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PREFACE. 

Vol. I of the Eogli<!h Tranalotion of Tau11<U<Jrigraha ia Ming scut out. 
'rho to lcnted editor of tho Ooekwlld Series haa supplied oil tho inlortuBtion 

twu.i.loble rogorcling tho Authors of the Originol and thn Commontary,-in 
tllo oxt.ensive ond lucid Introduction to the original Snns1u·it 'foxt. 

The texts translated ore dlffloull>-linguist ieally na woll na pl>ilo•opbica.lly. 

Iu tbo latter aspect, my pnat work on I<umlrila's SJUoktwllrlika nnd 
Uddyotoksra's Ny(J.yaviJrtika has enabled me to follow tho trend of the 
arguments; a.s these two writers form the prinei]>al targoWI for attack in the 

work ; and the work is entirely polemicai.-In the linguistic a.apoot of the 

work, I hAve not always folt quite sure, specially in rosard to the technical 
terms in which Buddhiotie literature abounds and my knowledge of these 

had oil been derived from • Brahman.ieal ' Soure... But as the work 
progtesaed, I felt surer of my ground, and I hope that in the finol result, 

I hovo not gone far "wrong in my interprotntions. For the slips that thoro 

aro bound to be there, I apologise to Buddhist Scholar& oud hopo t hat 

they will corroet me whorovor I mt\Y 00 found to havo gone Mtroy. 
In that hope, I •~nd forth thi/1 work of mine with thonktulnes3 for 

having been given the strength of >nind and body to do it. 
My ~hanks arc duo to tbo Editoro of tho Sanskri~ Text, wbooo i.ntreduo· 

tion hA8 ._., helpful in the undentanding of the text. 

ArragABAD, 

""llf 23, 1937 
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manent? ~lore Being i'l sn.icl to be their sole function as well t\~ Cause'.
This points to the section on tho Pemwn•nce of Thi11!JB (Chapter 8, bolow). 

Obje<l·ion :-"If this is so, then the Intervolv<d lV"eel of Oausation eounot 
be regarded as the basis of nny adjustments regarding Act, it$ Fruit and th& 
·Connooti011 between them~ e.nd such other things ; as ex l'£ypoJhui, the said 
Whool is m<>bik (momentary)." · 

Tho nnswer is supplied by th& second line of tho fit""t verse of t.lw Toxt,
• K<,nna, etc.', ; It is the basis of ,:;-nch notions as ActioM, otc-.'-\VImt tlte 
"'l'ext meana is that this shall bo expltljned lo.te1.' on. In this connection 
' ilctions' o.ro good and bad, their 'ft'Uits' are desU-ablea.ud undesit·able,lU\d the 
' connection ' betweon thorn is that of tht product and the. produced (cause and 
effect); the .'notion' of this is i ts adjustment, usage, at't"t\Dgement.-The 
term 'cilli' C a.nd the re.cst ') in the Text includes an such notions O$ those 
of Remembrance, Recognition, Uncertainty, Cer:tainty, the Following u.p of a 
self·appoil\ted Task, Eagernes.• for percept.iblo things, Ces&>tion of such 
eagcrnoss, tl>o Relation of C..use and Effect, th& Cogniser of these, the Means 
of Cognit.ion, Bondage, Emancipntion and so fol·t.b. The sa.id ' "1heol ' 
is the ' biiSil! ' of all these ;-such is tho analysis of the compound.-To thii< 
effect the1·e is the following declamtion of the Blessed l.ord- " 0 Bhi/cfus 
the Action is t;hero, the Ft·u.it ill there, but the Actor is not found,-apo.rt 
from the 'indication' (Sa.tU:e.ta) of tho • P1·inoiplea ood Practice.~' (Dharmas), 
-who renounces these 'Sensorial Phases' (Skandi«>s) and tnk .. up 
othc1-s. So that it is duo to the indication of the ' Principles a.nd Practices • 
that u. certain thing comes about whe11 o.nothor t.hin.g is there (as its cause).•• 
-This points to tho Chapter on Actions, thoh· Fruits nn<l the Cotu>oc· 
tiou h&tweeu these (Chapter 9, below).-This Inurvolv<d Wheel of OauMtion 
shoulcl be \lflderstood as appertaining to the Sensorial Phases (Skandl.a•) , 
'Phenomena' (Dhlitus) and tho 'Receptnolos' (Ayat.ar>a8) ; as it is these that 
are produced by the Inl/Jrvol>-ed: Wheel of OaUBation.-( 1) 

[Text 2.] Question.-" Thoro nre mnuy S\lCh things o.s Substauce, 
Quo.lity, )Iovement and the l'e!i:t; why does not the lVIteel of Omt8ation Apply 
to these? '' 

The nnswor is given hy lines 1 nnd 2 of Text 2) beginning with tJ1e 
term 'gutta, etc.', 'It ·is devoid of aU suclt concepts as Quality, elc.•-rrho 
term 'gu'I')..G-' ... 8cunavdya' is n. Copulative Compound ;-the term 'jUti ', 
' universn.l ', inchtdos both kinds o£ Un.ivel'sa.l, the Higher (Wider) ae well 
aa tho T.A>wor (Narrower) ;-the tern1 'iidi ', 'and so on', includes tho 
( 1) • Specific Indh~c\uality ' subsisting in uJt.intate substnncos (as postul~ted 
by th& Vaish4ika), (2) also those characteristics which som& people describe 
o.s d.istinct from the thil'llgs possossiug those cha.racteristics.~.g. t ho character 
of • Being' as subsisting in all the Six C<>tegories (of tho Vaislt<!fjka), th& 
eharncter of being apprehended by <>11 such Mean• of Coguition as bring about 
th& apprehension of existing things, '"'d so forth. The compound h&tween 
the term • gu.tUI .•. sama.v.ciya ' and '-upll.dh.i' is J{arm.adhii.raya., ono betwoen 
the qualification and tho qualifi&d [the • upiidhi ' being tha qualified, and t.he 
preceding term the qualification) ;-of theso upadhis, concepts, (in tho 

2 
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shape of Substance, etc.) the wheel is devoid.; i.e. it ia rre·e from all this. In 
regard to this, the Blessed Lord has declared ss follows:-" 0 Brlih.ma~ut! 
All is All; · i.e. the fivo 'Skandiu1$ ' (Five Sensory Phases), the tweh·e 
' A'yatatws ' ·[Twelve Sensory Recept.acles-consisting of 'Mind, five Sense
organ.' and tho external objecta apprehended by these six], and the oighteen 
'Dlu'itus' [Element8 or Ingredients, consisting of the a.ioro~aid ttvtlve, alol'lg with 
the six elements of Visual Sensntion. Auditory Se1l$t'ltioo, Oliactory Sensat.iou, 
Gesta.tory Sensa.tioo, Tactile Sensation, Mental Sonsation}. ''-This points 
to tho Section on the Examination of the Six Oategorie& (Chapters 10 to 15). 

Question-" In the absence of the said concepts, how doos the Intervolved 
Whool of OaWJation, become the object of Vet·bnl Exrrossio11 and Ooncep· 
tion ? And ,..;•ho.n it does; not bocom.e tho object or t.hoso two, it cnnnot 
bo spoken of ; as a. matter oi fnct V crbal Expl'ossion and Conception caun9t 
operate apart from the concepts in question. How then is it ~hat the 
Blessed Lord IU\S propounded it ? " 

[Paoe 12.] The answor to tllis is eontnined in tho second lino of Te.:t 2, 
beginning with tho Word 1 a1·opita ', 'It is amenable, etc.'.-The compound 
1 Uropita, elc.' i:s to be e...xplninecl as follows-' c7:ropita iikara.' is the imposed 
or assumed form, ; and this 'aa.sw:ned fonn' is the character of the Wheel of 
Catl8atio~ as fornting the object of Yerba.l Exprcssiott and Conception; i.e. t-ht\t 
which forrns tho };ubjoot of the TY!t.eel of CaUII(Ition is t.Iu~ot which i.s nmonnblt-'1 
t,o Vcrbo.l Expression nnd Goncept.ion in an nf'lr,'l.uned (superimposed) forrn.
'l'he tonn '1Jratyay" ' (Oognition) here should be understood in the sense of the. 
particultlr fonn of Cognition which apperu."$ in tho form of a. verbal con.eept.,
•• is indicated by the proximity of the term' verbal expressio11 '; specially as 
these two a.re in.variably associated in regard to sm.y sin.gle object. Th\ lS the 
sense of the Text comos to this-Though tho said concept-s are not thero (in 
tbe TVIIetl), yot through the fMt that things are always pcrcoived as distin.. 

· gulshed from each other, the Oonooption is understood to a.ppert.a.in to 
1\0n:wthing external; so that the t\meu&bility to Verbal Expre$$iOu, in the 
form of iuv~u:iab1e IH;.'«)(:Ul.tion, is ptCSOJlt (in tho said \Vhcel). In t•oolity, 
hov .. ·over, it is not nmcn.nblo to Vorbn.) Expres;;ion, becnuse all sorts of 
Oonceptual Content have disappeared from it. But, just as the denotation 
of words is admitted in common parlance as something nioe, though not 
justified by l'ea.son,-in. tbe same .n:::&Aml&r, with a. view to in.trod\lcing 
the True Tea.chiJ1g, the Blessed Te.nehor, closing hi~ oyos, in the lllOJlflOr 

of the eleph(l.nt, to the true character of things, sought to express the 
t l'ue iden, through a sor t of illusion ; and this simply because thet-e i, 
no otlter way of doi11g it,-Even though the for m of the denotntion of 
words is really supel'imposed \tp<>n it (or; an illusion), yet, by rea.c;on. of 
invariable association, it becomes indil'Octly related to the t iling to be 
spoken of, Et.nd thus becomes the means of &~pressing it; a-nd tho thing, 
thus expressed, does beco1ne maniiosted, by virtue of the powers of the 
Teachers ; hence there is no ehance of being deceived (regarding the true 
natn.ro of t11e thing spoken of).-Thls i' what has been thus declared by 
'l'dyin--•' By whichsoever name is & Phenomenon (or Entity or Manifestation) 
spoken of, -this Phenomenon does not really exis~ there ; such is the 
phenomenal character of all phenomena." .-(2) 



INTJWDUCTORY. 19 

[Ten 3.] Quution-" u ~W.. (Wheel of 06081ltion) & m""' \-otbe.l 

juggler>· indulged in on accoun~ of the paucity of valid reaoons in support, 
-just as has been done by other philosophers Ml!\lming (without sufficient 

proof) their Categorios ! Or i& there any valid reason for nccopting it ! " 

'lho O.tl.S\'ler that there V aneh valid reason is given in !Z'oxc 3.-• Spaf/ll·, 
otc!, • It i8 (ltflnilely coonised, ctc.'-ThO compound 'SJJaf/alak~a'l)a ' 

is l{armadha.raya., moaning 'whoso definition, character, is clear, i .e. well· 
defined'; the ~clearness' of tho 'definition' is due to tho !net. thnt it ia: froo 
from tJte throo defects of being impo11ib~ (inapplicable), or wo narrow or 
too widt; t.he definition of thn Moons of Right Cognition provided by ot.her 

philosophers, on the other hand. is not • clear ' ; t.ho Taxt t.horofore has 

ohnrt\cterised its own MOMll of Cognition "" 'cloer '. Endowed mt.h this 
chtu-a<:t.lr of being 'clearly d4ji!Wl' are the • ltDO Jfrono of 00(1nilion. ',-Sense· 

porcoption and Inferenco ;-by those is t.he Wheel of C'""'"ion 'definitely 

cooni1ed' ; this will be oxplninod under all the AeetioruJ (ns occasion prescnt.ts 
itself). This also is ~>pproved by the Ble..OO Lord, \Vbo llfto doclnt•ed tl1u11-' 0 

Bhik~us, my word sl1ould bo nccoptod after duo jnvoatiga.tion, not merely 
t hrough regard for me; just M gold is occopted as roe! only 1\[ter hooting, cut· 

ting n.ncl rubbing On t.l\e touo.h·stone' .-As 1'Cgard.s Stnac.,ercepaon.s, its defini
tion is that it should be froo from 4 misto.ke • and' concoptunl con tout' or' deter

mination • ; this is oXACtly as doclo.red by the Blos;ood Lord-who has said 

t.hnt • ono who has tho vaual oogn.ilion cogn.isos the Blue nU right, but not ns 

bluo • ; the phraso '~ tho Bluo' implies that tbo oogn.ition doos not 
apprehend o.n object other Uum its own, which indicnt .. tll<l ft1ct of its being 

nol mi8ta~n (or wrong); and too ot.herphrBso' nola$bluo • denios the presence 

in tbo Cognition of nny connectiozt with tho definito nou\o ' b1ue '; which 

indic$te& the foot of ita being tl<m-conccplual or not-cletcrm.iualtJ (frco fron1 all 
11.>81Jocio.tion with words}. As regards Injcrtnu, tho dolinition of thnt nlf'lo ha~ 
boon set fort.h by pointing ont t ho Mturo of tho Li>lga (Inferential Indicfltivo, 

• ~Uddlo l'erm ', Probans); whiclt has boon thus 80t forth-"£be Liti{fa, 

Probnns, is t.hat which is (a) novor non·concomitant with \118 Probi\Udum, and 

(b) 'vhich is definitely kno,vn,-<>nly then does it booomo tho moons of in· 

forential cognition; this Probom, 0 Bhi~. is somotlm011 Con.structive, in all 

""""" it is Destructive '. Horo tbo invariable concomita11co of tho Probans 
with the Probandum ill clenrly 1\Me.rted. This se me condition has been stated 

in tho dictum that 'Tbo Probans i8 tbo basis of Infercnco, when it. i8 ch.arBC· 

t.odtred by invariable coucomitonco • ; in this statement tho Probandwn has 

not been mentioned1 bocauso it is clearly indicated by tho mention of the 
' invaa·iable eoneomitanoo of the Probans' (which con only be with the 
p,•ob{l.ndam).-This Probo.l\8 is divided into throe kinds, cliotialgtlishod necord· 

ing to ouch peculiat·itie& as t.hoso of (I ) naturo, (2) f}Jecl. and (3) """
apprehemion.; t.he Probans CI>Ued 'neture' has boon indicated by ~bo term 

• Oonstru.ctive' in the phraao ' 0 B~, that which ia Constructive • ;

"" for t.ho Probans styled 'Effect' it has been illuatratod in t.he following 
atetomeot-' The proeenco of Fire is known through Smoke, too pr-.u:e of 

Water is known throngh tho line of White Cranes flyingabave; and t.hoRt>CO 

(Golra) of the Wise BodhitaU"" is known through certain oigns •.-Lestly, 

tbo Probans styled M ' o particular form of non-apprehension' has also 
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been c"Plained in course of the denial of mere Non-approbeusion by itself 
being a MeaM of Cognit ion; this has been declared in the following words 
-• 0 B!tikqu~J, a. Livi.ng Being cannot validly cognise a Living Being, 0 1· 

find a means of lmowiug it; if a. Living Being validly cognises a Living Being, 
he becomes dest.royed; I alone wou1cl cogniS$ a. Living Being, or someone 
else if h& wore liko me '. Heroin wo have the denial of the validity of 
mt:re Non-apprehension in general in regard to things beyond th& l<t!n (of 
01-din.ary men) ; the sentence 'I alone, etc.' clearly shows the validity of 
particular ca.sea of Non-appreh0111iion.-All this points to those section.• of 
tbo To.xt that deal with Sen8e-percepti<m (Chap. 17), Inference (Chap. IS) 
and ollu!>· AftaM of Oognititm (Chap. 20). 

Quuliorv-•• This l11te.n-olvtd Whul of Oausation,-is it coneomit.o.nt 
with a>>y such generic character aa 'being an entity ', as declared by the 
Syadt-64in8 (Jninas)! Or is it entirely unmU.ed (pure) in its essence!- ' What 
i f it is t he Ot\9 o1· the other ? '-If it is concomitant with anything, then 
f.hero would be a c:ros.~·division bctwoon t.ho definitiOn of the 'Vheel nnd that 
of Serv<Je·pereeptiou nn<l tho rest ;-there would also be tbe incongruity that 
the eau$ would cease to bring about the efieet, as there WO\l1d bo no cliff&·ence 
between the Cause o.ncl Effect; and in tha.t caa.e tho "\\T}u~ol would not be c deft· 
nil.cly coyni•et.l /rlj me"''• of IlLO tu.-o Jl1ean8 of Oognil.iO»' (""stated in Te:>:t 3). 
Nor llgnin, is it right t.o posit any such en.tity a.~ t.ho 11lte-)·tJOLve<l Wheel of 
Catl8lllior•; because even jf it is entirely unmi.xed in itA e:;::.enoo,-irlQ..mluch 
As there would be no I>tll•tiouln.t· dh·ersity umong the auxiliary causes, tltoro 
·would bono possibility o£ its hatring an-y eff'.citnt rMtivity (which is the charoo
tcrist.ie of every entity); exactly o.s tbore is none in things admit.tedly non
produet.ive.'' 

In nnswer to this objection, we hn.ve tbe second lino of Text 3-
1 A~tiyaS(ipi, etc.'-' le 1.8 not mixed up witl-. ehe nature oj anythin(J tlse et.-en in 
11~ sliyi>Je8t <leuree '. Wh<•t is meant is as follows-It is the lntter of the two 
nltcl·tlutivos that wo aeeopt ; a.nd yet there is ao room for tho objections 
that. hn.vo boon. tu·gccl ogninst it ; Hlis we shall explain later on. Tbo eoro.pouncl 
'mial•ribh!1tllparatnuikal) • (in the Text) is to be a-nalysed as-~ whOl'Oin the 
nature of anything elso is not JUixed up'; that is, wherein there is not tho 
slightest trace of the chamcter of anytl>i119 else,-for iru;taneo, that of tbe Cause 
iu the Effect and so forth.-' In the slig1Hut degree ',-ovon in tho most subtle 
form,-anct not only in the form of Jnony such ex tensive entities as 1 Being •, 
'Knowable' and so forth,- this is what is impliod by the particle 'api ', 
'oven'. 'What is m.eant is that, if the form of a. single entity were present. in 
it, the on tiro world would enter into i ts essence. This the Author \'Vill oxp.lain 
later on. 1'his is what hss boon thus declared by the Blessed Lord-' How can 
the Sprout be eternal !-Since the Sprout is one thing and the Seed an en
tirely different thing. Verily the Sprout is not exactly the same thing as the 
Seed. So also is the Sprout unlike tha Seed. Hence one thing (Seed) does 
not pass on into the essence of another thing ' .- This points to tile Olu>pter 
dealing with the Examination of Syii.dviida (Chap. 20).-(3) 

Que8tlon- " The Ska11111.a (Sensorial Phase) and tile rest, are puro 
and unmi><ed in nature; even so, do they always remain unchanged in their· 

: 
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character ?-a• billS boon deelnred by some persons who hold all thil'3" to 
be real entit.ies, passing from one pho.se into another 1 .. 

Tho answer that it. is not so is provided by the word 'A.sarikrUntim ', 'it 
admits of no translocation.' (Tea:-t 4). \ \'hat is meant is thnt., if there were 
t-ranslocation (pnssing from one phase into another), then, inasmuch aSt 
everything (every cause) would alwa.ys exi~t in its Ctltircty, there would 
bono Efteet or Product, and honce no possibility of iHty 'lntel'volve<l \V heel 
of Causation ' .- Tho word 'ABati.krUnti • (ill the Text) signifies 'tlmt wherein 
there is no transloco.tion '-i.e. passing from phase to pha..<s:e,-• of the Skandha 
e.nd other factors ' .-{Page 14).- Thi• hM bee11 declared by the Bles."ld 
Lord in the following words-' '¥hen the Eye i~ produced, it d<>M not come 
out from anythir1g elBe ;-\\1hen it is destroyed, it does not return to an~·· 
thing else; what he.ppen.s;, 0 BhiklfU8, is that tho Eye, not bnving been. i.t\ 
exist.enco, comes into exi.stence,-and having been in existence, it ceases to 
exist' .- This points to the Chapter dealing with the ~amination of the Three 
Point<~ of TitM (Ohapter 21 of the Text). 

Question-H Then does it exist only a.t the t.im0 tho.t it is o.ctually foleen? 
As doclo.r<>d by the OhiitWka (Materialist.)-' Whence can there be any coming 
again for that which ha.s boon burJlt and ceased to exist ? ' .. 

The an~Jwer ir1 supplied by the Text in the word ' ancitlyantam. ', 'it ·is 
without beyit\niny, without ·~nd •; the compoUnd being analysed 9.$ 'thnt 
whogc beghmiug nnd end t\re not'. ~rhi!J also htll=i boon pointod out by th('l 
Blessed Lord-' 0 BMk!Jwt, the cycle o£ Bit·ths IU\s no end and uo b~gil'l · 
ning, et.e. etc.' ;-in this quotation the term* at'ara' stand.-; fcYr enll, and' agra' 
fol" beginning ; hence the negation of these two is .;\·hnt; is t-;poken of ns • cmat·a . 
riiyra , . This has been so n.sserted .;.;rith reference to people who llA \"0 not 
taken to the Noble Path; for thoso who have taken to the Noble Path, tho 
Cycle o£ Birth has actually ceased. I t ia in view of this that it hns been 
doolnrcd th.nt--' For t he childish person who knows not the trne Dharmn~ 
the path of Birth tln<l Rebirt.l1 is a long ono • .-'rhis point"s to Hte Section 
dee.hng with tho Examina<ioll of the Philosophy of N1o Lokilyatas (Chapter 
22 of tho Text) . 

Quution--" Is t.hi!J Imervo!ve<l Whu! of Oa1uation of the nnturo of an 
external object ? Or has it a purely Bubjecl.·it..oe ex:iatence ? , 

Amwor- It is like tM reftecle<L imayo and other tMngs (Ten). 'rhis 
shows that i t hns n. purely subjective oxistcnco. The sen.'4e therefore j!4 that 
this ha.s a purely aubjectiveexistonee,-jt!Jit like the Rofleetod Imago, Whirli11g 
Fire·Circle, the Fenciful City in t.he Sky and such other fanciful things. T hi• 
ha.s been thus declared by the Blessed Lord- ' The external thing, ns faucie<l 
by childish people, does not exist, it is only the Mind which. tossed about 
by Impressions, bears t.be semblance of th<J object nnd dmrs becornes O}X!r· 

ative '.-Tius poi~tts to the Chapter on tho Examinalion of tlie E:>:ter11al lV orul 
(Obap. 23, 2'ext). 

J!a,ving thus shown that the Intcrvolved Wheel of Causation is entire!~· 
free from the webs of the fanciful assumpt.ion of thing& that ho.,·e no existence, 
the Authol:' sums up t.he whole ideo. in the words 'Sarvaprapa.iitha, etc.', 'It 
iB absolutely fret from the wholt lot of jantas~s '; tb.n.t is, it is free from the whole 



lo~ of fanlt\stie notion.o, liko the idoa of l'rimo!(tial :Uattor being tho eouse 

ol ~hings and so forth. 

Qtlu.t.ion-" Ha!i this doctrine been realised by othor tee.chers also, 
-liku l 'i~ut., Shi~Jtt., HitatJ.yagarblia rmd t·he rest?" 

An.t1oor-N'ot. so; it Tw1 110t bun. a.ppreltt:tuled by olhera; ns o. matter 

o£ fllCL, oil ot-her phiJosoph.ioal HyAteln& Io.y stress upon wrong notions of the 
Soul, and it is the Blessed Lord alono on.whom thiR enlightemnont hA.CJ dawnod. 
'rhiJt is what tbe Te.x-t motma. '£his the Attthor will a~plo.in in tho course 

of all the ..,.tious of his work.-(4) 

Q1...Cion-" Was this dootrino ol tho lt1terool•ed Wllul of OaUMiion appre· 

hondcd by ~he Bleosed Lord by Himself and then promulb'l\tod t Or did he 

promulgl\to it on the boei• or tho Vodn "·hich is regnrdod by others as rtt-.aled 

(not tho work of any Ponon) !-All cleclarocl by the followors ol Jo.imini
' Thus ns regards thi.ngH that fli'O boyond the ronch oC tho SonAos, the1·e iH 
no Pel'fton who ha.s seen them tHrocUy ; hence tho.t mAn nlone knows them 
rightly who knows th&m through tJ>O Eternal Word'." 

Tbo nuswer to thia i&-Not. so; 'SvalnntmWu.tini(I.Mtl~~.o•-•indepen· 
tlently of any B<lf·6!tJ!Ici<m r•o<lalion • (Text 5). 'I'ho tenn • Self.,•tJ!ici<Jil 

recelnl;on' stonds Cor tho VedA who.~ Authority is said to bo seU.sufficient,
tbnt.i~ the Eternal Word:-ctai~.u\gG' is one who is not dependent upon. not 
doponding upon it, i.o. oeoing thin!!" diroctly by hiiMOif ;-the Lord Bimsolf 

t>ronmlgated the Doctrine o! tho ImOTIIOlved Whul of CaW<!lion. A8 ~ mntter 

of fa\ct., thc.ro is no ~;&ntonce or NJ&ertion tha.t h.a,:o not emanl\tod £rotn a Porson; 
aa hno been deela.red by tho B l0011ocl Lord-' Those Groat Sng<~~~, the .lnaruJa. 
pa~<r<1tuU (Deuizo'"' ol tho Blilt31ul Regions ?) t>re tho nutho111 ol tho Vodas 
nnd the promulgators of tllo 1\{antra~ '. WlU\.t tho Author moons is that 
he is going to e>:plnin this lntor on.-This points to ti>o Soction doaling with 

the Examination of tho Solf.ouff>ciont Authority ol the Revelations 

(contAined under Chapter I 0 ol U>e Tau). 

QUUfio,._" For the Bl......t f.ord "·ho bad attainod all his own ends, 

what was the neod for promulgnt.ing this Doctrine of the Interwlt-.d JVhal 
Df 0aU8tJtion. ? n 

A.......,._ With a vi•w to brinuing about IM We/far• of the World (Text S). 

' fl'alfare of tlit World' iB what i~t good for the world; thiM • Oood • consists in 
tho destl'ttction of all AfYliotion.e nn.d Illusion, bronght:. about by the duo 
comprehension of the Right Dootrineof the Inurool•td Whtel of OaW<IIion ;
tho clesiro to bring this ~bout ill what is meant by tho • vitw to bring 
nbc>m' ;--this io the eauM that Jod to the prom\llglltion of tho said Doctrine. 

Quutibn-" Bow ill it known ~t the Lord had the dO&iro to bring about 

the welfare or the world t " 

A,.,...,_. Supreru morcy having enured into Hu "'11 001ol tlarough long 

inmuntrobl• cyclu' (Pm S). Tho compound is to be analyllod thus:-

• Ho whose supreme mercy'-' Jllahlldayli •-entered into Ria very essence, 
-(.Otmibhilld}-through long (analpail,>) innumerable oycloo (kalpa.an. 

kllyayai!>). Tbio ' O.t>prcmc moroy • ol the Bleooed Lord io inferred from the 
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!net that He did not renounce the \vork of doing good to other people, even 

though He had attained nil His own ends.-(5) 

[Pay• 15.] Quulion.--" WlU\t did this Person c\o--w/10 lwltloiJ su.premo 
nte1·cy enterecl into Hi4 wry 1oul ? u 

AnBWer-' Who propounclecl, tto.'.-The term 'who', though a. common 

pronoun, stands he1'6 for tho DI<M.'Iad Lord Btuldha; "" no ono olso poSSCiiSCil 

tho qoolitios described.-Tho D!Xtri>t.e of tk InltnJ01»etl Wheel of Oa"""'io" ;
this term 'pralltyaMJmWp/Jdc. • Rtands for the doetrino t\U\t tho • Wp<ida ', 

• cauoation ' or ' origination ' of tho Skandluu (Sensory Asgregnteo or Phoses) 
and other things tak"" placo-'pralilyc. ',i.e. on tha bG.sia of, aa.....IIdttlliona; 

that i.• to my, who declared tho Sensory Aggregateo and other thin8s to havo 

been produced on thestrongtb of Causalldentions. Though the term • Sa»•ul
pllda' (Origination or Camn.t.ion) 8eem'i to have a. negat·ive (or exclusive) con· 

notn.tion, yet what. is rol\lly moo.nt to bo expressed by tho torm if4 the poaitivo 

entity produced (by tho Jdct,tion), but viewed ns o.xcluding othot· {l-fiJ')Oct.;s of it. 
-or, t.he term 'l)a.m.utj>Oda' may be con.<itruecl a.~ 'Samulpa<lya.ta ', t1aaL which, 
il t>l'()(luttd, the Prodnct.,-tho to.rrn boing forznod with tho • Gllm'i.' n..ffl"< 

in tho act.ive sense, nccording to PW,Uni's S1Ura. ' I((Jyalyu/4 baludam 
(3.3.1\3) •;_,d tiW. tenn 'Sar~ml,p<ld4' thus Ol<J>Iained i.8 compounded with 

tho t<•rm 'ptaJitya', nocording to Piittini's SUira 'Sup·ll<p/J (2.1.4)', or 
Recording totlte rulogovornins; Htteh compounds BA' Mavumt:yatiriKII:a (2.L 72)'. 

-or th(lt t(l:rm 'Sam-wpddn' m.o~· be tnken by itA(•Jf, nnt compounded with ony 
ot.hcr term.-What is oxprOIII<l<l by all this is tbafnct I hat the 13k....OOLotd has 

the fully equipped power o! briuging about the wolforc of othe"'. So that 

what tho piu"""' 'who propounded tho saicl DoctriM or tho Whool of C...u.,._ 
tion' monns is tha.t tho Lorcl hns t\ctcd townrds t.lw bringing ubont of the wel· 

fnro of others. A.J\d 'vhat con.11titutes his action towards bringi.ng abont tlto 

wolft\ro of others is tiW. 8tll!\O tell ching to othonJ regarding tho right path 
townrds Heaven and Fino.l Emnncipntiop.-This has boon thus doolarad

' The act has to be done by youroeh·es, the Bleuod Ones are only 

expounders '. 
Tho equipment of this capacity to bring about the wolfare of others 

coMiBta of tho capoeity for the direct vision of Dharma ""d Supreme Meroy. 
Even a merciful P.,..on, if ho is devoid of tho knowledge of Truth, \vonld 

be unable to teach the Truth ; and, on the other hand, ovon tl>ough one may 

possess the t.rue lmowlodgo of things, if he happen to be dovoid of mercy, he 

would either give no teaoJtiu.g nt. ul1, or, even when toaoh.ing, might give such 

toaohing as is harmful. Hence in t he Blessed Lord, aro pr08()nt both thell<l 
-Knowledge and lferey-t,. oqulpmcnt of His capncity to bring about 

the welfare of others. That He io possessed of the capooity for diroot vision 

of Doorma has boon indicated by the tenn (in the T~xt) • indt:pendently 
of any u./fo$u.fficiem re..,I<Ui<m'; nod tbe presence of Supreme Meroy has boon 

indicated by tiU\ term 'Supro:mo mucy M•in!f enured ifllo Hi• wry Soul'. 

Que~Jion-" All a rtUlller of fact, this Right Doctrine ol the Inum>ltl<d 

1Vhotl of Oawation hns boon taught also by other Ponons-•mch as Bodhi
ICIUV<U and Saints; whn.t peculiar excellence then does this constituto in t.he 

B lessed Lord Himself ! " 



.A.......,._He is the Great..: of E"'1»Und..-.. Though it is true tha~ 
the ll&id Saints and others alto havo expoundod the Doctrine of l..urvol•~ 
Whtel of OaU«Uion, yet the Suprome Lord is the 'O"'at.eot' among them. 
'!'ho other persons could havo no onpo.city to expound the 8o.id doctrine, except 

by ronso11 of tha fo.ct tl~t tho ONlonee of Dh4rma had bcol\ taught by the 
Supremo Lord.-0r the Suprome Lord-<>nd nono othoro-<:an be the 
'Greet.eot', bece.use He represents the highest stoge in the ascending scale of 
tha preoonce of Excellence• and the absence of Defects; the others not being 
ao.-By thuo pointing out the !act of the Blessod Lord being superior to 

the Saints and others, it is mnde cl- that the Lord - equipped with a 
llpOCiaUy efl\eient intellect,-ha eftlcieney eonaist<ng in the deetruetion of all 

Dispositions, Aftlietion.s and Ignorance regarding all oognisnble tllinw>. n 
it won not for this, in what way would Ho be superior to oUter Sointa? 
It is wiili a view to this that U1e Author has added tha epithet ' Th<U Omni· 

•ci~nt P•r~m' (Tm 6). •.rwa points to the Chapter dealing with tho proof 
for the e:<istoneo of the Omniscient Being (under Chapter 2 on 'God • and 
Chap. 24). 

Quulion-" Wbot is it tbot is going to be done alter bowing to tha Omni· 
scion~ Person t " 

,.t,..._._The 'Compendium of True Doclrinu' i• !JOing 14 bo oornpo«d. 

The 'True Doctrino • met>nt oro all those that have been mentioned as tho 

aooompeniments of the Doctrine of the Im..-ool•~ Whtd of CoU«Ui<m; as these 

alone are ""' 111rong ;-the bringing togetbor of theaa dootrinee, whiob lie 
acattered, within a small campus is what is spoken of as 'Sat)gra)to ', ' Ccnn· 
pe11dium '; e.nci as thi.• brief ..Uuml is dealt with in a book, the book itself 
is spoken of as the O<>~npendium ; just as the poem dealing with tbo Abduction 

of Sito is called th& SiU!·flaro!l{> (Site's Abduetion).-Or, tho torm ' Tattva· 

oo>\groho • mny b& oxploined "" tbo book it.•ell, in the sense that 'it deals, 
righ~ly Md eompletoly, with the True Doctrines'.-!• bting oom]IO«d ;

the Preeont Tense has been uoed in reference to the time t,(lken by tbo act 
or compooing, from beginning to it.o completion.-{6) 

Etl4 of Introductory Section. 
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CHAPTER I. 

Dea1irl.f} with the Examination of the Doctrine of Prinwrdial 
.ll!atter. 

(A) 

T M- StaUmtnl. of /M 84'1\khya Doclrin.e of' Prai.Tti • (Primordial Matter). 

TEXT (7). 

" I T JS ouT 011 Prakrt·> (PRIMORDIAL MATTlill<) ITSELF ALONE, AS 

EQun>PED WITH ALL PO'l'ENCIES, THAT THE VAlllOU8 Pl\ODUO'l'S EVOLVE, 

REALLY RA VINO TREIR ESSLVCE L." TRAT SAME MA.TT8R."-{7) 

COMMENTARY. 

In order to A-how that thero is no functioning or Primordinl Mn.tter, tho 

At1thor procoods to 110t forth tho i)IJtllrliya thoory re~tarding it, in Tm (7). 

- That '"bich is equipped~ndow~d with all such poleJaeit.t-oprodnetive 

of tho hoot of producl<laucb as the Mahat (Cosmic Intelligence) ond the rest, 

~uch is Pradha-na, Prlmordial 1\1auer, which consists of tho At.lributes 

of ' Harmony ', ' Energy ' tu'lcl ' Inortitt •. in tho s tate o£ equilibrium ; 

and it is from out ol this that the Cosmic Intelligonee OUJd othrr E'·olutes 

eooZilO;-tch is the viow of tba Followers of Kapila.-TM empbasi•ing of 

' Primordial Matter alon.' itt for tho pur~ or excluding sueh agencies as 

t.bos6 of Tim&, A PenJone.lity nnd tho like ;- tho ndclition of the term • ;a,:oliit '. 

• i taolf •, is meant. to oxcludc the 'Ood' postulnted by the Plleittic SU.tU:hya 

( Yoga).-Evolve,-aro produced, directly or indirectly. The proco88 of thi• 

Evolution is a.s follow& :-Out of Prodil(ina (Primordial Matter) 6nlt of all 

evolveo Buddhi (Coomio Intelligence) ;-out of CO#mU: /ntdli{}eTic., O\'Olve& 

Ahmlkdm (the I·p.riMiple) ;-out of tho /.principle ovolve tho fivo Tanm<ltra• 

(Rudimont.o.ry s,,bfitnncoa), consisting ot Sound. Touch, Taste, Colour. a.nd 

Odour--ond ~1so tho o1even Senle·orgam ;-t.ho five Organ8 of Stn~ation, 

in the obape of the Orgnn of Hearing, of Toucl>, of Vision, of Tasto and of 

Smell,-tho five OrgaM of Aaion, in tho shape of Organs of Speeeh, Hand.'l, 

Feet, E xcretory Orgen and tl"' Oenerath·o Organ ;- and lll inll is the 

eleventh.-Out. or tho five Rt ldiment<lry Sulntancu evol\-o tho five 0T088 

Subslancti,- AkiiBha out of ,somul-ruclimenl, A it out of Touc/i .rudirntnl, 

Jfire out. or Colour-rudiment, ll'a.ter out o£ Pa8te--rudiment and Earth out or 

Odour-nuli•••nt-
Tbis is as declared by lahmro1Tftl" (in the S<i•lkAyak6riw, 22)-' From 

Primordial Matter iaauef! the Greet Principle (Coomic !nt<>lligence); thence 

the I·princ.iplo; thcnco tho Group of Sixteen ; from among thi• Group of 
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Sixtoen, out or five, issue the five Gross Subltancea '. Here tho tenn 
• JJoNl,. ' , 'e-t Principle', stands for Buddhi, the Cosmic Intelligence; this 

Cosmic Intclligence function.' in the fonn of such conception or determination 
of thinpiUl • this is A. jar', • this a piece of cloth '.-Tho l·principle funetiollll in 
the form of eueh notio11.s as ' I am handsome '. '1 am pte~~~eot.oble '.-The llind 
function• in the form of &fl<clion; for instance, n boy hop pens to hear that food 
i• to be hod iu another village, and thio givCR ri86 to 1\U. reAection in the form 
1 I shttlt go ~here, I wonder if there would bo curds ""d molo.sses or curds 
only •; thM whloh functions thus as Re6ootion is tho Mind.-Such is to be 
undcl'fltood tbo dif:ltinction among Ooamic Intelligence, I·principlc and ~find. 

Tho resb (of 1sl1Varolqq{l4's l{/irikd) i• OMily intelligible. 
Those ontitiOft, Cos.mic InteUigenoo and tho roat, rtlong with p.,..imordial 

M alter nnd tbo Spiriltn8ke "P the twenty.five Principl011 (or Renlitios, Real 
Entiti011) of thoso phil090phers. To this end, it bns boon doolored that
• One \VhO knows tho twenty·fi,·e Principleo,-bo be addicted to nny life-stage, 
being either a Hormit (wearing knottad locks), or n Wondering Mendicant 

(with •hnveo head), or" Householder (wenring the top·knot),-becomos liber· 
ntod; there ie no doubt on this point •. 

All t"-o vario\18 Product& evolving out of Priono<dial ~latter are not 
entirely di!Jtf.net from their Oau.~--t\8 are tho t>roductM JlOfltulated by the 
Bandclhn1 ;-they Al"f4 in fnct, of the &une Ctt-qcmoo ; i.o. they have thoir u~ence 
in tlwt Mtmt,-Primordji\1 Matter; s:neh iR the analysis of the compound 
'taclril~ I (in tho Text). 'rho product8 are or the snme MS(>-000 M Primordial 

Mattor, in the oonse that thoy are all modo up of tho Three Attributu. For 
infft.nnco, in tho ordinary world, it is fow1d thn.t tho p·l'()(;tuct ia of the snmo 
~MOI\CO aB t.ho Ot\.lUSO; e.g. the cloth woven out of black yorn.s is black, 
and that wovon out o£ white yo.rn.A iH whito. And l')rirnordiu.l Mnttor is 
mndo up of tho 'rhroo Attrib\ltes ;-nod all th~t ia trvmif .. tcd., in tho form 
of Cowmio Int.olligon.oo, I·principle, RudimentAry Subl.ttmcos, Sonso·organ.~ 
Mtl Orel!.• SubBtanoo, iA nlso found to be mode up of the Throo At.t~ibutes, 
hence i~ is tho.~ all thio latter is of the same 088Cnce M Primordial Matter.
Sirnil~~.rly, Primordial Mattftr is n<>t-dUiing~<isloGblto; that is to soy, it C8llllOt 
be di..U.og>oi•hed that ' those nro the ThrM Attribut.,., Harmony A.od the 
rflllt (oolllllltuting the U""""""fuJ. Primordial Matter), and those are tho 
Cosmic Intelligonce ond the rest constituting tho ManifUl '; in fact, the 
notion ohmy• is that • the Attributes are the Manifeot, 1\nd tho Manifest 
is the Attributes '.-Further, both these,-the Manifest and the Unmanifest 
-aro Obj~ive, because they have the eharsctor of objects of enjoyment 
(o.xperienco, for the Spirit).-Both again are comm<>n,-to all Spirits; just. 
as the Mal/4-dafi (tho Slave.girl who is the common property of several 
men).-lt ia nlso ins~nlifnt, a.c; it cannot feel pleasure or pain or delusion. 
-It i• produclivo; thllt is, Primordial Matter i• prod\lotive of Cosmic Intolli
gence, Cosmic Intolligoneo produce.• the I.prinoiple, the I.principlo produces 
the RudimentAry S\lbstonoes and the Eleven Sense·orgon3 ; and tho Rudi· 
mentAry Snbatances produce the Gross Subatnneos.-Thua llll these various 
Produote evolve, all having the same 0Sl!8nco as Primordial Matter,
in~U~much M they also are constituted by the Three Attributes (are non
distinguiahsblo, objective, common, insentient and productive). Thio hM 

· .• 
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been thn• declared (by I.hvarakr\<oo,, in Kal'il-.J 11)-' The ::\Jnnif011t is with 

IM Tltru AUrihu.tu, tmdit~tingui•lwbl.e, ob)'eclh-e, common. ittiCtttiont nrltl 

prodm:tivo; oo also is Primordial llatter; tho Spirit ill U1o rcvoroo and yet 

n.l~ similar •. 

Tho following question ha.'l boon rnised-" If tho ProductK n.ro of tho 

same 08Sence llk Primordin.l Matter, t.hcn how i" it thn.t in thiR P1U.l01iophy 

a diJ!tinclion hM boon modo between the .l(n,.iful (Product) and tlu> U~<· 

maniful (C..uso) ! For inotance, it. hM been declnrod by ! shoortrkrroa (in 

his. ]{UrU:ii. 10)-' Tho 1l1anijeat. is wit/i. rouse, no' eternal, not-pervatioo, mobile, 

tnulliform, tkptnd4N, 30lubl4l, compo1ito, •ubol'(lifUJle; the Unmm•ifuL is tbo 

reverse of this '. Tho moaning of this is n3 follou-s :-It i~ the Maniju' 

alone that 11,(18 a cruue; e.g. OoRmio Jntelligonco ia ' with ca\lse '-i.e. haA ita 

Ct\USe irt Primor<linl l\Ia.tteL·; the !-principle hl\.H its cn\lAO in OoKmio Int.olli~ 

gcnce; tlw Fi,·e RudimentAry Snbotnnces nnd tbe Eloven Soruoe-orsmn• 

hswe their ct\\UiO in the !~principle; and tho Or<>AA Sub!!t.o.nces ho.ve their 

cn.use in the Rnclimcnt.nry Suh~tances. T h o UnmanJfest, however, is not 

fJO (h.n.ving no CO.WIO), becnu.1110 it i.R nover producecl. ho.viug no hoginJUn.g.

P...i.mordiAl Mat~r nnd Spiri~ tmMiRt everywhere, in heaven. in My antl on 

Enrth, pervading ftll thing11 ;- not ~o tho Jllan ijCIIJ, which. h\ ft"lct. is tiOn•}>eJ't.IC'• 

sh~ in chnr.actor.-Then again, in tho contsc. of Birth and Robirth~ thoMwtifut, 

t'quip1>«1. in too form of th6 Subtle Body, with the t~·fold body con· 

~i~o:ting o( C4ll;mio lntclligcneo, !-principle-. tho Sen..c;.o-orgRn.s, actively m.o,-oe 

nlong (h·o•n birth to birth); not. !-IO the Unnwn.ijesJ. ; bccnuse. boing all~por

''o.ding, it. cannot bo mOOi/..4.-Furthrr. thn Jll(mifcsl ire nc.tnoH~f romul to 

be multiform, through such dh·e.rsit.y ·~ i.'SiJ\\"olved in tllenotlons of the Cosmic 

Intclli.ge.ncc, !-principle nnd the rCAt ;-not MO the Unmanijelfl, which in 

one tu\(\ the same form, iK the cn.nko p roductive of all the t hroo R.cgionR.

Tbcn tho .1Jarnfut is 'dependent • .-that ,vhieh i• produced out ol another 

thing U. depond•Ht upon thio latter ;-aot so tho Unmanifut; "" it i< not " 

prod\ICt.-The }.fanifesl ngoin i$ t "oluble ', in t ho ~n.'4& tlmt. it goes 

into dissolution; for instnnoo, n.t the t ime of the UnivurAAl Di.sAOlntion, 

the 01'0811 Subotances '-otno diJ!aoh·ed into Rudimentary Subotanoos, 

the Ru<lirnontary Substancefl and Se011e-organs into tho !-principle, the J. 

principle into Cosmic Inteltigel'lCC, nnd the Cottmic Int-olligonee into Primor· 

dial :.\Iat.Ur; the Umoonijut bowevor nover gOC6 jnto Dissolution ; M it 

hAs no MUS& into which it could booome merged.- Furtber, tbo Manifut 

iH 'compo~ite ', being made up of 8uch compont~nts ns Sound, Touch, 

Colour, 1'a.ste and Odour ; not so the Urmumifeal, M Sound nn.d the 

rest aro not found to be proocnt in too constitution of Primordial )lattor. 

-Lat!tly, just ao, while the lather is alive, tho oon is not his own master, 

~o a lHo the }fanifoet iA E'llhvo.ys 'subordinate •, resting 1\hvo.ys OJ\ it.s Ca.u.so; 

not so tho Umrun~ifu.t, beot\u.SO i t iiJ eternl\1 nnd hc.nco not tmbsorviont 

to any Cause". 
The o.nswer to this is supplied in the Te.x:•, by the word 'Bhii~.--a.ta~ '; 

-· blillt!(lla~;,' menus that • in reality' t here if' sn.men<'S9 o( es~noo, a nd yet 

there is nothing incongruo~ in tho idea. that thC're ir-;. diRtinction i1\t..o 'Ca.t&Ao 

and Effoet •, based upon the diversity of modificatious.-Or, the term 'blaiiratn~' 

may mean 'hy their nntnro • ,- tho 11ense being thn.t. by their very nn.turo, 
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coll8ioting of Lho Three Attributes, the things operate only in that form, 
whiob is Lho same "" that of Primordial Matt.:r. What is moant is that, 
the diveroity found in the World in the shope of tha' GreaL Principle' (Cosmic 
Intelligence) aud other products is due to the predominance or otherwise of 
ono or Lhe other of the Three AttributM of Hormony, Energy and Inertis. 
Thus it lxloo"""' finally established that tho Product nlw~>yo oxisi:IJ in the form 
of tho O..uso.-(7) 

Quutkm-11 How ia it known that the Effect (Product) cxi~ts even bc[ore 
it iA producod t " 

AMwcr--

TEXT (8). 

u b 'l"KB EB,..IO'r '\\TERB NOK·EXISTE:ST, POT~~TIALLY, IN THE l!'ORM OP 

mB CA.USB,--'I'JIEN IT COULD NOT BB PRODtJOBD; B&CA.tTSE IT 

WOtTLD HAVB NO FOJW' AT A.LL, 8.'11NO LlU TKZ 

Sky-Lottu."-{8) 

('Q:\IMENTARY. 

For proving the existence of the Effect (oven prior to ita production), 
tho other Phil0110pbers (S4»khycu) have put forward tho !ollowing flvo rc8!l0ns 
(as stated in Satlkllyakil.rikd, 9)-" (I) Bocatal!<> what i8 non·oxi.stent cannot 
be produood,-(2) booauso there is alwa.ys rocourso to lho Causo,-(3) booause 
all thinga aro not possiblo,-{4) beo&Ulle the efficiont can produce only that 
for which it. is ofAcionl,-nd (5) booata"" the Efloct ia of the co.•enco o£ tho 
O..uso,-thereforo tho Effect must bo existent (oven before it ill produced)." 

( 1) ln rnpport of tho first reason, the following explanMion has boon 
pro~idod (by the Toxt) in the words-" If 1M EJ!u:t .,.,.. "'"'"""'illtnl, ~
Thai is to tay, if the Effect did not already exist in tho form of the Cause, 
oven prior to its production, then it oonld not be prodw:od ; as it wonld be 
like the Sl:y-ll>luo (a non-entity). This reaaoning is formulated as follows:
What ia non-existent cannot be produced,- for instanoo, tho 8l:y-lt>tW1, 

-prior to ita production, tho Effect is non·exi.stent, 1>0eording to the other 
puty,-henoe the aooeptanoo of tbo other party's viow would lend to o. 
oontingenoy contrnry to the universal propo~~ition (~~et forth above as the 

Major Premia);-. a mnttcr of fact, no suoh oont.ingonoy doee nrise ;-hence 
it becomoo ootablishod that whatever effect is p rodueod in tho shape of such 

Efloots '"' Oil nnd the like, by such causes M Sc1amum &nd tbo like, did exist 
ovon bororo tho eo. id production.'' 

PotontiaUy-i.c. in the form of the l~t.ent potenoy ; "" regards 
actual nppooranoo (manife<~tation), even the followers or KA\pila do not regard 
the Efloct to have exi8ted prior (to the actual production). 

Buo,... u would lu.ot "" form at <>11,- which m011118 that, if the Effect 
had no existooc», than it could not have any fonn at aU.-(8) 
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Iri !;'11pport of tho second rofLROfl s.ot forth (as above, in Siitikhyakiirihi., 
9, u BecftUSO t here is always recourse to the Ct\U.'ie .,), the following A.t'b' Ut'\\(lJ\ t 

has been put forwnrcl (by the 8o>IMya) ,_ 

TEXT (9). 

"How IS IT THAT PEOPLE HAVE UECOURS"E TO ONJN SPECIFIC CAUSES, 

1N THE SHAPE 011 SUCH DIVERSE TKJ>((;S AS THE PADDY-SEED AND 

THE LIKB, AND NO't' ANY O'l'JJ£R,-RVE.N THOUGH THE NON· 

EXlSTENOE (011 THE DESIRED EP11J!C'r OR PRODUCT) 

IS EQUAL (E'<'Ell.YWHERE) ~" 

COM~!ENTARY. 

"If the Effect were non-exist-()nt, then people would n.ot hnvo h1\<l Tccotu-sc 
to only specific c.n.usea (productive of particular Products). For inst-iul.co, 
when a man wants pn.ddy-&rrnins. he takes up ptJddy-~s. not J(oclrcwa
soods ; when n man, thinking of feeding Briihmal)as the noxt dny, ..;dsho,o;; to 
ha.ve curds ready fot· tho pu.rposo, h0 sceun-s o. supply of mill.;., not u:atu. As 
regards the 'non-exist.eneo' oi tho Pnddy-gra.in or tho Curd. thia 'non-exist· 
ence ' (aC!eording to the Opponent) j~ there O.k n1ueh in the Po.ddy-liOed as 
in the J(odraoo-aoed (tmd as m.uch in m.ilk as in water) ; then how is it that 
though tho ' tton-exbstenco' o( the Paddy-grain o.nd ot.hcr products is equal 
e~>eTywh.ere (in the Paddy-sc(.•d CU> woll ns in oUlCl' socds), yet it. is only the 
specific &oodt; tho.t cu"6 secured ; the persons wa.nt ing tho paddy-gt'tlin could 
a.ecuro tho Kodrat.-a nnd ot.her 1;0ed.s also,-ina~much ns tho Paddy-grain 
woulcl be M ' non--existent • in these latter as in the Pa.ddy-soods.-If it be 
urged that thoso othru· seed• are aot secured by J>ooplo becnu80 the do.<ired 
grain is not there in them,-then, in thttt case, the person wanting paddy· 
grain a)so should not sooure the Pft.ddy-sood, as tho desirod gr-il.in is 110t thero 
also (according to tho Opponeut),-exaetly as in tho J{oclrat•a-seed. But 
this is what never happen.'!. Houeo it follows thnt the portic\tltu: Effect 
(.Pnclcly-grnin) iB actually present in t.ho particular Ct>\L'<O (Paddy-..,ed)."-(0) 

In support of the third reason (sot forth in SiitU:hyah.i1'ikU., 0, •because 
all lhi·ngs w·e twt pou-ible. •), tho following explanat.ion ia provided :-

TEXT (10). 

" EvERYTHING Lrn:ELY TO BE PRODUCED WOULD BE rROD1l'OEO FROM 

EVERYTHING ; DEO~USE THE :h"EGA.'E!O:N OF CO-ESSENTIALITY IS 

EQUALLY PRESENT 1N EYERYTIUNG."-(10) 

CO::I:DIEl\TARY-

" If it is your view that the Effect that is produetd has boon non-e:otistent 
(before prod\1.etion), then, under that Yiew, every product. in t ho shnpo 
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of gold, oihw and the ...,.t, would bo ptOduced from all thin!!>'. ouch as grass, 

cluAt. clods aud the rest ;-why !-«ea"" ll~ m{lalio" of e<>·uuntiality 

1'1 equuUg pruen.t in e-l-uythfng; th.nt iA, the negation or abso.nce of tho charac· 

tor o[ boing eo-essential wit.h.-of tho same essence M-tho Otn.ss (\1\d the 
r011t io O<tllt>lly pro<;ellt. ilt evoryt.hing that is lil<ely to be prcduced.-In the 

proeedh•g tAxt, t·hO incongruity wns indiCAted through tho Oo.usc, nod 
in tho present text, it is indicMOO t lu·ough the Effect; ;,uch is the difference 
bet.woon the two.-And yet. M o. matt.er of fact, everything is not produced 
from everything. Hence it follows tbst the nnturoll&w is that one effect 

ia ptOduced from one esusa beeeuso it is only in thst e&U!IO U11>t that effect. 

&ireody exists (in a latent form)."-(10) 

'£bs: following might bo urged (sgniMt the Sa'llklayo view):-' The 

potency ol Ct\USCS is such as i• restricted to specific EffecUI; honco, even though 
t ho Effoct ll.M boon non·oxi.Btont, yet it i$; only som& ono ofloot, a.n actual 

'Prothtct, tho.t is produced.~t\.d 1\0t. fu\ t\obsOlute 1ton-ontity, like the SJ..-y. 
lotu8; this is the roo.aon why only o. Hpooiflc calt.~B is sooured (for the production 

of n. po.rticula.r effect), that ono which is efficient ior tbo purJ>OSO, t\Qt nn.ything 

n.t roudom; r;o that particu1nr ~ftoots o.ro produce<l from pnrticula.r CAUBei;, 

And not. every effeet from O\"NY Cf\tL-"6 
11

• 

lCo.ving th.i...; objection in viow. the SdJ'aJ.:/ayt,., under tho pretext of answer· 

iog it, put.A forward tho follou·iu.g Argun'tonts in support. of tho fourth reason 

O<lt forti• [in the Sa•lklayakiJrikd, 0 ; ' 8e<n1..,. the ej/kifnl can tlo thal only for 

wllith ;1 il e~ien~ ']. 

'£EXT (11). 

" B :OOAUSE THE l'OT.&NOIES OF TIIESB THINGS ARII RESTllTOTBD IN TIIBIR 

SOOPE, THBB.EFOB'K: IT IS NO'l' AS HAS BEE~ trnGEO ; HESCE IT 

DOES NOT A..'<SWER OIJR A.liOUliENT. B :OOAUSlll'OTENT 

OAUSES PRODUOE 01-'LY SUCH E.F1'EOT .AS IS 

Ali.EliABLE TO THEIR POTENCY."-(11) 

COMMENTARY. 

Of the•• ti<ings,-i.e. of thing• t l11>t aro held to bo cauaco.-It '- not ua 
/uu b .. ,. wged. ;-i.e. tho objection urged doos not affect tho SIJnkJ•ya position ; 

honce it is not a suitablo answer to our argument made by tho BauddJw. and 

oth...,.,-Why !-Becau.e even pot.cnt Causes, when producing their effects, 

ptOduco only such effects M are amenable to their action, and not what 
is not oo amonable.-(11) 

[Say. theOpponenHotheSd'llkl&yo}-" Who hasaaid that cauaee ptOduce 

effects which tbsy are not ef!ioiont to produce,-that you are denying it here 1 

All that ii! aaid is that they &~ produce such effects as havo been non· 

.. 
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axiB~nt.; and that sueh pnwiously non-e:s:.isteot toft'ect is quite om.<.'118ble to 
tho p<>ten<>y of the caW!e " . 

To t.hia the Slitlkhya rnak.., the following rep!~·:-

TEXT (12). 

u Tlu_T TO WBlOJI NO PEOOLL\RlTY CA...~ BE A1TIUDUTED, WJUCll 1.$ 

J'OBi\U.p.s$ Ab"D WMODlFIABLE,-HOW COULD SUCH A THI!iG B.E 

PRODUCED BY 0AUSES,-WHEN .U.'Y MODrPIOATION 

\YOULD INVOLVE THE LOSS OF ITS VERY 

ESSENCE t " - (12) 

COMHENTARY. 

'rho S4nkhya recusons oa follo"11 :-u The aeeeptftnoo or tho '+iow that 

t ho :t.'ffect. produoed has boftn non-oxiatont; itupli"" tbat; eau..,. produce an 
effcot. which is inoupoblo of being produoed by thorn. For instance, thet 

which is uou·ox.UtUlut is Jormleu-i.c. ehamcterlO!iS ;-tltd.t which is formle:.ss, 
is, lik& the Hare'• Horn. something lo 1ciUcl-. no JHU:41/i(lritu c.·cu' be. aUributed, 
-i.e. whi.ch cannot bo rogardod M having tmy chamctcriJtti~ ;-unU t hat 
to wMc/1, no 1)eculiari.ty can be atlributecl ruu..o:;t bo 1mmodijla.blc, ltt\lllutablo,
liko AM~Ita ;- how cnn M"uch a thing, which hnA not occl uit·cd o. JSJ)ccitic form, 
bo produced by auy 00.11£;0 t-It might. be nrgued that • frot•l t.ho fttct of its 

being perceived in i tll mcisHng otato (after being produood) it follows thnt 
it dooa becomo•n<><Lifi<d'.-'rho llllli\VOr to thnt is that any 11todij/JX<tionwo11Jd. 

;nt'Oiv. IM loss of il• t><riJ u .. n«. It mt>di./K>atw,. i• odmitt«l. then il• ..,.11 
euence-,-ossential character, wh.ich Us described as consisting ofjonnleulltal, 

-would become /M. Ao a IUlltf;er of fact, unl.,.. tho non.uiot•nl thing 
liM ...,linquisbed ita ....,nlial cherodcr (of fonnl.....,.,...), it c.wnot; be<:ome 

exi4Utt' ; and if it does rolinquish tho es<;entiul choracter, thou it would not 

bo true tlll't the non-e.:i.it•nl (formic"") thing has become exi•unt (with form) ; 

the for•n of tho Ea:istent ill ontiroly difforcnt from the form of tho t~on,..ezistent, 
-tho two being mututll contrn.dictorios. Hence what ift ttou .. exi6tt,11 cannot 

be producod. If it be ndmitt;od t lmt o. Oau."" can produco 8uch o. thing- then 

i t would be admitt«i that Ot\\\JIOO actually produeo only ouch f;hlugs "" oro 
incopnblo of bei"!J produad l Oorlainly whet is incapable of being produoed 

can nevor be produced ; •• we find in ~he case of tho Sky·loliU. From all 

thil< i~ follows f;het tho S6rll;}u.JG argument (the fourth in tho Kiirikd) is un

allSl\·orable. "-( 12) 

In support of the filth reaaon [stated in the Sankhuakdrikd, ll-Because 

IJ~t. ~w i• of the e88enc. of tllo Oa1<u]- we have the followlns-
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TEXT (13). 

"TntiS TBE EFFECT BJ:tNG IMPOSSIJlLE, WHAT WOtiLD TIUT liE :BY l'BO· 

DUOING WKIOH A.NYTlUliG WOULD liE A CAUSE 1 .As A OO.NSEQUENCE, 

IT OA.NNOT BE l'OSSIBLE TO AD~UT TKE CAUSAL ORAltAOTER Oil 

EVEN SUCH l 'fllN(lS AS THE SE:ED AND Tl11ll 

LlKlil."-(13) 

COMMENTARY. 

TAU#,-i.e. in """ordanee with tho reason explained in tho preoeding 

text ; or on aceoun~ of tho four RO&l!Ons stated above (by t bo 8a.W.yu),-

1Ao Eff<<l being absolutely itnpouible, under the theory tbnt ' tho Effect is 

non-e.~i.stent (prior to its production)' ,-teiUitwould llw bef>v prodUOOn!l wliich, 

tbo Seed and otber things """J'l bo" Cau8o! Hence it would bo possible to 

n.o110rt that tho Seed and othor auch things cannot be • Cn<l.II08 ', because their 
olfcct is non.existent, like t.bo S/cy·lotu8. And yet St1ch an Meert.ion ia impos· 
aiblo. Hence it booomos oatnbll8hed that tbe COlltrlll'y view i• tbo ,·ight ono, 
tb&t tbo Effoot e:tista oven prior to its nctulll production.-( I 8) 

The following nrgmnent might bo urged (againot. tho Sd•lkhya~" It 
may bo taken as established that tbo Effect is "i.Unl; but how ill it pro~-ed 
that oil the di,·erse Product• crnAnato from Primordiall\fattor itaolf ! " 

Tho anow&r to this is provided in tho following-

'£EXT (14). 

"ALL THA.T IS Manifest IS OLllARLY RNO\VN TO DB HOliiOOENEOUS 

WITH PLEASURB A.'<D THE REST, FROM TKB ll'AOT ·OII •rm~ EnlWl' 
llli:INO POIIND TO DE THE PRODUOT Oll' SATJSII'AOTION, 

!RBITATJON AN1) DIIJ:ECTION, ET0."---{14) 

OOllM~"TARY. 

All proofs ol the oxistcneo of Primordi~>l Matter, tbo following 6ve 
nfllrmaHvo ~>rguments have been aot forth by the otbor philooopbors (SU•I· 
khyas), dctoiled as below (in Sarlkhyakiirikd, 15·16)-' (I) B-uao the various 
Products are llnite,-(2) bocauRO thoy nro homogcnoous,-(S) bocauao notivity 
is duo to efficiency (potoncy),-(4) because t!Jero is distinction botween 
~uao ~>nd Effect,- and (6) bece.uao tbero is merging of the entire world 
(of effoots),- theroforo tho Unmanift# (Primordial Matter) &l<iat8 '.- The 
meaning of this is aa foUowa :-

(I) l'riroordial Matter &l<iata,--«co"" IM 1W'i<>w Producu an jlniU. 
In this world it has been _, that a tbing thot hoa a p<Oducor is always 

llnito; for in&tan..,, tha Potter takea up earth·elodo which are llnito and 
p<Oduces tbo Jar, which agoi.n ia llnito containing a '"' or two aoera and a 

half (of water); the 'Manifeat' conaistiog of Cosmic Intolligon"" nnd tho rest, 
le found to be finite, -Cosmic Intolligenco being only one, the !-principle being 
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only one, the Rudimentary Subo!tan..,. being only fi .. , tho Seru!e-organ.s being 
on.ly e~o .. ,, the 01'088 SubstanCOii being only five. Houco, throu!(h Infcreno<l, 
we prove it tlu>t Primordial Matter does e.'Cist, and it pt'Odu<><la tho Marufut• 
which i3 finite. It Primordial :i\fatWJ' were not thoro, thon all this Manifut 
would not be finite (would bG without ony defi11ite sizo). 

(2) For the foJiowiog ren£JOn o.lso, Primordial MnU<~r mURt bo thcro
Beocrun ll~.e varioua P·roclucu cu·e found to be homoucnc.ou1. A~J l\ 1nntter of 
!net, whenever sorn.ething is found to belong to o. ccrtoi1\ gemm. it is bound 
to hAwe emanated frotn a Ce.tUJe eonsi~ting of that Genua; for instance, when 
t.hi11p l.ik6 the Jar and tbo S.moor "re found to belong to the Genus ' Clay ', 
they are the producto of the CaUiol> consisting of Clav. The Jllani/Ui in 
q\le.tion is found to bo bon.ogenoom mth-permoet«l by-«uch Gonusos 
(Oenerie entities) IUI ' Plea8\U'O •, 'Pain • and • Delusion ' ;-how !-because 
of its being fotmd to bo lh• 1>ro<l11ct of Oompo$1n·c. Diltrtlll a•ul Dcjectio11. 
Thus Composut·e, Duoynuoy, AtWchment, Delight nnd Artoot.ion ot·e t.ho 
pl'Oducts of the SattiX•·Allribute (Hormony); "" 1\ mntl<'l' of fl\0~, OomJ>OSU•·• 
(lU.ppine.98) is actually opoken of "" Sate'"' (Hnrmon>·) ; •imilorly Irritat.ion, 
Ernacio.tion, Piet"ciug Pain, Ntunbness, Amcioty, Calomity, oncl Itnpotuosit.y ll.l"'' 
products of the Rajas-Aut'ibttte (Energy); and PAin is ~tpoken o£ os 'Energy'; 
-Dep..-ion, Oonceahoont, De.pondency, Di.sgust and Lethnrgy '"''the 
products of tbe Tama•·AUribuJ• (Inertia) ; and Inartia is spok<n a.s 
• Delusion •. All t.hi.a;...-Cotnpo.ture, lrrita.lion and Dtjedion--is found to 
oo tho Product of Co6mio lniA'lligonce and the rest (ccmstituting the '~Iani
foet'); o.nd from this it. is inf(•rrt<tl thnt these n.re onl~· J>OrtieuJar phases of 
• Plonrruro •, ' Pain • nnd 'Dt'haMion • (a~ rept"t"Henting tho t.hrco At.tribut~ 
of Saltva. RajCls and Tama1, ~pcctivc.ly). And fl'om the foot. of thoir being 
p•·oducta of 'Plett-(j:tu'e ', etc. it. followlo( t.ha.t they nro 1 homogeneous • with 
• 'Picnsmro •, otc. ; nnd fL·um thi~t 'homogeneity', H, u~o rollow·l'l thLll.. th&y 
havo O.tni\natcd from a Sourco (Cause) which is constituted of thcso (l?k'4'1SlU'e, 
ore.); this ha.viug boon e.st&blished, it also follows b;r implication that Uli8 
Source or Cause must bo Pt;n,ordial Jlanu. •rhtL"' it. is ~tAhli3hcd thot Pri
mordinl ).latter exiRt.s-by th(• (net. thnt the di&."UI/It- prodilrl• arc found to b. 
homOt.,en«>uB. 

(3) For the following ronl'lOn olso, Primord.iftl )fntlf'r must exist:
BetatUC CU'fio;ly is clue to r-lic;tucy ;-in the onlinnf)· world, when n man 
tn1c.crt '1p .nn netivity, it itt only whl'n he hn,; tho <'fficicncy (or e.nr>Qeity) for 
it; for instance, tho \Vcnvcr toJdng up the work of cloth-wo.n.ving. Ry tbi$ 
we infCJ• thtlt l>l'i.rnot'<.linl llnt..tru· lws the ofticiency (ur C'npuoity) by vir h to 
or which it produces tho • Mnnifest' ;- Ulis en-iciCt\C~' (or Cllpncity) <:iUUlOt 
bo there wit.hout n substrutum: hence we conclude that Cltoro is Primordial 
Mat-tor wh~rcin the Mid eOie:lenc~· ln.tbsists. 

(4) For the following re'""on olso Prin\ordiol )(ott('r mWit. exi."t :-
B«auM there i• di.,indion bet~tn C:ttUHalt~f Effect. lnlhhtworld. it.iA fotUtd 
that. there is distinction bet.w~n Ct1uu and Effect; (>.g. tht' Moy is the Cil~, 
the Jar is tll8 EJ!w; and thi• Ef!ect has a eboraet~.r entirely difierent from 
that of the Ca\t!ie; e.g. tho J<tr hn..c; the cnpacit~- to eontnin Honey. \Vater 
And llilk, while Clay hM no ~uch capndty. Simillu·ly seeing t·he Effect, 
in the shape o£ tho • :\lorlirest' in <ttlestion, wo inf~r thnt t-hE're is 

!l 
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PrimordiAl Matter ant of which ifi produced t.he Product in the shape of 
Cosmic Intelligenc0 and tbo rest. 

(5} For t.he following reason aL<;o, Pri.Jnordial Matter must exist :
Beca;uu lh41't is merginy of t11e e-ntire ·world ; the term • VaislwaruJ>ya 1

, ' Entire 
\V oriel·. st-ands for tho t.hroe Regions {Heaven, Earth and Nethe-.r \V odd) : 
niL these, at the tilnc or Dissolution, me,.ge into something; fol' iuf:ltallCe, 
the five Gross Snbst&nces merge into tho Rudirnec\tnry Substances,-the five 
Rudimentary Substances nnd tho Seru~·orgaus merge into t.he !-principle, 
- the !-principle merges into Cosmic Intelligence ; Um• the whole of the 
Three lVol'lds becorno merged; 'merging • mee.lli:l 1Wn-<lifferenliation, as 
for instance, i n the stnto of Milk, the diffel'entie.tion is not po.r;.qible. that 
Milk is different from Cure\; sitnilal"!y at the timo of Universal Dis.wlut.iou, 
no such. discrimination is po.'J.~ble as that ~this is Manifest (Product) and t.hat 
i:.. Unm.a1'1ifest (Co.\vJe) '. }"'rom. this we conclndethat there is such tm entity 
n~ Primordial lia.thsl' wherein Cosmlc Intelligence and the rest {tnakitl:g 
up t.he Jlianijest) become merged, incapable of being distinguished. 

Om· 'l'encher (Siuintorakfita), how(wer, has mentioned (in the Text) 
0 1tly one roo.<Sou-thot of Homogtneity, which is tneant to imply the oth<"r& 
al!~o. 

In the 1'oxt, in Ute plu-ase ~ Plea81cre and the rest 1
, the term 'dlc l'CSt' 

includes Pail-. tmd Delutio1 .. ;-the te.rm 1 ilftmifut' stflnds fot• all the eu.tit.ie.li, 
from Cosmic Iut.ollige1100 down to the Gross Substances.-The plu·ase 'is 
clearly kn.mon' lrteans ia clistinctly 1>e-rreivecl ;-how?-' from. the faft of the 
Effect, etc. etc.'; the term 'et cet~ra ' is connected with each metnber of the 
compound (Composure, etc., Irritation, et-e. o.nd Dejcction1 etc.). This 
is ns we have ah"<lAdy explained above.-{14) 

lJn.ving established the va.lidit~· of the reason ' On account of homo(lcncity •, 
the 'text sets forth {on behalf of the Sankliya) the f\111 argmnent in ""Pl>ort 
of t.beir doctrine.-

TEXT (15). 

u '.l'RuS, THE WHOLE (MANIFEST) MUST DE TAR&'\ AS HAVING D:MANATBD 

l'llOlii SOMETH.ING l\IADE UP OP THE SAID (PLEASURE, J>'TO.),
BEOAUSE THE SAID G.EN!IlRIO OHAltA.CTER IS FOUND PRESENT 

IN lT,--JVST AS IN TliE CASE OF THE JAR Al>'D OTHER 

THINGS; AND THIS SOMETHING IS Primordial 
MaJ.Ie:r ' ' ,- SO SAY THE FOLLOWBR.~ Ol~ 

Kapila.-(15) 

C.'OM?ifEl'.'TAR Y. 

' 'Pile. who~ mu8t, etc.' ;- i.e. emanated from a Cause which is mnclo 
up of Plee.S\.u-e and the -rest ;-this sentet\C& sta.tes t he Conclusion to be proved. 
-The Probans {Reason) in support of tho COflclusiotl is sto.tOO. in tbG words
' De<:ause the said generic chanleler ill found 1>ruent 1'11- it ;- that is, it ir; all 
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permeated by the generic character of being made up of the '1'111'U .dtlributu; 
--;,~• a1in tlu ccue qJ the Jar and Oihu llting1 ;-i.e. such diverse products as 
the Jnr and the rest·.-And this OnUI!tl mad-. "1' of the 'I'IIrco Allributu is Pri

mordial Matter ;-so wy tllo followt.rs of Kapila,- i.o. the Sll!lld1yas offer 
the Mid explanntion.-(16) 



(B) 

Refutation of lite Sankhy~t Doctrine. 

COMMENTARY. 

With the words 'Tadatt·a ' , the Author begins the Hefutation (of the 
Saftkllya Philosophy).-

TEXT (16). 

I N ANSWER TO THIS, THE WISE ONES DEOL'ABE THAT 'l'HE ARGUMENT 

TRAT HAS BEEN URGED (BY Tllll SaiiJcilya AGAINST THE DOOTRIN'E 

TllAT THE EFFECT IS NON·EXISTENT PRIOR TO rrs PRODUGTION) 

IS EQUALLY Al'l'LIOAllLE TO Tllll DOOTRIN'S OF TB'II JJJxitlence 
OF THE EFFECT. AND TB'II ANSWER TB' AT YOO WOULD 

HAVE TO THAT ARGUMENT WOULD EQUALLY APTI.Y 

BE THE ANSWER OF 1'HE WISE ONES ALS0.- (16) 

COMMENTARY. 

It hns boon. nssorted (by the Sti:Md&ya) that ''1'he vn.rious products ema.n .. 
at.in.g from PrhnordioJ Matter and ot.he-r Ctnu;~s. are of the sn.mo e.~J)c:e 

as t.hose Causes ".-In regoo:d to this~ we procood to consider tl1e foHowing 
points :-If tbt'."t1 diverse Eftoots &'8 of tho aa.me essence ns Pt·imontia.ll\£nt.f.(".r, 
then how i.s i t that tltBy emo.nato fr01n it AA its effects? "\V'hen one thing 
is non-difToront from (of the Rrone essence as) nnothel', it cannot be its ccmse 
or effect; because the Ca1.tS& and its Effect must be tota11y different in charoc
tor from one another. If it were not so. bow could thero be tuw cloor concep
tion o.c; to one thing being tho' Causo' nnd another the 1 Effect •1 In that case, 
how could there be any such deduction as that mRde by you- (a) that Pri
mor<lio.l Motter must always be t.he Cause, (b) that tile group of sixte<n, 
consisting of the Av() Gross Sub.t;tances n,nd eleven Seuse-orgn-lts mnst alwa.y$ 
be t.he Effe4, and (c) tl1at among Cosmic Intelligence, l·principl& ond Rudi
mentary Snbstancos, one i' tJ1e Effect of 'vha.t precedes, and the Oatl8C of 
what follows it ? This deduction ha~ been th\ls form\tlated (in the Sti.iild1ya .. 
karika, 3)-u Primor<liftl l\tn.ttcr i'i never A. Product-the group o( sc'9en 
consisting of the Cosmic Intelligence nod the reet are both Product 
and Producthre--t.be group of sixteen is always Product. ;-tho Spirit 
is neither Product nor Productive ".-In fact (under tho SO.tikhya Doct.rine) 
everything would bo equnlly liable to be the Cause or Effect of every
thing else. Or, the chl\l'ncter of Oau..<o nnd Effect being a lways relative, 
-ond (under the 8/iJikAya doct~ine of all things being of tho ao.mo essence) 
there being no entirely different t·hing to he conceived of as in rclo.tion to 
anothor,- &11 things would, lil<e the Spirit, be 'neither Product nor Pro 
ductive ' ; othenvise tho Spirit also might he spoken of as • Product' and 
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' rroduoth·o '. It has been said thot-• When Rudril• oi!8Uted that w!mt. is 
Ot1rd is Milk and what is Mill. is f'urd, he ((0\'0 o'·idenoe of his bei~>g 
Vindh.J10t.\bin, an inhnbitaut of the wildM of the Vindhya Bills'. • 

[Under &iril<hyakiirikii, 10] it has been declon!d that tho Mm•;j.u 
ho.s the charo.cter of being • caused ' and tha rost. 01\d tho U·11tnt.Jnijut is the 
reverse o[ all this ;- this also is mere childi"h prnttlf:. AB a matter of fact, 
when one thing it:~ uot different in nntnro from 1\noth(•r thing, it Ct\nnot bo 
contrt\ry to this latter; b&ent1.':i6 • contrttrinC"~A, COI\.~i~tl'l in difit.•renee of nature; 
otherwitJe, there would be an end to allnoriom' of\ diiYcrenC'~'; nnd M n coru;c 
quoncc,, thct'O would be no gro\md:. fo1· nccoptin{l l\IW difforone0 a.motlg the 
AttributM or Harmony. Enor gy l\1\d rnertil\ (which IU'O iiUK~ntient·) ou the one 
hnnd ond the ~Jentient. Spi..l'it.li on the otbel'; nnd tho wholo m1l\·erso would bo 

un.ifot•tn; this would invoh·o U1o contingc.nc.r or the whole being produced 
ond nlNO det~troyed at one and the Rnme tinw. 'fhot nll thcliG eontin.genci<'8 
would follow would be dno to tJto fnet thnt the notinl\ of nU kinds of' Non· 
differeneo' must share the sa.me ft1.teo (of l>C-inl( uccepted or rojccttd). Frc:nn 
this it follows that. tho • Unm.t\nifest • oblo, like the · :\buife.<it. ' . should ~ 
the qttftlitieB of being 'with cause' nnd the rNt (whi~h ba,·o beet\ IUtributt>d 

to tbe 'Monifest' only), for tl,.. simplo ""'""" that tho form (essence) of the 
'Cnnumifc.st is not diaert>nt from thot of the • ManirHt ~;-or (COJ1\-erscl~·) 
the ':\lnnilost' l!hould~ like the 'trnmAnift<St ', ~ the quo.l.it.ies o( being 
• wit.hout. rt\uso' nnd the ~t. on the ground of itlt form being not different 
f1·om tl~o Un1tmnitest; both thtose m1ivenoo.l nlllrrnl\t.i.\•tt pro1xJ8itions would 
h1l\"C to be ne<.-uptPd; otherwiJ.>C· unt.h-sinlhlt· eonth\.~C''uci\':( would nl'isu.-Tht>n 
ngnin. U\ Ot•dinary worldly expericu<:e, the.' t"Uin.tion of CnuHc auu.l Effect is 
o.lwaytt upprohcnded on the bas.iH of wcll-n.sccrtaitwd positixo and negQtivocon · 

cutnitnnoo; while us t·ogal'ds t.lte Sllhject under diftel tSJ~tiOtt, Cosm .. ic llltelligonce 
and ot.hor things ore not ord inarily known to ha produced from such cnuoos 
a~ Prin\OJ'dioJ Mn.ttcr and Mte re.lilt.. Nor ngnin iM nn,\· otct·m\1 t.h.ing found 
to ho.vo tho nature of a Co.use. on the basis of which the fnct of the div~ 
P1'0duota bo.ing prochaeecl out of Primordiol MftUer (which is ete.nual) could 
ba Admitted. And the l'CtlSOil for this liN il\ the fact. that, if o..n eternal HUng 
i8 COi:mhlo of nu.y offoctivo H;Ction., ony icl<.~ of it8 otwrntions being gradual or 
nou·ftr•'dual (simultaneous). would in\·oh·;e AC"If-<:ontro.dietion& 

The following argwnent might be urged-" Tbo relation or Cause and 
Effect thn~ \VO postulate is not based UJlOll tho ideo that the C..ul!6 producee 
ROmething that did not exist before at all ; ond it i• only ouch cau:sal relation 
th.t\t would be incompatible with tl"' non-dijference in euenu Uon11) ;
what we do osscrt is that Primordial Mn.tt(l;r undergoes tnodiflcation into 
the form or Cosmic I ntelligence nnd other Producto,-just "" the Coil<d 

Serpen4 uncoils itself and becom.PS »\Odified into t ho Blonyatcd Serpe:nt,-and 
it is in thi.i scnso tbo.t it is called tho 'Cause' of Oos1nic IntelHgenco and other 

• Thoro n.ppc61'8 to be a pun he.re \lpon t ho nn.mo • Jllmllauatvilli,l •; \Tindhya. 

is t.ho noma gi.var' to Oto Vindhya.Hilli, so the dU-eot menninJ{ oC t.he t.on:n • Vintlh.1ta • 
ua•ittJ' would bo tlu· clmracter of ~h1g c1 drn;:CI1 of the tril1l1 of the Vindhya R m1ae: 

tho indirect inuondo is to the $iitil:Jtyu author who S:t\\'0 exprMiion to the opinion 
J~&Corrod to boro; his UQ.Jlle was T'i~KiliJJClt:dkiH. Soo Fortw..-orrl, pago LXI • 



Producto; and theso, Cosmic Intelligence 11nd tbo _,, being of the nature 
of t~lodijlcolic>M, are called its ' Effect' (or Product) ;-<Wd there is nothing 
!Mllf-contradiotory (or incongruous) in such >M<ii/UlOii<»o, ooen tlw11gA llouo 
bo no1Wlilftrtnoo (between the original Md its modification).'' 

Thie cannot bo right; as under mch cireumst.ances, thero CAn bono 'modi. 
licntion '. Becaueo if there were lfodifica.tion, it could eorne about either 
on the Abandoning of the original form. Ot' Otl tho non-abandonment of it. 
If i t wero to come without the aba.ndoning of the origint\1 form. thE"n there 
woulcl boa oommLxture of the two form.s {original nud modi Rod) ; o.nd it would 
bo possible to pot-<:eive youth nt tho time of ol<l au•- rr. on the other hand, 
~JodiAcl\tion \\'Ot'O to come after the aba.n.clouing of tlto original form, then 
this ' vonld involvo the loss of form (ot tho originaJ); to thnt it would meau 
thot the provioua form hAA been destroyed ond " new n.nd d.ifferent form. h ns 
eomo O.bo\at; so lho.t. it could not be pro\·~l that any ono lhing is tho • modi· 
Acation • of nnothOJ•.-Tben a-gain, ~·ou c."Cplntn ' modifiention • to consist 
in a change in the originnl it6elf into something c~ ;- now would this chanye 
be in pan or ;,.. t~..Vwfe? It could not be ;,. pan, becatliC there are no parls 
(in Primordial )tRUer); nor could it be ;,.. u:/&olt, beeauae thnt would meen 
tbo production of ftn entirely new thi11g and the consequent. destruction 
of the original. Htnce it cannot be right that ther<'l i"' chan~ of the same 
thing; u it. invf'h"t'18 tl\('1 notion o( theo coming into tXitltence of an eutiffly 
diff~r'('nt Chi\I"DCt~r (nnd thing). 

n might b• nrgued that- " What. is meont io that while the thing itself 
rcmnint constant. one property of it diMppco.rs nn.<l onothor propert,y 
&ppoor8, nnd this (vo-rintion of the P roperty) is wh&t io called Modijlc<ltion ; and 
it does not mCf'ln that. the v<try ossenco of the thing itAclf becomes d iff<>rent " . 

This n 190 cn.nnot bo right.. Booatt~ who11 t ho P l'O}>Cl't.y n.p pcnrR lll\d d is· 
appeof'tll, would that Pr operty ~ AOmet.hing <liff('t'Ont, or non -different, f:l.•om 
the thing itsel£ (in which it nppem-s nnd dilll\ppeora) !-JI it wero oomcthing 
rliHel'(I'Ut, them tho thing itsoli l'Ciltflining f"xnct ly tho ~un<'. how can it be snid 
to be modified t When two such things M Ouxl• and Flt)'rl•, "-Jiich ru-e 
entirely diiJertmt from the Jru- and other things, ore produced o• destroyed , 
it ia not ~rd•<l •• "modifi«rticm of the Ja• nnd other things. If it. "-are 
oo regarded, it 'vould lead to an absurdity. H might be argued thet-" if 
this lino of urg\Unent wero ndoptod. then tbo Spirit oloo would bo • modi
flablo'; inurnuoh ._. t.ho properties related to tho Spirit oet\1Aity appear and 
dionppMr, .-hich "'ould moon' modificati<>n' of tho Spirit it<(>!£, not of onything 
('IlK' ".-~ot so, we re-ply. A.9 no reln.tioru.hip can 11\lbsist eithe-r in ru1 entity 
or n non·t:ntit.y, there can be nothing that eould luwo nny relationship n.t 
aU. For inrtance, if n. Reln..tion .. ~lip oxisted, it conl<lsu~:ist either in an entit;y 
01' in a non·ontity ;-ns n. matter of fact howo,·e.·, 1t cannot 1\ubsist in 
on entity ; boott\\Aoe the fu ll majesty of it~ entire Ul\ture being nl~dy knO\'\'ll 
n" independent, j t would not be p09.q:iblo to1· tt to 00 dependent u pon 
nu;vt.hing el•e (in the shape of a Roll\tionship). Nor could tho R• lntionship 
subeist. i.u o. non-on tity, because by itr.c \"err no.turc. it, i1.1 dovoid of n.ll eharAe
ttriMtion And n.K sneh cannot be depe.nrlent upon Mything ; e.g. the • Hare's 
Horn • o,nd sucl1 non-entities cannot bo rightly hold to be dependent upon 
auything.-'Further, you do not ndvocnto that tb...., i• modiji<ali<>n on 
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th<> appearance and disllppt'<lranco of enti..,ly diff~~ properties ;-what 
then 1-wha.t you o.dvoc&to i8 tb.&t, in the case o[ Bn entity, its O\"t'U essentit\1 

character remaining conal.4ult, the:re is variation in its eon<lltioll.8 (states}, and 

this is what is meant by 'Modification •. Wban, howovor, tho Propcrtic:i 
nro distinct from the Ent.lty hewing the propertiCd, thN'tl is no possibility 

C\f tlny ossonth'-1 chnructcr t·orna.ining cot~hult; OSl tho ontlty it8olf is tho one 

'cs~cnee • of the Propo.rtl&B; ond that, ex hypothesi, ia ('tlt i&·oly different 
from them.; so thAt thm·o is no poss.ibilit~· o( nny ea.o;cntinl ehnrncter remoining 

constant. Nor again does noy pct"''ffn o,·er become <.-ognistmt.. of nay such Pro· 
pcr~y coming within lllil rongo of cogni,..,noo M is diffei'OI>t from the 1\!)pcltuing 

and d.iMppearing l~pertiN; hence all wise men regard such B propcn.y d<S 

n.on·cxi.stcn~-If, howovcr, it be hcld thnt it is not a different. entity at all, 
as both the propertie.s, tho appearing Rl4 woll as the dillCipptorbtt;~ would bo 

non-<lifforcnt £rom tbu Entity to which tbey helong,-thoy should, w,., thG 
En tit~, it,sclf. bo one on I~, ; and under the circmn.'itnncC'!fl, on whA~ basis would 

oithct• tho Entity or tho l~toperty be ' 1'nodificd '? Tho two vot·yl~tg PropertiM 

being non·different £rorn t.ho Ent.lty which remain.M UOI\If,tnut,-thm•o ct\n 
bo no appearance (pl'oduotion) 01' cliiJap]JtaTrm~ (cll~tnJttion) or t.bcse,-just 

(\8 there is l\OUO or the COAAtant .En.tity. As regards tho Entity nlso, inas

much "" it is non-different. from ll10 Properti68, all tlltlt mig)>t. be possible 
would be the production (nppenrMce) of EW>rueth.intt now th1\t. did not e.x.ist. 

beforo and the defl:tnuttion (diSAt)p<!QI'ftllCO) of thnt. which hu be6n iu &xi~

~nce: 110 that. in no ease would thcro bo ' )loctifle~dion' of nny singlo·thiug. 
Jo'rom nil this it followk thnt, uvt-n uu. the htl~il't nf • )fo<Lificotinn •. your 

thoo1·y o£ • Cnu;;o and }~rtcet.' i~ not. tenn.blo-. 

All this <lef<"Ct. in the ,Slhiklt.Jia thcor~· is too nmnifMt to net.'<l.ll$l!'CrtioH; 

- wit h t hia idc.a, t·he AuthOL' hn,:c omitted to Act it forth, nncl wit·h tho idN~ 

t hn.t • we shnll anl1wor lat..cr Otl tht, objection that. tho Stltlkhya bM urged 
AgAinst the theory of the }~!Toot being mm.-.exilltmt (bcfoi'O tho causnl oper-

1\tion) ',-ho procoo<Vt. n.t thi1 stage. to criticise tho thoory of the Effect 

bo.lng ui4U11t-., by showing U1nt it. i~ open to the stuno objections (thnt. have 
'-n urged ngninst tho thoor~· of tbe Effect being >IOII.Ui«•nl). This is 
"'hat. i.!t rlono in the text.-' In a,.,,otr to thi•, etc.' 

The term ' 8tulhiya/} ', · u:i~e onu •. stnnds for tho &udd1Kl8; they 

tl•<lare that tho fh-efold nrgumcnt tlltlt the SaiJ:hga ha~ sot. forth in I be words 
' Bcco.use wha.t is non-ui11ont Ct\on ot be producoC'l, ote! (S'(itikl-tyak:arikd, 

U),-i• ~qunlly npplionblo OI(Oinl<t the theory of tho l•:tloot being ezi•t•nt. 

l"ot• instance, it c;f\,n bo 08kcrtod (wit.h ~qtu\l reason) thnt ' Uecauso what ie 
existent cannot. bo proclueod,- bocauso there is recourHo to the CR.use,

beeaU8e all things aro not possibJe.,-bceausc the efficient thing con produce 

only that for which it is ol!lei•nt, nnd-becnu'<O tho Effect ia ol the same 
essence M the Causo,-tJ1e.r<"foro the EJ!td i& noJ.eziMt-nt' ;-[tbe rt"ftding 

• .d«.rdal.:aMtfilt' of the ,salil .. ·ltynl:drikd being nhercd into ' X a Mtdakaraf!iit ') 

tho uogntin• • not' (in the bejtinning) being construed ""ith the pbral!O 'th• 
Efftd i1 eziot•nt' (nt tbo end of tho S<>ntcnoo). "\Yhy •hould tha Effect 

be regarded as not-ezisteJ~t! '"-Bect\use of a ll the \"Cry SRme rear;ons tbnt. 
IU\.VO been set forth in tho S/JI~kllyal'iiril.xi-Becattl~ u·lud i& 110U·t.ti.flent 

oan.not be proclucell, etc. etc.-And when on objoetion js oqunlly npplica.ble to 



both t'Wlrtios (to n discus.•im>), then it should not bo urged by ono Rgnio.•t 
the otlu>r ; meh is tho oen.'O of the Toxt. 

Objlaion-" In wbet way ia tbero this equality (between the two theorieo), 
- when the objection M urged by one Pf\l'ty is that • the .Non.-ui81~nt crumot 
be producod ', white as urged by tho oth&r, it is thnt 'the Exilldttt ennt\ot 
be J')1·oducod f " 

Thot•o is no forco in this objoot.ion ; oH it nrises from non·comprehen.sion of 
the soMe of wbetis ......u.d. All tbet i• meant by the ..-tion of' cquslity' 
in the Text ill only with r<>forence to tbe five statement• (in the Karil:4) reg<\ni· 
ing • non.produetion 1 , ; pl'eSenoo of connection betwoen Effeet.tt on.d sr,ocific 
CnuRoa' nnd so forth [nnd not with rofereuee to tho eonc1ll8ion doduced 
from thoao statements by tho two paTtioe, which n1-o cortainly contradictory]; 
beca\186 t.bo reasons of the ' non.producibility ' and the rest are eqnnlly 
appliooblo aa agninst. the theory of tho Effect being ui-.t. The nnswer 
tlu.t you, upholders of t.ho doctrine of tho Effect being ~xilltont, would meke 
ago.in•t t.ltoso argmnont. (M against yo1u• doetrino) would nlso be the onowet· 
of tho wiso Bo.ucldhM who uphold tho Doctl'ino o( tho Effect )}Oin~ 110t~
o:ri81ent.-(l6) 

QuutKm-"' In whAt wa.y are the two 'equnl •? •· 
Tbo nn.Rwer is pro,•ided in f.bo (o11owin~-

'l'EXT (17). 

I? Tllll CuaD AND OTIJitR EFPEOTS ARE .u.REAJ)Y WHOt.L • EXLST&NT m 
TIIB BSSENOE 011 (TIIETR CAUSES) MILK AND nn: REST,~HEN, 

INAS~lUOH AS Tll&V WOULD Dll EXAOTLY LIKE THE CAUSE, 
ETO. IN THEIR Jt.~SENOE, WIIAT OF TKEIRS WOULD 8~ 

TRB1Ul TIIAT WOULD HAVE TO BE PRODUCED ?-(17) 

'J'ho o.rgmnent horo set forth if' foa· the purpo~ of j:;npportlng the vif!\V 
that 'what i81\lre&dy Mi.ton' cannot be proc\ueed' (on nrgmnent aimAKl agaiMt 
the S4rU:.\JI'l). If Ute EftoeU; (Proc\ucto) in the ahapo of Curd nnd the rest 
exist tJ:ht>Uy-i.n tlu>ir ontircty-i.e. in Uteir mature and proper!~· diftc•••ntiatoo 
ehat'Rctel', rogardiug their specific tnsto, potoJtCy o.uct con..r;equonoM,-in the 
essetrt"e of tl~eir Oamelf, Jl(Uk and tilt f'UJ,-then, aa t.hoy would be all"eady 
existent, what of their form would bo Utero that would ha.._ to bo prcdu<Jed, 
-i.e. for the purpose whereof they would have to be proclueed by meh eau..., 
as Milk and the root. !-The compound 'hiloiidi~adroJ.Otmantl"'' i• to be 
analysod as 'those wh086 essence ia exactly 1ike the Ct\\l.Re. etc.' ; the 'Oatvre' 
hero Rtnncls for the Primordial Mo.ttm: ; tho 'etc.' Rhmdt~ for the Scnlit11Ce ; 
-o.nd e<>rlftinly the fully matured Eftoet.• being thu.• cir<:wn!!taneod, what 
is meant ia the fully developed form of the Elfeetoo, which, th111. cannot 
be produced again.-Tbia in<lieateo the l\'!'O Reaaouings tbet go to demolish 
any such permanent relation as that between Cause and E!Iect.-(17) 
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The Author no'"" !onnulatC$ the nrgument in tho ciN.r and }>roper form-

TEXT (18). 

(A) TKE SAil> EFFECT C.U."NOT BE PBODU0£1> B\" TU£ CAUSE,-B£CAUSK 

IT ALBJIA.DY J:XJSTS,-LI&E TBE CAttSE ''-'m TR& SrrntT.-(B ) THus 
A'LSO WJJAT tS I'>OSTULATED CA~"'NOT DE Tlr£ CAtrSE,-B ECAl'SE 

'l' lliUlE IS NOTJIING THAT CAN" DE UROUOHT ABOUT DY 

IT,--JUST LIRE TRE OTHEit Tlltl<CI.-(18) 

COMMF.NTARY. 

1 HUu ', 'Ctlu!W ' , Btoncls for Pt'imordinl ).fottc.l', nn<.l olso the common 
thin~, Mi lk nnd the like;-' 2''at kdry,m', • tho IMtitl offcct ' . !;Umds for 
the C'Uttn\ic Tnt~Uigence. etc. {produt·t~ nceordittg to t he .Stit'tk.h!Jll, of l"rimor· 

cliol :\[nttcr), ns also tho common thingR. (.'urtl nml the like;-' Salldla~~. •, 

uuomtfJ 'btto1.c.M it alnxrdy exiid$' ;-· hllu-ritti-a."'t •, 'likt' tho Ca.use t1nd t-be 

Spirit • ,-' Catt.SO • lrtands for Printordilll )(otter anti al!M> Cor the common 

thitagJf:. M.ilk ond the like; 'r::itti ', 'Spirit', lrtands fnr the ~ntieot }""aenlty ; 
nnd whac. i3 like these two i~ ; lii.YJ the Cau&e OIKIIhe Spirit '.- The argu.rnt"nt 

rMy be thus formulated-That. which iJJ oxjtdent in it~~: enti.ret~· Cllnnot be 
produced by nn~·thing.-ns, for instt\UCl'", Prinwtdinl llatt~r tlnd Spirit.;
uud tha l!:ffcct. in its umtm·u f.;.tate i:; nlrettdy ~xboltertt. (u: /;ypolh.ui),-ac.'<!ording 
to tho opinion of our Opronent the l\U"(L and tl\c l'roduc.'t,; Ml! o.h·C'ndy e:"r'istent; 

-henco (if Ul080 woro held it~ /o he produr«l) it WCiul<l j,,,·olvo th<' contiugoncy 
of ,::::oing AgniMt l\ tmiverSt\1 ln.w.- Nor ena\ tho rcutccm {prnhom~) l••.we put 
fot·wnrd ho t•egnt•(led n1:1 not true, inadmi~Rihlo; bocntl"l', if whut t"'t\ t'lnot be 

produced in nny fol'm were regarded aaprod1teiblc, thou. oil thinf,'liWould lwxe 
to he t·og&rdt'd nli produciblc, nnd UUs would lend to a rt(Jreuus ad t'nfi.J•itWJ'l>, 

which would n\11lify the Opponen~'A pror>osition; nod iC w 01..1ld ul~W itl\'Ol\'O 

the fu.r t.hor absurdity of the produeibilitr or whot h.nB ulrcody he<m produced. 
So far the Author has ~hown tha~ whnt .u-o r<"gordcd (by the SiUil.:hya) 

tu• 'Effoct«' connot rooll~· be ~ EffcetA • or '!,roducl~ •: uow ho proceeds to 

ehow that. what aro regnrded as; CaUMS' C'IUlJ\Ot rcolly bo ~ Couse6 ·-~ Thtu 

aloo trhal il po#Ulaltd, de.'- ' P081ulaled ',-i.~. the Entit~· po<~iled. What is 
moa.nt i3 01 follows :-Prinwrdial :\fatte-r, and nlso tlw Seed, Milk and other 

common thingo,-which ha--e been po<~tulated •• u .... eo ...... of lrucb. intmded 

offecto 01 Coomic Intelligene» and the r .. t, M aloo Curd and other common 
product",--<lanuot be the cause or these lottcr,-that. is, it. is not Cflp&ble 

of being treated as the producer ;-why 1-l><ccrtut lhu• ;, tlothing that <On 
be brouglil- abort~ by 6uch. a cartSt ; as a matter or fnot, thoro is nothing that 
cnn bo brO\l(lbt &bout by the said entity ; ond n~ the ao ld entity hAA 

thiR choro.otcr, it cannot be regarded nA t ho 1 Oel1180 •. 'rhnt t.hh~ is sv follows 
f•·om what hn• beel\ so.i<l (in the fir•t hnl! of t.he Text ), rcgnrdiog f.ho effect. in 

question boitlg not effects at. all; it ik fol· this r(\l\80n t hot t.ho 'Xoxt httA used 
the tet•an. • autb ', 1 tllus •. 

1 Panllma.oot •, ' Jwst like tlt.t otlter tlring8 ' , i.t. lil<o the thing 'vit.b n differ<>nt 

chameter,-i.e. like the entity which )UlS not bcf.u l')C)IJitcd ns n Cause; the 
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entity that h!U! not boon po•ited as tho Onuil<' is tho Spirit,-M declnrnd (in 
the StWkliyakt11'ikt1, 3)-l Tho S1>irit is neither productive nor product l. 

This argument may be formulated os follows :-Thnt for whieh there 
is nothing to bn brought about coomot bn a Cno.,e,-f'.g. tba Spirit ;-the 
entity Jl<IOll~ated (M Cnuse) is ono for which thero is nothing to bn brought 
about. ;-henc::e the ontit.y eoneemtt<l i~ not foluld to fulfil the conditiom which 
are m,·Ariably eoncoulitaut (with tho nAtur(' o"f the OAuse). 

Both u,..., &rg\uuent• put '""'""I in the Te"t are only mMnt to expose 
tho nnomali08 (im·olvcd in th<l S/JIII:hya doctrine) ; heuoe there is no need 
for putting ron'"ard Ol\ly 11ueh corroborative e..~amples as are a.ceopted 
by both partieo. 

There is a pnrty among Saolkhya• \<loo hold the 'iew that-" The Spirit 
also is also a doer (a Cauoe) in rtgard to his own ~:q>erieo-,-<m the analogy 
of the Reiii.'Ction ["·bieh, though notol tho Reflecting Substance, is yetattribut· 
a<l to it; •inularly though Exporiouco d- not subsist in the Spirili, yet it 
iA nttribut.e<l to bim] ". 

As •S"inst tlU. pnrty, tho •"Pl•nntion olthe'rext wot~d bn as follows:
The t(t1•m 'J)(triituaa.' Rtftndtt for tho 'l'ara4tm0. •, the Libuol.cd Spirit ; "'M 
•ueh a Spirit would bo libct·nt.e<l, ho could not b6 the doer (Cause) iu regard 
to Expc!l'ienoo. Hence (oven so) thcro iR nothing wrong with the eorroborat.ive 
instauco citt.•d in tho 'rtoxt.--( 1 S) 

Tho Author. in tbo following toxt, indient.o. (on bebnlf of the SOilkhylJ) 
t.ho f&llacy of 'lnndmi,..ibiUt.y' in tloo nrgumont just put up by him.qelf-

TEXT (HI). 

I T 1100HT DE URO'EO TJlAT "'l'UERH 1~ SOME :PEOULTAlt J'EATURE, SOME· 

TIHN'O IN TJIH SJUPE OF -manifutation A~D TU£ LIK~,-BY 
PUODUOINO wmon, CAUSES 1t1WHT CEASE TO BE 

Dlli'AMED (AS l'UTit.ll) ".-(10) 

OO~IMEN'l'ARY. 

r.rhe SdM..:Ilya moy nrguo nSil £o11ow..c :- }-'' Tr, in. yotu· first argument, 
you 1neRn yonr prCJniAA to be in 1 ho fully <ttt•tlifiOO [orm • bccnn ... cre it nlrend.v 
e.xists h1 itiJ cutiroty, et.-en alOtlfJ wUI~ 111tll jtaluru aa being manijut, ancl the 
rest' ,-then the pte.ml88 i.s ~ Untn1o \ • Intutmlssible •; boea\158 we do not 
regard thoEflootBH ci«itoqnlong withall•ucb featuresaabeingmanif..udond 
the lil<e; ""' •OS"rd it M e:rioling only in the form of a pol•ncy (in the Cause). 
-11, on tbe othor hand, you mean your premi:as to be in general form_, wit.h· 
out the said quAli6cation,-Ulell it. is 'Inconclusive'; because such peculiar 
rea- aa monijutoli<m and the like oro aetnnlly produced (even under our 
tbeory).-:1\ordoeoour theory invoh·c theabaurdity ohll thingll being E!Iocts 
(produeed).--ForUleanmoroosoo, thoOOCOild reason put forward by you is nlso 
'not true', • I oadmiuible ', u thtno i• something to be brought about, 
t>rodnoed. 

This is wha~ ia mOMt by the phmoe 'SomtJhing in lh• lhopo of MomfUliJ· 
li<m and IM /if.:o '; tho oxp,_jon • and the like ' i• meant to include ~noch 

: 

• 
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pcculinr conditiono ao Gro.ml>, etc.-' Which • (in the Text) atnndo for the 

• peculinr fent\..., '.-• To bo d~amctl',-bhuned. \\1>at is meant is thnt 

our theory is not open to the follncics that ha,·e been urged agnim~t our Reason 
a• ooing 'Inadmissible', 'Untrue' and t he like.-{ tO) 

The Author ooswers the nbove o.rgumcnts in the following-

TEXT (20). 

b THIS (I'Ectn.Lul FBATURE) EXISTED l'RR\,OUSLY, THE~ TB1I 

OBJ"EOTIO~ IS :SOT A.o.':SWERED; IF, HOWEVEB., IT Dm NOT BXlS!' 

!'RE:VIOUSLY, TIT£S', BRING NON·EXISTENT, lJOW 00t1LD IT 

BE l'RODUOED 011T OF THE CAUSES !-(20) 

COMME~TARY. 

There can be only two o1tot·nntives : (1) Thia ' pcculitu· foottu·o' tlmt 

ht\8 been spoken of, C.'i:isted ah"C-t\dy, it1 its pristine st.f\t6 of Pl'ilnol'diul Mttttet·, 
p1·ior to tJto condition of 'J'O.tUlilostation • nnd tJte rest,-or (2) it did not 

80 exist.. If it did 6X.Uit, t.ha.n you b&\"O not succoodod iu 8llOWing the 

im'&lidity (inadmissibility) of tbo two Reosono put forwnrd b~· 118, nud Uma 

Rllkwering them. Jf. on tho or her hAnd. it did not. exist prtwiOtLIJiy.-tbeu, 

even HO, how oould that •JX"C"ulit\r feotttre' $CC\Il"6 its production from tho 

anid 'Causes' ! AK ~·our nrgmt\l'nt. i~ tltttt what. is n(n&·txittttl' cnnnot be 
pl'oduced,-Roch productiot'l cnau'\Ot ha right ;~uch iq thu ~·n~ of the 

'J'ext.-(20) 

T ho atgument ~ b<'cnu~e wlmt is nll'etldy cxl8tcnt connnt be ('lt'CKlltccd ' 

"" lrtuted by the A\lthor him~~elf (ognin.•t the Sa>lkl•ya tiiOOI'Y 011 p. 24, 1. 20, 

J>ru«i>•iug Sa>lkllytJkllriM, D) bus boeu duly supported; now be proe•eds to 
argue in support of the other four arguments.- · becattM tMrc it ruourse 

to the Cau.&e' and the l't'Ht.----iu tho following-

TEXT (21). 

FOR THE SillE REASON, 111 TH~Rll IS NOTIIINO TO BE I'RODUOED, THERE 

WOULD BE NO 'REOOIJR.'Uil TO 'l'H}: CAUSE ',- NOR WOULD "J."HBltE 

BE ANY PRODUOTION OUT 0 1' EVEN A Sl'EOJ FIO 0A08Fl,-

N0It WOULD TR'RRE BE ANY 'EFFICIENCY ', ~'Olt ANY 

'OPERATION ' (01· TlU1 C.WSE).-{21) 

CQ)JMEXTARY. 

AA in A.eeordance with the 11oid l't"tlsoning, the Eilet"t to be brought about 

would (nceording to the .~71lk/ryrr) bo nlrt'Ocl~· in exO.tenee [...,.td 'Slidltya

•!JO blu1J.'iit '], 'recounw. to CnuiiC' would uot be }X>A-"'ib1e: nH inttlligcnt persons 
hl\ve reeonrso to a enu.HO only tor tho purpose of somatl1ing that could lle 

brought. nbout by thnt CAuse. Not· wouJd it bo neccH~Jary thn.t pat•ticulnr 
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Effects, liko Curd nod the •·oat, must proceed only from portioulnr onuses ; 
oimply booauae th01.., would be nothil>g f<> bt produud out of any .,,.,, This 
support.s the (parodied) argument ' Btunuo all things art nOI pouibk ' . 
What is meent ia that when the SdtiJ;hya ......n& that ' an Effect cannot 
be produced from &11 .,......,. ', what he mcan.o ia that ' & particular Effect 
can be produced on!~· from .. pi\rliculnr eau. .. ·. l'hi" is not potaiblo under 
t.he &tiJ;hya theory of the Effoot being nlrt>ndy ~~-iatont; ns, undot Uu• theory, 
th- wo>~d be nothing to bo p•·oduce<i.-Silnilnl'ly •• regtmls the argument 
that ' nn efficiont Ca.\1$$ can produce onl~· that for \\·h.ioh it iJJ effiicent , , 
neitbor 'efficiency ' nor ' t.ho production of that for which it la efficient ' 
is poo<oible under the Sdri.l:hll" theory ; for t be very 1'8me r""""n thot th•ro 
is no!Jling ll> bo produud (under the theory). U anything were produced 
by another thing, then n.lone could one ndm.it tho ' efficiency ' of tho la.ttor 
thing, wb.ioh could then be uoccpted as tho ' Oouse ' of t.)u"t which \voulcl 
bo producod i-not otherwiso.- 'fh.is is what is n1eaut bl- the woi'd.s--blor 
tooul<t fht.ro bo. •fl";~ncy • • ...,.any • operolion of the ea ..... '.--{21) 

The foUowing Text proeeecb to show thet it is not right U>At things 
should be regarded as 'Cau&e ', for the simple- 1"68.801\ that whnt. ill: regarded 
... to be prodt<Ud ulready oxists (according to tho sa.u:l!ya)-

TEXT (22). 

INASl£t10H AS EVRRY RFFEOl' tS ALREADY TID!Rll Il> ITS EJ<TiliBTY, THERE 
OA.N BB N01'HING 'TO BB PROD17011D ' (A~ BjJ'-CI); 00"-

8.£QUB~'TLY, TliE \'EltY !oo"'AME '0AOSB' OA..l\'"NOT SE 
WOIOAL.--{22) 

CO>D!ENTARY. 

1'his is Mid in support, of th& 3rgum•ot (tho last one in tho l'"rodied 
84rl.l:h!I"S:dri.bl)-' lltaJUAO t},. Bffm ; . of the "''"' U8<11<0 cu the ea .... ·.
But it is not (i.e. the 011mo ' Cnn110' is not illogical). Be1l08 the E,qtt'l. oannot 
be reganWl CJ8 e..ti8tent ;-thiiJ conclusion has to be coulitrued with nll the 
(five) argumontll set fort.h nbovo.- (22) 

With tbo foUowiug leo:l the Author prococda to criticise the theory of 
the Effect being oxil!tent, from nnothor point of ,-ie"·-

TEXT (23) . 

.ALL MEANS (OF CoGNITION), WHEN Ol'ERATlVE, SERVE TO Sll'l' ASIDB 
WRONG CoGNITION AND TO l'R0Dt10B D.Ell'IliiTELY CERTAIN 

GoGNI1'ION ; nDll WOtTLD NOT BE OO:IIPATIBLE WITn 
REASON {tnroER THE Siin/cAyo, TliltORY).--{23) 

OO)fMENTARY. 

'0Pfmti" '-activo.-' W1·ong 0o!J11ition' includes ftlso Doubejul Oogni
tion, as it partakes of bot.h the eonh"A.l'ies (afiirmf\tion nn~ denial), 4nd hence 
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i• "" much an ' impoeition' (M Wrong Cognition).-Aa • matter of faet, 
every Means (of Cognition), when operating on its objeot.ive, d- two things: 
it seta aaido lmconception and Doubt relating to the objeot of Cognition, 
and produ- • definitely Oertain Cognition relating to ill. This fo.ct cannot 
ba compatible with r- under tbo Sci7\klcliiJ u-ry of the • Exi;tent 
Etloo~ •.-(23) 

In tho following lo:c:l, the Author proceed• to oxplnin why the said iaet is 
not compo.tible with rooson, under the SUitkhua thoory :-

TEXT (24). 

Tnll D017BT AND 'l'RE :MISCONCEPTION OJu'ffiOT DE RBT ASillE, 4$ THEY 

WO'O'LD BE ALWAYS THERE. NOR IS TilE l'RODUOlNCI OF 

DS"PINlTELY CERTAIN Coc~'"ITION Possmu, "POR TK£ VERY 

SAME BEASON. HENOE ALL THAT KAS BEEN 

SAID IS PUTILE.-{24) 

[It is not compatible] baenuil&, "" regardB )liseoncoption and Doubt, 
both of these, under yO\U' theory, would be of the Dt\turo of either Senticoct> 
(0ot\8Cioll8J\eM, Spir;t.) or Cos1nic Tntdligetw and ~find; in either C:Me any 
1eu.;ng a1ido or th060 would be impoA.'Jiblt, bocAu~ Spirit, COID'nic Intelli.gc,lee 
and Aiind,-nU these being etl'nto.l (eoostnnt),- 'Mlfr.Conception nnd Douhtolr«> 
would be comstont. Nor would the produet.ion of DoRnitoly Oortaiu Cognition 
be pcwdblo t ln'Ough nny "Moons; for the same t'Clhton,- i.o. because it is ah\Ta.ys 
thero (e.~ hy,7>0tltc•i).-From all tlus it follow• that nil thot you Juwo said 
in supp01·t. of your dootrino is entirely futi1"".-\V'hnt th.ia h.into~~ nt is that the 
S'dJ\kl•JJ<l·doctriue involves self-contrediction; for inAtn.nco. whon the ~S'iltU:hya 
spoakiJ of tho meAns of producing a <.l~tinit(\ly (!ettn.in Cognition, it implies tbo 
producing of tho Definite Cognition which hn" not. been t ht"ro; nnd this is con
trary to the RAACrtion that ·the Effect i~ cxi.l'itent.' : 140 rhf;\tC ifol clear l'lf"lf·eontm· 
diction.-(24 J 

TEXT (25). 

b, ON TllB O'I'HRR HA..,'D, (IT BE KELD THAT) THE DEPl!<JTE CoGXITION 

TUAT WOULD BE PRODUCED WOULD BE O~B TUAT HAS NOT BEB:S 

TlfERB,--THE:S, TIDS ONE INSTA..VOE (OF THR ElrPECT 

8EINO NON·EXISTENT) WOULD INVALIDATE AJ.L 

THOSE REASONS (THAT HAVE BEEN SE'r •'ORTII 
8Y THE Stlnkhya).-(25) 

ommENTARY. 

