¬ 

terises a difference which, by itself, is of a definitely particular 

character ; because when you speak of the difference of a cer¬ 

tain thing, all that such an assertion need imply is that 

mere unqualified ‘difference’ in general is characterised by cer¬ 

tain particular things ; and it can not rightly be extended fur- 

.tlier, to imply that the difference thus characterised is a parti¬ 

cular individual difference. Even granting that the particular 

difference is implied,—we find that the premiss upon 

which tho Confutation is based, must bo stated in a general 

form (in the form of a universal proposition), comprehending 

all the particular Differences that are characterised by tho 

Kh. II. 226. 
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adjunct in question; and as such this premiss would present 

the difference in this same comprehensive form, both m the 

confutation and the contrary conclusion (that would be urged 

on the basis of that premiss); and thus it could not escape from 

the incongruities that we have urged above. And these 

BWTnA incongruities, that have been pointed out as applying to 

the particular case of the relation of ‘container and contained’, 

would be found in all those cases that could be cited as 

of Self-dependence. 

jjgjj ^3 regards Mutual Interdependence, which is 

against on© who accepts the existence of diffeience 

two thing# on the strength of actually finding the two 

tbttft to b© different,—-in what form could you urge this con¬ 

futation also? Yoa c>ald not urge it in the form—“ If the 

oognitsoo of difference wa-e dependent upon a cognition which 

ii itself dependent upon tho cognition of that same difference, 

then thero oould bo no cognition of the difference at all for 

the premiss, upon which this confutation would be based, 

would be an impossible one (i. e. not accepted by both parties); 

as 1 th^t whoso cognition i3 dopeadent upon the cognition of 

that’ is a term signifying something which has been never 

eeea ( and of which no right conception could be formed ; so 

that the premiss containing that term is incomprehensible 

and inconceivable ]. Even if it were possible, by assuming 

some peculiar kind of invariable concomitance, to avoid the 

said discrepancy in the premiss and its inconceivability,— 

would be nothing to repress the objector who would simp¬ 

ly deny the said concomitance [and even so the premiss would 

be an impossible one, being not accepted by one of the parties]. 

SimOarly in all cases, of Mutual Interdependence. 

(1S4) As regards Vicious Circle, this is only that form of 

•Self-dependence* and ‘Mutual Interdependence* in which tho 

intervention of a third factor is necessary ; and as such it cau- 

not escape from the difficulties besetting these two forms of 
Confutation. 

Kh. II. 227. 
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(185) Then as regards Self-contradiction, or Incompatibility 

—which is held to be present in such assertions as this is non¬ 

existent ’ (*. e. being non-existent, it exists/]—in what form 

again would .you urge this confutation ? If it were urged in 

the form—‘ if it did exist, it would not be non-exis¬ 

tent/—then as the sentence * it would not be non-existent * 

would mean that 'it would exist’, the two parts of your confu¬ 

tation would be identical; so that one could not be regarded as 

the ’vyctpya1 of the other ; and as such, between them there 

could be no such relation as that between the ‘ vyapya ’ and 

* vyapaka ’ [which is essential for the Confutation]. Axd as for 

the other two kinds of ‘Contradiction/ which depend upon the 

incompatibility of the natures of the things concerned, these 

become rejeoted by the rejection of ' Fydghata’ or Self-contra¬ 

diction ; the bull cannot be the buffalo, because the ‘ nature of 

the buffalo’ is not compatible with the ‘ nature of the bull 

and herein alone lies the * contradiction* of the two. 

(186) As regards Vicious Regress, which is urged 

against the view that in Being, ' sattii there subsists 

another Salta or being (by virtue of which it is regarded as 

existent), and in that another Sattd ; and so on and on without 

end,—in what form would this confutation be urged ? It 

could not be urged in the form—‘ if a Satin subsisted in 

Sattd, then there would be no resting at all.’ As when you 

accept, or you do not accept, the invariable concomitance 

between the postulating of Sattii in Salta and the absence 

of rest,—in either case, your position would be open to objec¬ 

tion. 

(187) Lastly as regards the Betaliatory Argument, this 

has already been refuted (in para. 10, et s*q.). 

(188) Further, every one of such (universal) characters 

as ‘pramSyatva' (cognisability), ' abhidhUyatva ’ (denotability), 

' vyaoaharyatva ’ (capability of beiug employed or made use 

of),' Sannikarsavatloa’ (being in contact), 'abhavaprali- 
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CX.W relationship (on nbose M. 

i* unreal also constitutes a premiss that should be free 

rnT^Lpancies (in order to be rightly effective). Similar^, 

there aw many cases where such self-dependence is admitted 

^Lthi-fo^inAtance, (a) according to the theory of those 

' Jta cognition to be self-illumined, the cognition is 

by itarlf,—tb) on« who does not admit another abhaca 

ini*tt*e.,bolda -Wars, to be its own abhava ,-(c) in the 

coroitkmof the Self, the-same Self is the cognition as well 

„ lh* cognised, and the Self cognises itself,—(d) 

when too make the assertion ' words are expressive , 

in this assertion, words are the objects cognised as well as 

the means of cognition,—(a) Destruction is held to be its 

own destroyer.—(0 when yon accept the soarupasambandlia, 

the natural relationship of things, this relation is held to be 

rrLtrd by itself;—and so forth; and when many such cases of 

^{-dependence, are admitted, what can be the criterion by 

which it could be ascertained which is a case of true (objec¬ 

tionable) ' Self-dependence’, and which is not so ? 