11. in order to avoid tho f-utility or the rco.ijOI\1'1, it bo Admitted thA.t. 
the DtRuito Cognition tbnt is produced from the )f<'m\8 is one tlu\t did 
not oxiHt be.£o1-e.-then, in that case. tlw entirt" sot of reo~oningrt-" Btcauso 
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what io non..,xiswnt oonno: be prodttw!, 1!/C. tlc.' (SD•llthyaklirim, 0),-heeomes 

invalidated ; Jx-cause 48 there iil nothing incongruous in th<" production 

of tho Do6oite Cognition (which hAll not been cxiotent), so th..., would be 

no incongruity in tho production of an~· other tJon-c;.ftent thing ;~Lanilarly, 

jnst ns there is production of tho non.u:iattnl Dafinito Cognitjon.-oud the 

soourhtg of tbe porticulnt· Means for t,ho said production,-nnd t\8 there is 

no pooa!bllity of tho Mid Definite Cognition boing produced fr01n nil SOJ'Ul 

of Moena (Wrong. Doubtful nnd tbo Uko).-and "" own !llough ,.,._.~,._,1, 

the De6oite Cognition i.o brought ~>bout by only such me..rll! 8.8 are ofllcient for 

that purpose,~nd just (\.~ these Menn~ have the nn.tu.re of the • Cause •,

so exnot.ly COllld it bo also in every otho1• co.se [and tlto PnnnL"-'1 or the 6'tiilkhya 

wolll<l thus become nnnullod].-(2~) 

TEXT (26) . 

Jp IT DE KBLD THAT-" TIDl EJriiiiOT, WIDOR HAS BEEN lltl.l»ll>lijested 

(LA'I"ENT, IN THl! CAUSE), ACQUIRES m.anifMiation TBROUOII THE 

CAINIES .. ,--'!'HEN (TlfB QtTES1'10N IS) WHAT IS TillS mamjt81ttliofl 

OF THE EFJEOT ?-IT CAl'o"li'O'T CONSIST IN THE APPEAR· 

ANOE (PIIOD\10TION) OF A PECULIARITY IN ITS 

N'ATUitB; DBCAUSE Olr' NON·DIFFERENTIATION 

AND NON·COl>'NEOTION.-(26) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho SOfiG.hya mt\y orgue th\18-11 Though, ovon prior to the operation 

of its Means, the Definite 00!,'1\ition io nlroody in oxistenoo, yet the Menus 

(O..tU!O) is not futile ; bocat""' prior to tbo operation ol tbo O..u..,, the Cogni

tion wao vnmanifuttd (lying latent in the C'au..,), nnd subsequently (to th<> 

operntion), it acquiru "'anifutuJion tlmmg/; that ""- ; heuoo wlutt the 

Crm"" opernt<>S for is tho mani{uwtion (ol the lntont Elloct); nn<l ao there 

is no futility." 
Tbia however otUmot be right ; bocause there enn be no such ' mnnifoata. 

tion '. This 'manifestation, consiate eitbor (a) in the appeeronro of somo 

peculiArity in tbe Mt.U'O of t.ho Elleet., or (b) in the apprehension ol the 

peoulinrlty, or (~) in tho t\isappearanco of whn.t hnR boon ohRtniCtil\g the 

apprehension of tho poc\tlln.rity. 
It ca.unot consist iu the appcarnuce of some peculiarity in it.A nntlll'e . 

beoauto would this ' poeuliarity ill ita nature' be tiOn..diltind fr01n tllo Effect 

(Definite Cognition in tho oaoe in question}, or dwilld from it T If it""" non

distinct, then, inasmuch M there would be not~.difftretlliation from tho Doftoite 

Cogoitiou (Effect), it would be as oon•ront os the form of tho Definite Cognition 

itself ; and hence there could be no ' \ll"oduotion ' of it. If, on the othct· hnud~ 

the ' peculiarity ' i• oornething di$tinct from tho Elleot (Definite OclRJtition) 

itaoll,-oven so, there oould be no such oon•ltClio" (or relationship) M 'this is 

$ peculll>rit:r of that '. Beoause any such connection (hetweeu the Effect 

nnd ito Poouliru-ity) could ouly be oithor ono of • container and eonWned • 
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or of ' Cause and ElY cot' (Prodllce•· M>d Produot).-'fllo former i• not possible 

in the case in queetion; becauso tho t\l"O factors eoncernod not rendering 

any holp to one another, the said relation of • Containe-r and Contnined' is 

not p....Ublc; oven if tboro were any help rondol'OO, if that Help wereoo.nething 

distinct f1·om tho two foetors, tJtet\ the Connection itself could not be there; 

ao t.hftt thero WO\tld bo Ol"~ infinite rcgrcs.~. If, on t ho ot.har hnnd, the Help 

were not so distinct, then the opemtiou of the Cause would be futile; t\8 

the Definite Cognition (F.ff~t) itself would bft,·o brought about tbe ' Peeu

liarity ',which." l•!fPOlhui, is not.-distil\et lrom tho Mid H~lt').-Theu again. 

th& 'Peculiarity' being something incorpo.rool. it would not bo J>OI!.f;ible for 

i t to £all downward11, Ol\d M ~meh, i t would not need n 'container' (or a·oceptncle, 

support), beca\1.80 n. • t·eceptacle • cnn only scrvo the purpose o( pt'("veu.tins 

this downward fall (due t.o gravit)').- N'or is tho relation of' Oo.n8C nnd Effect • 

possible (bet.ween tho Elf«t and its • Peculiarity'); because the CnLtse in 

tho ohapo of tho DoAnito Cognition being alu-av• thoro, it would be posoibl~ 

fOL' the puculiarity to be produced ctlli.Y,ys,-which is nbsnrd. Nor would 

i t be t•ight to hotel t.hnt th& production or tho Poeulinrity b~, the Definite 

Cognition would be dependent u)lon the C\ctun.l operation of the Oa.uHe. 

Because there can be no dependence upon whnt. renderi no lit!lp; tuld if 

there to help reudered, U~en the lhoory beeom .. o.- to lho objection and 

infinite regress urged above.-Fnrtbcr, this Peculiarity tbnt i• held to be 

produced n.s somothtug clistinct,-i8 ili exi81ent or non·,e.t:istent (prior to tho 

operntiott of the OftuAe) f '£heso two horn.~ of tho dilemma present them· 

selv('jol here also.- lf thf' l"«ulit\rity i.K somt-thing uo~a~eristttJt. then, 9i:l urgod 

above, all the reuous (put forward by the Sd,ll:/tyo) become iuvnlidatt"d. 

n, 01\ the other hnnd, lt. has been Uilltmt, then thero is no use for the Cau·'*'· 

-If in 1·egnrd to the Manifesto.tion ol.so. a fw•ther 'mtmifelitntion • wero 

post\llntod,-there would 00 nothing to pre\·ent tho it'llitli to regres.~ as to 

whl\t this further 'J'l\t'lnifestntion' ia and so fort h.-Thus, 6\'0U on. tho alt~r· 

JlAth·o of tbo two being distinct, there would be • t~on-rcmnut;on' ;-end aa 

thero would be no conne>ction (relationship), any production of • peculituit~·' 

in tho Mture of tho Efftct "·ould no~ be possiblc.-(2G) 

TEXT (27). 

THE 'MANIFESTATION' oF TRll EnEcr CANNOT CONSIST m ITS Apprt · 

l1enston; NOR IN llle rtmot-al of U.'ll«t u.-as obslruoting its A:P[Yreh.eruicm; 

llEOAU'Sll Tltll APPREHENSION IS A OONST.U."T FAOl'OR, AND 

ALSO BEOAtiSE THERE IS NO l'OSSIBtLIT'Y OF .< SECOND 

(APPREH£NSION).~27) 

COl\IMENTAR Y. 

It cannot be right to regard the 'manifestation • (of tho Effoct) as con· 

si&ting in tl<e ap]>«Jmnce of ll<e <O!Jnition of lho Eff<J:/. ; because the Cognition 

of the Effcc~ is a <<»18/mtl fador. For inston<e, thi& cognition ol tl~ Effee• 

must, \mdor the theory of t he upholder of the theory of tbo Effect IJ<.ing 



emstt-nt., bo something eternal ; under tho circun\8tn.nco what of it would 
bo there wblch would be produocd ! Also beca•u• "" •econcl apprehension 
<• POIJiiblt, tho Jllortife81alion ol tho Efleot cnnnot coMist in tlul apptararu:e 
of the Cognition of tJiat Effod. Tho particle ' al><> ' hA$ the cumulative foree ; 
end it hA3 to bo ooMir\led np6rt from it.'l place in tho to.•t ; i t should be taken 
""after the word' <Uambhavut ',-{i.e. at the end ol the88lltence). So that the 
sense cotneiJ t..o bo a.s fo1lows :- According to your view, Cognition. (Oonsciou.S· 
ness) is one only,-you1· doctrino being that from Oroatioll down to Di880lution, 
there i.'J only one Con8<:ioutnu.B ; and it ia t.hit: anme Con8Ciommoas that 
constittltOB D4finiu Cognition ; apart from this thon, what other 'appre
hen.cdon, is thore which would be A;yled 1 mo.nifostation ', and '•hich would 
be prodnoed by Calll!eO ! 

Tho following llUght be utged hero (by the Surlkii!Jal-"Tho Apprehension 
of nu object. ht not of t.ho na.turo of 1 B ·uddhi' (Oon.aciouimcsroJ). it; iB of t1t& 
nattn·o of • .1J(ma8 •. • Mind' ". 

Bnt Utt\t connot be right; \)(!cau:;e all these tflrms-' BtuldM • (Intelli~ 
gt"nce), ' UpaWbt!Ai' (ApprehOMion), ' .4dhyatv1Mlya ' (Oet~tmi.nato Coptition), 
' .llana• • (Mind), 'Sana.oitti • (Knowledge) and 110 forth~~ synonymous. 
Thi• i• going to be e"J>lainod later on. 

Nor con • ~fnnifostation' or thE\ J.::ffeet consi.8t in the '1'cuuu•al of uihlrt 
liaB been obattuctinq its flJWrthCtt6iou. • ; COl' t.ho M me two l"Ot)iiOill{. For in.tetonce, 
'thnt which l't~ boon obstnact ing it.~ nppt-ehcusio•t' being something ottt'Ual 
(t.t: hypotht~t), no • r6nl0'\'t\l. or it m po,.--.ible. lt. is not :po88ible for thts 
1 removal, to be in the nahli"' of • disappeo.re.neo •; because tmtil the thing 
has renotweed ita previous form. it cannot. ' diM})pMr •. 

F\trtht~or, 'boocul# thfn ;, 110 J>OBBibililJJ oft' ~eoond nppJ•then~ion. '. thero 
on.n be no obAta.clo to n.pprohonpcion i M there cnn be no obst·l'uetiol\ (eoucc&-1· 
mont) of whnt. is n.on-oxixtent, beoouso wlmt iR 'obstructed' is alwl\ys 
something thnt i• existent. 1!'1-0ill all this it follows that there can bo no 
• remoV~~I ' of the Obstraction (of Apprehension). 

Or tbo tonn 'nilyoto<i' ', 'beeauu of it• being conlllanl ' (in t.bo Text), 
may be taken to mean that, btcaUBO /M Cogllitio» of tl~ Eff«J. i• con41a>lt 
(fit:rnal), there onu be no 'obsb 'tlCt.ion ' of it ; and becnuso such ob~truction is 
hnpossihlo, tho1·e cAn be no 'obsh·uction • o[ it.-Nor ngain can tho' •·omovnl 
of t.he obstruotioa.t • bo brought nbont by anything, bocRtl86 it is chnrnotorletr.S 
(being 1\ negAtivo entity, it bno no posith·c character). 

Under tho doctrine of th1> • Existent. Effect', the futility of the canSI\1 
operation it~ not. tJt.e only juconvutty; the imJ~biHty of Bondt\fl6 nnd 
Liberat ion is another inoongruity; in fact , the mogt w1desirable contingency 
of the oeasl\tion of Rll worldly nativity CAI\UOt bo t\voided. )\')l' instn.nce, 
you hold tl1o doctrine that • J .. ib<u·ution, follow8 on the ap peanmco of Tr\le 
Knowledge, in the shape of -1 discrimination between )fatter and Spirit ; 
now as this 'true Knowlodge ia always oonotanlly preoent, all embodied 
beings would ho 1\h<&ys 'liberated'; hence thea-e oonld be no • Bondage'. 
Conversely, 'Bondage' a!Bo hA3 been held to bo due to Wrong Notitm (1\l.is· 
conception, Ilh1.sion): and M t.hi8 nluaion nl1o would be a const.t\nt. fnet.or. 
nil beings WOltld bo alwaYIJ 'undcl' bOt)dt\ge •; and under the eirournstnnces, 
how eoulcl thoro be any 'Liberation • f 
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Then ngo.in, whenevor people have. recourse to any aotivit.y, it is either 

for socuri.ng what is beneficial or for getting rid of what is harmful. Under 

the theory of the ' Existent Effect ' however, thoro can be nothing that cannot 

be seoured, nor anything that cannot be got r id of ; hence the whole world would 

be without deoi!'O for anything ; so that ultimately there would be total 

cessation of all worldly activitiee.-(27) 

Having thus refuted tho doutrino of the 'Effect being oxistcnt (even 

prior to tho operation of its Catt..,).' the Author proceeds to refute tho 

objectiona likely to be urged again.'t tho docl.rine that' the Effect is non· 

existent (prior to the operation of its Cnnoe) ':-

TEXT (28). 

JUST AS (lTI<DlDR TII:E Sank/lya TltEOJ.tY),-lDVlW THOUGH, ON THE OMUND 

01! "LL TOINOS liE>:NO OONSTITUTIID liY THE Three .A.Uribulu, 

TUBE IS NO DIH'B&BNTI..Cl'ION .AMONG TBElf, AND 'l."l:T 

EVERYTIJlNO (0AUSII) DOES NOT PRODUCE EVERYT1Wr0 

(Eu.&OT),-IN THE SAME MANNER, EVEN THOUOil THE 

ErFECT IS NON·BXISTENT (nErOD.E THE CAUSAL 

0PEitATION), EVERYTHING O.Al<NOT l'RODUOE 

BVBRYTHIN0.-(28) 

COltMENTARY. 

The vor:y denial of the tboory o£ the' Existent. Effect' has, by implication, 

proved thnt the Effect i.a 'non-oxistent' ; aa • existent' 'and non.-mdstont ' 

arc contradictory term.a; and henco no third o.ltornativ& is possible. Even so, 

the Aut.hor now proceods to ehow the futility o£ the objectiona that the 

Opponent lwt urged (ogainat the Buddhist. theory of the 'nou-exiatent Effect'). 

Tha objection has been urged (by the Sd1ikla!/(J, under Te.'<t 8, above) that. 

u if the ERect wore non·exittont, it could not bo produced, keou~e it would 

have no form at all.". 
Now this Renson is £allncious, beset with tl\o fallacy of boing • Unknown • 

(l\ot admitted); because tho theory is that it io tho nature or chornet<>r itself 

(of the Effect) that is produced (by the Oauae), and this naturo or character 

of the thing ia not' kno•vn' (admitted) to be 'formloss '.-It might be urged 

that n beforo ita production, it. i8 certainly characterless" .-Not.eo, we reply; 

as it is not possible for it to bo 'chn.ractoriC8tJ '; it cannot be right to regard 

the character itseU as ch4racurle88 ; beenuso \Vh.on something i1 Sl\lcl to be 

'che.ractoriMS' what is moant iB thl\t it has11o cluuacl.er; and thifJ certllinly is 

not thoro, oven before the production of the thing; in fact, (undM the a.rgwnent 

of the Opponent) that iU..ll would come to be a~<~racurlu. by which the 

Effect ia produced.-11 the Roooon ' beca\180 it would have no form ' be beld 

to h&ve been put forward with referenoo to the ' formleea entity ' in tha 

shape of tho • negation of the thing ',-then the reasoning would be futile 

(proving whnt is alroad)• provod or admitted) ; os the' negation of the thing' 

has not boon regarded by any one M '110rnething produced ' .-Furtb.er, 

4 
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tbo R<!ason is invalid also aa boing • Inconciusive': "" no reaaon hM .._, put 
forward for subl&ting the contrary ; inasmuch M the potency of the O..use 
io always restricted, it is only oomo ...,.....,islenl thing that it produeed,
only thet for the production of which tbo O..use is thoro; that thing, for pro· 
duoing which there is no Co.\1.80--fJUoh for instance os tllo ' Slty·lotus ',-is 
never, produced. Hence the :Rooson put forward (by tho Sa•lkhya) is 'too 
wide, Jnoonelusive'. Everything cannot be regarded as tho Cause of every. 
thing; nor is any such un_ivorsol proposition accepted o.a that '\vhateve.r is 
non-existent must bo produced '; wbot i1 """eptcd is the propoeition that 
• wbotevor is produced was non-oxi.stent before its production '. 

The following might bo urged (by the Barikh1JG}-" All Causes boing 
oq11ally productive of wbot boa boon non-existent, why is it t.hat all Causes 
aro not productive of all non-oxist.ent effects!" 

Tbia criticism can bo urgod with oqual force against you aloo: All Causes 
boing oqWIIIy productive of whnt haa been existent, how is it that all Cl>uses 
nro not productiv& of all effoots I According to your view, thoro is nothing 
that is non-exiBtent, which, on nocount of its non·exist.onco, could not be 
produced. 

"H is because the potcnoy of Causes is restricted tbot, though things 
liko U\6 Ba.re's HOf"f\ are existent, they ore not producad." 

The same is equally true for tho other theory aloo. 
Then again, jus~ as for you, oven though till ll•iroql are tqually 

con#UUUJ<I by IM Thru AUribuw, yet •""''!IAi"'l ;. not pN>dtu:Aoe of 
•IIUliiMng, because t.ha potenoy (of things) is restricted ;-tbo compound 
'SaM>Ok41"<1kc1' may bo o:rplainod aa • productive of everything ' or as 'tha~ 
which boa everything for it.e producer ';-in tha ~~&mo mannor (under our 
view 1>lso), oven though oU tllil>g11 (Effoots) are equally MI\·Wimt, yet every
thing will not be productive of overything. 

In fact. what has been o.sae.rted ir\ the Text-' As in your case, eo in mine 
aiJO '-has been said aft.or boving admitted the Opponent'• ccntontioo, for 
the sake of argument; in reality, there is no 'eqnaUt.y• botwoen the two 
tbeori.._ Because (under our view) oven though there is divonity among 
things, yet, some Ollb effect is produced by some one Cauae only; there being 
no incongruity in t.ha ideo t.ha~ tbo efficiency of tbo Cauae is al...,. ye reetricted 
by t.ha diversity of cbaraotor involved in tbo • series of causes' (TVMd of 
Oa...ation) bearing upon a certain Effect. If, on tbo other hand, there is 
• non-differentia.tiou • (betwoon Cauao and Effect),- how could it bo possible 
to conceive of such BU inoongruity aa that involved in ono and tbo same thing 
bolng both. ' cause • and ' non-oause' at the same time I Specially as 
diatinotion (differenhlation) among things is always baaod upon controry 
properties being nttributed to them. This bos .._, ~but declru-od- ' For &Jl 
difforont.iat.ion tbore mua~ bo oome ground or bolis in the nature of tha 
things concerned ; if tbora woro non-differentiation, then, oJI boing ODO and 
the same, its activity aa well aa inactivity would both bo rendered 
impo.;blo ' .-{28) 

In the following Ton, the Opponent raises an objection on the basis oi 
the Restriction of Pot<>neieo (of Ca\lsea) :-
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TEXT (29). 

"L"'A!!MVOR AS THE l'USBNOII OF LDIITS W011LD liE D<l'OSSIBLE llOJt 

YOU, TJUl POTBNCillS c.L"'NOT liE llESTRlOTBD. ()N Tllll VIEW OJI 

TJtti& BEING ~"'T, ON THE O'l'BER HA..N'D, THEIR 

JtESTRlCTION WOULD liE RIGHT AND PROPER AS PERTAIN• 

INO TO TJIE LnDTS."-(29) 

OOIDIE~l'ARY. 

For 1/0u-i.e. for !.M Buddhist who holda tl>e Effect to be Mll·Ci.unl

it is not poaiblo for the (C8\...,l) Pot.encies to be restrict.ed.-Wby !-BeeauM 

the pruencc oflimit•,-in tho ohapo of Effuu.-would !M impouiblo; [os tho 

Effects would bo norl·oxistont, thoro would bo nothing wi.il~t 'ffljerenct U> which 

there could bo Testriction] ;-for the simplo reason, that whon thl\ limit 

is non-existent, IJitJJ. tmi<A u limiutl cannot be there. Thio nrgumeot may 

be fonnu!fttod M follows :-Things devoid ol limits in !.M shape of existent 

Effect. cAnnot have their pot.encies reotrietod,-e.g. such things "" Hare'• 

Horns,-nd (necol'<ling to you) things like the Paddy-seed nro devoid 

of limit. in tltc shspe of oxist.ent Effects; hence they do not fnll wit.hin 

range of the Major t.erm (i.e. they cannot havo their Potencies re~trictod]'. 

- \Vith A view to show the 80twdness of hi8 own view, the Sa~W'JIB o.dda
On.the view oftloeir !Mina cxi.ttenl, etc.-i.e. if Effects at<> held t,o be uimfll; 

- • their '-i.e. of the Pot.encioo.-(29) 

In tho following Text, tho Author points ou~ tbo invalidity of tho reescn 

(set forth by the Sii.nkllya, in tbo preceding Text):-

TEXT (30). 

I T IS NOT SO ; IT MAY BJI THAT, ON ACCOUNT OF mE AIIS£.NCE 011' 'Lrurrs ', 
THER:JI OAN liE NO SUCll SUIISEQVENT ASSERTION A.~ HELD llY US. 

BUT TREJtE IS NO llARlf DONE TO THE NATURE 011' THE 

TlJ:mO :I'I'SELi' WKICH IS ENTiliELY l'REE FRO» ALL 

RESTRICTIVE A.DJONCTS.-(30) 

COMo'IENTAlW. 

[It cannot bo as urgod by the Opponon~)-because, on acco~Ull of the 

ab.Mnce of 'L1'tn-itB '. it ma.y be that the.re can be no such s ubsoquonc. assertion 

as t-hat 'the pot.ency to produce Curd is p"""'nt in the lUik '; that ma.y 

be so ; but thera is thet Entity whi<h i1 ..Uirely frufro>» oil rulridive 

acljunct.B--wb.ich is not t1. mare impooition (or tL88umpt.ion), sub8equent to 

which thoro o.ppears a.nother Entity, which hns not beon previomdy porceived; 

and thoro Ct\n be no doni1>l of aueh an Entity (as of the former one).-(30) 
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The &Jii/.:Jay4 may urge the following-" Where, with roprd to any
thing, there is absolute OOISGtion of all verbal and conceptual oontent-tbere 
the vory nature of the thing mu4t cease " . 

The answer to tbia is as follows:-

TEXT (31). 

'l'KE N.um oFT.a:mos IS NOT TID!m 'EssENOE' (NATURE, Foru1); DEOAUSE 
ALL KINDS 011 ' 0oNOEPTION ' .L'>""" 'VERDAt. llX'PRBSSJON ' 

PROQEBJ) TBBOUOH JUBIT, Wl'l'li BRi'BREN<m TO TIB 
UNJ)IPPEBEl<nA.TEJ) (houOUt.ATB) E!."TITY.-(31) 

COMMENTARY. 

The • Nature ' of n thing is what has tbe widoot oxtensio11 (range) ; 
it iB only when that is excluded that it sets aside its 1081 extensive conoomi
tant.e,-bo it Cause or Effeot,-becn.use there is invRrinblo concomitance 
between the two (the more oxtensive l Nn.ture' and the loa.e extensive Ca.use 
or Ef!oct); nothing else sets Mido thi•; for if it did, it would I sed to absurdity. 
Such • verbo.l expression' aa that • ~lilk has the potency to produ~ Curd •, 
--does not constitute the 'F.-enco'-Na.tur&-of things; if it wore so, then 
nlono could 'the verbal expression •, on being excluded, e.xctudo the relevant 
thing also. 

'Verbal Expre33ion' is meotionod only by way of illustration; 'Ooncep· 
t.ion' (Feneiful Assurnpt.i.on) also na related to tbe Thing in queetion is meant 
to be included. 

'Eu~nce' also is mentioned only by way of illllstr'ation; it inc.ludos the 
f Oo.ue& . also; so tho.t the I No.mo I or a. thing is not its t OauJJO I; bocauso the 
thins can be produced withou~ tho Name. 

The Author states the .rO<\IIon for the assertion ju.'t mado-Buause all 
ld'NU of 'Oonuplion ', et.c. otc. Becat4<M,-inasmuch aa,-aU 'O~iona ', 
which are connected witb.Nomu,-.os also all c Verbal ExpcoeaioM'-express
ive wol'da,-botb of wbieb aro ol oU kin41-<>l various kincla,~ become 
applieable,-W-ough habit,.......,ith ref..-.- lo tk undijfermliaud. (Immaculate) 
&nlily-i.e. the Entity which hall n.o component; parts and wiUch is of ono 
eontta.nt uniform naturo. That ia to say, there is a. ainglo Entity, in the 
ahapo of '\\'ord-Sound' for instance, which, being constant, ill 'cone<"ived' 
and 'spoken of • by spoakel"' existing nt varying t.imoa. It is only when 
thoso '\"''ord-conceptions • bocomo ldenti6od with, and bo..ve for their objective, 
tho 1aid constant Enti~y. thM tblij latter bocomos diversified; or (conversely), 
like tho Euonu of tha Entity itsalf, the Coneoption.s them.eelvos bocomo 
uni6ad in 08$01lce; in no C8lle Mn it bo right that any •inqU thing should be 
di110r10 in its OSSMee; o.ny IUCb idea would lead to absurdity.-Hen~ what 
boppen.s is that the potency of the Ca\lllO being reatricled, it i.o only -
~.,.,thing that is p<odueed, not all. 

Thus tbe Reason (put forward by the &i.W.ya, under T&Xt 8, above)
• boca..,. u 1DOtdd. ha"" no form 04 oll' is lnoonelusivo. 

For the same reasonb, the other roaaon.s also (propounded by tbe S4ti.khya 
in aupport of the ' Existence of tho Effect' under Slinkhya/oarika, 9)-ouch 

t 
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aa c becau8t the part·icular Cause is secured', and tho rest,-become invalid. 
Because, what is said regarding the • Securmg of the particular Cause ' ·would 
be true if the said ' Securing of the particular Cause • were found anywhere 
to have been due to the presence (therein) of the Effect; spooially as it is 
quite possible for the said securing of !M pa.rticular Cause to be due to the 
restricted character of the Potenoy of the Cause itself. 

That ' everything cannot be prod\tced from everything • is also duo to 
the restricted characte-r of the Causal Potez1cy itself; ns it is impossible for 
everythi.ng to be, by its very naturo, capable of producing all things. 

As for the ~>rgmnent sot forth (by tbo Slblkhya) above, under 1'ext 12-
, , that to which no pocltliarity can be attributed, which is formless and 
nnmodifiable,-how could such a. thing be produced by Causes t ",--that also 
ha.s been urged without understanding the real senso of our theory. We do 
not say th.a.ti a Non-entity is produced; if we had St\id thnt then o.lone coul<l 
it be urged $.g&inst us that a.ny moditleatiOI\ of it wonld involve lor-:s of its 
very essC~nce. We have however already explained that whR.t i$ produced is 
a '1'/1ing itself (not a mere non·entity); all that we say is that the thing 
was non-uis~t before its produetion.-a conclusion deduced from the 
faot that (prior to production) it is not found to fulfil the conditions of Oogni
sability and that which is alrendy a full.fledged entity cannot oo nn Effect, 
something to be fYroduced ; and that it is spoken of as ' produced • by that 
Cause on whose mere prox.imity it springs into existence. Nothing is produced 
by the entering into it of any operations (of the Cat•~e), because nil thmgs 
are, by thell: very nature, devOid of operative activity. Then again, there is 
nothing that call be called a 'uon·entity ',which could be modijlotl (as urged 
by the SU:illihya); nor ean 'non-existence' constit·uto the 'Essence' of 
anything; because 'non-existence' is a me.r& nego.t.ion.-Then aga.in, if 
it be asserted that "What is non-exist&ot cannot be produced, boeo.use no 
peculiarities Of the product CO\lld bo attributed tO it n ,-than how could the 
E%i8Umt also be produced, since its essential features are already accom· 
plished, and no further pooulinriHes could be attributed to it ?-For theso 
rea,sons, the reasoning that " Because what is efficient can produce on1y 
that which can bo produced by it" is invalid. 

Farther, ina.CJrouch as under the tlteory of the 'Non-existent Effect', 
it is possible for thmgs to be • Causes •, tlie fina.l (Siinkhya) argument also
., Because tho Effect is of the essence of the Ca.use "-is inva.lid, 'too wide and 
Inconolushre'.~r. inasmuch a8 the fact of the Existent thing being nn 
• Effect • has been already shown to be impo.~ible,-ancl ns all the facta that 
have been urged, in the shape of the arguments (m Siirikltyakiirikli, 0)
" beca.\l$0 the particular Cause is secured" and so forth,-nre explicable only 
under t he theory of the Effect being non . .,i8tcnt,-all t.hese four arguments 
are 'contradictory' (as urged ln support of t-he SOtlkhya doctrine of the 
' Existent Effect'), becaur;e they act"ally prove what is cout.ra.ry to tbo 
conclusion desired (by the Sii>lkhya)- (31) 

(Says the Siinkltya}-"lf it is your view that what is produced has been 
1'lon--e:ti8tent, then how is it thfl.t in tho Sittra (of the Buddhists), tho pro· 
duction of both, the Exi$tent as w&Jl ns the Nmt-e.:risteni, has been dcnitw:l? 
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TIU.. is the declaration-' 0 high·minded one, all Things are un·produoed, ns 
neither the Exi.su)u. nor the Non .. exi8t.ent is ever produced'." 

Tho anwer to thi• is provided by the following :-

TEXT (32j. 

l.N REALITY, THE 'l'RODUOl'ION' (OF A THING) CONSISTS IN ITS becoming a 
l'hitiiJ; THIS 'PRODUOTION ' CANNOT liE RELATED TO WHAT IS existem, 

OR WITH \Vl!A.T .IS non.existtnt ; IT IS RELATED ONLY TO 

A CONOJ!PTUAL IDEA WHICH IS P URELY NON· 

EXISTENT--{32) 

COMMENTARY. 

The particle 'tu • (in reality) servM to emphasise what is goi.ng to bs 
said.- When we come to e.xamine in what n1anner a pnrtieula.r thing may bo 
distinguished from other things, we find that what is coJled the 'production • 
(oppearnnee, coming into existence, of a. Thing) is only its own l1'a8ence, 
becomin{J itself, which oxists merely for a mom~nt. free from all connection 
with all elements of the Past and the Future. It is not a 'Universal' with 
pn.rt.iculo.r features, as a.ssumed by the Vaibhilfika.; such a • Universal' is 
going to be refuted (under Ohapt<r ! 3). Nor does it consist iu 'inherence 
in Being , or ' inherence in its own Cause ', as postulated by the Vai.slli'!ika; 
M both thMe also are going to be refuted (under Chapter !3); l'nd bsce.use, 
under tlto theory of the other party (the Vai8he.~ika), both these (ln
horences) nro constant, and what is already constant cannot be prod•tced. 
To this effect there is the following declaration :-' Being (Existence) cousist« 
in being in contact with the Cause ; th& Ca.use is a cause by virtue of 
producing tho Effect; the Being and the Oontact both being constant, 
what is there that could be produced ? • 

ThiB--the said Production--cannot bt 1'elaled to 1oliot i3 non~e:ti.&'Unt,
by tho relation of ' CO·Msentiality • (being of the same essence) ; ns 
' exi.stent' o.ud ' non-existent' e.re mutually contradictory, what is tton
&"C"i.Btent cannot come about. Nor ca-n tho 'production • be related to what 
ir; existe.m already from before; because before Production, the e:ri8Unt cannot 
bo there. 

Quulion-" Then how is it that you (BuddhistA) are uphold•.n~ of the 
doctrine that ' the E ffect is non-oxistent • ? " 

A.niWeJ"----nl.IJ to a conce.pttlalitka. etc. ;- it is only to a c<mceptual idea,
whieh is of tho na.ture of either the Active A~ent or the Instrument,
(C'ause)-it is led into rele.tionship. As a matter of fact, thoro is nothing 
called ' non-existent ' which could enter into ' production ' : the idoa therefore 
that ' the non·existent is produced • is purely conccptua!.- (32) 

Q·ueMion-" Who.t is the basis of this • conception ' on w hi oh the said 
Idea is supposed to rest ? 11 

The a.nswer is supplied by the following:-

L 
I 
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TEXT (33). 

TUll BASIS (OB THE SAID OONO»PTION) LIES IN THE l'AOT THAT THE FORM 

011 A TE!INO PEROEIVED IN IMMRDIATE SEQUENOE TO ANOTHER 

TBINO DID NOT IIXIST lliiii'ORII. ll' TBII SAID TliiNO 

BAD EXISTED PIIIIVIOUSLY, THEN THIS BASIS 

WOULD NOT BE TBERII (FOR THE SAID 

ASSUMPTION).-(33) 

COID!ENTARY. 

When the proviously unre-ived form of a particular thing ia porceived 

in immediate 8&1.uonce to n.noUler thin~,-the mid form is ono tbo.t dicl 

f1.D.t oxil.t before-i.e. prior to its own • middlemost state ' *-for the sitnpl& 

rooaon that it ia not appL"Chcnded "" fui61Jiog the cooditio!UI of being per· 

oeived. Hence tbio forms the oo.;, for the conception that the thing that 

is prodtJeed i8 ono that did not. exist. berore.- " H ow eo f .,_ 1! the .aid thiftg, 

41c. ;-i.e. prior to its 'n'iddlt'most state', if tho form or tho thing, tWs 

middlemo.•t. $t&te, had exiated, there <ould be no room for t.he 110.id 'basil!' 

of the Conception that ' \'lObat was non-existent has become produced •. 

a-..... tha t.rm ' becomoo produced ' con.noteo that particular stet& 

of tho thing 'vhioh appoara in i ta 'middlemost state •; and if this were 

prOO!cnt. even previotU;ly ( t.o that stnto), then thio would sot Mide the 

notion that tllo ' form. ' of the thing consists in that particular form of it 

which appears during tho ' middlemoa~ $t&te' onltf· As (u hyp<>lltui), 

it would be ao aU.porvading "' Al:iiU.O, and as auch it could not have ally 

'previous' or 'middlelll0$t. • or 'subsequent~ atatos at all. Under the 

circumstances, it would bo poasible to """"""t that ' nil things nra produced 

at all times', no there would bo no grounds for ditlerontiation.-(33) 

With the follo•ring Text, the Author proceedo to point out further 

defeots in the deotrine of tho 'Exi,tent Efleet • :-

TEXT (34). 

IT HAS BEES Bl:LD THAT TilE 0trnD ANt> OTHER EJ!eds SUBSIST IN TBII 

MttK AND OTIIER Oamu, IN TilE FOBM or Latent Pottncy ; 

NOW WHAT IS TillS ' POTENOY ' 1 ll' IT IS THE SUIII 

AS TB11 Ourtl AND OTHER IIPJ'EOTS,-'I"BIIN THIS 

ALSO WOULD BE P~D LIKE THE 

?.!ILK ITSIILF.-(34) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is &....,rted (by the &hikl<yn) thnt tho Effeot eubsisto in the Cause; 

whnt do you -uy rnettn by this ! Do ~·ou menn that the EIJeet exioto 

• Ea.ch object haa throo mom.eotary 'Stntea' : ( 1) moment of ftDn.·e.»ilfMC·&. 

prior to coming into existenoe. (2) moment of. t:~:~i84nct, and (3) momout of ncm· 

uitkMf.~ cesution. dettruction. 
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thoro in tho actually tMnifullid form t If so, t.ben that con not be; for if 
it w...., so, thon while the Milk is 3till ill the form of ){ilk, the Curd would 
be perceived, just as it is after the production of tho Cuni.-Or, is it meant 
thnt it subsists thero in tho form of Lat•ni· Pot<ncy !- b this ' Potency ' 
something different from t.ho Otml and othe•· F:ffecta 08 mnnifested in the 
perceptible form! Or is it t ho same 08 theS<l !-Tf it is tho 8l>mc, then, 
M boforo, it sho\lld be peroopliblo (which it is not).-(34) 

fl'be other alternnt.ive that it is something dif!ennt is tl\ken up in the 
following T-=l :-

TEXT (35). 

U IT lS SOloiETBINO Dll1FERJINT (~!\OM 'I'BE Ein:CT), THEN TIDIIIXIS'l'ENCE 
0~ ONE TJIINO OA.NNOT BB SPOKEN OF AS THAT OF ANOTHER, 

BXOEl'T l!'IGUltATIVliLY. (FOR EXAAIPLE) TlU BXL~TENOE 
011 TBE (ATTJUJ)UTE OF) ' :ffAnMONY ' IS NOT 

SPOKEN OF AS TUB lilXISTENOE 011 ' pAIN ' 

AND 'DELUSION ' .-(35) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the other alternat.ive is Meepted-vi7. that tho • Potency ' is som"' 
thins difl..,..nt from tho • Effect' ,-thon the view thAt ' the Effect subsists 
iJl the form of the Cauao' becomes abandonod ; becaUM& you admit the 
existence of an ent.ity di.fforent from the Effect, ill tho ahnpe of • Potency'. 
For inatence, when somethins becomes mnnifeoted ill a form endowed with 
pnrt.icular quo.lities result.ing from tho development of tho particular taste 
and potoney,-thon it is called o-n 'Effect ', like the Owvl for instance; and 
this Ourd.ofloot is epokon of as • non.exiotent ' in the •teto of Mill:, beenu."" 
it is not capable of IM>ing perceived. As regards 'Potency', which (you say) 
is aomct.hing different f.tom thie • Effect •,-it cannot thua be an 'F.ffect'; 
for the simple roesou thet the exiotenco of one thins (Pouncy) cannot m""n 
tbo oxist«lCC of another (Bffttl) ; for if it did, thon it wotlld be all confusion. 

u But we have such ex·pi'088iona aa BtJilttr i& long~oi.ty, whm"' Butter is 
found to be spoken of as l<>nge•lty, which is a totolly different thing, and 
Damp Reed is foot-<li8taH, where Damp Rwl i& &pekcu of M ftm-<li.Bea&e, 
n totally different thing." 

In answer to this, tho 'l.'oxt has added the phrase '....opt jlguralitJOly' ; 
-i.e. there can be no auoh e..xpresaious except in figurative Janguage. 
Longovily is spoken of M BuUtr only figura.tively, throt~gh attributing the 
character of the E/!ttl (Loogevity) to its Ooure (Butter); and aucb expressions 
are not po•oible ill their litcrol sense. If, when you say that • the Efloot is 
existent ill the Cause', you oro ueillg only figurative lon~e, then there is 
no difference between OW' viewa ; thero il difference however if you int4nd 
tll6 usertion to be taken in ita literal sense.- This is what the Text sho,vs 
by means of an exampl&-Tite o.t·utt,... of Hamumy, etc.-Even you (Sdtikhya) 
do not hold that the forrn of 'Pain' (Rajas.Attribute) and 'Delusion' 
(TamM·Attributo) is tho Rnmo n< thnt of 'Rnrmony' (SaUt•a·Attribute) ; 
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118 each ono of these baa lxlen held to havo n distinct ohorMtor of ita. 

own.-{~~) 

The Toxt now proeood4 to ohow the Inadmissibility of the Premiss pnt 

forward (by the Siiri.l:hll" under KiiriM 16) in the form "Boeau.se or 

lw:nnogen.eity ":-

TEXT (36). 

THE 'M.\.'O'FEST' IS NOT ADlli'ITED BY VS IN ANY WAY WllA.TSO:&VER 

AS HOMOO£!<-:&OUS \VITH (MAl>E VI' OP) !'LEA.SVRE AND THE 

REST; BECAUSE PLEASURE AND TilE RE.~T ARE 'INTERNAL', 

' SU"DJECT!VE '~ AND THAT Tn!SE ARE SO Ll) MANDrEST 

FROM TH'Elll. OWN CLEAR COONlTlON.-(36) 

CO:\fl\IENTARY. 

Thnt the • Manifest', in the shape of Sound ond other thinp, is • homo· 

geneous' wi~h-of the t;O.m6 form as,- Plensuro (Po.in and Dolueiort), is not 

admitted. by us in any wny ;- why ?-becatt8• Pl«£8ure atl..'l tl;,e rest are ' in

Urnai' ,-i.o. oubjeclive, of tho Mture of cO!l$CiOU8n0$8 (feeling); o.nd Sound ancl 

other things lxling insentient,-how could they bo homogeneous with Pleaoure, 

eto. !- The argument may be formulated u follows :-Thlngs that are 

not of tbo nature of Colll!Ciousness canno~ couai.ot of Pleasure aud the rest; 

-e.g. the Spirit postulated by tho othtlr party ;-nnd Sound and other things 

are devoid o( the nature of Consciousness; heneo tho more &.XtcnRivo ch.a.raeWr 

is found o.bsont in them (which excludes the preiOGDee of the less extensive 

character, tlll't of consi.oli>IIJ qJ Pi«uure, et<:.). 

The following argument might be urged:-" I t ia only after tbe 

invariable concomitance o! Ill• cllanu:Ur of IHinq of tu ""'""' of Oon~<iou•· 

nu• ' <ith IM cloarocter of comi•lin(J of Pl<04ur•, ete. haa been .. tl\blillhed that 

the absonco of the former might exclude tho clw.racle·r of cau1ing Pleature 

frotn Sound ond the rest; M o. tnn.tter of fo..ct however, the ttoid invariable 

concomitance itself has not boon established,-inasmuch M wo do admit the 

SpiriJ. to be of the naturo of Consciousn- (and yet not consisting of 

Plttuun, etc.)". 
In an8wer to this, the Text adds-TilcU thu4 an 1<> is manifUI from their 

own cognition. That is, the fMt of Pleaaure, etc. being o! the nature of 

Oon8eiou81&ell is well establiahed,-how !-Jro·m, the cognitiot\ of Plell.sttre. 

etc. themsel\·08 ; i.e. the cogz\itiotl of Pleasuro, oto. ifJ itself quite elea.t OL'l tbia 

point.-Aa a matter of fACt, it is too clear (to nood cmphAAi•) thnt the COf]ni· 

tion iiMlf of Pleaatu-e, uc.-in the form of tho l'O<'lings o f Satisfaction end the 

rest, following upon the preeence or absence of Sound ancl other things. i~ 

self.luminouo by its very nnture and does not depend upon anything ol"" 

to ilh.unino (manifest) it ;·-end whatever is independent or othet' things 

to mnnif08t it, and iR seJf.iiJum.ined in the form of Satisfn<'tion, etc .• -ist 

spoken or by IUICh termR 88 • Oonsciousnea .• l Ploosnre, 1 I Fooling ', I Cogni· 
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tion ',-all which are synonymous. If the experiencing of Ploasuro, otc. 
were due to some other feeling,-theu the fuling of Pleasure, m . would be 
of the nt\ture of something other tiUJn Satisjaelion and tJ~.e rest i because i t 
it<;eli would not be of the nature of thnt; as is the ease with the Y ogin, or 
'the Person making inferences, cognising the Pleasure, ete. AA felt by other 
parsons. If this were not ao, then these peraona-Yogin, elc.-lso would be 
tbemselvoso.etnslly fooling thn PIOAAure, ete. ""prosont in othors, and (bonee) 
being distressed and so forth (on account o! those feelings). Or (conversoly), 
as in the case of the Y ogin, so in all cases, the feelingl! of being kindly or 
unkindly troated would be absent, as the circwnstancea would be the samo 
in both cases.- If then, the Fooling is admitted to be of the nature of Sali8· 

.f<u:tion and tho rost, it bseomes established thnt P leo.sure, ete. are of the 
nAture of OoMciou.mess. Because our Pltasure is nothing more than thn 
feeling of Sat·isfaetion, and Pain. is nothing more than the feeling of Di8salis· 
faaion.-From all tllis it follows that the Reason put forward in the Te>.'t is 
not Inconclusive nor I nadmissible. Specially among people who (like the 
Siitikhya) believe in the Reality of the Exwrnel World, it is an admitted fact 
that Sound and other things (which are ex!Alrnal, objective) are devoid of the 
nature of Oon.tcWutnu8. If it were not so, then they would ho.vo accepted tho 
doctrine of the Idealist; and this would be what we most desire.- Nor can 
our Rea.~on be regarded as 'Contradictory •, as it is found present in every 
eo.so where tho Probandum is known to be present.-(36) 

Tho following argument might be urged (by the 8111\khya) :-"As · a 
matter of fact, though Consciouanea• (or Cognition) by itself is devoid of 
the Blue or any other colour, yet it a'P'J)Wra to bo of thnt colour, by reason 
of the proximity of the Blue Object outside; and in the same nmnner, the 
Consciousness, which by itself is devoid of th.e form of Ho.ppinoss and the 
rest, appears in these forms by reo..~on of the imposition of the e..~ternaJ 
Happiness, e!Al. upon it; so tl"lt, even though the Fooling is of the nature o! 
HoppinO.(j$, etc-., these latter co.nnot b& regarded a.s constitutin.g Oon8ciou.mu8; 
and thus our principal Reason is not ' too wide ' or Inconclusive . ., 

The answer to this is provided by the following :-

TEXT (37). 

ON AOOOUNcr OF THE DIV'F-BSITY OF HADIT AND NATURE, ALL POSSIBLE 

ATTAOBJI!ENT AND TlUl :REST ARE CLEAJ.U.Y FOUND TO BE 

IIESTIIICTED TO EACH SINGLE OBJEOT, LIKE SOUND 

AND THE IIEST.-(37) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Bh4va.n6.iiUibliidatab-' ;- ' Bh4vand' ata.nds for Habit ;-'j&i ', 'nature', 
for one's own charac:tr ;-on account of the d.iversity-peoulio.rity-of 
these two ;-aUachmem a.nd tM rut;-' attachment' stands f9r Longing ; 
the phraae • and the rest ' includes such feelings as Lo!Jil and the like, due to 
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-the Harmony-Attribute, l'lau, Afrit<Uio», ot.o. duo to the Enorgy-Attributo, 

a.ud Dejectio», Illusion, oto. due to the Inorti<I·Attributo; thta tho effects of 

all the Throo Attributes booome included ;-U these are found to be 

rulJ"ictod,-i.o. of one form ;-for iosl&loe, on aecount of their peouliar 

habiU, the lA,., and other perooas hove one or the other of the eaid feelings 

in regard to Wine, Woman o.nd other thingt, according as they hnve been 

found t.o be conducive to good or evil ;-similo.rly on. account of the peculia-r 

na.ture, one or the other or tho eai.d feelings 8ppoor in some or the a.nilna.l$, 

like tho Deer (who are attractod by Sound), the Elephant (who c.ro c.ttrc.ctoo 

by Odour) and tbo like.-Ail these feeling~ (of Love, Hate nnd the rest) 

nro always rull'ictod (to the Lover, or the Deer, etc.),- •md do not appeer 

in all pert!OM or animal._ Tbio would not be right if Sotmd and other 

-objects wero or the nnturo of (consistod of) PleMuro and the reet.--{37)" 

Quution-u Why ? " 

The answer is given in tl10 following:-

TEXT (38). 

BEINO IN ltliEPINO WITII ON"E A.ND THE s.uu: O.aJ'EOT, 'l'II:E CoNSOIO"O'SNESS 

W011LD BE VA.RIEOATBD IN OIIA.&AOTEB..-U rr BE "O'B.OED TIU'l' 

"IT lS NOT SO B.EOAtJSE OF DESTINY AND SUCH OTs:ER 

FOROES ",-THEN TJIE 0oNSOIOI1SIIT.SS W011LD 

NOT BE IN KlllilPING WITII TilE 0BJEOT 

AT ALL.-(38) 

COMMENTARY. 

All tho aaid Feelings being in keeping with ono nnd the ~K>me object, 

the ConsciousnefJS of ea.eh ponon uvndd ~ wrle(laud in cluu·acter,-juat like 

tbe cognition ol •ueh objects M th& Bluo and the like. 

It might bo urged that.-" Eh·en though &very Object is tripartite in 

1>huacter (aa made up ol the Tbree Attributoa), yet tmder the influene6 of 

ouch auxiliary ~n for- aa those of De.tJny and the like, in tho form of 

Merit and Domerit, it is only •orne aspect of it that figur"" in the con

sciousness of any one peraon,-o.nd not all ita a.speeta to all per8ons.-Tbe 

term 4 ruu '' I IUeh ot1~r jorcu '' includes Habit, Nature. Dogiro t.o hold and 

the like." 
I! tht\t wero so, then tJu Con.tcioU&neJB would twt be in keeping will~ the 

objed; i.e. auoh Consciousn ... would not ...,t upon the object; "" it would 

be devoid of the form of the Object itsel!.--{38) 

The following text proceeds to show how the C01\sciousne88 would be 

• devoid of the form of the Object • :-
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TEXT (39). 

TilE JOitll 011 'l'RB Obj«t ITSm.Y IS TBREE·FOIIXED, A.'ll> Till! Cognili<>M 
(of tn.en) AlUJ ONl>-JIOitMED ;-lJOW OAN TBESII LA'I'TEI\ BB REALLY 

POSSIBLE wrm REVEIU:NOE TO THB Onn:cr,-»BINO El<'TIRI'lLY 
Din!ERE!IT FBOlol IT IN CIIARAOTER !- (39) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho !ann of the Object con.oista of tbe Three Attributes of Sattt'a (Harmony), Raj"" (Energy) and Tamas (Tnertia).-Tho 00(Jniti<m• of mon are oiU1omwl ;-the term 'uu' atanda for Men, Spirits ; wha~ is meant ill· 
that the Cognit.iona tha~ "*' have are all found to be of on& iorm, ha>-ing their form detorminod solely by ench ono of the n\lmoro""' circum.otances· of • AttAchment' and tho like. How can lliUt.l<Uur,-i.e. the Cognitio~» 
rojert:11a1 I<> tlu! Obj.a.-Sound and the roat,-nclly-troly,-Oe pouible 1-
.. Why c~nnot theso bo pos.'!ible ! "-BooaUBe they are diJ!erom from it i" character; i.e. quite dil!orant in eharnctor from the object on which they aro
based.-The argument is to bo tonnulatod in the toUowing form :-When a Cognition does not apprahend the torm of a particular object, it cannot hn.vo thi& object fo•· its object ive ba&is ;-<1.g. Visua l Cognition cannot hove Sound for ita objective basis ;- the Cognltions in quest.ion are devoid or the torm of lho three-fonned object ;-hence the conclusion ot the Opponent. would be opposod to the wider P.rom.iss, and there ia roa.aon lot' denying it also,. in the ehepe of likely incongruitiea. 

Tho following might be urged (by the Sa>lkhyo) :-"Even though whet ill Mtually apprehended by PerC<lption ie tho Object, Sound and the root, in its tnlire a.spect,-yet, 0 11 account of predisposition and other circum&tancee, tha definite cognition thet actually appean (according to the Buddhist) ia only in roforcnoo to certein l\8p80t. of it,---such M its momentary ehnmcter
nnd not. in reference to all its aspects ;-in the same manner (according to us) the Cognition would appear in a •inglo form under the Ulii!Oen inlluenc& of Destiny a.nd IUcb other ciroum.lte.ncea. 11 

Thia cannot bo rigbt. According to us, &uch conception8 a& thoso or • momontory chemctor' and the like do not in ,....lit;y he\'O any Entity tor their objective ; bocaueo (according to .a) the • Entity ' is beyond aU conception. It is only ind.irootly that conceptions (o.ud Oognitions) ore con· neoted with the Entity, and thereby becoming the meen8 of apprehending that Ent.ity, they come to bo recogni$ed as the l'rmM!I4 (Proof, E...;denco, Meanll of Cognition) for that Entity. As tor Lovo nnd tho re•t on tho other hand, they aro actually admitted by tbo other p11rty to have objecte as their ...,.... objeot.ive; if thet were not so, then the aaid Love, etc. would hove no ba&ia (or subetratum), and it would (thus) be not true to ""Y t!U>t • the Cognition ol the feolings of P1008ute, etc. follows from the Cognition of Sound and other objecte which are ot the nature of PI~. etc.'- Further, in· a!<much os the feelinga of Love, etc. aro definitely determinate in their· 
e ho.raot.or, thero iR no uncertn.inty orindoAnitcness attaching to tha.ir chnrncter, and aa a reoult ot this. the Cognition of the tooling of theee would be alway& 
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;n their entire form. In fac~ it is this cognition of the object of all definite 

<Jogn.itioos that constitutes their ~nitene.u.-{39) 

lt has been asserted nbove (by tha Sil11khya, under '.l'ext 14.) that--
4' Frorn the appl."ehension of suob oftoot.s as Sa:isjaction, Irrita4ion and Deje.c· 

tion, it follows that Sound oud other objects are Illl\d& up of P lo!lJlur& (Po.in 

011d Delusion) " .- The following toxt proceeds to show that the premiss 

herein. set forth is Inoonel""i"" :-

TEXT (40). 

Foa THE FoLLOWERS ov YooA, 'SATISF.,ortoN ', 'DLSS.t.TISIIAcrtON' 

.urD ' DELVSION ' ARE PRODVOED IN THE SAKE Sl'Il!.IT; AND 

Y£'r Tn:E OTHER PARTY DO NOT BOLD Tn:E SPIRJT TO 

BE OF T!Ol ESSENCE OF TB:OSll.-(40) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thosejolltnot:rsoj Yoqa who 1\Ccopt the tooohillgs ofKapillJ, when medita· 

tiog upan theSpirilosdiotinguiahed lromPrimordialllfatter, dcriveSaliljaclion 
nnd Bappinu1, eftor having practieed •neditetion of the Spirit ill the righo 

manner; but those who do not euooeed ill the practice of Meditation, and 

henoc do not perceive tho Spirit quickly enough, become l>Mot with DiualU· 
fad ion; while those who aro, by their vey nature, of dull intelligence, become 
beeet with .D<lwion ;-and yot the other Party do not rogard tbe Spirit> 
to be of the essence of thMe-i.o. to con•ist of the '.l'ltroe Attributes. From 

thie it follows that the promi88 otated ill the form 'Bocauee of the appre· 

l:~onsion o £ such Effeot.R ns So.tisfnotion, Dissatisfaction l\nd Dojection '-is 
luoonolusive, ' too wide '. 

11 A.8 a. matter of ff\.Ct, howover, Pleasure, etc. procood from Volit.ion 
(Dotarmioa.tion, the function of Cosmic Intolligenoc), not from tbo Spirit." 

The same might be ""id of Sound and the rest a18o ; and ill that case, 

ae all these objects (Sound, eto.) would be products of more Volition, there 

could be no such things as E:rternal Pleasure, etc.; beeeU88 'Volition' is of the 

nature of Oonsciousn.,.,., purely eubjec:tive. For the same ......,n the proposi· 

tion tho.t u Oognition or E:xperieneo is of the nature of Satisfoction (Dissatis .. 

!action and Deject.ion), through tho inftuence of ~tuch impositions ns those of 
-.external l?loa.suro, etc. "--olso becomes rejected. Specially because, even 
without tho imposition of fiuoh oxtcrnol things, Hnppinoss, oto. nro aetuo.Jiy 

found to &ppear entirely on the substratum of the Spirit itBOif. How too 

-could the imposition of something olso brillg about the well-lmown fecli11g of 
Ploaaure, etc. which appear8 indepeudontly of the proxirnit.~· of externnl 

~hinp. from the n>el"$ contemplat.ion of what i.s agreeable eud disagreeable! 
H might be said that. "the :Mind o.ll!o (wherein thio Contomplat.ion 

takoe place) would be made up of the 'l'hru AUributu throt~gh the irnposit.ion 

.of the eame 11
• 

But that cannot bo; becauae by the assertion that " That. which is 
'independent of all other illuminiug agencies and is s,elf.euffici~u.t., e-t.<:." i t. l1as 

J>eQn established that it i.s of tbo nnturo of Oonsciouoncss. 
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From all this it follows that tho roo!!On put forward (by the Slltlkllya.) 
- 11 Buatl8c of hmlw{Jeueily "-is 'Inodmisaible ', 'unproven' .-(4.0) 

No~< tho Author admits (for tho sake of argument) tbttt the RoMon (Bomogtnoity) is 'admi.'!Sible •, ' proved ',-and proceed" to ohow it8 invn.Udity, • (nconchlli\"ene&s '-in the following:-

TEXT (41). 

EVEN 'I'IIOUGil 'mE ' :I.W'D'EST ' BB A.OOBl"l'ED AS ' CONSISTING 011 '.L'RREE: 
ATTRIBUTES ',-PlUlltORDIAL MATTER DOES NOT BEOOME EST AB· 

LlSIIBD AS TB& o:~.-x II'I'E&'<AL CA.usB 011 TRAT (MANtnST) ; 
DFAAUSB THAT '1tUNil1EST ' IS NOT IllrtlUED WlTil 

.L'<Y SINGLiil GE:l<"E!UO OIIA.IlACl'EB.-(41) 

COMMENTARY. 
Even if it be token as proved that the ' Manifest ' eonsiots of the ' Tbreo Attribute.', yot thet does not prove whAt the Slh'lkhya wish-viz. that tho Cau110 of tl>ot ' Manifest' is that wltich is called ' Primordial Matter' ; that is to say, beoouao the reason thAt beo been put forward has not been found to be concomitant 'vith n Co.uRo of that kind. For in111tance, wht\t the 8ii1i.kl•ya dosiros to provo i8 t.hnt t11o Causo of the ' Manifoet ' is one, con· sist.ing of the Throo Attributes, eternal and all·pervading ; "" a matter or fact, with ouch a Cause, the invariable eoneomitanoo of tho R<laoon ha8 nowhere boon perceived ; nor i& it noceasary t!w.t the Causo must be of the same nature as the E!fecl. ia found to be; because thoro is a clear di!feronee between the Cause Md its Efloct. You hold that tho Effect in the shape of the • Manileet • is that which has such cha.rncteristioe &8 ' having 01 Cause ', 

c being non ..eternal ', ' non-pervasive' and 80 forth ; and yet you do not hold the Cau.so (of this Mnnifest) to have these oharectori&tics. Hence your Reason (Prerni.88} is ' t.oo wide •, ' inconolu.si\"'e '. 
Th& Text next pr~ to show that the Reeaon put forward (by the Sankltyo) is 'contradictory' aao, inasmuch it ontoils the conception contrary to tho nature of the particular Entity :-A• Ill• om mrnal Oame, ek. ;-thAt is to aay, what. is m<~&nt to be proved is tha 6Xistenoo of an Entity, which i.o one, etunal and fli<!M up of tM 'I'hru Attrilmtu, as tho Cause (of the 'Manifest'); and no euch entity is Mtoblishod by the Reason put for~Verd; -i.n fact, whAt is ostoblishod is something quito eontrary to it."How sof"-B""""'t tliat il n<>lend<>W<d, etc.-Tho porticle 'M • stond• for ' beoalloe • ; hence the meaning is thAt the EJ!tcl i.n the ehopo of the ' Manifest ' is not recognised to be imbued with any such aingleiiOMric characur as consists of tho Tbreo Attribute. and which forms the very essence ol the 'Manifest '.-11 VVhat ia it thcu tho.t is recognised f "-Tho ' ?ttanifest' is actually cosnised ea endowed with such qualitiN as mulnplioity, ,_ ettrnolity and so forth. If the 'Manifoet • were really imbuod with any such gtnui<l chara<ler ... that pootnlated by the other party, then the ea- aliiO of that' Manifest' would have to be rooogniloclas puaemd of that character. rna.m\lch ea, however, the Effect (in the shApe of the 'Manifest') is nctually 
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found to be imbued with ouch qualities as • non.eternality •, • multiplicity • 

and the liko-its Cause also bM to be inferred as pooooMed of these same 

qualities. Specially becauso in the CMe of a C..use tlUit i1 ewual, the idea 

of ita fruitful operation.s bcing both sequential and simultaneous would 

involve self-contradiction ;-and bocause diversity in tho Effoct c.a.n be 
only duo to diversity in the Oauso ; otherwise t be divoraity in the Effect 

would bo \vithout any Oouso (baoole6S).-.From all thle i t fol lows that any 

ouch ring!e mr11al Entity aa Primtmlial Matur cnnnob bo recognised.- 11 
the name ' Primordil'i Matter • ia gh·en to a C..uoo that is ,..,,..ttn•al 
Md many, then there wo have no quarrel with you..-{41) 

Quution-" How ia it known that the Manife/14 ia not imbued with 

any eingle generic character ! " 
The a.uwer is supplied in the following :-

TEXT (42). 

AD.. '1li.u<IFESTED TDlNOS • ARE roUND ro BE LmE IRON·BARS; As 

!lA VING TaEI!l. :roru.rs .lSSOOUTiilD WITS "-"' ORDER OF SEQOBNCE 

.un> T11.ElB ESSIINOB :HIXED ID' WlTII P.L"'OIES.-(42) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as bar$ made of Iron stand apart !rom eoeb other,-11o th.,... 
'llfanifDBted Entities ', as they e>ppeor in their own forma, aro found to be 

divorao and separate, due to cliveroiti08 of place, time, petonoioo, appearances 

1>nd ao forth; and they do not ottter into """h other's ossoneo (o•· constitution). 

This proves the multipli<:ity (of Manifested Entities). 
In order to prove their 11011·et•rnality, it is addoo-B'avinu tJ .. ir fonn•, 

ete. ote. ;-the compound io to bo llll8lysed as-'ltavo tJu;ir fornu auocia~ 

...:tJ>--embraoed, affected by-«" or<l<r of·~'. 

QuutWn--"1! thia ia so, then how is it that Entitieo aro ooncei~ed of 

a.1 uniU,-in the form of ' Earth ' and the like-.-and also cu la#ing,-in 

1\tcb notions as ' this is that .aame thing • ? "' 
Amwer-TMir euence mi~l up with fanciu; that is to say, tbe con· 

ception of 'unity • in regard to thi.ngs is a. • fancy', a wrong assumption. 
Thia is going to he established later on, under the sections droling with 

the dootrino of the 'Perpetual Flux •.-(42) 

It has thus been shown that the Rosson ' Beoamo of H omoqcncity' 

(at propounded by the Sa>lld•ya in support of his dootrino of oll things being 

the product of one • Primord.ial Matter') is open to the tluco fallacies or boing 
'Unproven. !na.dmiuiblo', 'Contradictory' and 'Too Wide, Inconclusive'. 
-The Author now procoeda to show tbat the corroborative in.stanoe cited (by 

the SiJtlH•ya in Text IS, above) in the words 'JU# a• '" tho C<UO of tM Jar 
and other thing# ' deos not fulfil the conditions o"f,-and is not possessed of 
the properties of-the Probans l>nd the Probandum [11nd at 8uoh oannot serve 

M a i cotroborative ina-te.nee '1 :-



TEXT (43). 

So ALSO 'l'lfl!l VARIOUS PRODUOl'S OF CLAY AND OTIIER THINGS ARll NOT 
RECOOl.'ISBD AS I)(BUiolD WITll ANY· SI!rGLE Glh'<ERIO CH.ARACTER,-. J:<oa AS TBll mnors o~r Al>'Y sn<OLE CAUSJ! ; AS ALL 

SUCH THINGS AS THE ' LUMP OJ CLAY ' ARE 
DIVI!RSE.-(43) 

'COMMENTARY. 
The phrue • nnd other things' iA meant to include the products of such things "" Gold and tho likc.-The term • ao al3o ' may be taken os cumulaJi,.,_dding ono furtbM defect in tile Opponent's rea.soning,-.r "" indicating 1imilarity (to other defects already pointed out).-TI>o phr88e ·• not 1mbtu.d with any si-ngC. Generic Oltoracttr ' serves to ehow that tho Inst&nco cited (Jar, etc.) is devoid of the property of what has been cited (by tho Sdtlkltya) as the Probana of rua reasoning.-The phrMe • Nor as tllo e.f!ocu of ony oinau ea .... ,-hna to be construed with • recognised. ; and it scn·es t.o show that tho property of tho (Sii>ikltya' •> Probandum also is not present in tho instance citocl. 

Objection--" AJJ a matter or fn.ct, sinyle Cat~! all 6\ICh tbingH-,-nro nctually found in the form of the Lump of Clay or of Cold and other things ; and ev.,.y ono of the!lo is al3o found to he imbued with tho Generic Character of • Clo.y ', • Gold' 1\nd tho like. In. wbot way then i8 our lnatanco de,.·oid of both the propertiea of tl>e Probe!lll and t~ Probandum ! " 
A.......,._A• all ouch thing• as the • Lump of Olay' are diotrn ;-~bote ·Can be no such single composite ontity as 'Lump of Clay' ;-ii thoro were, then (aince Generic Oharacters aze aD-pervading .., h!fPOikri), ii it covered one point in apace, the entire apa.ee would becom.e oovered. Nor is any • Generic Charaet.lr ' found to appear i_n each individuaJ tb.in.g,-every ono of wruch is perceived os diAtinct by itself.--(43) 

Tile Text again proceeda t.o show the • inonncluaiveoeaa • of t~ Sdtll:Ayo'• Rason-" s-use of Homogeneity " - by itself:-

TEXT (44). 
IN THII OASJl OF ' SPIRITS ', EVEN THOUGH THEY ARE El<DOWED WITH 'SENTIBSCE I A...~D OT'BBB. Qt1ALIT1lt'S, TKEY ARE NOT BB()ARDED 

(BY 'l'Hl\1 Sailkhya) AS PREOIIDBO (PRODUCED) BY A SINGLE 
El."!'l7Y (AS THEIR 0AUS11).-IT ll(IGHT BE S.o.ID TIUT "TliJI 

SAJD QUALl'I'IES ARE ATTRIDUTllD (TO THE SPmtTS) 
ONLY SECOND&RILY (INDII<EOTLY, FIGURA'I'IV!!· 

LY) " ;--'1'1'11lN WRY CANNOT TR11 SAMll 8ll TilE 
CAS.£ IN RIIOARD TO TBE MATTER UNDER 

DISO'USSION J.LSO t-(44) 

COllfJI(ENT AR Y. 
For instanoo, the SpiriU are regsrded (by the Scitlkhyo) to he endowed with tmdlesa euch properties as being: • aontie.nt ', ' enjoyer ' and the like ; 

I 
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and yet they aro not regarded by you 8ll having a single Cause endowed with 

the anme proport.ios.-It might be uzged that.-" The property of being 

endowed with Stn~ionce and the like that has been attribut<ld to Spirits, is 

not in the direct literal senae, but in tho h\dil'eet, seoon.do.ry, figurative seUS6; 

and the reason for this lioe in the foot that., all Spirits are found to bo 

e.~cluded from • inaentienco' and other .,,ob qualitiu, and henco they oro 

plaeed under the genus 'Sentient.', which ttands for t.ho • negation or 6Xelus.ion 

of I nsentience •, which is &88Umed to moet their ct\.10; though in roolity 

thero i.s no such genus ".-If then, it is only in.diroct und figurn.tivo, then, in 

rogord to the • )lanifest • all!<>, -M in the CMe of Spirito,-why is tho prosenoo 

of Pl1l611Ure, ote. not token "" 'MSUmed' in tbe samo \vay,- without their 

being preceded and prnduced by any single Cause endowed "·ith the same 

qualities ?-Thus the Probanll (Reo.sou) ia found to be Inooneluaivo.· 

Tho mention o£ ' Spirit& ' ia only by wo.y of Ulu11tration.. In tbo same 

mAnner, Pleewro, et.e., being 80 n:utny modi6eation11 of Primordial Matter, 

nre endowed with such quAlities as being 'attributes •, 'insonlieni ', ' non· 

enjoyor ' and 80 forth,-and Primordial M!\tter and tho Spirits ore endowed 

wit,h tmCb qunJitiM ns ' Eterno.lity ' and t.ho like.-n.nd yet none of these Ut"$ 

preeecled nnd produced by o.ny singlo oucb Cauao. So the Probans is 

clearly Ineoneltwve.-(44) -

Thus the Roo.oon (put forward by the SO>'Ikhya}-" R•ctl1l80 of 

homooenei.ty .. ,-hns been refnted. Now \mder the pl·etoxt of Ro·a.llirming 

his oonclusiou, tho Author proooeds brieJiy to point out dafects in tho other 

l'OAilOI\8 (put forwArd by tilt' Su>il:hya) :-

'£EXT (46). 

TuOS, EVE.\< IN Tlllll ABSENCE OP A CAOSB IN THE SIIAl'B OF 'PRL\IORDIAL 

1\{ATTER •• ALL DIVEBSlTY RELATINO TO El'FEOTS Al<D CAUSllS 

A}I.'""D OTHER THIN08 BE(.'OMES EXPLICABLE, Oli THB 

BASIS OF THE DIVERSITY Oil POTENOIES.-(45) 

COMME.."<TARY. 

It hao be<>n IW!ertod (in Sutikllyakarilta, 15) thnt " Primordia l llle.ttor 

exists M tho On.use, {a) beC£\\\HO or the finite c.ht\rl\OtO&' of spocif!G objecUJ, 

(b) beo.auso Activity is due to Potency, and (e) bec&u80 there is diffru'61lt4a· 

tion bet.,~een 'Cause' and 'Effect • ... -Aa a matter of fac-t, aJI tJWMle t.hreo 

Rensona e.re ineonclusiv&, na no reason i~t provided to preclude t\ conclusion 

contl·o.•'Y to tho ono set forth. 
For i.n.staneo. oven in the absenu of a C'auu in, t.M ti11ape oj Primordial 

Matttr, the three facta S<>t forth-that of objoets having 1\ finite character, 

~tc.~ not irtoxpli.eable. For instance, if whnt is aought. to be proved is 

only tho oocistence o£ a Oau.te,-then tho t\rgtunont .i8 superfluous,-' proving 

whnt is nlrea.dy prov~d t ; we nlso do not o.d.mi.t of any Effect being prodt1ced 

without a Cau.H; so tha.t if the nQlne ' Primordin.l 1\fntt.or l wore given. in 

~eneMI to Rll OaUSO!J, then thoro would be nothing to quarrel about. On tJJo 

5 
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other hand, if what is sought to be proved is that • there is an intelligent 
O.t~~e, which produees an affect of -tein finite dimension.o, and aete 
aoeording to ita potenci .. ',-then tbe RMoon adduced beoolll88 iJwalidated 
by 'inoonclusiven~s' ; as o\'en in tho nb11ence of an intelligent actor. there 
Us nothing incougruow; in tho production of a particular effect \vith weU
def!nod di:mensiona detarmined by the potencies of ita own Cau041. Further, 
it ia not right to regard Primordial Matter u intalligont, u it is, u: laypothui, 
• insentient ', and 'intelligence' is synonymous with 'SOJ\tience '. 

Further, if by meanA o£ the Rouon 'BecatCH Act·ivily i1 due to 
PoloMfi', it ia moant to prO\'O the existence of a mere Cause poMOMed of 
potencies not diffarent (from th064! just needed for tbe particular effect),
thon it is superlluoua, pro\~ng what is alreody admitted by both parties. 
If, on the other band, the Cause meant to be provod is some ono Eternal 
Cauoo P""" ... ed of distinct ond diverse potonoies,-thon the Reason becomes 
inva.Uda.ted by 'inconclnsivenea '.-Further. as concomitance with any such 
Re&IOn is not cogni.sed anywhere, the Reuon beoomeo invalidated u baing 
'Unknown' and 'Inadmissible' a.lso; because as a. matter, nowhere has any 
activity of the CnU3e toward• tho producing of an Ellect been found to have 
been due to ext.rnneous n.nd additional potencies ; as all poteneiee 1\lbs.ist in 
tbe -ce of tbe thing itself. 

Another _,.,n put forward by the &Jnklayo (in K6rik4 15) i&-" Because 
of llu> merging of tla.; wlao/• world ".-Thit Roason iJI aboolutaly • unknown, 
IllAdroissible '. No such '1ncrgtng' of th.ing1 ia known of, o.ll things being liabl& 
to euoh absoluta destruction as le..ve behind no traeeo at aiL If tlwe wera 
BUCh ' merging', it would oomo about either on the diaop~ of the pre· 
viOUII oondition of the thing oonoerned, or without aucb di4appearanoe. If it 
oomoe on the diMppearonce of tl\e previous condition, then it involvee the 
abloltllo destruction (without leaving any traces) (whioh the Sii.1lk11yt> does not 
admit], If, on the other band, it comes without the said disappearance, then 
th«e can be no • merging' at. aU ; beca.UIIe no ' merging' is pouiblo for any 
entity so long as it rate.iiU its own untrammelled essooce. Otherwise 
thoro would be ondle.ss incongruities. Honoe the sto..toment ' booause of the 
merging of the whole world ' it\volves a self~contradiotion. 

Tiros, • .,,. in '"" abHnco of " OauH in IJae •h<rp4 qJ Prinwrdiol Alauer, 
tbe diversity relating to the Effect, -in the shape of its being • finite • ond 
the reat,-and the diffarentJation a.Jso into Cause and Effect--becon>o explic· 
ob!&, on tM ba1i1 of tla.; di> .. roity of polonciu. And Ibis meau.a that the 
reaaona set forth by the Sdtlkh!f<> are all • inconclusive •. 

Tbo phraoa • omi <NJw thing• ' is meant to include the argument (of the 
S4rlkhyo)-" Because all activity is due to Potency ". 

Or, the p~rticle 'a pi.', 'ever1 ',-in the ph.ra..\0 1 even in tile ab.tence, 
oto. ate.' ,-ma.y bo meant to bo re.,U.tctive ; hence tho meaning comos to be 
thil :-It ia only when thera io no Ce.UBO in the sbope ol Primordial Matter 
that there can be divarsity in t.ho Elleet duo to the div....., potenoiM of th& 
Cause; and also because it ia only thu.• that the relation of Cause and Effect 
would be poooiblo ;-heuoe the Reasons J)ut forward (by the Slltlklayo) ar& 
' contradictory '. For in8tanee, if PrimordiAl Matter were the Ce.u&e of the
• Manifest', then the whole universe, aa being ( ... hypo/lam) of the laJll6 
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_.,.,eo M that Matte<, would be a singlo aubst.ance having the same 
charaet.er and form "" that Matter; so that. tbe<e could be no aucb diatinction' 
among Producta"" • Cosmic Intelligence', • I·prinoiple •, ''Five Rudiment.ery 
Substan-' ond 10 forth; and this would n:>enn that the World is entirely 
devoid of ' modification '.-similarly, it i.s only in the abeenco of any such 
~Cause as Primordia.l Matter that the activit.y of t.he Potter and other Agents 
towards tb6 mnklng of the Jar and other tllin.p, in accordance with their 

potenoloa (powers), would be possible,-whioh would not be po88ible ii there 
wero 8\IOh a single Cause a.• Primordial Matter. 'l'hi.t is what ha• been already 
explained u.ndor Text 21, by the stntement-' Nor would thoro be any 
effioion.oy, nor o.ny oporn.tion '. 

Tho d.iatinotion into ' Cause ' and 'Effect • alao ia poeaib_le only ~ in tho 
absonco of any such single Cause as Primordial Mo>tt.er '. It has boon already 
pointed out above that no diversity in the world would be possible 
if thoro were any entity BB Primordial Matter (M the one Causa) ;-it has 
aloo been pointed out that if Primordial llfattsr woro tba Cause, than 
the whole world would be of the same eoaenoe "" thet Matter, whicb would 
lead to the absurdity that the entire world i.s a aingle aubst.t.noe (without any 
divmeitioe); and Wlder the circumstance~, as the.re would be no 'diversity 
of forma • at. tbo very outset, how could tbere be any ' merging ' of it (as 
declared in tbo Siililchyalciirikii, 15) !-(46) 

'l'l•u• o11cl8 the Section otl the E:cam.iru:rtion of t.h& Doctrin~ of 
• P1-imordia-l ltf auer '. 



CHAPTER II. 

Examination of the Doctrine of ' God'. 

(A) 

BIIJJerMI&t of IM DoctriM of' God' (TluUm). 

The next Chapter, beginning with the Too:t ( (0), prooood.o to prove 
tbnt thoro can be no operntJon of any such Being as the ' Supreme Lord •, 
•God'-

TEXT (46). 

OTHER PRILOSOPII'ERS DECLARE T1111 'LoRD' TO BE Tllll CAUSE OP ALL 
TIIINGS PRODUCED; ON THE OBOUND TJJAT NO INSENTIENT 

TmJ<o, BY I'J'S'£LF, OAN PRODUCE ITS Bn>&OrS.-(46) 

OOIDU:NTARY. 

lni\Slllnch as thingo that are - produced,-<~ttch 118 the Atom, Akii81m 
nud 80 forth,- a.r& etornr.l, t.h(ly have no Cause, honco the Toxt. hn.F; added 
tho C'J.lHl>liAcation • things pl'oduced '.-Th.o term. ' Lord ' atftnds for God.
' OtJ,.,.• '-i.e. the Naiyllyika nncl other (Theiats).-Somo of theae Theists 
hold that " tile crentor of tho whole world is " cliatinot Sonl or Spirit with 
•l'<"'ial qUAlities, the omnioclont God " ;--<>thers hold that " the Cl'Mtor is " 
Snbetsnoe (Being) distinct from the 'Soul' or 'Spirit •, becaUI8 He is etsmal, 
ono nnd equipped with the knowledge of all things, and 118 such having 
qnalitiea different from thoeo ol the • Spirit' or 'Soul'". 

Quution-" Where there are already such Cauaee o! the world as Marit 
and Demerit, Atoms and 110 forth, why do these phil0010phen postulate 
nn.other Cn.t1se in tho shopo of God. ! ,. 

AtM1t"'1'-No ,·nsentiemt thitt(l, etc.-Though Merit nnd tho rest may be 
t.he Co.uk<.',-yet. oJI th~e, b(ting devoid of scntion.co ot intelligence, ennnot., 
b)' then.l,Selves, ·without n.n Operator or Supervisor, produce their effect.g ; 
hence there must be a. O.·•ator (who is intelligent), as nothing thBt is devoid 
o! intelligence is eve< found to be the Opermor. This argument ie formulated 
.,. follows :-What. is devoid or Intelligence cannot produee its Effect, with
ont an Operator ;-e.g. such things"" Clay·lwnp, Stick, Waw, String and the 
•M (all which are reqnired for the making of the Jar) cannot produ<le the 
Jar. 'TithO\•t the Potter ;-)lerit and the rest (which are regarded as the 
Ono'"' of the World) are 1>!1 devoid of Intelligenoe ;-honce the idM that 
(these 1\re enough to produce tho World) would be contrary to the universal 
l'ropooition stated. Thu• it becomes osteblished thnt thoro ie an Oporator 
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and that is Gocl.-Evon so, 1\f.orit; and tho rest do not bccomo molees (ir1 the 

producing of the World); beoau&e God is only the 'Efficient Oauso' (Guide, 

Supervisor) [and Atoms and Merit, etc. would otill be needad aa the 'Con· 

stitucnt' and • Contribut<>ry ' Causes]. 

The following objection might be urgad :-" Those Merit and Demerit 

that are held to subsist in the Soul or Spirit (of Man) rnay be the requizod 

Operator; why should one aaaume a God ? " 

AniWer--That cannot bo rigM ; tho particular Spirit nt thl\t time (of 

Creation) would be wholly uncoi18Cious ;-so long ., hi• :Bodl'• SenRe-orgal\s 

and other aggregates of 0..118e8 and Effect& nre not produoad, lhe Spirit 

remaio.a uncon.sciou.s, not pet'Ce-ivin,g even au,.cb Colour, etc. as are quite 

perceptible; under the cireuJDSUinc.,., bow could it perceh·e Merit and Demerit, 

wbich are entirely imperceptible ! T o thi• end, there ia the following 

declara.tion-".rhe ignora.nt Cr03t\U"0, not mafJter of his own ploo.sure and 

pain, mo.y go to Heaven or to tho NethermoBt .Fiole,-only n11 he i~t m-ged hy 

God' [quoted in Nyiiy<w4rtika 4. 1. 21 , where the Tdlponp spe~~kll of it • • 

'Smrd'}.-{46) 

The Text proceedR to oet forth two Reaaons propoundad by .thidd!IIJ· 

ka~ (an &noiont Naiyllyika) in proof of the existence of Clod :-

TEXTS (47-48). 

" (A) TIUT WHICH IS CIURACTBRISED BY A PECULIAR AIUIANOE~"T o• 
ITS OWN CO.l<POKENT PAJtTS IS SUBJECT TO A C AUSE THAT IS 

ENDOWED WITH INTELLIOENOE,-FOR INSTA..'<CE, TltE JAR AND 

OTRER OBJEOI'S.- TIIE THING IN DISPUTE,-WHJCU IS 

l'lilROBPTIBLE BY MEANS OF TWO SlllNSE·OROANS AND 

ALSO IMPEROEPTIBLE,-MUST BE PRECEDED (AND 

PRODUCED) BY A CAUSE ENDOWED WITH 

I~'TELLIOt:.~OE,-MOMS SUPPLYING TilE 

CORROBORATI\"E INSTANCE 't>tr DlS· 

SIMILA.RITY ' ."-(48) 

00~'1TARY. 

The argument bl>8 been thus formally •tated :-" Tbo thing under 

dispute, wbioh is perceptible by means of two ..,....,.organs or not perceptible 

&t aU, must be regarded M produced by an Intelligent Ca......,,-boceuse it is 

characterised by a. peculiar arrangement of ite eompoa.ent parte,--Ukc the Jar, 

and un!iko tho Atoms [the Jar being the Corroborative IMtance Jler Similarity, 

and the Atoms being so per Diuimilarity]."-Nov.• in this formulatod argument 

-' What v fHt'C'ptibk b11 mea tU of t1ll0 Se--orgoM' stands for the three kinds 

of Substance, Eanh, W at<T &nd Pi,.._wbich are pcrceptibl4 by >noon• oj tM 

two organa of Vui<m and of T&uda, boceuae they fulfil such conditions of 

perceptibility M being laryo, being conapoud of set:eral substance•, being 

coloured. nnd so forth ;-the ' imperceptible' nre Alr nnd tho rost, simply 

because the conditions of perceptibility are • being largo ', ' being c:ompoe;cd 
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of soveralsubst&nceo •, • being coloured' o.nd "" forth,-nd all tb..., condi
tionsare.,bsentin Air and other thingo; as has b6en declared in tho following 
pnssage.-11 Perception follow8 from Lo.rgtnus, Pt·uettc6 of acveral StWiio.ncu 
and Pruenu of Colour; the Atom io im~ptible becau.so it conWns no other substances ; Ajr is im~ptible becauso it is devoid of tb& p._,oe of 
Colour ;-the torm • SathiJ..'iltn • stands for •ubsi1tence, prucnce in compoaition; 
-and the Diad ('l'wo.Atom·Compound) and othor thingo ere imp<lrceptible 
because of the aboenoo of la~nu.." 

.:>row, in thio argument., if tbe Prob!lndum to bo proved were o!Ait.ed in 
tho genoral (unqu&li6ed) forrn tb&t 'Things porcoptible by two sense·organs 
o.nd thooe impercept.ible ANI produced by intelligent causoo ',-then it would 
be supertluotJS, proving what is already admitted by both prutiee, in regard 
to ouob tbingo as the Jar nnd the like, over which there io no dispute at, all. 
It wouJd involve tho fallnoy o f 'contradicting one's own doctrine', becauso 
the Naiyllvfl.:tJ d- not admit RUeh imp<!rCOptiblo things"" the Atom, Al:iW!a, and the like to bo 'J>reduoed by an Intelligent o.,,...,' ; and also because 
these latter nre eternal (benco not produced nt nil), the .. id AA.'l<lrtion t~ould 
involve thnt contrndietion of " p<lrccivod (well·rccogni"'d) 11\Ct.-lt io I or the 
purr- of avoiding all tboolo difficulties tb&t the qualifying term 'under 
dispute • bNt boctn ndded ; tlte tertn ' Vipraapruti' stn.nding for differenl. 
opinio11B, and that which CormJo& t.ho H\lbject of dh·er$e opinions i" said to bo 
the maJler under di•puJc.-\Vit.h thi~ qunlifics.tiou. what. become the' 1\tbject.' 
of the argument nro only the Body, Set,..,.orgun•. tb& '"""ona R~otll nnd so 
forth ; and what i111 1\8.~ does not opply to the Atom o.nd wuch other 
things. 

Simihlrly, if tb& Prot.wdnm (to be proved) wero &toted in the form thet 
• tb& things under dispn!AI are produced by <> Cat<H ',-thon the argument 
would be futile- proving whnt is alrond)• ooocptod by both pnl'tiAA. In order to avoid thio, the qualification has l>ccn added- in the lonn • pro
duced by 1\n ;nWligettl Cau.oo '. Thi.• 1\rgument, thus stoted, cannot he futile 
118 addrMI\od to ~he SOtlkl'lf'J, •• there is no Intelligenco(Buddhi) for the Sn>\khy<> 
ap<lrt lrom Primm·dial Matt.cr ; and eortninly a thing cannot bo prodl!ced by 
itself. 

' Arrangement of compoMnt partl ' ;-the • arrangement' ,-i.e. oonjune· 
tion in the form of ' AggregAtion ',-of the pnrtll thM go to moke up 
the Thitlgo ; by this the Tlungo in question are characttrioed-differentiotod; 
consequently they must bo "" .....,rted. Mere • cbaracl4riaation by com
ponentll' would jnelnde the universal• ' Cow ' nnd th& liko (which n1AO are held to bo consisted o! component~~ in the oh~po or the individual nnimals ) 
and thus render th<" ROf:\.Son 1 t.oo w'id6' ; hence the qualification 1 iu own 
componento' ; \~Ntt the univwssl • eo .. ·' and the rest llNidiiierenti&ted by is 
the arrangement of t.be parto that go to mo.ko up the Subotftnc&,-not by the arro.ngomont of the parts tl>.nt go tAl rnnke up tho r'.ow il~<lf. 

The 'Intelligent C..u...,' thus pro''t'<i is • God'. 
It i1 this proof that ha.• been stated in th..., two T..U.-The oompound 'Stl('i,·ambhaka, etc.' iR to bo snalyeod as.. manning 't.hnt. which haH for it.s 

v.-."""'n<>-<lifferontia-tbe 7'"'dW.r, Cl>.nri\Ctcriotic,--<UTangement., ctisposi. 
t.ion--of its own compoooot parta '. This indicates the invariable con-
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comltanee of th" ~" (Middle Term) [with the Probandum}. The pr<l· 

senee of the Reason in the So<bjm io indicated by the words • which ;., per. 

oeplible by m<Oil4 of t""' org<rn.t, etc. ei<:.'-The e.-<p...,..;on • viv«d4pada"'' 

stAnds for' what form.• tho matter unclor dispute ·.- (47-48) 

The second argument propoundtd (by Aviddhakartta) is next explained :-

TEXT (40). 

" (B) TIJE MATEIUAL OAUSII OF Tll'll BODY A!<D OTKER TIUNOS IS OON· 

TROLLED BY .L'< L'<T£LL10E:<T BJW<O,-BEOA.USE 'l'IJEY A&& 

.F;~'"DOWBO WITH CoLOUR A..ND OTR.ER Qt1AU"l"'[£S,- LI)O: Tit£ 

YARN AND SUOR THINGS WJIIOR RAVE DEEN SE:I!N TO 

DlUNCl ABOUT TBKIR Elll1EO'fS (ONLY WliBN OON· 

TROLLED BY TUIIINTIILLIOENT\VEAVliR)."-(49) 

co~nrn"TARY. 

Of the Body and other tMt~gB,-the mMt-riCil Ocwso,-in the ,:;h11pe of Atoms 

and such thing._can bring about their effects only whe11 controlled by Ill\ 

Intelligent CfttU!e ;-such i• the construction of the Text.-The Rellson 

{Probans) stated is 'be.cauu 1My aro t'ndoweclwith Colour, tle!.-The ' Yam, 

etc.' nre cited 0-8 tho C()rrohorutivt\ Inetnnee. rrhi.IJ has been thus declared 

-• The m.n.terinl cn.uses of tho Body, tho \Vorld ond other t.hings produce 

their effects only when contt"'lled b)' nn lute11igcnt Deing,-thia ifl what we 

a.COAert, on the ground that they nro endowed with Colour, ete..-like such 

thin8" AS tb~ Y"'n nnd tho like '.-{40) 

OddyotrJ.:ara however hnR Corm.uln.tcd the ttrgunwut a.~ fo11ow8 :- '' .-!'he 

Cftn&es of the \\'or1d,-in the llhat~ of 1 Primordial Mn.tter \ 'Atoms' and 

'Dc8tii\.,V' (t"n~u Foroo)-nH<l a Controller with Superior lntelligenco, 

in the producing or their EA'eot:i,-boo:dttSe tho-i"r RC:ti\'it~· iR intcnnittent, 

-HI(o t he Yf'H'n, the Shnttlo on<l auch other oaUSCil (of the Cloth) " .• - Thi8 

it1 tho t\rgumo.nt !fet forth in tho following To.xt .. -

TEXT (ilO). 

" {N TilE PRODtJOINO 01> TllEilt E"FFROTS, ALL SUOIJ CAUSES A8 l\IERIT, 

DEMERIT AND ..:\TO!IJS Altll CONTROLLED :BY AN lNTELLlGENl' 

'BBL'<O,-BEOA.11S'B THEY OPliRATE Th"TERlll'I'I'ENTLY, 

-LIXE TilE SntJT'ILE AND TK:E Y .• lL'<."-(ilO) 

CQ)lMEN'l'ARY. 

Tho mt'nning of thi• is <rttito cloor.- (60) 

• TbHe words are not. round in U"ti!JOiaL'ttrn"• .. Vt}(1.,an111il:.a. Thil idea ia 

there (under S1illvt 4. 1. ~1, p. 403, lines 11 et stfJ.-Bib. Ind. Edn.); but the oxaet 

word• are not thot-e. Apptu'tnl ly the Comrnontntor h'-'1 roprodueed tho &allse of 

Vddyotul:am's tu'gume.nt. 
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Prluhal/4mati argues 08 follow• :-"All the usages of men, at the beginning 
of erention mu•t ho.,•e beeu preceded by (dependent ut>on) the tenching of other 
persona,-boc-auRe later on, tho uaage o£ enlightoned men is found to be restricted 
to porticulor things.-..., for iMtonce, in tho C4IIC of little boys who bav& not 
yet Jevot tho use of wordA, it is found !bat tbeir usege of wordA na ...,.trict<>d 
to particular things is ahn.)'W preceded (and brought about) by the teaching of 
their motbor or other pc:rsons ;- tho phrose 'the uJtages of enlightened men nre 
restti.ctod to particular things ' mean.c; that tho \181\SO of men after t?J/ighten .. 
ment is found to be so restricted ;-thnt Person to whose teaching usages at 
the besinning o£ Creation aro due is God, whoee superior knowledge does not 
disappeAr even at the time of Universal DiMolution ". 

It la thla view that is shown aa fully estoblisbed,-by th& Author in the 
following T<l'l :- · 

TEXT (51). 

"AT TllE BEGTh'lHNQ QV CREATION, USAGE AMONG MEN •lUST liAVE BEEN 

DUE TO THl! TEACUINO OP OTHER PERSONS ;-WHEN THEY BEOO>IE 

StroSEQIJENTLY AWAKE~'ED TO CONSCIOUSNESS, IT IS POtTNO 

TO BB :BilSl'BlCTED TO P A:BTICOI.All THINGS,-LIKJI 

THE USAOB 011 LITTLE BOYS."-(51) 

CO~niENTARY. 

The tonn ' Sarga •, ' CreA.tion ', sta.nds ioc * generation ' ; the • beginning • 
of this is ita Rr•t moment.-Tl10 rest is eMily intelligible.~ 51) 

There are other nrg\\lnent• nlso put forw&.rd by Udduotakora ; these 
&.re the following :- " The Manifosted World, COIUiiJrting of the Primary 
Elem&ntal Subataneos and the reBt, are productive of Pleasure and Pain, 
only when oontrolled by an intelligent O.uae,-(a) becnuae it i•. by itself, 
insentient, (b) b&eause it i8 o Product, (c) becouJJe it L• perishable, and (d) 
booaUBO it is endowed with Colour (or Form) and other qualiti011,-like the 
Au a.nd othor things ". * 

Th8eare thoargwneutl tbat ere set forth in the following two Tm•:-

• Thit il clearly a brief paraphra.Jt& of the argument. stated by UddJIOUdrMa in 
his Ny4yatl4rtika, on Sfdra 4. 1. 21, page 463, Unoe 11 tl seq., Biblio. Ind. Ed1\., 
wbeftl tJ:ao worda Me very nearly the sam&. 
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TEXTS (152-53) . 

.. THE ?t!AND'ESTBD WORLD, OONSISTr:NO OF TIDI PRIMARY ELEXlll<T.U. 

8(1!WrANOJ;S M<D Tlll'll\EST, BE00)1£S THE SOU ROE Oli' l'LliASlJRE 

AND P.o.IN TO ALL PEOPLE, ONLY Wl!BN CONTROLLED 1!'( AN IN· 

TEt.LIOZNT 0A1JS11,-1lEOA11SJI) IT IS INSENTlENT, IT$1!Ll' 

A Paon'O'ar, ZVA..trxscE~"T AND so VOR.TH.-t.nts 

TII'I!J AXE AND OTHER TKINOS ; TliUS &V&RY· 

THING IS Ot.EARt.Y DIJLIEVZD ~'() DE 

Hts."-(62-53) 

CO)Il\IE!\"TAA Y. 

Oomroll<d by an Inte!liqont Oauso,-i.e. controlled by o. Cauao wh.ioh i" 

endo\vod with aentie.nca.-Thua-i.e. for the sa-id serios of r &a80lUI ;-'BM ', 

-i.e. of God, t.ho Clause of tbe entire world.-( 52-53) 

Que&tion-In what way is God's omniscience proved, by virtue of which 

· Ho ehould become an objoot of devotion for people eooking for Prosperity 

and tbe Higheet Good f 

Th6 answer to this ia aupplied by the following T~ 

TEXT (54). 

"TKB PACT OP Hts BliliNO THE OEEATOI! OP ALL TlllNGS JL\VINO BEEN" 

ESTAl!LISBlll>, HIS OJQ.'1SQIBNCE lll PROVED WITIIOlJT El'l'ORT; 

liECAOSE TIIE CREATOR MUST DE 0:<<1 \VHO KNOWS THE 

l'ORM AND ALL O~'IIER DETAILS REOARDXNO \VHAT 

D1l BAS CREATED."-(54) 

001\IMENTAAY. 

T llis has boon thus expl,.inod by Pr<Waaslamati and othore :-" The 

omniscience of God is proved by tho faot ol His beh~g the C"uae (Creator) 

of the entire World; beoatl80 the Creator must po....,.. fnU knowledge o£ oil 

auoh details regarding what he .-tee ,.. its motorial ..ud contributory 

ca.U8os, its use, ite receiver and ao forth. In the world, when a. man makes 

anything, he knows its matorio.l cause, ot.c. ; e .g. it is well known tha.t the 

Potter who makes the Jar and such things, 1..-nows ite material COUit, in the 

shepo of Olay-lump,-its conll'il>utory cor...,, in the ahapo of the Wheel, etc., 

-it•f'U7'PON, in tho ahapo of Fetching Water and the like, -and ita nceiWlr, 

in tbo shapo ol tho Householder (who \1808 it) ; similarly God, who creates 

all tho worlds, knowa their tn<Uerial ca.Uiu, in the shape of the .. 4.tom, etc.,

their contributory ca.ttUt, in tho shape of !\Ierit., Demerit, Spa.oe, Time and so 

forth,- the ow:iliariu to their operation, in tha shape of tbo Universal 

the Particular and Inhereneo,-their purpoH, in the sho.pe of the Experience 

(of Men),- and rec<ivtro in the slmpe of Men. Tlris shows thnt He is 

omniecient.~ne who knowa :he fo"n' Otld other detaih t·eua1'ding u .. llal he hna 

er«JJ.«l ;-'Form aml ollur delail• \-' Fonn' stnnda for clltlracter; 'other 
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delail8 ' atenda for the Matorinl C.. use and tho ro.st : the • Vlduka' of these 
is ono wlw kn<>UM. Such is the IIOll8e of the compow>d. The word • v<daka ' 
is to be grnmmatically oxplainod ei<her !18 i.ncludod under the g1oup of 
worda bogi.nniog with '1Jil.joka ', or ._. forrru!d with the affix • Ot'4 ' in the 
pa.,Qvc ..,..,_,vith tbe rejluive 'm' odded to it.-Tbe rest is eaaily intelli
gible.-{64} 

There ia yet a.notber serioa of nrgumcnt'! set forth by theRe pe!'llona :
(A) "'.l'h<U whicl• i8 lho BUbstratum of IIIo varieq(l/ea and the mobi!l, and that 
"'M.tl• il '''" the Btd>llratum of lhes~which is the thiog u.nder diapute,-is 
cognised through a meana of cognition other than the live beginning "-itb the 
1«0nd,-juat aa Colour, ol4. M> oognisad as dittinguiabed from the character 
of • bei.ng an entity' and so forth,-tbe • Hair of the Tortoise' (I\ non-entity) 
bf.jng the corroborAtive in$t.fll\CG per di&similarUy ". 

In the argument 08 t.hus worded, the tN'Jll, 'tJicl•ittodayfJ' atonds for 
the category of Quality, in the scn86 that its '1Jllaya •. apptaranu, ia 'tJichilra' 
t:al'it.gnkd; the term 'fJ1'CU'!JOndfl' StGnd8 forth& category or llJobility;
the • ii8poda ', luboltulum, of theoe two is the Mtegory of SuboloiiC4 ;-thtU 
u"'ich i• not /he •ulutmtwn of these two (QuAiit.y and llobility) lltands for 
the fi\'o cntogories of Qulllity, Action, Univertol, Particular and ltaherence : 
-such a. t.h.ing is cognised through a 11/w,M oj 00{JnU.ion othe,. thm1. the 
.flr.-e beqhmi11{/ with the HtcOntf.,-i .e.. other ttum Inference, A..ru\logy. \Vord, 
Presumption nnd Non4 apprehension ; i.e. through Sen~e·percc.J"ion. The rest 
L• eesily int•lligiblc. 

(B) Tbo other argumllnt propounded by them is in tho follo,ving 
form:-" The Thin.g u.nder dlepute,-wbich io (I) what is embraced by 
the Particul4T8 of sueh Un.iver.tall t~..r.; 1 Being • and the liko, and l'llAo 
(2) what i.11 not so embrncod,-is pru·eoptib1o to some one,-bocau~to they 
&:.xist,-lil<o Oolour and the rtAt ... -In th~ et.n.temcnt, tho t.ct·m 1 Being 
and the lih' llt.Mds for tbo oi:c non-specific (goneMI) entitiea,-' Beiug ', 
• Evan~tl ', ' Materi.l\1 Prodnet. •, 'Oauso ', ' Universal •, 'Part.ieuln.r • ; 
...:..tbe • particular.' of theoe go to ope;;ify Sub&tonce, Quality and Action ; 
-hence wbt\t is 'embraced • by these particulars nre these throo oo.t.egories 
of Subr;tnnca- Qun.lity and Action ;-1WI~cu. ;, not 10 embrac6Cl' oonAiata of 
the Uni1!f1~~>1 and tho rest. Tho rest i$ eMily intelligible.-( And oho Person 
who hn.o the perception of all ~hose things is Ood.] 

This aerieo of argumento iA 80t forth in tho following Tox~ :-

TEXT (55). 
"Tl!ll TBINO UNDER DISl'tJTE MUST OLRA.Rt.Y BE PEROEPTIBLII TO SOMFJ 

ONE,-lll!OAUSE OF SUOII J\BASONS AS being a thing, BEING e:&iatent 
A..'lD SO "fORTH ;-JUS'l' LIKE Tl!ll DtvE:RSI:riES O:W 

l'LEASUR.B, PAJN, ETC.-{JU.'D TmS SOliE O.Nll 
TS God)." -(56) 

• 



--

(B) 

&f'UJJJiiot• of I'M .DoWim of ' God • ('7'.\&•m). 

COlU\!&'ifTARY. 

The t<lxt now proceods to •upply the nn01vcr to the nbove a.rgumen-

TEXT (56). 

TIIB FIRST ARCtrlU:NT (PRCPOUNDBD BY TR& Ntti!f'1yit-a) IS OPEN TO TKB 

PA.LLA.OY OP BEINU • U}."'PltO\"EN, INAO)USSIBLE I ; BECAUSE THE 

BXISTB'NO.e Oli' AN'l" svon ' Attl.tANOE~rENT' AS 'CoNJUNC-

TION 1 IS NOT PRO\'"EN', S"OR TUA.T OF THE 

'COMPOSITE '.-{156) 

CO~ntEXTAR'\. 

In the nrgurn.ent& sot forth (\lnder Toxt 4 ':') in the form · \\"hnt is iu-

801\tlent eau not prod \loo i ts eftRct without a. coot,roUor •, - tho Proban8 

("because it i8 charnctorieod by" (>eculinr Arron~ment of componont porus') 

is one which, without any valid objection. could bo cited as proving the 

contrnry of tho ProbAn<l\Un (for (ll'O\ing which it hiUI been put forward); 

ruul thus its p1·esence in the controry of t ho Probru.ultuu being suspoct.cd, it 

booomes • inoot1cluaive ' ;-this is what lho 'l'ext moo..na. 

Thent\gt>in, the Pr<>b<lll$that hM been put fonmr<l in the llrstargwnent

'Boca.use it i~ ohnt'notorisod by a. peculiar nrrongemont o£ it.s eompooe:ut 

parts ',-is 'unproven ' and I na(hnisslble n.lko. How thiR is ao i~ oxplained 

in the nert sentence-Becau.te-, eu-. ;-\\~ho.t. iA mennt by the expression 

'N'rangement. of component pRrt&' is 11 Pftrtioular kind of Con.jundi<m ; and 

the ohara<>tor of being chnrMt<lriaocl by thiA Oonjtmctiol\ i• t>ttribnto<i to the 

substance co.Uod ' Composite ' ; now both theose,-tho ~aid Oolljtmclion. and 

al40 the Corn polite that it charo.ctorises,--n.re yet 'unproven •, ' unknown • 

(to at ICA8t one of party to the DisctL-..iou, th<> Bwldhi81, who doni.,. 

both) ; beneo the ProbAns cited il' doub1)· ' mtproven Ina<l~issiblo • .-{56) 

Qtuaio1~u In what. way nro the t«o unproten! H 

The .4 n•u. .. r is supplied by l·h• following Text,_ 
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TEXT (57). 

BIIOAUSE DQrn T1i£ FACTS THAT HAVE BEEN ASSUMED (AND J.'UT FORWARD) 

Allll SUCH AS ARII NOT A<1rl1ALLY APPBEHENDIID ; AND l'OB THE 

SAlrE REASON TIIJ:: COltiiOBORATIVE I NSTANCE ALSO THAT 

HAS BEEN OlTIID HAS NO OO!<NECI'ION WrrH THJI 

PROBANS DrrED.-{57) 

COMMENTARY. 

In brie£, the Author for th~ present states his ron.son only iu t.he £orm of 

'Non-apprehension •. which annuls t.lte Na.iyUyika'1 n.rgumtmt,- 0; det.o.iled. 
objection to these two Rrgmnonl.l! will be provided nndor the Obnptel"O (lG-15). 

dooliog with the Six Cnt<lgoriea. 

Both th4jact8,-i.e. tlt8t have boen put forward M the ' Arrt\n.ge.ment ' 

and tbo 'Composite '.-{Both or these are not nppr6he11ded) ~use the 

' Arrnngomont' 113.• been rogarded a.• l!Omethiog vi•iblo, in such st.ntemente 
(by the Naiyiiyil:a) as ·Number, Oi.Unsion, Sep~~rote.,_, Conjunction. 

DisjlUletion. Higher Univer1)al, the Lo\\·er Uni·versal and Action are v;.,.ible-, 
ao inhering in coloured subotl!one<!6 '.-The • Composite' also hoo been regnrded 
as vi1ibk, in tho ste.tement,-1 There is perception of it bocauso it is large, is. 
mndo up of several component 8\tbJJtance$ and is coloured, .-AI a mt\tter of 
faot. however, apnrt fromOolou.r, ote., no other 1 Conj\mction' or 1 Oomposito' 

--such aa is accepted by the NaiyUyika,--ever o.ppen1'8 in Consciousoes-;s. 

ThUA, while fulfilling th& conditions or • perceptibility'. if it- is no1i pereeh·ed,. 
it mus~ be regarded no non-existent, like the ' Haro'a Homo '.-It will 
no~ be right to argue tbftt-" illM!Ilucb as Atoms &NI beyond the rooch of 

tl>e Sen-. [if there wero no oueh thing u the CompotiU compooed of the 

Atema), tbo perception of Colour and other qualitieo would be impoesible" ; 

-because it is admitted tba~ q\lnUfted Atoms . ""' appN>henoible by the 
Senaeo, and hence tbfty are not ' beyond the rooch or tbe SeM<lfl ' .-Tbus 

then, both ' ~njllnction • and • Composite ' being non-oxlatot.tt, the Ja1' 

that hM been cited M the Oo"'Oberat.ive ! o.stance 1'<' Bimil<ll'ity is found 
to be dovoid of that chnrnctm· ·which hl\9 been see \lp ne the Probans ; this. 

i.e what is monnt by the Tex~ jn tho worda • lilti1IO connection with tile Probans,.. 
ete.'-(57) 

It bao t.hus been shown tba~ the Probans is .,.....tiaUy ' unpro•..,n. 

ond Inadmisoible ', on the ground or the qoolific<rtion nnd the qualifiod boiog 

' unknown ' ; the foUowiog Ttxt proceeds to show that it it • unproven •· 
aloo on the ground or tho tmproi/Cn (un!mown) charoetor of p~~rt or ita. 
IJWftr<U«tn :-

: 
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TEXT (SS). 

VlSUAL Cool'llTfON A..>m TAcrn.ll Coo:stnON ALWAYS Al'PUR Dl7· 

FBRB'NTLY ; TIJlllY OA:NNOT TBERliPORlilllA VE ONE AND THE SA:Mll 

8llliSTlUTmi,-Jl1ST LIXE TIIR CoONmON OF ODOUR 

ANI) OTB'ER TBINGS.-{5S) 

COl\Th!ENTARY. 

In the argument {put for,~ard by t.he Naiyllyiba. un<lor verso 48, above) 

two kinda of thingw have ""-'n mentioned as the 'Subjoet '-'what ;., per

ceptible by two Sen.lie-orgnns' end • what is imperceptible' .- Now as a 

matter of fact, there is no objoot tl1at is know11 (nccepted by all parties) to 

),., ' pereeptible by two Senso-organs ' ; for instance, both Vi8tlal Oogniticm 

and Tacft'k Cognition, are known to 1\ppear in different fonns, r:$1J>6Ctively 

os manifuling th< 13!u• and otlttr Colours and os manifuting l/ardm88, Sojtnu•. 

<Jc. of tJt.o thing• toudl<d.: thus both these cognition• csonot have the 

oame objective,-becaose they appMr M different;- like the Cognitionll of 

·Odour, Taste and other thingw. The argument may be formulated thus :

Any two cognitiom1 apporu·ing in different fot·m.s cannot hn.ve the srune 

objeotive,-like the Cognition• of Odour and Taote,-tJ1e Visual and Tactile 

Cognition.o do appoor in different forma :-l>enoo the attributing of bot.h to " 

fil:i tlgle objoct would be a. direct. contmvention of t.ho snid univerSal prop<ld'4;it,ion. 

-If, even when appearing in differ<'nt £ornlfl., Cognit;ionB '"c.t'O to htwe the 

Oft me objective, then the Cognitions of Colour, Sotmd and ouch div"'*' thingt 

nlso might be regarded as having the oamo objecti,·e ; thio is the ret~aon that 

nrmuls the argument of the Nai!J<illika.-(58) 

(Snya the ]!.'aiyayik<t}-" If th• two Cognition• (Visual nnd Tnctil•} 

e:nnnot ht\YO the smne objoct.ive, th('n how is it t.IHtt• th<'ro is tho 

r<>eognitioo in the fonn thAt' I am tou•hing in the d.ork tbe «n>tt jar thnt 

I bad seen in the light' !._Hence the prop® lion set forth (by the Buddhi.ot} 

is annulled by I nforonce. Tho I nference has boon formulated by Uddyotakara 

in the following form-' 'rbe two Cognition• und& diopute,-tho Visuol 

Cognition and the Ttoetilo Cognition.-ha•e tbo Slime object.-becau,., it 

i• recalled (nlCogniRecl},- liko the Cognition of tbo Blue LoUt8 '."t 

Tho nnswer to this ia provided in tbe following Text. :-

• Tbis diacu..C~~Ion ia a. cloar referenco to N!tova·Srilra. a. 1. t-• Dt1r4lumo· 

.,arMJ.ttllbJ.ycimil-6rtltagmhav6J ' . 
t Thia ia" reference to Ny6Ji<' ViirliL-o, 3. I. I,- 350, Bib. Ind. 
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TEXTS (59-60). 

As A MATTER 011 J!Aat', WHAT DRtNOS AROUT TR& JOINT COGNITION 
(~OLVliD n< REoooNmo:<) IS THE ucr TIL!.T R:E()O()t.-ntON 

CONSISTS IN AN ASSITII!Pl'ION ARISINO OUT OJI THE POTENOIES OJI 
'mE TWO COONTIIONS OONOERl>"ED.-TRUS, SUOR THINGS 

AS WATIIR, FmE .0.'1> TEE LIKE AJU!l NOT' PEI!.OlilPTIJILE 

BY TWO SENSE·Oi\OANS ';AND HENCE TBll PROBANS 

(01! TRE Noiyayika) IS JIOI7ND TO ILI.Vl: ITS 

SllllSTRATOlt 'tn.'PROVEN, !NAmiiSSIJIL"&', 

AS IS INDIOATBD BY TRE ' Vll· 

PROVEN ' OR.ARACTU OF Tl!B 

OBJEOT ITSEU.-(60) 

C011M.ENTA.R Y. 