Similarly as regards Mutual Interdependence,— 

there are many cases in which you admit it (as right): 

For instance—(a) you hold that when sound is produced, 

there is a regular series of sounds produced one after the 

other, every one of the series having a momentary existence, 

being deal roved by the sound next to it; this goes on till the 

last sound of tbe series; and this last sound, as in other cases, 

destroys the sound immediately preceding it, and is itself 

aiso destroyed by that same previous sound, [sb that there is 

Kh II. 229. 
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tnUrd^mienu bataeen the last and the last bat 
one sound, the matter of their destruction]; -(b) in a case 
where two concepts are of equal eitent, b.th equally bein» the 

ea°h »'% * thsateacl. ,s the 
7'^ as w?" " th* ' W*-' of the other («.». in the 
case of coon,asbdit/ and « nameahil.ty •. „ L rightly 
deduce the one from the other, regarding either of the two 
as the w.r the Vyl pai.'];_(o) „heu two causes are 

farr of 1,6 l a ^ ^ *a<!ePte'i » «* «xiU- 
under',rCh h°ri_a"'1 ^"1 other cases. And 
under the crcumstances, how can you escape from the 
predicament of hay.no your dednition (whereby M,M 

(190) Then again, we ask—wh&t is that distinctive feature 
the presence of which makes the one case of S,lf.depe,TZ 
% ght and acceptable, and the absence of winch makes the 

absmceTf Tf 7* •« this account) the 
abssnce of which feature you would introduce into your 
definition of the Self-dependence &c as ‘ m 

ZfZTir l that in certain 

undesirable. But this will not be right; as the only ground" 
for aay contmgency b3in? regarded a3 .incompa7tigbl0;nj 

ncongruous • consists in its being one that is never found to 

dependence) as L Zol? " (°f Se,f* 

feature in the contingencies accepted as right! that tCTa^ 
pecial reasons (or proofs) for accepting the contingents7s 

that j lrue»but then in the case of all those contingencies 
that you do not accept, let your non-acceptance be h««°i 
this absence of proof, which does actually lie at the basis oUU 
non-accopmncc; and do away wish such reasons Xla! 

A7i. /4.2.JO. 
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interdependence* (Self-dependence) and tbo like, which are 

not always regarded as undesirable 1 

(191) As regards the Vicious Circle,—Gautama’s Sfitra 

itself—-1. 1. 2—involves such a ‘ circle*; so that its undesir¬ 

ability cannot be regarded as universal*; specially as it is 

impossible to prove the absence of those peculiarities that 

make the * vicious circle’ undesirable; for the causal relation 

is held to subsist between whole classes (between the entire 

geuns * jar * and the entire genus ‘clay* for instance); so that 

the idea of individuals does not enter into the conception 

of cansalnretatio’h, or into that of ‘ Vicious Circle ’ f. 

(192) Similarly as regards * Self-contradiction * or ‘Incom¬ 

patibility/ joo admit it when you regard the same thing as 

both productive and unproductive. You cannot urge in an¬ 

swer to this that there is real ‘Self-contradiction* ouly when the 

two things refer to the samo point of time (so that the produc¬ 

tiveness and unproductiveness referring to different points of 

time there can be no ‘contradiction* in this case). This reasoning 

will not be right; as you would certainly admit ‘ Self-contradic¬ 

tion* in the case of a person regarding the Jar and its destruc¬ 

tion to be identical, though the two appear at different times. 

Then again, the Prabhakaras also urg&the following 

objection (against your view of ‘Self-contradietiou’):—Wherein 

lies the difference in the incompatibility or contradiction involv¬ 

ed in the4 Neutralised Probans’ and that involved in the ‘Futile 

Rejoinder,*—by reason of which difference it should bo held 

• According to the Sutra, Defects give rise to Activity, Activity to Birth, and 

Birth again to Defects. This involves & clear * circle \ 

fit might be urged on behalf of the Logician that there is real * Vicious Circle ' 

only when the matter turns upon ihe same individuals again and again; while in the 

case of Defect, Birth &c., the second birth is not the same as the first birth; so that 

the Satra canuot be held to involve a ‘ Vicious Circle. ’ Against this the Author 

joints out that that what the Sutra lays down is that Defect is the cautt of Dirth\ 

*nd this statement, being analogous to the statement clay is the cause of the jar, 
most mean that the entire genus 1 Defect ’ is tho cause of the entire genus 1 Birth; * 

% o that theie can be uo reference to individualities at all. 

Kfi.II. 231. 
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that while in the former both the reasonings aro rendered fallac¬ 

ious, in the latter it is the subsequent Rejoinder that is render¬ 

ed fallacious, by the preceding reasoning? It is true that the 

‘ Neutralised Probans ’ differs from the ‘ Futile Rejoinder ’ in this 

that it proves a different conclusion (while the Futile Rejoinder 

does not prove any thing at all). But you will have to admit that 

the Neutralised Probans does not really prove any thing at all, 

having its proving efficiency set aside by another reason of 

equal efficiency; or else it would not be ‘fallacious’ at all. So that 

there is ‘contradiction,’ ‘incompatibility,’ present in this case 

also. And thus, whether the ‘contradiction’ of the Reason be by 

itself .as in the case of the Futile Rejoinder), or by another 

Reason, which must follow in its wake, (as in the case of the 

Neutralised Probans),—the ‘ self-contradiction,’or‘ incompa¬ 

tibility,’ is there all the same; and there is no effective differ¬ 

ence between the two cases. “ But if there is * self-con¬ 

tradiction ’ in that case—let there, be so ; that does not affect 

its ‘ neutralised * character.” It will not be right for you 

to argue thus; for [if there be real contradiction in this, then 

as both reasonings will have proceeded on the basis 

of correct premisses, the conclusions of both would have to be 

regarded as true; so that] how could you avoid the conting¬ 

ency that from* one of the reasonings it would follow that 

Sound is eternal, and from the other that Sound is non¬ 

eternal ? ‘* Such a contingency would be precluded by the 

force of that valid proof which establishes the contradiction 

between the two (eternality and non-eternality) [that the 

two are contradictory to one another being an established 

fact, it is impossible for them to be attributed to the same 

object]. ” This is not right; just as we make the asser¬ 

tion—* both eternality and non-eternality would belong to the 

same thing, ’—in the same manner wo could also make 

the assertion— both contradictory and non-contradictory 

attributes could belong to tbo same thing ’; and how could 

you prevent mo from making this assertion ? “ All this 

Kh. II..232. 