'Tayo/.1 '-i.o. of the Visual Md Tactile Cognitions as apprehonding (respectively) Oolow only and Touch only;-' Pot=cy' ia ccpacity ;
Oilt of thet capacity aritu the ....,mplion, which constitut-forll\8 tbe 
osaenco of-tho ' Rocogni<ion' (in question).-This shows thet Recognitwn 
ia not ,.,..pliblo; 6tstly, because it ia an -tially wrong cognition, appre· 
bonding aa "'"' whet is really .m oM,-<lnd aooondly, because itll very lll06llce Hos in an a•wmption.-Nor ie thoro any other Means of CoguitiOI\ (available 
tor bringin$ about • valid notion of Recognition) ;fir-ay, beea,..., it apprehends 
whet bel been already covered by previous Cognitions, o.nd as such it opprebends whet hM boon already ~tpprohoudod (and as suoh, ie not of the 
notwe of o. Dirw Valid Cognition) ; and eecondly, because it is 0880nt.ially 
wrong. ll'rom aU this it foUoww thot tbo Rauoo put forward (by the Naiyiiytka)-u B$00.tut tJuJ.re i8 RecognitWn ''- is ~inconclusive'. If the 
validity of Recognition had been eatablishod and admitted, then the Rea.oon 
would not be open to the charge of being ' inconclusive' ; beoe.US6 in ca.ses 
where notions of IIUch things "" the J&r and the like have oppoarod,tQking in, in acoot"dauco with the capacity of tllins-, a common idea of its 
Colour and othor details, -if the Oolow and the Touch have been duly apprehended, eaeh by itseU, by the orgtWI of Viaion and of Touch, then. at eomo 
fut11ro fune, if tho imprOSiions of tho things pel"coivod prosont thelll8elves 
..OOompaniod by aigns indicative of th<lse things, there appoano the notion of 'unity', 'eamenOM •, which is essentially wrongj and is of the naturo of 
' Ramombrance ' (not Di.roct Cognition). It is for this reeson that in tllis 
joint notion, the Colour-Blue,-l.so preoente itseU; though it is not 

... 
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• 
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right tl\8.t the notion of Colour •hould spr-r iu the notion of Touch ; oa 

Colour is perceptible by the Orpn of Vision (not of Touch).-For tb..,. n!MODS, 

lb& only reasonable view i.s what tb& Teechen! have otat&d in the follo><ing 

worda :-' Afte•· one has perooived by tho Vill\lal nod To.ctile OrgnnB, each 

in ita own wa.y, there appMrs, subsequently, a notio1\, joinin.g the two 

peroeptions and apprehending the two objacta conjointly as one nnit; and 

this notion is of tb& nature of R.....,.,ron" •. 

Ob:i&etion-" In case the conjoint entlty (Colour 1\1\d Touch cornbined) 

has been pre,~ously actuaUy perceived, then it would be right to rogard 

this aa &membrotl<lO ; but, you (Buddhist.8) do not admit of any joint ontity, 

-apart from tb& individual things, Colour and the reot,-wbich could have 

been thus previously perceived ; and if Colour and tho rest woro only 

indtviduo.lly perceived, then t.he Remembrance could 011ly be one of • Colour ' 

only, or of 'Touch' only and ao forth, -and not of the 'Jar'; and in regard 

to ·things that have not been previouoly cogni.8ed, there can be no 

Remombranco ;-then how could any Remembrance ntisc in regard to the 

joint entity (ns asaort&d by your Teachers) f" 

Tbis is not ri.ght, wo reply. I t is not aaserted that the joint entity thAt 

is previously perceived is aomething distinct from Colow- and the rost ;

your objection would hold only if the .._,.tion of our Te&chers me&nt tbio ; 

w\ul.t is meant ho·wovc.r is tbo.t those so.me Colour and tho roet, when serving the 

frnitlul purpose of holding water and the liko, come to be collectively called 

the 'J&l"'; and what happe0.8 is that after each of thOM Colour tlnd the 1'6t, 

has boon perceived by mea0.8 of each of their pertinent senso-organs,

thet·e appears, at aome future time, the Remembl't\nco of these under the 

appellation of 'Jar', which boors the impressions of th_o m1.id peroept.ious.

Or the ' Joint Entity ' mey be rogerded ao ' conceptual ', and being of the 

nature of e. • conceptual entity •, as apprehended by ita own cognition ; under 

the circumsta.ncee, why connot. Remembrance of such a Joint El\tity be 

po .. iblo f 

From all this it is clear that tha Reason (put forwerd by the Nlliyltyika), 

- " BuaU8e of lM peculiar o"a-ngeJncnll of ,.,. componem p4rl4 ",-bu 

its aubetr-atum 'unproven'.-" \Vhy sot "-The An.s'ver is--Bv lht ~""'" 

proven' character of tile object iuelj; that io, the object R8 stated by tho Naiy(i

yika. in the form ' perceptible by two senso-org(UlS ~ U. not prot-'Ml-, unknown ; 

and thus the Rouoo having its substratum 'unpro,·en ', becomes itself 

open to the fallaey of being • unproven', 'unknown, Inaclmi&sible '.-(59-60) 

Tbu.s it haa boon shown tl\8t the RA>aaon (pu.t forward by tb& Naiyiiyitu) 

is. • \lnpl'Oven • in three waya--' unproven' regarding ita qualified (aubjeet). 

' Wlproven • regarding the q\aa.lification of that subject, and 'uopro,•en • 

regtlldlng its substratum ; the following Toxt procoods to sbO" ' n fourt.h kind 

of • uuproven·nost' a.s pointed out by tho Teacher :-
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'f EXTS (61-62). 

l N THE OASE OF TEMl'LES A..>m SUCH TBJNOS, TIDl PRESENCE Ol' A PE· 
OULIAR AlUI.ANOEMJ:lNT (OF CoMPONENT PARTS) TS DISTINCTLY PER· 

CBiv-:&D,-PROM WHICH PXROIIPTIO" ;fOLLOWS mE OOG!<mON 
(INnERNTIAL) OF AN INTELJ.IGENT lltJILDER,-EVIIN WRJIN 

NO SUCH BUILDER IS ACTUALLY SEEN; IF, IN THE 
CASB Olt SUCB OnnoTS AS TB:E BODY, TRl! 

MOUN'rl.tll AND 'l'BE LIJ{JI, A SIMILARPEOULIA.R 
ARJI.L'<GElfliNT 011 PARTS WERE DISTINCT· 

LY PBROEIVllD, THEN' IT WOULD BB 
~'OIU<ECT TO DEDUCE l'ROlt TilTS 

PERCEPTION AS THE lUlASON • 
TUE CONCLUSION THAT 

IS DESIRED (BY THE 
Naiydyii-.a).-

(61-62) 

CO:illfEXTARY. 

ThM • pe<:ulinr orrangenumt of ports' which is known.-through offinnative ond nopth·e concomitance,- produced by the operations of an intalligent builder, iu the cn.se of auch tblnga "" the Temple and the like ;-oil the perception of such " pe<:uliar armngernsnt of parts, the noUon ia deduced thAt the Temple ha8 had an intelligent builder, even though no such Builder is, a.ctunlly seen at tbo time ;-if a aimi1n.r • ru.·ra.n.gomont of parbl' woro put forwnrd in connection with •uch • subject&' AA the Body, the Mountoin and so ferth,- then your dosired concluaion might have been proved. Bccauso wlte.n the affirmativo o.nd nogativo coneomit.o.J\CO betwoon a Oo.uSG And nn Effect hns been duly discu.toed, tbat Effect con never fail tn be produced by tbat C.I\UM; for if it did, it would ceaeo tn be the Oau.o.-As a matter of fnct howover, no such • peculiar Q.l':ro.ngo1nent of pa.rt.a ' is ao we11 known o8 r egards tho Tree, the Mountain and ouch things ; all tbat iA known U. only I ho here babbling tbat ' thoro is 1\ll tl.mU>getnent '. A cortnin obnrncter which, by ite very nntur&, stAnds M aometWng distinct. doos not ccnRe to be ao distinct by rnere .._,-uon ; Md if brought forward a. a R.....,n or 'Probens ', ruch a character counot be sufllclent tn prove tho dooirod conclttBion; ns the presence or aueh n. character would not be incompatible even with the contnry ol that conclusion. As for example, when tba clttu'<lctor of ' being a product of Olay ' is brought forwaro 118 a Renoon for proving tbot the Ant hill baa been 'built by tbo Potter •.-such ia tho meaning ol the Text taken a. a whole. 
Tho meaning of the worda of the Te:tt ia now o.xplnined :-From which pi!rcey>tion foUou.•s tJ•• COIJ'lition of an inulligent b11ilder,-i.e. from the perception of 'vhich ' peculiar arrangement' there would follow tba inf.....,co of an int.eJligent conse.-In the ..,,. of •U<h objt<:t1 as 0.. Body, elo. de.;-' Tan" • 
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ia Body ; • .Aga' is mountain, or Tree; the phruo c ond tht, like • includ~ 
suoh t~ aa tho Ocean and so fortb.--4'M condU#ion that i• dui.-.4,
--i.o. tho fact of being tbe work of an intelligent. maker.-' S6tlhana • is 

pn>of.-(61·62) 

Qt.ulio,_" In what way would it be correot" (to drow the dOflirod 
conoluaion) ! 

Tha Answer is provided by the following 'l'ext :-

TEXTS (63-65). 

WJIIIN A OIIRTAIN TBINO IS DEFINITELY REOOONISJI)D, TIIR0110R AFFIRMA· 

TIVB AND NEGATIVE OONOOMIT.&.NOE, AS TIIII Enzor OF A CERTAIN 

0A17SE, TIIIIN, TIIII PERCErTION OF TIIAT El'!'l:OT MVST 1'110Vlil TRAT 

0AVSJI ;-suCH IS THE STANDING LA.w.-TIIII 'PEClJLIAR 

A.Jlll.C;'QEJ<ENT Oi' PARTS' IN SO'CH DIVERSE T.IIJNOS AS THE BODY, 

T1Dl hfOO'NTAIN AND TBE LIKE BOWl!\'EB IS NOT AN EJ'i'ECI' 

Oi' TRIS KIND ; TBERE IS A :>ll!RII ASSERTION TO 'l."IIA.'r 

:n.rEOT.-SV<m A REASON, \VRIIN PO'T i'ORWARD, 

RE~"DilRS TilE CONOLVSION OPEN TO DOVIlT AND 

DmlllAL, AS IT DOES 'IVIIEN I'O'T FORW' ARD FOR 

PROVING TEAT 'THE ANT!JILL IS TlLE WORK OF 

TEE POTTER ' .-(65) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho 'CJ!Od.,-.g. smoke ;-<>/ a certain oowo,-.g. Fire ;-<kfinitdy 
,.ecoont'Hd,-in rognrd to Fire, etc. ;-/M perooplion of tJIIU t./Jt,d,--wben the 
olloot in tho ahope of Smoka is seen. 

"Jf that ia eo, then the same m&y be the cue with the matter unde< 

diaputo alao." 
Tho anawor ia-TM peculiar anon~ llmoo...,., ot.o. 
" If the peculiar arra~ is proved by tho general asoertion, then, 

i t can very well bo put forward as tho Roaaon." 
.ANWf.r-Silch a rea80n, etc.-Such-i.e. based on mere a.s&ertion.-Wor.l: 

of 0.. PoUQ, oto. ;-the reason being ' tho faot of its being a product of 

Clay'. 
Thua thon, the conclusion arrived at is that tho 1 peculiar arrangement ' 

in quoetion i8 ' w1proven •, and as for more c orrangomont ', that. is c incon· 
clusivo '.-{63-66) 

In tho following Text the Opponent urges tbl\t '•bat the Buddhist bas 
put forword ia only a • Futile Rbjoinder' :-

6 
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TEXT (66). 

"WlL\T llAS BEEN' 1'0'1' PORWARD (BY YOU) IS ONLY A 'Fll'l'ILE 
REJOINDER ', AS IT IS BASEl) Ul'ON TUB ASSmtl'TION OF A 

PABTICULAR CBA.RA<7rBR; WlllLE WBAT RAS BBW 1'0'1' 
IIORW ARl> (BY VS, TRB NaiydyilitJ) IS ONLY TllB 

OBNERA.L OllARAorEB or 'EnEOTS '."- (66) 

COMMENTARY. 
"Whtl~ you htlve urged is only a. 'Futile Rejoinder', tb4~ prutieulu 

form of it which is put forwatd 'per pruity of the characler of etloet ' . For 
instance, when it is argued that • Sound is non-etetnal, beeauso it iiproduced ', 
the man putting forward Lite Futile Rejoinder says-' The character of 
~ing prod....a that you put forward as the Roason,-do you me&n this 
chtlracter o.t: (1) oubsiating in such things aa ~bo Jar ? (2) Or M subsisting 
in Sound I Or (3) as subsiatiog in both (Jar Md Sound) I ThejlrBI altcma.
tive is not P*ble, a.s the auboittenee of thia Reason in the subject (of your 
syllogism. Sound) would be 'unproven'; in fa.c~ the ehatactor of one thing 
(theJar)cannotaubaistin another thing (Sound). The second alternative also 
canno~ be MOOpted, a.s thoro would be no Corroborative lll!ltance fulfilling 
the conditions of l.hc Rooson. The third altornr.tive also would bo open t<> 
both tb06o objections. 'l'bit! hM been explained to be an example of that 
Fulilt Rojoinder which is na.med ' Per Parity of the cb4raeter of the effect' ; 
as atetod in tho following words:-' Wben the OonclUBion i.a ebown to be 
not-proved on the ba.si.a of even tho sligbtost deviation from tbo ehara.ctor of 
the Effect, it ia :B'ulilo Rejoi.W. '. 

"In the ease under ooneideration the in!eronce of ~ily is sought 
to be proved on the basia of the generic charaotor of the • Effoot ', not on 
any prutioular BOpect of it. Hence if a Rejoinder is pu~ forward on the 
ba.si.a of tho aaaumption of a pq.nicular ehara.ctor (or aspect),-when the 
Reo.oon or Pt-obons has bMn put forwatd by tbo other party on tha ba.si.a 
of ite g<~nti'Ol character,-t.bia ia a :B'ulilo lkjoi..Ur, named 'per Parity of the 
eb4raetor of Effect'. In abort, thia is based upon the BOswnption of a. 
difleront ohnracter and henoe ia a .Fmilt R<joln<kr."-(66) 

Tho abovo is answered by the following Toxt :-

TEXT (67). 
[IN TRB BXA.)(PLB OF FuTILE REJOlNl>EB OlTBl)) TRB MERE TltiNG (EFFEO'l' 

IN' GENlliUL), AS JIXOLUDED FllOM ALL THAT IS nof tliat Thing (NOT· 
EPGOT), DOES RBA.LLY l'MVE non •. tlernality, ON ACCOUNT 

011 ITS BEING OP THE SAME ESSENOll AS Tl!AT. Bll'l' 
A.S RliGARl>S 1'lDI PRoBANS U'NDBR DISOVSSION, 

TIIERE IS NO RBASON FOR IT J..T A.LL.-(67) 

001\WENTA.RY • 
. Tho tirgumont put forwo.rd above (ngniost which the exo.mplo of Futil& 

Rejoinder bM been cited) ia quit& right and proper ; because tho mere fact 
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of b<>ing nn effw (Product) in General does prove non-eternality (Evaneseenoo) ; 
b&cause between these two there is that invariable concomitance which 
consists in being of the same eaaence.-In the eaoo of the reasoning put forwa.l"d 
(by the Nc.iyuyikt>) however, there is no such reo.son behind t he Probans 
as put forward by the Naiyuyikt>-viz. " Because it is cho.ractorisod by a 
pecu.lia.r n..rrangement of its component parts .. ; specia.ll,y n.s • arrangement 
of parts' in gener<U is n factor the contrary of which is not precluded by any 
incongruity ; hence tho rB<J.ui&ite ' inva.l'in.blo concomitance ' is not a.va.iJnble. 
In fact any such concomitauco in the fortn of 'being produc0d from i t'
on the cognit-ion of which the consequent conclusion could become accepted 
even when ono does not actually perceive the actual ope,t·o.tion or the Cause,
is absolutely "nknown, inadmissible. This is what is meant by the Te."<t.
(07) 

The following te.xt proceeds to show that the Naiyayikt>' s roosoning 
would be open to the fallacy of ' Indecision ' {Inconelus.iv-enos.~). oven ii ho 
gave up the idea of 'concomitance' being of a par ticular kind (i.e. inwriahle) 
and intended it to be in the general form (of mere concomitance in g•nera!). 

TEXT (68). 

A s A MA'l'TEitOF FAetr, T1IE SMOKE TliAT HAS BEEN SEEN TO Bll INVAltt.I.BLY 

CONCOMlTANT Wl'!'ll FmE IS white; AND YET THE )lENTION OF 

MERE ' WBlTENESS ' COULD NOT PROVE T.RE EXISTEN<$ OV 

FmE ; n; IT DID, THEN THAT :&.'OSTENCE COULD BJi 

INFERRED Ev.ElN FBOM mE ' SNOW '.-(6S) 

COMMENTARY. 

" Ho<v is it then that the Futile Re joinder is cite<l t" 
The answer is given in the following Text:-

TEXT (69). 

WREN THE INVAlUABLE CONCOMITANCE (PREMISS) IS STATED IN THE 

gemral FOI.Ut, AND THE OBJECTION URGED AGAINST IT IS ON 

THE BASIS OF A partic•ilar ASFECT OV IT,--'l'REN THIS IS 

SAID TO BE A li'tttik Rejoinder.-(69) 

COi\J.ME])."TARY. 

In a. case where the invariable conc.omit&nco of the Proband tun with the 
Probans is definitely known to be in a. gemr<U way,- speoially by means of 
the right cognition of its absence in the contrary of the ' Subject • ,-and 
yet the objection that is urged against i t is on tlto basis of a particular aspect 
or character (of the Pro"han.s),- then such an objection constitutes a 'Futile 
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Rejoindor '.-In the ease of the reasoning (put forward by the Naiydyiko) 
however, tbo inV1lriable coocomit&nc<> cited is not known to bo in the qenual 
form; the Probons that ha& been objected to as boing 'unproven' is one tbat 
bao been put forward as being coneomitAnt "'it,b a pen.icul&r 'arrangement 
of component parts' ; hence this objection is not of t,be neture of a 'Futile 
&joinder '.-{69) 

If a goooral chnraeter could bring about tho cognition of a thing even 
without being invn.riably concomitant with it, tho.n absurdity could result;
thi.s ia what is ahown in the following Text:-

TEXT (70). 

TIIB )tfllnl OllARAOTE!l OF 'Bfm(O D&'<OTED BY THE TERM Go' 
(All A Ol!NERAL CHARACTER) MIGHT l'ROVB THE 'l'RESENOE Of 

HOII:NS ' Ill' TRE QUARTERS AND O'l'liER TIIIKOS (wmcn ARE ALL 

~ by !M term ' Go '),-ll' TJIE BBAilONINO WERE 

NOT ADOPTED IN A Dll'FBRENT .OIW.-{70) 

OOmiENTARY. 

A.o" mattor of fe.ct, Heaven, Q1141'kr•, Speoclo, Eyu, &y•. Tliun<Utboll, 
Ec.rtlo and Water,_,.ll these things are • denoted by tho term Go' ; if, 
on the basil of tltis general character of 'being do110ted by the term Go', it 
woro aonght to bo proved that a. particular Co'v of variegated colour has 
horns,-thon on the basis of the same chnra.ctor, it would be possible to infer 
/)14 ,,., • ....,of HorM i.n Heaven, e tc. also.-(70) 

Tho following might be urged (by tbe Naiyllyiko) :-" Ail a matter of 
fact., there U invariable concomit.&nce between the charo.ctor of • having a. 
peculiar arrangement of component pnrts' and thnt of ' being produced by 
an intelligent Cause • ,- just 1\S there is between this latter and the character 
ol ' being a Product (Effect)'." 

Tbe anawer to this is provided in the foUowing Taxt :-

TEXT (71). 

lJr rr WERJII'ROVJID B Y SO>tE VALD> MEANS Or CoONlTION THAT THERE is 
AN b.'VABJABLll CoNOOMJTANCE BRTWEEN 1'811 PROBANS Al<D 

TI!JI PROBANDUM (CITED BY TWI Naiy(jyika), TWIN, THE 

CONCLUStON WOULD Bll YOLL..- ESTABLISHED llY 

IIBAilONINO, A..'lD NO ONl'J COULD HA VB ANn'HINO 
TO SAY AOA.Ili'ST lT.-(71) 

COMMENTARY. 

But, aa o. matter of fact, no such Invariablo Ooncomit&nce is proved; 
this ia what tbe Author proceeds to show by tbe foUowing Text:-

• I . 
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TEXT (72). 

BUT TJIE EA."ISTE.'WE Oli' A BEn<G WHO 1S ~ETERNAL, ONE, AlfD THE 

S!JBSTRATlJM OF E1$RN.U. ALL·EMBBACING 0oNSOIOU8NESS,-<JAN 

NEVER BE PROVED; AS THE INVARIAllLE 0oNOOMITANOE 

(l'RE!IIISS) THAT MAY BE CITED WOlJLD Dll l)EVOID 

011 THE PROBANDliM.-(72) 

COMMENTARY. 

What you (Noiyiiyik<>) dooire I<> prove Is, not only that the World btts 

been cr.t&d by an Intolligent Maker, but that it is pree«<ed (produa&d) 

by tbe intelli&ent Entity known as God, who is the Can&& of the whole World, 

being himself one, OUNI<Il and t/10 ••~ of an <ltMI<Jl all·embmci11{1 Con· 
ICiOU8ne8s. In fact, it is thla entity that forms the subjeot of <li•pute. Tho 

oxist6nce of such a Being C.(LMOt be proved ;- why 1-boeo.uso tho Invariable 
Oonoomitence (that might bo put forwnrd 1<> provo Its oxiJitonco) will be lkvoicL 
of 1110 P·robatulum (the ohMactor 1<> be proved) ; for t heoimplo renHOil that any 

positive Oorroborativo Inatt>nco that might be cit&d in tho form of the Jar and 

ouch things would be lacking in tha element of similarity thAt is ... ...,ntial 
{the maker of the Jar not having all the cho.raeter thst i• prodicat&d of God], 

and this would make it impoosible 1<> prove the n_,-y Invariable Oon· 
comitonce between the Probe1111 and tbe Probendum ; as in no psrticular 
Inotanco (of any Product) ia thoro MY in•-ariable concornitt>n<><> between the 

Probl\08 and the character of tho Probi\Ddnm as postulated (by the Nai!J<i· 

!/tka).-(72) 

With a view to showing tbe same, tho following Text proceeds to add tl1o 
following:-

TEXT (73). 

FoR INSTANCE, ALL su011 PRODuCTS AS HousES, STEPS, GATEWAYS, 

TOWERS .U."D TB11 LIRB ABR DEFD-"lTllLY KNOWN TO RAVE BEEN 

l\IAJ)E BY llAKERS WHO HAVE BEEN llANY, AND \VITB 

l"LEIITINO IDEAS.- (73) 

COMMENTARY. 

Furt.ber~ the Probans is not only 'Unproven' nnd 'Inconc.Loaivo ' ; it 
ia also 'Contradictory, ;- th.i.ti lK who.t is shown by tho Author in the fol

lowing Text:-
TEXT (74). 

FoR Tlllil SAllB REASON, TRJI PROBANS ts ..u.so ll:BTttnrENTAL TO wHAT IS 

DESIRED; INASMliOH AS WILI.T IT ESTABLISKES IS [A CAUSE) TRA'f 

JS ).lA.l,"l(, .cm TilE SUBSTRATllY OP FLEETING IDBAS.-(74) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the sam~ reason,-Lo. because the Invariable Concomitance (Prcmis.~) 
is contrnry to the Probandum (which is desired to bo proved).-What tho 
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term 'also ' indicates is t.he.t tho Probans is not only • unproven' and ' incon· 
elusive', os shown above [but it is also 'Contradictory' ].-(74) 

[Says tbe Naiy<lyika]-" The Probans would be 'Contradictory • only 
if it were invariably concomita-nt with tho contrary of the Proba.ndwn ; in 
the case in queation howeve1·, there is (a.~ you say) no invariable concomitance 
even with t·he mere character of • having au intelligent Cause ' ; how then 
could there be any such concomit.anee with any particular form of that 
characteJ.• (which alone could be contrary to tho desired conclusion.) 1 ., 

The answer to this is proYidod in the following Text :-

TEXT (75). 

THE INVARIABLE CONCOMITA .. \''0E TliAT HAS llEEN ASSERTED BJC YOU 

rs ONLY WITH REFERENCE TO THE PROBA.'<DUM IN THE FORM OF 

r THE OHAR.AO'rER OF RAVING AN lNTELLIGEl\"T CAUSE ' j 

A..'ID WE ABt . GOING TO ASSERT lT OLEA.RLJC WITS: 

BEFE.RtNOE TO A SEOOND (DlFPERl!H:<T, OON • 

TRARY) PROBANDUM.- (75) 

COMMENTARY. 

You, Theist, in assortiog tho oxistence of Ood, have set forth an Invariable 
Concomitance in reference to the Probandum in the t;he.pe of ' the character 
of having an Intelligent cause ' ; if that were not so, and if this general 
proposition (premiss) also were not e.dmittod, then how could i t have boon 
possible to prove that all things have God for their Crea.tor ?-Thus then, 
we admit (for tho S!>ke of Argument) the premiss from your view-point
that ' Things have an I ntelligent Cause' ,-<>nd then proceed to show clearly 
the.t yonr Probans is inva.riably concomitant with a particular Probandum 
which is 'Secot\d '--contrary- to tltat part.iculo.r Probandum. which you 
desire to provo ;- this ' Second ' Probandum being ' the character of being 
prooodod (produced) by a person of evanescent and many Cognitions (Idoos) ' . 
-(75) 

Question-" Ho~v 01re you going to show this clearly 1" 
The answer is provided in the following Toxt :-

TEXT (76) . 

FoR US, ETERNAL THINGS OA..~NOT PRODUCE ANY EFI?EOTS, BEOAUSE 

' OONSl!OUTIVB' AND ' OONCO"RRENT ' AOTlON ARE MUTUALLY OON • 

Tru.DlOTORY ; AND IF OBJJi)OTS ARE OONSliCUTXVll, Tll:EP..E 

MUST BE Ta::E SAJ>!ll OONSEOUTlVE~"ESS lN THEIR 

OOG~"lTIONS ALS0.-(76) 

COMMENTARY. 

Any such etor11a! things as God and the lik& cannol produca any ejft.CUt; be
cause in any productive activity of an Eternal Thing, there is incompatibility 
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between 1 Consecutiveness • and 1 Oonourrenoe' ; benoe only non .. eternal 
thin&* oe.o be producti,-e causes ; as it is !.'-alone which go on uncee.siug)y 
changing U~ir aoquential character-of being ,.._"' now and pa# at the 
next moment. Thus it is proved that an Intelligent Maker must. be evanescent. 
end many. 

M rogards tba .......tion (of the Noiyilyi/r4) that "God is endowed with 
eternal and one Consciousness ",-this iA contrary to oU reason; this is 

what ia indicated by tba words • If obfw• aro """"""''""• w:.' (Objects 
being fleeting, evanescent, according to the Naiyayika nlso, their cognition& 
also must bo cvo.neseent ; het\ce thero can bo no otornol cognition or con· 
ooiousne~~s].--(7G) 

Wh~>t has been just nsserted (in the 80001,\d lino o! t bo preceding Text) 
is furtl10t supported by the following Text:-

TEXT (77). 

GoD'S CoGNITION MVST JIB OONSEOUTIVB, 11EOJ.11SB IT IS JU!LATED '1'0 

OONSE011TIVJI OOONl S.t.liLE 'I'BINOS ;--ro&T LDtlol '1'IDI OOGl>liTION 

011 D.evA.DA.TTA A.'<ll OTBl!lR PEIISOllll, llliLATJ:NO TO 

FL.ua: .um OTHER TmNOS.-{77) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thnt Cognition of which tba object is consecutive must itself be con· 
aecutivo; just M we 6nd in the c.,;o of the cognition of D6vndatto and other 
mon pertaining to such things as Flame and the like ;-nnd Ood's Ocgnition 
hns for it.s object only such things ns o.ro conseoutivo, This is " Reason 
bMed upon the n&ture of things. And 1\8 this reasoning ia put for
we.rd only by wa.y of exposing tho incongruity involved (in the Theist's 
Petition), [nnd not ns a formal Inferential A.rgument),-it will not be right 
to urgo agninat it the foot of the Proba.ns boing ' unproven ' (not e.dmitted 
by both parties). Inasmuch as the Oognition of Duv..datto and others 
rolat.ing to ouch thin&* &a • Univers&l ' and the root (which a.re held to be 
eternal) would be devoid of the main cbart.owitt.io of the Probans (...,nu. 
«,..., of !M Objcd),- the instance cited ill that of ~ like the Ji'l.otm (which 
all part.iee admit to be evanescent). 

Quution-" What is the actual proof (argument) which aDDuls (the 

Theist's reaaon.i.np:) ! " 
A~I.f God's Ocgni!ion mani!tlllting itself ia produced by an object 

which is oonsecut.i.ve, then it becomes proved that n must be consecutive; 
-if it ia not ao produced, then, M there would be no proxixno.te contact 
(with the Object and the Ocgnition), God could not cognise the Objoct at 
alt And tho rosult of this would be either thnt Ocgnitions would h&ve to 
bo held "" valid even in the absence o! their objoot, or you would have to 
ronounoo yout· doct~ino (rego.rding the omniscionco of God). There would be 
a further absurdity U1at, in regord to such objoots ns have been destroyed, 
or h&vo not yet been produced, the Ocgnition (of God) would be objoetloss. 
-This ia tho argument that annuls the Theist' a reaaonioga.--(77) 
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It has boon 1188erted (by the Naiyayika, under Text 48 "hove) tha
" Atoms supply tbe corroborative Instance per D;uitnilc.rily [in support of 
the roeaoning thet • the World must have on Intelligent Cause, beenuao it is 
cborMtorised by r. peculiar arrnngement ol component port• ')". 

T he AuU1or proceeds to show in the following Text that the said lnswru:• 
per Dissim-ilaril}/ is one from which the ch3ractor ol tbe Probandum is not 
excluded :-

TEXTS (78-79). 

Tml J.ut .&.."<D OTIDnt T>m!OS A.lQl RBO.utDED BY US 1.8 JorBBJI AGGRE
GATES OF ATO~IS; AND Tllll POTTER AND OTHER Mlrn WBO MAKE 

THOSE THI!IOS Aim ONLY MAKERS 0¥ THE A'~OMS; HENOB TIIE 
CHARAarJ!R THA.l' YOV MEAN TO PRO\'£ (I .B. YOIJ'R PBOBAN· 

DOll) IS l\'OT EXOLVDliD (ABSE~'T) FBO» Tllll ATOll 
WHICII HI.S BEEN O!TED (BY YOU) AS A 0oRROBORA.· 

TIVJ'l lNSTANOB per .Di4simi/aruy.-(78-79) 

COMMEXTARY. 

The • Cornpooito' is going to be denied by ns in detail (under OMptor 10); 
Md it htu alroo.dy in a wa.y boon denied; honce (there bo.ing no sueh compoait& 
whole as the Jar) the Potter must be ~orded as tbo 'maker • of Atoms 
only; and thus the ' character to be proved • ,-that ol being mad• l1y an 
lnUlligem Moloor,-is one that is not excluded from the Atoms, which hav& 
been cited as an 1mt4tl«< per di••imilarity; <1nd thus the Ool"I'Oborali.,.Imtance 
per Di.osimilc.rily thnt hM boon cited (by the T heist, in support of hill 
ronsouing) is found to bo opon to the defeet that the cbaroctor ol the Pro
bRndwn is not t.bcent from it (and hence it cannot_,. as an insta""" por 
4iuimil<Jrily].--( 7 8· 7 9) 

Tha following might bo urgod :-"If 'vhat we had desired to prove were 
\be parlieulor phaao of any character, tbon tbe Oorroberativa Inatance per 
Similarity cited by us (in U.. form of the Jar) might have boon opon to the 
doloct of being dovoid of tho clulra<ttr IOU{JIIl lo ~ prove<l (Probandum) ; 
as je is however, what we nro 8C6king to provo is only tho general ohorncter 
of ' being produced by an Intelligent C..uso ' ; and whon that Goner"! thesis 
has boon proved, then, by i.mplieo.tion, God bocomoo proved aa tha Cause 
(Maker) ol tbe Tree and other thiugs. Potter, etc. cannot be tho maker 
of theo;o things, aa they ....., of the Jnr and such other thi.ugs; bocnuse th& 
General chara<:tcr is fur~er specified by & particular chnractoristio. For 
instance, in the """" of auch things as tbe Tree and tbo like, it ;. not 
poMible that there abonld be any other Maker ; and the implication of this 
r&COgni.sed fMt ;. that, evon without tho opocific mention of a particular 
cht>rnctor (of the ~{aker), it ib God alone thnt comes to be reeognisod M tho 
i\laker of thcso things." 

The answer to this is supplied in thn following Text:-
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TEXT (80). 

IF THE OHAR.AOTl!:lt OF ' BEING PRODVOl!:D llY AN INTELLIGENT CAUSI! ' 

IS MEANT TO BE PROVED ONLY IN A GENI!RAL FORM, THEN WE 

HA. VE NO DISPUTE WlTB: YOU ; AS ALL DIVERSl'l'll' IS 

DUE TO AOTIONS.-(80) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is as you now explain, then your argument is open to tho objection 
of being fuWo-aeeking to prove what is already admitted by aJI parties.
" How so ? "-Because all dive;r8ity,-i.e. the diverse ehatactor of the world 
that exiats.-is due to ActiOM,-i.e. brought about by common and u.ncomrnon, 
good and bad, deeds. Hence men performing the good and bad actions, who 
are aJI intelligent beings, become the cause o£ all thia. And (in thia form 
we a.lao accept the general propo.<;ition that 'Things are produced by Intelligent 
Causes '); so your argument becomes 'li.ltile '.-(80) 

1£ (in order to avoid this) it be held that " the proposition sought to 
be proved is in a particular (not the General) form ,.,-tbeu the answer ia as 
given in the following Text:-

TEXT (81). 

IF WlJAT YOU Sl!EK TO l'ROVB IS THE FACT TILI.T THE WORLD IS CREATED 

BY A 0AUSl!: WliO IS ONE AND WliOSE CoNSCIOUSNESS IS l!:TERNAL, 

-THEN THERE IS ABSENCE 011 TliE PROBANDUM (IN TliE 

INSTANCE) ; ..U."D IT IS 'INCONOLVSIVB ' ALSO, SINCE 

sv~ TBINGS AS TirE HousE AND = LIKE ARE 

liOVND TO Ill!: MADE BY SEVERAL MAXERS.-(81) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though this has been &!reedy explained under Text 73 above, yet it is 
asserted again with a view to el:inebing the argumen~-Tho compound 
'NityaUwlnddhipurvalvam • may be token to mean either ' produced by 
one who is eternal and has a. single Consciousness ', or ' pl'oduced by ono 
whose Consciousness is eternal and ono' .-Absence of t116 Probandum ;-i.e. 
in wha-t bas been cited as the Corroborative Instance per sim-ila-rity ;-also 
I incondu.titJtnt$8 J .-i.e. of tM Probans-( this has to besupplied).- 11 How ? n 

- The answer is-Since .tucl• things as the Howe·, etc.. etc.-(81) 

It has boon asserted (by the Theist, above, tutder Text ~9) that "The 
material Cause oi the Tree and other things is cont•·olled by an Int.clligent 
Being, etc. etc." 

The an.CJwer to these arguments is given in the following Text :~ 
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TEXT (82). 

AGAlNST TRE OTIIER RllASONI!<GS (OF T1111 Tll'fliST) A.LSG, TDIS SAME 
ORtTroiSM MAY BE URGED mul!>tia mut!>ndi.l ; SO~fll GTirnR 

CRITICISM ALSO IS NOW BtTt!O BRIEFLY SET FGRTII.-(82) 

COM~fENTARY. 

A& agoiost the reoson 'Bcco&Ut IAey Aa~ colour, etc.', this ume criticism 
.may be urged : Thu "'""'·-follows :-(G) His Unpro-; (b) as thM6 is 
no Invariable ConcomitAneo, i~ io lfi<OPidruioo; (e) if then i.o Invariable 
{)onoomiUnce, itisOonlrodictortf; (d) the Inst.snceisdevoid of the Probandum; 
(e) if tha Conclusion is moant to be genera.!, it is /tdik, and 110 forth.-For 
inat..noe, that pruonco of Colour, ot.o. which is controlled by an ln~lligent 
Controller is not admitted .. boing prooont in the Tree, eW.. ;-mero • presence 
or Colour • by itself is no~ invariably concomit..n~ (with the Probandum) ; 
J1onoo tho Probans is lh<:onolusiw; if thoro is invariable c.oneomitanco, then, it 
bocomoe conlradictory, M proving a conclusion contrary to t.ho ono desired ;
the Oorrobortllive 17>4~ ptr llmilarity is devoid of the Probendwn, as no 
coocomi~noe is admitted with the characw of ' being controlled by an 
ot.eroal and ono ln~lligont Being • ;-if the eonclnsion is meo:ot to be in the 
ge....W form, then the argument is fwik ; if it is meant to be .,-ifie, then it 
l.o in<»nd"'i"" (Doubtful), the oontn>ry being found to be the cioae with such 
things a.s the Ja< and the Uko.-ln this same manner, tho criticism may 
be applied to the othoc r.....,nings also.-(82) 

Another reason has boon put forward (by the Tlulist, under Toxt 50)
.. beenu.so they operate int.errnittently [nil such Cousoo aa Morit, Demerit 
nnd Atoms must he controlled by an Int.elligont Being] ". 

Against this an nddiUonal objection is put forward in the following 
Toxt :-

TEXT (83). 

' l!."TBR!o!IT'rEl>"T AoriON • or ATOMS A.ND O"r.IIE& CA.USES IS nol F<>Ven 
(ADMITTED); AS TH'flRll IS 'PERPETUA.L FLUX', ALL TlltNGS ARE 

UNDERGOING DESTRUCTION EVEBY MOMENT ; IT IS ALSO 
'INOGNOLUSIVE ' IN RliFElUINOE TO THAT SA.MII (GOD), 

AS Hls AOI'IVITY ALSO IS OONSEOUTIVII (lll!NOB 
ll!TER)!n'TENT).-{83) 

OOIDIENTARY. 

As a matter. of fact, all things (according to us) disoppoar immediately 
.on appearance, and they do not rerno.in in existence even for a eingle moment; 
how tbon can the action of thC>M be ' in~rmittont • ! Thl.o Roaaon therefore 
js ono th;at is 'unproven, inadmissible', [OJ;' your Opponent.. It is al8o •tn.con .. 

.• 
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d..,;,.', inrejere""l<> ""'"'mo-Ood; as God also operata only intermittently 

over things which appear conaooutivoly ; and yet Ho is not controlled by an 

Intelligent Being; for if Ho \VOro, thon there would be no need to posit such In· 
.telligont Oontrollers.-If tho Roo.son be meant to be qn~li6ed by tho qualif)~ng 

phrase 'being insent-ient' ,-as hM been aotua.Uydone by Pnu:!&aatamali,-even 

eo the 'inconclut;ivene!i.fJ' remains unavoidable; a.s the oxoiU.!Jion of the eoll

tro.ry of the Probandum romaina doubtful. T hat lWMon a lono ean be regarded 
411 logieal whioh serves to oxoludo tho Probans from tho contrary of the Pro· 

bl\ndum ; that however which does not entirely set OJ!ido all doubt of tho 

p..-noo of tho Probana in tbe oontra.ry of tho Probandum,-ven if put 

forwvd,-is as good u not there (i.e. ineffective~ Furtbor, even with the 
uid qualiJication, tbe ~n ramaln.o open to the afo.--id defects of being 

' unproven' and the reat.-(83) 

As rognrds tha nrgumont (put for.~ard by the Theist under Text 51, 
;above) that-'' At tho bog'i11nin.g o£ Creation usa.ge n.mong men Inust h.o,ve 

boon duo to. the teaching of other porsons, etc. eto. "-it is ntaworecl by the 

following Text :-

TEXT (84). 

AGOOlU).ING TO US, A.T DISSOLUTION, PERSONS DO NOT OOlM'I!\"UE TO 

MXA.IN WITH ALL OONSOIOOS~'ESS AND JOl)tOR't COMPLETELY 

LOsr; BECAUSE TBJIY .UE BORN IN EFFULGENT RBGIONS, 

AND FROM TRESE LATTER TKEY ARE BORtf AOA.IN IN 

TinS WORLD.-(84) 

COMMENTARY. 

In TGXt (51) tho Thoiat bu used the qualifying ph.r880, 'when thoy 
beCome awakened to oonteiouaneas ' ; but such a qualification is absurd. 

-a-uae under our theory, it ~ not true that at Dillaolution, thoro remain 

Peraona wioh all consciouaneu and memory lost and \vith all orgawo enfeebled ; 
what happens is that they are born in Luminous Regions, in coleoHal bodiM, 

ondowed with superior forms of clear consciousness ; those however who ba.ve 

etill got to expiate their K<>rmio ret~idue through the fntition of particularly 

sinful and other doods become born in other material regions ; 80 that even 
at tho timo of tho future ovolution of the world (following after Dissolution), 

thoao l':lame persons fall down lrom tho Luminous and other rogioll8 and 
bGcome born in thi.$ world,, without losing all conscioueneu and rn.emory. 
Hence nny such qualification aa ' when thoy become subsequently awakened 

to conac.iousness, is ablurd. 
Further, t.be ~n put forward is also a inconclU8ive ', because itA 

abaence from tho contrary of the Probandum i.• doubtful. And if all that 

ie meant to be proved is tbe fMt of • being p~ed by tho teaching of othar 

persona ',-then tbe argument ~ • Futile ', as all parties ore ogreed that in 

the matter of llSage, which ia boginningless, dependence on mulu<>l teaching 

18 inevitnble.-If then what is meant to be proved is tho faot of its being 
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'preoodcd by the tcaehing of the particular person o&llcd God', then the 

R.lo.son put f0rw11rd is ' Jnoonc\usivo' ,-becauseas I> mAtter Of met., it iBACtuaJly 

pa;siblo in other ways also (without ouch teaching). The Corroborative 

Instance Al8o, in thi• 0680, would bo devoid of the Prob..ndum. This 

hAs alre11dy been urged before as a gonorol defect (in the Thoi3t's arg<t

ment).-(8f) • 

The following Text ~ to ahow thet the ~n put forward is 

a.Lso ' Contmdlctory ' and t.he Conclusion is contrflry to the Theiat'e own 

doctrines :-

TEXT (85). 

THE.'< AOAIN, T1IE 'TEA01111BSBII'' OB A J>!Ol!TBLESS PEBSON CAN OllLY 

BE A UATTEB 011 BLI!ID IIAITH; GOD'S 'MOUTBLESSNESS' IS l'ROVBO 

BY Hls HA VINO NO BODY, ON AOOOllNT 01! THB AliSBNCE IN HIM 

Oil' MERIT AND DEHERIT.-(85) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it wtt·o possible for ttBAgo to bo proce<lcd by (duo to) Cod's tooolting, 

then the Raa.son might not be 'ContrA.dietory •; as it. ia however, God.ha.ving 

no mouth, it is not pouible for Him to be a tMdtu; and the fact o! His 

having no mouth is J"'t>O<l by Hil ha~ing no body,-i.e. booause He is do,·oid 

of a bcdy.-Quulion--" But how do you know that Ho hM no body ! "

A118Wei'-On auotutl of IIlo ablenct in. Him of ,,ftrit and Dtrntrit; thl\t is, in 

God thoro is no Merit and Demerit, which are the o&uscs of Souls having 

bodies. This has ltetn thuo declared by Udd!{OU>Itom :-'Proof io available 

for the p..-noe of Intelligence in Cod, bu~ there i• no proof for lite preoon"" 

of 5Uch quolitie6 as Merit and tho reot '. •-Thus tho 'te~~<:hership' of God 

being imposs:iblo, \l.SI.l,ge co.nnot bo attributed to His tcaching ; what is 

inclicatcd i• only the foot of it.o being duo to the tetlohing of aomo pet·son• 

other th&n God; and thus by discllrding wba.t is dOAircd to be proved, the 

R<lason bocomeo ' Oontradie>tory '. 

Even if God's ''"""hership' i& admitted, the doctrine that Ho i& 

' mouth lea' becomes nbftndoned ; and in. this wo..y tho conclusion bocomes 

contrary to tho Theist.'e own doctrine. 

A• r•gords the nrg<unent-' The t~~onifellt consi•ting of tho PrimAry 

Ele.mnta and the rest boing controlled by ftn Intelligent Controller, ete. otc. • 

(put forward by UddyolalcatO, in NydyauiirtiL-a, p. 463, and quoted in t110 

1't:a 52),-it can be shown that the Roo.•ons cited there ~>lso, "" bolore, 

are (a) 'inconclusive', ns thore is no proof ngainst n.. contrary conclus ion,

( b) • futi le', if the rGMOn is moout to be stated gentrally,-Md (o) if it i~ 

• Thit io an OJWlt quotation from tho N!fii!J"''Urlil:a, p. 48$, U. 12 d . ..,., Bib. 

Ind. Ed .• with this alight diffe-reneo t.hat for • Sallvt• in tb& presen~ conte.:ct,. 

Nytlyo.tJIJrlika bu ' Stmlbh(u:l '. 

.• 
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meant to be particulor, then. t ho Oorrobora.tivo Inetonoo cltod is devoid of 

t.he Probandum.-{85) 

Hl'ving refuted in detail the arguments put forwud for proving the 

-exiatenee of God, th.e following Tooot proceeds to urge the defoets in the 

In.vru·lablo Ooncomit.o.t\C& (Premiss, on which the Theist bnsefi his n.rgum.ents), 

and thereby to establillh his own view :-

TEXT (86). 

IN ALL 1'HE All011lLBN'TS, Till! L'<VARIABIJI CoNOO.Mri'ANCJI (PREMISS) JS 

CONTRARY TO 1~.r.ERL~(2 ; ANt> THERE CAN BE NO Th'"VAJUABLB 

CONCOIDTANOE OF THE PROBANS ON TUB BASIS Of A 

CONTRARY (FALSB) OIURACTER.-(86) 

COMMENTARY. 

ln every one of the o.rgurnents put forward (by the Theist), the lnvari&ble 

'()oncomitance that ha$ been cited aa between the Probans nnd the Probe.ndum, 

is coni1'CJJY to Injerenc6,-.as is going to be e>..--plo.inod lo.ter on. 

Quulion-" Why is not t-his 007111'(lrinu• to Ifl/t,...nct urgod against the 

conclusion (of the Tl>ei.ot)?" 
A_,.._It would bo so urgod if the conclu.•ion formed part. of the Proof 

(Roo.sonin.g). As a matter of fact however, t he Conclusion dOCWJ not, either 

directly or indiroetly, form part of the proving of tho Probandum; hence 

when what is going to be done is the urging of objootions against tho proof 

of tho Probandum, if the party urged the defects in the Conclusion, he would 

be<>Omo eubject w tho Clincher or • Urging whnt is not a defect'. It is for 

thi.o r&Mon tbet in eonnectioll with the otatement of proofs, the defects of tho 

<Jonelusion •llould not bo urged. If in some caoea, n defoet in tho Conclusion 

is actually urged, tho•o nlso it should be taken ao ht>ving been tLl'god only 

for the purpose of demolishing tho IllvMinble Conoomitane<>.-Or such 

instancoe may be regarded as pooaible only in """"" whore the Conclusion 

alone haa been asserted (without any reasoning in eupport of it). 

Qmstion--u Even o.t the time tho.t the Invariable Concomitance is put 

forward, how can thoro be contrariness to lnjf/f'enco ? '' 

.Amt.Udr-Thue can be no invariable. con.GOl'nilanu, etc.-'Oontrary dl.a.ra.cler' 

-i.o tbet which is opposod ro all Meana of Valid Oognition, falH ; aa such a 

character would be impoesible (..on ut), an invariable conoomit.anco with it 

would be impossible; C&l'ta.inly there can be no inv&riable concomitance with 

what does not exiat.-(80) 

Quution--" Whet i.o that lt~f<Nnco by which th.e Invariable Coneomit.anco 

is annullod ? " 
The answer is provided by tbe following Text:-
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TEXT (87). 

Goo CA."NOT B£ TBB CAusE oP BoR..~ TRINos,-BEC&USB HE IS 

HntsllLl' DBVOID OF BIB1'li,-LDQ: TB1' ' SlrY·LOTUS '. 0Tu:s.Jt.. 
WISE, A.LL THINGS WOULil COME INTO EXISTENCE 

SL\!ULTA...'<l:OIISLY.-(87) 

COMME>'<TA.RY. 

That which iB itself devoid of bil:eb canooe be tloo cM•~• of anything ; 
-&A ilie • Sky-lotus •,-God u,· devoid of birth ;-'-hooce tho proposition 
thnt Ho ia tho ca\180 would· be contrary to tho UniverMI Prcmi88.- This 
argument ia mennt only to indicate an nbourdity in tbo doctrine of tho 
Opponent; hanco it is not open to the objection tlmt tbo robet.rotwn of its 
~n (Probans) is • UtlptOven ' . 

OthuwiH, aU thifl41 tDOuid """14 into .,.;.u"" rirnultanooouly ;-whnt U. 
meant io tba~ i! t.bc O..uae were one whooo efficiency il never obstruc!OO, 
then all things would oome into existenoe llimultaneoUJly,--cxoctly liko 
t~ which are admitted to be produced at one and tliAl Mmo tirru!. 

Thil. orgwn..nt io tbe proof tbet ennui& the InvariAble Concomitanoe or 
the Thoirt, Or this mAy be takon nwely as rtoting the ..,...., of what has 
bean aoid before. 

The abourdity {involved in the Theiet.'a position) ia to be shown in iliu, 

manner r-Wben the Cause is present, in ita complete form, then the Efteot 
muat nppco.r 08 a matter of co\lt$8; just liS i t is found in tbo onsc of tho Sprt>W 
which appeo.ra aa soon ae the final stage boa boon rOMhod by the cause.! 
conditioiUI conducive to ie ;- now under ilie d.octrino of tho Theist, ae God, 
tlto cnnso of all things, would a.lwaya be thoro and (reo £rom dofeot&, all 
things, the whole world, should come into existence at once. 

The following "rgument might be urged :-"God il nob the only Oa.use 
(of all thin&al; in fact what He doee H o does through tho holp of such 
au.,ilia.ry ea..- aa Me...U a.nd t.bc rest,-God Himself being oaly tba Efficient 
{Oootrolling) Oa.uee. So that so long a.s Merit a.nd the rest are not there, the 
' C..use' of l~ cannot be said to be preaant thor& in it& eftlciant form." 

This ;. not righe ; if there is help tbet baa got to be rendered to God 

by the Auxiliary Oa.usea,-then alone could H& be regardod "" dependent 
upon their aid; aa a matter of fa.ct however, God ;. eternal and 8R nothing 
""" introduce into Him any efficiency that is noe ~here tJteody. there can 
be no help tbet He should receive from the Awcilio.ry Oa..-; why ilion, 
should He nood such auxiliaries as are of no use to Him 1-Purthor, oven 
thMe Auxiliary Oauses,-nll of them should have ilioir birth subject to God 
and a.s auoh, they ahould bo nlw"ya near Him. Thua, how can our Roa.son 
be rogardod aa 'unproven, ?- Nor is our R·en.son 1 inconclusive' ; for if 
that wore so {doubtful), then thoro would be no 'Porroot {doleotleea) Oe.uso • 
at all {of things). U than, the Perfect Ca.u.se itself nevor coono into existence, 
than iliore would be no birth (production) of nnyiliing, 08 the • absence of 
Perl&ct Cause ' would Alwa.ys be there. 



DOCTRINE OF ' GOD 1
• 9& 

UddyOU>kara has argued as follows • :-"Though the CauSG of Thinga. 
XU\med 'God' is eternal a.nd pet·feet and always present, yet the producing 
of things is not simulta.neous, because God always acts intelligently and 
purposely ; if God had produced t.hings by His mora presence, without 
intelligence (or purpose), then the objection urged would have applied to our 
doctrine. As a matter of fact however, God acts intelligently; hence th& 
obj&etion is not applicable ; s~cially as God o~rntes towards Products 
solely by H is own wish. Thus our Reason is not lnconclu8ive.,. 

This is not right. The activity and inactivity of things are not depon· 
dent upon the wish of the Cause ; only if i t were so that the appearance of all 
Effects would not be possible, evanin the oonstant presence of the untrammelled 
Cause in the shape of God, simply on aoooWlt of His wish being nbsant. The 
fact of the matter is that the appearance and non·appearance of things are 
dependent upon the presence and absence of due efficiency in the Cause. For 
insta.nce, even though a man ma.y h1>ve the wish, thiugs do not appe&r, if he 
has not the efficiency or power to produce them; and when tbo CanfSG in the 
form of Seeds has the efficiency or faculty to produce the Spt·out, the Sprout 
does appoor,-even though the Seed has no wish nt a.ll. If tl1en the Cause 
called • God ' is always there fully endowed with the clue untratlUlllllled 
effieiency,-M :S:e is at the time of the producing of a particular thing,
then why should 'things sta.nd in need of Hia .,;vish, which ea.n serve no purpose 
at all ? And the result of this should be that all things should ~>p~ar 
simultanoously, at the same t ime as the appearance of any one thing.
Thus a.loue could th& untr!mlmeiied causa.! efficiency of Gcd be shown, if things 
were produced simultaneou.'ily. Nor can God, who catUlot bo helped by 
other things, stand in need of anything, for which He would need His wish. 

Further, in the absence of Intelligence, thare can bo no desiro for any· 
thing else,-and tho Intelligence of God you hold to be eter!Ullly uniform ; 
so that, even if God acted intelligently, why should not there be n simul· 
teneous production of things ? Because lil<e God Himself, His Intelligence 
also is always tbere.-lf then, :S:is Intelligence be regarded as evanescent, 
even so, it must eo-exist with God~ o.nd its presence must be a.a constant as. 
God Himseli; so that the objection on tl>at scora remains in force. 

Th\tS the addition of the qualification~ in tho form 'because of God's 
Intelligence ' ,-turns out to be futile ; and our Reason is not ' Inconclusive' . 
Nor is the Reason • Contradictory •, because t ho Pl'oba.ns is present in a ll 
eases of th& P robandum. 

And yet the production of things is not found to be simultaneous ; 
bene& the conclusion must be contrary to that desired by the Theist.. 

The argument may be formulated · as follows :-' When a certain thing 
is not found to be produced at a certain time, it must be taken to bo ooe 
whose Cause at that time is not untrammelled in its efficiency,-as is found in 
the case of the Sprout not appearing whil& the Seed is still in the granary ;-

• These aro not the exact words of the Nydya1."drt.ika; it ia a. po.rapbro.se of 
what has been t.here said under Swro. 4. 1. 21, p. 466, I. 8, and p. 467, 11. 10 e<. 
G«J., Bib. Ind. Ed. 
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it iJ found that at tha time of the appearance of one tiUng, the whole World 
i$ not produced,-hence what has t-n steted (by the Opponent) o.s n uni· 

vorsal propoeition iJ not found to be tn&e. 

ThiB argum«>t canno• be regarded 03 • fut.ilo •, beca\110 it bo.s been 
shown tl&at if Ood were tbe Cause of things. then it would be impoe&ble 
to regard tbo Ca\11!6 of thin&s to be lramn&dlod in any way.-(87) 

The follo,viog Text sets forth lldlother argument (against Theism) :-

TEXTS (88·89). 

THINGS THAT AIIE llORN CONSECUTIVELY CANNOT HAVE Qoo FOR THEIR 

0A11SE,--JVST LIKB THE NOTIONS OF FOOLtSH PEJISONS A.lUSINO 

PROM THE SA.lD REA.SOl!o'll<OS (OP TIUI T'lllJIST).-lF 

TBOSJ (NOTIONS) ALSO A.RE PROD110BD BY GoD, THEN THR 

ADDUCING 011 Pl!OOirS (IN S11PPORT Olf THEM) SK011LO 

BE USl>I.ESS; BBOA1JSE OP {Rrs) ETERNALITY; AND 

AS R£ W011LD BE BEYOND RIUI'EDY, TIIB 

SMD STATEll10<'1' COULD RENDER 1<0 

:RELP.-{89) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho 'n.otion.t'-l.e. the definite conclusio~ts-derivcd from such reasonings 
~ ' because characterised by a peculiar arrnngolnont o£ componont part&, 
nod tho reot,-rolating to the object sought to be provod,-ppOMit>g in the 
minds of thooo fooli•h perso718 who ara l<cen on proving Qod as the Onuoo 
of the World. 

Objection-" AB a matter of fact, tho said reasons tuwo all been shown 
to be invalid and beaot with fallacies that have t-n pointed out; and hence 
no eonohwvo not.ions could be derived from them, regarding what iJ dosirod 

to be proved; and under the circumstancee, there collld be no Oorrobor&tive 
Ins1<1noo in oupport of the reasoning hero oot forth (by y\lu)." 

The~ iJ tn•o ; thet iJ '"hy the Texo bo.s uood the term '/oolioh ,.,..,.. ' ; 
foolish pooplo are not capabl& oi di.scriminnting the validity of Proofs, and 
henoe they derive <heir notions from invalid premisses aloo. 

"Evon 10, tbo C'.orroborntivo In.sta.noe WO\IId remain devoid of the· 
Probendllm; boca\11!6 ' tha notions of foolish persons ' aLso are aeceptod by 
us aa having Ood for thoir efficient Cause." 

An.~WCr-IJ tllue fl()lions also, etc.-Phue ttotionf,- i.o. the notions of 
fooli&h p0l'80I\8; if t hese also are hold to be jll'Oduced by Ood,-then th$ 

adducing of 'J>riXJ/ a should be weleaa ; t lu. putt-ing !or word of reo.sorlb would be 
ontiroly uteloos; i.e. because they would all be producod from God Himself. 

"Ood wot~ld he the produoor of the said notions, through the help of the 
statement of proofa,-..d not by Himself alone; so that tho Mid stotement 
would not bo useless." 
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Amwer-B=!Ue of Hi8 ete=lity ;-if the stat.ement of proofs served 
to remove God's in.officie.nt cbara.ctel.· and render it efticient,-then it could 
be helpful to Him; but inasmuch as God is et.erual and hence His character 
cannot be liable to removal or production, He could not be helped 
by anything; ao that the stat.ement of tbo proof cannot be of any use to 
Him.-{88-89) 

Further, even in the absence of Onuses with perceptible efficiency, you 
postula-te the CQ.USQ] character of God, whose efficiency is never perceived; 
- and this lands you in absurdities; because even aft.er having a<;SUJned s;uch 
a God, you might "" well llSSume even such (absurd) things as the 
J;IM~aka and the like (!), as there would be no difference between such 
thingsaudGod.-Tbis is \Vhat is shown in the following Text, '-

TEXT (90}. 

WHEN YOU HAVE SEillN THAT A CERTAIN TBING EXISTS. ONLY WHEN 

OEll.TAXN OTHillll. THINGS EXIST, AND NEVRR \VlDIN THESE DO NOT 

BXIST,~HEN, IB YOU ASSUME A CAUSE l10It THE PORMBR, 

OTHEll. THAN THESE LATTEll.,- HOW CAN YOU AVOID 

FALLING L>;TO AN infinite regress 1-(90) 

COMMENTARY. 

A '11at' hllS to be added after 'bh<lvaddr,ant ', 'seen by you'. lf 
you as8u?ne a Causa other than tJ~e ;-i.e. a. Ca-use other than those whose 
efficiency ha.s boon perceiv&d (by the positive and negative concomitance 
spoken of).-{90) 

It hllS been argued (in Text 54) that " the faet of His being the creator 
of e.ll things having been est.eblished, His omniscience is proved wit.hout 
<>ffort ".-The answer to this is provided by the following Text,_ 

TEXT (91). 

BY TRill n.EBUTATIOJ>T OF GoD's C&:eATO:RSHIP, Hrs o MNrsonu,oE ALSo 

IS UNJ>E:RS'l'OOD TO BE SET ASIDE BY TRill SAME ; AS rr IS ON THE 

STRENGTH OF ' CREATORSHIP ' THAT THE ARGUMJINT FOR 

' 0)!NISOIENOE' HAS BEEN BASED.-(91} 

COMMENTARY. 

You regard God to be omniscient only on the strength of His being the 
Creator of all things ; hence by the refatation of His Oreat<wship, His 
omniscienco also becomes set aside' without effort '.-(91) 

7 
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Admitting (for 111gument's sake) the ,·alidity of tho Theist's MglUnenls, 
tbe following Texta prooeed to point out another objection:-

TEXTS (92·93). 

You& RJIASONISGS l!AY NOT BE BESET WITH Tliiil DERECI'S URGED ABOVE; 

AND Ym THE CREATOR CANNOT Bl!l OM, BEOA.t1S» TIIll F ALSITY 

0~ SUOII A I'ROPOSlTION HAS BE&.'>: SIIOWN AllOVE ; .U.'D WREN 

Tliiil 0 N»NESS 011 THE CREATOR IS NO•r !'ROVED, WHEREIN 

COULD ' Oli!NISOIENOE ' SUBSIST !-(92·93) 

COllMENTARY. 

'l'llo tkfec44 urged o~ding with ' being contrary to Inference ' 
(Text 88). 

Tbo upehot of tho whelo is as follows :-Though it may be true thot tho 
reasonin&a put forward succe«i in establiahing on Intelligout Creator of 
8UCb t.hinga ao tho Body, liount<Uns AJ\d ao fortb,-yM it is by no moans 
C«1ain thAt the O..tor of ono particuJ ... t.hiug is tho wne u that of 
anothor thing; bocauso it is quite possible that ooeh effect may luwo its 
own oeporate O..uao (O..tor); in fa<>t, in tho caao of IUCh things as tbo House 
BJ\d tho like, it is found that thay e.ro mado by many persona ; bonce it is 
not po""iblo to 011toblish thot there is only ono Cr~tor lor rul things. And 
under th& c.irow:nst.anC(>8, how can ' om.niscienco • be rogo.rdod as proved ? 

P·ra6h<ulanuul lms put forward tho following nrgumont for proving a 
aiuglo Orootor :-" All beings, from Brabma. down to tho Pi&M.ch<J rn\1.9t h4vo 
ovor thom a single Ali·Superior Boing,-hcooU80 1>mong thomsolvos thoro MO 
found to boo! varying grades oi superiority ;-in the ordiMry,vorld it is found 
that \Vhore thoro aro aoveral persons of varying gradee of superior ity, thoy 
aro nlways undor the sway of OM Suporior Being; e.g. the controllers of the 
Houae, tho village, the city and the p«>vinoe aro all undor one Sovereign 
Emperor of tho ent.ire world; and all auob boios- .. aorpents, R6~, 
Y~ and auch other beings are possessed of varying gradeo olauporiority 
among thomaolveo ;-from these facts we aro lod to think that all u.- also 
aro undor ono Controller in tha shape of God". 

If what ia meant to be p«>vod is that all theee Boinga aro ' controlled ' 
by God,-thon tho Roe.son put forwa.rd is ' Inoonoluaive ' ; as thero is no 
valid reason for precluding the contrary conclusion ; opecWiy as no InVMinble 
Conoomil6ooo is ndmit ted. Tho Corrobora~ivo Inatonco nloo ia foWld to be 
devoid of thoProbondum.-II from tho mere fllCt of thoro boing r. Controller, it 
is moont to prove thal> the Control is o.ctut\lly i>horo,-thon tho argument is 
futile; na wo also nccepl> the fact that the 'Enligl\tenod Ono ' {Buddha), 
who wao tbo creot-jewel of tho entire univorao, did o.ctunlly control the 
entire world, through His mercy; by virtue of which nil good men of the 
present do.y also attain prosperity and Ultimate Good. 
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The same writer (Praslw8tamali) has adduced the followit>g further 
argmuent :-" All the Seven World< must hn,ve been created by the intelli· 
gene& oi tl> 8inuU Being,-becauJ~o they &re all includ&d under oue ' Entity ', 
- just like tl1e several rooms of a House; we find tha..t all the rooms of a 
House aro built by the intelligence of a $ingle architect; in the same way all 
the seven worlds are included Wlder the one universe ; hence it is concluded 
that these must be the crootion of the Intelligence of o. single Creator ; and 
the one Being by whose intelligence all tl1ese ha.ve been crtoatod is t11e Blessed 
Lord. the one .Architect of the 'n•holo ortiverse ., . 

'l"ho Probans of this reasonlng is 'unproven • (not admitted); thero is 
no such thing o.~ a. 'single universe' or a 'single houso' ; such names have 
been given to corto.in thil1gs only for the purpose of sinlplifying busine<s· 
transnctions.-For this samo reo..sor1 tho Co-rroborative Instance that has been 
cited is: devoid o£ the Probans. Further, as a. matter of fact~ the rieveral 
rooms in a. house are actually found to bo bnilt by several A-rchitect~ (and 
llU\SOIIS) ;-henc& ehe Probanll is 'incouolusivo. (Donbtful) also. 

Objections to other Theistic arguments also may be set forth in the 
a.foreso.id manner.-(92) 

It has been argued (under Text 55) that "The theory under dispute 
must bo perceptible to som~one, etc. etc.". 

The nnswer to this is provided by the following Text:-

TEXT (93). 

m FArrr, THE REASON Al>DUOED FOR PROVING TRE ' 0lllNISOIENT PERSO!f' 

IS EFFECTIVE ONLY AGAINSr TilE FOLLOWERS OF JAil\ITh"l.-(93) 

OOMi\IENTARY. 

If what you seek to prove is only an ' Omniscient Being • in genera], 
then your proofs have no force against us; as it proves what is already 
o.dmitted by us. In lo.ct, it is effective only ago.inst the followers of J ainilili 
who deny the ' Omniscient Being' entirely. 

If however what you seek to prove is tho 'omniscient' (Jod, then a.s 
there can be no Invariable Concomitance, the Reason is 'inconclusive •, 
and the OOtTOborative Instance is devoid of the Probandum. For all these 
rea.sons, yo\U" a.rgwnents are not efiootive agtl..inst us. Such is; the meaning 
of the Text. 

The Theist;. in his arguments, has made use of such qualifications for 
the Sttbiect o£ his &.l'gumont ns ' appearing in various forms'. But there is 
no use for such a-n epithet ; it L~only aloud enunciation of your views for the 
purpose of deluding other people. For instance, if, in the abS<lnco of such 
epithets for the S\lbject, ehe Probans is free from the defects of being ' Un· 
proven ' and the like, then that alone suffices for proving the desired con· 
elusion ;-on the other hend, if the ReMon is defective by reason of being 



100 TA.TTVASANQRAlU : O.H.u>TB'R U. 

• unproven' and the like, then, even on the introducing of the said epithet., 

the deoirod conclo.sion ill not established. Hence in every way the quali6ca· 

tion added is abaolutaly usol681.-Furthor, the Probans is ono whoao very 

eubstratum is • unknown,, 'Wlprove.n ';as the other party knows of no aueh 

oubjoct or outity ao is pOSSO!IIIed of the quali6cation in qneetion. Hence the 

Subjeot should not be one thot is known to yout Philosophy onty.-(93) 

He"' entlothe E:taminali<m of tM DonriM of God. I 
I 

' 



'· 

CHAPTER III. 

Dealing with the Doet·rine of Botlv-God and Primordial 

Matter-being the Ca'U8e of the world. 

Stateme11t of the Doelri•~. 

OO~TARY. 

Tho following Text proee«<s to show that thoro ean be no lunctioniug 

of Bot!• (Ood and Primordial Matter):-

TEXT (94). 

Tlm D()(7I'ltn,"ES o:r 'GoD • oa • PBnroani.u. 1\L!.'ITEB • SBVliB.u.t.Y 

BEING 'l'liE CAUSE (Olll'JIE WoRt.D) IIAVINO BEEN Rl!Jl!UTI!D,-rr 

l10Lt.OWS THAT TllESE TWO TOOBTHIIlt CANNOT BB THB 

' MAKER ' Ol' ~OS l'RODUOED.-{94) 

OOMl!ENTARY. 

In tlus connection, some Saiikhyas (tho Thoistio Sii:llkhy<U, followers of 

the ' Yoga • system) havo 1>88erted as follows :-

" It is not from Primordial Matter alone that the vn.rious products 

are produood (as held by the Baiikh1J0.11 in general); that is not possibl&, as 

that Matter i8 insentient; no insentient enti ty haa been found to proceed to 

any activity, in the absoneo of a Controller ;-the 'Spirit' (u poatul&ted by 

tha .Sli>lkh1fO)cannot be that Controller, bee&\1110 nt the time (of the beginning 

of the wol'ld) he is entU:ely unconscious (t.ho 1 consciousneftS • of tho Spirit 

being deponclont upon contt\et with the products of Primordial Matter, aft<r 

these latter have come into existence). For instance, what tho Spirit cognisee, 

and is ooo.eoious of, is only " thing that h88 been alro&dy 'dotorminod' by 

Intelligence ; eo that prior to eonte.ct with Intell.igenoe, be is aheolntely 

nnconseiouB,--and cogni8ea nothing at all ; nnd nntil ha oogni~M things, ho 

cannot moko or produce anything; henco he cannot be tho 'maker ' (of the 

World).-From this it follows that God is the ma.ker, not by Him.•elf 

alone, b\lt through tho holp of Primordial Mo.ttcr. For exrunplo, Dovade.tto 

alone by himself is not ablo to give birth to & son, nor is the Potter alone 

by himself ablo to make tho Jar." 
Tho <l<>drinu of God or Primordial MOU.r .., .. roUy being lho Oa"" 

(of tho World) having boon •·ofut<d, it follows thllt the doctrine of these two 

jointly being tho Oat44e->na.kO•'-"f tking• bont,-i.o. of prodnots-o.lso 

beeornee rof\lted.-(94) 
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Objwitm-" 11 the uparole makerlhip ol these t,.o haa been relut«< 
abov&,-their ;oinl makenhip remain.• unrelut«< ; certainly, O\'On though it 
is a laet tbllt eech of the Eye and other Sense-organs by it.oelf alone has 
not the capolcity to bring about the Visual and otbar porcoptions,-yet it 
doe. not n"'*""riiY follow tbllt they cannot do oo joi.ntly." 

Tbo MIWOI' to this objection is pro,•id&d in tho following Text:-

TEXTS (95-96). 

AS FOB TllEm 1 ASSOOIATION ' ASStTMBD ON TilE BASIS 01' 'l'I!EIR AC71'ING 

JOINTLY,-'rliiS OOO'LD BE DUE EITHER (a) TO TI[E ORJlATION OF 

S0!\£1: PEOO'LIARITY, OR (b) TO '.l'IIBm S!BVING A OO:t.BION 

l'ORPOSII. (a) l'li:E FORMER OF TI[ESll ASS1nll'I'IONS 

CAN NO? BE RIGHT, AS BOTH A.'&:S' tTN'K.ODD'tABL"£ , ; 

(b) NOR IS THE LA'I'I'&R AOOBI"l'o\liL&; AS TllAT 

WOULD LEAD '1'0 'I'll& ABSUBDITV 011' ALL 

PBOD'O'C71'S OOliiSO INl'O EXISTENOE 

SIMO'Ll'ANEOUSLY.-(95·96) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Assooint.ion , implies joiN act·ion; thitJ can bo of two k:lnd&-either 
(<') by tho orontion of Aomo peculiarity in on& o.nother, or (b) by serving a 
common put£>08e• 'l"hB o.s.liumption of tho ' MSooit\tion ' of the foriYler 
kind,-thn.t conJJiating in the crea.ting of somo pooulinritios-ca.nnot. bo 
ri$bt ;-why t-beoause both God at1d Primordial Mattor nro otornal and 
bc>noo unmodill4bla (uncbllngeabl&).-Nor is the &M\Imption of the ..,.ond 
kind of aMOOiat.ion right ;~eh is tbe coMtn1ction of the words of the 
Ton ;-why !-b&cawoe that would lead to the abaurdity of all products 
ooming into oxiotonoe simultanoou.•ly. The potency of tho Joint 0..118&-in 
tha shapo of God-Primordial-)fat.W-being abaoluto and untnumnell&d, nnd 
they being conatantly MIIOCiated,-ib! ca.usal activity (towftlds the making 
Of all thinjp~) W011ld 1\hV"yA be there. 

In thi• connection, the nrgumonts alroody urg&d bofol'O (in Oommentary 
on Toxt 87)-in tho words 'That Oause ;, proaont in ita complete fonn, 
&to.'-mny t\lso be brought forward.~95-06) 

With tho following Text, the Author proooocl• to point out, from 
the standpoint of the Opponen~ the inadmis•ibility (unp>'o""n ch..raeter) 
or the Roaaon put forward above (unclor 87), to tho offoct that • \Vhen 
too o~- is pr ..... nt in its complete form, tho Effoct mnat "PPOM liS 

a matter of CO\U'IO, ju.~ as it is found in tbll """" of tbo Sprout, etc. etc.' :-

l 
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TEXTS (97- 100). 

TICE THEISTic Siiillchya •lAY A.ROUE A.S FOLLows:-" IT IS A. WELL

ESTABLISHED FACT THAT PRThiORDIALM.\TTER IS TRIPLE !NITS ESSENCE ; 

-wnEN THE Sl1PREME I..onD co•!ES INTO OONTAOT wrrn TIDl •rA.NI

Fil.~TED Raja$-a.spect (E!<"'EROY), H E BECOMES THE 0AUSB OF CREA

TION ;-WREN AGAIN, Rll HAS RIICOURSB TO Tlllll ~ESTED 

8aJtfXJAJ81JUl (HARMONY), THE.'< liB BECO)I]!:S TB'll 0Al1SE OF 

THE SUBSISTBNOB OP TKB WORLD ;- WREN HJI OOlllES D<TO 

OO:>."TA.OT WITH 1'Rit KA.NIPBSTLY OPERATIVE Tam<U-

cupect (L>O:RTU.), TRBN HJI BRINGS AB0l1T TIIB 

D lSSOLl1TION o-. THE ENTIRE woRLD. T!Il1s TB:E 

ATTRIBl1TBS 011 HArot oNY, Er.'EROY AND Tllll nEST 

ARE His Al1xtLIARIES, AND THESll RBOO•IE 

OPERATrvE OlfLY OONSJ::OUTIVELY; THAT IS 

WHY Tlllll\11 IS NO absenu of COMUutil!enc&l 

(I.E. SIMITLTANEITY) OF PlloDl10TS. "

(97-100) 

00)1M.ENTARY. 

" Even though t hoeo two 0Mules {Primordial Matter and God) ore 
OOMto.nt ly present togothol', yot tho vorious products will come into oxistenca 

01\Ly consocutively, one o.Ctor tho other; beoauso tho th.roo Attributes of 
Primordial Ma.tter,-.s'auua nnd the rest, -are th& auxiliaries of God ; and as 
tb&IIO Attribute.• ftmetiOll oruy COilllOCutively, there ia bound to he oonsecutive

n- in th& Produeto alao. For inot6noo, when God heoomea affected by th& 

operative RajtU-alh'ibuu, Ho heoomea the Creator of creatures, as th& &jo8-

attribule is conducive to production ;-when however, Ho baa rocoo.ne to the 
operative Sau....auribute, thon Ho becomes the Causo of the continued exis

tenoo of th& worlds, because tho sau ... -auribuu is oonduoive to ,..O,i8l"""" ;
whon He comes into COI\to.ct \Vith tho operative Tamcu-aurWute, then R e 
hriL\g8 about tho disaolulion-dostruction-of tM entire World; as the 

Ta.ma.s-attribute is conduoivo to merg6nct (dissolution).-Th.ia process 
hns boon t hus deaeribod {by Biion·Bha~tn in the oponiug verae of his 

J{adambari) :-'He who bu recourse to RajM o.t tho birth of ereaturee, to 
SOlltJG during their existence, and to Tam<U at their diaaolut.ion,- who is 

tmborn, and controls the birth, axiatence and deatructi.on, who conaists of the 

'l'Mu Voda.o, the very eosenoo of tho Three A.ttributee,-to Him obeisance I' 

"The particle • Ki/4' {in Text 99) is meant to indicate ;mprobobiluy 

{of any complete Di.ssolution)."-(97-100) 

The nnawer to the nbovo is provided in the following Text:-
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TEXTS {101-102). 

Tml ANS\\'ER TO 1'BlS IS AS FOLLOWS :-AT TilE TDLE TUAT TIDl TWO ARR 

PEBlOB.l&INO ONE A(fr {OF CRllATJNO OR iiLU!<T.niiNO OR DIS• 

SOLVlNO),-IS TJill1B CAPACITY TO PERFORM Tll:r.: OTOR AOTS 

~ t OR IS IT ~OT PRESENT !-11' lT IS PJIESBNT, 

T1lllN AT TllR TD£& OF creation, TilE OTB£R TWO 

AOl'S ALSO SllOlJLD COME AllOUT;-'1'>!118 \VIIBN· 

JIVER ANY ONE OF TEE ACTS WOULD liE 

TUBRE, TilE OTHER TWO WOULD 

RAVE TO BE TUEI<ll !-{101·102) 

QO:O,QfENTARY. 

Tho term • tayo/) ', 'the t\t"O ', standa for Primordial Mutter nnd God;
"' lh• timo of porformi~~g ono aa;-i.o. from among the Uu-ee aetAI of C1'e<Uing, 
""'i1'11aini"9 and diuolvi~~g,-at the time that any ono i• being done, it their 
capacity te do the other two act& present in them or not !-Th011e are tho two 
elternativeo. U the capacity i8 tbore. thon, inASmuch M at tho time of 
cnoling, their Oauoo \\'ould be present in its untrnlllllU!IIed form, tho other two 
~f maiJ'IIaining and di~Di~d aloo eomo nbout, just like the 
a<:t of l:l'ooling; oo that at the time tbet a thing would be mailllaiM<i in 
eo:i.Un«-ill Cl'oolion and di•80luti<m alao &hould be there I And at the time 
o! diuoltllion, there should be its maintained exLitcnu and creation I This 
certainly cannot be right. Because when the three conditioo.s arc mutuelly 
nugatery (o.nd incompatible) it is not possible that they should co-exist in 
the 118Ille objoot.-(101-102) 

Tho following might be urged- " AI the timo tlu.t Primordial Matter 
and God are bringing about Oil& effect in tho allftpo of eho 01'tation (nirth) 

of ono thing, tbote ia not present in t11orn tha& particular form of theirs 
which would be productive of the other two effoet. (.Mainlename and 
D il10ltaion) ; tbr.t ia why there is no possibility of tho abcurdity thnt hu.• 
boon urged.'' 

The anawor te thia is provided in the following Text:-

TE..ll:T {103). 

As A i!UTTER ov nOT, TnE Two {PJ.UMoRDrAL M.,TTEa AND Gon) ARE THE 

OI.VSJI 01' THE OTHER TWO ACTS ALSO, NOT IN ANY OTII&R J(}JUI 

T1Ull THE ONE THAT BlUNOS ABOUT TilE ON"£ •CT ; THE 

l'ORM 011 TDB CAUSE REMAINS ~'BB SAM]:) ; WHY Tlll!N 

SUOVLD THERE BE ANY CESSATION 011 TI{B .PUNO• 

TIONINO 0~· ANY A(fr AT ALL 1-{103) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Pronoun 'Pas • stands for the Cause, thut ia, Pl-imordiru Matter and 
God,-<>! th~ Ollt<o-,-i.o. of the two subsequent acts.-Nol in any othor form,-
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-what then !-it is always in ita own form that the Two operate .... ea-. 
-(103) 

Tho following might be urgod :-"Though it dO<WJ not IIQrVe as the 

Co.uso in any othet• form, yeti at the time that it is producing one efl'oot, the 
oapaoity necessary for tho producing of othor ol'fecto is n.ot preeont in it for · 

tbo time hoing ; t.hnt is why the other two effects do not appeor at that. 

time." 
The answ<>r to this is provided in the following Text:-

TEXT (1();!). 

lE THEIIE \VEl<:& DlSAPPEABANOE 011 ANY P.UlTI<roLAR POTENOJ', THEN 

THE CAUSE COULD NBV:ER DE PRODUC'l'IVB Ol' ITS PARTICULAR 

EF:FEC'T ;-DEO,\ USE IT IS DEVOID 0!1 THAT POTBNOY AT 

SOME OTHER TIMJl; JUST LIKE THE 'SKY-LOTUS' 

AND SUCH OTHBR THINGS.-(1();!) 

COMMENTARY. 

"'' 101~ othu timo,-i.e. o.t the tim<l of the producing or the particular 
effect moont by the Scltikh!l".-(104) 

Tho following might ho urged:-" Even though nil tho l'otencies are 
preaont in Primordial Mnttcr, yet a particulnr ellect is producccl only by 

that particular Potency whiol> becomes manifestly operative and thereby 

becomes the Oeuso oi tl>at effect ; thus it is that thoro is no simulteneity in 

tho t\PJlOO.ranco of cffocts." 
'l'he •mswer to this is provided in tho following •.rext :-

TEXT (105). 

lr THE tiUlnifeJ~tea form of lilt Pott:11.cy HAD TIIAT SAME (P.IUMOBDIAL 

MATTER &'<ll Gon) roR ITS CAuSE, T.HEN, THAT wouLD cONTINUE 

TO BB THERE AT ALL TIMES, BECAUSE OF THl!l PROXIMITY 0!1 

THE 0A USE, WJIXOR IS ETERNAL.-(105) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ' ~festod form' of Sallv4 and other Attributes that yoi1 speak 

of,-cannot ho said to ho eternal; hocaw;e these are found to appenr at only 

certain ti.lne3; thee, in regard to the coming into exi.stonco of this • manifestO<! 

form', there are only threo alteroativ06 : they could bo either (a) produced 

by the &MlO Cause,-Primortliall\lotter and God-, or (b) produood by some 

othor Oe.use,-or (e) they would ho eell-sWI'icient--(a) Under tho first of these 

altot•no.tives, the said 'mnnifOfJtod form ' would alwa.ya bo there. because its 
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Cauae, in tbo ahApe of Primordial Th\Uer and God, i8 eternal nod hence always 
p,_n~ clooe a~ hand.-(105) 

Ail reganllto _.,.,d alternative, the objection is stated in tbe following 
' Text:-

TEXT (106). 

(b) As REOA!IDS TirE SECOND Al/rERNATIVll, TIIAT CANNOT llll ACCXI'TIID 
BY ~·nE OTI!lllt PARTY; AND JroB TIUT ''IIRY RIIASON, IT COULD 

NOT D'fl TilE Eli'PEOT 011 SOAtE M'l!l'JR 0AUSII.-{C) NOR CAN 

IT Ill!: SELJ1·SU1111IOIENT; AS IT APPJMRS ONf,Y AT 

CJU<TAIN TIMIIS.-(lOB) 

CO~lliENTARY. 

ApMt from Primordial Ma~ter and God, no o~her OaUSC> ia admitted by 
tbo Sii.W.II'U, from which the said • manifested form ' could be produood.

Nor ia ~thin! altemati• .. right; thia ia what is .......ted by the words 
• ,.,. ..... ilk ,.q~ '.-(106) 

Saya the Opponent-" If the snid manifeotod Potency be aeU·sufficient 
(oolf·produeed)-why should thet be incompatible with ~ f~t of ita 
appearing at only certein times ! " 

The answer ia aupplied by the following Text:-

TEXT (107). 

lJ1 IT WERE SELli'·PBODUOliD, THEN IT WOULD DE CAUSELESS; AS ANY 
OPIIRATION Or A TIIINO UPON ITSELF IS A OONTRADIOTIO!I IN 

TER~IS.-1¥ THERE WERE DEPENDL'<OR (UPON SOMl\'l'IIINO 

liLSB) THEN THE Eli'PEOTS WOULD BE SUCH AS WOULD 

UPEA!I AT O~i'LY OBRl'AIN TDlES.--(107) 

If tho ' production ' (of the Manifested Potency) "ore due to itaolf-ito 
own nn~uro,-then i~ would most certainly be cot<~tU... 

QUUI~" '\~ty •hould an effect produced from itaolf be cotuelus,
whon its own na.turo (or ossenca) 'vould bo it$ Oat• t 11 

A"'IDO/'-Atl$1 operalion of a tlling upo» iUelj;, a contradiction in torma ; 
nny cauS&lnoUon of o, thing upon itself- ita own 0680UC&,-is incompo.tible-. 

The following might ho urged :-" Let it bo «IUitlUI; oven so tho Effoot 
would not opponr nt only C\Wtain times." 

AmW<J>~Ij liltro were deptnd.,u:~. etc. --Thing~~ thnt nre dependent 
for tl~ir oxiotonce upon other things can appear only nt certain times; u 
their exiatonoe and non-existence would be depeodent upon the proeonce o.nd 

i 
• 

I 
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a'-neo of thoso otiJCr things. Those tt>.~t nre no~ dependent for their 

cxis~neo upon other thingo,-<18 tbor do not need tho nid of a•>yth.ing 

e .. e,-.vhy should they apponr at corlain times only t-( ! Oi) 

Q'utstion-" How do you provo that there is • J~olf-contro.dictlon' (in· 

~OJ'\grulty) in a thing opel'n.ting upon itfielf ? 11 

'£ho i.\nswcr is given in the following Text:-

TEXT (108). 

F OR INSTANcE, MERE NEGATION (ABSENCE) IS NOT Rl'!OARDB~ AS RAVING 

.U."Y ACTION tTPON ITSELl' ;-AS l'OR THE Wl:LL·ESTA.BLISREO POSITIV1! 

ENTITY, IT IS WELL KNOWN Al>'D REOOONISI'!O tno'DER 

THE OIROOMSTANOES.-(10$) 

COMl\fEN1'ARY. 

When the • nature • or • oaeonco' of the Effect- pr.oduooe itself,-is it 
it<oelf an es~blished entity or not 1 It cannot be an 011t.nbliehed entity; 

becau.se und.er tM circtltn.~loncu, the said • essence • is nothing apart !tom the 
01<tablillhed form ; so tl>at the recognition is a.s eot.nbliahed ae the 'essence' 

it.solf. Hence, o.s there would be nothing tc be prodt.ICOd, whereupon could 
the Eutitr operate !-(108) 

Tho following Text p••oeoad.s to show that the ' Essence' cannot be 
Bornothing not~established :-

TEXT (109) • 

. Jp ITS OWN ' ESSEN Oil ' IS STILL ONESTABLISH:&D, IT CANNOT BE OPEB

ATB.D tTPON BY Aln"TJI:mO ;-lUWAUSE IT IS BRBEli'T 01!' ALL POTBNOY, 

-LIKE THE 'SKY·LOT11S' Al>'"D SUCH TIIZNOS.-(109) 

OOi\DfENTARY. 

• Upon onytliina • ;-this is n genernl statement • tho moaning is tha..t it 
cc.nnot opera~ ei ther upon iU.el! or upon any other thing. If it did opera~. 

thon it would it.~el£ bo ftt\ utabliJhtd outicy ; os such 01)011\tion is the only 

chnrnctoriatic of on cstabli8hed ••llity.-{ 109) 

End of Oh4pter (3)-4«JJing with tk DoctriM of PNm.ordi4l Matur 
and God, both b<ing tk Joinl Caun of !M World. 



CHAPTER IV. 

The Doctrine of the 'Tl!ing by Itself' . 

CO:\IMENTARY. 

Tbo opening v..- of the Text have spoken of • other entitioo ', .vhith 
includoo the doctrine ol those phil010phera who hold tJtnt tile orig:int>tion of 
tho world ia due to its • own nature' (or constitution); this is tho doot.rin& 
that is tn.l<cti up now for refutation, even out of its proper sequence, boctl.UBe 
~here la litllo to be said r~ing it,-by the following Text:-

TEXT (110}. 

THE PROP011NDERS 011 TRE DOOTRINB OF TRB • THING BY I TS.ELP • 
DESCBIBE Tllll OltiOINATION 011 'l"l!INGS AS BEING INDBPE~"DENT 

Olr ALL 0AUSBS. TmJy DO ~OT DECLARE liVEN THE 
TJID<G lTSlll.PTO BE ITS OWN' CAUSE '.-(110} 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbough lbe Doetrine of the' Thing by Itoelf' hae nowhere been diroctly 
promulgeted in so many words, yet it is implied by the doctrine thet the 
Thingo tu"o produood by themsclvoo (IMI dotniled in Text& 106 <' soq.).-'l'h""" 
who a"""rt that things MO born out of tbomsolvos havo boon silenced by the 
words (in 1.'oxt 107)-' 'l'he operation of n thing upon itself is a conlrncliotion 
in l<!rml ' ;-now the upholder$ of the doctrine of ' the Thing by Itaoll' ere 
going to be silenced. 

Th-philosopbent auert ns follows:-" Tho originotion of things does not 
procood oither from tlunnsolves or from nny other thing ; in fact, it i1 i'1ckpen· 
den~ of all Oautu ,~i.e. it does not dopend on tho notion of any • CntlSo ' 
at all." 

QutMion-" Wha~ ia tha dilfonnee between tbeoe people and tbooe who 
nscribe the originotion of things to lbomselves l " 

d.fiiiiJU'-They do nOI·, m.- • They '-i.o. the upholders of the '1.'hing 
by Itaoll ' ;-11•• thit~y ittelf,-i.e. iU. own lorm (prior to originntion) ;
• even '-this implies that they do not ae<:ep~ the form ol any otbor thing to 
be tbo ' Cause' ; tha difference thus is that. while the previous people hold the 
D8lun> of the thing itoelf tn be its 'Causo ', these other people do not oooept 
even I het •• the • C..use '.-(110) 

Th080 people pu~ forward the following reason in support of their view :
"When & thing which fulfils the conditions or perceptibility hae ita existence 
not perceh·ed, it should be regarded by intelligent peraone as ~
as the ' Hare's Homa ' j--t\ny 'Cause ' of things is something whose exilienoo 

• 
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la not perooivcd ;-hene& it followo that there can bo no cognition of the 
' naturo of the thing' (the 01\u.e) ". 

In the following Te:<t,-it is 1hown that the ReMOn put forward is not 
• unproven • (hone& ino.dmi88iblo) :-

TEXT (lll). 

" W KO MAKES THE DIVERSITY Ilf TilE l..oTtTS AND ITS FILAllllllfTS, ETO. ! 
BY WS:OM TOO IIAVE TilE VARIEGATED WJNOS 01' mE 

PBAOOCK AND StTOS: TBDIOS BEEN ORB.<TED! "-{Ill) 

OOMME.NTARY. 

' R4Jl'"' ' is Lolw ;-the ' filaments, etc.' of the Lotu.o.-$uch is the 
.nl\l\lysis of the compound;-' El colera' is meant to include the Stalk, the 
l'otcla, tho Pericarp nnd othor parte, also the shnrpnoss of thorns o.nd tho 
Jiko.-' Di~Mrttity' ;-such dlvot'lit.iee as those of ahapo. colour, ho.rdness and 
the like-' Who maku ! '-The sense is thae no one mnkee it, einoe we do not 
find any ouch' ca\1.86' aa God and the like.-{111) 

Tha following might be urged-" Even if it be reprded u proved thet 
Ulunal things are mt.hout ' cause', because no 8\tch cau.oe is perooived,
how con it be token aa proved in reprd to intemal Ulinga ! " 

The answer to this is provided by the following Tuxt :-

TEXT (112). 

" JtTST AS TBE Ss:ARPNBSS AND OTHER l'ROl'ERTIES 011" THE Ts:OBN AND 

OTs:mR THINGS MtTST BE RBGABDED AS wi~Jwut C4u.tt, ON 101IE 

OBOIDlD 011 TIIEIR Al'l'EARINO AT OEJITA.IN TIMES 

ONLY,--$0 ALSO WST p Ailf AND OTK&ll 

(INTEMAL) TmNGS BE BEGABDED AS 

wilhoul Cau&~."--{112) 

COMMENTARY. 

" Even t hough the £not or Pnin ond other internal things being withoW. 
""'"'" is not proved by Perception, yet it i& clearly proved by Inference. 
For instnnoe,-what appears only at oertain times is dolinitoly known to be 

withom oawt,-e.g. the Sharpno11 of the Thorn and ouch tl~ ;-Pain a.nd 
such internal things appeer only at oertoin times ;-hence this is a Reason 
based upon the nature of tbinga. Nor is it right to hold that whon a oertoin 
thing is present or absent wben another thing is present or absent, then the 
latter should be regarded aa tha '01\use' of the former~ t~ is not found 
to be always trne; for instance, Visual perception ill present when there is 

Touch (in the objeet perceived), and is absent when thoro is no Touch; and 
yet Touch is not tha ' 0Guso • of Visual perception. Kenoe the said definition 
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ol tbo e&uS&l rolntion eannot be t.n1o. From all tbia it follows that ' the 
origination of ftl! thinS" i• independent of rul causes '."-(112) 

The Author IWSWetl the abov& argtunent& of the upholder of the • Thing 
by It&oll '-with the following Text&:-

TEXTS (113-114). 

As RBOARDS 1'IIE l.oTvS AND 1TS Frt..uooml, ETC., IT IS DE=ELY 

ASOEIITAlNED TJIROOOB PliROEPI'IOll A..'ID NON·.-\PPREUENSION 

THAT TBBY BAV'E Tru:m 'CAuSE' n< TIDI S1nm, Cw.v, 

W ATXR AND Tllll REST Ol>'DER C&RTAn< PBCOLU.It 

CONDmONS,-WTTH W111CR LATTER TllllY A.Rl'l POSI· 

TlVELY ~"D NEGATIVELY OONCOlllTL'"T ;-

81)011 BElliO TRR CASB, WB.AT OTHER 

' CAOSJI' CAN THl!RB BE Olf TROSll, 

wmca YOO ARB ASK.INO 

ABOOT f-(113-114) 

COWJEN1'AlW. 

By this Text, the Author sbo-.• tlmt tho ROMOil adduced by the other 
party is t unproven' n.nd • ill.l'todm.ia&iblo ', and tho conclusion put forward is 
contrnry to porcei ved faets. 

n"""' boon 688orted (undor Text Ill) that .. or •uch things RS the Lotus, 
its Filament$ and the like. no Oatc.t4 is porcoived ".-This is • noli admitted' ; 
as through Porcopti01\ and Non-n.pprehension, such ' Ca.uso ' is definitely 
cognisod to colll!ist in tho Sood, Oh>y, Wntor and such things, wit.h 
which tho said things aro p0$itively nnd negMively concomitant. 'l 'o 
explain;' when it is found that n oortain thing is produced only when another 
thing is prosont, and it beeom .. mO<lliled by the modificntions of this latter, 
-then this latter thing is Mid to be the ' Oouse ' of the former thing. Such 
" 'Oouse of the LotUII nnd it& Filnmonts, etc.' ia found in the sbapo of the 
Seed, etc.,-which undar urur.•n puuli4r condition.t,-sueh n.s becoming 
swoUea \mdor moisturo nnd to torth,---.orvee u their 'Co.uso ', with which 
they are po~iliwly and n.egaliwly concomitant ;•-i.e. the Lotu.t, etc. come into 
existenco only when the Sud, etc. nro pr .. ont, and they do not come into 
existence \V hen theee !attar ""' nbsent ;-thnt thole are the ' O.use ' of the 
Lotus, etc. is definitely aaoortained through P~ and Non-<>ppnl.o>uion.
Thus tha ReMoa (Promi•) put forward by the otbor pouty is 'inadmissible', 

Then again. it has been urged thnt " tbe definition of 'O.usal Relation' 
is HOC true (fallible) " .-This Reuon l\leo is 'unproven', not admi#ible; as, in 
the instauco cited, 111 Touch alao iJ a cause of Colour, it is admitted to be the 
eause of Vi.sunl Cognition allo. To explain,~tl>e term ' touch' (in tbia 
connection) stands for the fl14lerial ~ .. ; and it is only by associating 
with these aubstanCGO that Colour aut.ist& ; hence in regard to Visual 
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Cognition, Touch does serve as a 'Cause' ; the only di£ference is that while 
one (Colour) is a clirecl cause, tho othar (Touch) is only an ituli•·ect ono. 

Further, me1-e negation (Absence} is not rego.rded by us o.s determining 
the cau.~l relation;-"' what tl1en ? "- It is a }>articular kind of absence 
t.lw.t is so regarded ; for inr;OO..nce, when it is fotmd that, even though other 
efficient a..gents are present, yet in the absence of some one n.geo.t., the thing iJ1 
quoation is not produced,-then this latter agent is regarded as the ' Causo ' 
oi that thing ; and not when there is simple nega-tion in the form that ' it 
is not produced while the other is absent,. Otherwise (if such mere negation 
were to determine the causal relation) the Date growing in the cou.ntry 
where one's mother may .have beEm married would not be produced if 
the mother's marriage had not boon there [as ex hypotlusi, by mere negation 
the 'Mother's Marriage' would be the 'Cause' of the growth of the Date]. 

The negative Premiss in the quMified form that we ha.ve shown is not 
'fa.Uible' (untrue) in regard to Tou;;h. For, if it could be shown that, even 
in the presence of Colow· and other eondition.o (of visibility), there is no 
Visual Cognition on aecoun.t of the absence of Pouch. o.lone,-thcn thero 
might be 1 fallibility' in our p1·emiss. Nothing like this however can be Hhown. 
Hence there can be no c fallibility' in the definition of the 'Causal Relation' 
(as stated by us).-(113·114) 

It is not only such things as the Seed of the rest that are definitely 
kno,vn a.s tho 'Cause • of things; even pa·rticultu.• points of Place and Time are 
dofi.nitely known ns such 1 Cause.~ • ;-this; is whnt the Author shows i.n tlte 
foUowing Text:-

TEXTS (115.116). 

PABriO'OLAB l'OmTS OF PLAcE AND TIME ALSO A1.tE RELATED (AS CAUSE) 

TO THINGS.-" How SO! "-IF THE SAID l'OIN\rS WERE NOT 

TRE CAUSE OF THINGS, THESE WOULD BE l':BODUCED 

EVJi::&YWBllRE AND AT .ALL TIMES.-{115) 

As A MA\rrE:& OF FAOT HOWEVER THINGS ABE FOUND TO BE PRODUG:eD 

SPECIFICALLY AT A c:&l\TAIN PLACE, AT A CE:&\rAIN TIME AND IN 

CERTAIN llJlG:ePTACLES,-BBING DEPENDENT O'PON THESE 

AND INDEPENDENT OF ALL OTBERS.- (116) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Lotus, etc. did not htwe them-i.e. the particular points of place 
and time,-for their 'CauSe' ,-then such phenomena. as their production o·nly 
in n. particular PJaeo, like Water and thi1tgs liko it, and not in other places 
like Slo1..,,-and only at the po.r~iculnr point of time like tl>e Summer, nnd 
not at other points of time like tho ''Viuter,-would not be pos.'!ible; in 
faot, the Lotus God other things would corno into existence at all plMes 
and at all times, as they would be independent of the peouliari~ies of place 
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.and time. n is cloorly recognised ther<>foro that they are dependent upon 

those latter, from tha fact that thoy ovoid certain plocos and timos and 

.uppoor only nt 8pocial 1>lneos nnd at sp110inl ~in\Gs.-( 115-116) 

Quution.-'' The thiuga in question (by their iusentienoe) co.nnot ha.ve 

a11y wi8h; how thon con they havo any nud for (dependence upon) tho 

oau.sal oooditions ! " 
Tho Answer ia pvell in tha following Toxt :-

TEXT (117). 

WIUT IS MBA.NT BY TllllliR BEING 'DEPENDENT' IS TllAT TltEY OOMlil 

O.'TO EXISTENOB IN TJL\T MA.NNER ; SO TllAT rr IS TBll OIU.RAOTER 

01' ' EU'EO'I" ' TB.A..T IS SPOKEN OP AS 'DEPENDENOB 1
• 

TUT THINGS 00:0 Th'TO BXISTBNOE IN TJUT l!U..'<NJ!It 

IS A PIIRO&PTIBLE FAOT; HEllOB THE SAID CAUSES 

BECOME DULY ESTABLISHllD.-(117) 

COMJ\IENTARY. 

What ia meant by the Tluogs being 10 • dependent • ia thst thoy come 

into exiat<mce at particular plaoos and tlm01 and not at. othars ; it does not 

mean that they have &DJ' 'wish • or • desire'. 

OIJje<ti<>ro :-"11 IUCh ia their ~- on the parliicular points of time 

ond plaee,--even IJO, how does it follow that. they are effect• of these ? ,. 

Aruwer :-It il t/10 elwracur of' EJ!ocl ' t/UJI il spoken. of"' • <Upend.,... • .

'Tho eiUJracltl" of tho EJ!w is not o.nything olse except tho dcpond.nu 

involved in the faot that they com& into oxist.enee in that pn.rticula.r 

manner. 
QI3Stion :-"How ia it known that they come into existence in that 

particular manner t " 
An•_. .-11 il " ,.,..plibk fa<i.-(117) 

TEXT (118). 

'Tu us TilE DOOTIIINE OF 'l'RE 'TBlNG DY ITSELF' IS DISOARDED BY 

PEROEPTION ; SPBOIALLY AS T!llll!llU.OT NATUBB OP THE ' CAUSE ' 

OP TJm<OS IS DULY ASCERTAn."llD TllROUGR l'EBcEPTlGN 

AND NoN ·A.PPRBREN"SION.-(118) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Tat '-Ther.eJoro, thus i-or the wbolo expression ' Tauv4blu2vikavddalr. 1 

may he taken .. a compound,' meaning • Tho doctrine,of the Thing l»J lkeJJ 
io regard to the Lotua and other t~' ;-il di8oordd by Poroopli® ; 

p.....,ption alono ia mentioned hero, as the 'non-apprehellaion • aloo or a 

I 

I 
• 

I 
• 

I 
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et.•rtain thing consistA only in the · o.pproheruJion ' of something else. and 
nl'l such. ill or tho ruttnro of ' Pcrc.t"ption •. 

It. 1\ll.:C IX'f'n 80\tght (under Text. 112. abo\'O) to prove that. u Plauure and 
~ul!h intt*tlll\1 things can have no Cau..~ because they appen.r only ocea
diorWiy •• .-Thh• rea. .. JOniug: however is • cootl"'dict.ory ', inM:much as it 
prov"" only the contrary of wbttt is de.R.ited to I»'O\'O ; because what has no 
C,;41lL"Se nnd whnt ia not dttpel~dent upon nnything e~ e:tuu\ot bo 'oecasUone.l ' , 
t\J)(>t~nring ouly at ec-rtn.in times and places. WlU\t i~t 11101111t is that the 
C•uroboro.tivo 1n,Ht4meo cited is devc-.id o£ tho eht\rt\Cter desired to be 
proved.- ( 118) 

'fhu8 it. hM boon AhOwt\ th;\t t he c.onclut:JiOt1 (of tho other pn.r-t.y) ia 
c.outr•t\ l'Y to (n<';tA of Pe.t·coption £\ncl t.hi\t their HoMon ill 'nnpl·oveu, In 
ndmissiblo •: now t.he Authot· t.o.kes for g1't'\1\ttt:~d (!or tho Racl'o of argument) 
tho 'ndmiasibilit.y • of the Retl.~u, and then proc~ds to show its • In~ 
conoluHivenM-c '-in t.t1e. following Tt-xt :-

TEXT (119). 

lT~IAY Bfl TH .. TTRBRE ARE NO PROOFS :FOR TilE lk'Cl.STRNOE Ol'TJIB' CAUSE' 

OP TW.'IOS; BUT THE Ml!R:& absel~a of proof (ll:BANS 011 000· 

Nl811<0) OA'NSOT Pa()V'£ TKS NON·EXI.STIINOB 011 ANY 

TWN0.-(1 Ill) 

CO~IM8NTAIW. 

If tnC-*'\1 
1 Not\·1\tlJ)I"ChGl"-"ion • is put fOl'Wtl-rd 1\~ fho rcaAOn for the non· 

e~-.;iAh·noo n£ t ho Cn.uso, thon it ia • Inconclusi'\'o' ; boonuso mere a~8ence. of 
pt•oof-i.o. rl\Oro t\bseuee of o. valid mef\ns of knowing,-on..nnot serve as a 
rOt\ilOil [OJ' O>!tl\blishing the non·existeuce of tho thing concerned.-(119) 

Qucll;Oi\ :-" " 'hy catmot it be a proof t" 
'£he 1\1'-"Wtn' i~ pro'"ided in the following T ext:-

TEXT (120). 

UJASYUOH AS ' PROOF' (lliA)o'S OV CJoo~-frJON) IS NOT PERVASIVE 

OF TJ£~ • Ex-tSTS!4"CE OF THE THING I ; NO& IS IT ITS I CAUSE*,-
(") BECAUSE THERE IS DIJ1FER&NOR, (b) BEOAUSII Tlllll!E 

Ill N'ON·OONOOMITANCE, AND (c) BOOAUSR IT 'l'&OOEBDS 

I'ROll 1'HAT,-[MER£ ADS111NCE 011 PROOF CANNOT 

'l'R.O\'Fl 1'HE NON'·EXISTENOE OF A TIIIN0).-(120) 

COilllEl\"T A RY. 

\¥hen ono ohn..rn.cter is pm·vRsh•o of (more exten.aivo t.hl\n) o.nothel', then 
nlono doe• tho nb>«>nco of the fo!'uer ilnply tho ab6onco o£ the latter ; 
Himill\rly t ho <>bliene& of the Cause implies tho st.ence o! the effect ; ancl tl•o 

s 
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roo.son ror tills liM in the fi\.C~ that the lossexten.si\'8 i8 invariably concomitant 
with the more e.xteMi'-"6 one, because of the t.wo boing of the same 
...,.n..,_nd t.be effeet is invariably ooncomitant with the Oause, being 
produood by !.his tat.ter. In tbe """" of 'Proof' and ' noo-exist.aoce of a 
Thing' thoro 01\n be no oo-tialit.y, 88 tbe two aotually ap~ to be 
di•tinot ;-1>or oa.n Proof be the 'cause' or the Thing, .., there is no con
oomit.anoa batwoon t.ham; the Thing existing ovo11 when t.he Proof is not u,.,.,. 
For insta.noe, tbero is nothing incou.gruous in admitting the ex.iflt4lnoo of 
Thinga whiol\ ore far removed in space and timo nnd chnroot.&r and hence 
are not within roach. of nny Proof (Moans of Oognit.ion) ;-G.nd when a 
thing can bo thoro oven during the absence of Mother thing, the latter 
cannot bo l'OprdOO as the Oa\tS& of the former : for if lt were, then it would 
lood to nl\ abl!urdity. In fact, if the other party wore to regard this "" a 
• Oo.use ', be would re.nom1ce his O\VU position. 

Alto btca..,. it r>rocuds fro>n tl.at,-Proof cannot. be tho 'a..,~,.,' of the 
Exi.sto11oo of Things. That. is, the Proof an- out of the Thing itseU
which forma ita objecti.,.; and the cognisable Thing dO<!O not arise out of the 
Proo!.-{120) 

It miabt be argued 'that--" Even though not io,1\riably ocncomitant, 
tho Proof (being a~n~) may yet; preclude the oxiotenoa of tho Thing".
The nniWOI' to thio io provided by the following Toxt :-

TEXT (121). 

Wlll!N A TIIINO IS NEITHER THE Oh'E NO!\ TlCE OTHER, ITS ADSENO.& DOllS 
NOT OONOLUSIVELY PREOLUDJI THE OTirER TIIINO ; llEOAUSE 

THERR IS NO CONNEOTION.-(121) 

COMMENTARY. 

Neillwr tll4 OM nor tlJe other,-i.c. neither tho Cat(le, nor pervalive; 
-the abo<>oce of what is not invariably concomitant cannot rightly be token 
"" n-nly precluding the other thing; for if it did, it would lead to an 
abaurdity: the abeonce of the '8 ... 14 miaht, in that caae, imply tbo ab66oce 
of the eo .. .Z.0.-{121) 

TEXT (122). 

'NON'·PBROEPTfON' BY ALL PEBSONS IS DOtJ'BT.II'tTL; 'NON'·PEROEPTION ~ 
BY ANY 0"-'E PERSON lm!SELF IS INOONOLUSIVII : AS IT IS FOUND 

TllAT Tllll ORASS AND OTRER TIIINOS OROWlNO IN TRE 

OAVES 011 TilE Vindhya. MOUNTAIN DO EXIST, EVEN 

TilOUOll TIIBY Al<R NOO' PERO&rv.&0.-(\22) 

COMlllENTARY. 

Furthor, when I non-apprehEmSion' is P\tt ron~·a.rd " the Reason (for 
,..,....,;.u,...), ill it put forward in the form of the nbaonco of perception by 
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all men ! Or of the a'-ucc of perception of any oue penon himaelf t 

-n eaonot be the former ; becau•o ordinary men with limited powers of 
perooption can never be Bure of any thing being no~ ,.,...i!JOd 1>y all men: 

honce it must be always dotlblful. People of limited vision havo no means 

of knowing tluLt no num hiV! tho percoptiou of nu uusoon ca080 for such 

tllings "'' the mark.o on t ho wings of the Peacock. M tor o.ny single man's 
own non-perception, that can never bo conclusive :-why ?-because even 
though such things M tho gro.oo, the coral, the pebbles ond the like growit>g 

in m.ount&in.cavos o.t~o not percci\•efL yet tMy do axi•; th&t ia. there i.s 

nothing incongruous in regarding them as e>:i-li.-Thuo theroasol\8 adduced 

being doubtful, the no»....:uunoc onnnot be regt\rded .,. proved beyond 
dollbl.--{122) 

TEXTS (123-124). 

b NO REASON IS ADDUCED TO PROVE THE FACT Of! Tll!NOS HAVING NO 

CAUSE, THBN, IN~MO'OH NOTRING CAN BE PROVED WITHOiiT 

MASON, YOUR THEORY IS NOT PIIOVED.-Ifl, ON TRB 

OTB:EB RA.,.D, YOU DO ADDUCE A ltEASOs- PROY'[l(O rr,-
TRE.'< ALSO YOUR TRBORY IS NOT PROVED,-AS 

THE provi11g ITSELF WOULD BE PRODUCED BY THE 

PROOF ADDUCED (WHICH WOO'LD THEREFORE 

BE THE Ca,U8t OF THE 1>roving).-{124) 

COMMEKTARY-

Further, you have to be Mked the following quostion :-In support of 

yow- conclusion that 11 TJ\inss b&vo no C..use ",--do you adopt. any Reason. 
or not t-If you do not adopt. i~ then your vie'v d008 not. become proved ; 
M the<$ can be uo proving of anything without adequate proof (means of 

eogrtition}.-If, on the other hand, you do adopt a Roo.son,-oven then, your 
view cannot be proved; [suola. is t,h& construction of the wol"Ci& of the Text].
" Why $0 ! "-Because tlul 'woving' illol/ would be produ.<d by the Proof 
adduced.-This is what hn• been thus declared by the t•evered AcliiiMJa 

SiJrl-' One who doehuOR t ho.t thc.t'o is no Causo would dernolish his own. 

eonchuion if he adduC6Cl any reasons in support of Wa o..asortion; on th& 

other hand, if he were slow to adduce re&BOns, what could be gained by 

mero MSertion! '--{123-1~) 

The following might. be urged:-" The Reason that I ndduce is imli<a

' ' "'· not productif.)&; why then ehould my conclusion not bo proved? u 

The nnswer to this is provided by tho following text:-
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TEXT (125). 

AB JtEOAIIOS Tll1l illdicalive,-BE IT IN TR1I 1'0Jt)l 01' 'l'llll PROBA..'(S, OR 

IN TH'II J'OJUl OF WOJtl>S l!.Xl'RESSIVE 01' Tll:AT {PIIOBAliS),-IT IS 

SliD TO BE ' INDIOA'l'IVE ' OF THE PROB.lNl>Ull (DESIRED 

00l<OL11SION), ONLY WREN IT BEOOllilS TilE '0.6.11SE' 01' 

Tl.lll prwing (•wa::<G KNOWN) ( 01' TUB SAID 

Oo~OLusroN].-(125) 

CO~:!MENT~'RY. 

T114 itullcatiw Probatt.t-i.e. tho Probank £u16lling the tlU'eo conditions, 
.,. conceived by tho Roasonor for his own benefit ;-<>r in IIOIJ fo,.m of word8,

when tho aa.mo Probans is userted for the benefit of somo ono o[ijo,-cprts.tivt 
of lllat-i.o. of the Probans.-Ocuue of tM pr'Oving,-i.e. of tho bringing ~bout 
of tho dofiAito eognition of the object to be cogniood.-II it wore otherwise, 
and the Probensor Rooaon did not serve as the' C&ueo' of tho ..Ud p7'011ing,
t.hen, ho'" eould it be regazded as an ' indicath'6' f In fact. in tl:U.• way, 
everything would ho ' indieative' of every thing else.-( 126) 

Quuti.,._" If UU. is ..,, then how do tho Teacl1<>1'8 mako tho distinc· 
tion botu·een the lt~dicatil..'e and the Pro<ludive 1" 

The t\lli'Wt.r given in the following text is that tho t Indicative' is so 
on.llcd beco.ueo it moku tlu thing l"110wn, and what ls ~lied • product-ive t is 
that whioh acttoally brings into on:istence tho thing concerned:-

TEXT (126). 

TIIUR IT L~ llliALLY Tl.lll 'PRODUCTIVE' CAUSE WRIOfT IS SPO!UlN OF .AS 

'lNDIOATIVll' ; IT IS BECAUSE IT DOES NOT ACTUALLY PliODUCli: 

(BRiliO Il<TO BX:ISTENCB) \\"JU!r L~ DBSIJIDD TO Bll AOOOM· 

PLTSIJBD THAT IT IS NOT CALLED 'PRODUOTIV!l'.-{J 2G) 

00:\DIENT AR Y. 

It is enllod 'Indicative ',-e.nd not. 'Productivo '-boca\116 it does not 
actu..lly produoo what is desired to be aceompliahod ; whi.lo th&t which 

actually prod'"""' what i.o desirro to be accompli•hed,-euch "" tho Spr'Out 
and tho like,-is cnllcd 'Productive '. Hence thore is nothing wrong iu 
the distinction that hM been made. 

Thi.o an3W81'8 all the objections thot mAY bo mgod ng~tin•t the declaration 
of ilcMrya Sari. For instance, the following i• on objection that m&y be 
rniRed-11 Even whon a..~aerting with Reason that tlttr4 i1 'HO Oatue, why 
~honld one domoHsb his own conclusion t As what; ho M8orte is nn Indioalit-e. 
RMSOn, wh.ilo 'vhnt he denios is the Productive Oa\tSO u .- 'Xho antJwo.r to thiR 
is M follow• :-Tbo Indi<atit .. Reason nlso i.o a Produc:lifJf Cause, bocauae i t 
produ.., tho cognition of the thing.-Thi• urges o,gainst tho other party t.ho 
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foot of his MS<lrtions bein,g self-contradictory. ln fact, there can be no 
Reason. that could prove the nbscn.co of all Oause,-becauso such o. proposi· 
tion would b& clearly one that is contrary to, and set aside by, sense· 
perception nnd t-he rest.-(126) 

With the following Text, the Author sunv; up ltis posit ion and thereby 
n.lso shows that the conclusion of the other pnrty is COLlt.rary to, nnd set 
aside by, Inference also :-

TEXT (127). 

FROM ALL TBJS IT FOLLOWS THAT OTKBR TI'JL'f(IS ALSO HAVE THEm 

' CAUSES ',-AS THBm PRODUCTION IS RESTl!XO'rBD,-JUST LIKll 

YOU'n COONITION OF THE PTobandum APPEARXNO WHEN 
THE PROBANS IS TBERE.- (127) 

COMl\fENTAlW. 

Things like the Lotus and its filaroenta,-which are • other' than the 
things spoken of by the other party in his reasoniog.-Aa thtir tyrodudi~>n is 
<restricted ;-i.e. they are produced only "n"hen certain pru:ticu1a-r things are 
there.- The (l.l·g,unont may be formulnted as follows :-Those things who.•e 
prod\lction is restricted to occasiOtl.S when cel'·to.in other thitlgs are there 
must be rega-rded n.s witl• CattSe,-ns for inst.once. your own cognition of the 
Probandum (desired to be proved) which appears only when the Probans 
(Reason) is thet·e ;-the same is U1o caso with the Lotus oncl other things ;
[hence these must be l'egardcd ns 'with Cause 'J-t·hi'i being a Reason based 
on the nature of things.-(127) 

End._ of Ollapter (4)-dea!ing with tile Doarim of tltt • Thit1g by Itself' . 



CHAPTER V. 

The Doct1'i1~e of SOUND (' Word-Sowul ') being tl1e Origin 
of the World. 

COMMENTARY. 

The upholders of • Word-Sound' as 'Bralmwn, assert thtir vir'v in tJ1o 

rono .. ing ''"ords :-
u Free from such distinction~ u • prior' and 'posterior • ,-unbom,

imperithable,-such is the Bmhman eon.sisting of 'Word-Sound'; n.nd from 

this Brahmnn there evolve the wholo lol of Things,- suoh ne Oolour and the 
lilco ;-tins fact;, cleerly recognised. Tltis has been th11• doclarod-' Without 
beginnlng and end, Braluno.u, of the Clillence of SOUND,-in tho form of 
Leller-8ountl&, evolves io the form of Things; wlumco proceeds tl1o entire wor1d
ptOCC88 '.-The term • 4di •. ' begintUng ', hero stands for production;
• ~tidhano.,. ' end ', stands for dutrudion; that which is free from thtM t~·o 

is • without beginning and end • ;- • in thojorm. of tlu: Uttu-Sotmd•' ;-as it is 

the Letters ' a • aod the ,..,.t; which AM the~.,.. (oi the e:q>MMing or Word· 
Sound) ;-this indicates the e\-..olution in tbo form of the • word', the 1 name'; 

-tllo evolution in the rorm of the • thing denoted • is indieoted by tho phn\se 
1 ln tho (ortn of thiop • ;-tho torm • pr<>«U' Atands for the dlverso 
thinr ;-tho tenn c Brahman • mention~' the nome." 

\\'hat htts been as.~erted in tho verso just quoted if; rottemt.od i.n the 

fo1Jowing 'rext :-

TEXT (128). 

"THE WJIOLE LOT OF 'l'BlNGS IS EIIOOONJSBD AS EVOLVED OUT OF THAT 

Bmhman WHICH lS OF TJlE ESSJ:NCE 011 Won! .SOUND, THE HIOJBST,
IINAFF:EC'l'l:D EY DESTiltrCI'ION Al<'D ORIGINATION ."-(128) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Dosh·uction • and 1 Originnt.ion. • have been mentioned only by way of 
illust ration; what should bo unc1e.r8tood to 00 meant ia that it is ent,il·eJy 

freo ft·om nll such distinctions n~ priority and posteriorit.y of Place ; this 

inolndflll freedom from distinctions of • priority' and ' postcrlorit.y ' of 
Tim• A loo. 

'Of lA• .--of Word-Sound • ;-of the nature or Word.Sonod; it is 
this !Act or Word-Sound forming ita -.. •• thet make;< it •pokco of aa 'or 
tha ...enee or Word·Sound'; >Vhat is mea.nt is that Word.Sound is its in· 
aepamble form. 

1 Hight# ',-in the form of the eyDa.ble 'om'; this syllable 1 om' is 
the ...,nco or nil words and names ant! t\lso of all things; and it constitutca 
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tJ1e l"eda. This ll'ord-So•m<l existing in the form of Letten and Wotds con· 

vtitut88 the l'eda; which io tho moon" oi comprehending the syllable, of 

which it steuds as the replica.-Thi" H iql.ut B'ahman i• perceived only by 
ttud• per1;0ns as hn.ve th(\ir minda thoroughly imbuod with Merit cond-ucive 

to the !ult\Jmcnt of Proapority oud the Highest Good. 
In. snpport of this viow, they Het forth the following reason:-" When 

a MOt of things is alwo.ys. ft380C.iated wi.th the form of o. co1'tain thing, the 

formor ru·e modifications: (evolut.oH) of that thing; e.g. tho Jot', the Saucer nnd 

t1w Onp nre evolutea of Clay, being alwnys associated v.ith t.ho form of Clay; 
and are hence known to be of U10 essence of Clay ;-all Thing)~ are found 

to be &$$0Ciated with ROme form Of Sound in the ohapo of ~Bm88 ; this r<>ason 

being b8aed upon the very nnWt<> of things ; as it ~ & cle&riy porceptiblo 

!not that all things o.re a810Ci&ted with some form of sound (in the shapo of 
Ntune); !or instance, when a cognition of the Yamo-Sotmd i.s produced in 

""S""d to thiugs, the cogn!Lion or tilOse things nppeal'8 1\lwnY" """ocinted 
with t.ho.t Nan,o-Sonud. 'this ia what haa been ebus declared (in 
VaJ.:yapadiya}-' There la no cogn1tion in tho \V oriel wl1ioh is not associated 
with word.sounds; in fact., nJI cognition is always intru.·(uAed with wol·ds '. 
-Tbo knowledge of tho naturo or things also is alwl\yo dependent upon tJ1e 

fonn of their cognition (which i1 MIIOCiated with word•). From this it follows 

tllt\t all things ""' alwayo uaociated with Name-Sounds; 8Jld this being 
""tablished, i• follows tlll o •n&tter of course that they have their 8BSOnC6 in 

thet~e Sounds; os hat~ing their uu.nce in Sound means nothing more than 
b<ing Always a;;sociated wi•h NM>e-Sound.-(128) 

The Author p1-oceod>l to refute the t>bove doch·ine (of Sound being tho 
origin of tho World) in the following 'l'exts ;-

TEXTS (129-131). 

THOSE PEOPLE WHO ASSERT TRE ABOVll VIEW !>1JOVLD BE A.DDBBSSED AS 

I'OLLOWS ;-{WJD<>r THE BLtn: AND OTHER TIIINGS llVOLVll OUT OF 

THE SAID SotwD) DOJIS-OR DOES N<>'l'--'l'lnl SoUND .A.BAlo"DDN 

ITS SoUJ>"D·FORM AND TAKE Ul' THE BLUE AND OTI!l!R I'OlWS 1-!P 
JT IS THE FIRST ALTERNATIVE (mAT IT DOllS ABANDON 1TS 

OWN FORM) 'l'JlAT IS ACCEPTED, THEN 'l'Illl SOUND BECOMES 

DEPRIVED 0!1 ITS IMl'ERISliABILI'l'Y,- INASll!ll'OH AS ITS 

PREVIOUS 110RM lL\S BEOO~lE DESTROYED.-lFTHE SECOND 

AL'rERNATIVB IS AOOlll'TliD, THEN, ON THE COONITION 

011 TRE BLUE AND OT.HER THINGS, EVEN THE DEAl' 

SBOVLD HA \"E THE CLEAR PERCEM'ION 0¥ 

THE SolniD·FOJOI.-{129-131) 

CO)Il\lENTARY. 

l• the World regl\rdcd"" • ul the Es.•ence or Sound',-· Shalxlamaya '

in the ~enso that sometimel4 it tnkes the form of the modification of Soun<l f 
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Or in the s.onso t hnt somet.irnes it. i.e: produced frQm Sound.-M in tho cnfoie 

of the BXprefblion • annamayal; tmltidJ.l ' (' Lirt' is of t ho essence of food '), 

the affix • waval' denotes cause (t.IW!l meaning being that. Food is the Ct\u -"'G 

of Life)! 
The firBt alttmat.ixe cannot be right; RIJ the .t~Rid 'modification ' 

itaelf is not possible. BeeauiOC when Brolmrtm who iit • of the ~n<"C o·f 

Sow1.d' tnkes tho form of dto Blue nnd othl"r thingf", does It-or doe.q it not 

-obandOI\ lt.H own pristine Sound-form 1 If the Cot· mer t\ltornut.ive ho 

t\CC&pted-thnt I t does abandon itll pt·iatine Soulld·fOJ'IU,-th~;:•n thrt~ would 

be an end to the view that it is 'without beginning a..lld end', lhnt. ili, 

imperishable. indestructible; aa therfc wonld boa dMtruetiou of the prilft.ine 

fortn.-Ii tho 11000nd alternative bo accepted,- thot lt does 11ot n.b&ndon its 

pristine form~-thon, at the f,ima that Blue i.l) cogniliC<I by t he doof pt'N!Oil, 

he should havo t,he perception or Sound olso; M the cognition of 8ow1d 

would 00 non-different- from tho cognitioo of Blue. Thi~ o.rgumen.t. rnny bo 

!atmnl:lted ftll follows :-'\\"hen one thiu.g is non-diffN•ent from tU\Other,

if one is cognil<!d, the other becotnco also cogn~ ........ when the Bit~ is 

cogni!\<ld, the """'''"'" of that ""me Blue becom .. ftioo cognised :-Sound is 
non-diffbl'ont from Blue i henc.'C this ht: n reoson lw\jj(l(} on tho nnturo of 

things.-Il it wero not F>O, inMm1ueh as the conditions for OOitt\1' or 

wot'$6 would cliffct· in the two (Sound nnd Bluo). rhe,v could not. I~ I'OOOguisod 

tl8 of tho essence of the other. Thi~ would be an nrgument ngt\iust. UuJ con· 

elusion (of the other (l<lrt~·).-{12!H31 ) 

This snmo argument is ilet forth in grent~r detail, in the following 

Text :-

TEXT (132). 

(h WOULD DE AS ASSEnTED ADOVI'l) BECAUSE ALL THINOS (AOOOROING 

'1'0 YOU) EXlS'I' PlUJIIARILY It! 'l'lllil FORM 011 SOUND; AND IF 

THII SoUND·FOR>l IS NOT ABANDO:s'ED, TllERB 0,.\N Dlil NO 

iiiODIFIOA'I'ION (E\'OLVTION).-(132) 

omrMENTARY. 

' Yana' hero stands for • yoamdt ', bccaun,-you hold t·hat primurily 

t he World is of the oature of Sound. 

The S600nd line explAins wb.v it would be as ~.-{132) 

Quution.-u \Vhot if the " 'oriel re.maius primnrily of the e6.~.mco of 
Sound f " 

The Answer is provided by the following Tex~:-
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TEXT (133). 

1'nB IDENTJT>: (01-" SOUND) \YlTR BLUE AND OT!Il!R TIDNOS BEING nol 

ji(J!tratit-t (BOT RE.U.),-WBY SHOIJLD NOT THERE DJI OOONlTION 

011 S01ontl AT ~·ltll Tnlll THAT Tlrll Blue AND 01'HliR 

TIDN(IS AllE ,OOONISEJ) ! - (133) 

COMMENTARY. 

lrlenJ.ily of Blue, etc.-i.o. with Soutul. 
il l IM li11u that tha Bltte and 01/tu thing• are cognioed ;- that il!, under 

tho circUll»>tanc:es whon Blue, etc. are cognised ;---why 1hould ""' there ~ 

to(Jnition of Sound !-thnt is to •ay, Sound also fulfilling all the conditions 

of perceptibility, it is only right that there ohould be perception of it, 

ju•t "" tbel'O is of Bluo ~>ncl other thiugs.-(133) 

TEXT (134). 

Ill' T.II'BRE WERE NO OOONrriON OF IT (SOUND), TJIBN TIDIRE SH01JLD BE 

NONEl OF THB BLUE AND 01'HER THINGS ALSO ; BBOAIISB BOTH 

ARE OF TRB SAME ltSSENOB. !N CASB nll!Y IIA.D DtnERBl<T 

PROPB.RTIBS., THERE \VOVLD BE ABSOLUTB OIF.,ERE.NOB 

BETWEEN THEM.-(13!) 

C'OMMEXTAH \'. 

JC you <to not ndmtt of t·ho CognHlon of Sound (o.t the time of the 
cognition of the Blno, cto.) then there would be tJ1o o.bfJtll'dity of thero being no 
cognition of the Blue, etc. niR<>, just. 88 there is none of Sound i--beoa'U.f~ botJ~ 
are oj t11e sam.~ uaen.ce ;-thf\t. is, Blue and the rest nro of the snme W\ture 

rui Sound.. Otherwise, if tho Blue, eto. bo held to luwo properties difJerent 

from tJU>l'8 of So~nd, it would luwe to be t\dmitted that tho two nre ftbsolutely 
Rnd entirely difforent.-(134) 

Tho following Te:zt explains why it would be. so:-

'£EXT (135). 

WHAT J:NDIOATES DIFFERENOB AMONG A N'IIMBl'lR OF TIIINGS IS TH m 
l'RESBNOB OF INOOMl'ATIDLB PROl'ERT!l'S ; OTifli:llWISE, NO 

t>ll!TERBNOB OOIJLD IIVBN BB ASSUMED .&MONO DIVBME 

L'<DIVIDIIALS.-( 135) 

COMllE~'TARY. 

b cannot be righo for nny one object to be perceived '"'d not porcei<·ed 

nt the 8t\Jlle tlln& and by the eo.mc penion ; lf lt were, theo, the object would 

coo.ae to be on.e.. Otherwigc, i£, oven in tbe presence o£ iucompat.lblc properties. 



122 

there wtro on&·neM. then e,·eu that clifferenca which ~ 8.3Swnod and accepted 
""8\tb6il<tlng among the Jar Md other thing& would t>ot be possible.-The temt 
• • .,.,. • iB mean' to imply that it is not in the form of 8rol11Ha,. only t.hM 
tberewould be no diversity; becauset.heestahlis~ view iB tltatwbileBroJmum 
I"Mtil wit.IUn lteeJC, there is no divcm,ity in Jt; tll diucr•itg is opperteMnt. to 

IN«i/.ftcation.-For instance, when Bra/uuatl i8 h.ald to be '\-rlthout beginning 
and ood ', It is not. in the form of 8\lch things 1\.8 the Jar nnd the liko,-but 
in the form of the Supremo Self. Tlw Jar and other thini!J' are actnnUy soou 
to bo undergolng origination and destruction C\.nd t;o bo occupying lin\ited 

placo nnd timo. 
Tho allllurdity has been urged above (in :r~xt ISJ) ogain~t tho othur 

ptlrty-thnt the doof would clearly pereelvo Sound (wheu he ~~~·ceivcs tlte 
Blue and othru· things). This f;honld be tuulerstocxl to bo npplicoblo to t-he 
other porty only if the form of Brahman is regorded n• fn!AIIing tho condition• 

of perceplibitity.-Tho absurdity is not applionblo if Bro:lmtan is hold to bo 
. extremely subtile And beyond tbo reaeh of the Sensos.-But ill that e&ll$ the 
objeetion to bo urgad oho_uld ho that (if Sound bo not perceh·ed, then) the 

Blue, cte. also would not be peroe.i\·ed, a.CJ these &re o£ the 80tne nature as 
SoWld ; and in tl111t c:aoe there conld bono sueh genera liBation M that ' ordinary 
n1.en peretivo ouly that. m.ue.h of things R.S is liabl6 to origination and 
dMtnu:tiou •. 

The following argument mjght be urgrd he~ :- ·• Ju .. t "" -ling ro 
you (Bauddl;a) t.he tnon~tntar;nus, though uot difl'ortnt from Blue, etc., il'( 

not cognised '~ben these latter are cognised,-&o, in tbo ttruno manner, the-1'0 
would bo no cognition of Sound". 

'fhia i~J not right; it ia, not tnu., that 111.0111t"Urrhlt18 js not cognised 
when Dlufl, etc. oro cogn.iAed ; whn.t doeB ltRppo.n i.IJ tl1M. even though 
momentaritttl8 is nctually apprehended by tho non-conecptuol Oogrllt.ion, 
yot it. lA Sl\id to bo not cJ4i.nitely cogul8t:Al, boolltlAO O( tho impoait.iOll 

upon it of otho.t· qualities, through Illusion. So thllt, so fur ns tho nwl"s 

genOI"ftl ind&fu'lito Apprehension is concerned, it. ;, duly etpprchc.ndcd ; but it 
is JJOl apprel1ended in BO far as its well-defined cognition itt concerned ; ruul 
as "'(erring to <Jislinct form.• of the cognition (de6nito And indefinite), hotb 
clutracle.-.-of ""ing apprtl .. rttkJ. nnd ttOI.apprcJ .. •tkd-nre qui to oompl\tible. 
-In tJto use of )'Otu theory, however, &ueh opprchtntionand 1t01W1pprthtJI#ion. 
of Sound (nt tbo timo of pm:~i\"ing Blue, etc.) c:annot be right; bocnuse you 
r<g~~rd all e<>gniliOilll as eqnnlly detenninato and well-defin.ed ; 10 thot Sound 
would be definitely apprehended in its complete lonn by " single cognition; 
and there would be no 1\ifpeCt. of it which would rtmnin '*·appreJumdul. 
This hu beel), thus tl.SM'rled- " How cnn that napcct. of it which is not 
definitely apprehended by well-defined cognition&-fonn tho object of the~• 
latter ! 11-lf fJOtno cognition is ndmitted by you to bo \UHlof'lncd t\nd non· 
COitC:eptun.l, tJ\en you should not make rmch mt fiHPiu.rtion n~ tho followjng

u ThOl"o 18 no cognition ht the world which is not RAHOCiat.ed with ,.;·ords " .
Jn this e:oso too, the reaso1:. addtlccd (by you) thnt H 'J'IUngQ m·o ns:sociatt-d 

with th& fonuof Word·Smmd "-would no~ be tnte, nnd no " t"esult of t-his, 

there being no proof, any attempt to prove tbo fact o! all things boing 
of the ......, .. o! Sound would bo entirely haoeless. 

; 

i 
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'Fm·ther, A.s t<•gRrd~ the momeniarined8 of t-hings, it is i\Ct.uo.lly ostablishcd 
by ll'l<-1\ll..S or pr()t)f::.; tmd even though thus duly npprehondcd, it is spoken 
<>f "-' IUJ/. cleflnitcJy coyni•ed. A.• regards t.he fact of Things being of tho 
·C.~.;;et\to o£ Sonnd however,-by what pt·oof is it e.~tnblished thnt it could be 
adm.ittC'd in t-ho smne mrU\ue.t· t\$\ mom.en.tarineu is admitted ?-(135) 

The following '.rext proceeds to set fort.h nuotber method o£ criticising 
tlta 'Sr~ttnd ~ theory :-

TEXT (136). 

IF •rm: ONE 'SouND-ESSENCE ' DE KEL'O TO BE DI11FERENT wrrs JM.OI! 

INOIVlOUAL T HlNO, 'fHEN ALL TmNG$ WOULD OOCUl'Y THE 

SAi\!E POINT IN SPACE AND WOULD llE COGN!S&D IN ONE AND 

1'f!}) SAME FOltlf.-(136) 

COMMENTARY. 

\Vhen (according to you) tlto • Sound-essence' tulClergoes modification, 
dt)O$ it hec01ne differeu.t with each object, or not ?-If the view is th.at it 
does not. bac.:ome different, then all things, Blue and the rest. Hhould occupy 
t he stttuo point in. apt1ee. Th<\t they !1hou1d OCC\lPY the stttne point ht space 
is &tid only by Wi~>Y of i llustn.\.t ion. '.rirn.o, Jnodification .. ~, Ctmctions and 
oon..dit-lol\.i also f\re m&n\t to bo included. 'fhe Oogni.tion,-nppetu·uuce (in 
Ot'n'lS<~iowmes:;.)-also would be in one an<l the S(l.1no form; as all things, l31uo 
o.nd t ht) 1-ost, W0\1ld be uon·<llffereut ft·om the one osseuoo of Sound.-(136) 

TEXT (137). 

l:u (ON TRB OTHER HAND) IT DIFFERS WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL (TIIING), 

1'1JEN BltAmiAN DECOMES many,- AS HAVING A E'OltM WHICH !S 

DIVERSE AN'O OF THE Nll'URE OF SRVERAJ, l'IIINGS,-J'UST 

LIRE THE DIVERSITY OF INDIVIDUALS.-{137) 

COMMENTAlW. 

If the 'Sound-O$$e<lc&' .is admitted to differ with each .individual, 
thOJ..\ Brahman. becomes m.any ;--as having a form wh.i.cl~ is diverst a.n.d of the 
1Jalttt·c of sevual thi.ngs; i.e. one whoso no.turc>--cbarMter-is diverse and of 
tho n•\turo of severo.l things ;-a:r.lCl yet Bmhma,~ is held to b& one. Thus 
yotu· thoory goes directly a.gnin:st yotU' own tenet.-( 1.3i) 

The Author staws another objection (to the So!<rnl-tl.eory}-ill the 
following Text:-
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TEXT (138). 

J.p TIIINOS OONSI.STED 011 ETERNAL 'SoUND', T1111Y ALSO \VOULD BB 

IITER!IAL ; ..h~D ~CB • .s TlllNGS WOIJLD BB .oOCO)Q>LISill!D 

SDIOLT.O.""'BOUSLY WlTB mE SoUND, NO I ),f0DrPlOA.TION' 

WOULD BB COYPATIBL'S.-{13$) 

00)(;11ENTARY. 

If T/~ing1 oo,.uilted. of eternalSound,-i.e. i f th«-~· \t"f'I"C of the ,.;nll\e ntlturo 
M e-tcrnn.l Sotmd,-i.e. if Souud eonstitute:'J the \'try UBSOncc of tho "'oriel, 
-t.11011 'thingR l\liJ() should be held to be etor·nnl ; 1md hunco Oil nt alii t.inu."S 
lht 1:1•inqs 1uoul<l ba cucomplialisd simuliattcOUsly U.'itli Somu1,-ou ttct·ount ()r 
thoir boiug J)() accomplished,-it is not poss.iblu !01' them to be o[ the 1\0tw·o 
of • modifications' .- • Tal • stnnd.:; for 'warndt '. R ou«. 

Or the 'airoultonoity' meant mny be that or nll euoh things ns the B/.,• 
and the like.-(138) 

QuulioK-" Ewn if things are accomplished •imultnneooL•ly, why should 
not choy be •Mtlifo:nlioru!" 

Tbo An.lw.,. is •upplied by the !ollc>wing T~xt : -

TEXT (139). 

TRER& COULD B" 'MODI:I1ICATION' 01-'LY If TH&Rf: WEn!! OISAI'I'P.ARANOE 
Oil' ONE PORM 110U.OWIID BY TR:E APPIIARANOE OF ANOTIO!R 

li'ORli,-AS IS J1011ND 'tO DB THE CASB WITH Qr,AY· AND 

OTII'ER TRINCIS ;-rr OOlTLO NO~' DP. POS.~rnf,E ROWllVIIR 

t1' ALL APPEARBD Wfl'HOUT SEQUENC~ 

(SDIULTA..'\'E011SLY).-(139) 

OOlliiENTARY. 

In a thing in regard t{) which there was uo 'Soque:nco ', however. 'modi
Bcatioo • would not be pos:clible; the term • lu •, • however ', iA to be con.st.nted 
wi~h 'Urallll '.-From this it follow• that i• CAnnot be riJ!ht to Ngard TIW1g>0 
u '~or Sound', through • moditi<'fttion '.-{130) 

The followi•~g Te:rt p~ to shou- that the other nltorlllltive, cannot 
he maintained :-

TEXT (140). 

J'F Tllll WORLD BE: IIEOABDED AS ' OONSISTINO Oli' SOIIN D ' U< THE 110RM 
or 'PRoDuCT' {NoT ETERNAL),-IWEN so, AS Sou No wour:.D 

ne UNl!ODll'IABLB, TIIEII'fJ COULD BB NO SEQUENTIAL 

Al'PEARA.NCE.-(140) 

OOlliiENTARY. 

Even ao, llll Sound is eternnl (u hypotlwi), nnd houoe umnodifiablt.
it is not poaible for the Products to nppoor oequentinlly: h> fact, all things 

• 

I 
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:-:houlc1 Hp(WUl' ~irn.uUnnc-ouJo~;ly, ''tl b(•ing tho oft'eot-t of ocl'.tally porfeot ca.u~o 

u£ ur1c•IJ~(rtu,:tl.:!(l ttutf'tn·~·. lu ft\.{'t, ,,,.., Ht>l'earituce of t'fiects is dola.yed only 

wbt'fl t ltt•l'\.• i-" sutnt' irnpl·lit"Ction jra tIn' Cot\86; iJ the C\llwe i!J perfect, therefore, 

for whut would tbl, t"IT,'<:t wnit, nud ht.•m:c uot tlJlpea!' dimultoneously t--( VIO) 

TEXT (l.J.l). 

h•, FROll f:ioln-"1> WHICH IS OP O:SI! FORll ALWA~'S, Dl:YERSE .ORMS ARll 

PRODOCBD, THE..'< HOW TS IT TfrAT THE WORLD IS SFOJa:::s OF AS 

' EVOLVED ' IN THfl FORM OF THE Object 1-(141) 

C'O)DI EN't ARY. 

l•'urthur. if it i~ ddntilH'<I thM out of Sound, which i~ of ono fonn only, 

YnrinuJo~ dh·~.·t~c fot'H\I'C nro prO<h1C'Nl.-thcn it will not bo truo to My thnt 

· Rmlmum. vvolvE"~ into tho fornt or tho Object '; bocn.t•~ it lA not right thn.t 

whe.u t\ ditltrent. thing il't producc·d, ono t hing shou.ld evolve ont of another 

in dU\t fonn, without. uctually r-nk-ring into that. fortn itae.lf.-Thus the 

PropoRiLion ""t up by th" other Pnrty cannot bo mnintnined in any way 

at t>ll.-( 141) 

:\notlw.r rea!:'on put forward (in support of the vjew that tho \Vorld is 

prvdnrcd out of So\lntl) i~ .. ~lHM nll thin~ m•o rwrmen.ted with Sound· 

for1ns .. : tho following ·roxt. proceed,. t o M.tto\~ tha-t this H.eo.son is '\mproveu '. 

• J n.t1.dmi81o!ihlo • :-

TEXTS (142.143) . 

L'< TBfl CASE OB SI!CD DTVER$B 'I'RINGS AS THE JAJI, TRE PAIL A.N1) TIJ1I 

LIKE, IT ll; FOtniD TIIAT ALL OB TII:EM ARE OP THE NATURE 01' Clay, 

WHtOH DIFFERE~TlATES THE)J rHO)l ALLTIIA1'1S NOT· CLJ\Y; AND 

ON 1'HE BASI~ OF THl~ IT IS A8SIJ)fED TIIAT IN ALL TIIESI~ 

TH:EllE SUllSL'n"S THE O~E f Ct.A..Y·NATURE I ;-NO SUCH 

NATURE HOWEVER IS PBBCBIVED D' 't'H'E CASE 01' 

sucn TIIINns .• s THE Blue, THE Y tllow ANI> so 

1/0RTR ; l!ENOE THE ASSUMPTION OF ANY 

SIJOll O>IC 1111111re AS IS PRECLUSIVE OB 

ALL THAT IS 1w/.·81>ttn4 WOULD 

BB ABSOLUTELY BASELESS.-

(142·143) 

CO~!M'I'!NTARY. 

AA n mattor of fact, the-re ran be no one eompl'ehen .. cU,·o notion of nil 

things; everything htut its own spociflo character. ond thereb~· differentiated 

{l·om homogeneous as well as hetet'Ogoneous things ; whenever they nre 
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repr<ted as permeol<!d by a common character, it is 011ly on llM\liUl>tion 

ba.seclupon the lac~ of tbat ebancter serving w differentiate them from ouch 

othor things as ore hoterogenoom; for instance, in the ca.so of such thiugs ns 

tho Ja.-, the Oup and tho Pt>il, etc.-even though these ore roolly distinct from 

eAch othor,-the oommon chnt"8Cter of 'Clay 1 is BSS\tlll6d, on the basis of 

th8 oxcluaiou of all tbat is Mt.Cllly. EvM this asowned 'uniformnOSB ', 

oonsillti1J8 of Mng ,.,...ea~.a by /M ""''"" of Sound, is not possible in the 

el\lle of the things in question,__,ueh as, tho Blt<e, the Yellow and tho like ; 

hooauao we do not p<>reeive t he Scwut-clu>raeler in tho JJlue, the Y ell<no 

and such thinga; and when you do not perceive such a. uniCortn cbaroctor in 

tbam, how can it bo o.ssnmed that, being ~ by Sountl<lJOm<UJr is 

du& to tho preclusion of wlu>t ill 110t of IM MtUTO of Sountl ? Thua the 

o.ssumpt.i.on is entirely ba.soloea and hence the retUJou i.a • unproven •, 

• Inadmissible'.-(142·143) 

It has been urged (under 7'.., 136) that "all things would occupy 

the aome point in epaee and would be cognised in ono ond the same fortn" ; 

-the follO\Vi1J8 Toxt rruses an objection from the point of v iew of tho other 

party:-

TEXT (144). 

lJr IT BE HELD TltAT-" BRAUK.L'< IN ITS ESSENCE RE&UINS EVER UN

Dil'11ERBNTIA1'11D ; IT IS ONLY UNDER DISTURBANCE DUE TO 

lONOII.AN<lll THAT PEOPLE IIEGARD lT AS DIVERSE ".-(144) 

COMMENTARY. 

The followi"8 view might bo urged by the Opponent:- " The one 

Principle o! Brohm<Jn ,.,..;~ alll/OUI untl!ffcrcnti<lud,-tiaUy unmodified; 

in renlity, there is no mod;[ICDiion of It; whM happens is that pooplo hl\ving 

their minds 11<\d oyco clouded by the darkn08i! of I gnornneo, regard It as 

divorH, in ouch forms M the Blut Md the like. Thill has been thus doelorod :

• Even thoiJ8h ..fl:41h4 (Spaoe) ill pure, yet oboeosed by darknMs, people 

come w 1'<lg&l"d it as limited and made up o! divet$ified porta; in the l&m& 

rnsnnor, though Brahman. is immortal and unmodifiablo, yot It appoars to 

be sullied by Noscienoe and l1enco diversely modified '.-Under the oirotun· 

stan ... , there would bo no such absurdity OB aU things occupying the tame 

point in Spaoe; beoauso in ,.lity aU thinaa are non-entities, therefore 

!·hero would be diveroity in their cognitions al.oo,-the divenity being due to 

the osoillotions of Nesoience " .-( 1 (4) 

Tbo above argument is answered by the following Text.a :-
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TEXTS (145-146). 

E\'EN 1;0, WHAT IS A&'TITALLY PEROEI\'ED m THE FOR~t OF Bl11e AND T.IIB 

REST ll'l: PERSONS TRAMELLEl> BY NESOIENOE WIDOII FOR~[ SERV&S AS 

THE BASIS 011 REJECTING AN:O ACQUffiiNC OIIR'Ul:N THINGS, 

-APART FROM THAT J10R(II, WHAT J.~ TR&RF. IN TIIE 

FOIL.\! OF • Bn.a...turAN , , UNPERCEl\"ED, wnros: 
COULD BB COGNISED AS c EXISTING ', BY PER

SONS WHOSE ltilSl> HA.~ RISEX ABOVE (TRB 

SIIACKLP-'l 01' NESOI:&'<OE) ?-(146-146) 

CO~(}lENTARY. 

The exist.ence of the eognien.ble thing Ct\1\ be establiahed Ol\ly by tneans 
or Proofs (l\fenns of Cognition) ; thore is however no r>roor for (means of 
cngniHing) the existence of B>'llllman as post.ulatcd. For h\ltanee. It eani>Ot 

00 J>ro,·ed by Perce-pt,ion, a111 Brolmtan. does not appear in any fonn other 
than the Blue and U1e ....,t M the basis of such activity M roj.aing and 

acquiring ;-nd when I t d- not appear at all (in ony pure form of It.• 
own). how could It be eogniM<l ao tzioting, by persons whose mindA have 

ri'!Cn (obo,·o the shnckle;o of Noocicnoo) and M<' centred on the path of 

Reo.oon 1-(145· 146) 

TEX'£8 (147 -14.8). 

TKE UNDIII'FBRENTIA'I'l':D Ba.ur~r.u< OANJSOT BE PROVED BY P&ru:mPTION, 

BECAUSE IT NEVER APPEARS IN TllA'I' POR>I ;-AND AS No:r:Bni'O 

CAN BE PRODUCED PRO>l WHAT IS ETEJL'<AL, 'I'IIl!RE CAN BE NO 

PROBANS IN THE FOR~I OF AN EFFECT (WHICII COULD LBAD TO 

Tl!E INFERENCE OF Brahman) ; A.'W AS THE VERY EXISTENCE 

Ol' TBE TH'INO ITSELF (BRAHMAN) IS STILL UNPROVED, 

NO CHARACTER 011 ITS OWN COULD SERVE AS THE 

PBOBANS LEADINO TO TilE I NFERlilNCR {Oll 'I'HB SAID 

Brahman) ; AND At'A.RT FROM TRESS TWO, TlllilRII 

C~ BE NO PROBANS \VHICII OOUl.D PROVE TH'lll 

EXISTI!NCII (OF Brallman).-(147-148) 

OO~ruE..'\TARY. 

The following migh~ bo urged (by the other \)1\rty) :-"The said 

Bralmtan is pt·oved by Its own cognition. since it. is of tho na.ture of 
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Cona<:iou~<noea itoolf. For inot<Lnco, Brahman It8elf is Light, booauso I t is 
of the esaenoo of Sound, and beC!\uliO it iB o£ the nature of Intelligence-" 

Thi.A however is contrary to OW" O\m experience; for instance, even 
n·hen one ha.& his mind wandering elsewhere, when looking with his eyef' 
upon Colour, one 1\AA rucb non-detorminat.e perception of the Blu~ and 
such things M ii 'free from ,-erbel oxpret18ion; this is going to be e:q>lained 
in det.eil later on. 

This elao seta ...Ude what baa boon - M to "there being no eogtLi

tion in the world which is not. uaociated wiUJ. word.&'.'. 
From all thiJI it follows that tlN vndiJ!-.tituttl. Brohma,. of the essence 

of Sound cannot be proved by P"""'ption. 
Nor cnn It be proved by Inf..-ence. If there were an Inference (oi 

Brahman) it could be baled on a ProbnM in the form of an EJ!ed (of that 
Brahman}, or in tbat of tho Mlw'e of Brebman It.oclf.-As for mere Xon

~pprehe.ru;ion, it. co.n have ou.ly nt.galiotl fol' it.e object, and can have no 
infiueoee upon nn aJ!irnt4tion (tmch M that of the Ezi8Una of Brahman).
Now. there con be no Probt\n.s in tho form of an Efftcl, beca.u.se no effect. 
can proceed from what is eternal ; beco.uso tu\)' Cru.itful nctiou-eit.her con
l'$l.."CUth·o or concurrent--would bo rt;pugttnnt to tho very natut6 of the ctcrnnl 
Th.ing.-Nor CAn thoro boa Probn.us iu tbo 11hnpe of the nature of Bmlmum 

Jt~eU i because the Thing itAelr, in the for1n or Brahman, is still notetJtnblished; 
nnd 110 long •• tbo Thing itaolf hn.t not been oet.eblishod, no nature ot· 
chnract.er of it can be ootnblishcd independently by ItaeU. 

I t might be tu·god thnt thoro mt\y be oomo other Probnna (npru-t ft·om tho 
two j ust mentioned).- In n.tawcr to' this, it i$ ndded-.. 4.parlfrom these, etc. i 
- i.e. apart h·om Natt,re n.nd }j)fff.d, thore i8 nothing that Cl\n prove your 
Probnndurn ; 1.\S no othct· .Probat\8 would be itavat·i(~bly concom itant with i t ; 

and what iil not. htvario.bly concomitnn.t.canuotsorveada Probnns ; for, if j t; 

did, it would load to nblurclitie~~. 

. It hna boon t\SSe.rted that 'l,hin.ga t\1'0 M&ooia.tcd with Sound-forms ;
suclt ftAS~intion has not been proved, 1:\nd ill obsolutaly fa.lso ; alld as such 
cannot provo the fact of Brahman being really of the C88Cnoo of SoWld. 

Nor eau sueh • Brehm&> be proved by Scripture ; "" the chnractor of 
~ Scripturo • itseU ia unoertain. · 

• Xon·Bt>J)relteJl.SiOr\ I (l]ft() is a 80ft or Indication (Probans); but tl.ult 

iR included under what haa been montiouod alroody M 'Nature '.-Nor 
eno tills ' Noo-approhonaion ' Mrve to pro,·o E:d.una; and it is Existence 
that is d68ired to be proved ; this is wbat i.o meant by tbo pJu-a.o-whid• 
ooul4 pn>ue the uiatenco of Brohman.-(147-HS) · 

Further, you must nndont.and that Brohma,. is not capebl" of bringing 
abcmL even mero Cognition; and boi.ng 10 incnpablt\ Ita form turns out t.o 
be that of mere non-entity. A furt.ller elucidation of tbis is supplied 
in the following Text:-
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TEXT ( 149-150). 

ALL CoNSCIOO~""ESS il.t'OST BE CONSEOOTIVE, AS IT il.t'OST lrOLLOW T1I11 ORDER 
Olf SEQOENCE OF TilE O:S.TBOTS OOONJSED; IF IT WERE NOT SO, 

11'8 EI!'FEOT IN THE POBM OF OOONITION WOULD COME AB017T 
Sr&roLTANBOOSLY.-HENClil EVEN IN TB& E11FEOT IN TUil 

PO'Rllrt OF '0oON1TION ', TOR'£. IS NOTRINO, AR'Al\T 
FROM TRB RE.JDCTINO AND ACQOUUNO, WIUOR COULD 

BE WITHIN THE Pow·ans 011 Brahm11-" ; so THAT IT 
BEOO~ffiS REDVCED TO 'J'I£E POSITION OF THE 

'SONOFTREBARlUJNWOJilAN '.-(149-150) 

CO~OIENTARY. 

All this has boeo proved under the !I()Ction dealing with • God' (in 
Text 89). 

' Tatale. paran~ r r ' a port from. tlw.' I ;-i.e. other than the Bluo and oth<n· 
thingti which form the besis of the o.ct.s of rojeaing and acquiring.-Or the 
term '14~ ' may be taken as tbe ...,......,..Uon of lho Conclusion; tbe meaning 
being that ' it is something apart from the Blue and other things \Vhich form 
the ballis of the acts o£ Roj•cting and Acquiring '.-Or the term '14~' may 
be taken tU the rc-assortion o£ the Conclusion, in the form • tharofore i~ is 
true, roo.l '. 

T/10 pooili<m of t/10 ' Son of tho Ba"en Woman ' ;-for ~arding the 
• Sou of th& BtuTi)n \Voman' as a. non-ontity, trhero is no reason a port. !rom the 
fact of ltis being incapable of effective n<:ti<>n.--{149·150) 

Tho following might bo \u·ged :- 11 '£he so.id 08SOI\CO of Supremo Brahman 
is pel'<lCived only by such Yogim (My•tiu) as have their mind oided by 
Merit loading to Prosperity aod Righeet Good ". 

Thil also is not pooaiblo ;-this is what is shown by the following 
Text:-

'£EXT (151). 

FOR THE SAME REA.,ON EVEN MYSTICS \VlTH THEIR 'OHA1N 01' l'VRE 
CONSCIOUS~'ESS ' DO NOT KNOW THA.'i' FO&M OF Brahma" ; AS 

TUB N:ECESSAliY OO!>'l<"ECTION COULD BB l'OSSJ:BLE ONLY 
AFrER AN AOTlON OF TUE COGNITION ITSELF.-(151) 

CO~IMEN'l'ARY. 

U the Mystic bad operated upon the cognition born of mystic communion, 
then it might be admitted thot ~Iy3tiea perceive thot form of Brahman. As 
it is, howover, in the mnru\er shown nbove, no such operation is possible ; 
hence thie view cannot 00 right. 

Tho following might be urged :-" When Mysti"" percei\·c that form of 
Brahma", lt is not through the appearance of cognition relatins to it; as 
apart from that., neither the Myodc nor the my•tic cognition has any 
oxistenco ; what b.oppens i.s that during the myt:tie ata..te, ~{ysties percehre 
I t as their own self, i.n tho form of Light effulgent ''· 

9 



130 TATTVASANGlUJIA: OIUPTER V. 

Tbe answer to tJ>ia is M follows :-If it is so, thon it has to bo oxplained 

what U10 B1'81un$n's fonn is prior to the mystic atate. If It ia always of 

the form of Light offul8ont, then theN> con be no atata which ia '"''·mvotic ; 
as .,. hypotlwi, Brohmon i.a over of tho nature of the ollulgent ligM of Self ; 

ao thnt tho Liberation of all beings would bo accompliabed without effort. 

n ia po$$ible thnt tho following might bo urged:-" Just "" for you, 

Buddhiata, during the atA>te of v-n> and the like, the Cognition, though ono, 

oppoon in a variegated fonn.--oo tbo Brahman also, even though one, 

appoon div.- to peraons whooo chain of cognitiona i.a not pure, through 

Ignorance. n 

Tl>at canJlot bo right; heeouse M o. n>attor of faot, a port from Braht•um, 

tbM& aro none whose • Chain, is not. pure. to whom the Mid form could appear 

as stated. 
"Brohma.~t appears, by Itself, in that form.*' 
In that case, no Liberotion '•ould be possible ; because Brohma» is 

always of tbo nature of ona single Cognition. Aa for \lS (Buddhists), 

Liberotion is quite possiblo, as at that stage, there t\ppoars " disti.net pure 

Cognition .. 
Furtbor, for you, opovt from Broh~~tan, there can be no Ignoranco or 

illusion under whose ·intluonco the BmlmUJn would nppoo.r in the said fonn. 

And on 1>ccount of Illul!ion being non·sepi\rato from It, it would bo <I'Oll·said 

U>at • wtder tllb irlfluonco of that Illusion, Brahman appears as I t.self in that 

form' I 
It might be said U>a~" Wben it ia said that • It beeomee cognised 

under the influence of Ignorance •, what is m"""t ia thet It is:of tha nature 

of Ignoronoo (or Illusion)." 
If so, then tbo implication is all tho clonrer thet the!'$ can bo no Libera· 

tion : when the Eternal One Brohman has the natUl'O of Ignorance, there 

can be no ......,tion of U>atlgnoraneo, which forms tbo essence of Bmhma~>,

by virtue of which -tion there coulcl be Liberotion. 

If then, Ignorance ia admitted to be something &pert from Brohman, 

-oven so, it could not procluco e.ny offeot upon Brolaman, which ia otarna.l 

and benco not susceptible to any e.ddition to Its qualitioe. So that it cannot 

be right to assort that Its appeerance (in Cognition) ia due to tho influence 

of Ignorance ; and thu. there being no connection between Ignor.nco and 

Brohmaro, there can be no Birth and Rcbin/&.-Nor can it be right to ......rt 

that 11 It eou1d be dosoribed as being neither rool nor unroo.l , ; beco.uso all 

things muse fall within ono or the other of theso two; otherwise it would not be 

a Tlaing (Entity) at all. Nor will it be right to Sl'y that "it is boeoul!<l of its 

being a Norwmily that it ia cognised in tbet form ";-aueb an explanation 

would Iced to absurditieo.-If, oven in tbot state, it ia called a • State • 

or 'Oondition •, in tho sense that ita nature is capa.blo of fruitful e.ction,

we have nothing to say against thet. 

Ae for us (Buddhists), Ignorance (or Illusion) ls only the Diaposition 

of wrongful Attachment (or Yearning); and thia Disposition ia called 

a ' Faculty ' ; and tbia Faculty is only of the F.eaeneo of Cognition 

in the form of ... a ...... •. Hence \Vhat beppena ia U>at each preceding 

Oognition,-which iB of the nature of Ignorance nnd serves as a. Oatue,-
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ia followed by & suoooe<ling Cognition, which is of tho n&ture of ite E.flea 
and hl\11 within iteel! the traeeo or wr<mgful auachnum ; and tmder such 
cireumatences, it is only right IJlat there should appear a Cognition in the 
form under discussion, duo to the lnfiueneo of lgnoranoo.-This Ignorance 
is duly t·emoved by Myatio Prnotic<>s,- through the process of succeeding 
momonte endowed with gradually increasing dogroos of inefficiency (in the 
Xgnoranoo),-<llld there app<l&t11 a serie• of pure Cognitions and consequent 
Lihermion ; so thot tho procoea of ' Bondage and Lihomtion • becomes duly 
eetebliRhed on a. reesonablo buis. 

ThiR is not possible under your theory ; M Brahman, being Eternal 
and One, cannot have two • ot"tee' (of Ignoranoo and Liberalion),-d 
because the a&id Brolmw,. is one. the Liboration of one man would mean 
the Liboration of nU men ; and the non.tibeNltion (Bond,.go) of one would 
menn the Bondage of an. 

Nor is thore any proof for the faot of Brallma,. being of the nl\ture of 
' tho Light of Self •, during the nQn·•nystio state: The Cognition that provea 
onyth.ing is of the nature or 'Light • nnd hen.c.o rooognisod M 'solf.cognised '. 
'!'ho • Sound·self • however is never found to be cognised in nU cogn.itions,
l\8 has been already montioned before.-Tbus then, if it ia admitted thot 
during the ' non.mywtio ' otete, Brahman is Mt of the naturo or the • Light 
of Self' ,-even so, it will have to be explained bow the • Light of Self • which, 
thuo, would not be previously existent, comes about oubeequentJy during 
the 'mystic state •, in the Brohman, without thio latter h•viog a.ba.odoned 
Ita previous form and ch"r"oter. 

From all this it follows that your doctrine of 'Sound·Bralunan' is ab· 
solutoly wrong. Wo desist from further expatiation on this point.-( J 51) 

With the following Text, the Author appli6!1 tbo previoasly·detailed 
objections to thiR doctrine also :-

TEXT (152). 

Tm:s D<>Cl"B.n\'""E OP • Brahman' ALSO IS STMU·•R TO THE ~'"':'£ 
o• mE • EvoLUTION JmOlll PIID!ORDIAL M.&TrB:a • ; AND THB 

OBJEO'l'IONS UllOBD .&OAINST TB:IS LA.t'r.&B SHOULD BE 
ID<'DERSTOOD TO BB .&l'l'LlOA.llLE TO TJm EOromn 

.ALS0.- (152) 

OOIDmNTAltY. 

The objection may be stated thus :-' The World cannot be the effect 
of Sound,- beca.use it ex.ilta,-like the cognition of tho O&uoe ; hence what 
is meant to be the OaUM canoot be the O&use,-beca.UR& it eennot be so 
pro,•ed,-like tho other Sell • ,-and oo on.-(152) 

End of tM Chapttr on !M DoctriM of • Sound·Brohman '. 



CHAPTER VI. 

Doctrine of the 'Pu.ru~a '-Spirit-Personality-as 'OattSe ' 
of tlte TV orld. 

With tho followin8 Tox~. tba Author introducOif tbo doctrine of the 

'Vedat>Cidin' (Followor of tho Vedo.) :-

TEXTS (153·154). 

<lTB:El!S, BOIVEVEB, POSTULATE TilE ' P17RU~A' (SPIRIT),-SIMILAR IN 

onARAOl'llt< TO 'Goo '-AS THE CAuSE OF TilE W o&LD,-'l'IIEIR 

!\Ul!D BBI><O S\~A\"ED BY AN ILL-CONCBIVIIO DOCTR1N0. 

TIIUS ' Sl'miT ' llAS HIS POWERS SUCH AS DO NOT 

OBASS EVEN IN BEOARD TO THE DISSOLUTION 011 

ALL TIIINOS ; H& IS TUE CAUSE 011 ALL BORN 

THINGS, JUST AS TIJB SPIDER IS 011 'l'KE 

OoBWEBS.-(154) 

OO~'TARY. 

Thoso pooplo state tholt doetl'ine as fol lows:-''ThoPu~CJ, Spirlt,alono is 

the Causo or tho creo.tion, sustenance and diBSOiution o[ t.ho who1e wo1·ld ; l•iB 

power• do Mlwuo ..,.,. in regard t.o Diuolmion. Tllis '""' boon thll$ doclnred 

- 'As tho Spidnr is tlle cause of the cobwebs, Ulc LunAr Gem of wnter, and 

tho &nyan Tree of its oU.boots.~ is tho Spirit tbo 0..\1$0 of all born things'; 

--4\nd tt.gn.in 'Tho Spirit alone is all this, tho past, and also the future'." 

Similar i" cll!lrneler to God ;- i.e. Ho hll8 qualitios oqunl te those of Ood; 

inasmuch u both aro the ' efficient oa.u.se ' of the creotion, BUE~tonane& 

and dissolution of tbo universe; the only dilferonoo between tb""" two 

(Spiril and God) iB thot thooe who ~ God "" tlle O..uso of lho World 

postulate other thing>lol•o like the Soul !\nd aueh things, na tho 'eon.stituont' 

nnd other kind'> of Oauso (God being only the • offioient' cause),-whilo 

those who rcgnrd • Spirit' as t.ho Oa.\.1.80 of the world, posit the Spirit, nlono 

as tho 11010 cau.oo (offici•"' aa , •• u aa COftll.ilU4111) ; but tho charaet.!r of being 

the effi<;it11' causo of creation, sustenanoo and dissolution is common te 

both dootri.nee.-They h<lu. 1/oeir mind twaytd by an ;u.con«i<-.d docJriM ; 

i.e. tholr mind is under the inBuenoo of a doctriuo which is wrongly 

conooivod. 
The term 'O~nLib/UJ' staods for the Spider.-(153·154) 

With the foUowing Text, the Author proceeds te '"'t forth the objections 

against this doctrine :-
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TEXT (155). 

THE REFUTATION 011 TlWJ ALSO IS TO BE SJlT FORnt, IN THE SlliE 

MANNER AS THAT 011 'GOD ': FOR WHAT PURPOSE DOES TltiS 

' SPmiT' l'ERL"OltM stron AN ACT (As THE creating, JlTO. 

011 Tnll WORLD) 1-(11)5) 

COilllENTARY. 

•J.Juxuavot ~-is to bo conRtnted as • i.sllt:di'O.Iya. iva ', •l\8 in the ORSO 

of Ood •. 
This refutation is to bo •tated thus:- ' The Spirit cannot be the C-ause 

of born th.ings,- becanse He is Himself devoid oi birth,-Hko the P.k"'Y-lotus ; 

otherwise nU thingA woul<l oomo into e.xiste.neo simultaneously '.-[This is 
oxnctly tho so.mo cwgumont that hM bCOl\ pnt forwnrd ognin.st 'Ood •, under 

T""l87, nbove]. 
If the upholders of t he .Spirit put forwru·d the Mrno ~rgumcuts that 

hl:\ve boon put fo.rward by othorrt in proof of 'Cod ',-then tho sn.me fa.llacie.'> 

-of being 'unprovon ' and tbo retl~that have been ~hown in the latter 

should bo applied to the former 1\1~. 
The Te..xt mentioM nnothor li.ne oi objection alAO-For tchal ptU"~ 

etc.-The activity of all intelligent beings is found to bo prompted by some 

purpo • ., ; henca i~ hM to ho MplAined !or what purpC<IO tho Spirit parform.s 

such on net as tlU\t of erooting tho world.-{ 155) 

TEXTS (156·157). 

IJr KB DOES IT BEOAUSE HE XS PIIOMPTED BY ANOTRliR BI!:INO, THEN HE 

CAN NOT BE SEL"r-lltTJ!l!lOIRNT (INDEl'E"'l>&N'r).-b HB DOES IT 

TKROtTOH OOlfPASSION, THEN Hll SHOULD MAKE TRE WoRLD 

ABSOLUTELY HAPPY. \VJrEN HR IS POUND TO BAVE 

CREATED PEOPLE BES£T WITJI MISERY, POVERTY, 

SORROW AND OTHER TROU"RL.ES,-WIIERE OAN 

HIS COlll'A88ION Bg P.illRCEIVED 1-(! 56·157) 

CO~~!ENTARY. 

Tf tho Spirit doos all thi3, even though himself unwilling to do so, because 

ho is prompted by anothor &ing in the shapo of God nnd tbo like,- tbon 
tho 'oelf-sufficiency' that hM been postulated for hin> diMppears.-If it 

wcro through compallSion that ho did it, for the purpooo of helping o~hers, 

than he would not nU\ko it lull of such diro miaori"" "" th- oi Hell, 
etc .. -he would moko it ontiroly happy.-(156·157) 
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TEXT ( 158). 

FUBTII&ll, INASWCH AS, PRIOR 'IQ CR&A.nON, THY. OBJl:(lTS OF COY· 

PASSION WOULD NOT BE 'l'BllRE,--'l"II:EU OOIJLD NOT Bll BVEN 

TI[A.T ColtPASSION TIDIOUGU: TB:& pi\ESBliCB OF wmCH 

TR'E 0BD.;.c,'BR JS ASS(I)U)D.-{ 158) 

COMMENTARY. 

Furthor, prior to creation,-thero t,, no entlty towards w·hom he would 
be oornpa.'lBiOIU\to ;-and through the presence or thill I compntiSion 

1
, the 

Ortlaincr-Oreator-is a~~sumed.-(158) 

TEXT (159). 

Nos SH01TLD a:11 JIVER BRING ABO tiT TliE DISSOLuTION OF mosz Bsmos 
\VIIO WOULD B& ALWAYS PROSPEROUS. b IN SO DOING. HE 

BB B8GAIIDED AS DRP~,Ym<T UPON TRB • UtcsEBlf FoBOE ' 
(OP D l:S"lTh'Y), 'l'Bllll a:JS ' SELF.StrniCIIBNCY ' 

CB..SES.-{159) 

COMMENTARY. 

lf be oroatod p&Opl& through compassion, "nd they were always happy, 
-then why should ho bring about their dissolution ! Tho 80!\J!6 is that if ho 
hM to bring obout Dissolution, he should bring about the Dis~olution of 
only such Doings as nro rnise•·ablo and im~ile.-H might bo urgod that
.. lie mal<oe pooplo happy or unhappy in. n.ccol'<ln.nce with thoi.r Destiny, 
in tho sha.~ of Morlt nnd Demerit ... -'l'hat cnnnott bo right; u in that 
case his 'solf.aufficioncy '-which has been postulotod,--1t.IOultl cea8e. One 
who ie him.,.,u endowed with power does not depood upon nn~·thing else ; 
if ono i.t wanting in power, then the creation of tbb world itoell might be 
attribue.d to That on which be is dependent; and in that cas& Ho would 
c._ to bo tbo • Oau.oo '.-(159) 

TEXT (160). 

Tllllll AOA.IN, WU:Y SII01TLD Bll liU.KII liiMSEU DEPI'liCDE:<'I' ITPON TRA.T 
DBSTn<Y, wm011 JS OOl>"DUCIVI! ro surr.sRINo AND PAINt IN 

!'Aar, FULL Oll' MEROY AS liE lS, T1lll RIORT OOUI!S8 110R mM 

WOULD :Sll 'IQ IONORII THAT DESTn-'Y.-(16~) 

OO~tMENTAlW. 

It may bo gro.ntod that he is dependent upon the • Unseen Foroo • (of 
Deotiny). Even so, it is not right for the merciful Being to make himsel! 
dopondont upon ouch Destiny-in the form of Merit &nd Demerit,-<>S lends 
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to pain and suffering; on the contzary, he should totally di.etcgard such 

O...tiny, if he is influenced (in his a<>t.ivity) by Mercy and Oompossion . 

rnerciful persons do 1\0t. seek for suoh causes as bring about euffOring ; beca~ 
tl\e solo motive behind their n.ctlons eorl.Sists in the desire to remove tho 
SLtf!orings of others.-(160) 

TEXT (161). 

lE TilE FONOTIONI!'G 011 THB SPIIUT DE SAID TO B'E FOR PITiU.'OSBS OF 

'AMUSEMENT', TB1!!N' Hill WOULD NOT BE HIS OWN >tASTER 

BEOA.BDIS'G TBAT A VUSliXEl'<T, A.8 B:B WOIILD BE DEPEN-

DB.'-'T UPON TRE V.UUOUS DCPLE~"TS OP THAT AMllSB· 

All:!>'T ,-JU!It' LIKE A CBlLD.-{161) 

OOMMENTARY. 

1! it be held that "Ha orontes the world, not through Cotnp!•ssion,-but 

for put•posos of ' Arn\t.ISOm('!nt ' ",-that also cannot bo right. As, in that 
on.se, in t ho matter of bringing about this ' Amtl8()Dlent ', he would not be 
4 Sftlf·suffioient ',-being depondo.nt upon such diverse implonwnt.e of Amuse .. 
meut ..a cree.tion, 8\lSterut.nco 1>nd dissolution (of the world).-(161) 

TEXTS (162.163). 

lr liE RAD THE PO\VER TO OREATE THEM, RE WOut.D RAVE OBEA.TED, AT 

ONE AND Tl!:E SAME Tillm, ALL TRE IMPLEMENTS OON'DUOIVJI TO TilE 

PLEA.SUU TO DE ACOO>CPLISUED BY TRE ' AMUSEMENT ' .-IF JIB 

DID NOT HAVE TRAT l)OW»R IN THE BEQINN'INO, '1'U:&N BE 

COULD NOT HAVE rr FOB CREATING TIIEM OONSEOUTIVE· 

LY EITHER. BECAUSE FOR AN INDIVISIBLE TRINO, 

IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO RA Vl!l PO\VJIR A.N1) 

ALSO TO BE WlTROUT PoWEB.-(162.163) 

OOMMENTARY. 

Fw-ther, those various implements of Amusement. that aro t.here,-if 
he hl>s the power to create thom, then he should cre~te thom 1>ll ~>t the same 

t ime; i£ he does not havo that power in the beginning, then he could not 
create them subsequently, one by ono either ; o.s the i powo.rlee& condition' 
would be there still; it ill not p088iblo for one and the omno thing to have 

the powe< and not to havo tho pow~to do a certain aol>-at one ~>nd the 

861'1\8 time,-tho two, po..,., and ob4tnu Qj ,.,.,., being mutually exclusive. 
Tho arguments that have been urged before against tho doctrine of 

Ood,-e.g. why doeo He undertake such an operation aa -ation &nd so 

forth,_,.., appticsble to this doctrine also. 
This a!Ho disposes of the following ~>rguments set forth by Pmshtut4· 

mali :-" God undertakos nctivity for the purpose of helping others. Just 
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u a certain enge, who IIM /uld all IU.. own purpoo<S aecompli.oh«l ond benco 
for whom Uttll'O is nollting to be done for either nequirins wbnt i.a dMiroblo 

or avoiding what is not dMiroblo, m>dertakes the work of toocbing for tho 

benefit of othetit,-similarJy God n.lso, having mt\(le kn0\1"U tho JMjcsty of 

His own power, procoods to net £or tho purpO$ of helping living boirl,SR: 
-Or, jtt.!t M, on aocount of tho notm·al potency of Time, the Spring nnd ot.I1N' 

ijOOJfOI\f.l como about by tutn.1'4, UI>On which Ani.nnte and innnimn.to pl'oducts 

oomo about by their own inhoront nntUI'<',-similarly in the ctVJO or Oocl nl~o, 

the faculties of creating, l'llft,intAining nnd dissolvjng bf'Como tnRn.i!CPttOO by 
turns, and through thes;a. He becomes tbo Cause of the creation. asu.stennnce 

and disoolution of all living being~." 
This argument becomeo oet ooide by "bot b.u been Mid nbon>. For 

irurt<U>cc, ti>A> a.ssertion that "Spirit nets for tho purpose of helping others" 

io to be met by this ro6$0ning :- Tf it were kindn..,. townrd.a oth0111, toort 

Ho ahould have created tbo world nboolutely happy, ote. etc. 
Aa rogo.rds the sto.tement tbnt "it is clue to tho nature of his powers,; 

-tbo objection ago,ins~ ~his i• 1\8 follow• :-If he hnd his powers fully 

manifeilted,, h& would bring nbout croation. susteno.neo n.ud diaaolut.iou 

of tho world simultaneously ; iC he has not his powers rnaaUfeet.od, t.l1en the 
crea.tion nu.d the rest could not bo brought about even conAOOutivtJy; if then, 

tho Beins with ma.oifcst«J J)O\\"ft were 80n:aeone eiHC-. then how could there 

be •uinglo Being in the shape ol 8piril I 
The ..,.,.,nion repnling Timo being too cause opcmting towftrd.a the 

COI\.OOCUth·e appennu1e<> or Spring and other seasons i.• also open to tbe same 

objection. Tim.t, in fact, is nothing more than Things of the world themselves 

aa boaot \vith aueh diversitiea M thoeo of heat and cold ; as we n.ro golng to 
explftin Inter on.-{162·163) 

'l'ho Author no'tt proccodJ' to c.xnmiuo Uddyou,l...-ara'l viow t.bC\.t tho 
functioning of Ood is duo to His own nature:-

TEXTS (164-165). 

b t:r BB H:ELD TJUT .. Tllll YUNOI'IONINO AT THE BEOTh'l'-'niO Olt CREA'AON 

1S D"Oll TO niS NATUBE,-JVST Lll[]: TH:£ YUNCTIONINO or FmB A.l'<D 

S11CH TIIINGS TOWARDS burning A.lo'D S17CH EFFECTS, \VKICII lS DI1E 

TO TBE'lR VERY NATO'RF." :-TBEN, UNDER TR"'E 01ll0UM

STANCES, ALL TRINOS SUOULD OOJIIE INTO EXIS'l'JlNOE 

SDIULTANE017SLY; DEOAUSIJ OL' THE PRESENCJ< Oll' 

TJIE CA17SII !lOLLY OO~rPllTBNT TO PllOD170E 

TD£)1.-{164-165) 

OOlL\IENTARY. 

Oddvotal:am arguosUifolloW'II :-"The notion ofCod cannot be !or purpose!< 
or amusement; on the other bond, just as in the eaae or EArth and other 

Rudimonto.ry Elements, their very oature is ouch that they operate townrd.a 

the bringing abou~ of their produoto, eo abo in too case of God ".-{ThL• is a 
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cloor reference to what is said in tho Nyayatdrtiktx., pngcs 466-467 ; though 
tho words ~··e slightly d ifferent]. 

Tlus i • J>Ot right ; ""' the appear!\UCO or all things bcing ent.irely 
dependent upon the action of that Being.-when the Cause in its fltlly efficient 
and perfect form would be present, all things would be produced simul· 
tan&O\tf:lly. I t will not be right to introduce the q\ia.lificatiou of H inteJJi
gence" (in t he Co.uso},-a.s we have nlt·oody explained (undtr the sectiOJ\ or\ 
Go<l).- (164·165) 

Question- " If tJtis is r;o, then how js i t that the effectr; of Fire and 
other thing$ do not come o.bo\lt ~imulta.neou.~ly ? " 

The alllJwer is provided in the following Text :-

'.CEXTS (166-167). 

I N THE CASE OF SUCR THINOS AS FIRE AND 'rllE LIRE, '.rBEIR POW.&RS 

ARE DEPI!lNX>ENT UPON Tl'I:E EFFICIENCY 011 THllnt OWN CAUSES, 

AND HENCE RESTRICTED IN TREIB OPERATIONS, ..U.'D CON· 

SEQUENTLY NOT EFFECTIVE AT ALL TIMES. lF IT WERE 

NOT SO, ALL EFFECTS WOULD OOMJil D.'"TO EXISTENCE 

SIMULTA.NEOUSLY,-IF IN THJII"R OASE ALSO TREnB 

WERE NO SUOR RESTRIOTION.-( 166-167) 

COWIH;:NTARY. 

'Te.$if,m. '-of Fire aud such thi.ngs.-The particle • api. ' . 'A-lso ', implies 
that what is urgad is applicable not to the ease of 'God ' only.-' If tlze•·• 
were tto s-u.ch 'ftst·riction ',-that ia, the restriction duo to tJU! effwie/nMJ of their 

"'"" causes.-(lGG-167) 

Tho following might be \l_rged :-"The Spider nets through its own nature, 
- why then cloes it not produco its effects, in the shape of cobwebs and the 
like, simultaneO\tSly ? " 

The u.nswer to this is g iven in the following Te>..-t :-

TEXT (168). 

! N THE CASE OF TRE SPIDER ALSO, THll CAUSAL OAPAOITY TO PRODUCE 

THE COBWEBS IS NOT ADMITTED (BY US) TO DE DUE TO ITS 

VERY NATURE; Wll:AT l'RODUOES THEM IS TRJD S.U.IVA 

EMITTED DY THE SPIDER'S EAGER DESmE TO 

DEVOUR INSECTS.-(168) 

cmnrEN'l'AR Y. 

The Spider oJso does not not by its very nature; what happens is that i t 
nets j1'fnn its eaoer desire to deve>ur in.seets,-which appears only occa.,c~iona.lly, 
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through opocial cnusos.-Tho Spider thus it not always ol one and tho same 

cbarncter : it& o!Scicnoy a!Jo is only OC®Oional end duo to the foreo o! ita 

own co..---{168) 

The following might be urged :-"The Spirit may not act. thi'Ough 

Compa.tskm, or through Amuument ; but somehow i~ l\Ote unintentionally 

(autolll3tiooUy) ". 
The ~W~wer to this is given in the follo'"'ing Toxt :-

TEXT (169). 

I P THE D'UNOTION'INO (011 THB SemiT) llB 'SOMllliOW' (UNINTENTIONAL),

THEN WIUT SORT OP 'lliTELLlOBNOl'l' IS HlS !-SINCE EVEN 

TllB nsR"B&)UN DOBS NOT .&.or WII'HOUT TBINKINO 

OVEB THE BUEOl' OP HlS AOTION.-{169) 

COMMENTARY. 

How oould such a Poroon be listonod to by intelligent men,-being 

more ign01'$.!1t and stupid than oven such oommon people M the &herniAl o 

and the liko.-' Btlddllim<Jtl4' stands !or ·~·-' BIIDMh:J • is thn 

P"'"'"""'--{169) 

This objoot.ion against the • Spirit' should be to.kon M rojocting all thoso 

• creotors '-SIIDuri and the rost,-who havo boon postulated by other 

people.-This is what is ahnwn in the following Text:-

TEXT (170). 

'$haun' ( Vi,nu), 'Tllll SEL'I'·BORN' (BMI•IM), AND OTIIBRS \VHO HAVE 

BEEN ASSOM&D TO BB TllB ORBATORS (OF TBll WORLD)-ALL 

BEOOlC£ J.O'lVALLY 11E.T£0r'ED BY TilE J.BOVE 

RBASON'INOS.-{170) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Sluturi' is Vi,nu; • Sllf-bom • is Bralund ;-'and others • is meant 

to include • Intelligent Time •, which also it postulated by oomo people. 

(Thor• i1 a lacuna in tl1e T<.>;$iler•.] 

End of lho 0h4F cm 'Spiril' at t/14 Creator. 

·• 
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CHAPTER VII. 

Doctrine of the 'Self' (Soul) . 

SECTION (A) . 

Acc<>rding w the Nydya,. V a,i8~ika, Scl;ool. 

TEXTS (171-176). 

OTHERS AGAIN POSTULATE TIIB ' SELF ' (SOVL) AS THE SUBSTRATUM OF 

DESIRE AND THE REST,-wa:IOH, "BY ITSELF, lS NOT OF THE NATURE OF 

CoNSCIOUSNESS, BUT IS ETERNAl. AND A.LI.·PERV A.SIVE ;-IT IS TJIE DOER 

OF GOOD AND BAD A.OTS AND THE ENJOYER OF THE FRUIT OF Tll:ESE ; 

IT IS ' OONSOIOUS , , NOT BY ITSELF) BUT TRROU'Glt TJil:: PB.li:SBNOE OF 

CONSCIOUSNESS ;-'.I'IIB PRESENCE OF COGNITION, El'Ji'ORT, ETC. AS ALSO 

THE OHA.RACTE~ OF BEING THE ' DOER ' IS ATTRIBUTED TO IT. ITS 

BEING THE 'ENJOYER' (Ex.P.6l.RIENOER) CONSISTS IN THE SUBSISTENCE 

IN IT OF TIIE FEELINGS OP PLEASURE, PAIN AND THE LIKE ;-cONTACT 

Wl'rH PHYSICAL BODY AND WITH SPECIAL UNPRIIO.IIDENTED COGNITIONS 

AND FEELINGS IS CALLED ITS 'BIRTH ' ; AND 'DISSOCIATION FR0~1 THESE 

SAME AS TAKEN O'P BEPOttE I$ 0.6.-LLEO l:'l"S 1 DEATH, ; ITS 'REBmTH ' 

CONSISTS IN BECOMING EQUll>l'ED WITH A BODY AND 1oUND, UNDER TIIB 

INFLUENCE OF ],{BRIT AND DEMBRIT. IT IS ASSUMBD TO BE ' :O:URT ' BY 

THE HURTING OF ITS BODY, EYES AND THE REST; SO TliAT T.IIOUGit IT IS 

ETERNAL, THE SAID l'ROUESS (OF BIRTH AND a :lrBmTll:) ltAS BEEN HELD 

~·0 BE UNOBJEOTION.A.BLE.-(171- 176) . 

[T!tere is a, large lacuna, lt<!re in SMnta,rak.,itQ,'s Text tisdf; as is clear 
from the folM>wing portions of K(l,mti/Mhila's Oommenwry, of which 
latter also, the earlier portions are wanting.] 

COMMENTARY. 

(The existence of the Soul as the cogni.ser has been QSSOrted in the 
following words:-'' All partic~la.r oognition.r; of such eognisables &!~Substance, 
Quality and Action. "'hich are comprised under • Being', ete.,-ond also 
of Generality, Specific Individuality and Inherctlce, which are not eompriscd 
undor 'Being, etc.'--a.U which cognitions o.re perceptional or inferential 
or analogical or verbal or occult (a..trological, ete.) or intuitional (e.g. 
'my brother will come to-morrow') or doubtful or wrong or dreamy or 
dream·eognition,-nre "pprohended by a cognisor distinct from my body, 
ete.,-{a) beeo.use their origiaa-tion is dependent upon their own ca.uses.
(b) because they o.re 'general' and 'particula.r ',-(e) bocau.'i6 they e.re o! 
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the na.t\lf'O or OonaeiousDoss,-(cl) booauso tl1oy are very quiclcly, clcst:rttctiblo,

(c) because they leave imp~·es.csions,-{f) booause they M'O cognit;iontt.,-just 

like the eogniLion of other 1>eroons ;-tbo Jar and other things 90n·iug M 

the Oorroboro.th·e Instance per di#imilority." 

The import of thiA cornprehen11.ivo a.rgument. the Author sets (otth 

(from tho Ny~ya·standpoint) in tho following Text:-

TEXT (177). 

" MY COGNITIONS AnE Al'l'UEirENDED llY A CooNISER DISTINCT FROM MY 

BODI.', m•ro.-BECAUSt: Tll&l.' .-\.RE OOGNITlONS,-LU(IJ OOONITLONS 

OTHER TIU..'< MINE.-(177) 

OO.l!ME~'TARY. 

In thc ph.t•aso : body, etc.', the 1 oto.' iueluclcs the Intel1ect1 Scnsc-orgtum 

nnd Foolinp.- 1 Beco.l~f tl~y art cognition~' ,-this n)Mo iR only illust·l't\t,ivo; 

the othor rct\8011$ also OJIO tneo.nt.,--suob as ' having their origin de-pendent 

upon their own oo\lS!e6' nnd the rest (mentioned in tho aloresaid compre~ 

hensive •tatcment).-( 177) 

Slunlharaatt.in'W-n (an. old NyAya-writur) proves tho existence or t.ho 

Soul in onothor manner:-" Desire and tho rest must subffist in ~mothing.

beet\use, while being enLitieo, they o"' ef!eets,- liko Colour, ete." .- Tbi• 

argument is eot forth in tho following Text:-

TEXTS (178-179). 

" ALL SUCII 'IJIIYOS AS DESIRE AJ''D TllB REST liUST SUJ!SlST IN SOME• 

THINO ; BECAUSE WJJILB BEING ENTITlES, TREY ARE EFFEOTS,

LlRfl COLOUR.-Tms SOMETHING 1"8 TlU: SPmlT (SoUL). 

TR!I PRESENCE OF TRB QUALIPYINO l'llllASE ' WHILE 

BEC$0 'BYTITiltS , SAVES THB AROt:Jli'ENT BRO)l: BEING 

' OSTRUE. (JrALLJliLB), IN llEOARD TO D£STR11C· 

TION; BECAUS& TROUOH 0EST1UICI'ION 1"8 IJ< 

EFFECT ( If AS A CAUSE), YE~· rr IS NOT AN 

• m<TrTY '."-(178-179) 

OOlBJE~ARY. 

The wo~ ' the pre&mcc of the qunlifying phraso, etc.' Berves to ~thow 

thu u:;o of the phra.~ • whilo being on entlty '.-(J7S-170) 

Udd1J01a/mm, oo !.11<> other hand, -k.s to prove the e>.'Cist.ence of tho 

Soul in tho following manner :-(Tho words here are almost an oxnct. 
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roprodnction of the wot·ds of the Nyiiyav<irtikaon I. 1. 10. page 70, also on 3. 1. 
l, po,ge 3~0, Bib. Iml. Edn.]-" Deve.datta's cognitiol1S o! Oolow:, TMte, 
Smell and Touch ml.t..,t be due to one nud to sovero.l ca.usos,-because they 
o,.re 1-eea.Ued as ' mine • ,-just like the simultaneous cognitions of several 
men who hrwo come to an understanding among themselves, relating to 
t.ho glances of the dancing girl. u_rl'he meaning of this is a,.-, follows:
·•• " ' hen several men ha.ve come to a.n understo.nding to tho effect t}lat ''vhen 
the dauciug girl casts her g lances, we should throw clothes to her ', there 
are several cognition.'i, by several eognisors, of the single objoct in the shape 
of tho 'glai\Ces ',-o.nd yet os the object cogni&ld (the glances) is one only, 
each man recalls the cognition os 'I have seen', 'I have seen' ;- in tho 
same manner, in the co.se in c1uestion o.lso, the eognit ions of several things 
would be recalled, ou account of their cause {eogniser) being ono only ; and 
that ono Ot\\1$0 is the Sotd.-The ' recalling 1 of the eognitions also consists in 
thOi.l' being grouped together in suob expx·ession.s as ' It he..c; been seen by 
me,-heard by 1ne • and so forth, as duo to their belonging to o. single 
OogniBfJJ'. In the case of 'the glnnc.es of the dancing girl' however, ~vhnt 
is meant to be stl'eSI<ed is only the fact of the .cog»i8ed obj~ (not the Oogni&er) 
being one. In all c.n.sos however the fact of the ' rooa.Uing ' rtlm.aina. whereby 
several cognltions become associated with a. single entity." 

This argumentof Uddyotakara'• is set forth in the following Text :-

TEXTS (180-181). 

"ALL COGNITION$ OF CoLOUR, ETO. SSOULD BE nEoA.BDED AS llAVINO 

ONE AND ALSO SEVERAL CAUSES,-llECAUSE •rJIEY ARE RECALLED 

llY THE NOTION OF ' JIBING COGNISED by me ' ;-JUST 

LIKE THE COGNITIONS OF SEVERAL MEN REGARDING 

TlUl GLANCES OF TilE DANCING GIRL. JF IT 
WERE OTilERWISE, :tll:E1tE COULD BE NO ' RE-

CALLING ', AS TIIERE WOULD llE NO llA.SIS 

FOR IT."-(180-181) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is eosily understood.-(180-181) 

The following is another argument put forward by the same writer 
r( Uddyotakara) :-(This argwnent is found sot forth, in different words, in the 
.Nyii.yavartika, under 3. l. 19, page 368, Bib. Ind. Edit ion; see also page 340]
.u The term ' Soul , must be expressive oi so1nething different from the 
.aggregate of Body, Sense-organs, Mind, Intellect and Feelings,-because it 
is a single term, while being distinct from the well-known synonyl'US of these 
latter,- like such terms as ( Jo.r 1 o.nd the like." 

This argument is set forth in the follo,'l'ing Te>.-t :-
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TEXTS (182-183). 

"THE T1ilW 'atman ' (SOUL) ~lliST BE EXPRESSIVl: o:r SOUETHING DISTINCT 

noli THE AoOORBOATE o:r l!ITBLLEOT, Sm~sE·ORoA.Ns AND THE REST, 

-BEOA11SE TT IS HELD TO BE A Sil<OLl! TERU, WUILE BEING 
D~'T J'IIGM mE WBLL-IOI'GWN SYNONYMS OP THOSE 

TERllS ;-WllATEVBR IS DE:rtNTTELY XNGWN AS roL-
n:LLING TIBSE OONl>mONS IS ALWAYS Q1J.u.tFIBD 

BY TBE SAID PROPEBTY ; AS IS PO'DND IN mE 
CASE GJ mE TBIIK' CLO!'B '.''-(182-183) 

COMMENTARY. 

B•i"'l U.iffcrt.m Jrmn !M ....U.kMI<m •!f'IM'll"" ;-i.e. sueh terms e.s • dhi' 
(which is a oooynym of • bouldhi ') and the I'OIIb, which are well-known 
synonyms of the tom>. • BuddAi • ; the torm ' Soul • iB distinct from all 
these syonyms.-Whal<..,. ill dtfi.niUly knawn, w:.-i.e. which is different 
from well-known oynonyma and io yot a ainglo word,-i• aliDO!JI qilDIYitti 
by !M "'id properly,-i.o. is nhmys cl~A>mcw-iood by tho quality of being 
expl'6SSivo of something diotinct from Jnwlloct And the rMt.-(182·1SS) 

The SRmo writor !"'" also ndducod a negntive Reasoning in proof of tho 
Soul-"ThiB living body ia not Soul-leso, bocause if it were M, it would 
have to bo rogardoll M devoid of the lunotions of BrMthing, otc.,-like the 
Jar and such thingo ". 

TEXT (184). 

" Tms LIVING BODY WOULD BE DEVOID o~· BREATHING AND OTHER 

FtmOTIONS,-BECAUBE rr WOULD Ell SOUL·LESS,-LIXE THE JAB.. 
HllNOE rr CANNOT BB SOUL·LESS."-(184) 

COlill\IENTARY. 

11 eannol be Soul·Z.U,-i.o. the Living Body cannot be without e. Soul. 
Or the meMing of the Text mny be thAt • the Soul cannot be non

existent',-devoid of exiBW.ce; that iB, ite existence is established.-(184) 

As regards the qn011tion oa to how the tlcmDlily and omnipru""u of 
the Soul e.ro to be proved,-AoiGdloakartlo hM propounded the following 
argument:-" The oognitions thet I M\' O bed oince rny birth must hnve had 
the same <»gnillcr who had tho first oognit.ion immedie.tely altar my coming 
out of my mother' a womb,-becauoo they are "'11 oognitions,-like my fir# 
cognition.-Tho same r<IILIOlling "'*Y be stAted in regard to Pain and other 
experiences also.-Thia ia the inleront.ial reasonina that proves the dema!ity 
of the Soul!' 

Thi8 argument iB oot forth in the foDowing Ten:-

r 
i 
I 
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TEXT (185). 

" ALL SU:SS:EQUENT COONITIONS ARE Al'l'lUJHENDllD BY TIIAT SAME 

CooNISER WHO Al'PliEllliNDED THE 11IBST COGNITION IMME· 

DIATELY ON DmTH,-DI!OAUSE THEY ADE MY COQNI· 

TIONS,-Lml!l TIIAT 111DST l10RER17NNIIR Oli' 

TIIOSE OOONITlONS."-(185) 

LikiJ the fir# /<>rerunner, u.:.-i.e. the first forerunner of all subsequent 

cognitions.- (185) 

In proof of the om,.iprue- of the Soul, ~ho souno \\Titor sets forth 

the following argument:-" The Earth, Water, Air and Mind which at·e 

things under dispute, aro 1\t a distence from my Soul, and yot tlloy are in 

oontect with that Soul,-(<>) be<>ause they have material form,-(b) beca•c•e 
they have velooity,-(c) because they have priority and posteriority,-(d) 

beoause they are associated with, and dissooiAted b;om, each other,-just 

like my own body" . 
This argument is oot forth in the following Text :-

TEXT (186). 

"EARTH AND TilE lU!S'r, liVEN TROUGH EJOSTINO AT A PLAO:E J.UllMO'l'E 

FROM ME, ADll YET OONNliOTBD WITH MY SOUL,-DBOAUSE THEY 

HAVE A MATEI\UL li'OlW, :&'rO.,-JUST Llltll MY OWN 

BODY."-{186) 

OOMl!ENTARY. 

The next Text sums up tho argument& of the protegon.i.sts of the Soul :-

TEXT (187). 

" THus = EXISTENCE, IJITIIDJ$ALITY AND oll!l!IPRESENOE 011 THE SoUL 

BEING DE111l<1TELY PliOVliD,-n' BECOMES ESTABLISHED TSAT 

NOTIJDIG IS SoUL-LESS."-{187) 

COill!EJ.'<T AR Y. 

The following Text prooeeds to a.nswer the above arguments (of the up

boldors of the Soul) :-
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TEXT (18S). 

As RE(lAJIDS TilE 11IBST ARO'O'M.ENT TUAT UAS BEBN POT 110R\VARD, IT IS 

OPEN TO Tllll ORAROB Or ' PltO\'INCI WJiAT IS ALREADY ADllll'ITED ' 

{FUTILE) ; AS TIDI: .lPPRJ!JIBNSIBJLITY or YOUit OOCI!<l'TION 

BY THE OMNISCIRNT PERSON AN"D OTimBS IS AL&RADY 

ADI.tri'TBD (BY 118).-(188) 

COlBIENTARY. 

Th4 fint a'!71unent,-i.e. the ono Mt forth in Toxt 177-" My cognitions 
ftl'6 apprehended by a Cogni.lcr, etc. •• .-Thi.l is futile; ina&much as we already 
admit the fact tha• your cognitioN ...., apprehended by a (log>:u-other than 
your body, atc.,-in the (*'IOn ol the Ornnii!Cient Being, u also by the 
ShrlltJtJkiu and PmtyiL'ObuddJ11u and otb<r thought.-.Jora.-(188) 

As regnt<LI the inllon"" por rimi/ority cited in the oame argumon"
" like the cognitions of othe.r pcreo111 ",-it. i.s ono that. is *devoid of tho 
Probendum ' (i.e. tho charRCtcr rMC>nt to bo proved ia not p...,..,nt in it).
This is shown in t.ho following Text:-

TEXT (189). 

WHEl."EVER CoNSOIOUSNESS APPEARS, IT APPEARS IN ITS OWN FORM, 

INDEPENDENTLY OY ANY OTHBR 'n.t.UhUNATOR 1 
; SO ALSO THE 

'COGNITION 011 OTHJIR PERSONS' ;-HENCE YOUit INST.L'<OE 

IS DllVOm Or TIW PtlOBANDOM.- (189) 

COMMEN'fAl.W. 

lnn&rn\•eh n.s tho ' cognition or ot.hc.r pc.l'BOUS ' nlso o.ppoo.rs in its own 
form, indcpondently or nny other ' mwninnt.or ',-this ill8fnnce that you 
have cit,ed is devoid of the Prolxmtlum,-i.o. devoid ot the character that 
i• sought to be proved,-viz. that of ' being approhondod by a Cognisor 
distinct fro1n tho Body o.nd the rest '.-{180) · 

It might bo f'rguod thnt-11 it. ifJ not mere Cognition of anoth.tr person. 
that is mennt to be the 0oJ't'Oborntivo InotAnce, but thnt particular cognition 
which nppenrs in the lorm ol the thing oonoornod " . 

Tho answer to thio ia supplied in the following Text:-

TEXT (100). 

EVES Ill TBll t!\'STA..>q(JB llllU ... ''T BB TIIA.T OOCI:<ITION WHICH IS COOI-'lSED 

AS TINCIBD liT TUB l!OIIK Or TII'B TIIINO OONCER..'<ED,-IT W011LD 

Bll DOUBTIIUL lN RroABD TO ANOTIIBit OOCilU'l'ION.-{190) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even ao, with roferonoo to that oognilion which d0001 appear in its own 
forra. without any ' cognition of anoUJU pcraon ',-there would bo doubts 
regarding the Probans cit.od, which, ther<Jforo, would remain 'inconclusive'. 

c 
i 
J 
• 

I • 
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It migM be urged that "the Mid Cognition also must be apprehended by 

a Cogniser different. from iuoel!,-{a) because it is prone to appewance and 
di.Mppearance,-{b) boc:auoe it i.o cognjsnble,-(c) becau.oe it i~ capable of 

boing remembered as a moi\M of cognjtion,-like tho objects (of cognj· 
tion.) ". 

But hol'o also: (I) o.o thoro would be nothing to Jll"ooludo the oontro.ry 
of t.ho Probandum, the negative conc.omitance WO\\Id remain doubtful ; 
(2) as it. would involve cognition after cognition, thoro would be an 

in6nito regress ;-(3) there would bo no • object' whoRO appoaraneo had 
not beoome manifested; honoe, for the establishing of ono 'object', it would 

be n~ !A:> earry on " -ieo of Oognitions, which would take up the 
entire life of a man. 

If for fear of the 'inflnito regres.<J •, some one cognition were accepted 
M oppooring by iU<lf,-thon that one case wo•~d rendor doubtful and 

inconclusive the whole sot of Reasons cited,-in tho form • being liable 
to nppooro.uce and dhn~ppoarn.nco' nnd the rest. Furthe&', in tho.t case, 
why HhouJd t here be a.ny 1\.vereion to the neceptaoce of the ' solf·cognisability' 

of other cogn.itions also. -on the bM.iR of that said Ot\O cognition ?-lf (in order 
to 1\void this difficulty) it be hold tbnt the said ono cognition ia ono whose 
form is not cognit;ed at. all ;--even so, that cognition not. boing ' un-proven •, 
tbe entiro sot of cognjtioJll preoeding it would be • not proven ',-having 

tMir appearance not manifested; Md aa a consequence of thia, t.he object (of 
cognition) olso would be • not proven '.-Further, os rega:do the opinion of 

tho Idealists,- under whioh aU Cognitions are self·rnanife~ted, on account of 
their bcing no ' Cogni~~er ' of Cognisable things, cmd Are not manifosted by 
nny other Cognition,-tho dcfoct in the Opponent'fl ren.soning. o f ' being 
dovoid o r the Probandum I wonld romnin absolutely \tl\lfhaken. 

In the srone mmutor it 1no.y bo pojuted out that tho other reasons
' ho.vin,g its birth dependent upon Causes' a.nd the rost,-oro opoJl to the 
objootion of boiog ' Fut.ilo • and oo forth. 

[In the opening lines of the Commentary on 171- 176, obove, it 1\M been 

..-rted by the Naiy4yika that " all particular cognjtion• of ouch cogni.oables 
M 1\r& 11~ obj<dl of B•ing, otc. etc. "] ;-hcr6in the quali6catiou that has 

been added to tho subject of the R......,ning, ill, "" boforo, absolutely use!..,.; 

as in tho matto:r of proving tho Probandum in question, thoy do not render 
any holp at oil. Beoou110 what is there that does not become included under 

the subject thus qualified !-oinco a ll my percoptioool t>nd other oognjtions 

oro declared to bo approhended by t> cogniser other thnn tho Dody, sense-organs 

and tho rest. Evon if o. diBt·inction wore made ou tho bosis or some cognitions 
being ' perceptional ' and eomo ' inferential ' and so on,-an,y ditstincti.on in 

rogo.rd to the Subject i taeU would be useless ; as nil cognjtions would have 

beoome included under the term • my oognjtion.o •.-Nor even for the opposite 
party i.o any such qualified Subject known ; hence the Roaoons put fonvard 

aro devoid of a substtatum.-U it is tho case that by ooWng up " useless 

quali.6cation, another reason ;. put forward for tho proving of the Mid sub

ltr&tum,- thon the reuoner becomoo subjoct !A:> the • OUncher ' of 'Anhlin· 

tom', 'lrTelevancy '-by rooaoo of setting up something ont.itely unconnected 
with the thing under con$idorntion.-(190) 

10 
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TEXTS (191-192). 

IF (BY Tllll A.BOUKENT S&T l!Oit'l"l! VN"OllR Ttxl 178), lT IS SOUOHT TO ll£1 

PROVlm 'I'IIAT ll£SIR.E AND Tlll!l REST ~lUST SUBSIST somewhere, 
-AND TIIAT Tl!E '0AU811' 011"LY OAN BB SUCH A. SUBST&A'I'UM, 

-YOU 81!J:.It TO PROVE WIIAT IS ALBEAllY AOOl:Prlm BY US. 

11> HOWEVER lT IS TilE R:EOEPI'AOLE (OR CoNTAI NER) 

THAT IS >lEANT BY YOU TO BE TilE ' SUBSTRATlnl' (OF 

DIISl'Rit, IIT0.),-'1'11EN ~ TB ASSUlollNO or A 
r B.Ea&PTA.<Xl£ I roa \VHA..T IS DOlOBD...E IS 

ABSOLUTELY USJ!LESS.-(101-192) 

CO~UIENTARY. 

It llA8 been arguod (under TO%$ 178, above) that "Desire, etc. mu.'lt 
subsil!t somewhetO" ; il, by this, oil that. is meent to bo proved is that. only 
tb& Couse is tbo oubltratum o! Desire, eto., thm the oiJort is !utile; beeaUS& 
we also do not regard Deoire, oto. to bo wi!Mul ca~Uo : M ia el...,. from our 
doelaration that • the mind and tho mental phenomena are brought about by 
£our etc. •. 

• ParU:tJlpyaJI'-a.sserted, mennt. 
If the • sub&t.ratwn • you seck to provo itt in C.ho form of a 1 container' 

(Reeept.a.cle),-tben 'vho.t il Ullerted being annulled by Inference, t.here 
can be no invariabJe cono.omitance botwcen that and the Probans put for; 
ward.-'rhi& i11 what ia shown by th& worda-• Ij hoWever it is tl&& RecepUJC'le, 
eto.,'-Le. the reoeptMie of the D08iro, otc. It might be possible to postulate 
such a ' Roceptne:ie ' tor things wit-h mo.terinl !Ot'tl\8, which are capable of 
moving o.bout,-fot· whom tbo ' lleoeptn.clo' would &t.ve tJtcm fr01n faUing 
down; thoso thing.8 howovor ''·hieh, lilco Plensure nnd tha rcet, nre immobile 
(nnd immat&MI) eo.n never fall dow,-.., ond uudor tho cirenm~;taneea, whnt 
would o.ny such thing os t.ho 'Soul 'do for thoro, whereby it would be their 
• reeeptaclo' I (101-192) 

Obj•ction-" Wbon tbo Jujub<l-!ruit nnd other things flro placed in 
such receptacles 08 the jnr nnd tho Hko,-oven though tb.esc latter do not do 
n.nything Cor tho tntlta, yot thoy fJOr\"0 M their • recepta.cle' (coutainer);. 
in the sruno mt\nnor tho Soul '"ould ba tho ' reccptnclc • of Pleasure~ etc." 

The Clll8W()r to t.hia la provided in tho rollo\ving Text. :-

TEXT (103). 

Tm; Prr Ah"D 0TB:£R 'miNOS CAN Blt TII7. ' RECEPTACLI! ' OP THE JU.rtrBE 

i'RUlT ANl> OTB:£R 'miNGS, 8EC.li1U T'liBY SERV& TO OBSTROOT 

THEm HOvmtE!<T, OR BECAUSE TllEY BitiNG ABOUT 

SPEOIFIO CIIANOES.-(103) 

OOltME::O.'TARY. 

' &cou.e tMIJ _,., 14 """""" thoir _,.,.,., ';-thiB i.• in aeeordaneo 
with tha view thAt t.hiugs Rre not momeutory ;-' b<caUH tM.y bring abo11t 
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spuiflc changu ,-this is in accordance with t.ho view that things are momen· 
tary ; as the ' changes ' meant here are those that are brought about on the 
same spot where the constituent ca.use exist-ed.-Both t hese kinds of ' recep
to.cle • a.re impossible in the case of Desiro a..nd the rest ; hence there can 
be no 'receptacle' for these.-(193) 

Under the argument urged above (in Text 178) the phrase ' while being 
ef\tities • has been introduced as a qualification ;-this qun1i6ca.tion i<J 
a bsolutely usoleas ; a.s there is nothing t hat it ea.n serve to exclude. Thi~J 
is what is pointed out in t he following Text :-

TEXT (194). 

l1' IS NOT REASONAnLE TO REGARD ' D ESTRUOl'ION ' , WIDOH IS forml£88, 
AS A 'PRoDUCT 1 

; HlllNOE THE QU.A.Lll'lCATlON UENTIONED 

1N T.tf8 REASONING 011 T.IIE 0Tif8R PARTY IS 

ENTIRELY USEL&SS.-(194) 

COMMEN'l'ARY. 

If Det:~~uot.ion could be of the n&tlll"e of a' Product', then t..he quntifica.
tion ' being an. entity • would serve the pu.rposo of excluding t.hn,t ; as a 
matter of fact however, as it is a. non-entity, ca.uses cannot do anything to it; 
how then could it htw& a Cn<1se ! Thill roosoning may be fommlat~d M 
foHo·ws :-·Tb.nt which is n non-er1tity ca·nnot bo the product of anythin.g,
o..g. the ' Hare's Horns ',- Dest-ruction is a non-entity ;-hence to speak of 
it as having n. cause would be cont-rary to the said Wlivorsal proposit iorL
If it \(•ere o. 'product •, i t would bo an 'entity·. like Pleastu·e, etc.-Thig 
would be nn nrgmnent aga.inst t11o reasoning of the ot.her pa.rty. 

Further, what hA.>i been asserted also rut~s counter to your O \'\'rl doctrine. 
For inata.ncc. the un.me and the idea. of 'Product' i.s du&-{a) to its acquiring 
it.-; cha.ra.cter, or (b) to its subsistence (manifestation) in it$ Materja.t cause, or {c) 
to the subsl!:itonC& thercin of ' Being ' (M:i8/.enct) ;-Destruction is not possessed 
of the choo.·n.cter of Subst-ance, etc., hence i t cannot s ubsist in its Material 
Cause ; nor , for the same reason, can 'Being • (Existence) subsist in it 
(Destruction), for the simple reason that i t IUIS no form (whe • ..,in t-ho 
Existe:nc~t could subsist). If i t wore othel'\vise. t.ben, like Sttbsta;nce, etc.~ 
i t would also be ' contained • in a. receptacle, o.nd be an • Entity • also ; 
and aa such, it could not be excluded by the quo.lific.ation in quest.ion ; hence 
this qualification- ' being entitios '- is absolutely useles.•.- (194) 

A$ aga.inst the argument put forward by the Opponent under Te" t lSO 
above, to the effect that 'the cognitions of Colour, etc. have one; o.n.d several 
causes, etc. etc.' ,- the Author urges as follows :-
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TEXTS {195-196). 

'l'HE ' RHCALLING' OP SOOH NOTIONS AS 'BY ME (SEEN, HElARD) ', ETO. 

MOST BE DUE TO P.l:l\TUffBATIONS OF IONORANOJil; AS SUCH NOTIONS 

OF TilE ONE·NESS OF 1'111ll AOBNT (PERCEIVER) ARE POUND 

TO Al'l'liAB ALSO IN CONNECTION WITH ALL MOMBN"rA.ltY 

THINGS. F':aOM TD1S PALSR ASSUMPTION, IT 0ANN01' 1111 

RIGHT TO DEDUCE ANY OONCLUSION REOARDINO TlTR 

TRUE srATE Ol!' THINGS ; SPEOIALLY AS EVEN THI!<OS 

TllA.T ARE DIVERSlt BY BUSON OP THE DIVERSITY 

OP TUElll POWERS BEOOXE THE BASIS 01' AN 

BPPEOT CONCEIVED OF AS ont.-{195-196) 

COM~IENTARY. 

1 Seen. by ~ and lu:ard by me, $l.C. etc.',-the 'reol\llin.g •, in. tho 
' MSOCiAtil').8 ' o£ several such cognitions, ha.s been put fon,•nrd tl8 the 
r.....,n for their having a single Oauao (in t.be sbapo of tbo 'Soui').-But 
tl:Ua rcuou is • inconc-lusive • ;-u even in rega.rd to momenWy things~ BUch 

• rocaUing • iA possible t.brough the false assumption of their being due to a 
ainglo Qosni.oer. Henoo it Momot bo right to deduce any oonclusion regurding 
tho t.ruo nature of thinge !rom tbo !act of such '"""'!ling'. 

Quution-" In what way do your Moment.! (Momontary entities) 
oom<> to bo the caUS& of the said Rtcalling (of Cognitions)!" 

AtiB...,.._By reason of tho diutrliiJI of thei• pov;.-rl, etc. ;-i.o. by rooson 
of tbo peculiarity of its powora,-t.ho t.Wngwhioh is many (divOI'ftO) beoom08 the 
' lxui.t '-c.n.us(>-of !'tuch Bingla oA'ect-J( boing 1'toolltd in ono form ; os 
i.s fo\u\d in the case of such mcd.ic.incs of fever as Gtu]flclii. ond tho rest. ; 
""which is going to bo oxplainod in detAil later ou.-(IM-190) 

Quution.-" How is it ucertaioed t.hat.lhe notion in question i8 tDMtl!J ? 11 

The '"'-'"-er is provided in the following Text :-

TEXT (197) . 

IF )J.ANY TIIINOs-sucn AS •rm1 ooolll'l'IONS o~· CoLoun., SoUND AND 'l'HB 

Jl.EST,-WERR TR:E BFFEOTS OP A SIIWLB CONTINUOUS (PER~IANENT) 

CAUSE,--TIDL'< ANY ORDER OV SEQUBNOB AMONO SUOR EFFECTS 

WOULD BB INOONORUOUS; AS TIJBIR Blll'IOIBNT 

CAUSB WOULD BB ALWAYS TJIEJU:.-{197) 

If the oognitions of tho Blou ttnd the rest wore the ef!oot of 1> ainglo such 
Oauso l\8 the ' Soul', which is eternal, continue.~ for all tiu1.0, p08t and Cuturo, 
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-tbon any o.rdol' of sequence among such cognition.e wo nld be incongruous ; 

a>l tho efficient OoUl!e beiJ>& present, all the el!ecte •hould appear simul· 

tancoUllly ; specially as the eternal Ca\180 cannot need the help of anyth.ing 

el•c ; for the simple reason that it cannot be helped by anything oleo.-(197) 

Further, if what is meant t.o prove is merely the fact of tho cognition• 

boin.g ' preceded by a Cause ', then the effort. i& iutilo ;-this is what is shown 

in the following Tl:tl :-

TEXT (198). 

l NA.SMlJCR A.S THil Al'PJIAil.ANCJI OJ Stx ()oGNITIONS OUT OF A SINGLE 

PREOBD"'O CooliiTION IS OLEA.RLY RROOOh'lSI!D SDrULTANI!OUSLY , 

-\VJIAT YOUR ARGUMBNT PROVES IS ADMITTED (BY US).-{198) 

COMMENTARY. 

From a 1inqi.G prtceding Cognition,-out of a. singlo Cogni tion immcdia.tt>ly 

p1·ooeding thcrn,-there i~ tm nppoorl\llCO of Six Cognitions. through t he Eyo 

and other orgm~.-whieh 'nppelli"{UlC6' iM cloorly I'O<'Ogni~. l•~c,t• inst-ance, 

at tho tUne that n ltl.lm «.u tho complexion of the dancing girl, ho al1t0 hear1 

tho Sound of tho drum and other mugical o.ecomi>Uuilneot~. •mcU .. the 

odour o[ the I ... otu.ij a.nd ot.hor £ragran~ things, ta8U4 the Camphor nnd other 

things, feels aiJ.~o tho wind emtmu.ting fi'Otn t ho rnnR, 1\a'\d thinks o{ tl\king up 

hli• clothes.-It ot\unot be right to MY th~>t his vwon appenrs to be ouah 

beca,..., it mOV08 quickly, lilco the whirling fire. brand. For if it w•ro ..,, then 

the appooranoee would be Vl\8liO and clim. To explain :-it. is on the bMis of tho 

'ruc.u.lljng • of t\ll these perceptions (thrO\tgh the several S(lnse-organ~t) that you 

C.Xplt'\ill the foolit\g t.ba.t tho whole lot of tho porcoptiOUK n.ppeat•IJ in 0. single 

Oog•tition; tho Roonlling too is done through Remembrance ;.-I'Ld RemOln

brance, appertaining, as it d0011, to tbo ()8.8t, is al\\-ays indistinct ;- while the 

Sitlglo Oognition of Colour and ther$$t ia found t.o be qui to distinct.-Further, 

in the case of such oxprowJionH as ~ saro-ra~a •, there is nn nppetu·ance of the 

cognitions quickly apprehending tbe ' ~:a • and other !utter-sounds ; so that 

in thiJI case also there might be the notion of a single Clognition ; nnd there 

would, therefore, be no idoa of any order of sequence among ~hem.-All 

thi$ i8 going to be explainod later on ; in the pr...,nt context the T ext 

h•\8 merely i11diooted t ho linell of tho refutation (of the Opponent'e 

doctrine).-{198) 

If what you seek to prove is the fact or the Oognitiono having n single 

Cau8e, by tho fnot o f their having for thoir Ca.uso a. Single Eternal and 

Uniform Entity,- tJtcn your premiss ia ono that is o..rulullt'ld by Infurence.

This is what iB sh.own in tho following Text:-
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TEXT (199). 

THAT THINGS A.l'l'EAIU:NG OONSOOUTinLY, ONE Alrl'ER TB:B OTII'ER, OANNOT 

BA VE ONB L.'<l> TBll SAd C.lUSE, BA.S JUST BBBN l'ODM'Jil) OUT. 

FoR Tms REASON, KEREIN TBB (Ono~"BNT's) P&EMlSS 

AIII!ERTINO 'rJIB INVARIABLE OONOOMITA.NOE IS 110UN.D 

TO BE OLE.UU.Y AlON'OLLEl> BY IN11Brul:NCE.-{199) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Jtut bun poi.ud out,'- in Text 197. 

Th6 'annulment' ia in th6 following manner :-Thinga wh..., ea....,._ 

officient and untrammellod,-a.re present, must be prodoeed simultaneowdy; 

-o.g. Sprout8 n.nd such other efloot.8, wb~e c&.\l.St\1 parn.phcrnali& is complete, 

ap.-r at one and t.ho """'" tilllb ;-D.>vadatta's oognitions of Colour and 

•uch obj""t.. have <h6ir Cau-fflciont and untrammblled,-prMent ; this i.o 

a t•ett..\on based upon the nature of things.-A8 a. rn.a.ttet· of faet however they 

never appeor •imultanoously; hence tha conclusion i• wrong.-{199) 

The rollowing Text prooeedo to show that the Corroborative Jrurtanto 

aiHO iB 'devoid or the Probo.ndum 1 
:-

TEXT (200). 

AS FOR THE ' OLA.NOE 0 11 THE l>ANOIN'O GIRL', I T IS NOT REALLY A SINGLE 

ENTITY ; IN FAOT IT IS liUI)Ji1 '0'1' OP SEVERAL illN'UTB l' A RTIOLES ; 

.U.'D ITS 'ONB· NESS' IS O:>"LY A111!1)'l(ED.-{200) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such things as tho • glanoo or t.ho Dancing Girl ' aro not oinglo entitiM ; 

thoy are, in reality, tm aggregate of '"OV&ral minute ptVticles. 

Question-" If that ia so, then how do they oomo to bo apoken of 

M OrtO! n 

AnnDOI'-]1# OIU·ftl .. i• only ~-{200) 

Quution-" 'What ia the bMia or this tl88umption t " 

The answer comes in tho following Text:-

TEXT (201). 

f r IS liECAUSiil IT IS tJSIID 11011 A. SINGLE PlrnPOSll TII.AT IT IS SPOK.IIN 011 

AS ' ONE '. lf SOloiETllnl(} LilO! THIS IS 'IVIUT YOU DESIRE 

TO PROVE, TB'EN YOlTR E11110RT IS FUTILE (PROVING 

WlUT IS ALREADY A.DliiiTTBl>).-(201) 

COUliENTARY. 

Booauso U>o ' glance of the Dancing Girl • is usod for the purposo of 

bringing about tho single offact in t.ho form o! Vi.oual Cogniticm,-tberofore, 

evon though clivuse, it is 1poken of as ' one'. 
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It might bo urged by the Opponent.-" It is juat ouch a Probo.ndtun, of 

''C'hiCb the ono-neu is assumed. that we mean ; so that the Oorroborative 

ln.otanoe cannot bo said to bo • devoid of the Probandum '." 

Tbe answer tq this is th~t.-if aomdhing !ikethi4 i• whal yo" duirt to prov.s, 

then it involv~ the fallncy o[ 'f\ltility ', 'proving what is already proved ' ; 

a.o (!\Ccording to us) several lmj»'e6tliona appearing consecutively do form 

the objecta of the apj»''henaion of several thing&, '"hich go to make up a 

single Oognition.-(201) 

Under Text 182, it has bccn argued that "the term 'soul • ia expreAAivo 

of oomethillg diAtinet from the aggregate of Intellect, Sense·organs and tho 

reot ".-This is answered in the following Te:rt :-

TEXTS (202-204). 

lN TB:£ CASE 01' SYNO~,-MS,-SUOU AS 'butldAi ', 'cJajiUJ' Ah"D T.B:e 

lUIST,-WE fiND THAT TI!0170.R EACil 011 TRE~I IS A SINGLE Tlillill, YET 

IT DOES NOT lllXl'RESS A THING Dil'll'liRBNT (FROU THAT BXPRlllSSBD BY 

OT'BERS) ;-aBNCB Y017R REASON IS 'lNooNOLuSIVB '.-"BuT A 

QUALIFICU'liON (IY TlDl PORU 'AS APAIIT ntOll RECOONISED 

SYNONYMS') HAS BEllilN ADDED."-017R ANSWER TO TBAT IS 

THAT TR"f} QUALDl'IOATION IS NO'l' 
1 ADMITTED\ AS TliE li'AO~ 

REMAINS Tli:AT Tlill ' SouL ' IS SYNONYM0178 WITH ' CoN· 

SCIOUSNESS' ; .lS IT IS 0oli'SOIOUSl>"ESS ITSELF, AS Tlllt 

SlJBSTRATUM. OB f I~OONSCJOUS:NESS 'I THAT IS SPOKEN 

011 AS TRE ' S011L • . ALt. THIS HAS DlliEN SAID 

BY vs ON TilE BASIS Oll' ' ILLuSORY CoNOEJ.>· 

TION ' ; I:{ U..f..LI'l"Y, m"BRB IS NOT.BlNG 'I'lU._T 

IS DENOTED BY THE TERM IN Q17ESI'ION 

(' Som ').-(202-204) 

00:\WENTARY. 

The reason-' because it is a. single term '-is 'inc.onelusive '.-Because 

in the case of such synonyms n.<J (a) 'buddhi•, 'chitta', 'jMna',-as (b) 

•1ndrlya •. 'a-kf<J ',-a..l:J (c) '\:id.an.d' Md 'chiU4 ',-aa (d) 'kaya' a.nd 

'oharirtl ',-which ....., denotative of (a) I~. (b) S.mo•OI"fl'V'/1, (c) 

Copirion, and (d) Body,-eccording to our view, the cJooradu of <Unocing 

diltbld thing1 ia not present, though each term is ' ono' ; benea no preclusion 

from the eontro.ry of the Probandum boing possible, the Reason must be 

' h\conetusive '. 
Says tho Opponent:-" It is because we OUApoeted thiA that in our 

argument we added the qualification, ' apllrl. from well·recognised aynonyms ', 

to OW' Reason ; how then con it be Inconclusive ! " 

The answer to thiA i$ M follows :- '.rlus quali6ce.tion of the Reason io 

one t.hat is' not. admitted'.-.. How f "-Because the fa.ct remains that the 
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• Soul • i.o U111 synonym of 'Coosciou.sness '. As i~ hM been doclared (by ~be 
otbu party) that.-" 11. ill Consciousness itself which. ao the aub8tn\tum of 
1-(IC)UCiowneu, ia e-poken of as ' Soul ' " ; in t.his quotation ' vpocharyall • 
stands !or the phruo <• opol:en of in c:om"""' par/4,_, I,t i.o !or ~his reMOn 
that what Uddyol<ll:am hM said, regarding the 'figurative wre' not being 
rigb~ whore the • direct use • ill possible,-<lhould be taken "' beiog due to his 
ignorance or what il meant. This is wltat is made clear by tbo term 'yiyat! • 
(U 1poken of). Honoe the Rea.'iOn has a. qualification tho.t. iR ' unproven ', 
inadmi.ooiblo. 