Chapter IV. 
691 

would be possible if the reasonings were not subject to the 

fallacy of being neutralised. ’’ In that case, you will have 

to admit that one of the two reasonings, having its efficiency 

destroyed by the other, cannot bo regarded as proving any¬ 

thing at all; a fact to which wo have already drawn your 

attention on a previous occasion 1 

(193) As regards Vicious Regress, it is not regarded as 

objectionable in cases where it is supported or vouched for by 

valid proof; as for instance, in the case of * satta or ‘ Being, 

an endless seqes of ‘ satta ’ or existence has to b9 postulated 

[on tho valid ground that, as each and every Being is an entity, 

it most be possessed of Salfd or existence] -and in cases 

where it is not supported by proof (it would be something 

that is not known at all j so that) the reasoning that would 

urgo such an * unknown .’ regress would be open to the 

charge of involving tho fallacy of being ‘ ashrayasiddha. ’ 

(191) Similarly, if in regard to all those cases of Self- 

dependence &c., (which you yourself accept) it be held that 

they anvidraittod because they are supported by proof,— 

then, it comes to this that those cases where they are urged in 

confutation, aro not supported by any proof; so that in these 

cases what should be urged against the upholder of the 

reasoning is the want of proof, and not an undesirable 

contingency (as Confutation). 

[Having refuted Tarka proper, in its five forms, accepted by all 

Logicians, the Author takes up the other five kinds of Tarka which 

have beeu postulated by the ^older Logicians * according to the Sarva- 

dar than <ua itgraha. ] 

(195) There are some other divisions of Tarka also, based 

upon the character of its subject-matter; and every one of 

these should be dealt with iu the same manner as Svlf-tlcpen- 

dence and the rest. The five additional forms of 

T<”ka are—(a) Avinvjama, 1 Suspense ’ (Dilemma), 

(b) Ufsarya, ‘ Wrong Induction,’ (c) Kalpanagaurava, * Com- 
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plexity, ' (d) KalpnnalUghava, * Simplicity (of the Opposite 
view), 'and (e) Anauchitya, f Impropriety.’ 

(196) [Page 718] Of these (a) 'Suspense ’has been 

thus defined:—“ When there are two things, with regard 

to which it is found that a certain character can be predi¬ 

cated of only one of them,—and there is nothing to determine 

of which one it should be predicated;—there is what has 

been called ' Suspense ’; and like the two Contrary reasons, in 

the case of ‘ Neutralised Probans, ’ the two factors of the 

Suspense tend to overthrow each other, whereby it is found 

impossible to determine of whom the particular Character 

is to be predicated. An objection is raised,—Inasmuch as 

the predication required by the reasoning can be accomp¬ 

lished and accepted with reference to either one of the two 

things concerned,' Suspense ’ cannOt be regarded as a defect 

of reasoning [which can proceed on the basis of that predi¬ 

cation, without detriment to its effectiveness]; all that is 

possible is that there might be a doubt in the mind of the 

person (as to the predication being possible with reference 

to the other thing also); but if such a doubt should, appear, 

let it appear [it should not vitiate the reasoning]. This 

contention is not right; you evidently have not grasped our 

meaning. In the absence of any definite proof one way or 

the other, how could any peculiarity be found in either one of 

the two things, on whose strength the character could be 

predicated of that one (and not of the other) ? But in 

that case what would vitiate the reasoning would be the 

absence of proof, and not Suspense. Not so; as the ' absence 

of proof ’ is only indicated by the ‘ Suspense ’ ; so that ' Sus¬ 

pense’ beingtlio first to appear, itis only right that this (and not 

the ‘ absence of proof ’) should be urged against the reason¬ 

ing. Well, if such Suspense (as you describe) were a 

defect of reasoning, then such a defect would be found in 

uiany inferences; ns in most of these the conclusion (being 

itt, the form of a universal proposition) pertains to entire 
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, r, „ tall., proposition, time Uff •'» Uu p!««. «» 
^ is prodiltoa with regard to the partrcoUr 

*Lt there always ho « “ t0‘b8 
place] » s This would not be possi- 

rf •'""rSrtco.til: nothing in Jeon- 
b.e: 0rto‘ ia3tity the predication being referred to a number 
elusion to ^ affimation in the general form 

of specific i°dl ’ the ppedication to be with reference 

only ; while in the case of ‘ Suspense ’ 

I p^dtalionis indicated and found possible with reference 

in niiira tbsA dho individual* , 
(ivn (b) Ufsarga, • Wrong Induction, ’ has been thus 

. * - . when a thing has been found to be possessed 

rf.OWUi'n character in a large number of cases,- and to be 

_-i of the contrary character in comparatively fewer 

oven in the face of this fact, the latter character 

b ascribed to it (as its usual character) we have what as 
been called ' Wrong Induction.’ For instance, with regard 

to a certain cognition of a healthy wideawake person, when 

there is no evidence, either one way or the other, to show 
whether it is valid or invalid,-and yet, without any reason, 

in the form of subsequent sublation and the like, that cogni¬ 

tion is regarded as invalid,-the confutation of ‘Wrong In- 

duction ’ would be urged against the person thus asserting 

its invalidity; it could not be urged against the person 

asserting its validity [as cognitions are oftoner valid than 

invalid] Itis with reference to this that we have the following 

declaration (in the ShlolcaWrti/ca)-‘ Thus every cognition, 

as cognition, being by its nature, valid,—this validity is 

rejected only by the recognition of defects m the agency 

brincrin^ about that cognition, such recognition arising 

from* actually finding the thing concerned to be other¬ 

wise than what is apprehended by the cognition. ’ Ex¬ 

amples of tlijs will bo found in the lshoarahhimwlhi m 

connection with the authority of the Veda;—these examples 
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are such that even the Bauddha (who holds all cognitions 
to be inherently invalid) cannot take exception to them. 

From the account that you give of Wronq Induction, it 
appears that it is only a particular form of Doubt, in which 
one of the two alternatives concerned is stronger (more rea¬ 
sonable) than the other ; why then should this be regarded, as 
Covjntation ? This is not right; as in the case of Wrong 
Induction, as in the case of Supposition (both of which are 
forms of Confutation), there is always a predilection for, and 
stress laid upon, only one of the two alternatives concern¬ 
ed (the other alternative being absolutely rejected)*; where¬ 
as in the case of Doubt, it is not so, (as in Doubt there is 
no leaning either one way or the other); so that while Wrong 
Induction pertains to only one side of the question, Doubt 
pertains equally to both sides. » This also sets aside the 
view that Wrong Induction is nothing more than the stronger 
of the two factors in Doubt; specially as (if this werotrue, 
then) Definite Cognition also could be regarded as that factor 
of Doubt which is stronger by reason of being brought about 
by causes operating upon the thing as it really exists. 

But Definitive Cognition could be regarded as Doubt only 
if Doubt did actually appear in its wake, as it does appear 
in the wake of Wrong Induction. [That is, as a matter of 
fact, at the time of Wrong Induction, the Doubt is actually 
present in the Mind, the two sides of the question being 
still there, which is not the case with Definitive Cognition]. 

This is not right; as in every case that can be cited as 
an example of * Wrong Induction, 9 the man—who puts for¬ 
ward, as correct, the reasoning against which the confutation of 
‘Wrong Induction * is urged,—believes that his reasoning sets 
aside all Doubts in tho matter—[so Doubt cannot be said to be 
concomi tant with Wrong Induction]; specially as, on the strength 
of tho fact that there is no sublating cognition to the contrary, 
the reasoning in question—stigmatised as ‘ Wrong Induction * 
—is intended to be a perfectly valid proof of only one side 
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of the question (which thus leaves no room for Doubt) . 
Thus it is found that just as Vicious Regress and the othor 
aforesaid Confutations lose their vitiating efficiency only 

•when there are sublating cognitions to the contrary, but 
continue to retain that efficiency so long as there is no such 
cognition,—so also does Wrong Induction [which shows that 

this latter is as much entitled to be regarded as a Confuta- 

tion as those others]. ” 

(198) [Page 721] (c) " When of two reasonings—one of 
which is simpler and more lucid than the other that which is 
lrts simple and less lucid is put forward, tho comparative 
weakoess of this latter leads it to be stigmatised as * cora- 
p|gg.9 thus in this case the confutation that is urged 
•gmmtl tho reasoning is called 1 Complexity.9 It is a fact 
of common experience tbat#tho perceptible is more easily known 
than the imperceptible, and also that the few is more easily 
known than the many. And after full discussion we have 
shown in our- Tshtarabhisundhi how this ‘ Complexity * is 
urged against one who would have the Logician admit a 
diatinct^crcator of each product, in the shape of the Earth 
and the rest,—and also against one who would have the 
Bauddha admit the production of ravny blue individuals at 
the samo time and place from each of the several efficient 
causes. Tn both these cases the ‘ complexity * helps the 
person urging it to be demolish (the undesirable theory). 

(d) And conversely * simplicity 9 is urged by one in 
favour of one's own view, in which case, it helps to establish 
the desirable theory.99 

(199) (e) “ When one puts a question not dealing with 
things that can be known by the recognised means of know¬ 
ledge, and which does not admit of an answer,—we have 
a case of ‘ Impropriety, ’ also called ‘ Vaijatya. * There 
are sevenT varieties of this, in the form of Praslinavaijatya 
* Impropriety of Question, * and the rest. When a person puts 

HIi. II. 237.' 



694 Indian Thought: Khatjdana. 

are such that even the Bauddha (who holds all cognitions 
to be inherently invalid) cannot take exception to them. 

From the account that you give of Wronq Induction, it 
appears that it is only a particular form of Doubt, in which 
one of the two alternatives concerned is stronger (more rea¬ 
sonable) than the other ; why then should this be regarded, as 
Covjntation ? This is not right; as in the case of Wrong 
Induction, as in the case of Supposition (both of which are 
forms of Confutation), there is always a predilection for, and 
stress laid upon, only one of the two alternatives concern¬ 
ed (the other alternative being absolutely rejected)*; where¬ 
as in the case of Doubt, it is not so, (as in Doubt there is 
no leaning either one way or the other); so that while Wrong 
Induction pertains to only one side of the question, Doubt 
pertains equally to both sides. » This also sets aside the 
view that Wrong Induction is nothing more than the stronger 
of the two factors in Doubt; specially as (if this werotrue, 
then) Definite Cognition also could be regarded as that factor 
of Doubt which is stronger by reason of being brought about 
by causes operating upon the thing as it really exists. 

But Definitive Cognition could be regarded as Doubt only 
if Doubt did actually appear in its wake, as it does appear 
in the wake of Wrong Induction. [That is, as a matter of 
fact, at the time of Wrong Induction, the Doubt is actually 
present in the Mind, the two sides of the question being 
still there, which is not the case with Definitive Cognition]. 

This is not right; as in every case that can be cited as 
an example of * Wrong Induction, 9 the man—who puts for¬ 
ward, as correct, the reasoning against which the confutation of 
‘Wrong Induction * is urged,—believes that his reasoning sets 
aside all Doubts in tho matter—[so Doubt cannot be said to be 
concomi tant with Wrong Induction]; specially as, on the strength 
of tho fact that there is no sublating cognition to the contrary, 
the reasoning in question—stigmatised as ‘ Wrong Induction * 
—is intended to be a perfectly valid proof of only one side 

Kh. TL286. 