Whatever we ha.vG ft&.id regarding the 1 inconcluiJivcn~ • of tho Rcnson 
so !M ia on the baoi• of 'Illmory Conception '-11dmitting, for tho AAke o f 
argumont, thofactof thoro being somothing donotod (b)• tho torm 'Soul') :
il what ia oought to be provod is the loot of tho torm ' Soul ' being really 
denotative ol something distinct from lntolligcnCG and the r011t,- then the 
Re&!!On put forward is a highly improper one, tho promill• ( ilwnriable 
concomitance) on which it ill based being annulled by Jnforence.-Thia is whet 
is shown by the Text in the word&-'aU thi• ha1 bun taid, etc.' ;-thAt is, as a 
matter ol l~~<~t.. all Yerbsl \IS8go ill bssed upon a oonoeptnal imposition of it& 
connection "ith tbi,_ ;-this is going to be explained latOI' on. Thus 
tM11, in reality , there is nothing that is denoted by tbo ternt 'Soul • ; n.nd 
undor the oircwmtances. how couJd there be nny ;nvoriablc toncomitam>e 
betweon tbo Mid RMoon and the Probandum (tbe ehar11<11M 110ught to be 
pto\'00) !-(202-20t) 

The following Text; proceeds to show that even wlth tho SAid qunlificf\
tiou, tho ltoo.aon romninH ' ittoonclus.ive ' :-

TEXT (20ii). 

T HB R11...soN L, P011!ffi TO BE False ALSO; WHEN, .voa lNSTANOE, 

N.UU:S, svon A.S 'Kiim/:4' (ACTIVE A.oBNT), A.ND TILE 

LIKE, ARE APPLIED TO THINOS LIEA 'I'K& 'SKY· 

wros ' .-(205) 

CO:IIM&'\TARY. 

\Vheu a nnnle-, sucl1 fUJ • Rdral.:4 *, is appliod to such non..entitiu M the 
'Sky-lotWI' (in euch expressions as 'tbo Skylotua i8 a non-entity', where 
the • Sky-Jot.ua' mt\Y bo ~pokeu of as tl'le • Nominative '),-thon, t\Ccording 
to both pAtties.. tht tel'm iA one only and al~ distinct. from t.ern\8 denoting the 
Body, eto. i-ILUd yet. tho danotat~ou of tho term d0011 not con.siat of a thing 
dist.inct from tbo Body, etc. Hence tbe ReMOn, o.s m·god, i~t 'Ioconclu· 
sivo ' .-(206) 

Que•Cion.-" Row cnn the declen.tdonn.l uamos wo appHecl to 11<>fl... 

enlititl, which are absolutely tharacurleu ? " 
Tbe C>o.awor is supplied in the follo"·ing Text :-

r 
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TEXT (206). 

(THiil USJl 011) TERMS BEINO BASiiD lilNTffiliLY ON CoNVENTXON,-\VHAT 

IS THERE TO \VHIOH Tltlill' OM<"NOT BE APPLIED 1- L'<" TKII OASE 

0 .. TERMS LIKE 'SoUL' ALSO, THERE IS NOTHINO IN 

THEIR VERY NATURE WRICD IS EXPRESSIVE OF 

ANYTI!ING.-(206) 

COMMEN'l'ARY. 

c Oon\·c.nt.ion • proceeds from t-he independont desire of men (to give o. 

certain name to " oorta.in thing) ; and Term!! also are expreosivo of that 

alone ; whtrfjore then could tbero be nny reetrictio~> of their uae I 

If the moaning of the Opponent's RcMOn be that " bec&u.oo it is an 

tuJcont.~entionalsi.nglo term" ,~nd by that monl\8 ita Inolusivez\088 bo sought 

to be ~voidod,-then tho t\tliii'WOl' is--In tlie ca1o of terms like 'Soul', ete.

t.hat is, o.part from Convention, terms, by their nature, o.re not. o.xpressive 

of anything; for, i£ it were so, then even \utloo.rucd person8 (not. conversant 

witll Convention) could underotnnd tba meaning of words; there would also 

be no independent instruotlon o.s to the moanlll.g of words ; nlao because 

o.ll Convention would, in that case, be uselea. From all this it followt; 

that such tot nUll o.s 'Soul ' nnd the liko, by thoir natmre, are n.ot exptGS8ivo 

of o.nythjng; ao that the Roo.30ll put forwru·d ii4 1 Wlpto\rcn •, ' Ino.dmissiblo '. 

11 (in order to avoid these clifficulties) it bo acught to add " further 

qualification- to tho effect that 'it, ha.• for it~ obje<:tive a COGJlU...ble thing 

which is included under n category which cannot bo lq)eei&ed ',-as has ~n 

U.l'>.ierted by IJ/KhiL'ika,-evf!n AO, i.nasmuch u 1ucl1 o. quali6cntion would be 

• m1prove1\ ', tbo Reason ltgotf would be 'Inadmissiblo '.----ns al~o ' Jn. 

concht~tilve ', on account or t he absenco of the necet>f;.l\t'Y invarinhlo 

concomitancc.-{200) 

It llA8 bocu argued abo,·e (under Ttrl 184) that "The living body 

would be devoid o·r Dreot1Ung, etc., if there wore no Soul •·.-The answer to 

that is provided in the following Te"t :-

T EXTS (207 ·208). 

THE OONTINOENCY THAT HAS BERN 'O'RGli:D WOULD Bli: RTODT IF TilE 

COm>""EoriON BETWEEN THE ¥UNCTIONS OF B REA'l'DING, Jl't'O. AND THE 

SoUL W:SRE WELL-ESTABLISHED ; OTIII!RWISE, rr woULD Bl!l 

ABSURD. Foa INSTANOE, THE ABSENCE oF Tltlil ' SoN or 
TIDl DA.llllllN W OMAN • OANNOT MAKE TRE LIVING BODY 

DEVOID OF BnBATHINO, ETO. AND YOVR VBGINO Oi' 

THE CONTINOENOY IN QUESTION IS 011 THE 

SA)(B JUND.-(207 ·208) 

COill!ENT ARY. 

If betwoon Breathing, oto. n.nd the Soul, thote were somo conncotion,

as tl1at of bait\{! produ.ced from it, or being of tli6 sam.e fl.atw·e,- kno\vn n.s 
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csto.bliahod, then there would be somo rea.son for urging the contingency 

that tho oboenoo of tho Soul would involve the abseneo of Breathing, etc. 

Otherwioo, the UQ!ing of the absence of one thing on the absence of another 

tlllng not oonnoeU<i with it at all, would he absurd. Certainly the aboenoo 

of • the Son o£ the Barren Woman' d- not entail the nbeence of Breathing 

ote. Henoo, i£ someone wore to put forward the contingency of o.bsence 

of Breathing, etc. as due to tho absence of the 'Son of the Barren Womnn ', 

- like thAt of the Jar,-tb.ia would be entirely 'inooncluai"ye'; in the 8fUDe 

way your argument puttiJ>g forward the contingoncy of B ..... thing, etc. 

being absent on account of the absence of the Soul ia purely 'inconclu.•ive ', 

:for the ~imp1e rea.'ion that no connootion is known (to subsist botwoon 

Breathing, eto. and the Soul).-(207·208) 

Quutiott-u How do you know that. the CO!llleetion iA not known ! " 

Avwer .~-

TEXTS (200-210). 

Tll'B B&IU.TRING, ETC. CANNOT BE 011 TKE SA.]{E NATV!Ill A.S THE SouL, A.S 

A DtrnllBNCE BETWlUIN 'I1Dlll HAS BJIJ:N AD)(J'tTBD ; NOR IS Tllll 

RELATION OF CAUSE AlCD ECTEOT POSSIBLE Bfl'I'W1!XN TKE 

TW01 AS IN THA1' OASE1 TIIF.RB \VOULD DE SDIOLTANEITY; 

THUS THEN, ON THE ABSENCE 011 TH11 S01JL,-WITH 

WWC!l Tll'BY 1U. VE NO OONN1IOTION,- WHY SHOlJLD 

TII:B BREATHS-UFw.um, DoWl--wABJ> .. um THE 

RJlSr,-DEPART FROM TIIB BODY 1-(209-210) 

COMllENTARY. 

'Btl.,..,. tho t..>o,'-i.o. between the Soul and Breruhi"ff, tl<., there cannot 

subsist tho r<>lation of beirta of IIIo oa7M naturo; because the Nciy6yim himoelf 

admits the nl\ture of the two to be diffore.nt.-Nor cnn tho relation between 

tho two be one of b•ina producd from \lit; becauS& (if tho Soul woro tho 

Cn.u.~Je). thon, inAAmuch thja Cause would o.lwa.ys be preaent. ill its perfect. 

form, the BrHthing, etc. would all he simultaneous.-Apart from th- two, 

there is no connection ~bla. Thus thon, being dovoid of any connection 

with the Soul, why should they disapponr from tho Body which i$ still 

endowed with Life 1-'l'hoy can nevel.' RO ditulppea.r. The 8()nso i.111 that for thia 

rMAon, the Rcuon put forw&-rd by tho other pa.rty is t Inconcluslvo '. 

By thit same argument- all those indications of tho Soul which b&vo boen 

put forward by the other party.-in the ohepa of Dui,., Hatred, El/01'1, 

pz.,..,,., Pain, Cognition 1\nd "" forth,-«hould he understood to be 

rejected ; on thoaolo ground of there being no connection het~<een those ond the 

Soul. Thisl\l'gument may be formulated ns follows :-Whon certein thinganro 

not related (by ooncomitanoe) with any pMt.icular thing, they cannot be 

regarded M indicators of thia latter thing, -e.g. the liru of cmnu Mnnot be 

regarded M indicators of Suamum and other things ;-and BrtllthifiiJ, t1<. aro 

not r<>lated with the Soul; hence the conditions of the general proposition aro 

' .j> 
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no~ fulfilled by U>eoe.-Tho ProbAns here put forward canno~ be said to be 

' unproven ' ; as it """ been nlready proved that neither of ~he two fonw; of 
""lalion is present in ~ho eaae.-Nor can the Proban.o be Mid to be 'lncon
cluslvo'; for, ii the ProbCUl8 wore so, then all things would bo indicators of 
all thinS"--Nor can the Proban.o be said to be 'Contradictory' ; as it is 

netually found to be present wherever the Probandum ia proaent;. 
The other party hOJ! also M8erted that " from tl1o knowlodge of the 

Instrument follows tbo knowlodgc of the Operator (of the lt18trument) ".
This however is ' not-proved •. Because it has not beo11 proved that U1e 
Eye and other organ.o """ • opoci6c instruments ' (of opoci6o cognitions), in 
..,.lity ; as in the producing of cognitions the • causal eftlcienoy' of all the 

organs is equal; and becaUIO any such distinction as that between the 

'Jn~~trument' and the 'Opu!\tor' i• purely arbitrary.-ll what is sought 

to be proved i• only the fi\Ct of the Soul being the opuator, then the argumen~ 
ill 81.tpct'fluous ; becauso wo have never denied tho presence of the eonceptual 

(M8nmcd) ' Operator •. Ir t he Renoon be intended to provo the real Operator, 

t·hOJ\ it i.s • Inconch.lrtivo' i M the Eye and other orgnn.a have never bcctl 

found to be invariably concomitant with '"'Y such real Operntor.-(209-210) 

H has been argued (ln Tu:t 185) that "all subsequent cognitions are 

apprehended by that O&me Cognioer who apprchMdod the first Cognition 

immediately on birth. etc. etc." .-This is answered in tbo follov.ing :-

TEXT (211). 

THUS THE BXIS'l'ENOE 011 THE ' SOVL ' NOT BEUIG PROVED BY ANY OF 

TilE PROOFS (PUT FORWARD), THE INSTANCES TltAT RAVE BEEN 

OITED 011 'ETERNALITY ' AND ' OMNII'II»SENOE ' llEOOME 

' DEVOID 011 TliD PRoBAND 'OM '.-(211) 

CO)DIE~'TARY. 

The Opponent has cited the instances_ of ' thc first oognit.ion ' and 'my 

body ' ; all these instances are • do ... -oid of the Probandum ',-e.a the existence 
of the ' Soul • has not been proved.-Conoequently the Probane is clearly 

• inconclusive '.-(211) 

With the following Text, the Author again introduces the view of 

-Uddyotakar(l,, Bh4vivfkta And others :-

TEXT (212). 

OTHERS HAVE .ASSVMBD THA'l' Tml ' SoVL ' IS PROVED BY PEROBl'riON; 

BECAUSE 'I-CONSCIOUSNESS' IS SEL'P·COO!<ISA.BL11, .L'ID THE 

SoVL l10JWS TKB 083EOT 011 THAT (JoNSCIOUSNESS.-{212) 

OOMM.E:::O.'TARY. 

These p<!Oplo argue no follows :-" Soul is proved by Percept.ion it...,lf ; 

for instance~ the not.ion of 'I 'J which is independent of o.ny remembrance 
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ol the oonneotion he~ween an Inlerentiallndieative and that which hns u ... ~ 
Indicath·e, ift of tbe nature of 'Perception • .-like the c()$1Ution of Colour 
and other tbingo. 01 ~hl• notion ol 'I ', Colour,, etc. do not lonn tho object : 
as what- appean in that notion is difl(!!'e.nt. from the cognition of Colollr. etc.' 
hcnoe tbo object ol that notion must be totally dilf~t (and that i>< the 
Soul]".-{ Uddyak>lalra has stated this view undor 3. I. I ; oe6 NIJ(Jyaoo/lrti{Yl, 
p. 3t G.] 

This viow i~t amwered in the iollowing texts :-

TEXTS (213-214). 

TUl$ IS NOT RIGHT ; BECAUSE AS A MA'l'l'ER Oll h'AOT, 'rH~ VORM OF Tlffi 

' SoUL ' DOES Nor BECOME MANIFEST m ' I-coNSOioosNEss ' ; 
'l'llliREIN IS NOT P JIBOEI\'JID ANY MANIFESTATION Oll ETlllk~AL· 

ITY, O}INIPRESENOE AND SUOli PROPllBTIE.S (POSTULATED OF 

THE SOUL) ; WHAT IS CLEARLY PRESilNT TKBREIN, ON 

TB.E oru:BR U:A!Ir."D, IS THE t F.:UR COM:tt.:EXlON \ "ETC.; 

AND TUB 1 80tJL' IS NOT RELO TO BE 01' mE N'.&.TVRE 

Of THP..S.E LA'r'Bll ;-B:B!lCE TJIB 'Sotn.' OANNOT 

8& A..'< OBJECT OF' 1-CO:SSCIOIJSNJtSS '.-(213-214) 

OOilliE~'TARY. 

Tho fact. of' I-eonBCiousness' having tho • Soul • for itlf object ettnnot bu 
rcgardod u proved ; as the form of the • Soul ' is not prCRCnt in it. 'l'his 
argument JMY be form\11nted as followR :-,Vheu one th..ing ill devoid of the 
form of another, it cannot havo thUs la.ttet· fot· it.a objoot. ; o.g. Soutld is not. 
an object of vittuAI pea·ceptiou ;-tho notion or 1 I ' is devoid of the Co1·m 
of t he Soul; hcnoo if it wei'O t"Cgnrded a.s its object. it would bC' col\tJ'iU'Y to 
the uuivONJI\I proposition ~toted above.-That tho Probi\1\~t of tiLi~ nrgu.ment 
is not. 1 unproven • is H.ltown by the Text in tlre words-' Tlttr• i• not pe,.~ived 
any manljutnlion of E'ernality and Om-nipruence, m. ~.' ;-that is to My, 
tho Soul V. hold to be ewnal, omnipresent, intelligent nnd oo forth ; not the 
8ligbtest. n\&nifostAtlon of these eharfteters is perceived in '1-~o\\sness •; 
tbe mau.i!Ntation tbnt i& pe:rooi\"00. in • I-coll8ciousness' is All in connec:tiou 
with • fair-eomplcxioo • and other condition8 of tho bodv,-M iil ftJlpo.ront in 
such e.xpteM.ions a& • I Am fair,-ll-ith weak powcrM of vifrion,-lean,-bcset 
lrith ac:ut.o pain ' aud so fortlL From this it is deduced t htt.t I ·COMCiousue.~. 
wb.ic.h Ul tiHt~~ found to appear as connected with t.he conditions o( the Body, 
onviaagea tho Body.-' 0/«Jr/y present • ;-it is I!Aid to bo clear, booause 
it is novor found to fail. 

Th.ia nrgu.mont serves to reject tho following Htatotnont mndo by 
Uddyolakara and others :- 11 'l' he charoct<:r of t Soul' is Agurnt.ively (in· 
dlroctly) ath·ibuted to the Body which is only tho locus ol oxporionce,-just 
ru. when 3peoking of a ~:~&.tisfnotory servant, the King says-' He ia wh&t I 
am' ... -".rhis BMertlon becomes !'ejected ; becauso if such on attrib\ltiOt\ 
(notion) wcro figurative and indirect, then it would bo linblo to be !also; 
bcca\18c in th<l ....., ol tlle L ion o.nd the Boy, when ~bo Boy is flgurntively 

•• 

,.,_ 

• . 
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spoken of ns the ' Lion ',- the not.iol\ of ' Lion ' ea.n never be trut in reference 
to both the Boy a.nd the Lion.- It might be urged that "tho Body and the 
Soul are actually spoken of as distinct, in such expressions as ' My body, etc. ' ; 
and to that extent, the said figurative attribution does become false''.
But it ifot not so ; as it might be possible to regard the notion of ' Soul' '«tith 
regard to the Soul also a..CJ false ; as in this connection also, we find such 
expressions as 'l\~ly Soul ', where thet·o is a distinction made between the two. 
-If it be ui-ged that 11 in this c.nso tho distinction is M8Unwl " ,-then the 
aamo may be said in rega.rd to the other case nlao. 

11 Even if the expression ' I a.m fair ' is used in its direct sense, why 
should not the Soul be the object of t.his notion ? " 

The a.n.<~wer i~;-7''he Soul i8 ttO' held tc be oj tht nature, etc.- i.e. of the 
nat\U'e of ' fair-complexioned •, etc. ; for the simple reason that it is not 
possible for tbe Soul to have ony such qualities as Oolour and the Jik&.
(213·214) 

It has bcon explained that it is not right to regard the 'Soul' a< forming 
the object of 'I-coruroiousness •, because this latter is devoid of the form of 
tho ' Soul •. The following Text proeoods to show that the same cannot be 
right also beca\ISe in that ease there would be no dispute (between us ond 
tl1e ].l(,iyiiyika) :-

TEXT (215). 

IF Tnll SoUL wERE REALLY AMllNABLE To PERCEPTION. Tllli:N w.a:ERE· 

FORE SHOULD TillS DlbTOTll ARISE RECMl\DING ITS EXISTENCll 

AND OTIWR Tl!INGS 1-{215) 

COMMENTARY. 

'E:J..~istence aml other things '-i.e. regarding its Ezis.tena, Eur-naUty, 
Omni.pruenu t\-11d so forth.-(215) 

The following might. be m·ged- " Just ns, for you, evc11 though the 
Blue nnd other thing~ arc actually I>el·ceived, yot di~putes arise in roga-rd t--o 
their mcm~ntarines.s and other cht'l .. racteL·s, which are held to be non-different 
from t.hG natw.·e of thor;e things ;- in. the St\me ma-1\ner, thero might be 
di~pute regtU"ding the Existence, etc. of t1Je Soul also". 

The n-nswer to tills is provided in the following Text:-

TEXT (216). 

TilE • I·OONSCIOUSNESS • ALWAYS l!UNCTIONS IN 'J'HE 'FORM OF A 

DEli'INITE coGNlTlON ; AND BETWEEN A Definite Oognitim aND 

A )CERE Indefinite O&~IWJ>tioo, THERE xs ALWAYS THE 
RELATION OF t THE A.NN1TLLER AND THE 

ANI'<-oLLED •. - (216) 

COMMENT.'\RY. 

111 the euse o£ Blue nncl tb& rest, it is only right that even though they 
are apprehended by Po.l·cept.ion, there shonld be a. <liapu.t.e regm-ding tbeir 
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-rinu1 and other properties ; because the Pe«eption of these things 
is alwayo in<W.,.inau (vague, unde6.ned) in cbarncter, and u such not 
ccnducivo to any dollnitely _...m oognit.ion ; and hence there cen be no 
dOOnitely CO<Uin cognition of theirmomenlari,.., and IUCh other proporties.
lnJ'Our-however, it would not be right; becauoo the notion of ' I ' is .,.u. 
~and do6nito (_.,rding to you) and hence of tho nature of a definitely 
certain eognition,-10 that the notion of the Soul alto would be dofinit~ly 
certain ;-<>nd where ~ thing ha.s been the object ol n de6rutoly oortoin 
eognitJon, thero oe.n bo no room for a.ny cu•umed concopti<m to the contrary ; 
by virtue or whieh a.ny dispute could arise; specially M whon thero Me two 
oontrnry notions, one must annul the other. In fa<~t, it is in tho very u.aturo 
of dofinitoly cert<lin oognitioM regarding their objoots, that thoy bring ubout 
well·aacertoinecl notion.o of their objects; so that, if they do not bring about 
tbeeo well-ascertained notion.o, it follows tb~t they do not apprehend the 
objoota at all.-(216) 

l:(aving thu.o demoliahed >he Opponent's doctrino, the Author proceeds 
to set fortb his own view :-

TEXTS (21 i -218). 

TiroS I1' >'OLLOWS THAT DESIRE A..'<D ALL THE REST o .. NJ<OT SUBSIST IN 
TEm I SoUL f ;-BROAUSB TB:BY APPblt SO'OOESSIV:&LY,-LIKE TKE 

'8EflD-8PROU'I'-CREEl'ER ' .-OR, ALL PSYCHICAL (SUBJEO'nVE) 
OONOflPTS l!UST BE REOAIIDED AS HA VINO 1'I!ElR IIORMS 

OBSESSED Bll '.A'BSBNOfl 01! SotJL ',-BEOAVSB OF SUCH 
1\.BASONS AS ' BEING 'l'JD'N'("~ \ ' BEING ~ISTEN'.l' ' 

AND SO l?ORTH,-.rVS'r LIXE THE JAR AND 

OTHER EX~'ERNAL OBJEOTS.-(21 7-218) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbo argument i• to be formuloted ns follow" :-Things that are produced 
.,....,..;vely con no~ suh<ist in the Soul,-<l.g. Socd~'lprou~~r ;
PI"""u"'ondtbor<liltaroproduc:ed • .,......,;,.,1)'; bonoo they aro found to be 
besot by a eonoomi!Aince to what is denied (by the Opponent) ; because 
• succefJJsivo origino1i01\ · is i.Jwariably concomitant '-rlt.-h 'subsiA:tence in what is 
oot. .. Solll ', which i1 contrary to • subsii:rt..enee in tho Soul ' (which iA what is 
dooired by the other party). A ree,.qon annulling the desired oonelusion is nlso 
a1111ilablo in lho fMt that the nppeamnoo of offecto must bo aimultoneous 
when tho CAWIO i8 prosont in it& perfect form. 

Or,-tho.ro is o.lso l\ more diroct l.'eAAOn :-'l"h.ingH tlmli nro endowed 
with the ohnracte.r of bting tltings, being 11rodt'"''' lwvi·?l.ff origin, a.nd FIO 

fo1·th_,-oH theso o.re dc:woid of tho 'Soul ',-68 iK CotUld in th.o Ofl.$0 of such 
things ao tho Jnr and theliko;-and all such subjective (p3yohiool ) ooucepts 
M the Mind, lutoUect, Pleasure, Pain and the rest nppo~ring in the Living 
Body, oro ondo,vod with the said eharacter or beinq tilino• and tho refit ; 

• • 

.. 
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[henco thoy cannot have any connection with o.ny such thing as the 

Soul].-(217·218) 

Quution-" In what way is this invariab1e eoncomit..ance (Premiss) 

established t " 
The answor i.EI provided in t.he following Toxt. :-

'l'EXT (219) . 

IF THE Tllil<OS IN QUESTION WERE CONNECTED WITH TlJE SOUL, TlJEN 

TRE TlJINOS OAlJSBD BY TRA'r (SoUL) WOULD RAVE TO BE Bl!OABDED 

AS ETERNAL; AND B£INO :&T.Bll:NAL, TIUY WO'CTLO YET BE 

POWiilRLESS IIOR Efl'EOTIVll ACTION. CoNSEQUENTLY IT 

WOULD NOT DE l'OSSIBLE BOR 1"KEM TO HAVE 

TIIIil 1'!.\0l'ERTIES OF 'EXISTENOE' AN D THE 

R:EST.-(219) 

If tho tliinq• in qU<OOiion are conMcte<! wit/1 the Soul-if tho Dody and 

the re~t. wot•o cuutl'olled by tho SouJ,-then thlit Soul would be ~heir ' Co.use.' ; 

as wh.A.t ifJ: not a. Cause cannot be a. contrc~r ; t\8 otherwiso there would be 

on absurdity.-And th&Dody and other things cau8ed (produced) by that Soul, 

ha''ing tho.ir C..uae always p..-nt in its 1><>rfoot forlll, wot~d hove to bo 

regarded '"' eltmal,-i.o. not euc.ccssive. 
Tho following might bo urged :- " If thoy nro held to bo eternal,

evon so thoy t•cto.in their oho.rl\C~er of being tJ~·inu• and so foJ'th " . 

Tho answer is given. in tho words-' And being eternal, etc. etc.' ;-i.e. 

being ttornal, tho Body Md tbo reot would ho.ve to bo regarded 118 poUJOrle8• 

in bringing about any elfoctivo action. Tho word 'prtJJKJjyoJi' (singular) 

of tho first lino being traltllformed, in this construction, to tho plural form 

(' Pro8<Jjyata • ''" applied to tho oooond lino being construed M 'Pro.MJjyantl ']. 

- The ~Wnse is that in tho coso o£ an eternnl thing, any offeotivo octiou,

oither suooo.r~l4i ve or shuultnnoou&-is iucomt>o.tible. And on the cessation 

or t·he powor for efiootive aotion, they cease to bot things, (entitiot); becausa 

• capacity for effective ""iion • is the ehnrtlcteriatic of all EnJiliu (Tllings). 

And when tho character of being EnJiliu haa CUO<ld, thoro is ...... uon of the 

other chara.otoriaties oi Entitiee also, -such as h4ving e::ciaten.u and the like; 

alld thus the invariablo concomitance becomoo duly establiohod.-{219) 

Uddyot.alcara argues rut follows :-"What is it that is moont by (tbo Living 

Body] boingnolco7m"ctedwill•th.,Soul !-{a) If itrnOIUll! thatthoBody does not 

serve any UiiOful purpose for tho Soul,-thoo, there can be no Oorroborotive 

Instanoo (ouoh as would bo aceopled by both parties); as (aooording to us) 

there i.o nothing that dooe no~ Mrve a. Uil<lf\11 purposa for " Sout-(b) If 

ogo.in, what is meant is simply ~ho denial of tho Soul, the mooning of tho 

proposition boing tho.t ' tho Soltl is not tho Bcxly ', then our nnliwe.r Ut-
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who is there that regnrd• Ule Body "" the Soul ! Then ago.in, tho negative 

prupoa.ition ' niB', ' not • (in the term 'nir4lmokam • t no-Soul') signifies t.bo 

negl\t.ion of whnt is 6XprORHod by the following term 'dtman.' (i.e. or something 

witl• Soul). So t)mt it behoves you to explain who.t is tha.t which is ' with 
Soul' ; for in no ease do we find th& neptive Proposition 'nil' prefixed 

tG a term denoting A non,...antity; for instance. in the oxpreesion '11irma.k.,iJxun ', 

• withou&. flies', tl'l.6 prepc:l~Ut.ion is added to ' ma..l:.tik6 ' (denoting tho Fly, 

a pooiti"" entity~-{•) Again, if the s!Atcmcn~ ' U10 Body is not '•ith Soul• 

;. I'MQ!lt to deny the Soul ;,. IM bcdy, then the reMOning proveo only what 

is already admitted by 1>U ; for who is ther• who holds that the Soul subeisl<! 

in the Body !-(d) Il then the statement moan.s that ' the Body hiUJ no eon· 
noction with the Soul', tl\en there can bo no Oorroborn.tive Inst.n.noo.- Lnstly, 

all the aforesaid four .,.,..,., would mean the donial of a distinctive el>araeter 
in rognrd to tha Soul; t~nd this would imply the tacit admiaoion or t11G 

Existence of th8 Soul itsoll, in a general \<ay ; so that wh.st wu sought 

to be denied heoomoe admittcd.-If wh.st is mO&nt is that ' the term Soul, 

being a v&rbal entity, ia transient, it mu~tdonote BOmething that iR t.r&IUJient \ 

- then, in the first piBco, in view of the term ' eternal ?7 th& promise of the 

Above reasoning it:~ found to bo 1 incon6haHivo ', doubtful ; tmd socondly, 
[the to.tm c soul ' in yotu• nrgmnent cnn Rtnnd either for tho Dod,y or for 

aomcthiug other than the Body]; if it •tand• for the Body and filch things, 

tllen t.he argument bocomea superfluous ; and il the term stands for 80me· 

thing other than d10 Body, etc. and your 1>ropo8ition declares it u denoting 

aomcthing tranJ!ient, then the exiotenee of 10metbing other than tho Body, 

etc. heoomes admit~ : Md this goes against your doctrine. "-{This is an 

oxaot quotation lrom Uc/dyotal:ctrtis Nylllf'Jv4rtika on 3. I. I, Bib. Ind. Edn., 

p. 346, lino IS top. 3~7, line 10.] 
The above if4 Rr'lkwoa'"Cd by tho Author in tho following Text:-

TEXT (220). 

Tn.t.T 'm:OA'l'IOl< Ol' TBJ: Soll'L • \VBJOH O'!'ltEA :PEOPLE SEEK ro PBOV& 

IN REO+JLD 'lO TIIB JAR A..'o"D O'I'DER TBJ:NGS,--TRA.T SAME 

WE Alll! ClOINO TO PBOVl! IN REGARD TO TH11 

LIVING B ODY.-(220) 

OOill!E..'<TARY. 

Tho objeetion tha• has been urged abovo iJ equally applicable to your 

ease al..,. For insttlnee, it is admitted by you that the Jar andotllel'oxternal 

things are 'without Soul ', either on the ground of their being not 

oecnp.ied by a Soul, or on tho ground of thoir being tho receptacle of the 

Soul's axperieneos. If it were not so, t.hon you could not have men· 

tionod these "" the Corroborative Instance in your t>rgurnent '•hloh is otated 

in the form- ' l'his Living Body is not witho~ Soul, because, il it were, 

t}10n it would be devoid of Breathing and suob othor lunot.iona,-liko the 

Jor and ol},.,. lhiJ198 '.-No'• in reference to ~ Jo.r and other thiJ'i", tho 
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que.'ition may he put-' In what sense aro tllCS& witllout Soul? Does it mean 
that 'they r;crve no \t.%ful purpose for the Soul • nnd so on (aa has been urged 
by Uddyotakara, in the passage quoted above). If so, then (a) you affirm the 
fo.ct of all e.xtcrual things, like the Jnr, being equally wilhout Soul,-on the 
gro\lnd of t.heil' being not occupied by the Sou), or on account of their being 
tho recept.nclo of the So·ul's experieuce.c; ;-and you deny the ab8ence of Soul 
in regard to the Living Body, il\ the assertion ' 'Xhc Living Body is not 
1oitluYUt Soul' ; and from th.is denial you deduce the conchL"ion that it is the 
I,iving Body alone that is with Sold, "'nd not the dcnd body, or the J<tr and 
other things. I n tho ~ame mo.mtcr, we also pro,•e t.ho fact that 'the Living 
Body is tuitluntt Soul, because it is a.lliing and so fo~-th' (ns Cl~plained above). 
-Th\u; the various altru:natives J)\tt fo t""Ward-' Is it meant thnt tbo Body 
serves no uSOf\11 p\U'pose for the Soul ' and so forth,- are en.t.irely ont of 
pln<:o; as 1 nbsct\OO of Sonl, "has been admitted by you u.1!i0 (in J'egnt·d to 
certain things). 

Fm·thcr, it Jws been o.llegcd that "there is no Corroborative Instance in 
support of the assertion tha-t the Body serves no u.<;ef\tl purpose for the. 
Soul ,. .-This is not right. Because it ia possible to set up the fol1owing 
argument-When one thing does not add any pc<:nliar property to another 
thing, it <:annot be regarded as sorving ·any useful pw·poso for this latter,
e.g. the Vindl•ya. of the Him4/aya ;-the Body and the rest do not add any 
peculiarity to the character of the Soul, which. remains eternally of one uniform 
<:h.arncter ;-hence the wider factor not being present (the les.'i extensive fnotor 
ean.not be admitted).-The P robans put forwn·rd in t his argument. cannot be 
said to be • unpro~rcn ', • ina.dtnissible'; beea.use the • addit-ional property' not 
being nuyt.hing dis:tinot from the Soul itself, any ' ndding ' to it would mean the 
• nddiu.g' to the Soul iMeli ; and thls would imply the ' transience' o! the> Soul. 
If, on the other hand, the 'additional property' be held to be distinct from the 
Soul itself,-t'lS there would be no basis for any connection betwoon that. 
property and the Soul, there would be> no such idea as that ' this property 
bolo!J8S to the Soul '.-From all tlus it follow;; that for an Etern!U Entity, 
there is nothing th.ot <:.nn. sen•e a. usehd purpose ; a..-,, in regard to such an 
Entity, it coul<luot clo anything ot all. 

It has been hu-the•· alleged- ' Who is there who regards the Soul as 
tho Body ? ~-This ngail'l is not r ight; there o.ro o..<:tnally some people ,..,.ho 
describe the Body, etc. B.S being t.ransnbstantia.tion of the 1 Soul' (Spil·it) ;
e.g. the Followers of tho U1xmi~ads (Vedontins). So that the denial in ques
tion may well be regarded as \lrged o.gninst these people. 

Theu again, it has been o.rgued that--u the preposition '11i$' (in the 
term '-nir4tmakam ' ) tnust pertain to tbo term that folJo·w·s after it; hence 
it behoves the other pnrty to say what is it that is with Soul (wluch is denied 
by the negative Preposition} ? "-This also ia entirely irrelevant. VVha.t is 
denied by the negative P :roposit.ion oonnot be a real positive entity,
in fact it is only a conetptual entity that may be denied; areo.t positive entity 
can never bo denied. Thu.~ then, what is denoted by the negative compound 
(' nirdltn.aka. ', without Soul) is that pMticular entity which tho other party 
has conceived through illusion; as it is only with refere.ttce to such o.n entity 
that the said denial i.s made, in order to proelnim that the other pa.rty entertain& 

11 
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a l\Tong notion.-lf it were ot.borwise, tllen, when you proceed to put 

fo..,.....,. denials of the Buddhist's """""'ption of ' momentarin<08' 

expr<lOICd in such words as 'Tbe Lamp and the rest ar. momentary ',

you would be opon to the samo objection ; because we never find nny oose 

where tho noga.tivo ia used without. o. term loll owing it. 

Thou again, it hu been asscriAld- " Who iJI there who holds that t.bo Soul 

sub<riata in the Body t "-Thil also is not right; as thoro are some people 

who regard the Soul to he of the size of tho ' hnlf of tho Tburub ' or of ' n 

Slly4m4k.a grain'; ond undor the11' v iew, tho Soul, being a. corporeal nmtcrjn.l 

substanco, must he subsisting in tbe Body ; and it is only rigbt th~t the 

denial in question ohould he made against the8e poople. 

It hu been alleged tbet "there is no Corroborative Inst.eneo in 1Upport 

of tho denial of tho Body being rotated to the Soul ".- This is not true ; 

as it ia oasy to provo, na shown above, tha.t • there e&n be no rela.t.ionahip 

botw0611 the Body and the Soul,-beeause one does not render any bolp to 

the other,- bet\TOOD tbe Vindllyo and the Bimiiloga mount.eins. 

It has also been alleged that-" The denial of the particular impli08 the 

accopto.uco of tho qeneral ".-This genert\lisat.ion is not true ; e.g. even 

tho\lgll you deny tbo mt»>l41li4riruu of the Lnmp and ot.l>or partieula• thinga, 

yon do not aooapt tbo momeniDrinu. of anything in generaL-It might bo 

argued that-" We do admit t.hn applict\bility of the term 'momentary' 

to tho Lruop and •uch thinga, on the basis of their not continuing to exist 

for l\ long time; so that in this way, mon~.tntarinus ingenertd Jnt\.y be rego.rded 

as admitted" .-If it is so, the applicability of the term ' Soul' also to the 

MiM ~ wilA 'I~' i.a admitted by ua; and this may he 

regarded as the Soul in gemm! being admitted. 

Tho assertion of the two Bltemativo views regarding the term ' Soul ' 

denoting somethil>g transient, otc. otc.- is not relevant ; for the simple 

reason thnt no S\>ch view ho8 been held ; nothing, in !act, has been held 

(by ua) as to be roaUy denoted by >he t<rm ' Soul '. Nor hu any IUch 

object boon admitted by us ao ia 'distinct from C<>lour, etc.'. No• again is 

tho donotat.ion of tho term 'Soul ' admitted in regard to any eterttal thing, 

which would falsify the said prorniss.-Nor l .. t.ly can tho use of the torm 

' Soul' in reference to the Body, etc. bo regardod as 'figurative ' (indirect); 

-beoouao ouch uae il never found to fail, as explained above. Hence there 

is no ' Superfluity ' in our reasoning.-(220) 

TEXT (221). 

Tiros nu: 'SotrL' BEJNG SO>IETJII:l<o 'NOT·PROvm> ', nu: ID--nl<E J'.&Juuo 

(Ol1 CONCEPTIONS)· TBAT HAS llEEN ADOPTED IN RJIGARD TO IT, 

llEOOYES llA.SBLESS LIKE 'TIIE SON OF THE llARREN 

WoMAN '.--{221) 

COMlllENTARY. 

l'hua, any ouch thing as the ' Soul ' being found to bo precluded by all 

means of Right Cognition, and hence 'not proved ', ' not admissible •-

I 
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the' enti-re fabric (of Conceptions) ',--such as its being the clher, the expe-riencer 
and tho like,-that has been set up by you, turns out to be like ' the Son 
of the Barren 'Votnan ',-enti_rely baseless. Hence no criticism is made of 
all this fabric ; as it booomca demolished by tho demoli tion of its very basis 
(in the shape of the Soul).-In what mannor our view is not open to tho 
criticism th.n.t it involves 'the destruction of what has been done and the 
nppearance of what has not been done' [i.e. the contin.goncy of tho Person 
not experiencing the effects of his owu deeds, l!arma., and experiencing those 
of the deeds not doM by him}-is going to be e"''Piained under tho Chapter 
dealing with tho ' co1mectiou between Action and its Effects' (i.e. Chapter 9 ). 

End of t"• Examination of the 'Nyllya' Doctrine of the 'Self'. 



CHAPTER. VU. 

SECTION (B) 

Bramin4li<>n of lht Minl<imsaka't Conuption of lht • Self'. 

00ill1ENTAIW. 

Tho Author noxt proceeds to refute tho Mlm4m~t~ka's Ooncoption of 
the 'Soul ' :-

TEXT (222). 

OT!n:IIS .AOAIN 1Lt. \'8 DI!CLAJIBD T1111 'SoUL' TO BB or 'l'llll N.A'J'VIlR 

or Cltaitatt!fO, S.EN'l'llL'<Ol:, :&.'\:ot.IJSIVE AND INCLUSIVE IN 

CHA.lt.AOT£1l ;-'I'BlS Chailan!/(J (S&NTO!NOl:) BEJNO TKE 

SAME AS B udtfhi (INT£LLIOBN0})).-(222) 

oomiiD.'T ARY. 

• 8'"-CIU.Jiw' in charaClcr ;-th& states of Plcuuro, Pnin, otc. (whorcin tho 
Soul ia porcoivod) Qt'O mutll~lly o.xclusivo ;-' incluaivo' Ln oharoct.er,-euch 
oho.rn.otA)r ns • In~Uigcnce ', 'S\tbstouco •• nnd 'Being' Ot'O • inclusive ' or 
'comproboruivo' (ln.Mmuoh as they scrv6 tbo purpose of • compi'IChttnding • 
or mcludinu, not. t.Xcludittg) ;-these two, 'exclusion ' nnd ' i.neht."ion • 
form the • obaroe!Alr ',-cbaraetoristic featur&-<>f tho Soul.-Wbat is moo11t 
io that tho foUowora of Jaimini declare tho • Soul' to bo of tbo naluro of 
'Sootienco ' (OonBC:iousness), and to be 'erclusivo ' in tbo form of the states 
of Ploaau.ro, Pain., etc.., and c inclusive • or 'eomprobon.sive ' in the form of 
'Being' and tbo root..-Tbio Ohaitanyt>, 'Sentience', "' not llnjthing dilferent 
from BuddM, 'Intollig<>nce ',-<IoS held by the &lrU:/aycu (ncoording to whom 

Buddhi ia Ooomio IntoUoct, a product of Primordial MAtter, while 0111Jitamp 
belongs to tho Spirit);-it is in faet Budtlhi, 'IntoUigonco', itacU. This is 
'vhat is ahown in tho te.xt,-.' Sentience' ~ing thf ~e~mo a1 'Intelliqence' ; 
that is, it it only a form of Intelligence; tho II<Hll!O is thnt npurt from 
Intelligonco, no other form of 'Sentience • i• rccognised.-(222) 

Qua.uion-u Bow is it possiblo for ono n.nd tho snano Soul to have 
t-ho two muttrolly contradictory chnractet!J of being ' exch.lljive' and 
' inclusive' f ,. 

The answer ta tbio from the Sankhya point of view ill as follows :-
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TEXTS (223-225). 

"JusT AS, n< 'l'HE CASE OF TilE S:Eltl'ENT, THE 'COILllD' FOltM DJSAJ>PEA.BS, 

I).ND Ali"'£~R THAT, A.Pl'EARS T.HE 'S'l'BAIOHTEN'E'D ' FORM; DUT T1.lE 

CHARACTER OF BEING 'SEBPENT' CONTINUES THROUGH BOTH 

STATES ;-IN THE SAJIIE MANNER, IN THE CASE OF THE SOUL, 

THEltll JS NO COMPLETE DJSAl'J.>EARANCE OF THE 

CHARACTER OF ' ETERNAL SENTIENC$ ' ; NOR JS 

THEltll CONTINUANCE OF ITS WHOLE CHARACTER ; 

THF.ltll tS DJSAPPEARA..""CE OF SUCH OF 

ITS STATES AS c PLEASUU.E 'I c p AJN' , 

AND Tri LIXE,-AND TII:ESE 

APP:€AR AGAIN ; BUT THROUGH 

ALL THESE ' SENTIDNC$ ' 

· OONTINUES."-(223-225) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case oj the 8e1'pc11t,-snake,- though it remRiM one n.ud the same. 
the e<nled form diaapperu·s nnd t.be sJ.miglitene<l j01•n nppears,- nnd ye~ the 
ehnro.cter of the c Serpent' continues in both forma ;- in the same manner, 
in the case of the Soul,-~hough i t is of tlte naturo of eternal b>telligence, 
and one only,-yet, there never is disappearance of its whole eharo.ctor,
nor is there a. continuance o£ its whote charnctcr,- as postulated by the 
Na.iy(iyika il1 regard to their 'Soul' ; what ha.ppenr; is that its states of 
Plenstu't.', ct.c. go on di$$ppe~l·ing and n.ppoorit1g again, but the form of · 
'Intelligence' continues to portnoo.te tJ)tO\\gh o.l1 these states ; hence t.horois no 
incompatibility botween the 'exclusive' and 1 inclusive' ohnracter.-Such 
is the sense of the Text n.s o. whole. 

The :roet\ning of the words is ns foHon•s :-Tho compound ''ord 'nitya~ 
cltaiJanyasvablt(l.t:aBya' is to be ox-plnined as 'that which hns eternal Into1~ 
Iigeneo for it.<; fortn' ;-'whole cJw,·acter ',-i.c.. of the ent.ire forro ;-' conti
nt~.ity '-'there is 1t0t'; r;ueh is the eonstntction ;-'and theu appear aoain '. 
- i.e. the states of ' Pleasure ' and the like.-(223-225) 

Que.stion-\Vhy is tho theory o( Absolute Exclu.Bion not accepted, 
-as it is; by thoBautldltas, ',_;·ho postulnte 'ttbsoJute (trncele~) Dest~-ruetion • of 
tJtings,-or even tho theory of JJ.bsol1.tlt. Itttluaion. (nll-comprehensiveneM), 
as it is by theNa£yUyika and others? 

The answer is as follows :-
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TEXT (226). 

" lB 'I'IO:RE \VltRI! ABSOLUTII DE.Srl!t101'ION 011 TBB SoUL, THERE WOULD 

D!l 'DES'I'IIll'Ol'ION 0!' WlU.T Ill DONE AND Tllll BI!JIALLING OF WRAT 

IS NOT DOI>"ll ' ; AND lE Tlll! SOUL AL\VAYS RElLUNBD OP 

mE 8.011! li'Oillol, 'DII!N TIJl!llE OOULD BE NO BXl'BRIENCINO 

Olr PLIIASIIRE, PAL" AND TIIB RE.Sr."-{226) 

CO~!MLNTARY. 

lf there were Mlolulo dUI.....,io,. (of the Soul), then tllare would be des
truction (ineffectiven-) of the act dono; M the doer would no< be t.bere 
to come inro contact with tho el!ect of lh8 aco; and there would bo ' be

falling of what i.a not done' ; "" the Soul experiencing lh8 el!oct or the act 
dono would be experienced by a Soul who did not do tha aet.-Furthcr, 
ii the Soul remained or ono and the aamo form, thcre could be no expe
rieucillg of Pleoaure, Pain: oto. for it,-just u there is none for Aka&ha; 
specially as there would be no diJYerenco between lh8 • state of experiencing' 
and tb8 • •tate or not-experiencing'. This has been thus 85Serted by 
Kumiirw .~'Thus both tho aboolute conditions being impossible, tho Spirit 
(Soul) should be hold to bo of tbo nature of both Exclusion and Inclusion,
just like the Serpent in tho coilad and other forms'. (Siib>ko.vi'irlika, 
Atmavi'ida, 28)."-(226) 

Ol>j..tio»-If the Spirit (Soul) la or tho nature of both states, tho 
state that do08 tho act would not bo tho aamo that experiences its 
effects; so that thls dooto•ino also would involvo tho anomaly of the • des
truction o£ what. is dono ond tho bo[olling of whnt is not done'. 

'.rho answor to this is .., .follows :-

TEXT (227). 

"TJIE Som's CHARACTERS 011 • DoEn' AND • EXl'ERJENCER • ARE NOT . 

DEl'ENDENT 171'0N THE STATE; lll!NOII, A.S IT IS T1IB SoUL ITSEL17 

THAT REitolAINS Tlll! SA~fR TllROIIOH TIIB VARIOUS STATF..S, 

IT IS THE Doer OP TltB AOT THAT ALWAYS OBTAINS 

(BXPBRIENOES) TK11 1'11t1IT OF THAT AOT."-{227) 

C'O~f~fElo."T AR Y. 

The character of being tho D..,.-and that of boing the Erpuie~ 
not dependent upon the stete of the Soul; they ""' dopendent upon tl~e 
Soul iU.OU; as it i.a tho Soul iteslf,-noo itA condition or state-which dou 
tb8 Aet and cpori•-.. lto oft'cetA. Hence, for tbit rea.oon, illMillueb 88 
the Soul w whom the lltA!n belong remairuo tho aamo and does not abandon 
Its previous ronn, it i.a tb8 ~ him"'lf who securos tho !nut of that Act: 
-8o that thls dootrine i.o not open to tho taid objcetion.-(227) 
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Que8lion- What is the Proof (Means of Cognition) that establishes 
tho existenco of the Soul ? 

The answer is supplied by the following Text:-

TEXT (228) . 

"THE SPIBIT (OR SOUL) AS DESCRIBED IS PBOVED BY 'l'B:E PRESENCE OF 

RECOGNI'l'tOl>"; AND THE DOCTBINE 011 'No-SOUL' IS DISPBOVED 

BY THIS SAME (RECOGNI'l'ION)."-(228) 

OOMMEt-.'TARY. 

By the pruenu of .Reet>(J'11.ition,-in volvod in aucl1 notions as ' 1 cognised 
it ', ' I am cogtllsing it • nnd so [orth, whore there is ' recoga.ition • of the 
snrne • doer • (eogniser)-is proved-the existence of the Sonl.-By 
tltis same-Recognition-also is dt'-b'Pr<>Ved. tbe doct.rine of • No Soul ', as pro~ 
pounded by the Bw:ldhist and others; as has been thus doolarcd-' Thus 
from this fact Recognition which is ndmitted by all men, follows the refutation 
of the doctrine of No-SoU/. '-(Shlokavart·ika, ..itmavada, 136).-(228) 

Question-How do these two conclusions follow from the fact of 
Recognition ? 

'11he answer is o.s follows :-

TEXTS (229-237). 

H T.ecE NOTION OF c I, INVOLVED IN Tl:Le CONOEPTIO:r.."!' c I KNOW, ENVISAGES 

'l'Im Oogniser ; 'l'HIS Oogniser MAY BE EITHER THE ' SoUL' OR THE 

ABSOLUTJ;;LY EVANESCENT 'CooNI'l'ION ' (ID:r.JA). IF IT IS TllE 

- 'SOUL ' T.R.t\.'l' IS TBE OBJEOTrvB Oli" THAT NOTION, TON ALL IS 

SQ.UARE; ON THE OTHER JIAND, IF THE MOMENTARY t CoGNITION' 

(IDEA) IS HELD 'l'O BR SO, THEN ALL BECOMES INEXPLICABLY 

CON110UNDED. FOR INSTA.>'ICE, THE NOTION TllAT APPEA.RS IN 

THE FORM 'IT WAS I WHO COGNISED TBlS THiliG ON A 

PREVIOUS OCCASION, AND rr IS I WHO AM COGNISING IT NOW', 

. -Oli' THIS NOTION, WHAT 'CoGNITIVE MOMENT' IS ASSUMED TO BE 

l'B:E OBJ.ECTIVE 1 WOULD SUCH A' M0111EN'I' 'BE (a) p<Ut, OR (b) pre.sent, 
OR (c) IN TilE FORM OF A CONTINUED SERIES 1 IF IT BE 'l'IIE FIRST 

(a), 'l'HE MOMENT COULD WIILL BE THE OBJECTIVli OB THE NOTION 

' I COGNISED rr (rn THE J?AST) ' ; DU'!' I'1' COULD NOT BE 'I'B:E OBJ"EO· 

TIVE OF THE NOTION 'I All! COGNISING IT (NOW) ', BECAUSE TB:E 

OOGNISER IS NO'l' COGNISING THE THING AT 'l'IIE MOMEJ\'"'1' 011 SPEAEJ:NG; 

rr IS Ol>"LY WIIEN 'l'HE OBJJ':CT IS PRESENT AT 'l'BE TIME (OF OOGNI'l'ION) 

TIIA'!' IT CAN BE Sl'OK.EN OF AS ' J All! COGNISING l'l' '. BuT (IN 

REGARD TO SUOll A PRESENT ODJECT) IT WOULD NOT BE 'l'RUE 'l'O SAY 

' I COGNISED l'l' ', BECAUSE Tim OBJECT DID NO'l' EXIST IN THE PAST. 

-FROM 'I'BlS IT FOLLOWS TIU'l' BO'I'H 011 'l'HESE (PAST .U.'"D PRESENT) 
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<al<NOT FOltll TllB 011JEC'l'lv:tl 011 THE SAID NOTIO!<. ~OR DID BOTH 

' Coo!o'lTIVll MOYE..'1TS' OOG!<'lSB TlDI TlllliO IN T1lll PAST; NOR DO 

TII%Y DOTB COOl-'lSII rr IN TllB PRESEXT.-(c) NOR CAN 'IBll ' S.BJUES ' 
BE REGARDED AS TRE ' ooo:.'lSBD OB.JEOT ',AS BOTH A.BE DIPOSSIBLE ; 

TIIB' SERIES ' OOULD NOT OOGNISE 1'1' IN TKB PAST; A.'ID AS IT IS NOT 

A.'l EN'l'lTY, IT ,Oiu'>'NOT COO!<IS.E IN TUE PRESJ'.'N'l'.-FOR .U.X. 1'HES.E 

lUlASONS, JT 1S ESTABLISK&D TJIA.T TJIA.T Wlii:IDllN '1-00NSOIO'O'S:.-:ESS ' 

S'O'BSISTS,-WRICR MUST BE SOMETIDNO DISTINCT FBO>I Tlll: SAID 

CoONlTION,-lS T11B' SOUL' 011 TilE ET:&RNAL FOR:II."-(220-237) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tltt4t the con«.JJlion. c 1 ktunu' tnviMges tl1e 0o(ln1ser,-iH boyoud o.IJ 
dispute; aa tbo verb 'I know' connotes tho not,ion o( tho person who does 

t.ho cogniling. Now iu regard to this Goyniser, thcro aro two theories 
poaiblo: (I) thnt it i• the' Soul', or (2) tho!aboolut<>ly emneoeont Cognition 
(Idea) M polltulat<>d by you (Bt~ddhi.•ts).-lf the thoory t.hdt • it i.o the Soul' 
be occept.>cl th<n oil bo<omu ~qUt>re, RS it aeeompli&l'"" what i.o desired. lf, 
on the other bana, tbo other view is accepted-thAt it i• the Id<JJ, then oU 
beeomM o.«remely inexplicable. Because, the coneeptiou appears in tbo 
form ' I eogniliOd this in the past and I am cognwng it in the preocnt •, and 
heroin Uton> i.o n clear cooeeption, tbo notion of 'I ' being the Cogui...r in both 
Cl\808 ;-or thiA conception of 'I', if the~ Cognitive lfomen~ 1 bo MSUmed 
to be tho objoct, would !.his 'moment' be (a) JlGOI, or (b) p.....,nt, or (e) both 
present and pa•t, or (<!) in the form of a. continued aorieo ! Thoro arc thooo 
four pOH&iblo oltornativee.-Now as regards (4), t ho pa..e 4 moment.' bo.ing 

&SSUrned ns tbo object of tbo notion of • I ', tho idot> that • I cognised • 
might be nil right, M tho thing bad boon cogniHed it> tho pMt ; but the 
idea that. 'I am cognifring it now ' could not bo true, bocouso tlto pa.8t • Oog

.nitivo !.'foment' doos not cognise t.he · thing nt tl\O PI"CBCnt. thno.-ns u
li!JPOtlitli it !me niJooody di8appeored.-(b) If the aoooncl niU~rnative i• Meopt<>d 

tJ1nt tho prucnl 4 Oogniti,·e Moment • is the ob)ect of the notion o£ 'I', 
tbon t.l1e idoo that ' I run cogniMing' would be oil right, ruo it iA roally the 
Oogni8er at. t.ho presont moment.; but the ideo. that ' I knew it in tho J)Mt.' 

\Yould not be t.rue,-why !-becou.<;e it did not o.xiAt at the pro,·iou• time. 
The "'ord • ida>Jt' (in tho Toxt) standa for the .,..,.., Cognition. TbUII 
then, inu.smueh Wt tbo conception operates both waya, it beeometJ e8~blisbed 
tluu. the prt18ent and the past., both, Oogniti,·o !\lomentH cunuot ronn tho 
object. of tho notion or • I •; as both thNc ·Cognitive Moment~ • did not 
cogniso the thing in tho pest~ nor do they cogni!«< it in tho present; as n 
matter or fact, ono • Moment, cognised it in the poBt. and nnothe.r l Moment 1 

is cognising it in tho present. 

FoL· the SNU& reason tho • Set·ics • a lso cnnnot rorm tho object or the 
not.ion of • J ' ; nB both- the pnst. a nd tho present actss or cognition-ore impos. 

s.iblo. Bocanso tb.U. ' Sories 1 did not cognise tho th ing in the pMt, ttOr does 

it cogniso it in tho pressnt; boo&use being only 'conroptnnJ ', it ia 110t a thinu~ 
a.n out.it.y i n.n<l wl\n.t is not. an enlity cannot be the Oognl«r, as btinf} a 
Oogni•er ia a. proporty tbo.t can belong only to an entity. 
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Fro•n all thia it follows that, that thing wherein tl>o notion of • I' (I· 
conscio1181l088) suhsists,-6lld as shown above, it muat ho something dil;tinct 
fr01n tho onid Cognition,- i.• the Soul.-(229-237) 

Quution-How is it proved that tho Soul ;. eternal !" 
'fhe Answer is as follows :-

TEXTS (238-230). 

" TnE 'COONISE&' WHO FORMED THE OBJJ!OT Oil' ' I·OONSCIOUSNESS' IN 

TilE PAST MUST BE REGARDED AS OONT.t:NITINO ,'0 E.XIST TO·DAY,

BEOAUS1l Hll IS TUB OBJECT OF ' 1-00NSOIOUSNESS ',-LIKE t'IIE 

0oONISIIR IN T.lllO PRESENT.-0R, UE (TilE l'RESiilNT 0oON1SER) 

MUST llE REGARDED AS llA.VlNO BDBN TBll 0oONlS£R OF 

YESTERDAY,-BEOAUSE ItB IS •rJIE CooNlSBR ;-on 
BECAUSE OF THE SAID! R.lilASON (OF BBINO THE 

OBJBCr OF 'I-CONSOIOUSNESS '),-LIKB 
1'llE Coo!rn!ER OF YESTERD.lY; AND 

ALL THESE FULnLL T1111 OOl<DI· 

TIONS OF THE PBOBA.Nl>lDl." 

-(238-239) 

COMMENTARY. 

He wllo forn&OO. the obied of 1 I-consciou8ntn' in tile pa.t continues to 
cxiet to·df'y i julit like tho Ooguiscr in tho proRCnt ;·-Rncl tho Oogniscr in the 
preEJont. i8 tho object of ' I··consciou.sne.AF> ' ;-UUs ifJ the Reason baBCd up 
tho rool •toto of thing~~. 

'Or, he '-i.o. the present Oogn.iscr.-' Becau8o of t/1.4 «mw recuo,~ '-i.e. 

booo.UAo of OOing the object of 'I-consc:ionsn088 '. 
Thia nrgt1me.ut hns been formulatod in. rcforonee to tho Coun.iiJ.Cr as tht'l 

Subject. Tho Author next prooeed!! to set forth l\nother orgument on tho 
ba.siil o( tho pl'O&On.t I -notimas as appertaining tot ho Probftnd\un-A/tllu:se,etc.
' oU t/;uo '-1-notion.a, of the post and of the pret«!.nt-Juljil tho conditiom 
of tJu Probandum,-i.e. come to appertain to tho Prob<>ndum.-(238-239) 

The !oUowing Text procee<ls to show how tlu• ;. so :-

TEXT (240). 

"ALL (!·NOTIONS) OF YESTERDAY AND OF TO·DAY MOST llAVE THE SAlOl 

OBJEOT,-BEOAUSE THEY ARE ! -NOTIONS DELONOn<O TO 1'llE 

0oONISER CONNECTED WITH ONE AND THE SAME 

• CHAIN ',-LIKE ANY smot.l! CooNITION."-(240) 

COMMENTARY. 

'A I! 1-notion• ofy .. t.trday and of lo·day ',-thlQ atate.o the Subject in regnrd 
to which tho Probondum is to be predicated;-' m.ut hotJ<J lilt ~auu object·.-
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this stoleS liW> Prob6ndum ;-tbo mooning is that they should have one and the 

61Ullo objoct.-Tbo Probons is ate!OO thus :-B•iltiJ ouch l·nolioM .u beiMlg 

to a CO{Jni.er who 11 comtecttd wiiA one and 11~ "'"~ CMin,-euch as thnt. o[ a 

~inglo flCrAOtllike D!t:adaua.. '.rho mOI'G chnrnot(u· of being l·ttOlion is prcfK'Ine 

in thu l·>lolion~ of oU>er person• also ; henoo if tho Probans had boen oteted 

in th:ai ron-n, it would be '!oeonclusive' ; henoo in order to •'""oid thftt con. 

tingency, tho Probnna has been elated as qualified by the qualification of 

'pertaining to a Oognisor connected \vith one ond the snmo Oh.ain •. 'Lik6 

any 1inale Oogni11"ott. ',-this is tho Corrobol'ativo lnstonce ; it means • like 

ony single intended Oognition among these .. me 1-n<>tiotlo '.-(240) 

\Vith the U(\Xt. Texi, the Author proceeds with the An.swc.r to the obovc-

stnted doctrine o! the Mlm<lt110l:a :-

TEXT (241). 

L'< TiltS OONNEariON, THE FOLLOWING POINTS ARE TO BE OONSIDERJ!D :

lP J71l8iligma IS KELD TO BB mnuzl .&..'U) OM, TllEN, Qool\'"ITION 

.ALSO SHOULD HA V£ TO BE REGAJ<DED AS OF TIIB SAME 

OlWIAOTER.-(241) 

CO~WENTARY. 

If I nWligenco is hold to be etornnl and ono, then Oognition also-which has 

no form other tl"'n that o[ Intelligonce,-slioultl liave to ~ r<gardcd as etornel 

a.ud ono. This bowover enunot b6 de:&irablo for you ; as it would be contrnry 

to your doclrine. For inatenoe. the author of your BMf!/0 (Sbabara) has 

deci<U"«< [tmder s.u,.,. I. 1. 5, PIIS" O.line 17, Bib. lndica Editioo]tbnt 'Cogni· 

tion, being momentary, cannot be present. o.t the lime of another Cognition,. 

Jaimit1i also hns 8ll80rt.cd (under SO. I. 1. 5) that 'Perception is that OognJ. 

tion o£ man which iJJ produced on tho contac.t of an exiiJting thing ' ; ond if 

Cognition wore d<rMl, there could be no 'production' of it. 

It would also involve !lelf-contndiction on the part of I{W>Iiirila himsol!: 

Jlo hn.~ dooln.red !or in.tt<Gncc tho.t.-; It does not. roma.in for a singlo momont, 

nor doeH ic. O\'etl appoor in tbo form of 'vrong cognition w11croby it could 

opemtelater on to""ftNU the appreb<nding of ita object, like the Seoso·orgc>Ds 

and the like '-(Sialo.M.Urlil:a, PrallfOlo:.la·Sutro, ~). 

Ful'the.r, if Oognition '"e:re held to be only one, this would be contrary 

to tho doctrine of 'Six Means nnd Forms of Cognition '.-It would nlso bo 

contrary to Pereeption also; as Oognitions """ eloo.rly perooived to bo lioblo 

to appMrance end di&lppeeranoo in the ro11n10 o( tbo thinking of thiJ1811 

with conatent imposition of variatio•l8.-(241) 

Not J)<lreei,·ing oil these inoongrllities and solf-contracliot.ion, KuD\drila 

declans as follows :-

f 
I 

I 

I 
• 
I 

: 
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TEXT (2fi). 

" COON1TIONS, AND 'l'ltE SoVL ALSO, Allll HELD TO Bll eternal AND one, ON 

TIIB GBOUND OIITHllm BlllNG OF THE NATUllll 011 'INTELLIOIINOE ' ; 

IF TJIERE IS DIVERSITY, IT IS DUE TO Tml OB.TEOr."-(242) 

[This is a quotation from Slow/.:nvarti/:4, Chapter 

on EterMlity of Som1d, 404). 

COMMENTARY. 

Oognitions and the Soul aii!O &!"$ r<>gnrded as ot<rnal and on• ;-why!

beca.uu tltsy are of tJU$114tuto of lfUelligen" ; tl1at is, bcet\lLt;e~ \U\dCL' our viow 

Spirit is of the nntur& of Intelligence in tho Corm o( Oognitions. 

Quulion-How then is it that such diversity (in Oognitiona) is recog. 

nt.eed as ' Colour·Cognition •, ' Taste·Cognition • ond so forth ! 

Amwe~" If ll.erc i8 ditJorBity. ;, il due to tl&o Wjtct; the torm 'i£ ', 

hM boon used M admitting (Cor the sake of argument) the opinion of the 

1>ther party; the leJUe being-'lf-in ~versity be assumed ".--(242) 

Objection (to Kumdrill\'8 position)-II Cognition is otemal and one, 

thon, how is it that it a.pprohe1\ds Co1om• and othor things coWJocutively ? 

It abould apprehend aU at onoe, there being no distinction (to "•h.ich the 

-suCCOMive.nesa would be duo). 
Tho answer to this (from Kurnirila'IJ point of view) is given in tho fol

lowing Text :-

TEXT (2<13). 

« THOOOR, BY ITS VERY N4TOR&, FmE IS ALWAYS OF TJtE NATURE OF 

4 bumer, IT BU&'<S ONLY WIIAT IS l'RESBY"l'ED TO IT,-A..'<D TJIAT 

ALSO ONLY A T.IUNO THAT IS OAt' ABLE OP BEINO BORli'T, 

- NOT .U.'Y OTIIER THINO, NOR AT ANY OTHER 

TJl.t&."-(243) 

COMMENTARY. 

Fire is eternally of tho no.ture of n. Rumu, and yet it does not burn 

all thi"B" at all t.imas. It burns only wlial <• brougli~ to it ;---;>nd then also, 

it burnt only a thing thal <• <tJpabl& of bcinu burnl,-and not the Sky or any 

.suoh thing.-(243) 

In the following Te>."t, be cites another example :-
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TEXTS (244-245). 

" Oa, TUB OLEA.~ »DUttR, Oil THE ROOK-CRYSTAL, REPL~ mE ruAoR 

OF ONLY \VRAT JS PLACED BU'ORB IT ;-IN TUB SA.llE l~A.!\~B:R., 

SooLS, THOOOR POSSESSXD 011 I!TERNAL SEh"TIK-~c&, 
APPRl!nR:~m CoLOl.IR .-L~D OTHER TKINOS O!lLY 

Wlf&N 1'1IBY ABE THEMSELVES IN TlrB BODY 

AND THE TRINOS ARE PRESiiNTED TO THE)l 

BY Tlii! OR(>ANS. AND lT IS THIS 

Sl!N1'1ENCl! THAT WE OALL 

' I NTELLlOENOE ' ."-

(244-245) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho opitbc~ • ci<On • has been added beeaWIO tho dirty mirror is not 
co.p&ble of reflecting i.nulg.._- • Plactd IN.foro it • ,_,..tried to it.-ln "'• same 
""'"'"' ;-tl>i• introduces what has to be iUu•troted. Though, in reality, t110 
Souls aro ._,u.pen•eding. yet. it i.~ only whon1 under tho influence of the 
U'..-n FOt«< (of d..,tiny), U>cy subsist in the Body, tl"'t they apprehend 
things that nre prooonted to them by the Eye and other Orgtll,.,-not while 
they n.roawi\yfrom tl~eBody.-Thiscternol Seuticncola what wocnll 'Buddhi • 
(lnteUigence), and it is not different from it,-liko tho 'Duddlti' (C.,..mie 
lntoUeot) of the Sorlkhy<U.--{244-245) 

Quu1£on- lf that is ao. how is it tbat thiH Cognaion is known ns 
Ct.'a11UOOnt t 

In nn.e:wer to t.his, tho next T ext pl'occeds to ahow tho l'eitson, already 
indico.tod boforo~ why Cognition if.J re.g,,rded 08 ovnnosecnt, ond thereby 
e,."(plotoa thn.t evanescence :-

TEXT (246). 

"JT IS Olf ACOOUI<T 01' THB EVAl<ESCEl<T CIIARACTE& Olt TUB ltONCTIOh'INO 

0'1 THE PRESBSTDIO ORGANS THAT Tlfll CooNlTIOl< IS EVA..'<· 

BSCE~wor; JUST AS, EVEN TROUOK FlRB IS ALWAYS A 

DU&Nl!R-, IT BURNS O:!ILY WllBN THll OO~IllUSTlllLB 

THJNG L'J CLOSE TO lT."-(240) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Prcscutiug organ1 ',-the Eye and other organs; ,,•hich present to tho Soul 
tho Colour t\Ud othor things ;-the ' functionin(J '--opc~·u.tion-or these organs 
is ' e-t:anuceuJ '-Rooting ;- nnd on this aCC.O\Ult, tho rMultnnt Cognition 
is recognised M evanescent o by itse1f, it is not ovanMceut ~ fteoting.-" II, 
by itaelf tbo Cognition is not evnnesoont, then tho objection remn.in.s that 
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it Ahould apprehend all thiDjpl ".-T110 answer ~ thi.• is that .,..,,. tlwugh 

Fire i• alooay• <> burner, e~. Similarly, the Cognition doee not nlwnys ap. 

prohend nil things ; for tho oimplo renoon that all thin£>1 are not always in 
close proximity (to tho org<>llll, etc. )-(240) 

Question- How do you know thn.t Oognit.ion is et.ornnl ? 
An81oor:-

TEXT (247). 

u Coo:-.'TnON IS ALWAYS JtBOOO~'"ISBD AS BEING OJt TR"E NAT11R.E OJr 

'il.'TELLIGE!;CE ' ; AS REOAROS THE Cool\'1T10!;8 OF 'l'lfE J&&, 
'!'RE E 'LEFilAN'I' AN 0 SO YORTH, TUEIR DlVEliSri'Y LS 

HELD BY l'EOPLII 1.'0 BE DUE '1'0 '!'RE DIVER• 

SITY ~!ONO THOSE 'I'RINCIS."-(247) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 4 tatrtJ' is a monninglcsB torm used as introducing thosentence-. 
' Being of /hA fi<Uure of boWJigonce ' ;-because it is alwayo recognised as 

' Cognition ', it is erernal, llke tbo Word-Sound. 
u ll that bo SO, tbon hO\IV ia it that. in common pMIADCO, we find such 

distinction among OognitioiUI occcptcd by o"'"'"'ers "" ' thio is the Cogni
tion or the Jar', 'that is the Cognition of the Cloth' Rnd so forth tu 

Amtoer-A.t ,.eyarcl& I he. Ooun,.Hon• of the Jar, etc. elt . . -• tlt~ to tlu diverBihJ 
amony those thin(J8 '.-i.o. tho diveraity nmo11g tho Jnr, t.he ElephAnt and 

the res~-(ZH) 

Tho ""me idol\ is furthor clnriJled by the following Text:-

TEXT (248). 

"PEOPLE WRO FOLLOW UP '!'HE DlVEliS!'I'Y A:>!ONG '!'HE OBJEOTS COG~'"ISED 

DO NOT SPEAK OF '!'BE COONITION AS ' 'l'HA'I' SAME OOO!rrriON ' ; 

NOR IS 'I'HE&E NON·RECOONITION 011 IT AS ' CooNITION •• so 

LONO AS NO'I'!OII IS NOT TAKEN 011 '!'HE DIVIIRSlTlr 

Ali!ONO TUE OBJEOTS."-(248) 

COMMENTARY. 

Peop/4 who follhw up, etc. ;-i.e. the Cognmr•.-V.1>nt Ulis Text shows, 

by means of affirmative and negative prem'"Ses, is that the diversity in Cog· 

nitiona is due only to diversity among the object& cognised-Nor ;, Uoce 

~uogniU<m, etc. ; that is, thoro il recognition.-{248) 

The following Toxt procoodo ~ anawer the nbovo nrgumeota :-
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TEXT (240). 

IJ' StJCD 1S Tall CAS£, TB:EN, O!i THE OOOASlOl< \VliiiN TBERB APPBA.R 

COO~'TI'IONS Dll'OSINO TBE OON01!1"TS Olir ' ELEPRAN'l' ' AND Till! 

RltS'l' IN RBRRE:NCE TO SPOTS WBl!lUl THESE ANnULS 

DO NOT El<IST,-TO WHAT IS TilE DIVERSITY 

IN StJCB COONI'I'IONS DOl! 1 

COAL"\IENTARY. 

If the diversity of the Cognition is due to tho divcraity it> tho objects 
cogniaod.-thon, wba.t is the bnsis for the diYCJ111ty that t\]>pcnrs in tho case 
of thoso Oognitions which aucoossivoly impose the concept.a of tho ' elopllMt ', 

· • borso ' ~>nd ~be root upon a place where the elephant& do not tGally exist ! 
The meoning iJ thst in such case.• theta ill no but. at oil for the notion of 
such div&rSity. Beca.\.180, thera is no difference in tho Oognit.ions per se. ; 
as all Cognition ia bold to be one (by the Mima,.,..ka). Nor can the diversity 
be duo to tbe multiplicity of the objects impooed ; u thoro ia no object tbet 

dooo the impo~ing.-{2<1.9) 

The following might be urged:-"Tbo idoo that a Cognition may be 
devoid of " ,...1 object is not tn•e; as has been doclarod by Kwnilrila
• It is not l>dmiltad that oven in the ea."" of Dreemaand other ouch Cognitions, 
a ""'I external object is entirely absent; in every case tbcro is an external 
baokgl'ound,, only conceived of in connection with a WTODg place and timo '. 
[Siolokav<lrlika, Nirolambana.ada, 107·108}" 

This la the viow presented in tJ1,0 followiog Text :-

TEXT (250). 

b TilE INDtvlDUAL OBJECTS EXISriN'G AT OTJIE& 1'lllltS AND PLA.OES BB 

llELD '1'0 StJl'PLY 'THE R.t.SIS JrO& SUCH Oll'OSGD 0oo:.'1TlONS,-

ON TIDI OBOVND 'I'JJA.T IN ALL 0ooNmONS TIDI BASIS OJr 

IUII.LITY IS SUPPLIED BY OIIJECTS EXISTING AT TDmS 

AND PLACES O'l'HEJt 1'1L\..~ '!'HOSE OP TBll APPEJ.R-

A.llOB OF TBE0ool-'1TlONS TJD!liSELVES,-(thcn 

the answer would be as stated in tho 
following Text].-(250) 

COliMENTARY. 

1 Ba1i1 ',-i.e. tho co.u.se of the notion of diversity nm.ong Oognitiona.
Tllo compound 'di&liakQl<inyatlldtnwka>n' is to be analyaod ,.._• tha~ of 
which tho timo und plnce a.re other\-vise '~-or as 1 that ot which tho diff'erent·ia
tion is dono by time nnd place '.-(250) 

Tha answer to thia is given in the following Text:-
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TEXT (251). 

BUT AS A MATTER OF FAOT, THE CoGNITXONS IN QUESTION RAVE NO SUCII 

CONNECTION WITH THAT PAATICULA:R PLAOE ; \VRY THEN SHOULD 

THEY APPEAR IN TltAT FOAM AT TltAT PLACE l- (251) 

COMMENTARY. 

VVhen at a cert&n place, a number of individua.l objects actually a.ppear 
as 'imposed • upon Ooguitions in a certain order of sequence,- thero is no 
connection between the Cognition and those individual objocts exjsting at 
other times and places,-in the same order of sequence. Under the circum· 
sto.nces, hO\V is i t that they appear in the form that ia imposed upon them 
arbitmrily ? Ce•·tainly it cannot be right for one thing to appear in the 
form of another thing ; if it were, then this would lead to in.congruitie.~; 
and in this wny all Cognitions would come to have all things for their objects ; 
and there would beau end to all ordered u.<;ngo regarding things.-(251} 

TEXT (252). 

THEN AGAIN, UNDER YOUR VlEW, TJIB EXTERNAL FORM IS NOT DEOLAAED 

TO BELONG TO THE CoGNITION; NOR ARE THE ELEPHANT, POLE 

AND OTHER THINGS ACTUALLY EX!STBNT AT TIIB PLACE 

DESffiED.-(252) 

COl\BiEN'l'ARY. 

Then a.gai.n, t1.nckr you,.._.t11imiinsaka's-view, the form that o.ppea.ra 
(in Cognition} doee not belong to the Cognition; as you assert that the 
Cognition is jtmnleas.- " WIU>.t if it is so ! "-At rlte pla.ce tk$ired ete. ;- i.e. at 
the place where tbe ' imposition' is mad&-, the Cognltions should appear 
as connected with that so.me time and place wherewith the said object&
Elephant and tho reetr-are connected ;-how is it then that they appear 
at a time and place which are not connected with themselves and which 
o.re yet different from thoso with which the objects are connected ?-From 
this it follows tl1at these Oognitions have no real basis, and they are, in 
renlity, unmixed in charaotar and mobile ; that they are so is duo to the 
fact of their appearing only ocoasione.lly ;-and it also becomes established that 
the Soul, whioh is of the nature of the said Cognition, must a.Jso be el>Clnucent 
and many. 

The following might be urged:-" Cognition is a property of the Soul; 
hence the diversity of the Cognition need not imply diversity of tl>e Soul, 
the latter being only Ml object having that property." 

This cannot be r ight ; ' Protyaya' (Cognition}, ' Ohailanya ' (Sentience}, 
• Buddhi' (lntalligence}, • JMru> ' (Knowledge} are all synonymous terms; 
nor does a. mere difference in names ma-ke any difference in the nature of 
things. Further, even with a. difference in their ne.me.c;, all these aro a-etuaHy 
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Meoptad (by rou) "" boing ol tho nt\luro of Sentience (Ciwitanya) ; and M 

thiK Sentien" is ono ond tbo snmo, thoL•e cnn be no distinction among the 
Cognltioul thnt. Rro of the 8t\ln& nature. IC it. '\'\"Oro not so, then, on account 
of tho attribution of contrary properti08 to them, the two (Sentlenee ond 
Cognition) would bceomo ontinlly different from out' tmother. 

This """"' argtuoont in proof ol Oognitiono hnving no rent basis sen·es 
nlso to pro,·o the ;rnpen:cpliWiily ol Cognition& For instonee, it has been 
proved thet the form appeering in the Cognition cannot bo tlJe eztomal 
Elephant, etc. ; ""that it beeomeooett1blil!hed thnt the Oognitions apprehending 
thnt form oa tboi.r own aro ol tholll80lves, bocanso tboy are self-luminous 
in their cboractA>r.-(252) 

n hAll boon ougued (under 'l'e.rt 2.13 nbove) tho~" Though by its ,·cry 
notura, tbc Fire is a I way" of thu nnture of a. bumcr, etc. etc. "- This Argument 
is rehttad in tbe foUowing Ton:-

TEXT (253). 

!11 CoONITION !Ul:IUOIS !'OR EVER IN TIIB ltOR!f 011 TRJ! APPRBRENSION 

OF ALL TRINOS,-'l'llBN liOW IS I'T THAT Tlfll ConNITlON 011 ALL 

TJID<OS IS NOT PRESBNT AT ALL TIMES ?-(253) 

C0~1MENTARY. 

If Cognition.. which ia or tbo nature of Apprehension, exists for ever, 
thol\ all thingoshould bo oogniood nt all time•.-{2~3) 

The £ollowjug Tc."U proeoads to Rhow how thi~ iJJ EJo :-

TEXT (254). 

Tn<~.T CoGNITION oN wmon Sound rus BEEN nlPOSI!D MUST n:e THE 

S.U!E THAT APl'BEIIE~*DS TASTE, 0oL01Til ANI> OTIIER TRINOS. 

Jr THIS IS NOT AD•ll'l"l'ED llY YOU, TKEN YOU HAVE, BY 
YOtJR OWN WORDS, AD)IJTTI!D TRAT TBERB IS 

DIFPERENOE AMONO CooNrriONS.-(254) 

CO:\BrENTARY. 

'l'hal Cognilion on O&llicll $Qund htu bun ;mpoood,-i.e. u,., Cognition of 
Solmd,-iA t~>e same tbo~ apprehend< Tute, Colour and other things,-and it; 
canno~ bo diUeront; oo ~· at tbo _lime ol u,., apprehension of ono thing, 
there should be apprehenaaon of aU th~-M the Cognition apprehending all 
these would be there always. Ttm has been tbua declar<>d :-' Many things 
bemg apprehended by a single Oognitioo, all those would be oppreh<lnded 
once !or all. without any diotinotion: nor could it appear in e.ny order 
of sequence, as no d.iatinction iJ poa:ibJo '. 

, 
I 

I 
I 

t 
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If tJ•~ i1 '"" ..WniUed; if you do not admit thAt U>o Oognition of Sound 
is tho oamo thot apprehends Taste and othor things. then you would be 
admitting thot there is diversity among Oognitions.-(Uil) 

Tho followU>g Text is going to show that the iasteneo of Fire that has 
boon eit«< (in Terl 243) .is itself ' unproven • (not ndmittod by 1\11 parties) :-

TEXT (255). 

EVEN FIIUI IS NOT ALWAYS A 'BURNBll' OF ALt. OO>lDUSTIBL11 THINGS; 

O'l'RBR\V18lil THB WIIOLE (WORLD) WOULD B lll INSTANTLY REDUCED 

TO ASRKS.-(255) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Fire, in the fonn of the burner of ell eombuetiblo t.bing)S, is not 
alwnyo existent; if it were, then ell eombustiblo lhinga would be rt'duoed to 
ashee,-boeaiW> they would always have their burner in eontoet with them,
like that oombustible thing which is in a<ltonl oontoet '"ith tho f!ro.flame. 

• Even ', • upi ', is meant to indice.te that it is: not only Cognition t.hat 
eannot be or the nature of the apprehension or all things.-(265) 

Objulion-" If that is so, then Fite is Mt alUXJyl of the ooture of the 
Dun~r (poe-..ed of t ho rower to burn) ; how then could it burn even the 
thing t.hat; ill prosontod to it ? " 

Tho ft..nswol' ia provided in the following Text:-

TEXT (256). 

lN P..t.OT, rr IS ONt.Y \Vll1tN IT IS IN Ct.OSB PROXDII'l'Y TO TIIB OOliDIUSTDILlil 

TiliNG THAT F'mE CAN BE JUQBTt.Y BEOARD11D AS T1D1 btu'l<er; 

THUS IT IS WHY THERE DGJ!S NOT IUPPBN TIDI OON· 

TINOJINOY 011' ALL THINGS BlltNO Bum."r ALL 

AT ONOE.-{2156) 

COMMENTARY. 

ThU8 it io ;-it ia beeause of our acceptance of the viow just expressed
that there is no sirnultanoous burning of all things ;-i.e. there is no likeli
hood of any et\Oh absurd contiugency.-(266) 

It llaa been &rguod (under Text 244, nbovo) that-" Just as the clean 
1\furor or Roek-c.rystal, etc. etc. "- It is shown in the following Text that what 
hDB boon alleged thore would not be pos.siblo if tl>e Mirror, etc. were etornal 
and o.lways of the same form:-

12 
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TEXTS (257 -258). 

ALL suan 111ll'OS AS 'I'HE Ml:BBO&, TilE Rocx-cttYSTAL .U."D Tllll = Allll 

mEMSBLVJ:S IN PERPETUAL J'LUX ; .L'<D Wlll:l< TRJIY B:OOO:IIE 

ooNNEOTED WlTil THE BLUJ: Lorus AND suon OBJ1lCTS,

TRliiY BEOO~IE CAUSES Oi BRINGING ABOUT TRII ILLUSION 

I.IEOAJIDING THEIR REI?LECTIONS.-b' T!IA.T \V&Rll NOT 

SO, l!VElWONE OF 'l'I'IOSE THINGS WOULD DB ALWAYS 

ONll AND TRll SAME,-WHEN IN OONt'AO'l' \V)'TT! 

THE SAID OBJECTS, AS WELL AS WlllilN 1!01 

IN OONTAO'r WITH TllEll ; AND AS 

SUOH IT SHOULD BE SllBN ElTllllR 

AS A.LW A YS WlTil ITS 

B&J'LE.OTION OR ALWAYS 

\VITHOUT ITS 

BBPLECFIO~.-

(257-258) 

OOMl~NTARY. 

The Rook-0\"ystAJ, the Mirror and the like MO thinp that are in ll $tAto 
or perpotullol flux,-undergoin.g destt·uction evory moment; and 'vhon thoy 
eom.o into contact with the Blue Lotus and such thing9, they become 
mn.•tel'll in tho producing of illusions (regarding the reflootions of these things, 
which have no real existence, and whose OogrUtion. thOI'tlForo, must be illusory, 
wrong). 

If lhtU ......., nol .o,-i.e. ii it oould reflaot the im&go without being 
momentary,-then it would have to be admitted that the l\lirror in oonteet 
with tbe objoct iB tbe same as that no1 in contact with it; 110 that, 
even in tho abaeoee of the Blue and other rellaoted things, the rofteetion 
of tbeoe would be p61'0Cptible, a.s the reOector will not have abandoned its 
provioua character (when in eontaet with tho object.) ;-or, conversely, even 
when in oontaet with tlul object, it would be seen without the said reftee
tions; oa its form would not be different from it.o previous state (when not 
iu oontaot with the object). 

Thll argument servee to $8t aside the pOMibility of all reftections in 
genorlll in MY suoh reOecting substAnces os the Mirror and the like,- undcr 
tho viow that thinp are not-m<mUntaF!f.-{257 ·2G8) 

The Author now proceeds to refute the Jl088ibillty of the perception 
of an Refleotioll.l,-\lnder both theories-that tltinp ..,., momentary and that 
tbingtl are not-mom<>ntary :-
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TEXT (259). 

AJ3 A l!A'l'rER OF FACT, THE ?lf:IR:ROR-SURFAOE CAN NEVER OONTA.IN •trm 

REFLECTION (OF A..~YTSJ:NG),-DECAUSE IT IS LASTING, BECAUSE 

IT IS INDI\'lSXBLE, AND BECAUSE SEVERAL -pDNGS WITH 

MATERIAL SHAPE CANNOT SUBSt~T TOGETHER.-(259) 

COMMENTARY. 

Beca'U8e it is la-8ting.-i.e. not moJnentory,- therefore the Mirror·surfa.co 
cannot contain the reflection. 

Even if it is momentary, it co.unot cont-ain the reflection becatMt it is 
-indivislble; when the reflection is perceived it is perceived as if it were inside 
the mirror, just as the 'Vo.Wr is pereeived inside the well; and yet the ~iirrot·· 
sru·£nco ha.s no parl.&--i.o. vncant spnoo ;-boca.use its component. particl~ 
are closely packed. Hence the perception of the Reflection mu.s~ be e.n 
illusion. 

Or the term 'nirvibhc'igatt:a •, 'indivisibility~, )"'(l.a;y stand for absenu of 
difference betu.Utl tlie- previ()Us and succuding states; and the reason for this 
o.bsence.is 'becauu it is lasting' ; so tha.t the meaning comes to b~' because 
on account of ita la.'iting cha.ra.oter it is devoid of difference between its 
pr('vious and sneeeeding stAtes ' ; that is, becautt it ha8 no pretJiO'U8 or 8tlC· 

r.uding states. 
Further, because several things wi.l.h. ,materialshape cannot 8ubsi&t togetllcr,

' the Mirror-surface cannot contain the reflection ',-t-his has to be coust·l"\\ed 
here. Beeause wha.t are pereeived in the Mirror-surface Bre only 'Ttjlections 
occupying tll.o srune space ; material things with forms can never occupy 
the same points in space ; 011 if they did, they would become one e.nd the 
sa.me. 

This objoction is applicable under both '~ews-of things being momen· 
tary or non-momcnte.ry.-(269} 

The Rock-crystal also does not become traMformed into the reflected 
image of the objoct plc.ced by it ; this i• what is shown in the following 
Text'-

TEXT (260). 

PERSONS STANDD<G ON THE TWO SIDES OF IT PFJWEIVE ONLY THE PURELY 

wmTE ROCK-ORYSTAL; B:BNCE IT FOLLOWS THAT THIS ALSO DOES NOT 

DEOOUE TRANSli"OIDmD INTO THE RlilFLEOTION.-(260) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, the man sto.ncling in front of the Rock-crystal placed in 
contact 'vith th0 Hibiscus Flower,_ perceives it as red ; while persons who 
llll>Y he ste.nding on two sides of it would perceive it as purely white,-not 
even as pe.rtly red and partly white..-Now if the Rock-crystal had become 
transformed into the reSection (of the F lower}, then, just like the man standing 
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in front, t.be poroons etanding on the two side6 of it. aloo would pereeive it a& 

rod. 
This objeet ion is applieeble under both vi~f thinge boU>g """""""r.v 

and fiOI-nt<»Mnlary.~260) 

With t.bo following Tu:~., t.be Author proceods to point out the objection 
that would be applicable only ,mder the view tllat thin.ga are not-tn<>mm>l<lry :-

TEXT (261). 

Tilll OPPONENT'S TI!EORY WOULD ALSO IINTAD:. TilE INOONORUITY OF THE 
ROOK·ORYS'l'AL BECOMING Dll1PERliNT Wl'l'll BAOtt ODJEOT PLA.08D 

BEFOIUl lT,-rr THERE WERE A REAL TBANSYOlUtATION OF 

1T INTO TilE BEll'LEOTION.-(261) 

COMMENTARY. 

II the Rock-czyatal 1\nd meh thingo were reelly tri\Jufarmed into the 
retleetion of the object placed before them, t.hen.-juet 1\8 the refleetion.o 
of tho varioue things plaoed bafore tho reJ!eet.or appeering ono ruter the 
ot.bor, ....., clitJerent in ebamcter, and hence tbore is no identity among them.
in the eamo I'IIIJlMI', in tho Soul, and in the Roek-er)'lltal and such things 
olao, thoro would be clitJerences duo to the ellii1'$Ctar of """b thing preeented 
to it (and reflected therein).-lf the perception of tbo Reflection, howover, 
be admitted to bo an illuaion, thon there con bo no objection to it,-thio is 
what is monnt by the epithet ' real'-~261) 

TEXT (262)- (Firsl line). 

Fl!O>I TlllS IT J(()LLOWS mAT THe SAID PEBOEPTION 01' THE REFLECTION 
IS AN !LLVSION,-APPEAlln<O IN OONNEOTION Wim TIJINOS POS· 

SESSED or DIVXIISE lll>"TBINXABLE 1'0Tmlar£S.~262) 

COIDIENTARY. 

Inasmuob .., under both theories, it ia not poooible for the Rofleet.or 
to beoomo lftnsformed into the Bedeetion,-it beoo..,.. Mtebliebed that it 
ia an !lluaion. 

Quucion -'' li that is so, then suob lliuaion appeen only in connection 
with thinga like the Ro<k-erynal, and not with thingo like tbo WaU." 

The answer ia supplied by the wordJt-' In, connoction wUh thing• 
po1.UH!l of divor10 unthl nk<U>Z. po~nciu.' -DiwrH,-of variou• kin do ;
and 'tmtJu:nkable • ,-(l.l"6 the potencies of things i no objection can be raised 
ogainet tho ptu"ticulor potontitilities ol things, -as thOflo potentialities ore the 
efleet3 of tho .. tioa of Ot\\1.806 that have brought obout oaob thing. In fact, 
you o!JJo oon bavo oo dispute ogainst this much ; ne you have youraelf said
' Who can take objection to the fact that it ia .Firo, not Akd•ha, thet 
burns ! '.~262) 



(B) MlM!MSA DOorRINE 0'8 THE ' SELF ' . 181 

" If that is so, then in the ca&l of Cognition ~>!so, t he idoa. of its being 
t.ransformed into ehe reflection of its objoot may be moro Illusion ; so that 
there ia no transformation i,nto the reflected form. n 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text :-

TEXT (262)- (Second line). 

IN THE CASE OF CoGNlTXON, 1'ID!l.Ul CANNOT n:e !WEN ILLUSION ; AS 

TJU:).U;l IS ABSENCB OF DIFFERENCE.-(262) 

COl\IMENTARY. 

It is not right that there should be 111\lSion in the case of Cognition. 
Wh.a.t i~ impli&d by th.o term 'even' is that it is not only 'tra.rutfoY'tna· 
t ion int.o Reflect-ion ' that is not tight ;-why ?--as thert. is absen.ce of 
dijJerenu. ; i.e. because there ia no diffet-ence. In the ea.~ of the Rock· 
Orystsl and other things, it iHight thatthoreshould be Jli<L~ion, ns it i.s pos.<ible 
for the illusory cognition to bo different from those things ; in the cn.se of 
Oognition, however. there cnn.not be another Oognition iu the form of an 
lllusion; as aU Cognition is held (by the 111lmcln$<lka) to be one. Nor ean 
it be said that the Cognition itself appclll"S iu the fonn of an Illusion ; as 
Cognition has been held to oo eternnl (which Illusion can ne,•er be).- (262) 

I t has been argned abov& (under Text 247), for the purpose of 
proving the o-ne-11U8 and et.ernali.ty of Cognition that-• Oo(fnition i s alwa:g8 
t·eoognised as being of llie nature of l11ttlligence, etc. etc.' 

This is answered in the following Text:-

TEXT (263). 

TID! CJIA.B.A.OTER 011 being different fr<>m non-cognition IS ONE TIIAT IS 

OOlltMON TO ALL CoGNITIONS ; AND THE SAID RECOGNITION COULD 

PROCEED ON THE » ASIS OF THE Il>!FOSITION OF THAT OOIDION 

OIIAttAOTER,-EVEN' UNDER THE VIEW OF 00GNITIONS 

»EING MANY AND DIVERSE.-(263) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ' Recognition ' that has boon put forward is Inconclusive; because 
the said fact of 'Recognition' can be explained, in regaTd to all Cognitions, 
as ooing due to the imposit ion of the chamoter of being different from •uh<U 
is not-cognitUm ;-i.e. such things as the Jar and tho like ;-end this would not 
be incompatible even with the viow of Cogn.itions being ma.ny and diverse.
The following has to be de6nitoly understood : It is only when Cognitions 
a.rem.any,-e.nd not when they are not many.-that the said Recognition can be 
expl~ined ns being brought about by the ' exclusion of all that is not homo· 
goneous to it'. For in.~tsnce, in the case of such superimposed (assumed) 
Oognitions M have no real baekgrotmd, even when a. diversity (LJ'l').Ong the 
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objocta is not admitted, t.hero L• no Recognition ; o.g. there is no such recog
nition o.s that ' this Oognition of th& Horse Md th& Chariot is the f!Qme M 

what wa.a the Cognition of Lhe Elephant ' ;--ond it has been olrolldy proved 
thnt all these Cogoitions nre without auy rool baekgrotmd; hence wa are 
not RSSerti.ng tha.t hore n.galn. Thus tho a.Mertion- t.luLt '' thore is no non· 
reoegnjtion of it o.o Cognition so long •• notice i• not tAken of tho dh·ersity 
among the objocto" (2'.xt ~8. above)---«hould be regarded oa ' unproven ' 
(untrue).-{263) 

Thon again, i! the Soul is held by you to be enternally of ono nnd the 
snme form. then Emoh di vcrf;A stntea as • Ro.ppinoss ' nnd the Jilco Ol'e not 
poosible. It you do admit these diveNJ& stotos, then the Soul oonnot be eter
nnlly of one and the aame form. As ono and the sern& thing cannot have 
euoh contradietory characters as dir:er8ilg Md 1icm-divu•ily. 

This Objeetion hl\8 been sought to be lllliWered by KumArila; and wbat 
bN been said by him ia now intrOduced in the following Text-,-for the pttrpOII6 
of rofuting it (below, under 2'e:d 268 et. •eg.) :-

TEXTS (264-265). 

"1'nB PBR!ILI.NENT SOUL HA VINO BlUlll ABSOLUTELY ES'rA.BLJ.SHliO AS 
DEVOID 011 OIVEIISITY OUE TO TJUl OIVERSI'l'Y 0'1 lll'ATES,

WHAT l'EOPLB &SSC7101 TO BB THB STATIIS OF IIAPPIN&SS 
.6...>nl UN1L!.PPINESS .6...'iD '1'HE BESr,-IWltlf WREN UNDEB-

GOINO ALL TllltSB STA'I'BS, :II.Y PBBSON (SOUL) DOES 
NOT RIINOUNOB HIS ORA!lAOTliR O:r bei7l{/ aentient, 

being 11 8Ub8tance, bei71{! 11n. entity and so 
forth." [BlllokatJiirtika, page 696]- (265) 

CO:IIMEJ.'<TARY. 

• U71/krgoing '-pauing through;- ' Por~tm '-SouL The tenn • and 
.. fortA' includea aue>h generic oluu-&etera as being knou:abk, being riilllly 
cognilabk, being IM acti.,. agml, and the like.-{265) 

The following Texb procoeds to show that thoro is no di8ttppoarsnce 
of the specific proportioe :-

TEXT (266). 

" Ens ON THE APPUll.\NOB OF A :Z.-r\V STA.1'11, 'l'BE PRBCBDINO STATE 
lll NOT Jr.-"EEIIELY D=J(EJ) ; IT BBOOKES lllmGED U."TT Tllll 

OO!B!ON OIUlU.OTIIR, IN ORDER TO BltLl' THB APPEABA.NOB 
OF TBE NEXT STATE." [BhlokatJiirtika, page 596]-(266) 

COMMENTARY. 
' Preceding &tale' ,-of /w.ppinu8. 
"If that is so, t.ben why i.o not Unlla,n,..,, also not felt during the state 

of Bappineu ? " 
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Theonaweri&-IIbuomumuged, <le. <le.-While the state of • Ha.ppineS6 ' 
rrun.ainl in its own form., the other stat.e, of 'Unhappinou '. d oes not appear ; 
it remains merged in the common characUr, \Obich pert~~Mte8 through all 
•tates,-1\lch "" b.ing ..miml, b.ing mb#anoe and so on; and thereby ten· 

den pouible tho appeerance of the succeeding atat& of 'Unhappiness'; it is 

for this purpoee that it becomes merged in tha co•nmon che.nl<>t&r.-(266) 

Ol>jo«ion-lf that be so, then t ho mergo11co ol tho states into the 
001U1non character o.J$0 should be as tutrensonablo all in the other states ; 

aa that t\lso involves nn incongruity . 
In rogru·d to this objection, tho e..xplnna.tion ia ne tollowa :-

TEXT (267). 

"T:ae STA'l'.£81 IN THEIR o\VN FORMS, ARE MUTUALLY INCOMPA'l"IBLE; 

AS :ron THE OOM:MON OJLUUOTliR, HO\VIIVlm, IT IS NOT 

I:NOOMPATIBLll WITH ANY STATE, AND lT IS AortrALLY 

RE000~'8liD, lN D'S OOliBfON POD, n< ALL 

SUTES." Blllolcavarlilca, page 696-(267) 

OOllilENTARY. 

The States of 'Happiness • and the r .. t n.re inoomp6tible among them· 
solves; henco i t is not reasonable that thoy shO\lld becomo merged into 
each othe1• ;-on the other hand, il any one Stoto bocrune merged into the 
common oht\rn.oter, where would there be any incongntity, whiGh would go 
ogo.inst tho ocoeptance of its mergenco therein t As 8 me.tt&r of !act, the 
M.id oo•nmon ch~raot&r is actually seen to bo compatibly permeating through 
all the States ; aa is cloar from the fact that • Sontionoe' nud tho other co=on 
oharact&rs 11r0 fo\md to be present in all tho Statos.-(267) 

With tbo following Text, the AutJ>or prooeeds to on.swer the above 
arguments of the Mim4moaln :-

TEXT (268). 

b TUll STATES ABB NOT ID.'TLRJILY DI:n'EB.B..'iT l'JIOK 1XB Sotn., mEN 

THliRE SHOULD BE DESTRUOTlON AND OJUOINATION OJ' THB 

SOUL ALSO, POLLOWINO UPON THB DESTnuanON 

AND ORIGINATION OJI THE STA.TlllS.- (268) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Sl<\tos are not held to be ent.irely diJferont from the Soul, then, 
ol\ the dostruotion and origirul.tion of the States, there should be destruction 
and origination of the Soul e.Jso. The term • entirely ' ia moant to show 
thet, if there were even the slighte6t degree o l non-diff........, the se.id • des· 
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truotion and origination ' wonld be imlp...-ible. The argument is to be 
formulated as follows :- When one thing is non·different from another, 
it.e destruction and origination must follow Ol\ the destr;uction o.nd origina
tion of tholattor, just liko the specific forms of th06e same Stet .. of Hnppin'""' 
and the rest,-end the Soul b88 been held to be non.different in nnture from 
tb6 States of HappinO!IS and the ~t; hence this is o. reason based upon 
the nature of thingt.-{208) 

The following To.~t shows !bet the Reooon just put forward is not 
'Inconclusive' :-

TEXT (269). 

ll' nJllll1l BE PRBSBNOE 01' OO~'TRADIOTORY PROPEBTIES, THEN THERE 
SIIOULD BE AliSOX.VT8 l)Jn'J:BE:l<Olt ; JT!Iff AS IN TRE <USB 01' 

YOUR SoULS WIIIOH ABE ABSOX.11'1'EI.Y Dii'11ERBNT II'BO)I 
JIAOR OTitiiB, TllllOUOB: TB:E DISTINOTIVB OB:ABAOTElt 

lllilLONGINO TO EAOH Oli' TB:Jnl.-(269) 

COMMENT Al~ Y. 

If it. be hold tbnt dM!ructiou and origination pertain to the Stoles only, 
aot to the Soul,-<10 that tbe two (the Stnteo and the Son!) have two contr&
dictory propertiee--of • origination • and • non-originat-ion' ,-then there must 
bo difference betwe&n thorn : jw;t as in the .,..., of Souls, which ore mony,
ench has its own character restricted to himsolf,-nnd hence they <U'O regarded 
ns distinct irom oaoh other ; that is, this l't'\\lCh alone serves as the basis 
of difference. 

The qualificalion 'di4timJi• .. charaeler belm•ui•!l to eJUh • baa boon added 
for the purpose of "''oiding the fallacy of the 'absence of the Probandum ' 
in the Probans, duo to the fact tMt in the cate of tbe Sculs also, thtre i8 no 
difference in tMir own priotine fotnli!. Aa a matter of fact, tM /<m» bd<mg. 
ing 1<1 Md. of t.ho individual Souls is entirely different from each other; if 
that were not so, e.a tlt&ro would be no rE.tAkiotion regarding the apprehensions 
Mid remembranoca of different porsoJill, t.horo would be confusion in a ll 
matters. 

The arguruant may be formulsted aa folloM :- When one thing is not 
aubject to the snme vlcl88itudes as another, there ea:n.not be non.differenoe 
between them ;-e.g. among Souls, .,.eh having its own distinoth·o form 
rootricted to itaolf, tMy are not snhject to the aamo ,.;eil;situde.,-t.bo Stateo 
of Happiness and tbo ...,.~; also are not all 1ubject to the SIII"QO viciasitudes ; 
-hence, inasmuch ae the wider c·ondition ia not found in tbom (they 
oannot be non·differont).-(209) 

It has been asocrted tMt " on the nppearance of another State, the 
preceding State is not entirely destroyed" ;~the following Text auppliee 
tha answer to tbit :-

• 
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TEXT (270). 

I F YOUR ' STATES ' BECOME MER~ED n."'ro T!lE SoUL m TIIEIR o WN 

FORM, THEN, ON THE Al'PEA.RANOE OF liAPPINl'lSS, UN!Ul'l'I· 

NESS .U.SO SHOULD B11 FELT.- (270) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the States become merged in the Common Soul, they could be 
so m~n·gecl oithet• i_n their own fot·m or iu. somo other form ; if it is the former 
that is meant, thon on tl:~.e a.ppoo.ranco of Happincss,-i.e. when there is feeling 
of the State of Happinoss,-Unl>appiuess a lso should be felt ; as this latter 
also is possessed of the common chMacter of ' feel ing ' .-(270) 

If they become merged in some other form, then there would be the 
following difficulty :-

TEXT (27 1) 

As A MATTER OF FAI:n, WHEN TB:EltE IS TRL~SFERENOE OF ONE FORM TO 

SOMET.s::m~, THERE OAN BE NO TlMNSFERENOE OF ANOTHER 

FORM. So THAT Ill' TBE STATES BECAllllil TRANSFERRED 

(MERGED n<TO TRill SoUL) IN THEm OWN l'OR~I, TBEN 

THE SOUL .U.SO WOULD BE SOMETHING LIABLIJl 

TO ORIGINATION.- (27 1) 

OOMUEN'l'ARY. 

Further, the transference (mergence) of Happine~;S and other States 
into the Soul eould be possible only in their own forms ; nud in that ease, 
like Unhappiness and the othet· States, the Soul also, being non·different 
from them, would be something lie&bl.e to originat-ion,-capablo of being pro
duced.-(271) 

It has been QSSOrted (under T~ 227) that "tho Soul's characters of 
Doer and JiJ:cpe?'iencer are uot dcpendo•lt upon. the Stare.,. The aus,ver to 
this is provided in the follo,vitlg :-

TEXT (272). 

IF THE OH.A.RAOTEns OF Doer AND E•;perienar ARE NOT DEl'ENDENT 

UPON THE 8TATE,-THEN THE SAID OllARACTEllS CANNOT BELONG 

TO THE SoUL,-AS THEY CAN BELONG TO ONLY ONE WHO 

HAS THAT STATE.-(272) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the character of ' Doer ', etc. rested in the Souls themselvcs,-then 
these could never belong to the Soul, \'O'hicl~. never abandons its previous char-
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actor. This argument may bo lormul~ted tJma :-One who has not a ban· 
donod hi$ previous Sta.tolti of non.·dou- ond non-expe:rien.cer cnn never do or 
e.~>pai<>tce,-e.g. tha .Ak4.,..,-and the Soul novcr abandons it.s State of non .. 
r1ou and fltm·e.~>paiencn; hence wo futd (in t.ho aaoortion concerned) conditions 
contrary oo the more extall8ivo eharooter.-(272) 

The revered Dilbt4ga having doclar«l !ltat--' iHhe f&etof t.ho Soul being 
modified on the appeoronce of Cognition meant tho non.-ruity of that 
Soul, then, there oan bono Cogrti- in the altape of the Soul not modified • ;
in answer oo thi.o deelan\tion, KumllriU. has e:gued ea foUo\\·s :-"We aro 
not d enying the fact. of the Soul being expressed (spoken of) by tbe term 
' non-eternal' ; but. il tho term moe.nt mere mod.ifleatioo, then tha4 alone 
would not imply the dut"'"ion of tbe Soul. "-(Sltlok<ltxini.l:a, .Atmatxid4, 
22). 

AgaiJat tbis the Author ota~ the foUowing objection, which also 
serves to stun up hi& own conclusion:-

TEXT (273). 

FOil THESE llEA.SONS, WE ARE NOT DENYING TIIE FAOT 01' T.!IE SOUL 

BEING SPOR.JU.,"" 01' '8Y TRG T£R1ot ' ET.I'l'RNA.L •; BUT 01{ ACCOUNT 

Oil' ITS FO!ill DB!NO SO'l3JEOT TO MODI:BIOA.TION, THERE 

h!VST DE DBSTII110TlON Oi IT.-(273) 

COliiMENTARY. 

Forth~ reMOll8, we n.ro not denying the !net of tile Soul being spoken 
of ns ' eternnl ',--on tho ground tht\t Scnl.ienu, ''hicb ie in R. State or perpetuai 
dux, continues undeatroyed, nlong with ita Cause, as long t\S the world lasts. 
But its form.-naturt>-boing 111bjec1 Ul moclifloalion, aa there is al""'Y" the 
abandonio1g of tho preceding and the app&arl\nee of tlto succeeding form,
its liability oo deatruotion io cloerly indioatod.-(273) 

As regard• the inot&noo ol tho SerJ)C'nt, otc. tbat has been ciOOd above 
(under Te:a 223),-the following Text proeeeda to show tllat all thcee things 
are not fotmd oo bo eternal and of one and tbe 1!6me form :-

TEXT (274). 

Tm! SBIIP!Il>'T ALSO IS LLUILE TO BBOOII£8 080001> A.ND SO FORTH:, 

BEOA.l1SE IT IS SlJB.JEOT TO PElll'IIT11A.L l'Ll1X; D' IT IU.D A. 

P~'T FOIUI, THE.><, LIX1I TKB SoUL, rr OOULD 

l<ZVEll OOla liY A.NOTJIXR ST.&.D.-{274) 

COM!IIn;TARY. 

Jtist as in tbo ...., of the Soul,-boee\180 of its being always of one lasting 
charaot&r,-tbero is no posaibility of anothar State,--<10 in tbo ease of the 

} 

I 

' '! 
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Serpent also. If it wero subjcet to dostruotion (modification) every momont, 
then alone eou1d it have another St.at.c; as the • appearance of a nother State ' 
is o.lwa.ys in the forln of the 'appearance of another cha.rn.cter •.-{274) 

It l1as been argued (under Tett 229) that " The conception of I in the 
notion I know apprehends the Oogniser" ;-the following ·rext proceeds 
to show that this is ' unproven ' (not admitted by all part·ies) :-

TEXT (275). 

As A MA'I"TER OF FAOT, 1:'9 ''NO'riON OF' I' COMES ABOUT Wl'l"HOUT A REAL 

BASIS, T.Q:&OUOli THE FORCE OF THE BEGINNINGLESS SEED OF 

'EBJ!l VISION OF 'BEING; AND THAT ALSO ONLY 

IN SO~IE l'LAOES.-(275) 

COMl\fENTARY. 

The said '!-notion' has no real background, by virtue of which the 
' Oogniser ' eould form its objoot. 

u If that is so, then what is the cause of its origin f" 
The answer is that-It pM~ed8 from. tl&-e beginninaless, etc. ek. ' YiBW.n. 

oj Bting • is the vision. of the existing body ;-tho ' sl)()d • of thir; vision is 
the Potsney of Disposit ions ; and this 'seed • is begimungless ;-and it is 
thrOU{}h tl~£ force of this that ' 1-eonscioUilnoss ' is b~ougM about ;-<>nd tllat 
al.$0 <mly in Borne placea,-i.e. only in the internal ooonotny of tho Sextuple 
Body.-(275) 

Question.-u Why does l'lOt the 'I-notion ' come about everywhere ? " 
The Answer is supplied ·in the following :-

TEXT (276). 

!T IS ONLY SOME (NOT ALL) Dfi'RESSXONS 1'8AT SEOURE THB REQUISITE 

POTENCY liOR BRINGING ~0111' THE SAID NOTION Al'l'REHENDXNG 

TRA.T 1' .ARTIOULAR FORM ; DNOE IT DOES NOT APPEAR 

EVE:&YWRERE.- (276) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Tlte. said notion, etc.' ,-i.e. the • !-notion, apprehending the form of the 
00{!"is.r, as existing through the preceding and succeeding points of tim& '.
'Not everywMre ',-i.e. in other 'chains', like th.ose of the Ja.r and other 
things.-{276) 
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TEXT (277). 

U TillS WEll£ l<OT SO,-TBll OBJE01'10N IN QUESTION OOULI> JIB ORGBD 
WIT.U EQ11A.L FOBCE AGAINST YOOR ' SollL ' ALSO ; BUT ALL 

DIIII1I011LTIBS Altll RE>lOVllD DY THE 11AO'r THAT TBEilN 
IS DIVBllSlTY L>< ITS 1'0TliNOIES.-(277) 

00:\DIE~ARY. 

Furthor, even whon the • !-notion ' is held to ho.vo the Soul for it8 basis,
' the objootion in question would npply \Vith eqllnl foroe :-Why doO< the 
said noti.ou not appear ln corut.ection with anothor Sonl also ? -It might 
be llDliWOrod that " it is not so bocatuo of the restrictions imposed by the 
potency of things ",-tbeu, for us niso tho same 8t\8Wer would be availabl&,
tha.t the notion appears only in regard to some lnternnl objects, o.nd not in 
regard to nil. So that nll difficultios would be removed.-(277) 

It might be urged thnt.-'' Thoro mAy be suoh rettriction ; but how is 
tbe fact of itil having no """' bMis pro,·od I" 

The answer is supplied by the foiiO\f'ing :-

TEXTS (278-279). 

U 'l'liE 8.t.JD NOTION (Oil 'I') HAD Al< liTBENA.L TiliNG 110& I1'S BASIS, 
TUlllN ALL ' I·NOTlONS ' W011LD OOlllB All011T ALL AT ONOB, 

AS '£HEm EI111IOIJ!lNT CA11SB WOllLD BE ALWAYS PRESENT. 
-IJ IT HAD .6. NON ·ETI!lRNAL BASIS, TIIBN ALL 'l'RBSE 

NOTIONS WOULI> BB BQOALLY OLli.UU.Y XANIPE:>"'t'. 
liENOE (IT 110LLOWS THAT) TO OT.BJI& l'MTIBS 

NBI!ll)LESSLY RAISE Q11ESTIONS IIEGARJ)INO l'IIB 
l'JXISTENOE OP Tll:E DASIS 011 TB» SAID 

I·NOTION.-(278-279) 

COMMENTARY. 

The bMls (bo.ckground) of this 'I-notion • could be either eteruGI or 
non-etornol ;-if it is eternal, then all • I-notion.~ '-' I ·consoiouaness '-would 
come ~>bout (appear) simultaneou.•ly. M their cause \fOUid be pr-nt in 
its perfect oondition; nor can the said boaia be "''ithout cause; as such an id&& 
would lood toabeurditJoa ;-norcananefficientcauseat.and in need of &uxiliary 
""'"""" ;-ll this has boon di!!Cu.ssed. moM than onoo.-Nor oan it bo urged 
that .. thoro ia only one l·COn$ciou.snt88 ", because its multiplicity is oloo.rly 
proved by ita appe&rlng only ocC&SiOilAlly. For iuot.auoe, during tho states 
of doep aloop, or of intoxication, or of awoon, there il no 'l-consciousnea' 
felt, and yet at other times. it is actually felt; and this non-approhen.lion of 
it at certain times shows thnt it appenro only oeeuionnlly; o.nd because it 
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appears only oee&Sionally, therefore it must be regard&d as many also. Thus 
it is clear that all these • !-notions' would come about simultaneously, a,s 
their coming about is dep<lndent upon the presence of the said cause only. 

If then the other view be accepted tlint the bMis of the • !-notion • 
is non-eternal, then aU I -notion• should be all as cloerly manifest as the 
Vis®! and other Oognitions ; M they would be directly apprehending the 
specific individuality of the thing concerned. 

For these reasons, we conclude tht1it 'ot/t,er pt.<>ple '--other philosophers. 
like Kumarila and others-ncodlessly raise questious regarding the basis of 
the ! -notion in question,- in such words as; {tJ\ose unde,· Teo:t 232)-" Oi that 
notion, what cognitive-moment is assumed to bo tho object ? , a.nd ao forth. 
-{278-279) 

In this connection, it has been M;sert&d by the Buddhist that the '!
notion ' is entirely ba.sol&Sa, and it appears only a.s an Illu&ion due to the 
beginningleSB Dispositions of the " Vision of tl1e Body of Being " .-As against 
this, Kumii.,..ila has raised an objcetion, which is set forth below:-

TEXTS (280-281). 

" WHAT THE DISPOSITION OA..~ DO IS TO BRING ABOUT TB:& REOOG:I<"lTION 

OF THE CoG:t<"l.SER; IT CANNOT BRING ABOUT THE CoGNITION OF 

A TBING AS Wll.t\.T lT IS NOT ; BECAUSE lT CANNOT :BB Tlm 

OaUSE OF ILLUSION (WRONG COGNITION).-T.Eros 
TBE t !~NOTION ' CANNOT BE REGARDED AS AN 

ILLUSION ; AS THERE IS NOTHING ~'0 ANNUL IT 

(AND HENOE PROVE lT TO BE wrong) " ;
[Shlakaviirtika, page 720)-IF TlliS IS 

Ul!GED [theu the a.nswer is as given 

in the following Text].-(280-281) 

COMMEJ.'ITARY. 

Wlint the Disposition can do is to bring about the Recognition of the 
Oogniser, and not the Oognition of a thing-Oognis.,...._.,s wlint it is not, 
- j .e-. as not.Oogni&er; the construction is tha.t Disposition o&.nnot briog about 
this latter Oognition.-u why? "-b6ca·use: it cannot bt t1u catut of Illusion; in 
fact it always brings about the Oognition of & thing exactly M it had been 
cognised on the previous oceasion, and not & wrong Oognit-ion.-Thus thon, 
because this !-notion is produc&d from Dispoeitio.ns, a,nd because there is no 
valid reason for annulling it, it cannot be regarded as an Illusion. 

The term ' chet ', 'if this bo urged ', should be constru&d away from 
its place,--after the end of tl1e sentence.-{280-281) 

The following Text answere this argument:-
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TEXT (281). 

WllA.T HAS DllJUf URGBD IS NOT RIGHT ; AS Tl!E REASON1NG A.DOUOliD 
ABOVE IS OLEA.RLY lOUND TO BE SUBVJ:&SIVE OR THE SA.lll 

IDXA.-(281) 

CO>IOfE:NTAR Y. 

'Adduced Gbo•~ '-under 'l'tz~. 2i8.-(2SI) 

It M~ been nrguOO thAt'' Disposition ca.nnot be the co.\180 of IJit..UJion" ; 
tlilil r6MOtt is • Inconchudvo' ;-this is Rbowo. in the foUowina Text:-

TEXT (282). 

How IS IT THAT, ENTIRELY FROM DJ:SPOS!TIONS,-Sl10ll DIVERSE I'LL11-
S!ONS COWl ABOUT AS '!'HOSE TILU' DEVOTEES HA VII IN llEOA.RD 

TO GoD AND OTIIBR BE!NOS AS BII!NG 'l'HE OAUSB Ol' 
TiliNG$ AND SO l'ORTI! ? 

If Disposition. were not. tho cause of Illusion, thon bow could such Illusions 
appoar, purely out of Diapoeition• , as • God i.o the e&\Uie of aU produots, 
omniocient, tbo receptacle of et.emal cognition • and so forth! In fact, 
Kwll4r.Ua himaollhu denied a creator of the world, like God ond other Beings. 

In the phrM& 'procutUng enti'rely from. Di1p01ieion ', the term ' entirely ' 
is for the purpo110 of excludi1J8 "rtol I>Mkground.- (282) 

TEXTS (283-284). 

THus 'l'Hlilll, TRE n.u~'ESS or 'I.()()NSOI011Sl'ESS • HAVING Blii!N 
ES'U.BLJ:SHBD, mBB.11 CC< BB NO 0ogni4tr WHO 0011LD BB 

APPRltHBNDED BY TBl! SAID • NO'l'ION 011 I •. RENO!! AMONG 
ALL VALID l!OR.'ol$ OF COGNITION, THERE lS NOT ONE 

WlliOlllS FOUND ABLE TO 8111'PLY A l"1T BXAKPLJ: ; 
AND mE RBA.SONS ALSO THAT HA VB BllllN 

ADD11011D IN DUE 0011llSII.AJ.U!li1011ND TO DB 
' UN:PROVEN ' lU:OARDINO TRE1R 

811BSTILl.Tl1X.-(283·284) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus • 1-eonsciousn- • being bueleos, there ean be oo Cogniaer who 
could be admUted to be the objoot of that consciO\alleoa. Henco the 
exi.atonoe of the • soul • a not proved. 
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The other party has lldduced (under Tea 238, et •"'·) O\ICh -.sons as 
• bocauee he has been approhondod by past l·notiom • &od oo forth,-for 
proving the eternity of the Soul ; ogainst tltis it is \ltgod th&t tl•er• oon be 
no Oogni8tr, etc.-i.e. neithor an et.emnl nor a. non·cterual CogniHCt' is tltere who 
oo\lld serve as the cort•oboro.tlve inAttlnce; hen~ the oot·t·obot"'tivo insta.nc& 
(of t ho opponent's inference) is 1 unpro~·en' (non.oxi.st.ont). Fot· in.s;t.nneo, the 
Rrat ond a<>eond rea.<;onings (IIOt forth by the opponent) nre OJl<'n to t he objec
tion thAt. the corroborative In.stRnco is b~set with the dcf<!Ct of hnving its 
eubject unknown ; as thoro is no such Oognise:r kuown as is tlle obje<:t o£ the 
'l·notion • of 1<>-day and alao of yuurday.- . .., rogardll the third roa..oning. 
the Instance cited-' like the llingte Cognition '-is de,·oid of tbo Probnlldum 
and the Pro boos ; bocauee the ' one Cognition' intended to be tbe '!-notion • 
of the oogniser counoot.ed with the Rt:nne chain.- and 1:\l.eo to oppert.ain 
to ~ single object,- iil 'not proven' (not admitted by nil portiee). Thus, 
on n.oconnt of t ho two chnt'o..ct.eril being • unprovon ', tho Instance itself 
hl.\8 boon declared to bo ' unproven •. 

Add·ue«l indm oour8e,-i.o. those Reasons that lmvo boon adduced above ; 
-' inclt'-0 oour.t$ '- a.ecording to tho nature of the detect found in each.-' Un
proven regarding Jluir 8t4b#rattun • ,-for instance, in the flte:t Md second 
nrgwnenta, the Reason., addUC4Kl n.re ' nu proven regarding their substratum •, 
M it ill tWI adl1lilt«l that th~re ill any such objec~ aa ' the Cognisor appre
hendod by I -n.>tio"' ;-in the third argument, tbongb the INboolnltum ill not 
' unproven •, iUASDluch as tho 'Cognilions' which form tho subject are well
rooognised euti.ties,- yet;, what is · not proven • in regnrd to them. is the fact 
of their being qualifiod by l\ • CognU.r com!Uitd. wW• <> 1ingu chain', 
-bocauso it is well known thl\t Cogtti.t.ion.~ are bo.sele88 (dovoid of any basis 
in roolity). This ill the rooaon why the Text bas uaed tho qunlifying w rm, 
' in du~ course' .-(283-284) 

End of 1tdion 7 (b) d«<ling will• tM Mim4moaic'• Dodrino of tM 'St>UJ ' • 



CHAPTER vn. 

SECTION (C). 

The Sailkhya doctri?te of the • Soul' (Spirit ). 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho 1'oxt prooooda now to refllte the ' Soul ' as postul&ted by the 
Silnl.:Mp,_ 

TEXTS (285-286). 

()rmms HOLD Oltnitamp 'SENTIENCE ' TO BE DlllTI!Ior l'ROX TilE l'OlUI 

o• Buddlli, lNTm.LEor (0oru.Tl'ION). 1'K:I!Y POSTIJLA.TE 'SBNTIRNOE ' 

AS Till! ' SPmiT'S ' OWN i'OBM ; RE ONLT llNJOYS Till: BOlTS 

l'IIBSENTJID TO IlD[ BY PRnrORDUl. MATTER ; llll IS NOT 

TJJ:E 'DOER ' ; TliE ORAlUOTBR 011' , .DOH' IS ll'RLD 

TO BELONG TO l'lmrORDIAL JIUTTER 

<ILONE.-(285-286) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Otlwlr~'-tho Sii.Ukhyas. They postulo.tethoSpirit'o own forma.sconsist
ing ol Oh<lila»yo, ' ""ntienoe ',-whic.b i$ oomething di1roront from Buddhi (ol 
tbe ScJIIkllyal, which ia Coomic Intellect) ; as their doetrino it tbet Buddhi is 
of tbe nature of Primordialltatter, while OMilany.> ia tbe form of tbe Spirit 
alono.-Thia • Spirit' is tbo .,.~ .. of tbe fruit of good aod bold deeds, pre· 
oonted by Primordial Matter, -but be ia not tbo dou of tbo dooda; "' the 
character of the dou ia held to belong to PrimordiAl ltatter alone, which 
conteina withio i~lf the evolution of tbo whole world. In support of this 
doctrine thoy odduoe the following proof :-Whatever i1 ol the nature of an 
aggregnto io found to be for another's purpose,-o.g. Bode and such things ;
the oyo and tho re6t are of the nature of aggregate. ; bonoo this is & reason 
bi>Sod on tho Mturo of things ;-<>nd this • anotl>er ' io, by implication, tbe 
Spirit (or Soul). Thia is what the other party moans.-(286·286) 

With tho following Text procooda the refutation of the said doctrine (of 
the Sc!llki>JIOI) :-
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TEXT (287). 

As REGAltDS '£HIS DOO'tRJNE, Ill 'SSN~'IENCE' IS liELI> TO BE ONJil ONLY, 

THEN HOW IS IT THAT, IN Tl!E CoGNITION$ Ol1 CoLOUR, SoUND 

AND OTHER OllJECTS, WHAT IS CLE.UU.Y PERCEIVED 

IS A 1101\AI BESET WlTH DIVllllSl'n1 ?-
(287). 

COMJIIEN'l'ARY. 

'fo explain- When the Sii?lkhya says that ''Sentience is the Soul,s own 
form n. wh.a.t becom.os postulated is thtllt so.utienoo is eternal a.nd of one fol'm,
ina.smuch as it is non.diftereut from the Soul wllo is eternnlo.ud of one form.
This however ia contrary to facts of perception; inasmuch os in the Oogni
tions of Colour, Sound and other things, whnt is cloo,rly-diotinctly-per· 
ceiv&el, through their owu. Cognition its.elf-is o.jorm. bc.set tuilh divet·sity,-i.o. 
a diverse character is perceived ;·-and thi~ could not be possible if Sentience 
were only one.-(287) 

The following Text sl1ows that the said doctrine ill open to tho ohnrgo of 
being contrary to doctrines of the Stlnkhya himself :-

TEXT (288). 

IF ' SIINTD!lNCl>l ' IS OF ONE FORM .W D CONTINUES TO EXIST Ji'OR ALL TDIIE, 

THEN, HOW L~ 1'£ POSSIBL); FOlt 'tHE SENTIJ;NT SoUL TO BE 

THE ENJOYER 011 THINGS OF MANY KINDS 1-(288) 

COMMEl\'TA.RY. 

1'ho Soul is of ono form, and yet the eujoyor of many lands of things,
this involves solf-controdiction; specially as it e&nnot be dilltinguished 
from tile state ll1. which ono is not the cnjoyer.-{288) 

It might be argued that " there is no aelf-contracliotiou, because of the 
pt·eseuee of the dub1·e to 8ec and othel' characters". 

Tho following Y.1ext ~:~upptie.c; the lllts,vor to tllis :-

TEXT (289). 

THE ( DESIRE TO SEE ' AND Ta::& LIKE, WHICH ARE DIVERSE, DO NOT 

OOMJ:l INTO EXISTl>lNOI'l AS JIORlONO THE BASIS OF THE SPIRIT'S 

EXPERIENCE; FOR, Ili' '£HEY l>D> SO, 'tiiEN THE SoUL 

ITSELF WOULD BE SOMETHING 1>todllud.-(289) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, in regard to colour, etc. the • desiro to seo ', ' desire to hoor ' and so 
forth,-which are different from one anothor,- be assumed to be the basis of 

13 
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·the Spirit-'s experion.co,-then no such can come into oxiatoneo. If tJtoy did 
come into oxiatoncc, then,- i.e. if thoy came into e·xietenco as cUatinct from 
each otl,...,-tho Spirit also would bo something produad, juat like the 
• desiro to 100 •, et<>. na it ia non-different from thoso.-(289) 

Thi• sruno point ia mndo clearer in tho following :-

TEXT (290). 

Tml ' Dli!IIRE TO SEE ' A.ND THE REST ARE NOT .ANYTBINCI DISTINCT 
J'llOI! ' SENTI!lliOII • ; A...'ID JJI = LA.TI'BR 'VliRB LIA.BLE TO 

' UPlUll.ANOB .AlfD DISA.PPBAJt.Al{OB ', Ta::EN THE SAMB 
OO'OLll NOT BE DENIBD Oll TilE SOVL.-(290) 

COMMENTARY. 

n tboy wore somothing entirely distinct, then t.here could bo no wch 
connect.ion botweon thom aa that 'tMa6 oro his'; u there ia no bonefit 
ocnferrod \Vhich could bo ~ho basis of wch oonnoction. 

' TIKJ sa~ •,-i.o. t.bo attributing of • oppooro.nco o.nd disappeo:rn.nce'. 
This argument may be formulated as follows :-When there ia no baeia 

for any roatrietion rognrdiug the exioteneo of a thing, that thing should not 
bo so reotrieted by any intelligent pereon,-.g. Ai:aoha aa ha~ a material 
shapo ;-in the ease of tbo Spirit thoro il no basis, in the ehapo of • Dolire to 
see • o.nd tho r06t for reotrictiug the character of' being the experiencer ' to it; 
so thct no roeson il perceived for wch rostriction.-This Reason eannot be 
said to be 'unproven ' ; 08 has been oxplained alroady.-(290) 

For tha following reeaon also the ohnraotcr of • experiencer ' cannot 
belong to tho Soul, on the ground that it ccnnot be tho • doer' :-

TEXT (291). 

b QOOD A.ND BAD DEEDS A.U NOT DONE BY THE SO'OL, THEN WliERm'ROllf 
DOES THIS DIVERSITY IN IDS liXPElUBNCES PROOEED 1-(291) 

OO:lli\!ENTARY. 

As o. matter of faot, no one enjoys the fruit of the act that he haa not 
done; for if he did, then this would involve the incongruity of tho ' aocrning 
of what haa not boon done', otc. eto.-(201) 

The following Tw Ita too a likely anawer from tho other party:-
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TEXT {292). 

IF IT BE RELD TRA.T--" IT IS PBIMORDUL MATTER TIIAT BESTOWS TRB 

J'RI1I'l'S, IN AOOORD.oNOB Wl'l'H '1'1111 DESi:m:.s OF 'I'JIE SoUL ; ..U.» 

TB1ll RELATIONS!IlF BRTWEEN TH1I TWO STA..'WS LDlE mAT 

lmTWEEN Tm: LorE Alm THE BLIND PERSONS ",-

[then tho n.nswer is as givon in the 

following Teo:t].-{202) 

OOl!MENTA.RY. 

Though tho Soul is uot tho dou of decdli, yet it is Primordial Matter thot 

present<~ to him things, in accordance with hie desires, and then he enjoys these 

things.-so that there is noM of the incongruity that has been urg&d. 

Quulicm :-"Primordial Matter being itl8outien~ how co.n it be the 

DOOT of good and bad deeds, by virtue of which it brings about the fruits of 

deeds for tho Soul accordi.ai to his desires !" 

.tl.mwtr :-!l'hil rdtJti<>Nhip, rk. ; just aa tho Blind man acts towarde 

things, tluottgh his connection with the man with eyes,--.o do the Oonni<l 

Inulltct and other 'divergent ' things perform the funotiono of • deter· 

m:ining ' and tho rest towards auob efiecta as ~{er it, oto., through their oontsot 

with tho Soul, which is lt.Uilnt.- This has boon thus aesertod-" The Soul 

serves tho pW'J)060 of bringing about Per..plion (of Matter), and Prim· 

ordial Matter a.rves to bring about Lib<srotion (of tho Soul); tho conneo· 

tion betwoon U>.ese two thue b like that botwoen the Lruno and the Blind ; 

and creation (evolution) proceeds from this connoction " (8a>lkhyak01ika, 

21).-(202) 

Tbo above argument b anewered in tho following-

TEXT (293). 

IF TRA.T lS SO, :rHEN HOW IS IT TH&T BVliN WIIBN THB DRSIRII J'OR TRB 

DESDiliD THING lS TBl!RB, IT lS NOT :IVLI'ILLBD ! PBn.IOBDUL 

M.6.TrER OA.>ofOT STAND L'> :t."'!BD O'V ..U."Y'''HHNO 

ELSE.- {293) 

COMMENTARY. 

U what ia meant ia that Primordial Matter brings to tho Soul tho desired 

iruit of even auch acts o.a ho has not done, then bow is it that. ot o.U times, 

on tha desire appearing for rmything, the dooiree of all men do not become 

ntllilled 1 
It might be argued that-" It does not bocomo fu!Jill&d becauso its cause, 

n the form of Merit, is not present". 
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The '"'"wor to tha~ is that Primol'dial illaU.r .,....,,"' llllrul ;,. 11eotl of 
ar<yt/ii11g .Z...-ll'arit is a product of Primordial i\latfur, and "-' such non
difrorcl\t fl'om it; consequently it must. bo ulwoyH prc."cnt; nnd tho d011i1'ed 
fruit muat thc•·ufo•·o nlway8 o pp01.r. For instunco, oil things (for the Su>ikli!Jil) 
nro included under the t.wo categorie8 of • Primordial lfotter ' And • Soot t, 
snd I h..., aro always close to one anothor; so I but tho fruit should be olw!Lys 
there. 

l'hon again, if it is tho dosired fruit that Primordial )fattor bring~~ to 
the Soul, why then does it present to him what is und..,;mblo ! For 
oortainly no ono dosi<es what is undooirablo.-{293) 

l!'tu'ther, if Primordlol Matter proo&uts the thing to tho Soul,-oven 
so, it cannot be rliJlt to regard him as tba • enjoyer •, os he ia unmoditlablo.
Tbis is what is poiutod ou~ in tho foUowh1g-

'tEXTS (21»-295). 

lJ,•, AT THE TL\If: 011' B1S J<NJO\'L.'<O A TiliNG, THERE IS NO ~IOD!l'ICATION 
IN THE SoUL,--'I'IlEN W: CA...'il<OT BB TlDl 01t.joyer; NOR CAN 

l'R.lloiORDIAL lliTTBR BB 011' ANY SIIRVIOB TO JID!.-IJr 
(ON 'I'BE O'I'HER RAND) THBIUl IS MODMOATION nr IIIM, 

TREN BlS liT.ElRNALITY DISAl'PEARS ; AS '?dODil'I· 
<aTION ' CONSISTS IN ber.om.i11g cMflged iniA> 
IOmdJ&ing el.ia ; AND JIO\V COO'LD ANY SUOR 

OllANGll BE POSSIDL'Il IF TJIE S oUL 
RBJI!AII'JID IN' TJDI S.u!E CONDITION 

A.LW.&.Y$ l-(21»-295) 

COMMENTARY 

If tho Soul is not mado to undergo 'modification' into Joy and Sorrow 
duo to Pleasure ond Pain Md 80 forth,-tJton ho would be j11st Uke .lkaoha, r>nd 
hence be cannot be tho Enjoyer; and Primordia! ll1atttr aZ.O cannot be of any 
&el'11iU tol~im.-{such is tho constl"uct.ion of tboSon«mce];-becouse noae.rvice 
can be rendered to that whiob is wunocliftable.-lf then. it be adi:nittod that 
the Soulio modlfioble,-thon there is tho undesirable contiogonoy of his loaing 
his otornality ; boonuse what we moon by the ' Non-eternality ' of a thing 
is that it dooo not remain in tba ""mo form alwnys ; and u this would be 
there, if the Soul were modiflabl&, how oould bG be eternal f As what is 
meant by • otoruality • is th8t tba thing should retain the same form always. 
-(20<1.-295) 

Tho following text pro,oidos another oxplanotion of the Soul heing tho 
• enjoyor '-from the standpoint of tho other party :-

; 
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TEXTS (296.297). 

Tllll J10LLOWINQ MIGilT BB 1TBOED-" FmsT OF ALL TRl'l CoSliiiO !NTBLLEOT 
BBCOMJ!S EVOLVllD IN TliE :rorur OF TRE OB.T.EOT ; AND WHEN 

TIUS OBJliCT HAS Blll!lN ' DETERMINED UPON ' (DEIIINI'JD) 
BY CoSMic !NTELLl~OT, •mE S:r:>mn• ATTAINS rr. TII17S 

B1S ORA.RAO'tER 011 BEINO TilE 'ENJOYER' IS 
TRROUGU THE A.PPEARANOE OF THE REI1LEOTION ; 

AND THE SPmrr ~'EVER RENoUNcES ms OWN 
NAT'O'R£."-{296-297) 

CO~DlENTARY 

'The Spirit is not hold to the ' cnjoyer • in the ~L\80 thnt. he bocomes 
m.odijlt(l : what is mennt ill thnt he becomes so by way o( tho nppenranco 
t.hol'ein of t ho objeot ' doterminod • by Cosmio Intolloot. 'l'hn.t is to 
so.y, the object, first ot all. ontors af; a roflooted imngo in tl1o mirror 
of Cosmio Intellect,-eltis ro6ootod image of the objoot then becomes 
trans.£erred into Spirit, which h• tho second refiootiu.g mirror ; and this 
ia whnt constitute!~ the Spirit. being the 'enjoyer' (of t.bc object); and 
not his undergoing m«<ifl<>aJion. By tbe mere trnnafuonco of the reflected 
imago, tbe Spirit dooo not renounce his own n&ture, becau.oe, like tbe 
llirror he remains: just u ho wn.s.-Thus, in tbo orgumont tha.t was 
urged above (by the Buddhist agftiMt the SchU:/tya) te lho effect tbet 
''what is non-diffl'll'ent.io.tod !tom the non-ortjoyer oonnot.. bo tho onjoyer etc. 
oto.' (under Text, 288)-i.ho Ronooll is found to be' inconolu•iv& •.-(200-297) 

Th& answer to this is supplied in the followit\g-

TEXT (298). 

OUR ANSWER TO THIS :IS AS l'OLLO\VS :-IF THE REI1LEOTION UFEA.BS lN 
THE SAME FORM (AS TRB REBLE=o SUBSTANOB), TilE!'< TBll 

S.UlE LLUliLITY TO 1 APPBA.B.A.NO'.B AND DISAPPEARANCB 1 

lU:M.AI:<S.-!11, ON TRE OTBll:R RA-'<1>, IT :IS DITIIERENT, 
THEN THE SPIIUT OANNOT Rll TBE enjoyer.-{208) 

OO~'IMENTARY 

You hold lhnt tbe retlection of the objcct in Cosmic> In tollect becomes 
t.mn.a:ferred to the Spirit, who iR like a. second mirror ;-now if this reflection 
in Spirit is non-different from tbe Spirit itself, then the Spirit •cmnin$liable to 
• ap~rance and d.isap~""" ' •• urged abe,·e; for t.IIA> simple ........,n that 
hn ia non-difie<ent from (idolltiOed with) the Re6ection, which is liable to 
appearance and disapJlO!Irance.- lf, Oil the otber hnnd, tho viow held is thnt 
the R<oftoction is oomothing different from the Spirit, tholl ho cannot be tho 
'onjoyer '; as his condition would not be different- in nny way from what it 
wn.e when he wns not the • ca~joyer •.-Nor can it be rlght t.o regard the Spirit•s 
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obarootor of ooing the • Enjoyor • as being due to his oont.o.ct with the ro6ootion 
of the objoct; as there can bo no 'contnct • between two such ontitios as 
do not bcrul6t eMb otb<>t in any ...,.y,-(208) 

TEXT (299). 

lP PBIMORDUL 1\:Lu'nR OPBB.ATES TOWARDS BRINOtliO Ali011T TRB 
DIVIIR3UIBD ORRA'I'lO!J, IN AOOORDABOE 'W1TJ{ TKB (8PnuT'S) 

1 DESmB TO SBI' AND THE RltST,-TREN 110\V 0..-L.~ IT 
ne in.tenti6nt 1-(299) 

Then ogain, if Primordial Matter kMw or the SpirWe 'desire to - ' 
etc.-then it might bo tOBOnablo to rogard ita activity to be for the ao.ke of 
the Spirit, nnd to bo in (Lcoordance with his ' desire to aoo ' otc. ;..-...es a. mo.ttor 
of lac~, however, t.btJ soid :\ratter is it.aolf in.ma.timt,-evcn when in contact 
with the S..ntieni. Spirit ;-it eann.oHben be rigM to regnrd ita aetivity as 
brought ubont ns by tho oon:.net of the Lame nnd tbe Blind. Becnuao even 
though tbo Blind man dooo not soe the road, yet ho know• of the Lruno man's 
dosire, booouso he is h.iDUJolf senlient. Primordial Ma.tt.or however cMWot know 
the Spirit/8 'desire to 100 • oto., beoouso b<>ing insentient by ita very nature, 
it is ,._,.,.;oou.- Nor ia it possible for these two-Spirit and Primordial 
Mattet-to be re!al<>d Uko the Lame and the Blind,- there """ be nb 
mutu.a.l bonefit in their 0880.-(299) 

TEXT (300). 

PJUMORDUL :MAn1m JQIOWS RO\V TO l'RODUOB THll SoUP AND OTIIBR 
TRINOS, AND YET DOES NOT KNOW ROW TO BAT (IINJOY) TIIBM, 

-WIU.T OAl! Bll MORB Il!OOl!ORUOUS TJU.l! TUJS 1-(300) 

COMMENTARY 

11 ~~ be bold that Primordial ?.ratter aotualiy knoiDI or the Spirit'• • desire 
to soo' nod the rest of it.-then it muat have to bo rogardod ns bou\g the 
' Enjoyot· • n.lao. Row can one who knows how to produeo a thing nob know 
how to enjoy it ! Hence what can be more incongn1oua thao that Primordial 
Matter knows bow to produce things, but does not know bow to enjoy tbam ! 
The rnMning is that nothing can be more iueon.gruou& The Cook who 
prepares tho eoup and otbar things cannot bo regardod no not knowing bow 
to eat (enjoy) them. l'he particle 'ili • should bo to !con ns underai.oocl 
after ' vij4 <IJi '.-(800) 

In the foUowing text tho Auobor set• forth the answer likely to be given 
by the other party :-
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TEXTS (301-302). 

IB IT BJ;J ARGUBD THAT-" IN AS>U10H AS PRIMOJ.U>IA.L 1\IATTER IS ll:QtJ.tPPiilD 

wrra COSMIC INTELLECT, ALL THIS CANNOT BE INCOMPATIBLE 

WITH ITS NAT'O'RE 11,--THEN, ON TilE GllOUND OF ITS :BE·mG 

EQU.tPPED WITH INTELLECT, rr WOULD RAVE TO BE 

POSSESSED OF SENTIENCE .U.SO,-:t.l:KE TBE SENTillNOE 

IN SPmtTS. BECAUSE ' INTEJ.LEOT •. ' VoLrrioN •, 

c CoNSCIOUSNESS ', 'FJl:lilLINQ ', {KNOWING',-

ALL TRIS IS EXPRESSIVE 011 Sentien.ce.-
(301-302) 

COMMEJ).'TARY 

• All lh·is '-i.o. o.ctin.g in accordance with the Spirit;' a •. doaire to see, and 
the l'CSt ;-' i ts nature '- its ch.a.t·a.o~r of Pt·imordia.l Matter.- What is mea-nt 
is this-., Even though Prilnordio.ll\fo.tte·r is not of the nat\U'e of Sentience, 
yet it is equipped with Oosmio Intellect which is of the nature of ' deter
mination' ,-and thus it can know of the Spirit's' desire to know • ot.c., a.nd a.et 
accordingly ; so that there is no incongruity at all " . 

The answer tc this is that on~ uround of it• being equipped with lnldlut, 
etc. etc. That is tc say, if it is admitted that Primordial Matter is equipped 
with Intelleot, then it should have tc bo regarded as endowed with Sentiena 
a.lso, like the Spirit; as 'Buddhi • (l ntelloot) ote. a-re only so many synon~>mS 
of • Sent·iencc '. For instance, that which is of the nature of light and has 
its form known by itseU and shines independently of oil else, is 'Son~ionce ' ; 
and this character is present in Buddhi (Intellect) also; why t-hen should 
this latter not bo the same as S~ience t specially as apart from Intellect, 
we do not perceive o.ny other fonn of Sentience, by virtue of wh.ich tbia 
distinct nature could be attributed to Spirit.-(301-302) 

!11 the followi•>g Text, t he other party proceeds to show that Buddhi 
(Intellect) is something difiorent from 'Sentience • :-

TEXT (303) . 

" CoSMic INTELLECT MUst• BE rnsENTmNT BY rrs NATURE,- LIKB SoUND 

ODOUR, TASTE .-L'<"D OTHER TBINOS,~N ACCOUNT OF THE T\VO 

REASONS OF being produw/, AND being peri$l1ahle " ,-
IF TRIS BE YOUR VIEW-{ then the answer is as 

stated in the following Text ].-(303) 

COMMENTARY 

The opponent's argument is formulated thus:- '' VVha.tover is character
ised by the character of being produ.eed-, being peri81~able, and tho like,-must 
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bo i1Uonlient,-<l.g. TMt.e etc. ;-Cosmic Intolleot is so chnroetorisod; henoo 
this mwot bo a ....eon based upon tbo nature of thinS" (for regruding it aa 
·-nl~nl). "--{303) 

Tho following Text nnswot•s thiA nrgumont :-

TEXT (30i ). 

IF Tml REAsoNS ADDUCED AB.lll MEANT TO BE SIILII•SUl'FIOIBNT, THEN 
TB:BY ABll 1tol admiJUd BY BOTH (PAR'I'IltS); ll' 'l'lB BEASONS ABH 

)o{]l.U."r TO BE Th"DmECr, 'I'IIB~ 'I'II:£RII IS NOTHING TO ANNUL 
TltE CONTRARY CONOLUSION.-(304) 

OO~IMENTARY 

The roo.sot> that bu boon put formud,-io it rneo.nt to prove tbo conclu
sion dire<:tly or indirectly (per Red!Adio ad ai!IUI"d"m) !-It directly, then the 
Reo.aon. adduced is • not admitted • by ejther on.o or the other of 
the two (l<lrtiCII; for instanco, tho ' producibility • of thin.gs that the 
Buddhiot 1\(imit.. la in the form of tbe production of oomothing that 
did not exist beforo,-simil...-ly, tho 'poriihability • of things tl>At the 
Buddhist admit.. is of tho nMuro of comploto destructioo,- whilo ~mch is 
not tho ' producibility ' or ' porishnbility ' that is odmittod by you, the 
Sankllyo : "" you regard tbom 118 boing of tbe natw-o of • appoarnnee • and 
' diat>ppo...-anoe' rospectively; and tbe form in which you admit th- is 
not tho ono that la admitted by tho Buddbiot; houoo tho reoaon comes to be 
' not ndmittod ' by oithor ono or the other (l<lrty. Tho more admission of tho 
verbo.l expression does 11ot provo tho admission or Ulo ROMOn ; the o.dmieaion 
of o. fact is proved by " fact, 118 i~ is only a !net Umt can be the oo.....,. This 
has boon thus declared-' In tho CMO of such fallo.cieo "" }'nisi~· and tho like, 
even though the verbal exprossion ma.y bo qt1ite corroot-, the R.c-Mon rnn.y 
be t•egnrded o.s fnllaoious, as it ie only 11 faot that can provo a ro.ct.' 

If it be held that the R.lo.oon adduced is mennt to prove the conclusion 
indirrdl!J: even so, inasmuch aa no r6118on ho.s "->adduced ,.hich would annul 
(o.nd make impossible) a concluoion ooutmry to the ono intended, the tt.·o 
reasonfJ nddueed must be rognatlcd as • inconclusive '. V\'hat is Utero, for 
instance, to obsh·uct the notion tlU>t' producibility' nnd • porishabili~y' belong 
to Smlien<•? 

AI for tbe assumption of tho Sunkllya in the following Kllri/ca,-" AI the 
insentient milk flows out for the growth of the Calf, •o does Primordial 
Mc.ttor act townrd.t t.lte libcrntiou of tho Spil'it" (Suitkhya-l(ilrika, 57),-tltis 
is not t> O()und t>88umption at 1111 ; becawre it is not independently by it.solf 
that the Milk llo'vs for the Ot>lf'a growth; what happona ia HU>t tbe milk 
is produced by pert.ioular causes functioning oecnsionally ; nnd when produced, 
the milk bocomt>S t.lto means of the cali's growUt; and it io in this sonoo thnt 
it ia soid that • ovon the insentient thing ncls '. No such activity however 
is poasible for Primordial Matter; because, inamluch a.s Primordinl 
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Matter is eternal, and therG co.n bo no ot,hor cause except itself,-it cannot 
be right to roge.rd i ts Potency ns only occasionally active, on account of being 
dependent upon certain causes operating only occasiono.lly. Nor can. it be 
right to roga.rd the snid Potency of Primordial Ma.t tor to be inl>orant in it; 

. for, if that were so. then ns the C&.tt$6 in its perfect form would bo always 
present, tho en tiro purpose of all mon, in. the form ' prosperi t.y ' and ' highekt 
good ', would be brought about all at onoo.- (304) 

It might bo argued tho.t--" 'rbere may be non-difference botwC6n CMmic 
lntellectand.Semience; even so the fact of its boingSpil'i t romaius unden.icd "
The answer to this ia givon in tho following-

TEXTS (305 -306). 

T:a:ERE IS NO IIARM DONE TO US BY THE lllllltl!J A.l'PLIOATION OF THE TERM 

' SPIRIT ' TO Sentience; WHAT WE ASSllltT IS TUAT ITS eternality 

IS DI:BPIOULT TO PROVE ; BECAUSE THE EYE AND Ol'R:ER 

TBlNGS SERVE A }'RUITVUL PURPOSE. IF Sentience 
WEJU!l EVERLASTING, THEN ALL SUCH TDJ:NGS AS Till! 

EYE AND THE REST WOUJ,D BE USELESS ; E.G. Tl!liRll 

WOUL"O DE NO USE }"OR THE FUIIL IF FIRE 

WERE II\TERLASTIN0.-(305-306) 

\Vhat we deny is not moroty the a pplying of the SRm&' Spirit' to Sentience ; 
what wo do deny is tho property of • eternality , tho.t is imposed upon it.
'Vlhy? '- Becausosuch things o.s the Eye, tho Light, the ) find an.d tho like serve 
a fruitful purpose. Otherwise, if Sentience were evel'lasting- eternal-then 
the Eye and the rest would be entirely useless; "" the only purpOM served by 
those is the bringing about of Stntience (Cognition); nnd thoro cM be no brinJ;· 
ing a.bout of what is eternaL-An example is cited.--Tiiere tooulcl be tie~; 
-i.e. if firo woro evorlnsting, then poople would not fetch fuel for t he Ught.ing 
of fire. 

F1·otn all this i t follows that Sentience co.nuot be Etorn.nl. (305-306) 

Another arg.unont put forward by the Sanklly" (in Kcirika 17) is that 
u all composite things n.ro found to be for another's u..c;o".-Tho n.nthor pro · 
ceeds to exa.mine who this ' anothor ' is :-
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TEXTS (307-310). 

TuB JIACTr 01' '1'HE EYE Jri'O. BEING J'OR 'ANO'l'RER'S USB • 1S ASSliRTBD 
(BY T1tB 8<i1i.l:hya), ON TJJE OBOtn-"1> 01' TliBI& BEING ' COMPOSIT11 
TJIINQS ', J:.tKE TD11 BED, SEAT AND SUOR TIIINGS.- !Jr IT 1S 
MEAN~' llY THIS TO PBOVFl TIIAT Tlt8Y SERVm TIIB PURPOSE OF 
SOM:ETIDNG ELSE WUIOB IS CAPABLE Ol' IIAVING ADDITIONAL 
PBOPER'I'IF.S PRODUOitD IN IT,....JfRBN 'WliA.'r lS SOUGHT TO liE 
PBOVBD IS ALRRADY ADMITl'BD ; INASMUOR AS TilE SAID EYE 
:&TO. Al<ll ADIDT'rED J)Y US TO nB HELPIWL TO COGNITION. 
QN ~'liE O'rHER HAND, IB IT 1S MllANT TO PROVE THAT TJIJIY ARE 
HXLPYIIL TO SOMET!IINO THAT 1S vnmod\fiable,....JfRBN m:B RRASOIIING 
IS OPEN TO Tm1 I'ALLA.OY OJr TB1I CORBOBO~ !NSTA.'<OJI 
JlEINO DEVOID 011 TRB PROBA...'<DUM; AS 'l'IIII THINGS OITBD AS 
'1'1IB INSTANCE Al<B ALSO liELPJJ'IIL ONLY TO WHAT IS MODILB 
(PERISDAllL!i) .-LAS'rLY, IF WIUT IS :\OilAi'<T 1'0 J)ll J/ROVllD IS 
MERELY THE VAGUE GENERAL JrAU'r 01' T1IEIR Bllll!G HELI'IIUL TO 
'&"lOTB.ER ',-BVBN 80, THE RBASON WOULD DB StJPER¥LUOO'S; AS 
TIDCY ARB ALREAI>Y ADMITTED TO BB BELPI10L TO TRB l\{IND.
(307-3 10) 

OOMMEN'l'ARY 

The 'another • tha~ ia meant,-{<>) ia i~ one eapablo of having additionel 
properti.ee produoed in ib f-<>r (b) ono incapable of ho.ving auc:h additions.! 
properties produced, nnd hence unmod\fl<Wie 1-or (o) what is m&nnt to 
be proved ie the mere vl\guo faot of ' being for another's purpoco •, 
which io plOMing enough eo long as it ill not ex<Unined I-These are the three 
&lternat.iveo I)OSSihle. 

Under tha first alternative (<>), tbo reuoning provet what is already 
admitted; AI . we also admit that the Eye ete. are helpful to Cognition ; 
liS is cloor from the statemont that 'Th"'t Cognition wl1iob originates f•'Om tiu> 
Eye aud tho Colours io Vi.tual P•rC4plion, a.nd thut Cognition which 
originates from the whole body nnd the toucbablo thing;l is Bodily 
(Tadiu) pcr<:ep~io... • 

Under tho oecond alternative (b), the Reason is ' oontmdietory '; thio 
is wlUlt is •hown in tho toxt 309. If tho Eyo, ete. are moont to bo provod 
n.s helpful to somothillg thnt is unmodi6ablo (eternal), thon n.s the ROMon 
is found, in the instance cittKl, to bo c.oncoDlitant with tho contrary of the 
Probandum, it beoomeo • Oontradietory' ; beoeuse tho D<><l and other thingo 
(cited ao inotan""") are BCtually fo=d to be helpful to what is mobi/4, i.e., 
non-eternal ; in "" much M it is impoo~iblo to add to the properties of what 
is unmodijlable. 

(e) Lru.tly if these alt<lrnatives are oxoluded, .. nd wh .. t is meant to be 
proved is merely tha vague general faot of ' being for another's p...,_ ', 
oven so i~ would be provi11g what is already edmitted; 03 tha Eye and the. 
rest are 84tually admitted (by us) to be iu>lpful to tho Mind. If tl•o Mind 
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olso is inoludod in tho Probandum (along with tho Eye etc.), ns hold by the 

Naiyliyik<u, ovon so, what yo11 dosiro is not provocl; as you do not hold the 

Spirit to bootborthon the Mind. Nor does the orgumont provowhotia wa.ntod 

by the Naiyayi/.:tu; beoouoo it ia already admittod that the Eye And the 

rest. are 'for another's putp086 ', in the sense that they aro holpful to one 

another ; specially as the notion or 'another' is puroly relnt.ive, liko tbo notion 

of ' near and Cnr •. 
Then ogBinJ the ' eomposit.o obaract(w , thnt. iH ttsaumcd in the l\Iind 

is n.ctually thoro, inasmuch a~ it tokos in the holp•·cudcrod by sovorn.l causes ; 

and to thia oxtent yonr reaoon would be 'unpl'Ovon' also (if tho ~Iin<l also 

iJ; included among' the Eye and the ""'t ').-(307- 310) 

End of the Examination of the Siil\khya Doctrine of ' Soul '. 



CHAPTER VII. 

SECTION (D). 

TA. Doelrim of' Soul' according to the Digambara JainM. 

OO~IMJ':NTAlW 

Tho Au~hor now prO<lcodi! to reh1to the 'S011l' postulated by tho Diu· 
ambaro (J~>ina) ,_ 

TEXT (311). 

TBE Jai1148, LlXB Tin: Minuim&aktu, ASSERT THAT THll PERsoN (SOUL) 
lS OflARAOTBRISBO DY f SENTil:CNOE I ; TirA'l\ IN 1!BE FORM 

011 ' SUl!STANOE ', IT IS indU4iWl, AND m TBE POIIM 017 
• S1700£SSI\'E FACTORS·. IT JS oxcltUi .... -(311) 

OOilliENTAltY 

'Jaitws ', i.e., tho Di!(OmOO:rM.-'l'hoy n.s;;ert M follows :-" Tho Soul 
is eho.rootorised by Se,Uiet'"' only; nnd in tl16 form of Sub•tana, it rcmnina the 
same undor all 1tates, and aa 8UCb is 'inclusive' (oomprchc!Diive) in it.o nature; 
while in We form of .......,; .. factors, b&ng distinct with aoch stata, it is 
' oxelooive ' in its naturo. This two.fold ehe.ractar of tl>o So1ll is cognised 
by direct Porception, ancl hence doos not stand in noocl of being proved by 
other proo£B. Thus tiU\t ' Sentience' which is foWid t.o eontinuo to oxist 
tnrough all tbc states, •••on thongh theo!O otateo aro dlvorse, in tho forma of 
Pleasure and the rest, -ia • substance' ; while tbo 'successive foctora' con· 
sist of tho diverse state8 which appeor one after the other ; and nil these 
oie disth'lctly pcreeivGd ". 

Such is the viow of the other party (tho Digambai"IJ JaiMB).-{811) 

The refutlltion of tbio •·iew ~ with tho following-

TEXT (312) .. 

UNnER Tlllil vmw ALSo, u THE '"'moclifitd StrBSTANOll IS ooNNEOTEo 
WITH TilE 811«U8ili4 Factor •• TliEN Tll:l!Bll :Ill NO X>In'ERENOE 

(OJIANOE) IN 1'1', ..urn, IN TlLI.T OASl!, 1'1' OOULD NOT l!ll 
LlAllLE TO MODIFIOATION.- (312) 

COMMENTARY 

There aro two opiniono possiblo '-(a) The Subotanoe Wet exi.lta in the 
form of Sentie"" may bo connected with the • succossive factors in ita un.-
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t'Mtlifi«l form, i.e .• without ronounciug its previous chnrncter or • Sc.oti.cncc '' 

or (b) it is connected with the •successive fac:tors\ in ita modified form, i.e., 
in & form in which tho previous chamorer has boon abcl.ltdoned. If this 
latter view be aeeopted, t.hon thoro is disappearn.nee of tho • eternality ' 
(of tho Soul); as under this viow, there would be no ainglo entity existing 
~hroughout the •eries of ouocesaivo factors. If tho formor view bo accepted 

-that it is oonnoct&d io. it8 tmmodifted form,- then thoro ia no diJ!trcnce, i .G., 
change, "" botwoon tho proooding and succeeding states ; so thnt tho S<>Ilti

onoo would n<» beli<lble 10 mod~i<m; i.o., it has to ho rognrded"" unmodi-
6able; as • modification ia of tho naturo of • change •, becoming something 

oloo. And yet it is hold te be modifiable. Tho nrgumeot may be for

mul&ted as follo,.,. :-Whon t> thing cannot be differentiated between its 

proceding and succooding ot&tes, it e&nnot ho regnrded a. modifiable; e.g. 

the Akli•ho. ; Sentience is not differentiated nt nU in any •tnte ; oo tha.t 
tile \Vidor ohnracrer being abeon~ (tho narrower ono must bo denicd).-(312) 

In the following toxto, it is urged f•·om the stnndpoint of tho JaiM 

that; tbe roason just put forw-nrd is 'unproven', ' not a.dmit.t.cd ' :-

TEXTS (313-315). 

"WUEN St;nti~ IS SPOKll:t< Or AS 'OJ>"ll ', 1T IS WITH ll.ErERENO'E TO 

SPAOE, TIME AND NATlmE ; \VB:E>< rr xs SPOKEN or AS 'DIF

IIER:&NT ', 1T IS WITH 1\IIURBNOE TO NU>IllllR, 0HARAOTRBISTIO, 

NA)IIil-AND ];'uNm•roN.- WHEN wE SPEAK 011 TIIB 'JAR • (SINGULAR) 

AND n'S 'CoLOUR AND Tillil RlJST' (PLtrnAL), THEllJI IS DD"llliRENOB OF 

'NUMB~' ..6.ND 'NA11D!I•; 'l'BERB IS ALSO DIFFBRBNOB OP' 1 NAT"tm.E', 

ll<A.SMUCH AS 'll<OL'OSIVBNESS' (OOMPRERENSIVENESS) IS TBll 

:t<.I.T'OJI.Iil OF Tlll: 8uh81anu Jar, WBILE 'EXOL'OSIVJ!NllSS' (DISTBI· 

B~"11SS) IS '1'IDI :t<.I.TORE or TBll SUGUUioe Fad4r8 IN TBll 

l"OIW Olr Colour and the n.tt; A..'<D TBlll\ll IS DD'I':Rll.ENOll ALSO 07 
1 :wu-NCI'lON ' ; IN ASMtJOH AS T.B:B PtTB.rOS:ES S»!tVBl) .BY TBB TWO 

ARE DI:FIIERENT.--Snm...i.RLY BETWEEN THE 'Sl7BSTA.NOll' AND TBll 

'SuooESSIVE FAorons •.-Tnus Sub&tanu IS NOT ABSOLUTELY 

11Mif!eremiated, AS IT DOJ;S DEOOME DI:FE.FJRENTIATED IN THE 

IrORM or THE Succusive .ll'ac«>rs."-(313- 316) 

COMMENTARY 

If t.ho BubstDnc. were abeolut.ely different from tho •u<«ui«> faaor•, 
t.hon no differentiation in it would be possible; booanse, on lho ground of 

thoir non-difference regnrding plaoe, tinle and nature, the two are hold to 

bo ono o.nd tbo sa.me; as a mo.tter of fa.ct, however, tho t\vO are diiferont as 

rogardo nwnber and othor fnctoro ; for instance, tho diEforonco regarding 
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11wnber is th.u.t whilu thu aubltatlte iH one, tho aucce.~8ive factor~ o.re many; that is, 
tha Substance ia clunaoto.riY.od by the nwnber ~one'. while the Succusive 
.Factors-l?lt~~MiltO n.nd tho l'flit.--O.l'C obaractorizod by tho number • many' ; 
tho 1W1u·e of tho two also ia difJeront: ino.smuoh as the Sub.ltan.ee. i$ ' com
prehocwi.vo' in nature. wh.ilo tho Succu•i-vo Jlactora aro • distributive' (e.."t
clusive). The term • ~anjM ' et.o.n<W for Nan-.e : and 'artl&a' for caion, 
jundiJm. Thia ha$ bean lhWI stated:-' Between tbe qualiJied and tbe 
qualificataon, there is ...,.,..,SiJ!cnna, duo to non-difference in their plaoo, 
time and natw<>, but thore il difl...- duo to diJieronoo in their number, 
name, natw<> and function, as il found between the Jar and ito Colour and 
other properties • ; tha~ i.e, betwoen tho Jar and its Colour, etc., there is non
diJior<>nco regarding plaoe, oto., while the Jar il diJiorent from Colour eto., 
regarding number, oto. ; o.g. the Jar il OM while ita properties, Colour and 
tbe reot., o.r& mnay. TII.OfO ia difJeronoo i.n their name also : whilo the ono 
ia named 'Jar •, tbo otlwr il named ' Colour and tbe reot '. There ia diJier
onoe rcgnrding their natw<> also : \Vhilo tbe Subetance, in tbe abapeoftbe Jar, 
otc., is comprcheMivt in ita nn.t.uro, the Succea:si.ve Factors, Colour 
ote., are dia,ribt.ti... There ia diJicrenoe in thair f~ilm also: tho Jar 
serv.., tho purposo of conwining -· while Colour and tho rest serve tho 
pnrposo of lending ool<mr to tlus cloth t>nd ao forth. 

What has boon J!l\id abovo (rogarding tho Jar ond Colour ete.) should be 
undoretood to hold rcspootiug tho oubotanu • Soul ' which is of the nature 
of 'Sontionoo' and the Suuuti .. Jl'a.ctorl, 'PIOMuro, Pain and tho rest'. In 
this ooao, tbo difJor<)noo ol ' funotJ.on • ehould be understood o.s folloW$ : 
Tbo function performed by Sontionoo is the 'apprehension of things •, 
while that perlormod by Pleoauro, Pain, ete. is happiness, unbeppinees, and 
the like. This ia whM ie ehown by the Tox:t, in tho words 'Rll,p4daya?>, . •. 
BIIAAhylls4rlj!V.Ivibhldi14 ' ; tha lattor term is to bo construed with the torm 
'draiJIIaparyiJyayo(•' nppooring later on (undor toxt 315); tbo various terms in 
the second lino of •roxt SI<l aro to bo const<-ued along with tboir reopective 
corrolnton : tbe colliJtruction being ' KIIMJabhld<l ' ' diJiernnce of purp060 • 
constitutes the • difttu·eno.e of lw\otiona '. o.nd 'cul-utlf'Ui, . . vy4vrtti ', 'Oompr-&
hensiveness and Diatribntivone&s' constitute the • difference of nature'. One 
sentence ends with the word 'dra"J!apary411"YOI> ' '~mil4rly b<lwun the 
~ta11u and tM. ~'""'"""' Ja<tort' (in lino I of,_., 316); and another sen
tence bog ins with the tarml 0 S ... m MiMntJno. ' 

' ThUI tlus Sub.ttonu, "'"- ', this euma up tbe fallnoy of being 'unproven' 
in tbe Roaaon (put fonvard by the Buddhiat u ag.inst the Jaina). What ie 
m06llt ia that, aa shown abovo, tileS~ ia notabeolutolyundiJierontU.ted; 
u a matter of faot, it b<lcomeo dil!oJMtiated thro1J8h the diversity in the 
leans of tbe SrMXU•i•• Pactoro ; and tbu.o Sub11<Jnce not being absolutely 
diJierent from tbe Succouioo PoCU;rl, ~be rOMOn put forward (by tbe 
B11ddhiat, in Toxt312) ' bcc:auu IMre ia"" dif!OT•-' lis 'unproven', 'no' 
,.... '.-(3 13-315) 

Tbe IUlS\O&r to tbe l\bove lllgUDiont of tbo Jaino ia provided in tho 
following-
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TEXT (316). 

' ONE·N.ESS ' (SAM.ENESS, IDENTITY) CONSISTS IN nrm-<lifferenu of nature 
WERE THERE J:fl THIS ' ONE-NESS' (llETWEEN TWO THINGS), 

THEN ' DDI"li'ERENOE ' (BETWREN TBEM) WOULD BE HARD TO 

PROVE IN ANY WAY; AS IN THE CASE OF TJIE FQID($ 011 

THE SUCCESSIVE FACTORS THEMSBLVES.- (316) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even admitting that there ia non-difference between the 'Subslat'l.U • 
and the 'Succusive Factors ',--such being the eaa.e, the • non-difference' 
should be ahsoltae; how then could there be' difference' bot.woon them, whioh 
is the contradictory of 'non-difference' ? It Cl\nnot be right to affirm an<l deny 
a. thing,~ffirma.tion o.nd denial beingmutuo.lly contradictory. For instance, 
when two things are spoken of a.s ' oD.e •, what is meant is that there is ' non· 
difforonco in their nature ( oharact.Cr )',-this ' non-difference • being inseparable 
from ' negation of difierence • ; a.nd when there is such ' non-diffc:renoo of 
character • (between the • subst$nce • and the 'successive factors' ), how 
could thoro be, a.t the same time, 'difieronca •, which is the negation of • non
difference ' ? This argument rna.y be formulated o.s follows :-In a case 
where there is no-n-4ifferenu between two things, there can be no room for 
difference, which i.s the contradictory of 1 non-difterence ' ; e.g. as is found 
in tho co.so of the same • successive factors * and the ' subst-ance ', in r&g$J'd 
to the specific individuality of each, where thore i• 'fiOn·diffttrena of ch<Jracter ; 
and botwoon 1 substo.nce * aud ' suc~ive factoL'S ', non-difforoneol is clearly 
present (benco there is perception of whn.t is contrary to the Probandum, 
i.e. differenee).-(316) 

Thus in reality, thoro being non~d.ifference between 'Substance' and the 
' Successive Fa.otors ', thoro cannot be any difierence between them as regards 
their ' oh&ra.ct&risties • also ; this is what is shown in the following-

TEXTS (317-318). 

THE ' ONE-NESS ' T.IIUS BBT'IVEEN ' SUBSTANcE ' AND ~'liE 'SuccESsiVE· 

FACTORS' BEING NOT·l'IGURATI'T.E (I.E. REAL), THE 'SUBSTANCE ' 

A.LSO SHOULD BE distributive {EXCLUSIVE), Lill:Jil THE l10&MS 
OPTRE' SuooESSI\TEFAOTOBS ' ; OR THOSE' SuCCEssiVE 

FAOTOBS' TRE.'>ISELVES SHOULD BB comprel!e'll8ive 
IN THEm ORAnAOTER, LIRE TRB 'SUBSTANCE'; 

BECAUSE THE ONE-NESS OP 'J;RESE WITH 

' SuBSTANCE ' IS DULY ESTABLISHED. 

-(317-318) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a. thing is non-different from another thing which .is ' exclusive •· 
in its nature, tho former also must be exclusive; as for exaDlpJo, th& forms 
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of the Sucecs;s.ive FActors thenlA&lVCoS ;-ond Substance is non.-differout rrom 
t-ho Sueeessh·o Factors, which t\1'6 e;ulw-ive ; 1110 t.bnt. lhero is n nntu.ral rOft.!Wn 
(for lho Subf!t.Mco lllso bcing ....ZU.iu).-or (U>e argumon~ may b6 •toted in 
anothor rorrn)-\VJ-en a thing i9 non-different fro1n another which is1nc/usive in 
cha.roott"r, the forrnor otso mu&t bo inclusive; o.g. the fortn o[ t.ho • SubKtnnco '; 
and the 'SucCC~S:Sivo li"ncton' in tho ro:rm o£ Ploosuro, etc. aro nou-diff6tent 
from the ' Subrtan~ ' which is inclf41it:e ; honco this is n natura.l rea&On (for 
regarding th- M inch..,iw). If thio wero no~ ~o. then AA tlto fate befalling 
them would be difforont, tho two woul<l htwo to bo rcgnrdcd n.s diffttrent. 

TheM i• nlso nn nrg<lllleot which aonulo the contrary of the concllltion, 
in the fonn that-" if tl~ Jl08'<'1o--<;ed o! eoutnldietory properti"" would 
bo rcgnrdod as.,..,, thoro would oo an ond to all blltin..,.."-(317-318) 

TEXT (319). 

F&Oll ALL TIDS lT lrOLLOWS THAT Tl'fi~RBIS NO SUCH LASTING ' SOJJSTANOll ' 
AS TilE ' SoUL' AND THE LIKE ; BECAUSE THEY ARE NOT DIFFERENT 

l'ROM Tll1: 'SUCCBS.'!IVE FACTORS ',-LIX& TUJI FORM 
011 Tn~ • SuO<lESSIVE FACTOltS' 'I'HEMSELVJ:S.-{319) 

OOMMENTARY. 

Tba phrase 'and tli• lib • is moont to ineludelho Jar, Grains and other 
~.-{319) 

Tho following to-xt sot.a fol'th the upt~hot of tho aoeoud, • indirect ', 
proof:-

TEXT (320). 

NoNE OY TBE '8uOOJ:SSIVX FACTOBS 'ALSO O.lli liE BESET wrm 'Al'PI!AR· 
ANOI! A...'m DI8APPEA.RANOB ',-DBCUUSll THJIY ARE NON· 

DI111111RIINT PROM. SUDSTANOll ',-Ltltll THlll'IIRl!L"ENT 
I>'Oml OJI •rll.JI' SUDSTANOII. '-(320) 

OOliMENTARY. 

The t.oxt bo.s uddod tho clnuso ' liko tho pormanont form of tho Sub· 
stanoo ' in view of tho n.rgument that u Ino.emuoh as SubJJta~ also ie hold 
to be l>ooel wW• appwrance and dilappwranco, thero can be no abeence 
of tbo Probandum in the ~ ". The compound 'ftiyat4lma • ia to be 
taken na " KamllJI:fhiJraya, t.ba mOI!olling boing ' t.ba eternal !orm-natur~ 
in the shnpo of S..OIJanco and so forth' .-(320) 

The foUowing •text elinchee the argumont :-
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TEXT (321). 

F oR TRIS REASON IT SHOULD BE ADMITTED, EITIIEI.t THAT TREaE XS 

ABSOLUTE DESTRUOTXON OF ALL, OR 1'HAT ALL IS PEIV:IIANENT 

(ETERNAL) ; excl'U8iveness AND inclusiveness COULD NOT 

E XIST IN ANY SINGLE TRING.- (321) 

OOM:MEN'£ARY. 

Any such comprehensive entity as ' S\lbstance ', cannot bo accepted, 
not only booa.uso it is non-djflorent in nature from the 'truccessive fact.ors ', 
but also for the following rooson (shown in the next text), it is not perceived 
apart. from the • successive factors ' even wben the conditions of its per· 
ception at·e present, and hence it should be treated as ' non-existent '. This 
is what is explained in the following-

TEXT (322). 

As A MATTER OF FAC7r, TllllltJ'HS NO PERCEPTION OF' StmSTANCE ' ,WHICH 

SliOULl> BE PEMEPTillLE, AS SO~rETlliNG PERMEATING THMUGH 

(AND coMPREHENSIVE OF) THE 'SucCEsSIVE FAOTORS ', 

-HENCE IT OANNOT BE REGARDED AS EXISTING, 

- LIKE THE 'SKY·LOTI1S '.-{322) 

COMMENTARY. 

'l 'his shows that the sta.temcnt that u 1'ho Soul, in the form of Subst.ance, 
is permeo.ting through. the 'Successive Factors', is apprehended by perception 
itself 11 is not true; because o.s o. m.a.tter of fact, no such substance as 'Soul' 
is perceived to appear, in that comprehcllSive (all-embracing) form, in 1>ny 
suoh Cognition as i.s admitted (by all parties) to be' SollSe-porceptiot> '.-(322) 

Quution.- u If it is so,- i.e .. if thoro is no such substance as 'Soul', 
apart from the 1 Successive FtLQtors ', - how do the distinctions of Number 
etc.. come about ? " 

The Answer is provided in the following-

TEXT (323). 

IN FAOT, TiliNG$ ARE CAPABLE 011 DIVERSE li'RI11TFUL AOTIONS ;-T!UlY 

ARE OAUSES OF THE NOTIONS 01>' ' SL\!ILAlU'rY ' AND THE BEST ; 

-AND TllEY ARE AllrENABLE TO CONVENTIONAL VERBAL 

EXPRESSIONS CONNOTING SUCH TRINGS.- (323) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 'fruitful action.$ ',--of the ' successive fnct.ors ', Colour ete.,-aro 
' diverse '-of various kinds-distinguished 0.$ similar and di8similar ;-tho 

14 
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'similar' actions are the Holding of 1DdttT &.nd tho like, and tho • disgjmjlar' 

act.iollB are tJ>o colouring of cloth, the bringing about of vau.aJ poreeption and 
the like ;-of thooe actions, tho 'Successive FIICtonl' are COip&blo. Tl•us is 
tho oompound to be ana!Y$00. As rega:ds t.ho • aimilM action', nU tho 
' SuCCCMivo Facton' aro used simultaneously ; honce in order to indicate 
their common causal efficieney,-cvcn though there ia no common identical 
Substance permeating through them, and ovon though they are difierent 
from each othor, yet-thoy 1\re spoken of by mee.ne of tllel!inglo term ' J ar', 
M being OM in numbor ; and when i t is intended to indicate tbo dissimilar 
spooi6o notiollB o! enoll of tho 'Suce&Ssive Facton ', thoy are spoken of by 
moons of words expressive of the plural number ;-it is in this way that the 
diversity in nt<mber, as also diversity in action (pw-poso) is explained. 

" How then is there diversity of charactoristioa t " 
'l'/~11 ..,.. .:owu of 1114 notions, etc. ~-Tl•o things, Jar o.g., become 

• ce.useo of notioruo of similarity ' , when under all oonditions, of baked, un· 
bak&d, etc., they aro eoncoivod of a.s 'Jar' and 'Jar' only,-boing apprehon· 
ded as objecte of indd.orminau oognitions ;-ovon though thoy are destroyod 
overy momont, thoy are produeod at eaeh suocooding momant as p&rticular 
things, but of aimiia< abapo. But when thoy become produood in the difiorent 
oolo11n1 of dDrJ:, red, end the liko, thoy beocme • ca111001 of notions of dis· 
similarity'. Thus oven in the absence of any eimplo oomprobonaive entity 

pormeating through them, the things become the cawee (basia) of notions of 
similarity and diwt'mila.rity, and thereby come to be rogardod aa • comprehen· 
sivo' and • oxctusivo' in character; and thus the diwt#ily of character 
beocmoe eo!Qblishod. 

Tho torm 'll.di • in tho compound 'luly4di • is meant to include the 
• atulya ' , ' notions of dissimilarity , . 

"To who.t then is the diversity in Name duo ? " 

'Tliey ora amenable etc!-' Sw:lt. thin(J8 ' ,-i.o. things Jiko Oolow-, which 
are copabl• of di110rso fruuful aceions and aro cam .. of Mlio111 of •imilane.J a nd 
d>r1imilarily; IUGh things form tho • object '-eonnotatio11-of such con,.,._ 
li<!nal .,.,bol ezpreui<>JII as • Jar ' and ' Colour' oto. ; and tbo said things 
are a,..nab/4 I<> ouch vorbal expressions (ft4mu).-(323) 

Tbus what la proved by Perception is the f110t thst things are without 
• Soul ',-this lo what, by way of recapitulation, lo pointed out in tho 
following-

TEXT (324). 

IN I"A.OT, IT IS ONLY '1'tlE • SucOESSIVll FAOTORS ' TIU.T AJtE OOGNtSED 

All CIIIARi.OTli!USliD B Y ' Al'l'.&Al!.ANOE AND DISAPPEARANCE ' ; 

llBl!OE Ptnm ' SOULLESSNESS ' BECOMES OLEA.RLY 

EST ABLISHED. 

COUMEN'f ARY. 

'Suocuti .. F'act.rrrt '- i.e. Colour etc., .aa also Pain oto. aa felt in their 
own nature ;-1 only '-i.o. without any one 'subet.anoe' non.differcnt from 
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them :-boca.uae for an eternal entity, any fruitful action, either simultaneous 
or consecutivo, is in.eompatible.. In fact., fruitful action in tho caso o£ things 
is possible only when they <>re liablo t<> • appe<>rance <>nd di&&ppcarance '. 
Thus, through Inference also, it becomes establishod that those tbinga which 
aro capable of fruitful I>Ction aro ' without Soul ', this being indicated by their 
mere exwtencc.- (324) 

Against what the Buddhist has said under Text 322 abovo, the author an· 
ticipatos the following objection from the opponent's (Jai>m's) standpoint:-

TEXT (325). 

IT MIGHT BE URGED THAT-" WHA.T exi8/$ IS TBE l\IIX.ED FORM Gli' TBE 

f SUBSTANCE) AND THE c SUCCESSIVE FACTORS ',- BECAUSE XT 

IS HELD TO BE DUAL IN FORM, BUT IMPA.RTI'l'..E,-LIKE 

NarasimJw,. " - (325) 

OOMMEN'fARY. 

'Mixed • -joined together; that is why the form of the 'Substance •, 
though existant, is not ~ccived :-The Mxt sentenoe explains the reason 
for its being thus • mixed' in cho.ra.cter : Because it i8 hiJd. to be etc.,- i.e. 
because the Soul <>nd other things, though dual in form, are held to be im .. 
parlite,- Zike Na.ra.siml.a.; and because tha Soul is impa.rtite, thereforo it exists 
in the joint dual form, and henco is not percoivod separotely.- (325) 

The.t this MSGr~ion (of tho Jai11<>) involves self.contrsdiction is pointed 
out in tho following-

TEXT (326). 

TIIB ASSERTION TIIAT . , A CERTAIN l 'lllNG IS O'H DUA.L FORM' OA:N BB 

BASED ON TIIE EXISTENCE Ol>' SEVEltA.L TlllNGS,-BEOA.USE THE 

1'EID! ' IIOI<ll ' CON"NO'l'ES nature.-(326) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the thing is ' impartite ', then, to speak of it as ' of dual form • is a 
contradiction in t.erms ; becauso such an assertion can be based only upon 
the existence of se'veral things ; because when a. thing is spoken of a.s 'dvi
rupa ', • of dual form', who.t ismoont. is that' it hns two form.s-two natures' ; 
and ono and tho samo thiDg cannot hMro ' two no.tw·os ' ; as thu.t would 
deprive it of its <me··ne88. What you hGve proved is only that thero aro 
two forrM or charac.tcra, and noi that thoro is a single entity wi-th- tu.'O forms ; 
a.nd that for tho simple reason tha.t the cha.ractors· o£ being Otlt nnd l>eing 
many are mutually contradictory and preclusive.-(32G) 

As regards Narasimha, he is on& ouly and is not rega>:ded as of ' dual 
form • ,- this is pointed out in the following-
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TEXT (327). 

NartUimM .U.SO OA.Nl/01' BB one AND .U.SO 0 1' ' DUAL NATURE ' ; AS 

HB IS PIIIIOEIVBD AS SUCK B£0A11SE HB IS AN AOOREOA.TE 01' 

KA.'iY ATOMS.--{327) 

OOMME .. '<TARY. 

What ia moant by 'tJU<! ' is that it is not only tho thing tmder dispute 
that co.nnot. bo t of dual form •. 'Ht •-i.o. NaraBinll0--1 a1 lucll •, throug h 
tho divo• .. o oharnotor of tho parts of his body, and alao through :FGs occupying 
lnrger spnon ; otherwise Ho would not appear M Ho doos. 1! oven n smnll 
parl>-of tho size of the Jly's log-<>f His body wero concoo.lod, Ho would bo 
lliddon to that oxtont. 

Thia samo argument e.lso soU. a.sido the fe.ct of Hia boing of tho Colour of 
tho Emerald. 

All thia wo are going to explain in dotoil under tbo cbaptor on • Tho 
Rt/11Ullion of tho Composite Whole'. 

End of Obapter on tho Jaino 'Doctrino of the Soul'. 



CHAPTER VII. 

SECTION (E). 

The 'Advaita' Doctrine of the Soul. 

COMMENTARY. 

Others, upholding the Advaua (M.onistic) system of Philosophy, who Me 
followers of the Vpani$0-<h, postuhtte tho • Soul ' to be Eternal, Ono and 
of the na.t\U'e of Oonsciousnes.<J, which appears in tho form of t.he illusory modi .. 
6cotions of Earth etc.-This is the view set forth in the following Texts.-

T EXT (328). 

OTHERS ASSERT TRAT-" THE EARTH, FmE, wATER ETO. ARE THE 

ILLUSORY MODIFIOATIONS OF ETERNAL CONSOIOUSNESS, AND 

THIS IS WliAT CONSTITUTES THE 'SOUL '."-(328) 

COlillfENTARY. 

This is what con.stittdu the Soul-Tho.t is, the Soul is of the nature of 
one Eternal Consciousness of which Earth etc. are illusory modifications. 
- 'Others '-i.e. the followers of the Upaniftu/s.-(828) 

Queati<m :-' Who.t is the pl'oof of this ? '-Tbo answ·cr is given in the 
following-

TEXT (329). 

"TIIERE IS NOTH1NG IN THIS WORLD \VBIOR IS ENDOWED WlTE[ THE 

OHARAOTER OF u.ppreheMif>ility ; AND ALL THIS IS Hl!lLD TO llE 

THE ILLUSORY MODIFICATION OF CONSOIOUSNESS." -(329) 

COMMEN'l.' ARY. 

Apart from Consciousuess (Cognition), Earth ete. aro not found 
to fulfil the conditions of • apprehensibility ';- whereby t.bey Co\dd appear 
{bo perceived) a'i composites ;- nnd Atoms do not exist {fot• the Vtd'cintin); 
hence, by implication, it is concluded t.hn.t Enrth etc. o.ro rnorely so many 
reflections in Consciousness. 

'This '- i.e. Earth and the res~.-(329) 

'.rhO above view of the l'e.dilntin is controverted in the following-
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TEXTS (330-831) 

T'li:E ERROR IN TilE VU:W 01' TID!Sfl PIIILOSOPIDll!S IS A SLIORT ONB,

DUlJ ONLY TO TJI11 ASSERTION Ol' ETERNALITY (OF CooNITION); 
AS DIVBD.SITY IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED IN THE COONITIONS 0!1 

Cor.oUR, SotnrD AND OTRllR TlllNOs.-IY ALL TH:BSE 

OOONITIONS \VERII ONE, 'l'lrEN, CoLOuR, So11ND, TASTE 

A.lfD O'lXER TltiNOS WOULD DB COONISADLE ALL AT 

ONCE ; AS Ill A.o'! ET&RNAL Elo"TT'l'Y 'l'IIB'RE CA.'! 

BB NO DIFrJIRBn S'I'ATBS.-(330·331) 

OOYMENTARY. 

' T4 uror ;, c> 1lil;hs OM • ,'-08 thoy po.tulato only Cognition (Conscious· 
noss, as tho only ontity), which i.a qui to rOMOnnblo. 

•• If that is so, then wbot iA ovon tho • $light error' in their view ! n 

It i8 diJO 1<> the tuHI'Iio" of ' eltmolity'. 
" But why ohould not tbo oooeptonco of ' otornt>lity' be rC)6.oonnble f " 
A:ruri061'-D~vcrlity it cl«Jrly ptrcoiml tk. UC.,'-' Etcrn.olity • connotes 

rcmaininu m Uta Mma.o 8f4ls always, nnd ' non·otornality' connotes tl.Ot remain-
in(} in tl~ """" lllaU olwoy• ; and rut n mnttor ol fact, the Cognition that mani· 
lost.s (approhonds) Colour, Sound and other things is not found to bo in one 
a!ld the sam<> 111a10 c>lwov• ;-notunlly it npp041'8 at ono time oa ml'cifesting 
Oolour nnd nt another time, 111 manifoeting Sound and other things, in a certain 
order of aequonco. Under the oircumstancos, if oll those things, Sound end 
the t-oot, wore manilostod by " ainglo Eto•MI Cognition, then nU of thom 
would ~>ppcar (bo Oogllisod) simultonoously, llko tbo bcdsprood of variegated 
colours; "" tho OoguWon mnuifooting thom would (ex l•ypolhesi) be ahvays 
thoro. 

It mo.y bo hold thnt " ~ho Cognition of Sound o.nd other Lhings oro 
dif!oront • states • o! it oppoaring ono Gf~r tho other,-ilo thAt tho apprehen
sion of Sotu>d otc. could not bo si:multnnoous ". 

Tho !\llJ!Wor to tbia il•- ' In an Eumal Entity there can be tw <lifferenl 
Blalu • ,'-boooUBO tbo 'statoa, nro not difforont from the Entity to which 
they belong; so thnt thn Entity to whioh tbo states belong would bo linble 
to • production and dettruet.ion ',-oppoar11noo and di6appcarance,-in the 
same way as the Staus nre lioblo; or, conventOiy, the stateo also wonld be 
tUmal, liko the Entity to .vhicb they belong.-11, on the other hnnd, the statos 
""e different. from t.ho entity to whioh thoy belong, then there can bo no 
idea of tho stot"" belonging to thi.a entity; os there i.a no bonellt conferred by 
tbe ono on the other; and thi.a Altornativo (of the states boing different from 
the Oognitio111) would also be contrary to tho doctrine that tho oUlrllA! Oogni· 
tio11 is the only one Ent.ity.-{33()..331) 

Furthnr, if the Etornnl Cognition oxi.otod, it oould bo known either 
through Perception or through In!oronoe; that it cannot be known through 
Perception i.a ohown in the foUowing-
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TEXT (332). 

COGNITION OR CoNSCIOUSNESS IS :!<JIVER APPREHENDED AS ANYTBING 

'OISTINOT FROM THE COONITIONS OF CoLOUR .AND OTEDIR THINGS ; 

AND INASMUCH AS THESE LATTER UNDERGO VAJ!L!.'l'IONS 

EVERY MOJIIBNT, WHAT REMAINS THERE THAT COUL'O 

BE LASTING (PER~IANENT, ETERNAL) 1-(332) 

COMMENTARY. 

As" matter of fact, ap3J"t from tho Cognition• of Oolo\tr etc., which appoor 
one after the other, wo do not apprehend any lasting Consciousness, otornnl 
nnd one,-whereby it could be held to be lmo\vn through · Perception.
Thcn, inasmuch A.S it if:> well known tlmt tho Oognitions of Colour and other 
things o.ro apprehended ono after the othor, nnd m·e destroyed every moment 
-it hns to be explained who.t remains there that is non-difiet·ent from those 
Cognitions ? Thus, inasmuch as thoro is no apprehension of n.ny such 
Cognition, which would be apprehended if it were there,-it cannot but 
be regarded as 1 non-existent '. This is who.t the Tex-t moans. 

Nor can i t be held thc.t the sa.id Eternal Cognition is known through 
lnferenu. Becauoo such an Inference would be based either upon the nature 
of the Oognition itself, or upon that of its effects. It cannot be the former, 
as thare is nothing which can p rove that such is the >wture of the sa.id Et<>rnnl 
Cognition; on th& contrary, thoro is Perception itself which precludes any such 
notion. 

Thu.e the doctrine that • the world is the illusory modification of tho 
Eternal Oonsciou.eness ' is not right.-(332) 

Then again, under this doctrine, the notions of ' Bondage ' nnd 
'Liberation, o.r& not possible.-'l'his is \('hat is shown in the follo,('ing-

TEXT (333). 

THlil:a:e OAN nE NO DISTIN(Il'ION rn CoGNITION AS ' wn.oNG ' AND ' RIGJ'I'I' ' 

- IF THE 'SoUL' CONSISTS OJI A SINGLE (ETERN.U.) CoGNITION; 

ROW THEN CAN T.a:£:RE BE A.:NY 1 BONDAGE ' A..ND 

'LIBEltATION' 1-(333) 

COMMENTARY. 

For one who holds the viow tho.t-Cognition is in perpetual flux, difierent 
1vith different persons, undergoing vt\l'intions in a series,-th.e notion of 
' Bondage and Liberation ' is quito reasonable, as being due to the coming 
about of a series of cognitions, wrou.g nnd right ; o.nd through tho practice 
o f yoga, gradually purer and purer Oogi'Utions coming about, the series of 
impure coguitions cease and t.he 6nsl Aim (of Liberation) is attained ; o.nd 
thus the attempt at Libero.tion becomes fruitful.- For you, on the other hand, 
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tbo ' Soul ' is of tbo nAture of one EUmal Cognition ; bow then can there be 
nny 'Bondage' nnd ' Liberation • for such n. Soul ? Bocauso i£ the OM Ooqn.i. 
lion is eternally wronq, then, as thoro could bo no other stato fo•· it, thoro 
could be no possibility of 'Liberation'; on tho other ho.nd, if tho Ol\0 Cognition 
were eternally riglal, then u it would bo always pure, thoro could be no 
' Bondag<> '.-As r<>gar<h our doctrine, tho Co8Jlition is held to be dofootive 
(wroag) or pure (right}, in accorda.ooe with tho varying charocter of tbo 
Sorioa (in which it appee.n}, and henoo the n<>tion of' Bondage and Liberation ' 
ia ontiraly reaaoMbl&. Thi4 h.., been th\lo doolarod-' Cognition is defective 
and ftloe from defootll, bosot with impuritioe and froo from impuritios; if it 
wore novor impure, then nU embodied beings would be always Ubsmtecl ; if it 
woro never pu.ro-, thon the attempt to soouro Liberation would bo f1·uitless '. 
-(333) 

If it be held that' Bondage a.nd Liberation are only ......,.«1, no1 rool',~ 
then it becomes n_,.y to explain th& besia of this auumpti<m. Whet 
this bMis is undor the doctrine of 'Cognit.ions bcing non-eternal' boa boon 
shown above. Th.a the ElJort - in the form of the contemplation of 'l'ruth, 
-that you put forth for the "ttoi.l\ing of tho ' Ult.im,.te Aim ' and for pM•ing 
beyond the cycle of Birth nud Death, con only lend to futilo faWguo.-'.rbis 
ia ehown in the following-

TEXTS (334-335). 

WKAT 0011Lll TBll lliSTIO SBr ASIDE OR AOOOXPLJ.Sll liT TilE PIU.oriOB 
OJ' Yoga' WJU.T TOO IS TIIERll THAT OOULD liE RBJEOTED 1 

As Wronq Oognitioro ALSO IS OF mll NATURE OJ' mE 8AM11 
(ETIDWAL 000II1TION).-THE Kno10lCll(Je of Truil; ALSO 

CANNOT DE SO~IETRINC TO DJ.: DROUORT ABOUT ; AS, 
DEING OJ/ TUB NATURE 01' 0ooNITION, rr IS ALWAYS 
mERE.-Sa TIUT '1'Hll lU<'l'IllE Pradia of Y ogts 

ALSO IS ENTIRELY l'RUITLESS.-(334-335) 

OOltJilENTARY 

lf, by tho contemplation of 'frutb, tho Myatio could aet nsido, or bring 
about., anything, thou hia Effort would be fruit!ul. As it is however, ho can 
nevar set .Wdo Wrong Cognition, because il <• oj tlu 11aturo of the IQ1110,-i.e. 
of tbo nature of EuN~al Cognition.-Few the 10111& '""""" it"""-~ rt;j~~:Ud.; 
because whet ia etoroal crumot. be destructible 8lld hence ita rej&olion ia 
impcosibl&.- :U:ow CM the Yogin aecompliah-bring about-the Kn<>UJWI~ 
of 2'n4lh f Being of tho nnture oi Elem4l Cognit-ion, the Kn<>wltdge of 'I'ndl• 
would be always thoro.-Thua the doctrine in quostion cnnnot be right.
(834.-SS~) 



CHAPTER VII. 

SECTION (F). 

The Docuine of ' Sorll' auordiWJ to V tllslputrlyM. 

COMllEXTARY. 

Tho Author proceeds to r<llul<> the doctrine of 'PudDQlo' (Soul) se~ up 
by too v iltriputriyas. 

TEXT (336). 

Sou PEOPLE WHo REO.t.RD TREMSELVEs AS ' Baudi!Nu ' DBS<:llUBE m:B 

Soul BY THE N.ocs or ' Ptulgalo. ', AND »EOI.ARB IT TO BE 

:!o"lllTIIEE TKE s.um AS, NOR DIPl'ER~T l'ROli-{TII'E 

Sktmdh<H, TrlOOOIIT-PHASES).-(336) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Somo people ',-tho Vlltliputriyas.-Though th060 peoplo regard 
tbomselves as 'Saugata• • ,-«ons of Suga.ta, Buddho,-yct, under tho 

pretended namo of ' P~la •, they postulate tho ' Soul ', wh.ich cannot be 
a.&id to be oither t.he t RamO a.a ', or 'different from', tho 'thought-phases'. 

Tbo queot.ion ar.is.ing a& to how ~"'""'""• who adm.it their being 'Soru< ' of the 

BtllOI!ed Buddbo who haa taught tho doctirne ol ' No·Soul ', ha"e wedded 
tho.mselves to a falso viow of • Soul • ,-tho Author nrum-ers it. in a. joking 

•pirit, by the term 'who 'Ogortl thtlmftl«s as Bauddha• ', 
1'he ohoracter of tho ' Soul ' i• held to be as lollowo :-(a) Ho who is tho 

door of the di"orse good nnd bad doodl!, (b) the onjoyor oltho ogreeable and 

diongrooable fruits of his deed&, nnd (e) who move• from tbo point of the 

nbnndomnent of the proeeding Thought·phese to tho point of t.ho ass\uning 
of another 'rhought.phaae, and io also too Exporiencer,-i• tho Sou/..-All 

tb.ia ia held to be true (by ~bo VUUiplllriyas) of their 'Pu<lgalo' also; the 

only diftoronoo is in regard to the nome.-(336) 

Quution :--What io the .......,n for regarding tho Pudgalo •• 'incapnble 

of being spoken of • (oithor •• the same as, or as diftorent from, tho Tlu>ught

pha•u) I 
The answer is given in the rollowing-
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TEXT (337). 

TuB 'P·utlgala' CANNOT BB no= Ol' AS 'Difl'llllENT' :PRO)I TBB ThoWJhl
:phn&u,-AS IN THAT OA.,B THIS DOCTRINE WOULD BB TII:B SA31B 

AS THOSE OP TliB ' TairtlliJ.:a Pllilosopli.ers' ;-NOR OAN IT BE 
SPOKEN OP AS Tllll 'SAME' (NON-Dil7l!EilENT} i AS, lN 

:fiL\T CASE, l'f WOULD llA Vl: 70 BE BEOAJtt>ED AS 
' MORE TllAN OJ>."'E ' (lo!ANY} AN1> SO FORTH ;-

nENOEITIA BEST 70 REO ART> IT AS' IN"OAP-
ABLE 0¥ BEING SPOKEN OJ" ' (AS 

ElTHliR TilE OI>'"E OR Tllll 
OTlllrn}.-{337} 

COMMENTARY 

If ~he Pud!J<Ifa wern beld to be <lilleront from tho ThoWJIU-pl~asu,-thon it 
would G<>lll6 to bo the vin'~ of tho' Soul • prnpoundod by thG Pt>iriAW. Pliil<>MJ
p/>ul,-which would moon the aeoopl.ruloo of tbo dootrino of the Etunal 
' Snul ' ; and it is not pnssiblo (as shown abnvo) for the Etornal Soul to be thn 
doer and the lmjoytr, bocauac it is aJwo>ys undiffor<>ntiated, like Akii&ha; and 
the Bloued Lord aJso baa doniod the Eternal Soul : wbooo word&-' all 
entitiee are dovnid of the Soul '-would tlnJS bOG<>mo contradiotod. 

"In that CMO, the Pwlyala mn.y bo regarded "" rwn-<lijJtrem from tho 
Thought-plulse6 ". 

Nor ""' il be 1poun of ,.. 't~on-<liffuem ' from IM Phought-phuu.
If the Phouglll-pJ,....., Colour Md the rost, were too Pwlgala, tbon, as it would 
bo non-different from many Thougllt-p1148e&, tho Pwluala it.olf would have 
to be rogarded na many,-like the various forms or the Thouglll·pllll&u ; o.nd 
tho Pwlgala is bold to be one ; as hoe boon a&aertod iA the ~Mteneo-' The 
P•ulgaUr. is ono, and is born in the world n.s ono ; and so nloo tho Tatllilg<114 •. 
- Tho phro.se 'end M> for/A' js meant t.o iucludo 1 non-ent$rnality, and such 
other clmrnctors.- Under tho oircUlll8toncos, the Pwlgala would be somothing 
liablo to dcstruct.ion, liko the Tho!lg/~t-phoiU ; whicl• would ..-n that u.
U; • dostruction of what boa been dono ' (i.o. thoro would be no a.ccruitlg or 
tho f-ruit of ono• a doeds to thonmn, who would bo di.sa.ppoaring overy moJnont); 
oncl tbo Blaasod Lord has rajoeted tho doctrine of the nbsoluta destruct-ion 
of tbin111--From all this it follows that the PwlgGlq. is • incnpable of being 
spoken of' (oitlw 88 tbo IllUDe M, or 88 different from, the Tbought
pbnaas).-(337) 

The following Text. proooods to show that like other things, tbe Pudg<lla 
also cannot be rogardod as e>;Uiing, bOCI\UJ!O it i8 in<apoblo of being 11J0ken 
of .~this conclusion being deducible from your own words! ,_ 
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TEXT (338). 

T .IIESE P EOPLE SH011LD BE TOLD THAT (AOCORDINO TO WHAT T.RBY lL\.VE 

SAD)), TilE Pndqala. CANNOT Bll REOAl\DED AS c:ti8tin(! IN 

RlilA.LlTY ;-BEOA11SII rr IS INOAPAllLB 011 DTirNQ SPOKEN 

OF EITHER AS TBll SAJdll OR AS Dltr.FRRllNT (PROM 

T B011GHT·PHAS:BS) ;-.rosT LJXE TtiE ' SxY ·Jh1'11S ' 

A..'<D 811011 NON ·RNTITIES.-(338) 

QO)JMENTARY 

The argument may bo formulated os folloruo :-That which is incnpnble 
or being spoken of eithQr as tho Mme as, or as different (.L·om, ~ thiu.g cannot 

bo "" ontity,- as tho eky.JoLo~ ;-t\nd tbo P11d{lala is (llX l•!fpOIItCBi) inoopablo 
o( boing so spokon of ;-henco tho widor ch!lr'act.cr boing t\bsOI\t (tho no.no,tor 

oho.racter must be a.bsent); t11o corrobora.ti,·o in.stnneo per dilsim.ilarity 
i4 8upplied by l'oolinga oto.-(338) 

Quutwn- 'Ho'• i4 tho inV1>riable concomitance (P~ee) uzgod b<>re 

o.rrived at ? • 
Tbo answer is provided by tbo following-

TEXT (339) . 

A THING OA.h'NOT :BSOAPB BlilXNQ EJ.TRER • s.um AS I OR • DIYl'BltllNT 

J7ROM: ', ANO:m:£'R.1'~0 ; IN 7/ACT, IT IS ONLY W'D..A.T IS h"TIB.BLY 

Jr()BMI.J!S$ TIU.T CAll :B:B REOARDED AS ' INOA..PA.DLB OP 

BEING SO SPOKE..'{ OF '.-(339) 

A thing cannot escape from boi.ug either the f:iAtno as, or difiorent from 
nnothor thing,- thoro i• no ot·hcr third alternative pOIIliblo. It t-hat 
were not so, then Oolour omd tile rost aloo would be' incnpnblo of being spoken 

of • (either as the same 88 or diJioront from one nuothor).-H is for tbio 

reason tbot it is only wbnt., by itt very nature, is formk# thot i4 regarded,.. 

• incnpablo of being spoken of • ,-not so any Entity.-(330) 

u How is tho.t" ? 
The anS\'Ver is given in tho foJlowing-
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TEXTS (340-842). 

IT rs ONLY AN IINTITY TIUT OAN DB LIABLE TO Tltll ALTERNATIVES OF 

DBINO 'DIFFER'SNT' OR 'NON·DI:rB'llliJ!NT'; HKNOII IT IS ONLY IN REGARD 

TO IAifl{/8 fAat art formh.M (I. B. NON·lll<TITIES) TIIAT rr OAN BE OOl!JUICT 

NOT TO SPEAK OV THEM EITJI2R AS 'DIJPI&BNT' OB. 1 NON·DDP'ERB~""T' 

(ntOM Ol\'11 .U'OTII:I!I!.) ;-NOT 80 IN RBOARD TO A.N tmily ;- BECAUSE 

IN THE OASB 011 Tll.& DIINIAL' tJii4 lS NOT WliA.T lh4t IS,-LIXII A. DI:ri1ERID1T 

THING ',-rr IS difltrt'Jt«, TtU.T IS CLI:ULY SPOXE.N o:r; $D(J!.Aary 

\VR£N TIIERJ! lS D£:-'U.L 'tlli• IS NOT W!Lt.T lh4t 18 NOT', W!Lt.T IS OLI!AIILY 

Sl'OKBN 011 IS tJ<m..difltrt~ta (BETWBBN T!rJI TWO) ; TllOS· IT IS TliA.'I' A.N 

BNTI'I'l{ OA...'I' .!>'lrVJ:R :&SOA.l'B Flt0)( Blm<O Bl'rB:B& diflerem OR tJ<m..diflerent 
I"ROM ANOTJr&R BNTITY.-(340-34.2) 

COl!MENTARY 

As a matter of fact, nn EruittJ alone e1>n bo the subetratum of dijfwena 
and Mn-difftrmee ,· -never a non-m~Uv; henco tho non-mention of both 
differetWJ and non-differenu io poMiblo only in rognrd to things that are 
jonrak&6,-i.o. h.n.vo no ohnracter of thoir own ; such non-mention is not 
right in regard to RI\ E11tity ,- such is tl\o construction of tho sentence; and 
the rooson for this uoe in tlw fact that no third alternative is poaaiblo. 

"W'hy i3 no third o.lternativo p088iblo t " 
il.mu..,.:-Beooouo ;,. 1/10 CM6 oj 1110 deni<JI otc. otc.,~tbat is, when there 

is the denial, 'Tho P'l«lqala is not of tho nnturo of Oolonr and other things ' , 
what is mentioned i6 the diffcrona of tho Ptulqala from Colour and other things; 
beoaW!e the denial of tho loot of ono thing boing the same ns nnothor is invari
ably coneomitMt with t.ho nftla•mAtion o[ 1\ <li.fToront cho.rn.cter for the former. 
This argument may ho lormulntod aa follows :-When ono thing is devoid of 
tho charBct.lr of o.nothor thing, it ia clif!trenl !tom it,-o.g. Colou-r is different 
from Fulifl{l .~the ontity nnmod ' P~Ulgal4 • is devoid of tho eharooter 
of Colour and the fflOt; honoo this ion rOMOn (for itA! boing rognrdod os diffortru 
from thom) baliod upon t.ho naturo of thingo.-Simi/arly 1DMr• IM.rt is denial 
'this is nol wh<tt 111<» ;, ',-i.e. tho denial of ito not being of tho snme 
cb....,..tor as the othor ~hing.~what ia moant is its non-diffor.,_ from that 
tlung ; boonUS<> tho doninl of n roal Entity being difforont from another 
thing i.c; invariably cor1wmil.t\nt with tbO n..fftnnation of its being the samo as 
that thing; if it were not 80,-dnd no cllart\(ltor is affirru.ed regarding that thing, 
-thon all chnractor boing doniod of it, it would boceme a ~ity; boon US<> 
a -ily ia charact.eria6d by tho denial of all character in regard to it. This 
argument may bo formulated u follows :-When ono thing is doniod the 
character of boing something other thl\n another thing, it must bo the same as 
this lattor,-just. as Colour i& denied tbo character of being oomnthing dilferent 
from its<>lf ;-the Pu.dgala (according to tho oppooite party) is denied the 
character of being somethina other than Colour and the rest ; banco this 
is a reason (!or itA boing regarded aa oon-difforont from tbo latter) based 
upon the nature of thinga.-Thua wo conclude that an Entity cannot """"P" 
from tho alternativ88 of boi"8 different or noo-dilfGr$1\t &om another t.iliJl8; 

• 



I 

I 
l 

(F) TilE D0<7t'ltn.'"E OF ' SOUL ' ACCOBDINO TO V.i.TSIPOTRIY AS. 2"21 

so that tho Premiss of OW' mnin reason (ugnin8t the doctrine ol the ViitBi· 

putriyas) is fully 06t.nbl.ishod.- (340-34.2) 
It hM thus boon provod thM, under tho t.hoory of its being ' incapable 

of being spoken of ', the Pudgola can hD.vo sn exiiltenoe only in unoginat-ion. 

Tbe R\lthor now proceeds to clinch tbc argument by showing that if the Pudgala 

is regarded 88 an entity, it c"'mot be right to regard it as 'inoapablo of being 

spoken of •; otherwise the conclusion would bo eontre.ry to your own asser· 

tion-
TEXT (34-3). 

YOOB WOBDS TJU.T "TIDI Pwigalq. IS NOT I)II!TERBNT 11BO>l TllB Ta011GB.T· 

FBABES ' ABE A CLEAll ASSEBTION OF lTS -rwn-dilfeTenu ; WlDLB 

THE WOBI)S 'THE Thooght-phase IS NOT THE Pt1dgala ' 

OLEA.BLY ASSERTS ITS difference.-(343) 

OOlllJ.!:Ei'f'.r AR Y 

Furt.hor, when you o.soort tJmt ' the Pudga/4 ia incapnblo of being •pokon 

of', · you loudly proclaim qui to clearly that the Pudga/o ia dilforcnt from 

the Thouglll-1Jiooou. Thio ia what is pointod out in the following-

TEXT (34.4). 

THll PRBSBNOB OF CONTR-ARY l'l\OPBRTIBS IS SPOKBN OF AS CONSTITUTING 

' DII'nllR..""JCB * A:\I:ONO ENTI'T'IES ; IS TIIEllB NO SVCB: ' DinEQNOB , 

BETWEEN THE Pwigalq. .L'<D THE Thtmght-phasu t-(34.4) 

COMME..~TARY 

This ttrgumont mny be formulated as follows :-Whero two thingn nro 

posaessed of properties that are mutually exclusive, they must bo diJJerent. 

from one anothe<,~.g. between Colour "''d Feeling, the former being 

endowed with mat.srial shapo nod the latter being dovoid or mat.sriAI shape;

Pudgola and TN>ughl-phtJH aro (according to you) poosessed by mch mutually 

exc.tusive propertios as ' capablo of being spoken of • and • incapable of 

boing spoken of 'i henco th.is itt o. natu:rl\1 rooaon (for regarding the two as 

different).-(3~4) 

Tho following Text prooeeds to show that tho reason here put forward 

is not ' unprovon ' :-
TEXT (345). 

FOR INSTANCE, n1E Pwlga/a IS SA.lD TO B>l ' inc<lpGble O:i lllliNO SPOEElf 

OF' AS DIFFERENT OR NOlf·I)IF.FBlUINT J'l\OM F"EELING ANJ> THE 

REST, WliiiJI 0oL011R, NAME AND 01'REB TB.lNGS ARE 

SAID TO BB 'capable OF BEING SPOXEN OF ' AS 

I):D'FJtBE},"T :FBO:ll TB.£)1.-(34.5) 

COMMENTARY 

That is to ao.y, the Pu4gala ia ..aid to be 'incapable of being opoken of' 

as differont or non-different £rom Feeling, Namo nnd the rOIJt; while Colour, 
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Nl\me, and tllo r08t l\f'O spoken of aa qui to • capable of being spoken of • 
""differom from eucll otltor; so tl.l&t our R<lason ia not 'unproven '.-(345) 

The following 'l'extl shows anothor roaaon why the prcsenco of eontro. 
dictory proport.ies in tllo two (Pudga/4 and Colour,""'-) must bo admitt<ld :-

TEXT (346). 

T!lll '0oiOUB-PJU.SE' A..'ID Tml llB9T ABB llliLD TO BE 'OAPABLB 017 

BEING SPOKml or' AS 'NO!f·ETJllllfAL'; W11ILB 'mE P1UlgaJa. IS 

NO'l' SO ; SO TIIAT TJI:BRB IS A. OLlUJI DII'niUINOB BBl"Wml..'l 

TIIII TW0.-(346) 

COMMENTARY 

The assertion that • all imprOMioo.o aro non-eternal ' sbnwa that Colour 
and the rt8l are quite ' cnpablo of boinR spokon of , aa 'non-eternal'; whilo 
tha PudgaU. is not hold to bo ao' capable of being opokon of 'as ' non-eternal '; 
on the ground that it is entirely ' inoopnblo ol being apokon of • (as anytlling 
at all). 

Nor is our Reason 'l.noonoluaive '; b&eo.use on idea of 'd.ifference' is 
bM<ld upon tho so.id l110t (of tho prooonoo of oontradictory properties); if 
it were not ao, then the whole Univorae would be a single Entity ; 'vhich 
would moan the posaibility of all things being produced and destroyed 
simultt\Deously.-(346) 

The Pwlga/4 is a non-entity, not only on aooount of its being' incapable 
of being spoken ol ne differont ot· non-dilloront from Colour oto.', as explained 
o.bove,-bu~ it ia o. non-entity for tho following r'eoaon aJso, on account of its 
being • incapable of being apol<on of oa non-eumal' ,~this is what is oxplained 
in tho following-

TEXT (347). 

Oapacuy for e.flecli'/14 adion IS 'lli:B Dll'J"nm."TIA. O.ll' TUll .E:ci8tenu 
(017 A TiliNG); A.ND SUCK 04f'4CUY IS BES'l'IUOl'IID TO 

liOlii:ENTARY E!fTITIES ONLY ; B:BNOB D/ 4ml'rlllNO IS 

'INOA.PABLE OlJ BE!l<G SPOEBN o:r (.lll momtnlary) ',IT 

OA..'lNO'l' BB A..'i &>:i8~ BNTITY.-{347) 

COMMENTARY 

What obaraeteriaes • Exiatenoo ', the naturo or an • Entity,' is OapaciJy 
for effwivo Gdion .~u a mat~r ol fact, a~~~ is ebart.eterised by tho 
~ of oU Oopacily: whiob i:mpties that Capacity for effwiw adion 
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is tho only characteristic of an 1hLt·ity. This Oapa.ciiy i8 rutYicle<l tomomenta~y 
J!)n:Uiea only ;-that is, it is invAriably concomitRnt. with momentarinus; 
specially as any effective u.ction would be impossible for an Eternal Entity, 
whose activities could not be either sueeosHive or simul tanoo'tts. So that, if 
the Ptuigala is 'incapable of being spoken of as momentary' ,-then i t 
cannot ho.ve the nature of o.n • Entity'; as t.he moro e>.:-ten.s.ive elmraoter 
of 'momenta.riness' is absent in it ;-just a.s the absence of the ch.nro.oter of 
'Troo • means tl1e absence of tho chat·a.cter of the c Shimshapij ' (a. port.icu1ar 
tree). '£his is what has been thus declared:-' That which is incapable of 
being spoken of as non·elernal cannot be tho cause of a.nything.' 

The following might bo urged :-" If tho Pudgala were elerna!, then 
Effootive Activity would be incompatible as, being neither successive nor 
simultaneous ;-but as a matter of fact, it is as 'incapable of being spoken 
of' as no1reternal as it is o£ being spoken of as eternal; so tha.t effective action 
cannot be incompatible with it." 

This is not right ; there can be no entity with a specific individualit.y 
which is devoid of both thoso chara.ctet'S (of eumality and non·.Urna!ity) ; 
asl' eternal • and 'non..etemal' are mutually exclusive (and contradictol'y) 
t-erms; so that in any entity. the absence Ol" presence of one of these must 
mean the presence or absence (respectively) of th& other. 

We are not objectang to the <>pplication of the term 'incapable of being 
spoken of ', to the Pudgal.a. ; because the applying of names to things depends 
entirely upon the wish of the speaker, and as such, cannot be objected to by 
anyone. Wha-t we are doing however ia to examine the na.t\U'e of 
the ' Entity ',-is this naturo o.lwft.ys present in the thing co.lled 'Pudgafu ', 
or not ? If it is present, then the thing must be eternal, becau.se 
' eternality ' consists in nothing else except thet clUU'acter which is always 
present and is never destroyed ;-and it is only a thing having this 
character that is coiled 'Eternal'; 118 has been declared in the words-' The 
learned call that thing Eternal which, in ita own form, is novet• destroyed '.
If, on the other ha.nd, the other view be held, that the so.id nnture is not 
always present in the Pudgala,-then the Pudgal.a. must be 11Q1l.oetemat; 
o.s the only characteristic of the non-eter-nal thing is that it should not be 
la8l:ing (permanont).-Thus then there being no othol' altorna.th·e o.pnrt 
from being 'momentary ' (tt.On--eternal) or ' non-momentary ' (eternal),
and effeoti vo activity-either successive or simultaneous-bojng incompatible 
for the rum.·mo>nsnlary (Eternal) Entity, tho E:r:istenu of a thing must be 
invariably concomitant with 'momento.riness '; so that if • mo:mont&riness' 
is absont in th& Puii.gala, ' Existence' also must bo a.bsent,- and it becomes 
established that it is non-,.istent.-(347) 

So.ys the Jaina :-''If it is so, and if the Pudgala does not exist at o.ll,
thon how is it that the Blessed Lord (8uddha) when asked-as to whether 
the Living Entity is this and the Body is tltat,-tho IAI>ing Ent·ity being differ· 
ent from tho Body,-said ' this has not been e>:plained ' !-Why did he not 
say stro.ight o.way that tl>er6 t$ n o w.ch tl•ing as the lAving Entity (Soul) ! " 

This is answered in the follo\ving-
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TEXT (348) 

GRBAT MJ!N KAVll Sl100.ESS1'VLLY EXPLAINED .ilL TUOSII OASES \II'IIERJl 

'I'JlERE IS OONi'LTOT BETWEEN ' SoBll'TURB ' A.''"D TRIIILEAL SUT£ 

011 TBlNOS. n; PACT 'lXE DIVl!BS£ TIIAClliNOS 011 'I'll£ 

Ml!RCIFUL ONE ABE POR Tli:R PI1JIPOSll OJ' RBBUTTINO 

'UNllELTEF. (Na.nikya).-(848) 

OO~IMEN'rARY 

H thoro wm·o such. on object AS the ' Pudgala ', thou. olono could it ho.ve 
dORervod n1\ oxplono.tiou as to whether i t is diflcront. or non-difforent (like 
othol' things); as o. motter of fact, however, the object itaoJl h.ns not been 
provod ; how thon could its character be explained ? An absolute non·cntity, 
o.s tho ' &ro'• horn ' can bave no 8harpnu1 or othor propcrtios, which could be 
ox-plninod. Hen eo w lulo propounding tho notion ~!m t tbo Pv.dga14 hM only 
an idtcl (imaginary) ui.unu, ~be Blooscd Lord 11\id ' it hM not been ox· 
plainod '. 

Jio did not doe lore straight away that' it doce not exist', because 
tho quost.ion had not boon osked about the nnturo of the wjed itoclf [tha 
quoetion having been only $bout its difforonco or non-difforenee Irom 
tho Body]. 

Or it moy bo t.ho.t, oven though tho Uling bad n moroly ' ideal ' existence, 
Ho wisbod to nvoid tho extreme view that.' it dOOB not oxitt ';-in considera
tion of tho welfare of auoh disciples sa were not yet 8t for r...,ving the extreme 
Doctrine of tbo' Void • (Nihilism), He did not say thnt • tho Soul or P-udgala 
doos not oxist.'-Xt hM boon thus doela.red :-'Not-ing tbo difference between 
the Pm!:u and tho Tt.rk, and the destruction of Actions, tho JitUU propound 
the Dl~tmna,-on tho analogy of tbo 'rigross' Oub (1).'- ln this way lmve 
VModlandln• and otJ>er toacbors succecdod in disolosiog the real import 
of !J1o tonohinas in such works as the KollhaparomiJrW:w;r,plali and the rost ; 
henoo it should be learnt from those works. In tho prooont context the 
doto.ils aro not written down for fear of boooming too prolix. 

''If that. is eo u...-sa.ys the opponent-'' how do you oonetnlo t.b.o assertion 
thot ' tbeee is .,.,,,,,.,. which proves it' f " 

The anew..- i8-' For IIIo purpoBe of ~W..Uing uniHlM/ <le. <le.' -There are 
divino toeohinga of tho Merciful One which sponk of • ...UIIG • and 'Ollitm' 
(Emtenoe),----1&1>ieh ano ""' incompalibk (with tho Buddbiat doctrine);
thia baa to be tskon oa understood. The 'menU.! sorios ' in which tho • iden 
of existence' appG&rS,-it Is with reforence to the non-cosaation (continuity) 
of tli<U oerios, thnt tJ1e Blooscd Lord hM said ' thoro il &xistonco '. If be had 
not dono 801 thon there would be an idea that (WOn those 'lmprossions ' 
do not. exLst h\ tho oouso-effeot-ohain or whoso ' moment& ' thoro has been no 
broa..lt,- whiolt would mean that things of tho • othor world' do not; e~ist,
ond this would demolish the whole idea. of the ' othor world ', and the cliscipl<l$ 
would booomo inclined to ' unbeli&f '. [The form ' N41tilcya ' horo is used 
in the old sonso or tho idoa that ther<> is no such tJling as the ' Soul • or tho 
'other worlcl'H348) 

I 
I 
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'£he following argument has b<len <u-ged by the opponent:-" It has beer1 
declared by the Blessed Lord as follows-' 0 Bliikkhw;, I am describing to 
you the Bwr<kn., tbe TaJ.:ing up of the Burden., tbe Throwing up of the Burden. 
and the Bearer of tJ•t Burden. ; the term 'burden, sta.nds for the five consti~ 
tuent thought-plmses, tbe 'taking up of the Burden' for satisfaction (pleasur<>), 
the ' throwing up of tho Burden • for Liberation, and the ' Bearer of the 
Burden ' for the P'Udgalas '.-Now, how do you explain tbis ? Certainly 
tho ' Bearer of the Burden ' cannot be the same as the ' Durdel\ ' itself." 

'l.'he answer to this is supplied by tho following-

TEXT (349) 

Tru:: MlilNTlON OF THE ' BEA.RE:a OF THE BtrnDEN ' AND so FORTH. 

IS )lADE WITH THE Aggregal.ea, ETO. IN Mil>'-x> ; 

AS REOA.ltDS THE PARTIC!ULA.R DENIAL,-T.!IAT 

IS OF USE AGAINST THOSE WXO HOLD 

THOSE VIEWS.-{349) 

COMMENTARY. 

The T/u)ught-pl~a~~es that appear at the same time, when meant to oo 
spoken of colleetively, come to be oolled ' aggregates ' ; when these appoar 
at the same time, in tho form or Cauae and Effect, they come to be called a. 
' series , or • Ohain, ; and when they are used as the basis of conception n-a a. 
single concept, they come to be called by such nnmcs as ' mernbe1'S of the 
Se:des' and 'Components of tho~aggregate' ;-and it w&~ with tho.r;o • sggre· 
gates ' in mind that the Teacher spoke of the ' Bearer of the Burden ' ; alld 
there is thus no incongruity in tbis. 

The term ' etc.' in the oxpre$$iOn ' aggregates, etc.' include.~ the Series 
and tbo torm 'and so forth ' in the phrase 'Bearer of the Burde" and so forth. ' 
stands for the Burd<>n and the rest. 

Th\tS then, those sarne TIUYUghl··Phasu which are spoken of as 'a.ggregate,' 
' series ' and the like, are spoken of as ' the P-udgala, the Bearer of the Burdon ', 
os in common parlance it is this to which the name 'Pudgala' is applied. 
It i.s for this reason that the Blessed Lord has descriood the P'Udgala in the 
following words :-' What is p ,udgala, the Bearer of tbe Burden' !-having 
asked tbua, He g- on-' It is that which, 0 Long-lived one, ooare such and 
such a. name, bolongs to such and such a. cast&, to such and such a. cla·n., takes 
such and such food, feels suoll and such pleBS\ll'es and pains, and lives so 
long ' . Thus ooing of the nature of the ' aggregate of thought·pl>ases ', the 
Pudgala should bo underst~od to be only ideaUy oxi8Unt, and not as an Etemal 
Substance, as postulated by others ;·-it wa.') with a view to show this that the 
Lord used the above words. It has to bo accepted a-s true; otherwise, o.s the 
' Burden', etc. also have been spoken of a.CJ !iomething different from th& 
Tlwugllt-pltaSes, (in thu passage <mder refe•·ence), these also, like tbo Pudg(!la, 
would havo to be regarded as not included among the Thouglrt-phases. Thus 
it is clea.r that those preceding Thougltt-pha.ses themselves which operate 

15 
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towo.rds tbe bringing nbout of nnotbor succeeding Th<>u~lll"'f'hatt> llavo boon 

epokon of ns 'Burdon ',-tbooo tbnt are going to appear as tho reault have 

boon spoken of ns tho ' Bonrcr of tl>e Burdon '. So that the pMSllgo quoted 

doos not warrnot tho oonolusioo desired by tho Opponent. 
UdJJyolalrm'tl hiUI Mguod as follows :-{Thia it a cle;o.r reference to Nyiiyo.· 

tdrtiJ:G 3·1. I, pnge a•t, but the passage fo=d extends only up to tho words 

' rwaivtJ tvoma.ti '.,in lino 26, o£ the present text.}- n Ono who does not. admit 

tlw ' Sonl ' """"ot make"'"'"" out of the words oC tho Bud4M who baa doolared 

-' 0 BhallanltJ, I 11m not Oolow, I run not Fooling, · Name, Impres. 

eion or Cognition, 0 BIIGdanta ; similarly 0 Bhikfu. you are not Colour, 

or Fooling, Nome, Impresaion, or Oogniti.on, you nre not., 0 Bfuulanta ' 
-hot•o· Colour and the other 'l'/wught'f'/1011., hu.ve been denied to bo the 

object of ' I-consciouan- •, this denial ia particular, not Univerl<ll ; while 

Ol>b wbo denioa the ' Soul ' abould 8888rt tho denieJ in the Univo1'861 fonn 

' I am not--you are not'. A particular dmlol e.lwaya implies a OOI'l'<lOponding 

porticular ajjinnalitm ; o.g. when it is said 'I do not ..,.. with my left eyo •, 

it la clearly implied tbat 'I do 808 with my right Eye •; if the tnlln did not 

soe with the rigM Eyo e.lso, then tho mention of the q11aliflootion 

' Jolt ' in the formor l\880l'tion would bo uso1Ma ; the n.ssortion ab.ould 

ha.vo boon i.n tboga.nerol form. 4 I donot eeo '. Similarly in the oo.r;o i.n question 

when it is said' OokJur it not the Soul, Cognition is not the Soul', it becomes 

implied tbat tho Soul v and it is something diJlerent from thoao (Oolour, 

Oognition, and the reat). It may bo 'incep&blo of being spoken of • or any· 

thing else, but in any eaao thoSoulis tbero." 
It is in answer to this that the Text adda-' A• .regard• IM ,..nictdar 

d.,•illl, etc.'.- That is to a&y, the mountoin of tbo doctrine of the extant Soul 

propounded by evil·mindod porsoas has risen up with twenty poal<8,-auoh 

as ' Oolour is Soul, Cognition is Soul, the Soul hna Colour, the Soul hiUI Cogni

t.ion, Oolom subsists in the Soul, Cognition aubaiots in the Soul' and 80 forth. 