Chaptkk IV. 695 

of the question (which thus leaves no room for Doubt) . 
Thus it is found that just as Vicious Regress and the othor 
aforesaid Confutations lose their vitiating efficiency only 

•when there are sublating cognitions to the contrary, but 
continue to retain that efficiency so long as there is no such 
cognition,—so also does Wrong Induction [which shows that 

this latter is as much entitled to be regarded as a Confuta- 

tion as those others]. ” 

(198) [Page 721] (c) " When of two reasonings—one of 
which is simpler and more lucid than the other that which is 
lrts simple and less lucid is put forward, tho comparative 
weakoess of this latter leads it to be stigmatised as * cora- 
p|gg.9 thus in this case the confutation that is urged 
•gmmtl tho reasoning is called 1 Complexity.9 It is a fact 
of common experience tbat#tho perceptible is more easily known 
than the imperceptible, and also that the few is more easily 
known than the many. And after full discussion we have 
shown in our- Tshtarabhisundhi how this ‘ Complexity * is 
urged against one who would have the Logician admit a 
diatinct^crcator of each product, in the shape of the Earth 
and the rest,—and also against one who would have the 
Bauddha admit the production of ravny blue individuals at 
the samo time and place from each of the several efficient 
causes. Tn both these cases the ‘ complexity * helps the 
person urging it to be demolish (the undesirable theory). 

(d) And conversely * simplicity 9 is urged by one in 
favour of one's own view, in which case, it helps to establish 
the desirable theory.99 

(199) (e) “ When one puts a question not dealing with 
things that can be known by the recognised means of know¬ 
ledge, and which does not admit of an answer,—we have 
a case of ‘ Impropriety, ’ also called ‘ Vaijatya. * There 
are sevenT varieties of this, in the form of Praslinavaijatya 
* Impropriety of Question, * and the rest. When a person puts 

HIi. II. 237.' 



696 Indian Thought : Khandana. 
Chattei: IV. 697 

a question to one who has absolutely no knowledge ot me sub¬ 

ject of the question, he is said to commit an ' Improprietory 

'of Question’, Prashnavaij‘31 ya. For example, when the 

Baudtjha puts to persons who take their stand on Praroagas 

(». e. the Logicians) the question—1 Everything being a non¬ 

entity, do you wish to affirm or to deny it?’ It is with 

reference to this ‘ Impropriety, ’ also called * Faijatya, * 

t as a defect in the Oppouent, that some people have declared 

that the best way for an intelligent man to urge this * Impro¬ 

priety ’ or ‘ Faijatya, ’ against the Opponent is to keep silent 

over the question; but others have held that rfhen a-question 

like the one mentioned above is put, the best way to urge the 

Impropriety ' is to say as follows—‘ If Devadatta is an 

absolutely unknown person, any question as to his being 

dark or fair cannot be put without impropriety. * If this 

' Impropriety ’ were not accepted as a defect, then in a case 

where a disputant having refuted an argument by urging 

' irrelevancy ’ against it, if that * irrelevancy ’ is sought to 

be set aside by a further charge of' irrelevancy, ’ and so on 

and ou,—how could this latter disputant bo silenced,, by the 

declarat ion that ‘ when the other disputant does not regard 

an answer based on irrelevancy as adequate, it is not proper 

to address to him an argument based upon irrelevancy? ’ 

How also could a disputant, who does not accept ‘irrelevancy’ 

as a * Clincher, ’ gain victory over an opponent who, for 

fear of defeat, does not wish the disputation to come to an 

end, and so goes on putting a series of questions ? It will 

not be right to hold that in a case like this what would 

lead to the Opponent’s defeat would be the ‘ vicious regress ’ 

involved in such unceasing questioning. As even if tliis 

* vicious regress ’ were urged, it would bo met by a further 

question (‘what is vicious regress?’) and so on ad infinitum-, and 

if every one of theso questions were sought to be answered 

by being rejoctod as ‘ irrelevant, ’ there would bo an un- 

oudw'g series of thoso answers also; so’that both parties 

Kit. TI. m 

would be equally liable to the charge of * vicious regress. 

« And this defect of Impropriety is one that has^ been 

accepted by the rhetorician Mahima in his Vyalctimvelca,— 

which is a work opening the eyes of peels,-as one that 

is extremely effective in all discussions relating to poetry. 

(200) [An objection is raised against the definition of 

* Impropriety ’ propounded by the Logician in the beginning 

of the preceding paragraph]-" How can it be known that 

a certain question-that of the Bauddha, for instance, with 

togmni to the non entity—is one that ‘ does not deal with 

thing* known * by the recognised means of knowledge ’ ? 

If, when inch a question is put to a person, he keeps 

nlest over it, and does not point out to the questioner the 

feet iW Hi* question is one that does not deal with things 

known Ac.,—thon tho porson questioned becomes open to the 

charge of Jptatibhn, ‘ Embarassment; ’ if, on the other hand, 

he points it out to his opponent, in doing so, he naturally 

speaks of the thing concerned; so that he admits 

it being known by a means of knowledge; and thereby he 

admits Mio possibility of speaking of an absolute non-entity 

(with regard to which the question had been put by the 

Bauddha).” To this objection, the Logicians make the 

following answerIn such a case Silence is the only means of 

silencing the questioner. Nor would this silence make the 

person liable to tho charge of ‘Embarassment;’ as ‘Embarass¬ 

ment ’ has been defined as that condition (of a disputant) in 

which he cannot find an answer to a question that is capable of 

being answered. There is also another answer to the above 

objection: If the disputant is a strict observer of tho rule that 

* whatever he asserts must be right—that he will never say 

what is .not right—except when recapitulating what his 

Opponent might have said,’—then we can tako this defect of 

‘Impropriety ’ as one to bo urged by the Umpire. [The 

Umpire is not tied down by tho same hard and fast rules of 

procedure that bind the two disputants; so that] just as ho 
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can explain things to the disputants in the vernacular also 

(and need not confine himself to the U3e of Sanskrit only), so 

also if he found it necessary to speak of things^not exactly 

amenable to the rocogaised means of knowledge, how could 

it be taken object-ion to in hi3 case?—Specially a3 that particu¬ 

lar matter can be explained to the disputant in that manner only. 