-It is as against the llrat flvo of those viowa tbat the denial luu iU we 
01 agoi""' per .. ,.. 1M<> hl>l4 ,_ .new.. Tho tenn ' 'i'oddrflin • moana thoso 

wbo bold the view that ' Colour is Soul' and 80 forth. Wbat is denied 

in the assertion (mado by our Teacher) is oxaotly those points wheN tho 

foolilh·mindod persons might bave their doubts ; and i t is not intended to 
affirm anything. Otherwise, by saying what could not beneGt Hia bearers, 

tho Expounder would prove himself to bo lnoking in iotolligenco.- (3'9) 

End of lk secti<m on IM V atsiputriyas' doclriM of ' Soul'. 

I 



CHAPTER VIII 

Examirudi&n of tM. Doctrine of tlte Permanence of TT.ing8. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author has spoken of his doctrine (in the opening lines of his lntro· 
duotion) aa 'mobile ', 'imporrno.nent '. The following Texts proceed 
with the proof in support of thL• ,_ 

TEXT (350·351) 

OR, ALL TIDS EFFORT (1'0 REFUTE TBE VARIOUS DOCTRINES REGARDING 

TBE ORIGIN OF TliE WORLD )IS MADE NEEDLESSLY ; AS ALL SUCH 

DOCTRINES ARE REALLY SET ASIDE llY THE WIILL· ESTABLISHED 

DOOTRnm OF THE ' PERPETUAL FLUX ' OF THINGS.

BENOE IT IS Tms ' PERPETUAL FLux ' TlLoi.T IS 

GOING TO !lE CLEARLY ESTABLISHED FOR TBE 

REFUTATION OF ALL THAT RAS BDEN 

REFERRED TO ABOVE .<L.'ID ALL SUOII 

THINGS AS TBE t UNIVDBSA.L ' AND 

THE LI.K.E WHIOR ARE GOING 1'0 

B£ MENTIONED LATER ON,-

A REFUTATION THAT IS 

A.l'l'LIED EQUALLY 1'0 ALL 

THOSE DOCTRINES.-

(350.351) 

COMMENTARY. 

AB a. matter of fact, by establishing the PerptltUtl li'lw: of thinga, all the 
vn.rious entities postulated by othcrs,-sueh as those of 'Primordial Ma.tter • 
• God ' and the like-become discarded at a single stroke ; under the circum. 
stances, all the effort thet we ha.ve put forth in the above e:<tensive portioas 
of our work, towafdS the setting forth in detail of the sevoro.l doctrines and 
refnting them, is practically useless ; thet is to say, all these are refuted by 
the much simpler method (of establishing the P~ua! Ji'luz). That is tQ 
say, ' Primorclial.Matter ' and the rest arc not held by others to be tmdergoing 
destruction immecliately on appearance, or to be liable to absolute destruction ; 
hence by the establishing of the doctrine of 'Perpetual Flu.'<' which incl\1d&!l 
all things, all those PQStulated entities become set aside ; holding this opinion 
as wo do, we proceed to establish thia • Perpetual Flux ' 'With special oare,
for the purpose of discarding (a) nil those doctrines that bave boon d iseusS«I 
so far,-beginning witll 'Primordial }.latter' and ending with 'Pudgala ',
and (b) all those that are going to be discus.•ed later on,-suchas the' Uuiver· 
sal ', 'Qua1ity ','Substance', etc., \Vords a.nd their denotation, the J\t!ean~ 
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and tho Objects cl Right Cognition, tho Tiling of Vruiegated Character coloured 
with tho various tints of tho Ernorald, otc., an Entity continuing 
during all tl>eso points of !Jmo, tho four Elemont.al Subotanoes poshdated by 
the OMI"V{jko. and tbo M'ntorialist.e, and tbo M- of Words (Veda) posited by 
tha followers or Jaimini. 

'0/mrlg ',-becaUIGfor tbo proof set forth, tharo ia a Rooaon tbataatisllos 
all tbo three ocnditiono of tbo ..,lid Probo,... 

What is m .. nt by tbia ia t.hat in reality, tl10 whole purpose of our philo· 
sopby roacboo ita culminating point in tbia examination or the • P...,...nen~ 
Ohartu:W' of tAingi.-{3G0-3SI) 

The AutiiOr proooed.o to abow how tbia Poryesll4l.FlU% ia ... t.ablisbed :-

TEXT(352) 

Sollll! PEOPLE BOLD THAT TKF.RE ARE T\v'o CLASSES 01' TBnms-

0rt4~ A.."D Ufi(;TtaUd ; OTBF.RS HA YE HELD THAT 

TB:B TWO OLI.SSES Oi' TmNos AR:S 

MOI'M1IIary AND No>~-momm-

l<lry.-{362) 

OO~C\lE~'TARY. 

In this connoction, tl111 followers of Nyaya and others do not regard any
thing ... • momentary •, and they hold that thoro nro lwo clao•u of thing• in the 
shape of' Created' and 'Utloroated •; among tJlinga some are 'croated ',-os 
the jar and 'the roat, while ~omo nro • uncrMtod '--ns tho Atom, .lkas/10, etc. 

OU\&ra however,-Jike VutBiputriya8-hold that thoro is a further classi· 
6co.tion of t-hings \Ulder t.llo two hoM!a of 'mom.onta.ry' and 'non·momcntary • i 
tha.tis, o.ccorcling to thoso people, such tlUng~ us Cognition, Sotmd, Light-rays, 
t\f6 • momontnry '. while such things na Earth nnd A/..'d8/~a are • non· 
momentary '.-(352) 

Such being the diversity among t.ho vArioua views, tho Author first of 
all proceeds to $etfortb roaooninga in ouppcrtof the • Porpetual Flux • of thoso 
things that are hold to be • Oreatod • ,- wlucb thua form the 'Subject • of 
tha Reasoning set forth :-

TEXT (353) 

AMONG 'IUBSE, .ALL THOSil TIIINOS THAT Altll ' CRILU'BD ' ARB IN 

' PERP»rUA.L J'LVX I ,-BEO.lVSB, A.S B.IDOABDS THEIR 

DBST!t'O'OTION, .ALL 011 Tlm>( ARB BNTiltliLY 

U.'DitPJ:l>"DIIliT.-{353) 

OOl!MENTARY. 

As regards their de8truction, things ""' independent of other Oa..-.
Thi$ briefly indicetoa tho Reason which fulfllla all the tru... conditions or the 
Vnlid Prob<uu.-(363) 

This reuon ia moro clearly eta l-ed in tbo foUowina-
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TEXTS (354Al55) 

WBEN A CERTAIN Tl!ING DOES NOT l.'"EED A.~Y OTHER CAUSE FOR THE 

BRINGING ABOUT OF A CERTAIN CONDITION, TIIAT OONX>XTION SliOULD 

BE REGARDED AS ATTACHING TO IT l'ERMANI.WTLY,- BEOAUSE, OUT 

OF ITS OWN OAUSES, THAT THING APl'EARS IN ~'liAT OONX>ITXON ;

JUST AS TID:1 CAUSAL CONDITIONS ARE INDEPEl.'nENTLY, BY Tlllill· 

SELVES, CAPABLE OF l'ROX>UOING ~~XR EFFECT;-AND ALL 

T1D:1 Tl!INGS TIIAT ARE PRODUCED .!.RE INDEPENDENT OF ALL 

ELSE IN THE MATTER OF THEIR DESTRUCTXON.-(354-355) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tha nrgument is to b& formulated as follow$ :-"When certain things are 
independent in regatd to a certain condition, they should be regarded as per
manently a·ttached to that condition :- as for example, the causal conditions 
tha.t produoo their effe-ct immediately, a.re penna.nently restricted to t11ose 
efiects ;-aUtMngsllwt are prod1<eecl,-i.a. all created things-are independent 
in regard to their destntction ; heneo this is o. natural reason (for conc1uding 
that they are permanently attached to tlus destruction).-' .t!ny otlter Cause ', 
-i.e. any cause other than that which has produced the thing itself.-The 
reason for this statement is added-beoo:use out of itB oum caU8t8, it appears 
in. tiUJt j()1'1'fl ;-i.&. b0ca.use it is produced in a. form so permanent.Jy 
attaehod to the said condit.ion.- When certain tlllngs &ro not p<>rmnnently 
attached to a. certain condition, they a_re not independent in regard to that 
condition; as for insto.nce, tl1e wtbaked jM' in t-eference to the Baking. This 
forms tha corrobora.tivo instOdlce per di88im.ila1'ity.-(354-355) 

Sa.ys the Opponent :-"The Reason put forward is Inconclttlit.-e : Even 
though things are independent regarding tbeit destruction, yet it is quite 
possible that tbe destruction of a t iling may come about at some other time 
$1Ud at some other place; so that it ca.t'Ulot prove the imntediate dutruclion 
of tbo thing, which is what is desired by tho upholder of the 'l'orpetue.l 
Flux ', the doctrine of all things being 'momenttu-y ' ." 

'fhe """""er to tllis is provided in the following-

TEXT (356) 

EVEN TliOUGli INDEPENDENT, IF TID:1 DESTRUCTION WERll TO 

COME AT A.NO:tB'ER PLACE L~D TIME,~N, ON AOOOUNT 

OF ITS BRING DBI'ENX>ENT UPON THOSE, 

TliE TliiNG COULD NOT BE 

REGAll.DED AS c nfDEPEN-

DENT '.-(356) 

COM1illNTARY. 

'Jj}.qa '-i.e. the Destn.totion. 
'On account of its being dependent upon those '-i.e. dependent llpon U>e 

other time and place. 
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If 11 cort.ain thing being indepondont in rogard to 11 cort~>in condition, 
wore to be in this condition only ot 11 cortain time nnd plaeo,- then, as depen· 
dent npon that tirno ond ploeo, it would not be ' independent' at all. Ho" 
then is there o.ny' inconcluaivcnou ' in our Rcnaon ? For instance, if a certoin 
condition were to be p.....,nt only at o certain ti1ne nnd place,--and nowr 
apart from theso,-thon, how could it be rognrded os 'independent' 1 As 
such oxistence itself would oonatituto ita 'dopendcneo '; which term cannot 
st.and for 'deeiro ', for tbe almplo ro11a0n that tho thing is devoid of nU 'inten· 
tion ' .-{356) 

" If then what is monnt to be tbe reaoon ia the fact of its being tmirely 
inde:pend~l'&t,-Ulon aucb a Rcuon ia ' not pro'~'. 'not. ndmi.ttad ' ; for 
inst.ance, aomo thinga ....., dependant, for their destruction, upon such 
causes "" the atroko of a Bludjloon- in the CNI& of things Jjko the J ar. 
~en those thincs \Vhi~llko Cognition, Words, and tbe like,_..ro kno\VIl to 
be 'independent' ,-though thoy do not depend, for thoir destruction, on 
any such cause aa the at.roke of " Bludgoon, yet they do depend upon the 
peculit\rit.i"" of time and ploce. Thua tho Rooson, aa put forward by the 
Buddhist, ill entiroly ' unproven '." 

Tho nna"·or to this is provided in the following-

TEXT (367) 

ALL produced thin{/8 A.RB ALWAYS A.N1> ll!VERYWHBRE 

INDlll'liNDRNT IN R!IOA.Rn TO TIIJ:m n ESTRUOTION ; 

AS m TIIIS liiATTER, ALL CAUSES Oll' DESTRUC· 

TION A.RB liN'.l'Dll:LY INEll'l!ICACIOUS.-(357) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Alway• and llWf'I/WIUJro ',-i.o. nt all timoa nnd plaOOB,-the produced 
things are indopondcnt of tho ca\18o of their doetruction ; because t llQSO 
thet are not aeoepted 88 tho cause of the doat.ruction are in'!IJi«ltiOU8,-i.o. 
ot no uso ; nnd thoro can bo no • dopondonce • upon what is of no use,
itrendora no holp ;--<1aif thoro wore, thonitwould laad to anahsurdity.-{357) 

The following Text showa why thoy aro inefficacio\lll :-

TEXT (368) 

FOR n<STANOll, TBll ' !)ESTR1Jorl\"ll OA.US1: ' CANNOT BE 

RIORTLY REOAllDliD AS Tllll BRUIGJIR AJIOU'I' 0\' A 

' DESTRlJOTION ' wmcm IS NOT·DJJilPJl&EltT JROll 

ma TKINo ITSIILJ' ; AS TBll POSmvt: TKINo lS 

PBO!)tiOED FBOll ITS OWN OAUS"e.-{358) 

COMMENTARY. 

When tho dost.ruetion is brougllt about-is it an entity or a mn.~ ?
if itisanentily, tbon it muatbe bronghtAbout by the' Oauaeo!Deatruetion ':-
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now, would the destruction, 88 an entity, be brought about ns something 
11M-differtnJ from tho thing thnt. was the • cause of tho destruction ' ? or as 
oomothi.ng dijJuen$ from thot thing ? In regard to any existing entity, 
thoro can bo only theeo two alternativ.., ; nnd only one of u,...., two ooo be 

right ; both cannot be right; nor ooo both be wrong ; as tho denial of one clla
raetor of n thing must always imply the affirmation of tbo oontrary of that 
chamctor, and the affirmntion of the formot· must imply tho denial of the 
latter ; nnd one nnd tbo same character cannot bo both donicd and affirmed, 
as has boon oxplainod above. 

Of the two alternatives shown abovo, it c~nnot bo right to bold that 
'tho Doatt·uot:Jon, as an entity, is btO\lghli abou~ 08 aome~hing 'tiOt-<liiftrtnt f.rom 
the oouso of that dostr-uetion ' ; because tbo.t which i.a of thonnturo of a positive 
thing ia oJways produced-born-from its own caurro; as tho.t also, lil-:o 
tJ1o thing iteolf, is producod out of what is not·difl!oront from it; and what 
haa boon alroody brought noout cannot have anolbor OaUJ!O ; as if it did have 
ono, thon thoro would be no end to the aerioa of auch cnuaos.-(358) 

The following might be urged :-" Whon tho thing i8 bom out of its 
oauae, it i.s not in ita oomplete form: henco what it obtains from another 
cauao it another character in the shape of 'Destru.otion '." 

Thi8 i.s answe<ed in ~he following-

TEXT (359) 

WIIJilN A OERTAIN TBmG THAT OOMES OUT Olr ITS CAUSE lS 

WITIIOUT l'AllTS,~ ' DESTRUCTION ' TIIA'r W017LD BE 

IMPOSED UPON 1T BY OTIDIR OAO'SES hi:O'S'r BE Olr 

TRE SAME NATORB.-(859) 

A aingl& thing oannot havo two fllllw'U, by virtue of which it could 
bo producod in parts; on the eontn.ry, tho thing is willw>w fX'rle ; and when 
a thing la producod .!rom its Cause, ib must be producod in its entire form: 
how thon ooo another nature be impoood upon it, later on, by otbor Cans... ? 

In !sot, what i.s not producod at the timo thot a thing is producod, oonnot 
form tho n.ature of that thing ; because • non-di.ff&renco '• • SDJllOness ',implies 
oomploto identity of condition. Hence that whioh oomea about nt a later 
time, in tho form of' Destr-uction •, must boa different' nature' (eharocter); 
Md how cnn tlili!, which is thus diJ!eren~. bolong to tbo thing itsolf? Hence 
thoro ill nothing in this tbeory.-(359) 

If tho othor alternative be accepted tl>nt ' tho Destruction produced 
is something dijferen$ .!rom the thing •, ovon ao, tho cnuao or tho destruction 
of the thing would be useless. This is whot is shown in th& following-
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TEXTS (360·361) 

117 THE DES'rRUOTJON THAT IS DROUGHT ABOUT IS SOMETDlNG 
Dm'EIUJNT FROM Tlll:l TIDNG, THEN THERE IS NOTBlNO 

PRODUCED IN TliE TIID'O ITSELF 8Y THOSE OTHER CAUSES 
(OF 'l'HII SAID DESTRUCTION); SO TRAT THE El'PEOTS, LIKll 

THE Afl'REJiltNSION OP 'I'H& TlllNO .L'<D O'rii:ER PHENO· 
!aNA, SllOULD OONTINUE AS nEroRE. .AND AS TliE 

THING OON'I'lNUES TO REMAJ:N 1N T1IE SA.ME OONDI· 
TION, IT IS NOT POSSIDLB THAT TJtERE SHOULD 

!lE A.NY 'CoNOEALUENT' liTO. OF IT. 

-(360·361) 

OOIDIENTARY. 

Tho bringing about of one thing cannot Miller any beoefit on nnotl>er 
tiling ; if it did, then thio would loo.d to nn ~blllU'dity. Nor cnn it bo right 
to assort tht\t 'tho bringing n.bout of tho Dostr·not.lon l'clate<l to n. thing 
Ju1lps the thing itaot£ '; been.use no rolntion i~ know1\ to subsist betwe6a\ thmn. 
For instAnce, iuosmuch WJ tho two are, e:c hvpolhu~, different. tho rotation 
botwoon ~'"' two oonnot bo one of 'identity ' ; nor can the relation bo that 
or • boiog produced from it·. aa the deetruotion is produced only from <ha 
• Onuae of destruction ' ; and thal'& et.n bo no other roal relation botween 
the two. Evon it thoro were some relntion between the two, aa the Thing is 
(o:c llypoll1esi) an oatablisbed positive entity, tho apprehension nnd other 
of!eot8 produced by i t mu.ot nlso be positive entities (t\lld Destruction is not 
positive) :-In tbe compound 'Upalambllaldlryiill< •, tho • Upalamb/14 ', 
' Apprehension', it6oU is meru1t to bo tho • J{IJf11" ', • offe<:t' ; nn..d the term 
'4di ', 'and the oliWI" phenomena', is meant to include the eontaining of tcaln 
(of tho Jar), tha br<>OL'ing of 1M thigliO, and 10 fortb. 

It might bo arguecl that-" whan tbe tiling boeomes ooncooled-or 
obstructed- by tha destruction, which is something different from it, it ceases 
to produce such efT&ota M it.s own apprehension and the lik&.'' 

In nnswer to thla it is added- ' As 1114 tl1inu oomimus to remain in 1114 
~amc condition, ttc. etc.'-Nothing is possiblo ns a • concealer' or • oblttuctor' 
o£ a thing unless it romovoa its propertiee or does not produoo thom ; if 
it wore, it would lM<i to abllurdities. Hence it follows that, on account of 
i tA! previous nature boing WUibandoned, unoon-led, and unobst.ruot.ecl, tMre 
01\11 be no 'eonoealmont' or 'obstruction' of tho thing.-{360·361) 

Tho following n.rgumont might bo w·gecl :-" It is not po88iblo for tbe 
thing (whO!l<l destruot.ion baa boon brought about) to bring about itA! appre· 
honsion o.nd othar phonomono.; bocause the destruction of tbo thiog-being 
different from it,-haa destroyed it." 

This is answered in tha following-
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TEXT (362) 

IT IS NOT TRUE TO ASSERT TIIAT " Tm; THING IS DBSTBOYED BY 

ANO'l'BBR THING NAMED 'DESTRUCTION , ",-DliCA'OSlll IJ'HE 

ARGUMENTS BASED UPON TilE ALTEllNATIVES OP ITS BliliNG 

' DIFFERENT ' OR ' NON- D'ffiPEltENT ' A.}l.:--o SO FOR'l'H ARE 

A.!'.F'LICABLE, BY Dt:fLIOATION, TO SUCH A...'{ ASSER-

TION ALS0.-(362) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Destruction destroys t he thing,-is the thing destroyed different 
or not.differont (from the Destruction)! Or again, if it be asS<>ri:A!d that • it 
brings about that destruction of the thing which consists of its nnruhilatio11, 
lik& th& Bludgoon and other things ', the sam& alternatives may be put 
forward. And tl>e objections urged o.bovo would all booome applicable; 
os is going to be oxplai.ned later on.. This is what is meant by the seotenco 
' the arguments bas~ et<;. etc. • ; i.e . even against the assertion that wha.t is 
called • d""truction' brings about another destr\lCtion. 'Are applicabk by 
implication •. i.e. tho altorna.tives of being different or non-different and so 
forth are applicabl& to this also. 

Thus it is established that the Da,truction of a thing cannot be an entiu;, 
[tb& first alternative put forward above, under Text 358).-(362) 

Tho follo, ... -ing Text proceeds to show that tho t Do..c;truction ' of a thing 
cannot be of the nature of a non-entity .-

TEXTS (363·364) 

lP IT BE HELD THAT--" THE 'DESTRUCTION' (' Nil8ha ') BROUCRT 

ABOUT IS OF THE NATURE OF TRB 'NEGATION o~· EN'tlTlr ', OTHER

WISE CALLED ' DISRUPTION ', (P~adlwamsa '),-TRllRE 
CAN BE NO REASONABLE CAUSE POR THAT ALSO.-

lP NEGATION WERE A.'l' Ell'll'EOT, 'l'REN IT WOULD 

BE AN Entity, LIKE THE SPROUT AND OTHER 

EFFECTS; BEOAUSE Wm:LB THERE IS 

POSSIBILITY 01!' ITS BEING REGAitDED AS 

SOl\tETBING ' not-produced. ', IT IS 

FOUND TO COME ABOUT 'l'BROUGR THE 

POTENCY 01!' A CAUSE.-(363-364) 

COMMENTARY. 

What ia brought about, produced, is always an emity, not a nou-ent.ity, 
because of the latter, wllioh is of the n<>turo of the absence oi positive clm
raoter tllat could be predicated of it, tll&r& ill no form that could be produc:e<l. 
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Ronce wll4l w of u,. ,.u..,.. oft& Mgation of 0111ity, i.o. what oonaiats of the 
denial of or.iatonoo,-=ot bo brought about by anything,~ply because 
it is a non-ent.ity,-illto the 'Hare's Horns'. Otberwioe (U it waro eotnething 
prodo...ci) thon it would be an ' effect', o.nd as such an wilv,-liko the sprout 
omd other oll"octa. Tbis azgument may be rormulatod as foUows :-What 
is an ejfta must bo an wily, as thosproutand other thilll!ll,-<>nd Doetruction 
is an oll"oct (c hyp«hui), honoo tbis is a natural reoaon (for regarding it as . 
an ejftcJ). 

Tho author stAtes the • invariable concomitsnco ' (PremiBS) of this 
roasoning-BccaU8o 1&., found to COI>I6 about through tla• potency of a Catu:e. 
As n. mnt.t.oJ.· ot fnct., tlut.t ruono is said £<> be an • efreot ' which o.cquires an 
ncoret.ion to i ts natw·e through tho potonoy of a OR\t80 ; and it is only an 
tnUiy that c:nn ncqui_ro suoh oocretion to its n.a.turo. 

'£his point is not disputed evoo by tho Naiy4yikt> and othors: As 

thcso pooplo al8o doclaro the cbaractsr of tlto 'oll"oct ' to bo either 'inbcronce 
in Being ' or • inhoronoo in ~ Oa.use ' ; and Duli'Uctio,• CMD.Ot inhere oit.hel' 
in Doing or in ita Cause; !or, if it did, then, liko Subllt<t.nco and ot.ber things, 
it would havo to bo rogozdad as a 8ubWaltmt of ' e>:!Mnce' (i.o. nn enlilg).
(303·364) 

Sa,.. tbo opponollt.-'' H th:•t is so, lot tho Dw~ion bo an ontity, 
what ia the harm in that ! " 

AMwor:-

TEXT (365) 

Tml VIBW Tlloi.T ' NEGATION ' IS DROUGllT BY AN ' All7lllliATION ' 

lU.I! DJIBN SOUGUT TO DE SUPPORTED BY ItA VING Ill!OOURSll 

TO ' PIUlOLUSION ' (AS THE FORM Oil' TUB NEOATION SO 

DROUORT AllOUT) ;-BUT TilE ARGUMENT BASED UPON 

TIIB ALTERNATIVES POSSIBLE REOAltDING DIFil'ERliNOE OR 

NON ·DD'FERENOE, ALL BEOOl>IE ..t.l'PLlCIAllLB TO TBI11 

VIEW.-(365) 

'.How ill Noption brought about by A.flltmat.ion t' In anawor to ~;his 
question the other pruty ha& recourse to ' Precluaion •, i.o. the .......tion 
that it ia Negation in the form of 'Preclusion ' that is ao brought about ; 
that ia to aay, through the speaker's choice somotimoa ovon an •n~ily is spoken 
of aaa.clifforontform (noption) of some other entity. With tb.is explanation 
alao the viow is opon to all those argumonte that h1we boen urged above 
a.s basad upon the ~>ltornativoe of • difterenoo' or 'non-difforonce' eto.- (865) 

It, for fe1>r of this oritioism, it bo bold tha~" what is brought about 
by the Causoa of 'Destruction' is Negation,-not in tlto form of • Preclu
llion ',-but in tbe form of the abso!W.. "'9"'~-"-But here also, the 
inofficnoy of tbo oause of • Destruction • would bo still cloarer. 

Thia ia what ia shown in tho following-
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TEXT (366) 

b IT BE HELD TlU.T " 'IVRAT IS MEAl\"T BY ' DE$T:&UOTION ' IS Tllll 

NEGATION Oli' EJ'1!1!0TIVE AOTION, AND THIS DOES NOT BRING 

AllOUT A POSITIVlll ENTITY ",-EVBN SO, IT IlEOOMJDS BSTA».LISIIED 

TRA.T WHAT BRINGS ABOUT THE DESTRUOTtON OANNOT 

BE ITS 'CAUSE ',-BECAUSE IT IS DEVOID 01' '1"IIE 

OH.Ul.A<n'ER 011 'C.~ USE '.-(366) 

COllME~TARY. 

For instance, if • Doetruct.ion' means th.& 'nogotion obeolute'-as in 
tho expression • brings o.bout Destruction, i.e. Nogo.tiou '-the ncgo.tivo 
term would be related to the term denoting aclion, ond the moaning would be 

tlu\t it does not bring t>bout nn entity (in the forn1 of Jlclion); <md as this 

would be the donit>l or nogntlon of Aotion, what it would imply is t ho fact 
of the • Co.use of Destruction' not being o. c Cause' ; for bow oa.n o. thing 

devoid of t>Otion be o. • oauao ' ! So that nothing ol>n be tho Oause of 

Dootruct.ion.-{366) 

In t.his connection, tbo Author proceeds to sot forth th- arguments in 
proof of Destruction having " C..use wbicl1 have boon propounded by 

.d triddhakal1'<' .-

TEXTS (367-368) 

"Tms Des~nu;ti,on. OJ' TIIll TKtNo IS NOT l':a:BSBNT AT THE TIME 

TlU.T THE TmNo IS IN BXISTRNOE ; NOR IS IT l':a:BSBJ\7 BEJ'ORE 

(TRB T!nNG HAS OOYB INTO BXJ.STENOB) ; NOR VBRY LONG 

Al!'1'ER (THE T!nNO HAS 00>1>1 lliTO E.~ENOI:). IN U.OT, 

IT OOliES DOO:DU.TELY UTER (TH& TRI!<O IIAS CO>ril 

INTO EXISTENOll); TiroS, INASMUOU AS IT OO>f£S INTO 

EXISTENOB ON"LY AT A PARTIOULA.R. T,ll_Q, IT 

MUST RAVE A CAUSE. IF IT WER"B INDE· 

P ENDENT (011 ALL CAUSES), TREN THT8 

OOOASIONAL ORA.RAOTER WOU"LD 

IlB DIPOSSmLB, AS SHOWN 

IIBI'ORB ".-(367-368) 

Thn~ is to say, thn D011truotion of " thing cannot be present ~>t the time 
that the thing is in existonco, aa if it did, then tho momentarily existent 



236 TA1.'TVASANOilAJIA : CRAl'TlllR vm. 

thing could nover exist. Nor can. it be P"""'nt before tho thing haa been 
produood, ao wbtt baa not boon born cannot bo destroyed ; e.g. tho • oon of 
the Barren Woman ' nnd suoh non..,..tities aro not deotroyocl while unborn. 
- Even whet\ coming ajur the thing hna come into existence, it cannot como 
vuy IJ>ng M tor it; booauon all things ("" l•1fPothui) being d011troyocl 1\t the 
third moment (of existence), there C3nnot be another deolroction very long 
aft.orward.s, ..., ;,, found in tho CII80 of Fire thot hM becomo rodnood to Mhoo. 
The deolroetion of tho thing, thoreforo, m\IOt come immocllntely aft<>r it has 
oome into existence, i.o. at U.e second moment.. Th\10 it ia cetablishecl that, 
as it haa the time of ita coming definitely flxed, the Deelrootion m\IOt have 
aO..uao, jwtMthosproutha&-'.u;lh4.rlheli-. <le. etc.; i.e. becauaeihppeanl 
only oooasioualJy. The in~-aric.bto eonoomit.o.nce of this reason ia next 
ahown-' If it were indep.,uknl e1<>. uo.' ;-if it wore indopondont of all 01\uae, 
then ita occaai<>>UJI c/14~r coulcl not bo possiblo ; M in. that case its existenco 
would be tbero at all timll<l. Honoo, from its o....,ional cllarodm', it is deduced 
that it mWit have a 01\UM.--{367·368) 

Another roo.sou for tbo stnno conclu.sioo is sot forth in tho following-

TEXT (369) 

··As IT ooMES nnli!DIATELY All'l'ER THE T.lliNo, TBll DESTRUOTION 
JIIUST RAVE A CAUSE ; ALSO BECAUSE, NOT BA. VI:I'G BEEN 

IN BXJSTIIN'Oll, IT 00)1BS INTO BXlliTIIN'OE,--.TOST LIXE 

'l'liE FOLLOWING MOMlllNT. "-(369) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlm.t three r0011ons lmvo boon stated : Dll<ltruction muat have a 01\use, 
(<>)because it is oocaaional, (b) becnUM it comAII immocllately after tho thing. 
as admitted by the JJaudtlluu, and (c) OO....UIO not having been in e.xiatonce, 
it comoe ioto e.xistenco, like the follo-wiJ\8 Moment. Tho 'Hare's Horn ' 
a.nd suoh other non-ontitJes servo n.a Corroborative Instances ptr dissimilarity. 
--(369) 

Tho nuthor noxt otntes the ronaons adduced by Uddyotakora (in Nya· 
yatXlrli~-a on 3.2.14, pii{Jt ~ 15, 13ib. lndiea, from where largo portiona of the 
OolX!oiDOOtary on thiJI Text aro bodily quoted}-
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TEXTS (370-372) 

"TmiN AGAIN, IF DESTRUC'rlON HAD NO CAUSE, IT WOULD llE EITRER A 

NON-ENTITY, Ll'KE 'THE SoN OF TRE BARREN Wollf!!N ' AND 

OTHER NON-ENTITIES, oR AN ETES.NAL ENTITY, LIKE Akiislla; 
AS NO OTHER ALTERNATIVE IS POSS!llLE.-IF DESTRUCTION WEl<E 

A NON·ENTITY, •rl£EN ALL THINGS WOULD BE ETERNAL, AS 

TRERE WOULD BE NO DESTRUCTION (OF ANYTHING); AND 

TRE IDEA OF THE Dutrutt·ibility (FLEETING CRABAOTER) 

OF ALL PRoPERTIES WOULD BE BASELESS.-!P DESTRUC· 

TION WERE ETERNAL (EXISTING AT ALL TIMES), 

TKQ.~ IT WOULD DE POSSillLE FOR TRE THING TO 

liXIST ALONG WITH ITS OWN DESTRUCTION ; A$ 

THERE COULD BE NO INCOhll'AT!lltLtTY IN TlUS 

CASE ; AND THE ASSERTION Oli' THE· ' Dl"..S· 

TRUOTION ' OF WHAT HAS NOT Bl:EN 

PRODUCED WOULD NOT llE IN KBlll'ING 

WIT!i REASON."-(370-372) 

COMMENTARY. 

Uddyotakara has argued ns follows :-
•' One who doc1al"GS th.a.t 'there is no Oause for D estruction • should 

be questioned as follows: Doos this moon that thoro being no Onuse for Des · 
truction, Destruction does not exist (come into existence) at all, like the 
' sky-lotus' t or that having no Oause, it is ererrnu (ever-lasting), like Aklisha 
and other things ? According to your view what is ca'U8ek8s is found to 
be of two kinds-eternal and non..e:r;z'stent, there is no other alternative to these 
two--existence and »>n·t:c"iBtence :-Now, if being without a Cau.'ID, Destruction 
is non~exi&tent, thon all things must. bo eternal ; as t here js no Destruction 
at all. And the ideo. that ' all properties becomo destroyed ' becomes, il\ 
this cas0, baseless ; because when there is no movement, the idea. of anything 
'moving • is impossible. If, on the other hand, having no Onuse, Destruc
tion is etemoJ,-then it becomes possible for it to co.exist with the Thing 
(destroyed), as the Destruction would be always there. And this would 
be highly improper, as the P<esence and Ab8enco of a Thing nro mutually 
nego.tory. If then the said C<H~:::ci8tence is not admitted, then thoro can be no 
producing of auy efiect, a.s its contra-ry, the Destruction of the effect would 
be tbero sl.ways :-and when a thing is not produced at all, th0ro can be no 
Destruction. of it; for insta.nco, such unproduood things as the 'Hare's Horns' 
a.re not known among people to be destroyed ; hence any such a..::;sertion an 
that ' there is destruction of what Ita$ not been produced • CfUlnot bo iu 
keeping with Roason."-(37~372) 

The Author answers 81.1 thes& criticisms in the following T<JXI8 :-
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TEXTS (373-374) 

Wn.u SORT Oli' 'DESrRuCTION ' IS rr ('lXII o.ovsJILBSSNl:ss Oli') 

\\"lfiOII TliB om:Bll PEOPLE OBJEOT TO t (a) Is lT mE 

' lJO»Bl<TARY EXISTENCE ' Oli' 'l'mNOS, A.S BXPLADIBD BY 

118 ' OB mE ' CEssATION Ol? THE l?OJl>'f Ol? TIIll EliTITY •• 

CALLED 'DlsE11PTION' .(Diamnua, .A.mmrrt.ATION) 1 
- !J? IT IS THE FORMEB, THEN THERE IS NO QVA.BBBL.

(373-374) 

COMMENTARY. 

Dulructio» is of two sor~itive and mgatill<l. For instance when, on 
aooou:ot of tho thing boing mobilo a.nd having only 1t. momentuy oxiatonce, it 
booom .. 'deetroyod •, this is callod • Destruction • (of tho Positive kind) ; 

and thoro a the other kind of Destruetion which consiatAI in the thing losing 
ito positive character ~t.nd becoming what a C6llod ' daroption •• 'anni
hilation •. u it a in reforonco to the former kind of 'Destruction • to whose 

' 060101..,_' objection has been taken (by other pooplo) on tbo gronnd 
of tbo rouonslt.dduoed above.-then it is entirely futilo (&a what is objectod 
to is don.iod by ua alao).-{373-374) 

Tho futility of the argomonto is further explained:-

TEXT (375) 

TRAT TIIINO WlJlOH, lUVlNO A MOMENTARY EXJSTBNOE, IS CALLED 

' DBSTR110TION ',-Thi8 DESTRUCTION W1ll ALSO ADJIIIT AS 

1uwing a cause ; IT IS ONLY THE OTHIIR l!.IND Oli' DESTB1l'C· 

TION WlllOII WE REGARD AS witlwut caust, ON TIIll 

GROUND o:r 'rllEU BXINO NOTHING BLSII (WBIOII 

OOULD BB lTS OA11Sll).-{375) 

COm!ENTARY. 

Quution.-" I! tbot is so (and you admit what we bavo arguod), then 
why bavo you bald Destruction to be 'without nawo • I " 

Tho Answor Ill-' 11 i1 only the <JlMr ltind etc. etc.' ; i.o. lilft'e being nothing 
eZ..,-<~part from the Cause that brought the thing into oxiatonce,-ooming 
later on, in tho sbapo ot the Blt1dgeon ~t.nd &uch thing&,-tbat we regard the 
Dostruction to be without cau.se.-(875) 

Tho Subject (of the inference) in the form of 'DOI!truction • being os 

explained, tho two Roasons.-• b&ea.uso it is ooMSional' and 'booouso not 
having boon in oxi.stenco. it comes into existence ',-M'G duly admittod 
(by us o.lso ). As regerds the choracter of ' coming immediAtely after tho 
thing •, if that ia intended to be true only in a general we.y, then the.t; too is 
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. duly admitted (by us), because its existence immediately after that thing 
which is the O..use is admitted by us.- If, however, what the other party 
means by ' tho Doot.ruction coming immediately after the thing • is that it 
comes immediately after that thing which forms its own self (essence),
then such a Reason is not admiu.d.-This is what is shown in tbe following-

TEXT (376) 

THE C.RA.RAOTER OF 1 COAIING ImiEDIATELY AFTER. THE THING ' 

DOES NO~ SUllSIS~ Il:< TIIE DESTlWOTION AS DESORmED ; 

BECAUSE TilE DESTRlJO"rXON m TIJE l10R>! 011 ~llll 

MOBILE (MOMEN~ARY) TmNG APPEARS ALONG WlTII 

THE TmNG ITSELll'.-(376) 

COMMENTARY. 

' In t.he Dutruclion as ducribeil •, i.e. in the form not different from the 
tu~tw-e of IM mobik thiw; iuelf. There can be no ' parte • of a thing which 
is devoid of po.rts, by virtue of which such Destruction could come imme· 
diately after such a thing : because, like the nature of the Thing itself, its 
Destruction also comes about on the coming about of the thing itself ; other
wise ite ftmning 1M very tu~turt of tlte thiw; would not be true ; as already 
oxplained.-(376) 

It ho.s been argued abovo tha.t 'There is no basis for the notion that 
all Properties o.re destructible • (under Tezt 371) ;-thie lllso becomes rejected 
by what has been just said.- This is what is shown in the following-

TEXT (377) 

Tiros THEN, TilE DESTRIIOTXOl:< BEING THERE, THINGS CANNOT 

DE ETE·RNAL ; AND THE l'lOTIO:s' 'l'l(AT ' 'l'BINGS ARE DESTRUC .. 

TIBLE ' OA.'lliOT Bl'J BASl'lLESS.-(377) 

COl\lll.ENTARY. 

Simply because all things have tho character of eristing for a mome11t, 
and those very things that o.re regarded as so destructible form the ba.~ia 
of the notion of 'deatruotibility of things ',-this notion therefore, cannot be 
baseless.-(377) 

If then the ' Destruction • intended to be tho Subject of the arguments 
adduced by the other party is that in tbo form of ' Disruption • (Annihila 
tion),-thon all the tbroo Reesons ad.duced are 'unproven •, ' not admitted • 
(by us).-Thia is what is shown in the following-
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TEXT (378) 

As REOARDS ' i\.'(NlRILA'I'lON ', AS IT CAN HA Vll NO ESSENOB (<l!U.RAC

TI!ll), IT OI..'<NOT 'COME Th"TO EXISTENOB nwl!DUTJILY APl'EB 

TlUl l'Bn;a ' ;-AND AS RBOA.RDS TilE PRESBNOE Oi' TBE 

ODARA<7r.BR Ol' ' OOMINO INTO ExJsnNOll .u'TER 

HA. VU<O NOT EXISTED B:BJ'ORE ', THIS IS l'Bll· 

OISELY LlKB TIDl 'SKY-LOTUS 'AND 

OTHER TDINOS.-(378) 

COMMENTA.IW. 

Such ohru-nctera as 'coming into exi.•tenoo imruodintely after the t.hin,g, • 
and the like can exist in chings only, nevor in o. Mn·entity, like the • Haro's 
Borne' ; and • Annihilation' has no • es&eno& ', no chatact.or ;-how then 
ean it I>Avo any ouch charaeter as 'ocming immodiatoly after the thing ' 
Md the liko ! 

..to reqatdo lho prum~ of tl~ cllaroau of • C®>inq il'll<> ~. htJoinq 

hw•""' iB a:iou.~ ~ore'; the particle 'c4a • includoa the choracter of bring 
ot<:<Uicmol.-{378) 

"I! that ;, 80, if Annillilati<m has not the character of C®>inq il'll<> 

etMtenee immldiauly ojw tlu tl>inq, then what can bo the menning of the 
MSertion thot 'thoro is Annihilation of the thing ' ! When 80moiliing does 
not bolong to a thing, it cnn never be attributed to it." 

The nnawor to tllis is provided in the following-

TEA"r (379) 

Wtm..'< JT IS SAID TILl.T ''EHEBJIIS Annihilation or 'I'Bll l'Bn;o ', 
WlU1' IS KliANT IS 'l'l!A.T 'THE 'l'Jmi'o IS NOT TB:ER"& '. 

AND rr IS NOT llE.U<T TO OONVJ:Y TIIll Al'FIJUU.'I"ION 

(PR1rniOA'I10N) Ol' .UiY TKIN0.-(379) 

COMMENTARY. 

Evon though the aesertion • there is Annihilation of tho thing ' appoors 
to be afllrmativo of Annihilation, yet what is really moant is only the mga
li<>n of the Thing itself, and not the a.Qirmatibn o! t>ny poeitive ontity.-(379) 

., ln euob oxprossions os • It is Ohaitra's Sou', itl is tho axi8l.ettce of the 
aon that is af!lroned; 80 in the expression 'Thoro is Annihilo.tiol\ of the thing', 
it must bo the pru6nce of the Annihilntiol\ that is nf!!rmod." 

TW. ia answered in tbo following-

i 

I 
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TEXT (380). 

THE Ml!ll\Jll NAMING OF A PBRSON AS 'DONKEY ' DOES NOT 

LEAD TO Tlll!l ATTRIBUTION OF l'IrE WHOLE CRARAOTEB 

OF THE ASS TO THAT PERSON .-(380) 

COMMENTARY. 

The existence and non.·to:istenu of ~hings are not dependent upon tho 
""" of mere words, as the using of words depends upon the whim of the 
speaker ; i£ it were not ao~ then if, through a whim, the name ' Donkey ' 
were given to a. man, the entire character of the Ass would have to be attri· 
buted to that man. 

The term 'b<lllya' (in the Text} is a synonym for ' rMabha. • (Ass).
{380) 

The following Tex~ assert-s ~ha~ it must be understood that whon 
' annihilation ' is spoken of in regard to a thing, it is only the negali<m of the 
nature of the thing it.self, and there is no ajftr»UJJMJn. of anything-

TEXT (381). 

lF THE OATIIGORY NA~tED ' Al<NIHILATION ' WERE AFFIRMED 

IN l\Jlll'BRENOE TO A Tl!ING, THERE BEING N OTHING 

ACTUALLY PRODUCED IN THE TBING,-HOW 

IS IT TliA.T THE THING OBASES 

(TO EXIST) ?-(381) 

OOMllfENTARY. 

If it were not as decla.red by us, and if the category of ' annihilation' 
were regarded as affirmed. in reference to the thing,-thon, as there is nothing 
actually produced in the thing concerned,- why should that thing cease 
to exist ?- (381} 

As regards the argument put forward above (under 7'eo;t 371)-' If 
Destruction were non-existent, all things would be eternal ',- it is answered 
in the following -

TEXT (882). 

Tiros IT IS THAT THE EXISTENOE OF ANY ' DESTRUOTION OF 

THINGS ' OF THE NATUllJll OF ' .t\m.'IHILATION ' IS NOT 

.ADMl'l'TED ; BECAUSE TBll t DESTRUCTION OF A. 

THING ' CONSISTS IN THE Dissociation. 
of a parliwJa.r form, AND NOT IN THE 

negati<m of il8 existence.-(382) 

OOMMENTARY. 

Thus :-because it is really of the ne.tqre of the dissociation of a. part.i
<:ular form of the Thing,- t>nd i t is not of the nature of tho negation of the 
T JU:>g due to the cessation of the existence of the nature of the Thing itself, 

16 
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Why thee ahould our doctrin& involve the absurdity of all things being 

eternal ! If the • Destruction of things •, in the !onn of the nogution of 

their character, "-ere non-.eri.~Unt, thon alone the. thi.zlg8 would be eternal p 

as a matter of fact, however, tho Destruction in the ohnpe of the negation 
o[ o..h.a.raoter, though itaelf negative in character, is actuo.lly thoro ;-how then 

could the things be eternal ! 
As for tho notion of nU properties being dest.ntctible,-tho basis for this 

has boon nlready e>.-plained.-(382) 

It boa boon argued by the Opponent (under T= 372, above) thot 'If 
U10 Deotruction of the thing be eternal, then it would_ be co-existent with the 

Thing itteU '. Tbia is answered in the following-

TEXTS (383-384). 

WHEN IT IS ASSERTED TIL!Ir' DESTRUCTION IS OF THII NATUliEI OF 

0mSSATION ' , IT DOES NOT MliAN THE All'FI!i.'.UTION 01/ l~'S 

POSITIVE CRARAO'l'ER ; IT ONLY DENIES TRB OONTIIIl7IT'll' 

01' TRB l'ARTIO"IJUR l'OR:U: OF TB:& TmNG llliYOND 

0:>'11 l\IOW!l>"T. Tiros No I.ASTI!SG i'OBll IS 

AFllmwm IN JIBOA.IlD TO TKB • Amnm-
LATION ', AND THERE IS NO :ROOlt 

FOR TBl! ALTERNATIVE 'l'KAT 

IT IS elernal.-{383-384) 

COMMENTARY. 

\Vhen it is IU\id that t the•·e is CUIJa,ion ', i.t does not mean tho affirmation 
ot tho positive form of 'cosso.Uon' in rogard to 'Annihilation' ,-for the 
aimpto roaaon thotit has nopoaitiveform; it moons only thodoo.inl or theoont.i· 

nuity of the parti~ form of tho Thing beyond one moment.. Thua thoro is 
oo room for the &lternativa that it ;. something absolutely eternal ; because. 

on account of its hoving no character at all, it is impoosiblo for it to ho\'e 

• permanent form. Specially beoauao the pl'Oporties or etarn.lity or non· 
ot<lrnality are invariably concomitant with the nature of things. 

It has been argued by Uddvotakara (under Tex' 37 I , above) to the effect 
that.-" Under your view, whnt is withcw. Oause may be oithor curnal or 
taon·t:rilt~, otc."-But this Maortion is based upon hia 1.gnorauco of the 
doctrine of his opponent.. Aa • matter of fact, for Bauddl>ne who are futty 

oonvoreo.nt with Logic. wha.t is wtthout cause must be tum·=ilt.tnt; this 
has been thua declared by tho Btoued Lord-' The Wiso Ono aoeking for the 

common property among similar things does not perceive any auch property 

in the otigbtoet form '.-Aa for the V a~ <• particult.r aoot among 

Btuldhvu), who posit such o:Ntelu things as ~ and the ..,.t, they aro 
convarta to your view, and they cannot be regarded asFollmDnoofiJo•Btlddloa; 

hone. the putting forward of their view cannot be relevant. 
Thua all ca.uses of Des~ction being ioeffica.cioua, our Reason (put 

forward under Texts 353-36G) cannot be said to bo • Unproven'. 
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For the following reason also the Causes of DestrllCtion should bo 
declared to be inefficacious :-When a. Thing is produced from its Cause, 
is it produced sometimes as t't .. anesoont by its very no.ture,-and sometimes 
ns oot·tvant8C6nt (eternal) t If it is produced as evanescent, then it cannot 
be the cause of Destruction, because it is destroyed through its own ru>ture. 
When a certain nature (or character) belongs ta .a Thing, this t iring, when 
produced, is produced with that same nature; and it does not depend upon 
any otl>er cause (for producing that nature). For in.•tanee, the things that are 
bright or fluid or solid and the lik&-when produeed-a.re produced nlong with 
these properties,-and they do not depend upon another cause for the bring· 
ing about of these properties. It might be argued thal>-" In the ease of tbo 
seed and such things, it is found that though the seed has tho nature of prod no· 
ing the sprout, yet by itself it cannot produce it, it needs the help of other causes 
in the shape of water and such things,-and in the same wo.y, though the 
Thing may h..twe the evanescent no.ture, yet for ita destruction it would 
require other Oa.uses." This ca·nnot be right ; boo.ause what is regarded 
as the 'cause ' of o. thing is what brings it about in its final complete form; 
nothing else is regerdod as its 'Cause •. So when a. thing has a certain nature, 
it must produce i t by it.self, o.nci it does not need another Cause. If the seed 
in the granary does not produce the sprout, it is because such productivity 
does not constitute its ' nature ' ; it may be called ' the cause of the Oause • 
(of the Sprout), not tho direct Cause ; so that this does not vitiate our position. 

If the alternative view be aeeepted,-that when the Thing is produced 
it is produced in the non-evanescent (permanent) form, then, fot· that also, 
any Oause of its destruct-ion would bo entirely ineffico.cious ; bBCa.uae any 
chat'lg& ill. the nature of such o. thing would be impossible. Because if tlle 
nature of a. thing were not destroyed immediately after i ts productiOil, then, 
later on also, a.a the sa.me ch~raeter of pernw.n.t:nt sw.nding would be thoro, 
what is there that would be done by the ' cause of dest-ruction ', by virtue 
of which the thing could be destroyed ?-The following might be urged-" In 
the ease of Copper and other things it is found that, though they are solid, 
yet, on the contact of fire, their condltion becomes changed ; similarly oven 
tho\lgh the thing may be naturally i•ul~•truelib~. the Cause of its destruction 
may change its condition ; and by reason of this, it may become dtst,.oyed on 
i ts coming into contn.ot 'vit.h that Oo.use of Destruction ".-This cannot be 
right ; as a matter of fact, i t is not the same thing that becomes clumged ; 
because ' Oho.uge • consists in the production of another nature or charaeWr ; 
now this 'eh&nge • that you speak of-is it something different from tl1o 

· Tiring itself ? or is it the Thing itself ? It cannot be the Thing it.self ; as that 
has been already produced by its own Oa.u.se (and hence could not be produced 
ago.in by the Cause of the change]. If it is something different from the 
Thing, then the Thing itself remains M ~efore, retaio.ing its perm8nence; so 
that it has not changed. As regard.• the e"ample of Oopper and other things, 
that is not ndmia.'!ible. Because what happens in their case (according to 
us) is t.hat the preceding 'so!id·moment' of the Copper being inherently 
perishable (destructible) becomes destroyed by it.self,-then under the influence 
of such auxiliary causes as Fire and the like, there is produced. out of its 
own constituents and under other cirCumstances, a different character in the 



ehape of fluidity ; again this character of fluidity, being inherently perish
able, becomeo dootroyed, and there is produoed, out or tbo auxiliary causes 
and out o.r tbo eame constituents, another oharactu in tbo ebape of oolidily_ 
So that t.b6r6 is no cllong<~ of one and the sa.ma tblng-

Thua tho 'Oauae of Destruetion' is in ovory wa.y in!ructuous; a.nd our 
Rea.son is not 'unproven'. 

Nor is our Reason ' Contradictory ' ; as what ia put forward dooa actually 
happen according to our view_ 

Nor ia tho roaaon 'inconclusive ' ; as it has been olrcndy ostoblished 
beforo-

Tho following might bo urged-" The .lkd1ho do08 not noed & cM>SO for 
bocoming corpo>·oal (with n shape), and yet it is not permanently linblo to 
corporealilv; in tho some manner, though the ThingJ mo>y be products, yet 
thoro may be oomc thing which is not permanently liablo to destruction-" 

This is not rigM- There ia no Product which is not regarded as n<m
etunal (evanescent); aa all cauwl things o>re bold to be evanoecent; and 
tboee oame Producto are made the 'subject' of tbo inferential argument; 
bow tben can tbo Reaaon be 'inconclusive' t TboM things which, though 
Products, are yet oxpeoted to bo ~ on atoOunt of their indoetructibility, 
-t.heae are really included under the cal4gory of 'uncreated thingJ ', and 
as sue!> ahould be rogruded ao diacarded by tbo discarding or that category 
itaeU_ So that there ia no defect in our Reason- Nor iJ it admitted that 
A/cdi/I(J and IUOh Other things ...... independont in the mAttor or their COrpM'e4-
!ii1J; bocauae aa "mattor of fact, when a Property does not belong to a thing, 
thot thing is certainly 'dependant upon something else • in regard to that 
property; things ere never regarded 1\8 • dopendont on something else ' for 
tho purpooo of those properties that nro already prosont In thom ; in fact, 
they nro BO depol\dOI\t, only in regard to Propertios tbnt oro not thoro &lready. 
So the Corroborative Inotance cited by tho othor party ia ono that cannot 
be nclrnittod.-(38() 

Tl>e Author procoeda to sa.y something regarding the category of • un
cront.ed things • :-

TEXTS (385-386). 

THB ..ikdMa A-'ID O'mER 'l'BISCS WBICH JIAVE BBI.'I li.BLD TO BE 'UN

OR:UT:SD' AIIB RRA.LLY NON-BXISTENr, IN TB::s J!OIUI Olt' EN'rt'!'IES'; 
AS TIU:Y ARII DEVOID Olt ALL POTENTIALITY ; HEN OB THBRB OAl< BB 

NO llOOMJ!OR A'l'TRIBllTJNO TO TIDIM ANY SO'OR A.LTERNATtVl! 

01lAJU.OTERS AS THAT OF 'MOltBNTA..RINESS' OR 'NON
MOM'Sl<TARIN'ESS '; WIIE.REBY TIIBY OOO'LO BB RE-

OARDED EVEN AS A..~ • ENT!TY '-lU~ IT BITliER 

MOMI'JNTA.RY OR OTHBRWISE.-(885-386) 

COMMENTARY. 

If things like Akd•lla were such "" have their exiatenC<> e&tnblishod, 
then alone CO\lld thoro arise any discussion M to their being morn<>>l4ry, otc_ ; 
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booauae Properties have no exisl<lnce by t!wmurelvee ;-if they did, tben thay 
would ceaao to be Propmi.u. Nor a.ro .l.k4Voa, eto. uncreat<ld thi.Qgs,-be· 
cauae, being devoid of all potentiality, they are to be spoken of as 'non· 
exial<lnt ',-like the 'oon of tbe Barren Woman •. Thi.s argument may be 
forrnulat<ld u follows :-A thing that i.o devoid of all pol<lnti&lity must 
be non-exiet.ont,-like the 'son of the Barron \Vomen' ;-A'kd.thc:J, etc. 
are devoid of &ll pol<lntiality ; so that this is a. natural renoon (for regarding 
thom a& non..e.ldstent); or in reality, there i~J a~noe of the moru extensivo 
clmro..cter (which implies tho absonoe of tho leu oxtensivo charo.ctcr).
Nor co.n tho Reo.aon adduced be said to bo • inconclusive', as this alone is 
enough to justify the notion of 'non-existence •. Nor cnn the ~ason be 
said to be 'UJlprovon' ; as we ah.o.U oxpla.in ln.tor on. Nol', lastly, c.o.n it be 
said to bG • oontradiotory ' ; as it is found to be present in all cases where the 
Probl\ndwn is known to be present.--{385-380) 

Quution. :-u \Vhy cannot the question of 1Mttt4nlarinu.t or non

naom.ent.Grinell arise in regard to a. non..entily ? " 
The answer i.o provided in tbe following-

TEXT (387). 

1iJ:AT T!aNO IS SAID TO BE 'MOlii:ENTARY' \VBOSE FORM PEBSISTS 

l'OR A >I0l\11o!NT; \VRILE THAT T!aNa IS SAID TO BD 'NON· 

>IOl\IENTARY ' \VBIOR IS ENDOWED WITH A LA.STfNO 

(PERMANENT) FORM.-(387) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho moaning of this is clear.-(387) 

UddyoWk.ara has put forward the following nrgument :-"The tenn 
' ]{fO~ilot> • ('momentary') contains the P0118e88ive Alllx ('f/1<111 •, by Pil;l.ini 
5·2·116); hnw does this affix oome in? If, in aocordnnoe with the Nir· 
1d:l<>, ' kfo!Wl • ata.nds for kfaya, Dulrtuti<m, and the torm 'kfo~i.l» • means 
lh<U wid> luJa ciulruai<m,-this cannot be right ; bece.uae or the dillerence in 
time ; tha.t i.o, at the time tbet there i.o Dut.-..clio,., the thing to which it 
belonp '-not there (having ceased to:exist); and tho P00801!8ive affix is nevu 
round to be usod in oonnection with things tha.t exilt at dillerent times. If 
(with a viow to oocaping from tbet difficulty) it be held thM tbe positive 
entity iteolf, as qualified by its impending d08truct.ion, is what is spoken 
of M' kfa~\.1:4 •, ('momentary '),-even so, it is not possible for the thing 
quali6od by the dootruct.ion to he spoken of as ~.,•uing thnt DOlltruct.ion; 
and thus nlso tho use of the Possossive affix would b8 iujusti6ablo. If what 
is moant by things being ' kfat>ika • ' momontory ', ia that the time of thoir 
exiatonoo is only one moment; and that having posited the' kfatta ','Moment', 
as the lowoot oonoeivable measure or time, we call those things ' rno· 
mentary • 'vbich continue to exist only duri.ng that point of time ;-then 
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thit olao cannot be right; because the BauddiiD odmit.t of 'nme only"" a. 
mere name (o. hypothetical entity, without reality); Md it i.o not right for 
what i.o a mere name to be regarded as the <JWlti8eation of an Mtity." (S~ 
yonlrlik4 on 3-2-14, P"S"-418, tines &-16, Bib. lndim Edition.) 

This is o.nawered in the following-

TEXT (388). 

TliAT PORM OF TilE TIILNG WBICII DOES NOT PERSIS1' AliTER ITS 

l'RODUOTION IS WHAT rs cALLED 'K1a1!4 ', 'blObrENT' ; 

AND TIIAT WIIICR IL\S THIS 110RM IS IIIILD TO JlE 

'Kfr:n)ika. ', 'MOMENTARY '.-(888) 

COllMENTARY. 

What is called 'moment' is the cho.reeter of the thing which is 
dootroyed Unmedintely after it has been produced ; and that which has 

U>a character is oalled • momentary •. Thit hu been thue declared
• .Vom<nl ia that ••hich is d<stroyed immediately after the thing has come 
into e:<istenco, and that which has this is oalled ,.,,.mory.'-(388) 

"Even so, as the 'nature' of a thing is not..d.iffe.rent from the Thing 
itself, thoro onn be no such idea as that ' this belonga to that ',-which idoo 
is basod upon the difference of the two factors concorned." 

Tho M.l\ver to this is provided in tho following-

TEXT (389). 

EvEN \VBJ:N TIIERB IS NO Dll1ll'BliENOJI llETWJIEN TWO TIIINOS, 

TIIERll IS NOTHING TO PllliVEt."T TRE NOTION 011' ' TliiS 

BELONGING TO TIIAT '; AS llv:&RY liXPBESSI:VII 

WORD IS Al'PLIEJ) IN AOCOED.ANOII Wl'rll 

AN .&li.BITB.ARY WJm<.-(389) 

CO:UMENTARY. 

In suoh expreuions as • one's own natnl'$ ', ' the body of the stone
image ', and so forth, -even though there i.a no act-ual diffarenee betwoon 
the owo thinga epoken of, the PosS<lSSive ending implying difloronce is used 
on tho bosia of o.n oaswned difterence; so would ie be in the co.so in question 
also. Vorbnl oxpro88ions aro used, not alw&ys in OC<lordance with t he r<lnl 

state of things, but in aooordance ">ith the whim of the spoaker.-(389) 

Further, \vhcn a. man ut~rs a verbal sound, that sound donotes, in 
thf.t form o.lone, only that much of a thing as to which it is applied ,-«ueb 
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denotation bei_ttg du& to convention ; and in roality there is no ' basic term' 
or an 'affix • ; t11e t .. rm (verbal sotmd) 'kf<>l'ika' is &pplied by the learned 
to only such a. thing as does not continue to &xist &Iter its coming into exist
<>noo ; and such a thing being meant to be denoted by the term 'momen
tary '-it ma.y be used along with an affix or witbout.an nffix,- we ha.ve no 
roga.rd for any such use, which is nsecl on the bo.sis of conventions that are 
purely arbitrary.- This is what is shown in the following-

TEXT (390). 

WHAT IS MEANT TO llE SPOKEN OF (:SY THE TEim 'Kga'(l-ilw. ', 
'l\IO!IIENTARY ') IS TRE Tl!ING THAT DOES NOT CONTJNUE 

TO EXIST AFTER ITS CO!IIING INTO EXISTENCE ; AND THAT 

TERl\1 liiA Y :SE USED EITHER WITH THE AFFIX OR 

WITHOUT Tl!E AFFIX (TO \VlliCII Uddyotalw.ra 
HAS TA.ltEN OllJECTION). 

COM?>IENTARY. 

'Evam '- i .e. by the term' k$a~ika ', • momentary.' 
'With the aff.x'-i.e., with the Poasessive affix (Tha>l).-(390) 

Thus it has been shown that if Aki.i81uz and the rest are regarded a.s 
t4n.creaud, they must bo rogo.rded as being tt.<»t-.e:cisten.t; a-nd it is now goin,g 
to bo shown that i£ they are regarded as existe~. they must be tnom•mtary :-

TEXT (391). 

b Akd.sha, TlliiE A..l'fD SUOR THINGS ARE existent, THEN, 

BBING SO, THEY OA...'n<OT ESOA..PE FROl\1 :SEING 

rru>mentary,-JUST LIKE THE OREA.TED 

TBINGS.-(391) 

COMMENTARY. 

'I!rtiih '-stands for 'kriJJ.klih ', 'created things '. 
This indicates ' being ', ' existence ', as tho Reason (for regarding things 

as momeniary).-(391) · 

This R&ason is stated more explicitly :-
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TEXTS (392-394). 

FoR INSTANCE, WRA.TZVER T.HINGS ARE :EXISTENT ARE ALL IN A S'l'A.Til 
011 PERPETUAL FLUX,--.1UIIT AS ALL OREAT.IID THINGS ILlVE 

JUST BEEN SliOWN TO BR ;-THESE TKIN'GS, Ak44h4, 
Tnm, Qon, AND Tim REST ARll HELD BY YOU TO DE 

tzi41t:nl ;-'l"li&SE OOULO NEVER ILl V:E A.N :EXISTBNOll 
lY 'fitBY \VERE DEVOID 01' momenlarinu8 ; 

- liEOA17SE PER~!A.NIINT THINGS OA.NNOT 
RA VB ANY PB.OlT.I'tJ'L AVHYrtY, 

liiTRER 817COESSIV.IILY OR 
SD>roLTA.NEOUSLY,-TRERB· 

:..ORB TR:EY .&.RE liELO 

TO Bll ~i&lcl.t. 

-(392-394) 

OOMME.KTA.RY. 

The roBSoning may be thus formulated :-Wiu.t is exi4um must be 
mo~M!Uarg,-Uke the thing~> jWJt shown to be momentary ;-.lktM/14 ao.d 
other (uncreoted) things oro hold by you to be •xi4~nt; this ie thel'llfore a 
Mtural reOBon (for regording them "" fM?Mntary). 

' A.1 haw been. Mown to be. ' .-Le. as fn01tMnta'71. 
This shoW~ that the Corroborative Inot.enco is not devoid of the Proban

dum, M its p....,nce hM been already estobU.hed. 
' Held by you ' ;-Ulit! is meant to indioote thnt the reasooing hero put forward is an indirect one, in the form of a R<d~io otl C!Mudum. Otherwise 

tho Reason cited would ho one that is not admitted by one or the other of 
tho two po.rtios. 

Quuticn-" In wha.t way is the invario.ble concomitance or the Reason 
(with the Probandum) eeteblisbed ! " 

AnBtDer :- ' Ij tMy tDUe deuoid of momentarintU, eu., ; t.ho 'existence' thM is meant to be tho Reason here is that which consists in • capacity for 
fruit(ul o.eti.on' ; $nd ti'Ua 'existence ' mu.tJt be absent, if • momentarinMS • 
is aboent; because when things perform ,. fruitful act, they do it either suooeesively 11nd simultaueously,- there ie no other way of t\Ot.ing oxoopt 
Bu0068$ively and simultaneously; "" these two aro mutually exclWJive, 
as ia cloorly perceived; for instance, the Jar is noi perceived. at. one and the 
aamo time, to perform the ,aucceuive functions of containing wine, water 
and other liqwde"" apart from one anothor,-nd alao the sim\lltnneous funotion.a of bringing about its own cognition IU\d also containing water, at one 
and the same time ;-aow thoso various acto that the Jar is soon to perlonn euocessively,-or the Potter ia seen to mako the Jar, the plates and other 
objoots,- all those it or ho is not oble to do or make aimultaneously. When too the Jar Is found to produco ita own cognition and other thing~> at ono 
aud the samo time, it ia not, at that same timo, found to produce thooo semo 

·-
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successively also. AU this is cle...-ly established by clirect Perception. Thus 
S'UCU8Bion being excluded by s-i multaneity, and t1iu t.-m-sa1 the cognition that 
precludes both these functions (the auoeessive as well 1\8 t he simultaneous) 
naturally precludes the object also to which t hose functions belong,-and 
it also indicates that there can be no third kind of functioning ; thus t hen 
there is mutu.ol exclusion-' contradiction '- between these two--.&UCCM&i<m 
and simultaneity-of that particular kind in which the presence of one 
implies the absence o£ the other. Thus no t hird kind of nctivity being 
possible, all fruitful activity of things must be either BUccusive or &imulta· 
nwus; and when such activity is precluded in Permanent things by the 
absence of the more G'-."ten~ i ve character, it precludes its chare.etoristic in 
the shape of ' existence ' also. In this wa.y the necessary invariable 
concomitance becomes secured. 

It cannot be nrgued, in answer to this that-" The succusi<m and simul-
14neity of the things themselves ha.ve not yet been proved, inasmuch "" 
Tirne is not postulated by us as a distinct entity."- It will not be right to 
argue thus, because we do not say tha.t the' succession ' a.nd 'simultaneity' 
of things are due to a distinct category in the shape of Time ; what we mean 
is that it is due to their coming into existence in those ways. For instance, 
when it so ha.ppons that when one comes into existence, the others e.Js.o. 
como into existence similarly, then they form the ba.-,is o f the notion 
of ' non-succession ' or ' simultaneity • ; os is foWld in the case of severaJ. 
sprouts coming out from similar causal conditions ;-when, on the other hand, 
things appear in a. different manner, they are spoken of a.s t successive ' ; 
e.g., such things as the sprout, tbo stem, tho leaves, and so forth.- All these 
are clearly recognised by direct perception, and are spoken of as such by 
people. T he functioning of Causes also towards the bringing about of such 
things is simi.larly spoken of as t successive ' or ' simultaneous '. Thus the 
objection that hM been urged e<~nnot be r ightly urged against us. 

Says the opponent :-" In cose the Thing were proved to be permanent, 
the preclusion of SUCUS8ion and simultaneity might not imply the pre
clusion of jt'Uitful activity ; e.~. when the existence of the 'Tree ' becomes 
precluded in regard to a certo..in place, it precludes the po.rtieuJar tre& 
• shimahapa' ; otherwise, if the place itself were unknown where could the 
absence of the shin>11/iap6. be cog)lised ! As n. mntter of fnct, the pennanem 
thing itself does not exist (for you, the Buddhist), "" this is what you wish 
to deny. If, however, you do adtnit that such n. permamm thing doas exist, 
t hen it cannot bo right to deny it ; since you admit its existence as the sub · 
stratum (of the two kinds of nctivity). Thus your reason- ' because i t has 
existence- ',- becomes ' ineoneluaivo ', as it is found to be present also in 
the contrary of your Probandum ('Momentary')." 

I t is not so, we reply. When we urge the non·perception of the more 
extensive character as proving our negative oonch~t;ion, wo do not urge it 
as an independent valid cognition ; we put it forward only in the form of a 
Reductio ad absurdum against the opponent ; t he sense being---if you accept 
tile permanence of tJte thing, then, you cannot adtnit its fruitful nctivity,
o.s 'succession ' and c simultaneity ' ,-which are of larger ex tension, and with 
which the sa.id 'succession' and ' simultaneity' are invariably concomitant, 



-eannot be present in it; be<>8\IU when the wider thing io not thoro, tl>o 
narrower thing cannot be then>; othetwis& the two oould not be related as 
beillg of 'larger ' e.nd 'narrower • extension. Henoo on the preclusion o f 
Ill• capacity for fruitful activity, tho presence of ..,..,.nee also oonnot be nooopt
ed ; o.s the said oo.pacity constitut.M the oharo.cteristic of • oxistence.' 

By this method, the non-exiotence or things l>&ccnM8 eetoblisbod. 
Nor is it -ary thet the Corroborative Instonco per Dluimilarity 

must always he a rool entity ; M all that is meant to bo shown by such in· 
stanoo is that tho nbeenoo of the Probandum moons tho abeonoo of the l'tO· 
bans. And this is proved by the mere assertion,-without odmitt.ing the 
Mal oxiotonco of any objoot,-thet when the wider thing is abo<!nt tb4 nar
rower thing also muot be absent,-ftor it has been recognised in a gonoro.J 
way thet between tho two things thoro lies tho relation that one has " wider 
extension than t.ho other n.nd ua such thore is invarinble concomito.nco 
between them ; e.g., the assertion • when the Tru is aboent, the &i,.,II<Jpd 
cannot be then> '.-This has been t.hus doolarod :-'In the 0010 of the Corro
borative Inatonoo 1)tl' diasimilarily, it is not noCOS$ary that the exiotonoo 
of the objective subotratum should he t>dmittod ; as what is intended fottows 
from tho mere assertion thet on th• ab&.,.,. of OM, IM oiMr al8o """""' b8 
IMn '.-(393-30.) 

Tho fottowing Tox& shows thAt the Permanent Thing cannot luwo any 
8UCCU.tiw fruitful activity :-

TEXT(395). 

EnECI'S A.RB DIILA.YED ON A000Ul1'T OIITRE NON·P110XDo!lTY OJ' 
THE CAUSB. !I' TKB :BD'IOIENT CAUS:B WERB THERE, 

TO WllAT WO'OLD 'I'I!AT DBLAY BB DUE 1-{395) 

CO"MliENTARY. 

It is not by their own wish that the eftsote oome into existenoo or not 
oomo into existenco ; in fact, their being and not being depend upon the 
preoenco or absence of the C..uoo. Undor the circumstoncoe, if the Thing 
in ito permanent form....., al-yo there. u the e&US8 of all things,~LI>en 
how is it tbot all eftocte are not produced ot onoo,-boing depeodeno a.s 
they o.re upon the more presonoo of tbo said O~u.se! and why should thoy 
appear auoces..tvely-one after the other!-' E.f4>a' is Delay .-So that 
<>veo the oubsequent eftoct should oome into exiatonoo beforehand,~US8 
ita Oauoo would he there in ita untnumneUod form,-ju.st lil<e the o!Joot that 
the Opponent haa i.n vio\v.-(395) 

In the following Tm, the Opponent o!Jero an explMation :-

; 

! 
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TEXT (396). 

"EVEN OF TliB ETERNAL TiliNG, THJ'lR}J ARE OERTAIN AUXIL

IAR!BS,-ON ACCOUNT OF WHOSE HELP, THJI FORMER 

BRINGS ABOUT THE LaRGE NUMBER OF ITS 

EFFllOTS, IN SUCCESSION " .-(396) 

COMMEN'l'ARY. 

"'Evon though the Permanent Entity ia a lways there, yet its auxiliaries 
come up to it only in succes,.l)iOn; hence on accotmt of these latter, the Per· 
manent Entity will naturally produoo i ts effects only in succession ".-(396) 

The following Tezt an.•wers tllis argument :-

TEXTS (397- 399). 

Tms IS ALL VERY WELL ; BUT WHEN THOSE OTHER THINGS BECOME ITS 

t .A.UXXTJARTRS ',IS IT BECAUSE THEY ARE THE CAUSE OF THE CAUSAL 

EFll'IOIENOY (OF THE PERMA.~NT THING) 1 OR BECAUSE THEY 

ALSO SERVE THE SlltB PURPOSE 1-!F THEY ARB THE CAUSE OF 

THE CAUSAL EFFICIENCY (OF THE PERMANENT THING),-

TB::E.N THIS Tm..~G ITSELF WOULD BE PRODUCED BY THEM ; 

AND YET TmS IS INCAPABLE Oli" BEING PRODUCED, AS IT IS 

ALWAYS THERE (BEING l'EI<MANENTj. OR, IF THE VERY 

FORM OF THE PEEM..I.NENT THING WBEE HBLD TO BB 

l'BODUCED (BY THE A.UXlLIA.BIES), THEN ITS ETERNA

LITY (PERMANENCE) DISAPPEARS. IF THE 

' PECULIAJUTY ' (PBODUCED IN THE PERMA· 

NENT THING) BE BRGARDED AS SOMETHING 

DISTINCT FRO~! THE 'J.'HING ITSBLF, TliEN,

HOW CAN TmS (THING) BE REGARDBD 

AS THE ' 0A.USE ' ?-(397-399) 

COMllfENTARY. 

As a matter of fo.ct;it is not possible for tbe Permanent Thing to have 
any auxiliMy. Because (a) would that be an 'auxiliary ' by virtue of creating 
peculiar conditions in the thing-...• the Earth, Water and other things 
become au..xiliaries of the seed through producing in it such conditions as 
8Wtlling and the like 1 Or (b) would it by virtue of their serving the same 
purpose "" the thing-M Colour etc. become auxiliaries to the Eye in pro
ducing the visual perception of Colour, by mere appearance ?-The former 
view cannot be maintained ; beca.use the ' peculiar condition ' that is produced 
in the Thing, by the auxiliary-would that condition be non-different or 
diJferent from the form of the thing itsel! !-or would it be neither different 
nor non-different 1 Or would it be both diiferent and non·different ?-e.s 
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held by the .djivol:lu. Tbeao are the four altomatives. Tb& fust of thee& 
altemativoo is not IM&ble; a~~ in thiB case, the condilUm, boing non-<illluent 
from tho thing, would be, liko it, always tl>e...,, 1\tld what is always there 
cannot be produeod,-or if it be produced, tho thing itllolf G!Bo might be 
producod in tho same way ; and that wo.~d doprive it of ita pennantnco. 
- If the aeoond alternative be I\CCOptod, in thet case, tb& effect being 
produoed by the oondition in qUMtion, the Thing itsdf would ooaao to be 
the o .. tue. 

The term ' asau ' (in tb& fourth lino of the ~' ... 1) atonds for th<> 
Po>maMm Thing.-(397-399) 

The u.me argument is further clarified in the following-

TEXT (400). 

TBl! Dn:O'l"S W011Ul IN TJUT CASE BE l'BODUOED Ob'LY WHEN 1'1111 
84ID ' CoNDITION ' IS TIIERB,- A.ND TlilllY WOULD NOT BB 

l'RODUOBD WREN THE ' CoNDITION ' IS NOT TUERE ;
AND 'l"HtrS IT WOULD BE THIS ' CoNDITION • TRA.T 

WOULD HA~ TO Bll RBOA.BDED AS Tll'ltlR 
CaU80.-(400) 

COMMENTARY. 
\Vhon • it'-i.o., tha said ccmdll&on-UJ there.- ' TAw', i.e.~ from the 

positive and negative concomitanoe just pointed out.-(400) 

The following q•.,latates an answer from tho standpoint of tho Opponent 
[end thon refuloo it]-

TEXTS (401-402). 

IT MIOBT BE A.R011BD TRA.T-" ON ACCOUNT OF ITS (Tml CONDITION'S} 
l<BLA.'I'ION TO Tlll'J TBlNG, TBE CAUSAL OIIA.BA.OTBB DOES Bl!LONG TO 
THAT (TmNG) ALSO ".-WIUil' 'llllLAnON' OA.N BE RELD TO SUBSIST 

.BBT\VEEN TIIESB TWO T-IT OA..'O<OT BB idenlity; AS THE TWO 
Al\E RECOGNISED AS DISTINOT. NOR OA.N THE RELATION 

DE HELD TO OONSIST IN TIIE FAOT THAT IT IS l'RODUOI!lD 
:r!IOH IT; AS IN TRA.T OA.SE, T!IERB SHOULD BE 8DCIJL. 

T.U.""EITY; AXD Tl3l!N TlDI A.Pl'EA.BA.NOE Oil TilE BYr&Cl"S 
ALSO WOUloD Bll SIMULTA.NEOUS.-(401-402) 

COM~rENTARY. 

'11' *-i.e .• of the condition.-' Tha.l '- the permanent. thing. 
With the words • - rtlatUm, etc. ' the Author replies to the anawer 

of the Opponent. '£he meaning io that no relation is poAAibl~ botwoon the 
two. There are only two kind!o of rolation poasible: Identity and Being 
Producul oul of it .~the relation between the thing end tho condili<m canno~ 

• 
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be that of Idem'i!AJ; as the two have been admitted to be different. Nor 
<:an tho relation be that of being p1"odw:ed out of it ; because, in fact, the 
.offects are produced out, of the auxiliaries themselves. H then, it be accepted 
that the conditions are produced out of tho thing, then, M the appearanoo 
of the conditions would be contingent upon the thing i tself, all the condition.s 
would be produced simultaneously, and this would imply the simultaneous 
appearance of all the effects also ; as the Cause {in the shape of the Per· 
manentThing) along with the conditions would be always p•·esent.-{401·402) 

TEXT (403). 

111 IT BE HELD THAT 'I'BEllll IS NEED FOR A FURTHER AUXILIARY, 

--'I'HllN THERll WOULD BE AN INFINITE Rl!OBESS. FRollt 
THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT, ON ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE 

OF RELATION, TRE EFFECT CANNOT BE PRODUCED 

EVEN ONCB.-(403) 

COMMEJ:..'T ARY. 

If it be held that " for tho producing of the so.id ' conditions ' also 
there is noed for other auxiliaries ; so that the conditions a.pperu: successively 
and hence there can be no simultaneous appearance of the effects ",-this 
cannot be right; a.s in this way, thoro would be nn Infinite Regress. For in
stance, for these auxiliaries also, thoro would have to be postulated further 
o.ttxiliaries for the bringing about of other condition8 ; oi that condition a.gttin, 
which would be different. there would be no relation.c~hip,-and if it were 
to be produced out of tho same, then all effects would be pxoduced simul· 
tenoously ; and if a further auxiliary wero needed for tbet,-the same 
difficulties would again present the~! ves.- Thua there being this infinite 
regr<88, no rolt>tionship between the Thing and the Condition could be estab· 
Jished ; and when this cannot be established, t hen the effect would be pro· 
duoed not from the Permanent Thing, but from the Condition itself.-{403) 

TEXTS (404-405). 

IF THE RELATION BETWEEN TRE T\VO (THE PEB.MANENT THING AND 

THE CoNDITIONS) WERlll HlllLD TO BE THAT OJ! 'INHERENCE' (SURSIST· 

ENCE), THEN ALSO THII FOLLOWING HAS GOT TO BE CONSIDERED:

Is THE 'INBERENT' TiliNG SO R:&GARDED BEOA17SB IT IS HELPJ!UL! 

QR NOT SO 1 lJ! THE J!ORMER ALTBRNATIVlil IS ACCEPTlllD, TIIEN 

IT COMES TO BE THE SAME AS THE RELATION OF 

'BllliNG PRODUCED FROM IT ', AND THIS HAS 

JUST BEEN REJECTED.-(404-405) 

OOMME"I-<"TARY. 

It roigM be argued that-" the relation between the condition and the 
P ermanent Entity is not that of being p1"oductd. from it, but that of inhering 



in it, tho condition being inhoront (•ubsisting) ill the Permanent Thing".
This cannot bo right i this is shown in the Text with t.ho words-' 2'/Jtn aUo, 
etc.'-' Or t\.Ot 10 • ;-the construction being-' it is hold to be inherent 
without being helplul '.-Under too llrot alt<>rnativo, tbe lldp rendered 
being non-dirreront lrom tbe Thing M/pod, it ''""uld come to bo the 18rne 
relation which 1 .... boon spoken of abo,·o as that or ~ing produwt from 
it; and this t.... boon just rejected.-(404-.406) 

If the seoond alterMti.vo is accepted, then thoro being no distinction, 
everything would be • irtherent' in everything. This is wbnt is explained 
in tbo following-

TEXT (406). 

!N OASI> 'I'RE ' INRERENT ' :BB NOT SOMJ>'l'KINO HELPFUL TO TIU.T 
\VHllnmN lT lh"HlilBES, TKBN ALL TlllNGS WOOLD BE EQUALLY 

nmERJINT, AS THERE COULD DE NOTBlNG TO DIBBERE.'{· 
TIATE Olo"E RROAI TBE OTBEB.-(406) 

COlOfE}.'"T AR Y. 

'BquaUy',-bocousc, in tho mntter of boiog tt~ ltel]>jttl, it could not be 
diffcroutiatod from tbo thing thDt iH meant by tho opponent (to bo in/iCI"elll). 
-(406) 

Tbe Author next takes up the views tbat both (the Permanent Thing 
and the OoDdit.iona) are both diJ/uenJ. and non-diif"""' :-

TEXT (407). 

EAOII OB 'I" HE TWO ALTJ!IRNA.TIV!.S---THAT TilE TWO ARE DiJ!utn' 
and 1W~Jo<l.iffertn-B.I. VING TJIUS :a.s= SEVERALLY RB1EOTED, 

TllB IDBA TlJAT 'lllB CoNDITION IS BOTK (DO'D!RElo"T 
AND NON ·DIPl'ERBNT) ..U.SO BEOOHBS DISOAI<D· 

BD.-(407) 

CO~DIENTARY. 

The rejoct.ion of each o.r the two alternati ... naturally imptiCOI tbo 
rejection of both alternatives ; ao the tiDO a&r1lali.., ~ do not dilYer 
frorn the two a.ltornotivas treated soverally.-Further (between two con
tradietoriea), tba e.cceptanco or rejection of ono mu•t imply the rejection or 
e.coeptanee, roopoctivoly, of the other; henco it cl\llnot be right to reg01-d the 
existing thing no being both dif!•r•nt and non-diffmnt (lrom the Conditions); 
N the same thing cannot be both affirmed and denied at the same time ; 
otberwi.so it would c:eeso to be 011&-(407) 

The following Text sho""' tbat this has already boon explained bolore, 
in course of tbe examination of t.ho doetrine of the 'Pv.dga/Q.' (section F, 
chapter VU) and the rest. 

I 

1 
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TEXT (408). 

lN COURSE OF THE EXA.llllNATlON Ol' THE 'PtroGALA ', ETC. 

IT HAS llEEN EXPLAINED THAT liOTR ALTER..'fATlVES 

CANNOT liE ACCEPTED. HENCE THE ' CoNDITION ' 

CANNOT BE BOTH c DIPFEREN''!'' AND 'NON·Dili'I!'ER· 

ENT '; NOR OAN IT llt N.El'rHER 'Dll'FE.&ENT' 

NOR' NON·DlFIIE.RENT '.-(408) 

OOMUENTARY. 

The other party now puts forward the view that the ' AuxiliMies ' of 
the Permanent Thing hecomo so by reason of their serving the same purpoS& 
as the lattor (the second alternative suggested under Text 397). To this 
effect, some people argue as follows : " The Permanent Thing does not 
require the Amriliaries,- and yet apart from the Aw.:iliaries, it ee.nnot bring 
about its effoot ; the fact of the matter is that i ts very nature is such tha t i t 
produces its effect only when aU its a\l.xiliaries are close .to it~-and ne·ver 
by itself, like the Final Co.uw. Hence even though the thing b& always 
present, there is no possibility of oJl its effects being produced simultaneous· 
ly." 

'l'his is the view set for th in the following-

TEXTS (409-410). 

"EVEN THOUGH THE PERMANh"NT T HING. MAY NOT AOTUALLY NEED THE 

AUXILIARY AGENCIES, YET, APART FROM THESE LATTER, IT CANNOT 

PRODUCE ITS EPFEOT, LJ:K:e THE FINAL CAUSE; ITS OWN NATtrn.E 

IS SUCH THAT IT llECOMIIlS AN EFFICIENT CAUSE Ol>'LY 

WREN IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE AUXILIA· 

RIES ; HENOE IT IS THAT EVEN THOUGB: TilE 

PERMANENT T HING IS ALWAYS PRESENT, 

ITS EPJ/EOT DOES NOT COMl!l AJIOUT 

ALWAYS. "- (409-410) 

COMMENTARY. 

'l'he 'na' (at th& end of th& second line) goes with 'kiirakal• '. 
• Like tlleli'ina! Oat14c ';-this is meant to b& the Corroborative Instance 

per di3similar-ity ; or it ma.y be taken o.s the Corroborative Instance per sim.i· 
la>'ity in support of the proposition stated in the last lino ' it b~ an 
efficient cause, etc.' 

The term 'Mtuvat' is to b& analysed as 'h&/> ' (with the genitive 
ending) ' iva '. 

'Ewn tlwugh tlte Permanent tJ,ing, etc.'- i.e., even though t he Pern:uul.ent 
l ' hing is always thore.-{409-410) 

The above viow is answered in the following-
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TEXT (411). 

Tms HAY BE SO; BUT Ir TIIB OHARAOTER OF THE PllR>t:ANE.'n 
TB:n<o IN rrs OOKPLBTE roBM (A..LO!IO WITS ITS .o~.uxnusn:s) 

BE HELD TO BE TKII S.UI'E AS TJIA.T 011 IT IN ITS 
TNOOMl'LETE IIO&ll (Wl'I'IIOUT THE AUXlLtARIES), 

1'JIE.!oi TK'E AtTX" URfRS ALSO SUOtJLI) :8& 
PllltliAJiltNT (ErxlllfAL).-{411) 

COMME.i'<TARY. 

The above theory may he all right; but what haa to he oxaminod here 
is this-The oheracter thnt belongs to tho Permo.nont Thing in i~• complete 
form as fully equippod wilih ita auxilinrieo,-is this character the samo as 
that of tho II61U thing in ita inoomplote form (without the Auxilinrieo) ! 
Or is it different from this latter !- If it is the same, then the a-uxiliaries 
should bo rega-rded ae permnnont.- (411) 

The following Ten shows how that it 110-

TEXTS (412-413). 

:BECAUSE THEY MUST EXIST W1IILil T~ TIIINO EXISTS WHOSE 
CJUJU.OTBB IS 00!-'l<"'EEHD WITll 'I'IIEM.-b, ON TlfB O'l'HBR 

JIA.ND, THE INOOI\a'LETB l!ORM BB KliLD TO BE DIII'IIlllUINT 
(FROM TKll OO~lPLETB l!ORM), THJIN THE 17NITY OJ/ TI!:E 

TBlNG BECOMES LOST.- TuuS 'I:HJl 81700ESSI\'B 
APPBARAliOE 011 EIIIIECI'S IS NOT POSSIBLE, 

EVEN WltEN THE CAUSE IS DEPENDENT 
(17PON Amnrnrrs).-{412-413) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term • 1411omboddha, de.' is to heoxpoundodaa • that whose character 
it connectod with them,'-i.e. the Auxiliaries. 

''Pittytnwt exi.IJ' '-i.e. the Auxilia.riee must exist.-Just ns wh&n n man tied to a ohein is dragged, the ob&in also hecomeo dragged,-the auxiliaries 
muet follow the Permanent thing with which thoy are oonnocted. Thus 
nlono does the Thing become II&Ved from renouncing it& previous character. 
It i1> does not renoune<~ its character which is C<>tUiected with tho auxiliaries, 
then on account of tho non·relinquishment of the character conneoted ,.;th the auxilillrieo, the implicetion i$ that it does not relinquish tho auxiliaries 
~>lac ; bOCI\uac the ' connection • is alwt>Y'l dependent upon tho connect«! 
foctor. Otherwise the character of the thing would not bo tho same as tho 
previous on&. 

; 

I 
• 



EXAllllNATION OF 'l:IIE DOCTRINE OF THE PERMANENCE OF THINGS. 257 

If it' oo held that the incomplete form of the thing (i.o. without the 
atL'Ciliaries) i• different from that of the complete form (along with the 
nuxiliaries), then the e.nswer is as follows : If the form of the thing as without 
the auxiliaries bo held to be different from its form as with the auxiliaries, 
then it loses i ts permanence; as the form is nothing different from tho thi1t{l 
itself. 

'l'hu1;, even if the o.ction of the ca.use be dependent upon auxiliaries, 
it is not possible for the Perma.rtent Thing to have any successive frllitful 
activity.-(412·413) 

Tho following Text shows tho.t ovensimulta11.eous action is not possible:-

TEXT (413). 

As FOR simultaneity, l 'llAT IS NO'l: FAVOURED (BY THE OTHllR PARTY 

AT ALL) ; AS THE BFFBOTS .-\RE MJ'£UALLY FOUND TO 

APPEAR IN SUCOESSION.-(413) 

·COMMENTARY. 

Even the other party do not favour the idea of the effect.. of the 
Permanent Thing being simultaneous. For instance, the following are 
described as the effects of Permanent Things: (a) Pl.,.sure, Pain and tho 
Rest,-of the Soul; (b) Sound-of Akd81u.; (c) the successive eognitious-o! 
the Mind ; (d) the gross substences, f•·om the D iad onward.s,-of the Aton~~ ; 

(e) all producta-ol Time, Space, God and ao forth. And in the case of 
all these effects it is clearly percoived that they appear in. succu8i<m.-(413) 

What is meant is that the theory of simullantity ia contrary to pereeiv&d 
facts, and o.lso contrnry to the opponent's own doctri.OG.').. 

The author now proceeds to show that it is contra.ry to Inference also:-

TEXT (414). 

IF THE T HING POSSESSED Oil' l'U:E CAUSAL POTENCY DISAPPEARS, 

AFTER HA VINO BROUGHT ABOUT ALL ITS EFFECTS SlMUL

TANEOUSLY,-'l"llEN ITS momentari1le88 BECOMES 

BSTABLlS.ffED.-(414) 

001\!MENTARY. 

That is, does tho nature of th$ thing consisting in ita capacity for effective 
notion disappear, after having brought nbout all tbo effect.. simultaneously ! 

17 
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Or does i~ continue to exist T-These are the only two l>lt.ernativeo possible.
lf it ia held that it disappears, then that eot.ebliio* ita momentary charac
ter; u 0\t Ollch moment Cresb natures wonld bo Ap~ ono after the 
other, each ~g oaturo becoming deotroyod by itaelf.-(Ul) 

TEXTS (415-416). 

b, 011 TBN 01'I!El~ B.L'<D, THE FORM OF Tllll 111/FIOIEN'f CAUS.E 00N

'IIN1Jll8 (AI1TIIliBA.VING BROUOliT ABOUT TilE El'I/EOTS), THEN IT 

SHOULD 1'1\0DUOE TliE 11111/EOT OVl!R AGAIN; llEOAUSB, HOW 

OOULD ANY IU1'FIOIENOY DJI ATTJUBUTBD TO WHAT IS NOT 

11111/EOTIVE IN BRINOINO ABOUT DUll ~~~ t THUS 

ALL THINGS WOULD BB NOY-E.'USTENT A.IID MOloiEN· 

TAllY,-LlKE THE 'SKY-LOTVS ',~N AOOOUNT 0.1' 

TOBlR BXING DEVOID GIP ALL tfficitlle!/; B.£

OAUS&-11' IS efficieRC!I (WOR EFFEOTIVE ACTION) 

1:11AI' OONst'IT'tlTE$ THE CDARA.CfERISTIO 01" 

(EXI.S'l'IKo) 'Tllmos '.-(415-416) 

CO.MMENTARY. 

If tho aoeoncl altol'nat.ivo is accepted, t.hon, M tho form of the t!Ung, 
in tho ahnpo or its Cllt18al efficiency, would continuo,-it should produce its 
offoot ovor ngnin; booo.use it will not have atmndoned itfJ provious form, 
just lil<e ita previous condition ; 001d thUJJ there would oorno about tho snme 
.,,_,,;"" or otlocto. Thia shows that the doctrine of limulumtity is oontrary 
to Ioloront.ial Roaooning. 

n might bo argued thatr-" It JOaY bo that tht otloct.ive action of the 
Permanent Thing is naithor OU<lCt86i,. or lim..U..ntom; and yet ito efficiency 
may bo tht1'6 aU tht sam&." 

In anawor to this, it. is said-" How could any t~, tk. tk..'-Wben 
tbo efficiency of things is determined, i~ is only on tho baaia of thtir brin8ing 
about their oA'ooto ; so that when a. thing does not bring aboutany effoct, how 
could it bo efficient T OtberwLse, why could not oA'ioionoy bo attributed to 
tht 'oky-lotua ' IUld othor euoh things also I 

Sa ye tho Opponentr-" Even though tht efficiency of tho :l'hing has diaap· 
polltod, tho oziltenu of the '.rhiug is still there (it still exi41.1) ; nud as it would 
bo in oxieronco, your Reason becomes lncc>ncltuiw." 

A,...r :-' Thu• all things could be tl()n-«>:i4tont, eu>. i!le.'-The only 
charactoristio of an wting thing is that it should havo tht Cllpooity for 
efl'oct.ivo nct.ion; if this ropacity hos diaeppcarod, how oould =ill6nu, the 
charact.eriatio feature of tht entuy, romain thoro I 
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Thus it is established that ifkiWu. and other things which are held to 
be n<n~tnonu:ntary (permanent) eau only be regarded os ' non-existent ', 
-like' the son of the Barren Woman ',-becausetheyaredevoid of the capa
city for effective action, functioning eithor successively or s:im.ulte.nooualy. 
-{415-416) 

TEXT (417). 

!F, THEN, CAPAOlTY (FOR FRUITFUL ACTION) BE NOT ADMIT'l'ED TO 

BE THE OHARAOTERISTIO F'EA.'I'UlUll OF THE ' ENTITY' ,-THEN 1 UNDER 

TilE OIROVM~~ANOES, IT BEHOVES THE OTHER PARTY TO 

J:'OINT OUT SOME OTHER OHARA.OTERISTIO FEATUJ.l.E OF 

' ENTITIES '.-(417) 

COMMENTARY. 

It migM be argued that--" I£ capacity for effect·ivo aclion were t ho 
chat"Mteristic feature of emities, thon a.lone o.U · tllis would 00 very well ".- In 
that eaae it should be explained what their characteristic feature if;. A.~ o. 
matter of fMt, when it is said that the ' Hare's Horn 'and such thing o.ro 'non
entities ', this idea. ia bo.sed entirely upon the flobsence in them of the capacity 
fOX' effective action. Then, i.ne.smuch a.a 'entity' and 'non-entity' are· 
mutually exclusive, it follO\vs, by i.m.p1ieation, that the characteristic fea.tur&
of ' entity ', a,.t; distinguished from ' non-entity 1 , consists in ita capacity 
for effective acti<>n.-(417) 

The following Text anticipatns the opponent's an.qwer to the o.bove :-

TEXT (418). 

IF THE CHARACTERISTIC Fll>A'fURE OF ' ENTITIES ' Bll> HELD TO 

CONSIST IN being related to e:ri8tence (Being),-THAT CANNOT 

BE RIGHT ; BECAUSE NO SUOR RELATION .AS THAT OF 

' INHERENCE ' AND THE LIKE IS KNOWN TO SUBSIST 

BETWEEN THEM. HOW TOO COULD THEY BE 

THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF ONE 

A..NOTHSR 1- (418) 

COMMENT.>\RY. 

[S&ys the Opponent)-" Capacity for effective ""'i<>nis not tho character· 
is tic feature of entities ; it is ' bein,g f'elcucd to exiBUnce ', i.e., the ' Inherence 
of existence (Being) ', that is their chara<>teristic feature." 

The answer to tllis is-That cannot be right; i.e. that cannot be the right 
characteristic feo.ture of entities ;-because no ouch relation. as that of • Inlw-
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enco' a11d thtJ like i1l.-nown to t«Ni81 ~wun thtJm; too phase 'and tllo like' is 
mo&nt to inolude 1 existence'. Ir any such ro)a.tlon as Inherence and the like 
wore knom> to ouboist between them, then ' Inbon>nco' might be the character· 
istic fca.ture .or • entities'; n.s a matter of fact however, it is exactly those 
relatiollll wOO. existence the opponent has set. out to prove; and also be· 
OOtlSG there aro valid proo!B to the contrary. Or even the proo!B alrood)" 
odduood beforo may be regarded M setting 08ido 'e.xistenco ' (Boing) as 
well a-s ' In.horonoo •. Tho reMOn !or this lies in the fnct that • Existence ' 
or 'Being' can havo no relation with anything, 118 it cannot be holpod by 
nnything; and thoro cnn be no relotion between things that aro not helpful 
to ono another; if there wero sueh relation, it .would load to an ohwrdity. 
-Furtber, it behoves you to explain what is the cbare.cteriatic feature of 
'Being' (Exiatonco), 'Inherence' nnd of the • ultimate specific Indh·idun
lities ',-whioh fonturo marks thom out ru; 'entitJea '. As a ml\ttct• of fact 
' Existence' (or f Be.ing ') d008 not inJ1ere (subsist) l1\ either 'Inhoronce' 
or in 'the u.ltimat& specific Individualities'; nor does it subsist in 'Being' 
or • Existence • itoelf. In fact, the theory (of the opponent) is thnt what 
the prosenco of ....:.u- {or Bting) mark$ out as • entities • are only the three 
categories of Subltan""' Qualily and At:tion.-Thu.o the ehnrocteristio feature 
proposed is found to be too narrow (not applienblo to oil tbo tbirtgt~ in quoslion). 
· EYcn gronting that such ontitios as ' Exietenco • nnd tho roet do 

exist ;- tho • iohru-cnoe of existonco • cannot bo tho ch.eraeteristio feo.turo of 
..Uilies ; bccau.oo it is nn entirely different thing; when one thing is entirely 
different from another, it canDOt constitute the form of the latter; and 
thereby oorvo aa its cbanctetiatio feature. Thu.o, when a pon10n is 
found wilAl6o mind ia bewildorod by his ignoraoca of the real character of 
• entitie6 •, if n definition .of their charo.ctoristio fonture is providod, what 
should be pointod out M the required feature is some character in the thing 
in question itself which serves to differentinto it from something olso ; 
so thnt through tbet character, the nature of the tbing could be dotermincd ; 
e.g. the EariJI io distinguished aa charaeteri&ed by ~h...., of owfau. 
Ono thing cannot oonstitute t.ho fonn oi another thing; for if it did, then 
it would not bo aoollw thing at oil ; bow thon could it form its chareoteristie 
feature f Spooi~Uy beenuse tho torm 'charactoristio feature' in tho prosont 
context stands for the natura or rlwracter of thingt.-(418) 

Some people OtgUO as follo'n :-"That entity which in ita ultimote 
form does not bring about anY cognition even for tha Omniscient P01"80n,
what would be U\6 proof that would cstobliah UtO non-existence of such 
on entity,-by virtue of which such a universal proposition could bo o.saor ted 
that ' wbatovor exists is momontary • ? Nor would the non-cognition o£ 
auoh an entity vitiate the omniscient charncter of that Person, aa His omnis
cience appUeo to only such things aa are cognisable; it is only when a man 
does not know what is knowable, that be is regnrdod as""' omniAcient; while 
the said entity is not J.:nowab/4 ; bocaUS&, even though its cognition could be 
produood, it would remain inoapabk of bei11g cognised." 

Against t.hoao poople, the author directs tbo following remarks :-
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TEXTS (419-421). 

At.r. OPERATIONS BEARING UPON THE OONSIDERA~'ION o~· THINGS ARE 

TO BE OA.RlUED ON mr ONE WllO IIAS AN UNDL~TITRBED INTBLLEOT 

AND SEIIKS TO ACOOli!PLISR A 11SE1111L l?lJRPOSE,-NOT BY ONE WJIO 

IS DEMENTED. HENCE IT WOUI.D BE RIGHT TO DETEIUUNB TilE 

BXISTE..~OB OP O>.'l.Y 81108 A THING AS WOIJLD BB 011 USB TO 

SOMB PEOPL!l, AT SOIUI PLAOB, AT SOWI TOrE AND I:< 

SO>IB WAY. IT IS IN &EFBRRNOB TO SUOH A THING 

THAT WE ARE PROVING T.BE momentarinu.s ; .U.'D IT 

IS ONLY WITH REI'.Ii&ENOE TO SUOU TFIINOS 

Tl!AT 'I'HB UNlVENSA.L PREMISS IIAS 

BEEN ASSE&TED.-(419-421) 

CmWENTARY. 

Whonever there is any considoration o.s I<> an,ything being existent or 
non-existent, it is dono by ono who oeeks to acoompli.sb oome useful purpose. 

-nd not beoouse bo ia oddictod 00 the habit of COMidoring things; &S 

otherwise be would be regnrdod as n domonted person. Hcnco nn intelligent 

person can seek I<> dooo•·mine tho existence of only auoh things as could bo 

of'"'" I<> persons seeking I<> accomplish n \tseful purpose, in aomo way, directly 
or indirectly, at. somo pll\.001 Rltd n.t some time; nnd not n.nything elso ; as 
there would be no bM:itt for such oonaideration, and no usofut purposo would 
be 110rvod by it. 

The term ' cldl, is m.oont to include the consideration of such particular 
things as Fire, Water nnd the liko. 

Thus what we are trying I<> prove is tbe momenlary characlu of only those 

things which are oopablo of ""complisbing some useful p~ of intolligent 
men, and which a.lono a.ro known as • entity •, 'thing •, and wblch have the 

anid oberacter of being capnblo o£ accomplishing a U8e!ul purpose. And 
M whn.t we have citod as tho Reason is the ' ca.pa.oity for fruitful action ', 

tl>ere is no fallibility in suoh a ReMon, a-nd it i1! 011ly such a ll<lMon which 

13 found to b& actually invl\riably concomitant, in tho universal form, 

with tho Probandum (MomentarinOM). ThatPremi•s i .. aid to be' universal' 
which a886l'ts the twiverso.l concomitance of the Roa .. •1on, without any distinc

tion between what•UI actnally known to contain tl1o Probandum and what 

is not ao known.--{41&-421) 

The following text& answer the queet.ion why the chAracter of • entity •, 

• thing,' oonnot be attributed to what i1! devoid of tho capacity for effecti~J& 

action:-
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TEXTS (422-424). 

THAT Wl!IOR lS DEVOID OF ALL OAPAOlTY, AND JS LIKB 'THll 
soN OF TIIB BABREN Wo>U.N ', N»VER BROO>ms A cAUSE (BASIS) 

EVBN FOR TlOI MIND OF THE Q)lliiSClENT PERSON. AND AS Ill 
StrOI! A TBlNO, IliTELIJOENT l i EN DO NO'r PllllCEIVE AN 

EYJ'EOT OR CHAB.AOTER A..'<D SO £0RTI!, THEY DO NOT SEEK TO 
ESTABLISH ITS ezj~; AS A..'<V StrOll ATTB>D'T WOULD 

BE ABSOLtrTBLY BASI!LBSS. TRliRB CA.'< BB NO 11SI!FUL 
P"OllPOSR SRIIVlll) BY PROVING TilE momenmrine88 OF 
s1101t A TI!Illo. So Tl.lAT ANY os.rEcrroN ''AKEN ro 

TIDS JS ALSO ABSOL11T>JLY TO"Tn.E.-(422-424) 

OOmlENTARY. 
• Eum for th4 mind, eu:. • ;-the torm 'oven' is moant to indicate tha-t 

it. is 'so, no~ only in rognrd to the 'momontB' of the 84mo 's;eries' o.s the 
said kind, b11~ also in t•ogard t.o sttch o~Mr pur~ M ~ho holdi11Q of W<ller 
and tho ""'t (in tho """"of tho Jar). 

'Do 1101 ~ .. #M •.fftd or el~ orul«>forth' ;-t.be term' loaryo. ', 
• effect', -tnndiJ for the fruit, ruuk ,'-tbo term 'rilpa' for nature., ciUJ.raCUr, 
-and ' 10 jort11. • inolu..d08 tho part.icuJnr titno, place and condition ;-what iB 
meant is that such a thing doos not d.illor in any way from abaolut.o non· 
ent.itiee liko the ' Hare's Horns '. 

Nor il tbero any usaful purpose t.o be oerved for tho person sooking t<> 
aooomplilh a pmpooe, by proving tho ' moment..rin- • of snch a thing ; 
boeauso tho poroeption or non.parception of such a obaraetor in it would 
not hslp in necomplishing nny good, nor in avoiding an ovil. This has been 
thus declarod-' For ono seeking t.o accomplish a useful purpose, whs~ would 
be the uso in discussing • thing whioh il incapable of O<>COmplishing a usoful 
purpose ! What naed haa tho yottng woman of dilouasing what.hor ths 
man wanting in virility ia handsome or ugly ! • 

For those rtw,Lij0n81 whon the disputo.nt raises such quoetions o.s-11 How 
is it known that it is momentary ! "-it il entirely futilo ; becauso his opponent 
doos not wi.ab to provo tbo momentarinul of such thin&a--{422-424) 

The opponontnow proooeda t.o •how that' e&pecity for fruitful activity • 
also cannot bo the right differentia, of • ontity ',-u it would be too wids :-

TEXT (425). 

' 'SuCH THINOS AS TR11 S/cy·Wt'U8 A1UI l'OUND TO BB.capabk of jMJ.iljul 
activity, IN SO FAR AS THEY SERVE AS TIIE CAtrSB OI'TREIR OWN 

OOOl<ITION; AND YET THESE ARE not existent."-(425) 

COMMENTARY. 
That i.a t.o say, thinga liko the 'aky-lotus' 81'0 found t.o be capablo of 

such fruitful action as tho bringing obout of suoh cognitions as ' the sky-
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lotus •, 'the sky-lotus • ;-and yet they do not really wist; hence the defi
nition that ' Efficiency is the characteristic feature of the entity' (as put 
forward by the Buddhist under P..-:t 416) is found to be 'too wide '.-(425) 

The following Text supplies the answer to this :-

TEXT (426) . 

THE OH.All.AOTER IN QUESTION AS ATTRIBUTED TO TilE 'SKY-LOTUS' IS 

ENTIRELY llASELESS ; ITS IDEA XS T!IERE ONLY AS Tllll RESITLT 

OF Ol><"E'S EAOER.~ESS FOR WRANOLIN0.-(426) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a mattor of fact, th• capa.Uy for fruitful activity is not admitted in 
the ' slty-lotus • and such things. The idea of it is merely an outcome of 
the opponent's imagination and is uttorly baseless.-(426) 

<{uutW» :-"What is the Proof tha-t annuls the idea of the said notion 
actu&.lly tu·ising out of the ' sky-lotus ' and such things ? " 

Answer:-

TEXT (427). 

lF THE SAID IDEA IIAU A NON·ENT.lTY FOR ITS CAUSE, TRIIN IT WOULD llE 

PRODUCED CONSTANTLY; · AS THE NON-ENTITY OANNOT NEED 

.ANYTRING ELSE, BEING .ALWAYS DEVOID OF 

DISTJNOTIONS.-(427) 

CO:MllfE'NTARY. 

The compound ~ abhc:iookarat1.Qlv6' is to bo expounded a.s 'th& character 
of having o. Uon-entity,-like the sky-lotm,-for i ts cause'. If the idoa. 
bad such a non-entity for its cause then the idea of the aky-lotw and suoh 
things would be produced constantly ; bec&uSG its oouse would be always 
presont i11 its pet·fect form. Nor can it be said to be dependent upon the 
help of otbor things, as by its vary nature it is incapable of being helped by 
anything else ; hence its activity towards producing its effect could not 
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be held to be ooouional on acoount of tho occasionnl aboenoe of eueh 
aid.s.-{t27) • 

ln the following Tt~<ts, tho author sot.o forth tho v;ow of JJ!w.dt>n/4· 
Y OQ<III'"' (a Buddhi.lt writer) :-

TEXTS (428-434). 

" EVEN :0 THINGS AlU! MO~"TARY,-HOW CJA.'{ 'l'Hli1tu: BE A..'IT tf/tdive 
tJClUm I Ta:E INmAL AUXILIARJ'ES COl1LD NOT BB PBODlJcriV£ OP 
PEOOLUliiTIES IN Ol>'E ANOTIUI:R ; BEOAU8B :0 THEY KA. VB CO>Ill IN'rO 
BXISTBNOB, TIIBY )JUST BE TIDIRE ALREADY IN THEIR OOMPLETE JIOR.-1 ; 
IF T11BY RAVE NOT OOilllJ lliTO EXISTSNOR, AS 'l'Hli1 ENTITIES WOlJLD 
NOT BB TIIEBB, AS 'mlS A.BSli.~Oll W01lLJ) B8 WITBOlJT DIFI'BRB.>;TIA.TION, 
WBERBPORll COlJLD NOT THE EJ"BEOT ITSBLJ" B» PBODUOBD 'l'Hli1nEJIB01( 
(FOR 'l'Hli1 BBINQlNQ ABO liT Ol7 WIUOJI THE Al1XlLLI.Rlll8 ARB l'OSlTR O) ! 
SP£01AUY AS TIDIY COULD NOT BE D:OPERENTIATRD FROM ANYTTIINO 
ELSg, BEING EQUALLY Ol'B.N TO QUESTION. Ttros TOO TIIER£ WOULD 
BE AN Dll'nil'l'E REGRESS 011 AUNn.LUUES POR YOU.-Till!N AOAlY, AS 
THEY 0011LJ) NOT RA VB AN BYll'EOTIVB ACTION EITIIER SUCCESSIVELY 
OR Snf({C/r~"EOUSJJY, IT IS USELESS TO REOA!U> THElt .&8 'MOMENTARY' ; 
SPECIALLY WJI.L'{ NO PB017LIAIU'l'Y 0AN BE BROUGBT ABOlJT BY ANY 
AUXU.UBJJtS, 'l1lll ENTI&II 8ERJJtS IS BIOII't'LY HELD TO BE WHOLLY 
UND!lrl1llltENTIATED (mmrGRM). Jr THEN THE DESTBUOTION WERE 
WITllOU'l' OAUSB, l'l' 8IIOULD OO)IJ~ ABOUT AT THE VERY DEGINNINCI ; AND 
Ii 'l'II:EBE BE NO rGSSIBILITY OP IT AT 'l'llE BBGINl>""INCI, HOW COULD 1'1' 
00)[11 AT THE END ALSO t-llf AGAIN, NO OAUSE IS ADMI'ITED BXOllPT 

THE CA.USll OJ' 'l'Hli1 ENTmES TIIBMSELVBS,-THEN WRY SHOULD 
THERE DB ANY INOONGRlJITY IN 'fHBlR DESTRUOTION 

OOMlNG ABOlJT IN OBR'l'AIN OASES ONLY (NOT 
.U.WAYS) t "-((28.-434) 

COMMENTARY. 