So when an improper question has been put by his Opponent, 

what the disputant should do, in order to defend his case 

against the charges made against it, is to point out to the Umpire, 

the ‘ Impropriety involved in his Opponent’s question ; there 

being no harm in his speaking to the Umpire of things not 

quite vouched for by the . recognised means knowledge. 

But whether the ‘impropriety’ be urged by the disputants 

(between themselves), or by the Umpire to the first disputant 

(the questioner), or to the Umpire !»y the second disputant, — 

the fact remains that there is an admission of the possibility 

of an absolute non-entity being spoken of; and will not this 

imply the admission of the ‘ asatkhylti’ cognition of an abso¬ 

lute non-entity ? Certainly it will, answers the Logician ; 

all upholders of the ‘ Anya(hakhy<iti’ theory do adopt that 

there is such ‘ cognition of non-entity ’ in special cases—for 

instance, when a non-entity is put forward in a qualified form, 

or when a certain non-existent relation (is spoken of as subsist¬ 

ing between two things). “ But there are cases where 

the cognition of non-entity ’ will have to bo admitted even 

apart from the special cases just mentioned ;—e. g. when one 

speaks of ‘ the child of a barren woman as something 

different from the horns of the hare,’ this involves the admis¬ 

sion of the * cognition of non-entity ’ in both the qualifying 

factor (the hare’s horn) and the qualified factor (the barren 

woman’s son).” This is not right; for all that our 

* admittiug of tho cognition of a non entity ’ means is that we 

do not insist upon tho fact that there can bo cognition of a 

rea1 entity only. What tho upholders of tho * Anyithakhylli * 

view hold is that evon whon a non-entity is cognised (as it is 

Kh. II. <210. 
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in the case of the cognition of the barren womans son as 

different from the hare’s horn) it is cognised only along with 

an entity [in the case in question, the child and the horn 

being cognised along with difference, which is a real entity], 

and in no case is a non-entity ever cognised by itself alone. 

Bren for one who makes the assertion that4 the child of the 

barren woman is different from hare’s horns,’ the factor of 

Miffereooe/ appearing in this conception, is one that has, in a 

trtmnnl w*r. been cognised by him in connection with other 

S!"� ’U then U that »hil. m th, 

eaeeof lbas« other things the Difference has been cognised as 

mbttttiag ia an entity, and as haring an entity for its counter- 

ia (be assertion in question it appears otherwise 

_(. «. M snbuting in a non-entity, and also as having a 

non-eotity for its eounter*mtity; so that this is a clear case of 

• JnytfkJtkyafi * [the Difference appearing as otherwise from 

what it 1*** been lciiown before). [Nor is there any absurd¬ 

ity b the two non-entities appearing as the substratum and 

the oonnter-ontity of the Difference ;] when the qualified non¬ 

entity yn appear in consciousness, why cannot non-entities 

similarly appear as the substratum and the counter-entity of 

the Difference? “The same line of argument maybe 

adopted by the upholder of the 4 Asatkhyati ’ theory also: 

He might for instance with equal reasonableness, argue as 

follows:—* That an entity by itself can appear in conscious¬ 

ness is against oar view; what happens then is that in certain 

cases (even though an entity might appear in consciousness, 

yet) it might be that either the qualitiel or the relation, or 

qualification, or such other things, though an absolute non¬ 

entity, is yet, by mistake, pointed out by the cognition, so 

that Asafkhyati becomes admitted. And when an 

entity appears in consciousness, why cannot a non-entity 

also appear ?” This argument of the Asatkhyulioftdin 

would not be sound; as wlr\t the Biullha holds is that the 

qualified cognition that appears is always one that, not at all 

Kh. II. 241. 
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pertaining to any real entity, points only to what is absolutely 
unreal, and which, on that account is called 1 Jsal/ehvUtl ’ 

cogmhon of an absolute non-entity/ If, however, h& 

accepts the view that has been just pnt forwar<r(wherein the 

P^arin^n consciousness of both entity and non-entity is 

j f }’ then on thl3 P°infc a]3o, as on the subject of 
Inference being a means of right cognition, there is no differ- 
ence between the Bauddha and the Logician. “ But,” the 

auc ia urges, “you have to admit the cognition of the 
absolute non-entity also (apart from the raised cognition of 
en ,t,- and non-entity) j for when yon m,ke such an insertion 
as that the barren woman's child and the hare's horn arc 
hke the hairs of the tortoise,' and intend to convey a definite 
meaning y means of these words, is there even the slightest 
entity that could be pointed out by the cognition arising from 

leso woi s . This is not right, the Logician will reply; 

" : 'at “ •>/ «» '"ords is only «*#*_ lhi„„ 
hat has, in a general way, been cognised elsewhere,—as per¬ 

taining to a number of non-entities • identity ' is only the 
unity or sameness of objects that otherwise appear, to be 
different; and such an identity certainly subsists in many 
other thing, also (apart from such entities ns the hair's horns 
and the like). 

(202) Even though Hypothetical Reasoning and Doubt 
are both mval.d cognitions, and the cognition of «Impro¬ 
priety is brought about by these, yet, as in the case of many 
other right cognitions (that, though brought about by a mis¬ 
taken cognition, are themselves right, c. g. when on seeing 

vapour we infer the presence of fire, which is actually present”) 
-so hero als there need be nothing incongruous in a 
rigid, cognition of ‘impropriety of the question’ bein~ 
pi'Quuced (m the mind of the questioning disputant) by the 
cognition of it in the mind of tho Umpire, even though this 
latter cognition may bo not quite valid (being hypothec! ical 
an c on tful); just as in the case of a wrong cognition, which 

£7i. II. 212. 
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is sublated by another cognition, even though tho real object 
is not as it is apprehended by that wrong cognition, and the 
wrong cognition itself has been sublated, yet there is nothing 
incongruous in tho question,—‘ is this cognition really wrong 

or right?’—; in the same manner, even though the subject of 
tho question may not ba real, yet there can be nothing incon¬ 
gruous in the * impropriety of the question ’ being quite real. 
This same reasoning also sets aside the view that * we never 
fiad a cognition produced by a wrong cognition to be right.’ 
The nnu orpl tnation may be given in all similar cases. Nor 
eu eajvpersaif take exception to the explanation or proof 

we hare provided for tho * Atiyalhahhijati' theory. 

SpirwHy, x* if one does not accept it, in wliat way could we 
know the * .la-i/Hy l/i ’ the *ry alsc ? And uot knowing the 
the dtBtnrac* between hi.*own view and that of lm Opponent, 
haw coal! he tako part in the discussion ? 

ft® pir*. 19S— ’3>i. we hire a full presentation of the Logician’s 

*•: of til* fire of •‘farka’ or *!Iyp>thetical Reasoning *— 

Wrvij ImJ* C'jmplexity, Simpti ity ami Impropriety. 

The Author now proceed* to show that none of these can be inaiu- 

t^l] 

(203) All tlicso * Tarkas.’if pressed, enter into—he.,become 
iarlu!*! in—either • Pr.tmln ivirodha,* ‘ Contrariety to Proof,’ 
«r * * Absence of Proof;’ and as such they do 
xa d*ff-ir frra the fallacies of * Bl iha' (Annulment) and 
* .1•»//«* (V.ik town) respectively. In fact even aucient 
writers hxro treated of them as such. It is we ourselves 
whi hare raise 1 them to the position of ‘ Tarka.’ And it is 
far this reassa that we are not putting forth any arguments 
to demolish these ; for—‘ even though it be a poisonous tree, 
if it happms to be one that lias been reared by onself, 
ii is nr. right that it should be cutoff by him ’ (Kuimlras- 
aati jM II). 

Tmwc Sr«-Sa.petm« Ac.—have not been regarded as > Turks/ by either 

€«*«« « Vareyiv^tl^M^ writer, on Xv.ya, who regarded thorn only as 

LjrBU “* 7^-r- h u »'«* liter writer who lias put them forward na forms 

Kh. II. 243. 
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(204) The Logicians also, postulate'six * defects of Tarka' 

—in the form, (a) Ashraydsi4dhit ‘Unknown Subject* 

[whep the subject spoken of is altogether unknown]* (6) 

AnukUlatvam, * Favourable Character * [when the reasoning 

urged is favourable, and not unfavourable, to the conclusion 

against which it is urged], (c) Mnlashailhit ga, 4 Weakness of 

the basic premisses * [when the premisses upon the basis of 

which the reasoning is urged are not true], (d) Istflptidana, 

4 Urging of a contingency that is desirable (and not undesir¬ 

able), (e) Viparyiynparyav istlna, 1 Not leading to a contrary 

conclusion/ and (f) Mithovirodh*, 4 Mutual Contradiction/ 

As a matter of fact however, this account of the Defects of 

Tarka is not quite reasonable. Ju3t as an Inference proceeds 

on the basis of the cognition of 4 invariable concomitance* 

(between the probans and the proband am) and of4 presence in 

the Subject (of the probans) [the cognition of these two being ex¬ 

pressed in the two premisses],—so also does the Tarka or Hypo¬ 

thetical Reasoning; the only difference between the two is this, 

that ubilethe Inference proceedson thebasis of the right cognU 

tion of the premisses, the Hypothetical Reasoning may proceed 

even on the basis of such premisses as the reasoner himself 

does not recognise to be right, and which he puts forward 

entirely on the basis of their acceptance by the person against 

whom he urges the reasoning. Thus then, when we come to 

examine the exact character of 4 Hypothetical Reasoning', we 

find that it is based entirely upon what is actually accepted 

by the person to whom it is addressed; and it can never be 

open to the charge of being vitiated by the defect of 

Ashraylsid Ih/, 4 Unknown Subject.' In fact, the only differ¬ 

ence that there is between Inference and Hypothetical 

Reasoning is that while the former is based upon well- 

of ‘Tarka.’ And on the Htrength of the latter alone, the Author has introduced these 

in the present connexion. The efutation of these i»i really implied hy the refutation of 

the fallacies ; and the unnoceBsity, under the circumstances, of putting forward a 

frcbh refutation, i* explained in a humorous fashion. 

Kh. II. 241. 
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established premisses, the latter is based upon premisses th 

are only accepted (as true, by one of the parties); and hence 

what is most logical is that, with the sole except!"� of 

defects that may bo due to this, the defects of Hypo 

Ibetical Reasoning * must be the same as Fallacies o t asou 

(Meeting Inferences). Hence the conclusion is that of the 

•defect/of Hypothetical Reasoning * postulated by the Logic 
bo, (a) the‘Unknown Subject,* (c)‘Weakness of the Basie 

pJiL; and {d) ‘ Urging cf the desirable contingency 

.A included in the fallacy of the * unknown ; just as m 

Um cm**of Inference; the only difference being tha% in ie 
-* Unknown * means ‘not cognised by any 

^ M1-0f knowledge,’ while in the case of Hypothetical 

{l m-«-rted or admitted(0 as for tbe 

delict of • Mata&l Contradiction,' it is nothing more than what 

W implied in the fallacy of‘Neutralised Reason’;—(«) as for the 

defect of ‘ not leading to a contrary conclusion,’ it cannot be 

regarded as a defect of Hypothetical Reasoning; for the fact 

that tbe reasoning that does not lead to a contrary conclusion 

fails to establish itself is a circumstance that is entirely 

different ( having nothing to do with regard to the vitiating 

of the Reasoning itself). Then again, just as in the 

{Kb* cmo of luference, wc have tb© fallacies of 1 Annulment, 

• Contradiction * and 4 Inconclusiveness, * so must they be 

in the case of Hypothetical Reasoning also [and yet these 

have been mentioned among the Defects of the latter] • 

• Annulment * mav be regarded as a favourable circumstance 

in the case of Hypothetical Reasonings other than 4 Wrong 

Induction’ and 4 Supposition '[but in these two, it must baa c?e« 

Lastly, there is yet a seventh defect possible in the case of 

Hypothetical Reasoning,—in the shape of * ApattisUmya,' 4 Lia¬ 

bility to similar Confutation * ; it is not that we admit 

this ; the fact is that wo have already shown above (see 

para 163 el scq.) under those definitions of 4 Tarka ' which 

lay down the conditions that it should proceed on the basis 
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fails to establish itself is a circumstance that is entirely 

different ( having nothing to do with regard to the vitiating 

of the Reasoning itself). Then again, just as in the 

{Kb* cmo of luference, wc have tb© fallacies of 1 Annulment, 

• Contradiction * and 4 Inconclusiveness, * so must they be 

in the case of Hypothetical Reasoning also [and yet these 

have been mentioned among the Defects of the latter] • 

• Annulment * mav be regarded as a favourable circumstance 

in the case of Hypothetical Reasonings other than 4 Wrong 

Induction’ and 4 Supposition '[but in these two, it must baa c?e« 

Lastly, there is yet a seventh defect possible in the case of 

Hypothetical Reasoning,—in the shape of * ApattisUmya,' 4 Lia¬ 
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this ; the fact is that wo have already shown above (see 

para 163 el scq.) under those definitions of 4 Tarka ' which 
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of a ‘ vySpya* admitted by both parties, and of a 1 vyapaka 

not admitted by both parties, and so forth. 

We desist from farther details. 

[Concluding Remarks.] 

(205) Tko methods of refutation shown can be similarly 

employed against other definitions also. Whenever a dispu¬ 

tant may proceed to deal with subjects other than those that 

ire have dealt w.th above, the intelligent Refuter should 

choose any one of the several methods of refutation that we have 

described and bring it to bear upon the subject?, either exactly 

in the way in which we have shown it, or with such modifi¬ 

cations as miy appear necessary. Similarly if the disputant 

should put forward such arguments as we have not alroady 

anticipated (and demolished),—or i£»he should with his keen 

intelligence, offer an unexpected answer to the reasonings 

we have propounded,—and if it so happen th it the exact 

method of refuting these does not come to the mind of the 

Refuter, what he should do is to fix upon any one word 

out of the several that the disputant may have us<}d, and 

then to proceed to examine the meaning of that word; and 

in so doing he should bring to bear upon it fresh me¬ 

thods of refutation. And if the disputant should (by 

answering these arguments) press hard the intelligence of 

the Refuter, than the lattar should fix upon another word; 

and so on and on, he should move from one to the other and 

carefully entangle tho Opponent in the labyrinth of 

refutations. Nor would tho moving from one point to tho other 

involve an * irrelevancy;' as the points taken up would not 

be foreign to the subject under discussion. Nor again would 

tho taking up the second point before a defiuiio conclusion 

has been arrived at on tho first point involve an ‘impropriety’, 

for if such a process of discussion woro * improper, ’ then it * 

would bo improper also to raise any objections against Sound 

being a ‘ product, ’ when someone urges tho argument that 

Kh. IT. 216. 

CuAPTEH IV. 

‘Sound is non-eternal, bepauseit is a product’ [as this would 

mcau the raising of a question different from tho question of 

Sound being non-eternal ] ; and this would do away with all 

such fallacies a3 ‘ aniialarSsiddha ’ and the 1 ike (in which 

the fallacy lies in tho premiss not being known or admitted 

by one of the parties). Lastly, even when the further con¬ 

tinuation of the arguments for Refutation be found imposs¬ 

ible, if tho Refuter can prove that the arguments them- 

k-Itc* are * inexplicable, ’ ‘ aoirvachanlya, ’ this also would 

t^ad to strengthen the view that * all things are inexplica¬ 

ble ’ («iich is the view with which the Refuter has started). 

Thus then— 
• T.»« procedure adopted by us is threefold • (a) the 

applving of tho arguments described to tho refutation of 

other subjects with necessary modifications ; (b) tlie applying of 

tbc same arguments to other subjects; and (c) as the last 

jesourse, to have recourse to a scries of arguments. ’ 

• In this work of mine I have purposely introduced cer¬ 

tain hard knots; my purpose in so doing being that the wicked 

and ignoiant, thinking themselves to bo clever, may not, 

through sheer audacity, read the book and dabble in its 

reasonings;— and ti nt, on the other hand, the gentle reader, 

who has with due devotion, attended upon his Preceptor, 

and has (through his help) got the knots made easy for him¬ 

self, may obtain the experience of joy arising from swimm¬ 

ing among the waves of tho essence of Reasoning and 

Argumentations.” 

‘ Here cuds the work composed, for the delectation of 
tho learned, by the blessed Shri Ilarsa,—who obtains a pair 
of befel-’eavc.s and a seat of honour from the King of Kan- 
yakubja,—who in his meditation, enjoys tbc direct vision 
of -Supreme Brahman, tho Ocean of Bliss,—whoso poetry 

showers sweet honey,—and whoso reasonings have frightened 
all opponei.ts!’ Finis. 

Kh. II. 217. 
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