YDQ<~~ina ilM argued oa follows:-" Evon if things '"""" momon· 
tary, aey activity of th<>irs, eiLher sucoeooive or simultaneous, \VOuld be 
incompat-ible.-Becauoe, by themselves, they could be either rop®Z., or 
incopable, of such notion. If thoy are capolJZ., then thoy cannot nood tmxil· 
iati""; oa what is iteolf capable does not nood anything elso.- If tho things aro 
themaelveo inctlpllble, t.hon any need for auxiliaries is aU the more bf\loi08S. 
For inltance, the things that fall within tho ICOJ"' of tbe first series oonnot 
acquiro any peculiarities from one another; because things that IU'O productd 
and ...u productd bolng mBie!lt nn<1 n<>n.·exi•tcnt, cannot at.o\nd in tho rotation 
of H•lp•r and· the Helped. Hence at tho initial stago, they being all un
dil!OI'Olltiatad, they could not produce any particular 'moment • ; for, it 
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such n • moment • could be produood from the undifferentiatod things, 

wheroforo could the offcot in question also not bo produced I Nor con it 

bo rigM to ""Y tbat tbay nro produood out of wbat i.t different from the initial 

• sorios ' ; NJ it is entirely on this ground that Uun.-e is no diflerentidtion 

among tho coropon~nt.s of the ' aorioe ' themsolvee. If th.eso olso wero 

ultimntcly to bring about psrticulo.r ontities, thott thoro would bo nn infinito 

r<>gr'OIIIl.-Thus, thoro being no differentiation, how could any effect bo 

produood from an undifforontiated • eoriM • of C..u- I If there wore to bo 

production out of tba undifferentiatod Onuse, then all things \vould be pro· 

ducod from all thin,gs. 
" 'l,hua then, ovon whon thore iH nn incongruity i.n ~ffutive action, coming 

either suoooesivoly or Aimultanoously,-things do bavo effective ootivity,

and in the aame rnannor, even though they are permanent, thoy oould bavo 

the necoasary effective activity. llenoo it is neodh.,s to havo roccursc to 

the thoory tbat things are mm1wml<JI'lf. 

"ThWJ the Reason put forward (by tbo Buddhilt)-' becat<"" tl•inq$ ea:ist 

(thnreloro tboy must bo momentary) '-is fo\md to be InconclWiivo. 

" Nor co.n it be said thAt-' the production of the effect is due to tho 

u series" tn. a particular oondi.titm, and not always ' ;-because io acoordanoa 

with tho 1"0680ning oxplt>ined above, thoro being no ~uliar condition brought 

about by Auxiliaries, tho series would remain always undifforontio.tcd.-Nor 

can it bo right to asaont that-' the 1ories itself i8 only a peculiar fo~tur& con· 

nected with its own const.ituont 01\\\80' ;~ thil w·ould bo oontrary to a 

perceived fact. For inotonco, the effect is nctmuly found to appesr and 

disappear at the appearance and diMppenrrulOO (ros~th-oly) of the Auxi· 

liarioe. If then, tho peculiar condition were connected only with ibJ own 

ccnstituont C8\1SO, tbon the productivity would belong to tho tiling indo· 

pendontly of auxiliaries. 
" Further, in aooordanoo with tbo reasonings adduced above, the seriee 

remaining always undifforontiated, ouch psrticular products as tho PoWwd 

(lnd tho rest could not bo producod out of the Jor. 
u Thon o.gain, if tho .Dutruction of l\ thing, consi.riting of tllo cc&<sation 

of tho sorios of ita homogcnoous moments, woro without Oauso,-then, u 

independent of all ello, it should oomo about at the very outaot ; Md if 

it does not come about at the initial stage, it could not oomo at a later stage 

either ; because it would, even thon bo as undiffnrontiatod aa bcfore.-If 

then, for tho destruction of things, no such OnWJo is admitted "" another 

t series' distinct f:rom tho Oo.use of t.ho things tltoiMOlvos,-thon why should 

Ji'iro bo the destroyer of Cold ! becauoo wbat is inoffoctivo cllllnot b& n dos· 

troyor,-Wnply becauoo it is inMpeblo of doing anything ; nnd O''on so 

if it were regarded as an effective dost.royor, it would be an absurdity; and 

everytlling would be the destroyer of everything. Thus i~ would be impos· 

s ibio to ox-pla.in such phonomcno. M tho use of tho term 'non-apprehension • 

and tho 'dee~roying of life '- as boing dllo to OJ>J10$iliM (or d""t rllotion)."

(428-434) 

Tbo nbeve arguments are MAworod in the following-
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TEXTS (4.35·436). 

OUR ANSWER TO THE AllOY» IS AS FOLLOWS :-T RJ!RR OAN BE NO ~[(l'!'l),,L 
IIELP IN THE OASE 0!1 THINOS APPBAR!NO AT TilE 'INlT!AL 8TAOR' ; 

TflEY BECOiiW AUXILIAIUBS ONt.Y BY VIRTUE OF RAVI:l/0 TH£ 
~:£ EFF£CI'l'VE AO'nON. EvEN WHEN '!'HERB IS NO UBLI' 

RE-'IDERBD TO ONE Al<OTBliB, TllliSB A.RE NOT L>lTrRELY 
wulifftrtnlk!Jtd ; Bl!CAUSB WIIBN THEY ARR 

TRBMSBLVE., PB.ODUCED OUT 0.11' TDEIR OWN 

CO.NSTl1'UllNT CAUSE, Tl1llY BECOME 
PRODUCTIVE OF TREnt OWN SllVERAL 

DISTINCT 'SERIBS ' .-{431).436) 

COliMENTARY. 

The effect i.s produced only from a ce.uso that i.s efficient; nnd yet 
auxiliaries are not entirely us;eless. Becnuso tho Auxiliary is of two ldnM
( l) thn.t which f:;.C.rvos tho snm.& pn.rposo, nnd (2) thn.t whjch roncle.rs:; 
mutual holp ;-in tho cn_f(o of tho or!oot nppoo.ring hnmcdio.tcly, tho tuaxiliary 
c,m ho or the formor kiJUI only, not of t.llo latter ldnd; beet\ugC'I o.t ono nnd 
tho Mme morrumt ono could not produce My poculinrity in tho otllcr, M it 
ron\Alns impartite (unclifforonliated) ;-in tho case of the remoter effee~ 
bowO\'Or, tbo auxiliary i.s of that kind where thoro i.s muwal help; 
M tho qualiliod sucoooding moment i.s produood mutually out of both, ond 
tJto remote effect is produood by mutual help ill reference to i ta own 'oorios '. 
ThUB then, as r.lg&rds tboao that appanrod at tbe initialstago, thoro can bo 
no difioreut.ia.tton from ono nnot11or ; and yot thoro onn be nothing incongruous 
in thoir rendorlng mutual holp ; inasmuch as thoy serve tbo samo purpose. 
But they are not undijftnnliaud in regard to tbo producing of the imme· 
diately following particular • moment • ; M the on tiro serios of the I!Ucoooding 
effocto i.s pooduood out of ita own preooding • ce.usal idoaa ', and eech member 
of thio series is equoJJy oftlcient in producing tho &&id effect6. Thooo • Causal 
Idoas ' nro produood from their own' Oe.usa.l Id"""' ,-t~ again from other 
' Ottu.aa.t Ideas ' of thoir own ; and thus there is an endless series of en~. 
-Evon if there is "'' Infinite Regress, that le nothing undosirnblo. Evon 
though each member of tho sories is efficient, yot the others are not usoloss ; 
oa thoy olso lu.ve been produood as so efficient, through the potency of their 
own causes. Nor is it. potl'liblo for them to have a sepArate existence. as 
there is no cause for it. Nor can it come later on, M all thi~ aro 
momentary. 

' 'l'hty beoonu productive of t.Mir own Hvtral diBlind seriu ' ,·-thAt is, 
they nro capable of producing the set apponring at tbo seooud momont.
'rho tdl'm 'their own oon.atituent cause' Bhould be \mderstood to ha.vo been 
oddod for the purpooe o! precluding tbo usofulnoss of M auxiliary that 
nppoars at the initial stego. And it is not pooslblo for any effect to be pro· 
duood entirely from ita own constituent causo, aa everything boooiMO poooiblo 
with tho bolp of attending circumstances. Tws bM been thu.s doclarod-

I • 

I 

• 

.. 
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'Nothing enn come out o! any singlo thing, all is possible out of the attendant 

oirourusto.ne08 '.-(43~·436) 

TEXT (4o37). 

TnENCEFORWARD TilE PARTICULAR ENT1Tr£S TRAT oom; INTO IIXISTENOB 

ARE BltOUOllT A llOtrl' BY Tl!A'r ; ON ACCOUNT OF THE FACT 

TlJAT THOS& 1'BA.T IfELP TOWARDS 1'88~1 ARE OP 

TRAT NATURE.-(437) 

COMMENTARY. 

' 'I'llenujorUXJrd' ;-i.o. sinoo the moment following tbo 8600nd 

'moment'. 
' Are b>·Oti{Jllt abot1t bl! tluu • :-that is, pt'Odueed by tho po.rtioulnr CIIUSOS 

brought about by the auxiliaries. 
uRowao? u 

' On accouN of, etc.. t.tc.. ' ;-i.e. because thair nature ia of that character. 

- i.o. proclueod by partioulo.r causes brought about by particular a\1xitif\riee. 

' 'I'I><>se tluJt 1 .. /p Wward• "'"'" • :-tills should bo ocnstrued with tho preceding 

phmfle 'bua,_ thoir flotw..l u oj t1l4l form • : and the particle ' t:ll4 • has to 

be understood os boforo the phrMo • 'I'iloBo t1l4l hdp ~<>Wardl tM!n •. The 

Jncon.ing tluUl is o.s follows :-Townrds the offoct that cornes into oxistence 

at the third moment, tho partlculnro that havo appeared during tho sooond 

moment arc helpful, a.o it.o eauo;o: and tho .. that are eo helpful have the 

ohnrnotor of having a nt\ture whiclt is eapo.blo o! producing the ef!oota pro· 

duoible by tho pru:t.iculnrs brought nbout by tho &U)<iliorios ; so that the 

pnrticulat$ nppo.oring nt tho third moment arc all brought o.bout by these.

{437) 

Quution-" How d0t.'8 tllis restriction beoomo n.ppHcablo to thOBo t" 

..4.?1.8Wer.-

TEXT (438). 

EVERY MOMEN~·, :ENTITIES 00 ON COMING INTO EXISTBNOII, WITH DEI!'INITE 

UNDE:FINABLE l'OTBNTIALrriES, AND NO OBJECTION CAN BE TAKEN 

TO TREM,--JUST AS TO TllE Fm.l:'s CAPACITY TO BURN.-{438) 

CO~lMENTARY. 

The nature of thing~ cannot be criticised (or objooted to): because 

ull diversity of the nature of things eomes out of a sories of ~ideas' 

bringing tho things into oxist.ence ; l.iko the 'bnrning ca.pacity • of are ; as (11 

matter of fact, tJ1oy oomo into exiatonoe every moment, as endowed with 

dive...., potentialities, through the functioning of the aerioo o! idoaa coming 

ono after the other. H ence, even though, for 10mo n>$$0D, they are cognised 

M being similar in form, through the presence of somo oimilo.rity,-yet, in 
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•oality, U10ir nnturo i• cntiroly dilfOI'Ont. That ie tho 1'00800 why only ono 
entity becomes tho roueo of only ono other entity, IUld not everything of 
everything. Benoo thOI'O io no foroo in tbo objootion urged. 

~ 8/KJt:anlt ', • 'JO on coming into e:cilttnce ',-i.e. are producod.-(438) 

It hoe *'> argued by the opponont (under T.U 433, above) that "if 
tho Deslruotion WOI'O without cauoo, it should como about at the very 
beginning" ;-thie io aoswerod in tl>e following :-

TEXTS (ol39440). 

! T IS' DE$11UJOTTON' 'll-'"" TB£ S11..t\.Jt"B O'f T'B'E • BREA.KINO UP OF THE SERIES' 

WHICH IS WJTBOOT CAUSE ; AND To:IS DOBS NOT OOME ABO (IT EV£..>< AT 

THE END ;-WHAT IS DENU:D IS ITS 00:\!INO nM'O BXJSTENCE IN 

THAT I'OIW. As I'OR TR'F. COMINO INTO EXJSTJniOE O.P SVCR 

D!ssnr:rt.AR TBINOS (SlliUES) AS TIIB PoL!h~d A.'<D THE 

LI!ai,-THIS OllRTAINt.Y JtAS A OAVSE ; DUT TiltS 

AL,O IS NOT PRODVOED AT TlfE DEOINNll<G, 

'BEOAVSR AT TITAT Tllll~ ITS OAUSE IS 

NOT TJI"ERE.-(430440) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Destruction' is of two kindJo---{1) in t.he form of the 'Breaking up of 
the series', nnd (2) in tho fonn of tho coming into exiatenoo of o. 'dissimil~>r 
sorios ' .- If tJ101\ who.t. hM boen \lrged t•ofors to • Deat,ruction ' in the form 
of the 'Brooking up of tho .. rioo ',-t.bon tltnt ennnot bo right : as such 
'Destr\•Ct,ion • doeB not. oomo nhout ovon nt tho ond: for tho shnple rOCL~n 
that it h.o.s no fonn i thon whnt do you moon when you ask ' How does it come 
about at the end ? ' Thus t.hon, inMmuoh u wo do not admit of i ts coming 
into ox:istenoo o.t o.ny timo, tho n.rgumont bn.eed upon ita presenco or absonoo 
at tho beginning or at the ond is •ntiroly irrolevnnt. All that is done by tlB 

is that it8 ®ming Uuo eziat4nco ln tlw.J. for'"' U denied;- • in that form '.- i.e. 
by the nppon.rno® of onothor similo.r sorios. When it is said that ' there is 
dcstrnction of t.he Jar'. what ia moant is thnt ' nnoUlPr similn.r series does 
not oomo into a.xistcnce • ; and thoro il no affinnation. of onyth.ing. 

1f U>e ' Dootntction ' moont by the opponent is U~at in tha fonn of 
' the ooming into existence of n diaim.ilnr M:riM '.-Uwm the fact of its being 
without onu86 io ono that is not admitted (by anyone); becaU86 it is not 
admitted by any ono that the stroke of lho Bludgoon produoos anything of 
the nature of "positive ontity. That ill tbo reMOn why it cannot oome into 
uistenco e••en at th& beginning : Rt at thot time i~ ""'>Oe. i.n tho shapo of tbo 
Bludgeon, is not thoro.---{430·440) 

The following TOZ$ proceed~ to explain the idea of • anta&onism' (relation 
of DulrO!Jil" alld Dutroyu/) o>mOtlg tb;ng. :-

I 
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I 
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TEXTS (441-443). 

TB:ERE ARE TWO JUN])$ 0.11 'MOM:E~<TABY TBINOS '-sOME ARE OAiiSES 

011 DEOADENOE,-E.O. FmE 18 THE OAiiSE OF TRll DECADENCE 

(DllltiNOTION) 011 OOLD ; AND OTHERS ARE NOT so.-P&OPLE, NOT 

PBllOEIVlNG THB TRU'!'U, TIDNK THAT TIIERE IS ANTAGONISM 

011 VARIOUS KINDS A-MONO THINGS, EVllll WllEN THE 

JUILATION 0:8' CAUSE AND EFFECT IS TURl!. As A 

MATTER 011 '6AOT HOWEVER TliERE IS NO !Ul.U. 

' ~"TACONISM. t AllONO TIIINOS, m TU 

SHAPE OP TRII RELATION 011 Tllll 

DESTJIOYEJI AND DESTJIOYED. IT 

IS YN 'I:RlS SENSE THAT Tl!E 

EXPRESSION ' N 0 T I 0 N 

Ol1 ANTAG ONISM ' 

HAS llEEN USED. 

-(441-443) 

COMMENTARY. 

There aro eertain thingo \<hich become causes of tho • docadence • of 

certain oU><>r thing)l,-tho ' deoedence ' consisting in tile production of 
• moments' of smdu,.lly deereeaing dogrees of intenai~y ; for instance firs 

ia tho cause of such " • deet>donoo ' of Co/4 :-while thoro aro othor thins;s 

'tiJhirh are not so,-i.e. not; cnuae~ of Ute deeadenco of thin.p; o.g. Fire is not 
tbo cause of the • decadonco ' o£ •moke.-Among tho rormor-i.e. among tho 
on.uaes of dec.adenoo,--evon though there is the reln.tion of OO.ttBO and effect,
yot pooplo, ho.ving t.heir powol'IJ of visio11 bedimmod by ignorrutoo, think 
tht\t thoro is • antegoni$Jll ' (betwoon the said ca«80 and tho thing wllOO(l 

deet>dence has boon brought 1\bout),-oj .....WU4 kinds,-o.g • .Fire is rutta· 

gonistio te Cold., Air is antagonist.io to tho Lamp. Ughl io antagonistic te 

Do¥1.-..... and so forth.-In I'OA!ity, however, there ia no auch antagoni'UU 

among Ulings as that between U... duJroyeT and U... duffoyotl; booau.so \Thon 
an entity comes into oxi.etonco, it does so in its comploto fo:nn,-.a.nd it. is 

inlpossible to bring about any change in tho nature of 1\ thitlj!; thoro can be 

no enu.se for any such change,-whet.her it be dtlferent or non-dilfe.rent 
from tbe thing. As regards tho non-entity, nothing oan be dono to it, simply 
boco.use it is non.e:Oatont..-& thot in both wa.ya, tho 't\nt.a.gonist , oan 

do nothing. It is for thie roMOn that the Teaohor bOB dooln1'<ld that • When 

your cau.ae is there in ita perfect; form, and yet thero is non·oxistonce (of its 

offoot) while something else ia existent, it is spoken of u antagoni8m ' ;
it io only a notion of antoaoniam ; i.e. thore is no real antagonism. 

Tho particle • api. ltands for • tJo4 •• rutd soould bo OOO$truod af~r 

..... '.-(ttl-443) 

In the follo..tng 'l'em, tl>O author sets forth argumonl4 apinst the 
dootrino of the • Perpotnel Flux •, from tbo standpoint of the followers of 

Jaimini and others :-



270 TATT\>"ASANOBAHA: CUAPTBR VliJ. 

TEXTS (444445). 

"As A 31A1TER 0¥ FACT, THERE IS ALWAYS TKD Rt.COgllilitn> OF A=<> 

L~ TilE FORl! 'THIS lS THAT SAME , , \Vll&N TRlt SENSE·OB.CAN 

OOl<CER.'<liD IS RIGHTLY FUNariOYING; Al<D TBlS REOOGNITlON IS 

QUJTII l1l1Uol ANll l)""l>E>ILUILD.-Tms TRJIRJIPORB IS A..'< 
DIREPRESSIBLJI FACT 011 PBROEl'TION, wman ANNVLS 

ALL TRB REASONS TRAT HAVE ll&EN Al>Dl10Bll 

IIOR PROVING TRE ' PERPETUAL FLUX ' Oll 
TRINGS." -(444·445) 

COMMENTARY. 

" For iru&tnnco, in regard to 1\Iotmto.i.ns, tho Body, tho Dit1mond o.nd such 
things,-nlte< the proper functioning of tho !llltllle-organ concerned, there 
oppoano tho valid AOMO·pereoption enlled • Recognition ',-in the form of 
• tbio a that oamo • ,-which rejects tho idoa of things being 'momentary •. 
Even though it. i.o tru6 that such Recognition U. found to nppoar also in~ 
to no••ly grown Milo, hairs, grasses, and 8\leh tlUngs,-yot the Recognition 
rogarding U.o Di&mond and such tltif13S cnnnot bo il\\'nlid,--aa it is never 
Mllullod. Thia is what is meont by tho opit.hot.o 'Jim• and ttnd•niobU ' . 
Wbotia mGMt i.o that tho more fact tbot the Recognition in the OMO of&ir
brought. about by tho Eyes affoeted hy darkn_,_.. invalid ennnot lead 
mon with unoloudod rninda to regard as invalid tbo diroot .n.uol perception of 
tbo rool HAir, brought about by undimmed Eyes.-TI1A> epithet 'flroo' implies 
the foet of i ta not being of doubtful charaeter,-thoro being 110 such doubt 
no to wbetbor this is really the snme or something olso. Tl1A> epithet 'un
<kniab/4' impUoa the fact of its not being wrony."-{•144·44G) 

The Author nn.awers these arguments in tho following-

TEXTS (446447). 

L'< FACT, REOOG~TriGN 0.-L" NEVER BE 011 TllE NAT11Bll OP DIRECT SExSE· 
I'El\OEP'I'ION ; BEOAUSB THE FORll OP T1IE TIIXNG ITSELI' IS n."liXPRBSS· 

IBLB, AND TliB Rt.COgllitW• IS Bx:PRBSSED IN WORDS.-lleoognilion 
:UUST DE WBONO, AND SENSB·PBROBl'TIGN IS ~'n'IRELY 

DinERENT FROM IT. TllAT RlloooNITIGN IS WJION(l 

lS CLEAR IIROllf TirE FACT THAT IT APPIIARS 

IN TRE PORM OF TRB NOTION 011 ' lOOn· 
difference ' WHERE, IN REALITY, THERE 

IS difference.-{446·447) 

COMMENTARY. 

The very fact of the said Roeognition boing of tho naturo of Perception 
ia not admitted. BocattSe tbe real character of a • Thing • is inexpressible in 

: 
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wo.U., beeausoof tho nbilonoo or contiguity : hence ita reo I oognitiou can only 

bo in Ute fonn of a montnl approhon.sion; spec:ially becauso when the Thing has 

not boon apprehended RH rotated to any words, it CAnnot be po88ible to 
npprohond it nloug with a vorbGl oxpros.~ion. Henco a Rcol Perception, per· 
mining us it dOOI! to the spociflo inclividuality of things, must be bey<md. all 

imposition. itvlelcm~itVl.Jc. And Q..8 su.ch Perception would bo ent.ii"'iy v&lidJ 
it Cl\nnot;. bo wrong. 'l'h.is is tho ronsou why wi.<Je mon hcwo doclarod the 
dcfinitio11 of Perooption to bo that 'it is free from all determination, ond not 

mistaken '~ which is; perfoctly logicat-Reeognition., on tho othor ha.nd, is not 

t froo from dotonnination ', as it. is nlwa.ys conceived in t.ho verbal form • this 
ia that somo ' ; nor is it. tlmni.at.ake~ because it. appreh.enda, aa ~fle.renl, 

things that are really d.UI'.,.,"'--("6·4.4.7) 

Quu.tiOil :-"How is it 80 f u 

Attm-er-

TEXT (448) . 

b• TUE RECOGNITION DID APPR!IHEND Tlllll FORM 011 TEUII TiliNG AS 

P&BVlGUSLY OOGNISBD, THEN IT WOULD RAVE APl'JIARIID AT THAT 

8A.WI TIME, AS ITS OB.TEOT WOULD BE THE S.ulli,-LIXE THE 

PRBV10t18 000!.-tTION.-(448) 

OOlt:i\IENTARY. 

It the Recognition !lAd tho 8Mne objoet that hM boon cogni.OO bofore, 

U1on it wot~d have nppoorod at that same timo,-booousc •• having the 
sn.mo object., its canRe wou1d bo thoro in its porfoct. form ; Uko th& provious 
cog1lition ;-' a.a it& object woul<l bo the #ante' ;-i.e. the objoot of tho Recogni

tion would bo tbat soroe object which has boon cognisod boforo.-(448) 

Tbo following T""' puts forward roosonings in tho indiroot form of a. 

rcd1<di<> ad. abo1u'du•n :-

TEXTS (449-450) . 

.AS A liA'tTER OF FAOT, ROW'&VBR IT IS NOT SO; TRBN TIUl REOOONITION 

IIA8 NOT BEEN R'SOARDBO All APPREH:B:NDING THE SA>Ul OB.T£0T ;

BECAUSE lT IS PRODUCED ATI'!'S OWN TIME,-LI!Oll TIJ:E OOONITION 

0~' ANOTHER THINO; AND INASMt1011 AS IT A'PPR!lllGNDS AS 

non-d.ifferent WHAT IS REALLY diffe:rent, lT MUST BB 

lUSTAKEN ,-LIXII TIIB NOTION Oil TRB ILLUSORY 

BALL.-(449-450) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho arguments may bo tbua formulated :-(a) When a. oognit<on does 

not appo&r evon when tho thing ia thore in its perfoot form, that Cognition 

oonnot b<>vo that thing for its object ;-o.g. even wbon Colour is thoro in 
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its perfectly pet·ceptihlo form, t.lte auditory perception is not. t.bore ;-even 
when the Diamond nud ot·her things were there in the perfectly pereoptiblo 
form o.t t.J,c time of theit• previous perception. their Rocoguiti.ou does not o.ppoo.·r 
at thnt time ; h.OtlOO the wider condition not bein.g present (th.o les.r; 'vide 
oon.dit,ion Cfimtot 00 thero).-(b) ~rhus if tho Diamond and other t.hings w(U"6 

})Ot'1nnnent.. tho Recognition of those things should appear on the previous 
occasion, when its cn.uses would be present iu it.r; ped&et form. ;-a.nd yet as a 
matter of fact, it does not app%r at that timG ;-hGnco it h<>comes established 
that U1ose things cannot bo pennantmt-. 'l'hus thon, it remains m1diaputed 
t-hat sin.ce it apprehends as 7Um-different wh&t. is different, the Recognition 
must be mistaken, like t.hG cognition of the illusory Ball. Thus it has been 
shown that Recognition is not one that has it.li object not donied ;1benco 
it is invalid] ; b<>caUS& its object is actually annullad by the aforeso.id re&'lOning 
which has proved it to be wrong.-(449·450} 

For the following reason also,-that it approhonds what is already 
approh.ended,-Recognition cannot b<> valid,-b<>ing just like Remembrance.
This is what is ahown. in the following-

TEXT (451). 

I T CANNOT BE RIGHT TO UEGARl> RECOGNITION AS VALID,-BEOAUSE IT 

OPERATES TOWARDS AN OBJECT WHOSE PURPOSR HAS BEEN ALREADY 

ACOOMPLISIIED,-UKE RE~IEMBRANOE AND SUOII OTILER CoGNI· 
TIONS ;- AND HENCE IT 1$ DEVOID O:F TKE CKARACTER OF 

TII1l VAUO MEANS (OF CoGNITION).-(451) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlu•t octivo o.gent nlonG is called tho 'l\Ioans of Right Cowution' wluch 
is the best implement and the most offectivo instrument in the bringing about 
of the notion of valid Cognition. If then, Recognition has for i t.>l object some· 
thing that has b<>en already apprehended by a previous Cognitiol\, then, in · 
nsmueh a.. it "'ould bo operating towards a. Cognition that has been already 
brought o.bout, i t could not be 'tho most offectiv<J instrument' ,-and \mder 
the circumstnnees, how could it 1uwe the charactel' of the ':n.IotlnS of Right 
Cog.ution ' ? If i t did, then R.-membrance also would be "moans of Right 
Cowution (wltichuo one adm.i~•l· And when it has notncquirod tho ch~>racter 
of n. ' valid means of Right Cognition ',it cannot be effective in annulling an.y 
notion. If it did so, it would lead to an abaurdity. 

" Recognition may not b<> a separate MeallS of Right C..gnition; and 
yet the mere fact of its having for its object something that existed at the 
pr&vious time does annul tho notion or t11e c Perpetual Flux' of thingt\. u 

Th.ia is not right ; because in reality, i ts object is not the same o..CJ tho 
provious t·hing ; in fact it is a figment of the imagination, and oven though 
purely imnginary, it apprehend.•, through illusion, tho previously perceived 
thing ; and by reason of this illusory apprehension, it is said to have t.ho 
praviously perceived thing for its object.. Under the circumstnnces, how can 
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the doctrine of ' Perpetual Flm< • be discarded on the strength of the said 
'Recognition' which is illusory in it.c; very source ?-(4~ 1 ) 

Tho following Texts urge-from Kumiirilo.'s standpoint ( videShloktwiirlika 
-Perception, Shlo. 234]-the argument that " Recog•titiou does not appre· 
bend wlmt bus boon already apprehended " :-

· TEXTS (452-453). 

" As A MATTER OF FACT, the existence Oj th~ thing at the present time (011' 

RECOGNITION) HAS NOT BEEN INCLUDED UNDER THE PREVIOUS 

COGNITION; T.lll$ IS A PECULIAR FEATURE IN REOOGN'lTION, 

WHICH IS NOT P!<E-~ENT IN REl!EA!ERANOE. REMEAlBRANOJil 

IS IN THE li'Ol.U! OF ' TlLI.T ' A .. '>I'D APPERTAINS ONLY TO 

THAT WHICH HAS BEEN ALREAOY OOGNlSEll DEoOltE ; 

RECOGNITION HOWEVER IS IN THE II'ORJ>I ' T.lllS 
IS 'l'ltAT SAME ', WHICH IS SOMETHING 

TOTALLY Dlli'FER.E!!<T (FRO>! THE PRE· 

VIOUS CoGNlTXON)."-(452-453) 

OOi\fMENTARY. 

Jiumil>•ila ha.. argued as follows:-" The previous Oognit.ion bus not 
e.pprehcmded tile e...Wence of tl.e Thing at "'" present time (of Recognition) ; 
as it couJd not e.ppoar in tho fot·m c this is tho same as that • ; hence there is 
a difference between Recognition and Remembrance.-" How ? "- Remem
brance always appoa,rs in the form of 'That • which takes in only that much 
of tho Thing as bus been cognised before ; while Rocognition takes in tho 
idea of 'This • also (OOing in the form • This is the same as that'), whioh is 
on addit.ional feature of the thing concerned. To this &xtent, Recognition is 
something different from Rem.embranu. Thus Recognition acquires the 
character of a real ' Meau.. of Right Cognition ' , after ha.ving shaken off 
the Doubt and :Mistako in regard t<> it."-(452-453) 

Ho proceeds to show in what way it shakes off the Doubt ond Mistake:-

TEXT (454). 

" !NASlllUCR AS TBERJI IS NO DOUBT OR MISTAKE IN REGARD TO WHAT 

IS COGNISED {BY RECOGNITION),-RECOGNITION ACQUIRES THE 

CnARAOTER OF THE ' MEANS C)' RIGHT CoGNITION ' Al1TER 

HAVING SET ASIDE BOTH."- (454) 

COMMENTARY. 

L1asrnuch as Doubt and Mistake do not exist ot all in regard to the 
thing ~tcoynised,-having boon dispelled, like cold in " placo surrounded 
by a. large ma.ss of Boming fu'e.-(454) 

18 
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Tho following argument hiU been urged agninst Kwniiriln.'~t position:
In the cnoo of nn objc-e~ oogniil(l() through Jnloronce,--6\loh os the inforonco 
of tho dork complexion of tho chikl (from Cho fnet of it~ being born of " 
do.r-k womtm),-it ifl somoti.m.ce fotu\d thRt it i8 rmbseqnontiy s;et nsido by 
direct Porooption (when Ch& child i& aetuaUy oe&n to bo fnir-oomplexionod); 
-in thB sMno mannor, in U\e COJJO in quefltion, o,·en though the pennnncnee 
of TJUng,o might be oogni&od U>rough Reoogn.ilion, yot it mAy be Ulllt ot some 
later time, tJ~e •u<XU~i.., (Ruetunting) chnmeter of tJungs mo.y be provod 
through Jnlerenoo bo8ocl upon Ch& faet of the ~fleebl of tbo tlung being suc
cessive : and tho aaid pormanenoo vouehod for by Reoognitio11 may thus be 
set uide by thi8 eubeoqueot Jnlorenee. Under tbo ciJ"cum.stances, how enn 
the doctrine of 'Perpotual Flux ' be h<>lcl to be ~ (by Recognition) ! 

This is answered (from Kumil.rila'o point of view) in tho following-

TEXT (455). 

" A 1'IIDIO, TR0110R OOO~"tS:BD BY OTBllR lll!Al<S 011 ComnTION, COtJLD 

BE ACCEPTED AS OTIIERWISlil, Ir 80 APPREHENDED BY SENSE

PERCEPTION; WIIEN RO\VEVER A Tn:INO IS ALREADY TAKEN '01" 

BY SENSP.-l'EROEPTION, TRERE CAN BE NO APPEARANCE 

OF ANY oo·rrett MBANS ou CoomTioN (To TilE 

OONTII.ARY)."-(455) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Otlltr m«:nl4 of Oo(JIIili<m '~i.&. Inlereneo nnd the rest : Sllcll as • Tho 
child must be dork-oomplox:ionod becm••e bo is t.ho aon of eo and so • ond so 
forth. · 

• Could be acccptc(l as otlun-tviae ',-tlwough tlto iruttrumentality of Senso· 
poreeption ;-' oii!Crt•l.o ',- i.e. of o form othor thnn thot. approl..,ndod through 
Inference, etc. 

• Alrt.ady taken up ',-i.o. opprohondod. 
• 'l'Mn ctJn b& 110 appear<~nas, et6.' ;-Monna of Cognition otlter thnn Scnse

poreoption,,-i.o. Inforonee ond t.ho roa~nnot set nsido Sonse-perooption.
(455) 

Whyoo! 
An.rwu :-

TEXT (456). 

"WREN A TBDIO HAS BEEN DULY APPRBB£l<DED TBR0110B TUE I'IItl!LY 

:&STABLISBliD moa:&ST i\UAJ<S OF 0ooN1TION,-BO\V ()()tJLD ON'E 

EVER HAVll A Coo~"ITION TO TBII OONTRARY, ON THE $'l'RKNOTH 

OF TIJll OTIIER WUJtE1t MEANs OF CoGNITION 1 "-(456) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only right thot what hM been aoeertained through Jnlereneo should 
be conclnded to be otberwioo, on tha strength of SeD86-poreoption : beei\use 
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tbie latoor is the highest among the Means of Cognition ; but Inference and 

tho ros~ can never alter tha nnture of A thing M cognised tbrough Sen.'O· 
perception ; "" they are \VMkor. 

' Finnly utoblishtll ',- i.o. lreo from Doubt and 1\tiAt.nkc. 
' To tltc contrary ',-i.o. otherwise them. that oogni~cd tl.ll'ough Sense· 

porception.-(45G) 

With the follo\ving T..:t, tho Author nusw...,. the ai>O\'o nrguments of 

K umiirila :-

TEXT (457). 

l:r txiate>IU al tltt prt6&1lt limll IS HELD BY YOU TO BB DISTINar FRO:U: 

THE PREVIOUS EXL'lTIINOE, THEN DIFFERI'JNOE l!ETWEBN THEM 

BECOMES PltOVED BY YOURS1!L11.--(4li7) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been ..-rted tJ\IIt the object of Recognition ia ll:2:i81<lnc0 at tM 
pruc11t lime ;-is this pruent =Uun<t different from tbo uiMc""" apprehended 

by the pnl\oious Perception t Or, is it the some t If it is different. then 

dijftr<T~«S being pro"od by your own assertion, tbore is contradiCtion of 
your own doctrine; whil& for ua, it is 'vha~ is dtll!ired by lll'.-(45o) 

TEXT (458). 

I.:r Tlllil preunt eximnu IS twt.cliffuent (FROM THE prtviou.& existenu),
TDN HOW lS JT TJI.AT TT IS ' NOT mCLUDBD I!'f TRB PREVIOUS 

Coo!\'lTio~ 'T IN PAor, u tT \VEaE ~OT mar..un£o TB:E.RRm; 
TilE.."< IT WOULD COl!oiE TO TBIS 'fllAT TBT. T111NO 

ITSELF WAS NOT Al'PREHE~CDED AT ALL.-(4.68) 

COMMENTARY. 

It tJ1o ' present exiatonco ' is eomothing diJ!trtnt from tJ1o ' previous 
oxistcnce ', then~ how co1lld it htwe been not-inctudod in t..ho previous Cogni

t.ion,-on account of which you hnve asserted (under !l.'txl 462) tbat ' it is 
not included in the previous Cognition ' ! 

The following might be urged-" The momentary cl~nn~et.or of Sound and 

other thing!!, though not anything different from u,...., tbinga, io soid to 

bo not-opprt}&ertdtd when tbo thinga arc apprehended ; the NlD\O moy bo true 

in the case in question also." 
This is not right, It ia not tn•e that wlu1e the objoc:t, Sound, ii nppre· 

bonded, it" momentary charnotor, though not-different from it, is held to 
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be not opprehendrd : what is hold is that, thouglt the tnomontary character 
ia apprehcndNI, ~-et. ha npprebcns.ion is not definitely certAin, on oocotmt 
of tho J[I"'nnd for certainty not being there; beeau:iJO mere apprchen.~on does 
not bring nbout.. tutni-n Cognitjou; the certainty i.!l dopcndeut upon the needs 
or thcnpprc'll<!nder and the soundn .... or tbo repetition or the app ... benoion.
ThU. exp1nnntion L1 not a\•nilablo for you ; because for you, evan t.ho previous 
JXlrooption ill determinate (certait\) in chArneter; ond whon the fonn of tho 
thing has beou dc6nitoly cognised "·ith certainty, through thM previous 
rorception, thon it8 pruent eximnce n.Jso, which Jlt non-diffo.re.nt £rom the 
provious fonn, must nlso have been definitely nscortnlnod with certainty 
by thnt tmmo PcrcoptioJt ; if thia Ja.tter wero not dcjlniUly ctrtain, tho fonn 
of t..he thing n.lso,-t\8 nOJl-diffe.rent from thie prcarnt e:ci8tence.-would 
havo to bo regarded as ttol tkfittit.ely ascertained. 

Some people lmvo bold that-" The ''nlidit.y or the Rocognition is 
based upon t.ho dot'initc ascertainment of Uto Tlung thM has beon in doubt." 
-Thia alto bocomos rcjocl<ld by our above roo.o<ming. Nor, in the prosont 
CIIBO, is thoro any 88COrtainment of a Thing in doubt ;-beet\118& in the case 
of Rain!, oveu though different haizs come out ono aftor tho other, there is 
Rooognitio~> ; eo that the doubt would remain (e•-on o!tor Rooognition, which 
11110 been round to bo fnlliblo in tbe case or Hairs).-(4118) 

It has beon argued (under Teo:l 455) that-" what 11110 boon cognised 
by othot i\Iootll or Cognition could be accopl<ld as othorwise, if so appre
hended by SolliO-porcoption ".-This is answomd in u .. rouo .. ing-

TEXT (459). 

lJr WIIAT HAS lliiEN OOOlHSED TIIROUGII lNir.ERRNO& AND TilE OTKBR 

MJIANS 011' CoamTION WERII ANNULLED BY SIINSli·PIIliOIIl'TION, THEN 

OOBRliNOII AND THE REST OOULD NOT Bll RltOARDED AS 

MEANS OP RIOBT CoaNrl'ION,-BE<a17SB TUJIY ARE 

AJ."NULLED,-LIK.II CooNITIONS TIIIIOUOH 

DBPEOnVE VISION.-(469) 

COMMENT AlW. 

If the Sttbjoct-UULttor of nn Inferenco.-uob "" • becnU8& it is your 
child [it must bo dnrk-oomploxioned] • ,-could be annulled by Sollll<)-poroop
tion,-thon tl1»t Inrorcnco cannot be a Moons or Right Cognition at oil ; 
becauso on 1\CtOW\t. o£ its subjeot-mat.tcr boing t.mnu.Hod. thoro can 
be no ngroomont with tho real state or thing>~, nnd hence it would bo lil<e the 
porcerltion obtained through defective vision.- Honoo the nosortion that
" Whnt ltM boon cognised t hrough other Moons of Cognition oould be acooptod 
aa otber,viao, on tho strength of Sense·perception "-is irl'$1evo.nt, boin_g 
entirely itnpoto8ible.-(t59) 
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Jt baa been argued (under Tm 458) that--" Sent6·parception is tbe 
hlgbcot among tho Moans of Right Cognition " ;-that a.1oo is not true.
Thla ill ahown in tbo following-

TEXT (460). 

Tnlil ORARAOTIIJ~ 011 ' BEING IN AOCORDANOE WlTR THE REAL STATE OF 

TRlNOS 'BEING EQUALLY PRESENT IN ALL FORMS 011 VALID CoGNITION, 

-WRY SliOULD TIIErol BE A PR:!:JUDIOE AT ALL 1-JN OASB TilE 

SAID OIIAEAOTER BE NOT PRESENT IN /nferenu ANt> TilE 

REST, THEN TIIESB LATTER WOULD NOT DE VALID MEA.'<S 

011 RlGRT CoGNITION AT ALL.-(460) 

CO:Ml!ENTARY. 

Tha ' validity • of the Means of Right Cognition oonaial8 only in their 
having the capacity to bring ahout the rig/11 notion of things ; and if this is 
odmittod M belonging to all tbo M88DS of Right Oognition,-tben, why should 
Pe-ption be regnrded M tba ' higbast • among tbom l-It might. be said 
tll&t "it i.a PoreGption alon& that is in strict accordnnce with the roo.l stat& 
of thins~ .. ,-than, thi• cJwrtJ.CLtr of btifi{J ... IIM a<COTCianC4 with th< real sum 
of tliing1 being nbsent in Inference nnd tho roat, tll08o lnt.t.or would not bo 
'Monns of Right Cognition • a.t o.U ; beoauso the vory idoo. ot being a 'Moo.ns 
of Right Oognll>ion' is based upon a.ccordonco will& ~~~ real 81016 of !Mngs ; 
nnd this ("" hypol}a .. i) would be absont in Inforonoo ond t.ho rost.-(460) 

The following Tm introduces the argument. t>dvnnood by BM.vivikta 
(agt\in.tt the doctrine of Perpotuc.l Flux) :-

TEXT (461). 

"'J.'ml ALL-OOMP~SIVE lNvARIABLB CoNOOND'ANOE (PREMiss) 

THAT HAS BEEN ASSERTED IN ALL Tml RllASONINOS (PBOl'OUNt>ED 

BY TilE BO'DDBIST) BECOMES ANNULLJI)t> Bl( TilE liOLLOWINO 

lNI'liRENOE ; OR ELSE, THE PROPOSITION (ASSBRTINO TilE 

DOOTllll<E IN QUESTION) ITSELF llEOOUES 

REJEOTED."-(461) 

COMMENTARY. 

QuuliQ" :-u 'Vhat is that Inference f .. 
..4 'tt4'Wtr ·'-
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TEXTS (462-463). 

"T11-.c suns&QuE:sT coo~'lTios oP TRE Sw A.o~D OTKER. TWNos liU~T 

Al'J'RRT.\1!1 ro TBll s.u!E SUN "-"o OTHER Tmsos THAT = AT 

TUY. TOlE OP mE OOO~ITtON Tffi\T APPEARS f:oO CONNECTIOS 

wtTI£ TBE SUN AND MooN, ETO.)-BECAUSE \\'RILE IT IS 

NOT A OOOI>nTION OF ANYTlllNO RF.~AT:SD TO THE 

EARTH AND OTHER TIUNGS, IT IS SPOKEN Oil AS 

THl~ 0oGN1TION OF THOSE THINGS (SUN,II1'0.),-
.JVST ~IKB THE l'REVIOUS OOONl'tiON OF 

'J'IIB Strn AT THAT Tn!ll. "-(462·463) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Tho Cognitiono-in dispute-<>! tJu: Sun, t/14 Moon, t/14 Pl4M14, tl~& Slt!.r~ 

ancl trud• obj«U mu.st appertain to tJu: Sun, tJu: Moon, 1114 Pl<JM/4, t/14 Star• 
on4 tllo rut o.si\IIOOciated wit.b t.bo time at which appMI'Ocl the oognition of these 

Swt and Lho root in Divadatu. and ot.ber 1''"'''"'"·-booau.so while not 
apprehended no rola~l to tho Earth, they aro apokon of by moons of tho 
tenn • tho COIJnUU>n of tl.e Sun, ~he Mom'> lho PlantJ•, tM Star~ and IM tea',
liko DovadaLIA's Cognition of these tbinw< 011 tho first """"'"on." 

' Muu appertain to, dc.!-i.e. to hlmi.noua eubstanooe. 
' Whi/4 Ml at>pr~ ao reloted I<> 1114 Earth • ;-thia quali6.cation ha.s 

been addod in order to avoid the invalidity that might app\y to i t on 
tho basis of tho Cognition of the Sun, etc. as painted in pioturoe. 

'S14bt~m ' ,- i.o. a Cognition other than D6vadatiA's ; i.o. appearing 
at a. d ilferont timo.-(462·463) 

The foUo,ving is an argwnont put forward by Bh/Jvivik/4 :-"The sub· 
strata of Univertal.a like 'Colour •, the substrata of thOle wbstrata, and the 
pnrticul.a:r Cognition& of all these,-in the fonn of Perooption, J nferonoo, 
Aualogioal Cognition, Verbal Cognition, RemembrMeo, Roeognition, llfystic 
Vision. Doubt, Wrong Cognition, Rep,_,IAtive Cognition. Dream. and 

Droam..,.,d,-111 these oannot be Uoble to dootruot.ion immocliately on 
coming into oxiatenoe,--bocause they are spoken of by auch verbal OXJli"SSioa.s 
88-' knowab1o ', • rightly cognisable •, 'expressible •, •&thor ezi4ting ot non· 
uimng •, 'not oharaeterised by oognitions whoso object ia 10mething different 
from &ing and Non·being •, 'not apprehensible by oognitions wh- objects 
aro nou~o.pprehonsiblo ', 'not expressible by words which aro inexpressive •, 
' exp'-'blo by ouch wotd.s a.s nre tbo products of oounds produood by the 
conJunction 1\Dd disjunotion of homognMOU$ and hoterogonoous substances ', 
-like ' Provioue Negation' and such things!' 

' Subilra/4 of Univer6al8 l ike Oolour •, eto. o.re tho Colour, etc. them
solves.-' Tll4 ...Wtrat<> of tlw& 8Ub•tram '.-Whnt ore these !..:...Suoh thinw< 
M the Jar, (which ore the substrata of Colour, otc.).-' My•til> "uion •,
poroeption by myl!tics.-The others havo been oxplainod beforo.-' EitJu:r 
u:W...O, or nD7H.l:i81"""" '--i.e. &ing or Non·being.-Inaamuch as thoro 

' I 
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is nothing tlw..t is ' neither Being nor Non-being ', there can be no cognition 
of which tl1at could be the objoot; o.nd its 1 non-cha-rocterisation' follows 
from its very non-existence.-Similarly, the apprchena-ion of an i.napprt· 
l•en8ible objcc~ being impossible, inappt-ehensibility by auch apprehension 
follows as a matter of eourse.- Similarly -inea;pr .. sibility by WO'I'<is which 
a1·e 1nel;pressible also follows from the (act that such words are meaningless.
' Ho•nogeueous ~hiuga ' are substances, like the lips, teeth nnd ao forth, 
all thMO havil\g the common eharMter of being prodtu:J.o; 'heterogeneous 
things ' are ifkilslla and the res~ ; tho mutual. con.junction arul disjunction of 
these hom.ogeneous and Ttelerogeneo-m substances produce the first Sound, 
and this finit Sound brings about, in due succession, its product il'l the shape 
of the Sotu>d that reachos the Ear ; and it is by this Sound that thinga aro 
e>:pre..OO.-The process of sound·produet<on, according to these pooplo, 
is as follows :- The initial sound arises from OonjWtction and Disjunction; 
thenco proceed other sound wa.vos, in the maamer o£ tho filaments of tho 
l(adamba flower ; that Sound which roaches the Akil•lta in the Ear, that alone 
is heat-d., not nn.y other.u 

Tllis en tiro set of reaaonings is set forth in the following :-

TEXTS (464-465) . 

"ALL T.ROSD TmNGS TJlAT ARE THE SUBSTRATA OJ! CoLOUR, ETC.,-~-n 
'l'Hiil SU»STRATA oF TH'&Sll THINGS,-AS ALSO THE CoGNITIONS THAT 

A.P'PB.A.R IN REGARD TO 'l'JIF.SE,-ALL THESE ARE NOT, LIKE 

THE SKY-LOTUS, LIABLE TO DESTRUO'l'ION IMMEDIATELY 

ON CO~tmG lNTO EXlSTWOE,-BEOAUSE THEY ARE 

COGII<"lSABLE AND JilXPBESSillLE."-(464-465) 

COMMENTARY. 

The two reasons • cognisability • (U\d 'Gxprossibility' ba.ve been men
tioned by way of illustration ; tllo other reasons also are meant to be 
applicnblo.-

' Klliirabinda '-is the • arabinda ', Lotus, in 'kha ', the Sky,-i.e. 
tho 'Sky·lotus ' .-(464·465) 

UddyoW.kara [in Ny/lyfWllrtika on 3. 2. 14, page 421, Bib. Ind. Edn.] 
has stated the argument (against Perpetual Flux) as follows :-" The Cogni
tions Wlder dispute, appearing at diverse times, must appertein to the same 
tbing,-~use while being rightly co-extensive with tho cognition of that 
thing, i t is expressible by the same terms,-like the present oognition of a 
thing as appearing in vru-ious personr-1 ".-Here the term 'avyuttMyi' 
sttmds for what js not • vyuUhiiyi '. wrong, -i.e. what is Tight ;-the ' co· 
e"!\.--tensiveness • is th.o.t of the cognitions of the Jo.r and such things ;-and tbG 
epithet ' right' is meant to qualify this ' eo-extensiveness ' ; who.t is meant 
is that tho said co.exten.t;ivoness is noversublaWd or annulled. 'rhis qua.li6.ca· 
tion has boon addod in order to "'void the falsity that might attaoh to it on 



280 TA1T\'ASANORAHA : C"B.APTBB VJll. 

the bn•i• of tho oxnmple of U10 Lnmp-light and such things.-' Ill:r:prt1Bibk 
by /lie l!lmlc terms '-such n8 ' Chnit.ro.'ii Cognition ', ' Ohaitro.'s Cognit.ion ' 
onc.l kO fo•·th. 

1'1U. orgumont of UddyotaLYJm'• ill set forth in th& follo,ving-

TEXTS (466-467). 

" 0 Ur.t l'ltOOLAl>lATION IS THAT TU£ 0oONITIONS UNDER DISl'UTE WJTIOH 
APPEAR IN SUOOESSION,- ALL Al'l'ERTA.IN TO ONE A..'<D 'rH£ SMIB 

TIJJNO,-BEOAUSE 1'BE rAat OY 1'BEIR BloliNO BASED UPON 
ONll 1lli'NO IS NB\""'ER ANNULLED, AND THEY ARE A.TL 

SPOKIIN 011' BY TBll s.ur:E TBRMS ;--JUST LIKB TH11 
OOONITIONS OF SEVJIRAL UEN Al'l'IIA.RINCI AT 

'l'Jm :PRESENT SINGLE MOl'lltBNT."-

(466-467) 

OOM:l.£ENTARY. 

'Proclamndon ·~ur conclusion, decla-ration. 
4 Co·e.l.t~:mtiwnu.t ',-llus clwrader of subBiBtin{J ita. tJ~.e S(Une thhl{/ :-thiR 

is not annullw.-such is tho &111\lydill of the oomp<Huld.-{4GG-4G7) 

The above argument is IUUIWOrod in the following-

TEXT (468). 

IN THE Jl'IRST REASONING, TR~ CoRROBORATIVE !NSTA.'<OE IS DEVOIX> 
01' THE PROBANDUM, AS rr IS ALL INCLUDED UNDER TilE 

PnoBANS; AND ALL OBnOT'S OP CoGNITION ARE NOT ALWAYS 
SYNOBliONOUS \Vl'l'll TH:EI1< OOOJ>"'TTON.-{468) 

COMMENTARY. 

'In Ulll jlrsl rta8<Jning ' ,-whoro the Reason (Probans) is stated in the 
form' becoUBo it ia spokon of M tbo Cognition of that' (under Texts 402-463). 
-Aa a matter of !act, tbe first Cognition of tbe Moon, etc. abo dooe not 
appertain to tbe Moon, etc. as oxat.ing at tbe timo of tho Cognition ;-because 
what forma tho object of the cognition is what is included under the Probans 
it<;elf. Further, it is not possiblo for l\lly COUb<\1 rolation to subsist botwoen 
synohronoUB things. It lJ.M been thus n.sso•·tod :- ' What does not oxist 
CO\lld ha.ve no provious pot.eotjaUty, a.nd it. could J\1\vo no use later on; o.U 
causes must oxat before (th&80 of!ects); hence tbe objoet cannot exist along 
with its own cognition '.-{468) 

The following Te:c: proooede to abow thet the Reason is 'inconolullivo ' , 
even with tho qualification ' though not apprehendocl M related to tbo F.ru·th ' 
(under Teta 468) :-

• 
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TEXT (469). 

WHEN TERMs LIKE 'SoN' AND TilE B>:ST, wnos11 usE DBP&vDs UPON 

TH:E SPEAKER'S WHDr, AIIE APPLIED TO THE Lamp AND SOOH THINGS, 

-THE COONlTJON 011 TI'IE SON THAT APPEARS P11.0VES THE 

FALSITY OF Tllll REASON IN QUESTION.-(4.69) 

In t.be second set of argumonC.. also (set forth in t.be Introduction to 

'l't:<U 464·465),-for t.be oimp16 re880n t.hat thingtt like the • Universal' 
do not exist at all,-no ono holds them to be 'momontary' ;-if the Opponent 

proceeds to prove the aboonce of such momentarin""" in th088 thinjpl (like 
tho 'Univorsal ', ot.c.),-t.han his ellort is entirely fut<lo.-This is what i.• 
oxplnined in tho following-

TEXT (470). 

THINGS LIKE THE 'UNIVERSAL' HAVE NO C.llAIIACTBR· AT ALL (BBDIO 

NON·BXISTENT),-RI'!NOB TJ111 'MOHB1iTABINESS ' OF SOO.Il TlllNGS 

QA},'NQT BE POS'I'ULATBD BY ANYOJs'E ; SO THAT ANY RBASONS 

ADDUCED FOB Tllii PROVING OF TBll AIISBNOE OF 'MOMEN· 

TAIIIJs'ESS ' IN TO:E SAID TlllNGS IS ENTIBBLY 

POTU.t:.-{470) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 'like', in tho Expression 'Things like tho Universal' is 
meant to include the eubstrato of the Univers&l, in the ohapo of Colonr, 
Jo.r and the like, and also t.ho Cognitions of those.-Thcee also, even as 

quali6ed by the said quallilcat.ion, do not exist at all ; hence t.be reason tha.t 

has been adduoed for the purpooe of proving t.be 'momentruineoe ' of such 
thingtt i8 entitely futilo ; t.bet iA to say, tbere cen be no diBputo on that point 

at all. 
Tho Author has not gono into tho minute detei!o of the reasoning in 

queation. If we go into tb& 1n.i.nuto det.ails, we come acro88 o. large number 
of defoec... For iMtanco, tho reason that has beou 1\dduccd in tho form 

that • it is either exist.ont or non-exiat.ont ', ifl found to be &b9Cnt in the 
Probt\ndum and a.l1;0 jn tho Corroborative Jnste.noo; aa the term 'oithor--or' 
•igni6ee opli<m, and option is posaible only when there oro mol'<' things than 

ono, and not. wben thoro is only ono thing ; and it iA not. p<W!Siblo for both 

oziote""" and 1Wn.Uiote""" to be present in the object that forms the 
Probaodum ; beceuse it being of the nature of ' entity ', it is only eo:i&renco 

that cen belong to it. Nor are both p<W!Siblo in tho Corroborative Tnstance; 

because, 88 it is a 'non-entity', it is non.-e:~:"i8tence alone thAt can beJong to it ... 

-Tho Reason also as ot&ted ha.s heen loaded with n. u•e1Cll8 q\U\Iifiention : 

For instance, the expre83ion ' because i t is exprOBSiblo by word.t •, even by 
iC..Olf, i.8 highly impropor, "" tho term ' oxp-siblo ' itHoll implies the 
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quulifit:ation 'hy words •.-SimHurly, tho CJ"OJificatlon. put forwol'd by the 
wotdt.J • homCit;C'fl('()llS. etc.' iJl too c1Uidish. Similarly tho other qunlifleo,tions 
or the R<a!IOII ... ~\dd bo mgnrdcd usol-. 

F urth .. ""'l', nil tho ReaJJ(U~ put. forwnl'd n.ro 'inconcht&ivo \-beeru.U'O no 
t'\idem."C h:H!I lJOOJl ndduoed in denial o{ n. eonclusio1l <:outrn-r~' to tho clornred 
oonc·lu~ion.-'l'hi~ is goin.g t.o bo ex-ploincd Jnto1· on.-(4.70) 

A• h!gntdA tho nrgumcnt sot forth waclor Te:tU 460·(07,-the noswer is 
Jlro,idoo in the following-

TEXT (471). 

As REGARDS TI!B CHARACTER 011 ' llKINO ElCl'RESSllD BY Tlll'l SMlB TXIU! ' 
--TH1S IS l'RESEl'T IN THE CJoG~TilONS OF TIIL~OS LIKE '1'IIE 

L.uJ:p ALSO. HENCE 1"I1IS REASON B&CO~II!S 
'INOONCLUSlVll'.-(471) 

COl\lMENTARY. 

In u., .,..., of the Cognition• of tho Lrun)>, wo find t bat the on me e.'<p.-ion 
• Oognilion of Lnmp' is npplicd to the cognHion,;: which Juwo different things 
(in 1Jl6 sh~ro of tho flickering flmncs) for their objoct ; honoo t he elu\l'actor 
of ' being oxpro•sod by tho Hl\me term ', which lwl boon ndduccd .., the 
Reason for ,..,. • ....,, is found to be • talliblo • in too eaao of tho • Cognitiono 
of the Lamp •. 

Or tbe Ton m&y be refld with a taunting intonation,, tbe sense being
-• tho said obarnoter aubaieting in tllO Cognitions of tho Lamp is, on that 
very o.eeow\t, a very Sound reason, and for you, indeed, it is infalliblo ; but 
in reality, io la not so ' .-(471) 

In tbe following T""' tbe Author nuticipates tbe view of tho other 
pnrty :-

TEXT (472). 

b IT BE lULD TK!-T "IN TRE CASll 01' THE CoGh"tTIONS 01' TilE laMP, 
TIIB I OO·BXT&.~SIVEN&SS 'ISSUBS£QO'BNTLY A..NlttTLLBD ... - TBE!f 

UOW IS 11' THAT YOU DO NOT .Pj>jttCJ.'UVE TKB CLEAR 
ANN IJLMENT 01? THE S.~MII IN YOUR PROPOSlJI) 

CONCLUSION ALSO l-(472) 

OOMMENTARY. 

u In ft\ct, the qunlificntion- ' while boillg rightly OO·extensive with the 
Cognition of tbl\0 thing '-lw beou ndded (by Uddyotakara), solely for tbe 
pur~ of excluding ouch.,.._ as that of the • Cognit.ions of tbe Lamp', 
"" tho one·- of the object of those laUet Oognitiona ia annnlled ; .._....... 
tho Lamp is at one momout with n high finme. and tba no:ro momont with a 

I 
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low fiamo, it is at one moment very brig)lt and a~ tbe noxt moment, less 

bright. How then can our Roo.on be false ! " 
Such is the sen.'le of whllt tho Opponent says. 

In answer to this, the Au~hor adds-' How is U, dc.'-Thllt is, tho quali· 
6oation also is one that is not admitted. As a mattor of fact, ovon in regat<l 

to tho chnractor of tho OpJ>Onent'• intonded Proband\un, thoro is o.nnnbnont ; 

-why is tllat also not percoived t For instanoo, in roga1'<1 to 01witra and 

other persons, th& Cognition of thoro thllt is produoocl is in such di-..erse 
forms as • infant', ' boy ' , ' yout.h' and so forth.-in reg(.U'(). to the 

mountain and such things, the not.ious aro diverso in tbe sl"'pe of 'cold ', 

'bot •, otc. So thet, as in tbe """" of tbe Lamp, so in tbe OMO of these t.hiJl8s 
alao, the diversity of th& oognisod thing is clearly perceivod. If it were not 

10, tbon, if th& snm& mountain thllt wao cold subsequently beoame htJI,

ti>On und&r both conditions both cold and /..at would be porooplibl& tbore ; 

booauso the said qualified oonditions being related to tho thing, tbe qualities 
would luwo to be rega1'dod oa pro80nt there ; for inatonoo, when a. mo.n tied 

to a cbnin is pulled, the chain also bocomi>S pulled. Tbia h118 boon nearly 

nil explAined beforo.-Thua oven with the said qualiAoatlOil, the lWa&on is 

'\lnproven ', 'not admitted '.-(4.72) 

The annulmen~ of tho Opponent's argument by Inferenoo alao is next 

1hown:-

TEXTS (473..474). 

Tul1 CoGmTIONS UNDER DISPUTE OANNOT PERTAIN TO ONE AND Tll.E 

SAME THING, BECAUSE T!ml( APPEAR m SUCOIISSION,-LIKE THE 

CoGNITIONS l'El\TAINING TO LIGHTNING, L .u!l' AND suca 
TmNGS.-lN ALL CooNITIONS l'ERT.AINING TO ONB AND 

THE SAME TlDlW, THE PRESENCE Oil' SUOOESSION IS 

INOOMPATmLD. AND WBBN T11B EY!l'EOT IS TliE 

,s..um, EVE...'\f TJlG DBPBYDENCB O• OTKBR 

THINGS WOULD BE IN CON G R U' 0 US. 

-(473-474) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument me.y be formulaood thus :-Whnt nppoo.rs in sucoeosion 

en.n nover have i ts comploto oo.uso nlways in close proximlt.y to it,--as the 
oognitlona of Lightning, Lamp and such things ;-the Oognitions under 

dilputo e.ll a.ppear in su00088ion ;- honce there is found acmetbing which is 
ocntrery to thllt with which the dosirod cho.nu>tor is invari~bly ocncomitant..

This Reason eannot be aa.id to bo 'inconclusive • ; bocaWJO ~UCCeUion is not 

poelible in the Cognition of any oingle object, the comploto cause of which 

Cognition is present.-Nor otn the onuse be said lo be dependent on other 
causee (which oculd account for tho succession); h&cauae whnt is pennanent 

cannot be h&lped by such eida ; and no dependence can rightly be held to 

lio on what is not helpful; as this would lead to nbsurditiee. If there were 
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holp actunlly re11dorcd, then tho thing would lose ita ptrln<ltUOitoo. TW.. hns b<lon oxplnincd hundreds of tim08.-{473·474) 

Tho (allowing Text shows thnt all our argument.e oro froo from t,ho defect ot • Iuoonc.lusiv€lnOM ',as then) is no proof in support of a oonclu.~ion. contrary to ou~ :-

TEXT (475). 

ALL THESE ltBASONS ABII I'REE 11110Y DOITBT .-\..'fD DBNIA.L ;-AS 
NO PROOFS HAVE llEEIN ADDIIOIID IN ANNIIL!>tiDIT 

OF TB.BSE.-(475) 

COMMENTAR.Y. 

Thi• iA """ily intolligiblo.-{476) 

End of the 0/uvpteJ· 011 the Perma.mncc of Tliings. 



CHAPTER IX. 

Examination of the R elation between Actions and their R e.suUs: 
Action and Reaction. 

OOi'IUIENTARY. 

The Author now proceeds to examine the doctrine of Rtlati<m bctu;un 
Actions and their .Re8'Ults, th$ Law of Action and Reaction, mentioned in 
the Introductory verses; and starts off with an objection from the stand· 
point of that doctrine, against the Doctrine of ' Perpotual Flux ' :-

TEXT (476). 

" lF ALL THINGS ARB O:SSlilSSED BY no"-pemu>nence, IN TilE l'OID! OF 

'l!IOMENTARIN"ESS ' , TB:EN HOW OAN THERE BE ANY RELATION 

BETWEEN ACTION AND ITS RESULT (REACTION), OR 

BE'l'WEEN THE 0AUSJI AND ITS EFFECT AND 

SO FORTR ~ "-{476) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Text speaks of c 1"l.()?Vptrmanence in the form of momentarine88 ', 
with a. view to exclude that 'non.permanence ' which does not consist in 
mo,.,ntarinus; the meaning being- ' if thing!l are held by you to be obee.'lSed 
by that non-permanence which belonga to momentary things '- the11, how 
could there be any such relations as the one subsisting between Actions 
and their Results and so forth, which ore recognised among men and in the 
soriptW'ea ?- The expression • and 80 forth' is meant to include tho m~ns 
of cognising the onuS& and its effect., the Recognition following alter Appre· 
hension, the longing for one thing aroused by the seeing of another thing, 
the notion of Bondage and Liberation, Ramcmbra.nco, Decision following 
afte•· Doubt, seeking for something kept by oneseH, the cessation of curiosity 
for things nlrondy seen and such other hosts of grounds for objection rnised 
by the evil-minded.- Wha.t is meant ifi that if a. doct.rine is contrary to 
notions murent among people and recognised by the scriptnros, it can never 
seC\U'9 t~.ceeptance ; hence the Doctrine of ' Perpetual Flux ' is open to the 
objection that it is annulled by universally accepted notions.-For instence, 
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it ia well known nmong ponplo tM~ UN) rosnl~ of tho good or bad action is 
oxpori('ftt"f'<l by Outt same mon who did the net.; when a good or bad n.ct. bns 
been tlunn b;v Jl2mdall.tt, t ll<' r(".Sntt. of that nct-ngrooablo or disngrecnblc,
is n~t OX(X"riC>uccd hy l'njiirulfllla. Nor is "nch on idet" CO\U\tenoneed io tho 
ftcrlpt.uros, wboro wo read-• \\')l(ln tho netion hn.& boon dono by this pen10n, 
who olliO will experience itg rt'1miL" t '-8uch a not~oa. ia oontro.ry to the 
dooldno of the • l,(;rpctunl .,""lux ' of thlngl'lo i M tmdor thnt doctrino th<-ro 
cannot be ;,\ny ono entity who would do the a.ct. n.nd oxpcl'i.once ita rci"ult; 
so time the Mid doetrino il clenrly open to the criticism u .. e it invol""" tho 
anomnly of • tho diJ;appenronce of tho action done by tho Porson himself 
ond tho hofnlli•\g upon him of thoeffoct of whnt wnouotdono by him '.--{.761 

Tho following Te:u exp!Rius bow the doctrine il open to this criticism:-

TEXTS (477-479). 

"L-< Tire cASE OF AOTIVE r>:OPLE, TRAT 'Mo~rBNT' (MolUINTARY •rm~o) 
\\"TIICH IS UBI.~lFlVEO '1'0 BE Tfill ilocr 0~ TJl::E AOT. DOJ]S NOT O'ONT(NtJB: 
TO lLXlST AT TllB Tnut 0~ Tlnl APPI!AR.oi.NOB Oli' THE RES!Jl/r OF TUA'l' 
A.crt ;-AXD 'l'RE AOI' WAS NOT DONR BY THAT' MoMENT 1 WHICR IS 
Sl'OKEN Ol1 AS mE e:cperieru;er 0~ THE RESULT AT TJIE TIJI!.E 0~' ITS 
Al'PEA.RL'<OE; AS Il' DID NOT EXlST AT TIIAT TIME.-THUS, INASMUOit 
AS NO SiliOLli EN'l'l'l'Y IS ADIDTl'BD AS BEIIIO TllB doer O:P TRB Aar 
AND TllB t:eperiD>cer 011 ITS RESULTS,-THE POSI'riON TIIUS CLIIARLY 
IS THAT ·~!Ill AC'l' IS LOST FOR THE ~!A..'< WHO DID IT AND t'l'S 
RESULTS BIIIIALL ONE> WHO DW NOT DO IT,-WHIOU IS EXTREllBLY 
.ANO!oULOUS."-(47'1-479) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Dou '"" oenli"'"' ID e:ci.: • :- i t is deowoyed immediaeely on ita 
coming into O"-istcnce. 

• ltJamnucl• M no einalc enJ.ily, etc. • ;-i.e. ainco the Aot and its Result. 
havo not boon tnl<an up by ono nnd the f!Wilo entity. Thoro is 'loss of tho 
Aot • for tho doer of the net, u he d008 not come by the rooule: and there is 
• befalling of whut he did noe do ' on tbo mnn wl10 did not do the act. 

• Extrem~y cmomalous' ;-i.e. no en eh sitl.1Q.tion is found either nmong 
pooplo or mentiollA)(! ill tho ocript.uree.-(477-479) 

The 1\nomo.ly of • tho 1088 of what i• dono nud tho befalling of wl"'t is 
not dol\o' has bcon poinred out, on the aooepennce of the view thet • Mtivity' 
is pouible : the Opponent noxt proceeda to ebow-lrom Knmlirila's atond· 
point,-thot actillily ib!eU il not possible (under the Doctrino or • Perpo~unl 
Flux'):-

I 

I 
I 
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TEXTS (480.481). 

".AS A MATI'ER OF FAOT, UNDER '1'1!);) DOCTRINE OF ' NO·SOUL ', THE Mer 
Oli' AN A<Yr WOULD L'tOW, ]):.8FORl:lHA..ND, THAT, t AS l Ml OOINO 

TO PERISH IlllMEDIATl!LY, THERE WOULD BE NO RESULT FROM 

THIS AOT, On. IT WOULD OOMJ:l TO SOME ONB OTHER 

':tHAN MYSELF,; ..U..~ KNOWING THIS, THE IN

TELLIGENT MAN WOULD NOT UNDERTAKE TRE 

PERFORl!L~OE OF ANY ACT, GOOD OR BAD, 

FOR THE PIJRl>OSE OF SECUlliNG ITS 

RESUL'r ; AS !'OR TilE RESULT, IT 

WOULD DE STILL FURTilER 

REMOV);)D."- (480-481) 

OOMMEJ:-.'TARY. 

Undet· the Dootrine of 'Pot·petuat FltL"< •, it would bo held that all things 
nre devoid of 'Soul • ; as all things boing dependent upon their causo (in 
the 'Onusal Ohain '), nothing can be independent (self·sufficient). Under 
tho circumstances, the inWlligent agent must know,- bc conscious of the 
fact,- " what? u-tha.t 'after rny dosttuetion, the result could not o.ccnto 
to me, aa I would not bo there o>t the time that the Result comes about ; 
even if tlw Result comes about, it would cotne to a. Moment other tha.n 
myself •. Knowing this, the intelligent pel'>lon would not undertake tbo 
act at a.U ; how thon could there bo o.ny result which can follow only from 
an act preceded by the activity (of an active agent) ? Such Result would 
bo • still further removed', os absolutely impossible.-(480·481) 

It has thu.• boon proved toot there can be no relatitm between Action 
ancl its Re8ult; the Author next proooods to sbow,~gain from Kumiirila'B 
sta.ndpoint,-the.t the Relmion of Cause awl. Effecl is not possible under the 
doctrine of ' Perpetu"l F lux • :-

TEXT (482). 

" NEI'l'I!ER THE FuTUllE NOl< THE PAST ENTITY OAN B);) OAPABLB Oll' 

PRODUOING THE EFFECT; AS FOR TRII PRl:S&~T ONE, 'l'I!AT ALSO 

DOES NOT CONTINUE TO EXIST TILL THAT TIME."- (482) 

COMMENTARY. 

' P.ill that time ' ;- i.e. during the time that it would come into existence 
and produco the effect, it does not continue to exist,-beiog momcntary
(482) 

The following Tea:t adduces "rguments in support of ellCh of tbo assor· 
tions made in the preoeding Text ragatding the Future. oto. :-
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TEXTS (4S3-484). 

''A..~ BSTlTY THAT ltA.S ITSBI3 NOT $ECURBD ITS EXISTBNOB CAN NEVER 
liN Tlflt CAUSE Oil' SOMETHlNO ELSE; NOR OAN TKB DESTROYED 

llNTITY (SE A OAIJSE) ; NOR OAN TilE 1'1.\ESBNOE (OF TilE 
Pa&SENT ENTITY) BE OAl'ABLE 01!" PRODUOIIIG THE 

&PPEOT.-FUBTHEB, 3 TliB DBSTRUOTION 011 TilE 
PRIIVIOUS 'MOMENT ' BE HELD TO BE ab60i..U, 

TJIBN TJIBRB OOULD BB NO 1'1\0DUOTION 
OF ANY SUBSI!QU"ENT ' MOML'<T '' 

AS l'l'S CAUSE WOULD NOT BE 

THBRB. "-(4S3-484) 

COMM!;:NTARY. 
T h" thing is co.Jiod 'fut<l1"8 ' which haa not yet secured its exiatenoo ; 

-what. hM not sec\li'Od ill~ e.xi.ston..co must bo ' non~xiateo.t' ; what ia non· 
existent must be devoid of aU potentiality ;--\vhat is devoid of 1\ll potentiality 
oo.nnot BOL"VO as the oouso of n.nyUUr•g olae,-i.o. cannot .sorvo o.s tho co.URo 
of bringing about any other thing ; becau$0 it is agreod on all sides that 
it is only a potent.inl thing tbat can oorve as a oouso. 

SimilfU"Iy what ,.,.. perished onnnot servo M tbe cauoo of Mything eloo, 
os it is devoid of nil potont.iality. 

All for tho Pt-osont thing, that has no oontinuod exiatenoe, by vittuo of 
which it could be capt>ble of producing any ofloct. · 

Then a,gain. if it is held that the preoeding ' Moment' perishes abiOIUU/y, 
then thoro oould be no pl"Oducing of the subloquont • Momont ', ns thoro 
would be no cause for such productJon.-{483-,84) 

The following ru-gument might be urged (by the Bnddhist) :-Just as 
the rilir19 ODd joUing of the weighing scaloo come nbout simultiU\oously, 
so also would bo tbe ~ion of the Prosent Moment and the app<4ranctJ 
of its olloct; so thnt whAt is moont is that tbo subsoquent Moment is brought 
nbout by the preooding Moment before t.ho latter has boon destroyod: and 
that. the appearanoe of the later moment. would not fail to have its oeuoo. 

Tho following T~ supplies tho answer to thia argument:-

TEXT (4&>) . 

.. EVE.-. ... TilE D.KSTRUC'liON A.'<D PRODUOTIOS w:£811 SDlULTANEOtJS, 
'l"KERB WOULD NOT BB MUTUAL DEPEN"DBNOll; SO TJUT THKR!l 

OOIJLD NOT B.E TIIB RELATION 0.11 '0AUSJI AND 
EFFJIOT ', AS THERE WOIJL.D BE NO KliLl' 

RII.'\DBRIID BY lT."-(485) 

COMMENTARY. 
Even if the Dostruction (of the first Momont) and tho Pt·oductJon (of tho 

oocond )lornent) be llo8'lumed to be 1imultanocus, there would not be the 

I 
• • 

I 

I 
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relation of ' Ca.use and Eff&et ' bet,voon the said Dutructitm and Productio,., 
or between the Moments nndergoi ng the said Dostruction llild Production ;
because the two would be independent of one another.-" How would they 
be independent of one another? " - Because there would be M h<lp .end<red 
by it ; that is, the Destruction. being featureless, \VOUld have no a.otion ; 
and as for the entity that is regarded as the Cause, it is not present at the 
time that. the Effect come.~ into existence; so thet it could not have any 
action bearing upon the latter.-( 485) 

The following might be urged (by the Buddhist)-Even without any 
operation, the relation of ' Ca.use and effect' would be there on the basis 
of mere prozimity. 

The =er to this is supplied by the following-

TEXT (486). 

" THE Odour AND OTIIBR QUALtTIES l'HAT APPEAR A.BTER THE DESTRUCTION 

OF mE Oolour OF THE JAR ARE NOT ltliLD TO BE Tltll JI'FFEOT 011 

THIS LATTER ; IN THE SAME WAY THE SUBSEQUENT 

0olour8 ALSO (COULD NOT BE REGARDED 

AS mE Ell'll'EOT OF THE PRBVYOUS 

OOLOUR)."-(486) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the idea is that when one thing oomes into existenoe after another, 
it must be the eft&et of this latter, then just o.s, after the· ' Colour-Moment ' 
subsisting in tho Jar has OOa.sed, the homogeneous Colour-moments that 
appear in it are regarded as the effect.~ of the preceding Oolour-moment,
so also the Odcw- and other properties that are produced in the same Jar 
would hove to be regarded as ~he Effects of that same preoeding Oolwr- · 
1Mm/l11t. And, yet, even though this immediate sequence is there, tho 
Odour-momtnt is not held to be tho effect of tho preceding Oolour-m<>mmt ; 
because between motorial properties, there cannot ho the same causal relation 
that there is between ma.terial substances thomselves, because they appear 
in different ' chains ' (or series). This is tho opinion that our opponent 
himself holds. 

'In eM same way the subsequent Oo'Wurs al8o, ;- that is to say, the 
homogeneous Colour-moments cannot be regt>rded as the eff&ets of the 
previous Colour-moment, entirely on the gronnd of immediato sequence ; 
as otherwise there would be an nbsurdity.-(486) 

Having thus showa. that mere immediate sequonoe cannot be the basis 
of the causal relation, the Opponent sums up his own view by way of 
reoapitulation :-

19 
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TEXT (487). 

" TnUS TJLI.T ALONE CAN BE RIIOARDED AS THE CAUSE 011' AN BPII'EOT 
WTJOSB ACTION IS FOUND TO BC TIIJ:RE BEFORE TIIB l'RODIJOTION 

011 TJLI.T EliFBCT ; AND NOT MERE IMMEDIATE 
SEQUBNOE."-(487) 

COMMENTARY. 

'No~ mere immediate Hqumco ', -• can be tho bo.eis or tbo notion 
of Oauso·effce~ '-this has to bo rogarded as understood.-(487) 

What. has boon already explaillod abovo is now brielly summed up :-

TEXTS (488·489). 
" 'l.'mlliPSROT BBIBll'LY IS THL8 :-I:e TKE EFFECT WERB l'RODUOED l1ROM 

A CAusE ,THAT HAS perilllwl., THEN SUCH AN ENFECT WOULD DE 
WITHOUT OAUSE,- AS WIIAT IIAS PERISHED CAN JLI.VB NO 

OIURAOTER (OR l'OTENTIALITY).-!P THE EJIFBOT DE 
HELD TO :BE l'BODUO!ID P'ROlt A CA1JSB TJLI.T 

HAS not puWatd.~'<. AS TX£ CAUSE IN 
THAT CASE WOULD OONTil<VB TO BXr8T 

DtmlllC SBVER..l.L liOlmNTS,-WJlERB.. 
FOBE 001lLD TilE ' MOKENTAIIY 

OBAJU.OTBR ' OJ' Tl!mGS NOT 
BIIOO~m DISOAIU>BD (ON 

TlLI.T AOOOUNT) 1 " 
-(488·489) 

COMMENTARY. 

Only two vieWB aro pooaibl& in this conneclion :-(I) Tbo Effect is 
produoed out of ~ Oa""" which 1.1 it.elf dostroyed, and (2) tha~ i~ is pro
duoed out of the Oa..... which ia no~ d&atroyed ; things eanno~ bo other tbon 
eithot dulroy«l or 1101 dalroytd. Tbo 6rs~ view eanno~ bo right; boeaUS& 
\Vbat boa boon destroyed ia Mn-uUtenl, end if production from ~hat 
wer<> admitted, tho offoot would havo to be regarded as willlom Cotue ; 
which would moon ~bat i~ is etel'llnUy e.'Nte>lt.-Nor can t.ho socond viow 
bo right; ne, in that onse, things would continue to exist during IIOVornl 
moment&, which would deprive thom of the cbara.oter of mometltarln,.s.
' Wherefor& could u 1101 bo clilcorde<l t '- i.o. it would oertainly become di•· 
corded. For instance, it would moan tbat-(a) tbo Thing oomes into 
oxiotonce, then (b) it acts, then (c) it produoee ~ Effeet, then (tl) it parishes; 
eo that it is ~ durins all ~hA>M toVO•I\1 moments ; which n~j&et. tb& idoa 
of ite being 'momentery ·.~(88-489) 

Having thus shown the impouibility of the relation of ' Oe.uso and 
Effoot •, the Opponent proooeda to ahew the impossibility of nny Moans of 
Oognlsing such relation :-
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TEXTS (490491). 

" IF THE JAB AND SUCH THINGS EXJ.STED ONLY IIOR ONE 1\IOMENT, THEN 

THEY COULD NOT BE PERCEIVED BY Tlll!l EYB ; AS THINGS THAT 

HAVE BEW DESTROYED ARE NEVER COGNISED,-AS IS 

POUND IN THE CASE Oil THINGS LONG PAST.- TmiJ 

RELATION Oil 'CAUSE AND EFFECT' CANNOT BE 

APPREHEliDED BY MEA.NS OF ' PERCEPTION 

AND NON-APPREHENSION ', BECAUSE THE 

NATURE Oil Tli:!NGS IS NOT APPRE· 

HEJ>."DED AT ALL " .-(490-491 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Relnt.ion of Cause and Effect is soug)'lt to bo provod through Percep· 
tion (of Effect only when the Cause ia p""""nt) and Non-apprehension (of the 
Effect when the Cause is absent). Undot the cirotunstaneos, if Things were 
momentary, ~c; they could not be in existence a.t the moment of thoir 
cognition, they could not be perceptible : M the relation of Oat>S<l and Effect 
is not possible between things existing at the same moment. Thus 
there is no possibility of Per<:ept.ion or Non-apprehension (in support of the 
motnentari11U8 of things); spooia.Uy because ' Non-apprehension' also is 
only a. form of c Porcoption ', being, as it is. of the nature of the apprehension 
of " Thing as not related to anything else ; and hence there being no use for 
it when there is no apprehension of any thing. Such being the case, how
could the relo.tion of Oo.\\SO nnd Effect be provod through Percoption nnd 
Non-Bpprohorurion f-(490-491) 

Even though there be an "pprehorurion of tho Thing,-as thero can be 
no one entity who would comprehend the preooding and suoceed.ing Moments, 
- there can b& no relation between these tvo•o.-This is what is shown in the 
following-

TEXT (492). 

"WHAT PERliiANENT DOER (AGENT) IS THERE WHO WOULD CORREt.A.TE 

THE COGNITIONS APPEARING IN SUCCESSION ! IF ANY SUOR WERE 

SIJJ'JN, THEN ALONE \Vl!AT IS DESIRED COULD BE ADMITTED ; 

AND Di' ANY SUCH IS N<n SEEN, THEN TJD'S LATTER OA.NN<n 

BB UNDiilESTOOD."-(492) 

COMMENTARY. 

'l'bo term • gati' stands for appre/Uhl$ion.-' K-ramatxulgatim ',-the 'gati ', 
a.pprehonsiou, which is 'kramavati ', successive.-' Who would correlctU '
have a comprehensive notion of.-Tbat is, no one.-If there were any one who 
would conceive of such o. comprehensive notion as-' Tho smoke has become 
cognisod through the cognition of the Fire, and without tho cognition of the 
latter the former is uot cognised '-which appears in sucoession,--as e.ppre· 
hended by a single Perooiver, then it might be possible to establish the 
relation of c Ca.use a.nd Effect' .-There can however bo no such correla.t.or, ' 
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under your ,.;ow,-henoo the relation of Ot.use aod EO'oet cannot be estab
lisbod.-{402) 

'l'ho following TU~ proooeds to show tho impossibility of • R.ocognition '-

TEXT (493). 

" U THINGS all IN ' PBJIPE'TOAL FL11X ', THEN .R.cogn~Wn ALSO IS 
nll'OSSmLE ; BBOAUSII WJIAT HAS DJIEN SEEN BY ONE l'IIRSON 

OA..'ffiOT DE 'R'£000NtSED ' BY O'l'BERS."-(493) 

OOMMENTAR.Y. 

' :Recognition ' oonsi.ota of tho notion tbot-' t;bot; samo object which wu seen by me previously is IOOil by me now '-which includes within 
itaslf the two pereoptions a.s pei1Ainin3 to t.be sam& objoet o.nd the sam& porcoiver ;-and such 1 Recognition ' cannot be possible if all things woro in c. 
'perpetual flux • i as. under tbe.tvicw, noit.hcr one 'porcoivar' nor one' objoct. ' 
would be there (to be related to both pen:oeptions); for instance, Viftw>><iUa 
dooe not 'rooogniso • what haa beon seen by D<vadalm. 

The mentlon of 'o1u per&on ' is only by way of illustration ; it is also to be understood that the o/)j<d also which has been BOOn by ono person cannot 
bo • reoognis&cl' by anothor person.-{(03) 

Tba Buddhist may argue that-As in t.be oose of t.be hair and nails 
thot have beea cut and havo grown again, though tbero ia diiiarenoe (betwoen 
what has boon cut nnd what has grown agnin), yot there is • reoognition' 
on ncoount or aimilarity,-so would it be in nil CO$S of Recognitwn.-This is 
ll08Wered in tho following-

TEXTS (494-495). 

"IN THE ~~~ Ol' TliE lUIRS .&..'ro OTiliiB THINGS, \VHEBE TREBll IS 
Din11RBli!OII, RBoo<llm'ION K.I.Y BB D'Ol!l TO SDULARITY, BECAUSJI 

THII PBROEIVJDR IS ONE AND TIDl SAME. Wlti'JN IIO\VIIVER 
TIDJRE IS D.Ill'I!ERENOE 01' BOTll, TB:ERE WOULD BB :NO 

IWIIS POR RECOOJ.'Tl'IOY. a TliiiRE IS NO SINOL'Pl 
ENTITY \VliO OO'O'LD HAVB TIIE OOMl'BIIIIENstVll 

NOTION, THmN IIOW IS IT THAT, ON SJiiEING 
Colour, TJDIRB APPEABS A LONOING 

POR TH11 W/.e AND OTHBR 
QUALITOIS (Oll' TU~ TRINO 

SUN) 1 "-(49~-495) 

COMMENTARY. 

If thore were a liniJo cognisor, tben there oould bo Recognition hosed 
upon oimila:ity, even when there ia diiiorenee between t.be two thinp oon-
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oerned,--flJch Recognition being due to the common OogniM:r. When 
howe- tltuo u dilferenu of boll>,-i.e. when the cogni8ero o.a well M 
tho cognised things in the two CMee are diiJorent, thoro would bo no b&ais 
lot the Reoognition.-Then again, if there wore no einglo cognis4r correlating 
the two oognitlons,-tben how could thoro be such phenomenon aa thet 
when ono 8008 the oolour of tbo citron.frui~ he romombers tho tMte con· 
comitant with thet colour and ovinces a d""iro for experiencing tiult tMte 
and undortak"" activity towarda oecuring it I Certainly no one oould hevo 
a longing, etc. for what haa been-., by at~other person.-{•94-495) 

The following T,_,l proeoodo to show that ' Bondage ' and ' Liberation ' 
also would not be poellible (under tbe doctrine of Perpetual Flux) :-

TEXT (496). 

"Wltoi.T IS bound Ul' mm OHADIS OF ATTACHMENT, :&TO. m THE P.nxsON· 
nous:s e11 THE WORLD IS ONll • MmtENT ', WHILB THE • MoME~' 

THAT IS li/)qaUd IS .l..'fO'l'IIER, WHO HAS NC1T BBBN IN 
BONDAG'El ;-THIS IS INOOm>BBBJINSIBLB."-{496) 

COMMENTARY. 

One 'Moment • ill bound up with Attachment whilo another ialibmltod, 
-this u incomprel>cNil>lo ; i.e. impoesible. 

• Bhauc> • is world, Cycle of Birth and Rebi.rth,-which is tho • p>"ilon· 
hatue ',the plooe whero persona are kept in hondage.-{496) 

The following T~ proceods to show thnt any attempt at Liberation 
would be UIOI08S,-os no Liberation can bo pouible :-

TEXT (497). 

"FoR TBJil !IOUND (IM!.'RISONBD) l'ERSON, LIBERATION cAN NliVJm BB 
l'OSSIDLB ; BECAUSE (ex hypothui), Hll IS AllSOLUTliLY DESTROYED. 

H:i:NOE ALL THE EDORT l'UT JORTH BY l'ERSONS 
SEE1UNO l'OR LmEJI.ATION IS ltrriLE."-{4.97) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that-there would be Liberation for one who haa 
not been" in hondago ;-where is the incongruity in that ! 

Tl>$ answer to this ia provided in tho following-
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TEX'£ (498). 

"Tm! l'EJlSON SEOlllllNG LIBERATION HAS ALWAYS BERN FOITNI) TO BE 

ONE WllO IIAS l!EPll< llOITNll UP IN OHAINS, ETO. ; A.NY 9110R 

ASSlll\l'lOl< TIDIREFORE AS TBAT ' THE ID<"liOIINI) 

l'EJlSON BPlOOliES LIBBJU. TB I) ' IS OONTRARY 

TO A. WELtrl'EROEIVEll l'AOT."-{498) 

COM~:!.ENTARY. 

That the person who is liboraud ib th6 •nmo that bed boon in bondage 
ia a fact well recognioecl and seen in tM world. The assertion th6refore of 
the Liberation of th6 Person who has ftOI boon in Bondage ib one that ib 
Mnulled by popular notion and also by n porooptible fact..-(t98) 

The following Ttxi. points out thot the •aid ideo. is annulled by 
Inference also-

TEXT (499). 

" ' BONDAGE ' ANll ' LIBERATION ' MUST DBLONG TO THl!\ SAMJI PEJlSON,

l!EOAUSE TmiY ARll 011 THAT NAT1J1\li,-Ltxl!l BONOAGE AND 

LmEBATION IN TRl1 OROINARY WORLD.-Tlros EVERY· 

THING BBOOMI!S TR0li011011LY WELtrESTAB· 

L!SRBI)."-{ 499) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argwnent mny be thus formulated :-Bondage and Liberation must 
subsist in one n.nd the same person,-liko the Bondage and Liberation 
in the world,-tho ' Bondage ' a.nd 'Liberation ' under disputo are Bondage 
and Liberation in tbe form of Attechrnent and Dissociation therefrom ;
tbia la a reason baood upon the nature of thiJl3L 

• BOO<>!M f&y art of l1iat Mtur& 0 ~.0. booouse they are in the form of 
Bondage and Liberation, i.e. boenW!O they have the charaoter of Bondage 
and Liberation. 

'Tau ,. 'tbese two '-i.e. Bondage e..nd T..ibcro.tion. 
Thus the single eul>8t.rntum in the shape of the ' Soul • being ostnbli.ohed, 

all the doctrinos relating to the Relation between Actiom and tboir Result£ 
and so fortb bocome IMrovghly e&t<IOIW!td ;-i.e. arc beautifully proved ; 
there being no room for the criticisms direoted against them.-{490) 
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TEXT (500). 

"IN TlttS SAME MANNER IT MAY liE SHOWN THAT, Il1 ALL THINGS ARE 

IN 'PERFETUAL FLUX.', REMEMBRANCE AND SUOB: OTHER 

PHENOMENA WOULD BE I!ltPOSSIBLE,-AS THERB WOULD 

BE NO SINGLE SUBSTBAT11M (WDER THAT 

T.IIilORY). "-{ 500) 

00i'>1MENTARY. 

A$ a.ny single Agent would be impossible, it should be understood tha.t 
there would be no pos.•ibility of any such phenomena as the following:
&me.rnbra.noo, well-ascertained cognition, seeking foro. thin.g hlddon by one
soU and so forth. Because in all these, the IJUbstrntum being different, 
there would b& incongruities ; e.g. when Oloaitra is the original appreh£nikr, 
do-ubter, h.ider and aeeker,-Maitra could not be tho 1'Cmtmbtrtr

1 
the ascer-

14imr, suker, and so forth.-{600) 

With the following TtJ:t, the Author proceeds to answer the above 
criticisms (levolled against the Doctrine of Perpetual Flw:) :-

TEXT (501). 

WE PROCEED TO ANSW!ilR THE ABOVE OlUTIOISMS AS FOLLOWS :-THINGS 

BEING WITHOUT ' SoUL ', IN RE11ERENOE TO THESE ALSO, TilE 

RELATION 01' CAUSE AND El'l'EOT BEING THERE, ALL 

THE SAID NOTIONS BECOME ESTABLISHED 

WITHOUT ANY DIHl'IOULTY.- (501) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even when things are rogarded as b&ing ' without Soul ', all such notions 
as those relating to ' the Relation b&tween Aots and their Results ' and so 
forth, o.ro based upon the relation of ' Cause and Effect' ; so that when 
tho relation of Cause and Effect is there, all those notions b&eome established 
and there is no incongruity at o.ny point.- ( GO I) 

Says the Oppouen-" ThL• de6nito Law of Onuse and Effect, itself is 
not possible withO\tt a ' Soul'." 

Tbe answer is provided in the following-
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TEXT (50"2). 

JUST M TJ.Illl'OTENOY OJ' 'I'IIB Sl!ED Ill Rl:S'I'BICTED TO T1111 SPROUT EVEN 
IN 'l'Rll ABSENCE Oi' A PllR~LUII!NT ' SoUL ',-SO WOULD JT 

ALSO BE IN TDD OASB 011 PSYODIOAL OONOEPTS.-(ll()2) 

OOJ>IMENTARY. 

J u.st oa the potency of tho Sood and such things i.8 restricted to the 
Sprout and suoh things,-oven without a controller in the form of tho 'Soo! •, 
-eo would it also be in U.. ouo of ovary psyc!Uoel oonoept.. Such things 
u tho SUJ<l and the rest are not oontrollod by the • Sool •, in the way that 
the Body, e.s the .....,ptecle of oxperienoe, i.s held to be controlled. Othenrise, 
tharo would be no S&ll$e in the (NaiyOyilocJ'•l argumant that " tho living bedy 
cannot be without sool, aa, if it wore, thon thoro oould be no breall&ing and 
otbor functions" ; in the oese of tho Jo.r and such things, i1 the absence of 
' Breathing, etc. ' were found to foUow from the abscnoo of tho ' Soul •, then 
alone oould the negative ooncomitence involved in the argurnont bo 
odmieelble ;-if the Jo.r, etc. aJ.o were with Soul, then how oould the 
&ucn adduoed have the rcqui.aito nogntive conoomitoneo 1 

• .Ewn in the ab.!enc.e of a permanent Soul"~-i.e. evon when thoro is no 
character which i.s common to thom all.-(602) 

Quuti-" How does the Ot.uaoJ relation become estoblisbed 1 " 
.A fti'IDer ·"-

TEXT (503). 

El'l'llll,ll INDIRROTLY OB DmEOTLY, JT JS ONLY A OEBTAIN miNO,- AND IN 
ONLY CERTAIN OASll5-TDAT HAS THE POTI!NTJALITY IN I.U:OARI) 

'1.'0 AllO'J!HE:& 'l.'DDIO ; 'l'Rl1S ALONE A.BE SUOH Bm.A'l:IONS 

AS '1'IIAT ~:mr Aorro1•s AND THEIR 
RBstnirs l'OSSmLI!.-{503) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just ne, in regard to external things, tho law of Action aud &action i.s 
restricted, so is it in rego.rd to tho group of Psychical Oonoo1>te also ; 
aa the oausE>l potency i.a evarywhoro restricted; it is only from eortain good 
and bod nota tbot particul&r results, ngreeable or di.sogroonblo, follow, 
through a chain of • moments • ; o.g. from tbo apprehension of Colour follows 
ito ~embrance,-from cognit.ion follows definite concluaion,-from the act 
of ~ing follow& the subooquent -king for it,-from the longing for a 
thing followa the actual ~ of it,-t.bence the ceosation of the eagemeos 
for it.. In no caso do the Buddhilte admit of all thoac Roaetlona of 
Rcn.embrance and the rest e.s oonnocted with any one single ontity ; for 
thom, it is mere COM<ption, a more l<Uo. This hu been thus doolo.red
• Tbe Action is there, the Result ia there, but the Maker (Agont) i.s not 
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perceivod,-one who abandons theso thought-phases and takes up oehors ; 
nothing apart from th& Law of Things ; this Law of Thingoo being 
that ~ oudo and oudo a IAing appear• ....,n oudo and oudo ant>IN:r O.ing 
i&prcu~fo~r i& .aid to be prcdumfrom tho production of t.M lalter.' 

' Such relations M between Action~ and tlUJir ~iom' ;-th.is is moant 
to includo Hemombronce a.nd tho reat ;-the • relation • >:ru)ant is thnt of 
'O..uso and Effect • ('Producer and Product ').-(G03) 

Ol>jf<:lionr-" It that ia so, th&n how is it that among people tmd in the 
scripturos it is said in reference to the Srnd-' When the action hllll been 
done by him, who elso will exporionco ita Reaction f' .. 

A-:-

TEX'r (504). 

TnE NOTION OF TJIE ' DoEB ' AND THE REST IS IN REFERENOE TO TH1l 
VNI'I'Y OF THE '0JLuN'; AND TRAT TOO IS HELD TO BB ONLY A. 

FIGMENT 01' THE DUOINATION; 1T IS NOT A PART 01' 
TIDl BI!AL STATB 01' TIIINOS.-(504) 

COMMENTARY. 

People have tbo light of tboir m.dom bedimmed by ,. maee of d..,p 
ignor&noo ; benoe thny ignore all coMidorations regarding thoir being this 
or that, boing existoM or non-existent, nnd so for th,-l>nd come to rego.rd 
tho chain of impreaaiona in tho shape of particular causca and effects as 
' one '. and thus come to make uso of auch expressions as • Tb& aame I am 
doin3 thia act •, and pr-ocood to make attempts to bring about their Libe,.... 
tion.-It is in view of thia (popular) egotism that the Blessed Eulightoned 
Onaa, deoirous of 86ving their disciples from tho pitfslls of Nihilism, pro-· 
pound tho theory or the 'Unity of tho Ohain ' and thareby e"Plain the notions 
of the • Doer ' and tho Uko. 

Says th& Opponent.-" The said Explanation is enough to oat&bllsh the 
reslity of the matter under dispute ". 

A_,.:-" It i& not a part of t.M real~ of thing• ' ,_...., a matter of 
fsct, tho ronl stnto of things cannot bo determined on the basis ol the notions 
ontortained by childish persona onnieshed in illlltlion Bnd avel'80 to tho 
invost.igstion or truth; apecially ... the said notion ia nogst.ived by th& 
evidonoos or • Soun-ness ' and • Perpetual Flux ' of Things.-(604) 

Tho Author antioipntos the Oppol\ont's objection to the ofloot that "tho· 
absence or t he continuous Soul in tho OMe of Seed Bnd such things not being 
admitted (by all pertioe), the Corroborative Instance (oitod by tho Buddhist. 
under 11'~ 502) is ono that ia not admitted (and hence inadmissible as. 
Corroborative Instanoo)" :-
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TEXTS (505-506). 

IN Tll1'! AliSll.~cm OF oo:..--a:NUJTY, 1'U1I RBLATION 011 'CAI1Sfl.U.'1> Enxar' 

WOULD DB 01' TilE PAR'l'IOOLAR xnro .rUST POINTID OtJT,----THlS 

ALONE IS POSSIBLE AMONG 'l'IIINOS APPEARING UNDER 

DIIIPERJ:NT 'OHAINS '.-L~ TilE CASE Or TilE SEIID, 

St>ROI1T A..>m SUCH THINGS, THE RP.L.\TION OF 

CAUSII AND EFFECT IS POUND TO Dll Dllil· 

NITEL Y OIIRTA.IN, AND YIIT TWilllil IS N01: 

Tll£ SLIGH'l'RST T.IUOE 01' CON· 

TINUl:TY.-(505-506) 

OOM?.!ENTARY. 

Tbo tonn 'anwya • sta.nds for anugamo, ', oontinuily,-i.e. of any 
partiC\llar cha....,lor.-(505-506) 

Tho following migh~ be urged by the Opponent:-" Continuity is cer. 
tainly ~nt in the COI!e of the Sood and such thing8 ; oa hoa '--n declared 
by Uddyot<~lcara :-What happons in the caB<> of tho &ed and Sprout is 

that the component& of the &ed relinquish their previous formation and 
boocmo nrrangod in a different forrnntion,-when they hnve tnkon this forma· 
tion, the Eo.rth·olement in it becomillg mingled with the wnter-element, and 
boo.~ by tho Fire-element, preduoos " substance in the shape of the Sap ; 
and this So.p, o.long with the previous components 888wnos tho form of the 
Sprout. Such beillg tbe 08$0, bow can it he true tbnt tJ~tro u not !M slighlul 
J.r~ of oontinuitv t " 

The answor to this is provided in the following-

TEXTS (507-508) . 

. b THE ELEMENTS OF EARTH AND THE Rl!ST IN TH.Il S.lllllD-SPROUT

CnnPER AND SO FORTH ARII NOT Dlf.&lilRIIN1:,--'l'llliN THERE OA.N 

Dl:l NO Dlii'PIIlllllNOE AMONG TII»M ; AS, IN TllAT OASII, ALL OJI' 

'mElll WOULD DB 01/ THE SAMII NATURE, EililNOII IT llltJST 

JIB ADMI'I'TBD TliA1: THERE IS NO OONTINUITY 

IN 'l'HIS OAS.B. 
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Fo:a TlmSE BEASONS, FOR THE PUJU>OSE OF ESTABLISBING THE EXlSTENCE 

OF ' ACTION AND RE·ACTION ', THE SUPERIOR PHILOSOPHERS 

SHOULD P'O'T FORTH AN EEE'ORT TO PBOV:& THE RELNJ:ION 

OF 'CAUSE AND EFFECT' ;-AND FOR THE PURPOSE 

OF ESTABLISHING TH:& NON ·EXlSTEN'OE OF ' ACTION 

AND REACTION' ', TRE OTHER PJIILOSOPID.ilRS 

SHOULD PUT FORTll: AN EFFORT TO 

DISPROVE THE RJilLATION OF' CAUSE 

ll"D EFFECT '.-(507 .5QS) 

001\tr.IENT ARY. 

Tho sense of this is as follows :-If the Earth a.nd other elements pre· 
sent in the later formation continue without surrendering their previous 
foi."Xl\S,- then there can b& no surrondering of tbo previous formation o.nd 
the assuming of the later formation ; becauso both the forma.tion.• would 
be exactly of the same nature as before; so that there would be no 
difference among the Seed, the Sprout. and the Creeper,-all being of the 
same nature.-In case you admit of differenoo nmong tho Seed, otc., then, as 
there would always be tho abandoning of tho preceding form, it must 
be admitted that the Earth and other elements also abandon tbeir own 
respective fonnation.s and assume other formations. Otherwise, thoro would 
be no difference at all ; as already explainod. Thus there being an appeer· 
anoe of several forms, one after tho other, where would there be any 
' continuity ' 1 · 

Ina.smuch as on the proving of the true character of tbe causal relation, 
all such notions as the relation between Action and its Result become 
oxp!icablo,-and on the clisproving of it, the said notions become dispelled,
for the purpose of determining the existence of Actions and their Results, 
etc.,-efforts should be put forth for the proving of the Causal Relation,-<>y 
the 8uperio'r philosophera,-i.e. by the Buddhists, who are 'Superior pb.iloso· 
pbers ' on account of their being followers of the best doctrin;le. And for 
the purpose of clisproving the same notions, effort should be put forth by 
other philosophers,-i.e. the followers of other p)>jJosophical doctrines. 

The term 'Kii.l'yak4ra1J(J.Ul•iddhau " has boon construod twice ovor,
the last term in one case being • a.siddhau '. 

[The lattsr assertion would appeer to be in the nnture of a teunt].
(507-508) 

AJJ for the .two alternatives-' destroyed or not dest.roycd '-set fort.h 
by the Opponent (under Ttxts ~88·489),-the author proceeds to dispel 
them,-thereby establishing the Causal Re!at.ion as the very root of all 
Jaws:-
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TEXTS (609-510). 

OUR F.Xl'r.ANA'r!ON IS AS .FOLLOWS :-THE EFBEOT OOMES INTO BXISTENOE 
AT TllE SECOND MO)(IlNT ;-'r!IB CAUSE HAD OOID< INTO BXIST· 

!:NOB AT 'l'BB PlRS't 340lDINT; .1..'<1> DUBrNO TIUT KOMEST 
IT JS NOT DESTROYED. Btrr Dl!INO momentary,1T DOES 

NOT EXIST AT TilE MOliDNT AT WHI01I TIIE El'BEOT 
IS T.liEltE ; EVEN D" rr WEQ TREBB, IT 

WOULD DB lJS.BLBSS, AS TKB Bfi'BOr 
WlLL RAVE ALREADY COME ll."TT 

llXISTENOB.-{5Q9-510) 

COMMENTARY. 

Our view i.a that tho ollect comca out of t.ho Cause while this latter is 
still undostroyed : and the"' is no poeoibitity of the two being simult.ILMouo ; 
booause what happens i.a that the EfJoot oomoo into uistenoo at t.ha '"""" 
moment, through its dopondonce upon tho C..uso which has eomo into 
oxi.ateneo at tho firse moment and hM not yot become clostroyed : so that 
whon the Effect comes into oxiotenco it doos so from tho C..WI& whilo it is 
still undestroyed : u it baa not boon dostroyed at the fir# momont;. And 
yet tho C..uso doos not continue to exist at !be moment that !be EfJeot ie in 
existono&, as, boing momontruy, i t cannot so continuo to exist. Even il it \vere 
to continue, it would not have t.ha Mture or tho Oause; beoau.se wbon the 
EfJoot bao already come abeut, it would be allsolutely "'"'•·-{509-GIO) 

The following Text s hows this samo uselessn0118 :-

TEXT (611). 

WIUT liAS ALREADY OOliD INTO BXISTI!J:'IOE OA!INOT BE PRODUOED BY 
IT OVBR AO~ ; Bl!OAUSE WIUT lS KB.t.:.'T BY A THING ' COMING 

n."TT B:CSTI!NOB ' IS TIL.\T TKERE SHOULD OO!CB ABOUT 
SOME'llliNO THAT DID NOT EXIST DEII'OIDJ. Ill IT 

WERE NOT 80, T.Hlo:M TJ{B:RE WOULD BE 
~0 Rl!STINO AT ALL.-{IHl) 

OOMMENTARY. 

' lJ w ..,.,.. 1101 10, lhen ,,.,... ....uld be no re&ing ' ;-i.e. if it were not as 
stated, then thuo would be no ruling,-i.o. there \VOuld bo no limit : i.e. there 
would ho an infinite regreAA. If what 11Jl8 como into existence wero to be 
produced again, then thoro would bo an equal poseibitity of ita being produced 
o~r again : and in this way there would be an i.nllnite ~ of produaiono, 
-there would be no ...,.a.tlon in the aetivity o! the C..uso,-<>.nd the C..uoes 
themaelvee would be liablo to be produced : as thoro would be nothing to 



~. 

RELATION BE1'\VEEN AO'l'IONS AND TIIEm liEStiLTS. 301 

diatingu.iah thezn :-<lond the result would bo that there could bo no such 
diatinction as 't.hia ia the OaUH and that the EJ!~ '.-{511) 

In the following Tw the author 8UJllS up his position and shows that 
thero is no Raw in tho view that the Effoct is produced from the Cause 
whilo the latter is st.ill in existence :-

TEXTS (512-514). 

TnuS WB OONOL17DE THAT IT IS A'£ TRJl SECOND liiOME~"T TIIA.T Till! EFFBOT 
OOliiBS INTO IIXISTBNOE OUT Olf AN EFFICIENT CAUSE WBlOD: OA.ME IlfTO 
BX19TBNOII AT TB:B WIRST MOMENT AND HAS NOT YET BBliN D:&STBOYED.
U IT JU.D BBBN RB'LD TIIAT TilE EFJrror OOYBS INTO Bx:JS'.mNOII 
AT TilE THlRD lllOWl>-"T, THEN IT WOULD OOWil OUT OF TD:ll destroyed 
CAUSE ; AS THE OAUSB 0'11 THE DEVELOT/ltiiNT WILL lLI. VE BEEN 
DESTROYED, LIKB TB:B E11JIIIOT ITSELV,-AS IS OOING TO BE EXPLAI:NED 
LATER ON.-THE.R'!l WOULD DE SllllULTUE!TY O~"LY 11' TB:B EFFEOT 
JU.D OOYB AT 'liBll FIBST MOioC&lfT. BUT TBJS O.U."NOT DE BIGHT,
IIEINO JUST Lm1l TIIB DOOTRINll 01!' TIIB Ell'll'BOTS OOllliNG INTO 
BXISTBNOE ALONG WITH TIIII CAUSE.-{512-514) 

COMMENTARY. 
& regards the nltemativo of the Effect coming out or tho ~ 

O...uoe, that is improper, as it is not held by us. IY thet altA>rnative would 
menll thnt the Effoct oomes at tho third nndsubsoquont momonto,-as has boon 
hold by the VaibM$1/t&, in such ...,.ortions ns-' the one presonte (the effect) 
wbon it is p~ •; if this view wore hold, then it would mean tbo admission 
of tho view that tho Effect oomee lrom. the duiroytd Cause ;-but such is 
not tbe view held by ua ; beea.UJe it is devoid of roe.son.-

Thoro might have been some ohance of the anomaly of tho Cause and 
Effoct being simultaneous if the view were that the Effect coznos ot the flrll 
moment; as these aauno Vaibhafika• regard the Ce.use as 'born along with 
the Effect •. This is ontiroly unrooaonable.-{612-614) 

Why this is unroaaonable is ahown in the following-

TEXT (515). 

W!U.T Dm NOT BXlS'l' OOULD IU. VII NO POTIINOY ; -D 1'.ll1l POTBNOY 
\VERB THERlll, TBB EBlW1' WOULt> SURliLY DB PRODUOBD; 

RBNOII SlliiULTANEITY BIITWIIIIN CAUSIII AND EI17BOT 
IS CLEARLY INOONGRUOUS.-(515) 

OOi\WENTARY. 
When the co-bom O&use (!.&. tho Cause that oomos into exi&tonce along 

with ita Effect) produoos its Effect, it con do so oitiU>r while it ia itsol£ unborn, 
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orwheni~io iU.Oif born ;-tbofonuer altetnlltiVOCQJlllOt be right: aa tbe Call36 
does not &xiat prior to t.bo production of t110 EIToot,-.>d 84 rueh, io dovoid of 
nil pot4ntiolity.-If it be snid tba-" It producos tho eifoot wboo it is 
born, And tiiOtl, being endowed with potontialitieo, it produCM tbe EITeet "• 
-t.ho ""'""" iJo-' if thiJ Po~ """" thuo, tiC.' : i.o. if tb<> Oauao lws its 
potency whilo it io in tbo stole of b<>ving boon born, tbon, liko the obarnctor of 
tho Cause, tbo Elroot also would be already born; 1>nd under the eirOim>
•IAnooa, on what would the potency of the Ca\\lo opornte f-Thus the doctrine 
that Onueo Rnd Effoot are simultonoous is oloo.rly contr~>ry to t.bo 1>uthority 
of lnferonco.-(GIG) 

S~>ya tho Opponent :-"The relo.tion of Causo o.nd Elroot is the same 
aa tbo relation of ' Agent and Object • ; nnd as ouch it WO\lld bo highly incon
gruous if the two factors nppenred at different timos. For inotonoo, betwoon 
tho Potter ond the Jar, the relation of 'Agent and Objoot • is pereeived only 
\vhon the two aro ~here at t.be same timo n. 

•rho c.nswu to this is provided in tbe foltowins~ 

TEXTS (516-517). 

AS A. MATtER OP UOT, WREN TBB CAUSE PBODUOES ITS EnBOT, IT DOBS 
NOT DO 80 BY HOLDING TBll EFFBOT IN TBll >U.NN»R Oil' TlDI PAIR 

OB TONOS,-DY RBASON Oil' WKIOO: TIIE.RB WOULD Dill SXMUL

TA.II»>TY DBTWEEN TRE TWO. Non DOllS 'l!ID'l Ev.rnOT 
OOM::El IN'rO llXISTBNOE, BY lln\MLY BlUIR-'O.INO 

ITS CAUSE, IN TBB MANNER 011 TJllll LoVBR 

R)tBRAOil!O Tl!E l3BLOVED,-BY RBABON 

OP WHIOO: THE TWO OOULD DB 

RROA.RDED AS OO:.DNO INTO 

'2xtSTEN'OE AT ONB AND 

TIIll sure Tnlll.-

(516-517) 

OOIDIENTARY. 

II. in the producing of the Effect. the Oa.uae operated in the mruto.er of 
tba Pair of Tongs,-or if the Effect. in the prooeoa of oomi.ng into oxistenoo 
were to do so by ombmc.irlg lts Cause in tho manner in wbioh a woman iR 
embrnoed,-thon there might be simultnuoity and CO·oxistonoo of the two 
always. As a mnttol' of fact, however, the wholo of thia universe is entirely 
devoid of notivit.y, thore is. in reality, no • o.otive n.gont' or 1 objective' at 
all,-apnrt from • Convention '.-Such is the tM>nao of the wholo answor. 

'PraJqti '-is couso.-(516-517) 

Opponon~--"11 that is so, and everything, the Cawoe 011 well o.s the 
EIToct, ia inactive, how is it that people are found to mnk6 use of such verboJ 

I 
! 
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expressions os ' tho Firo produces Smoke , , ' the smoke comes int<> existence 
on the basis of Fire, • and so forth ? ,. 

'fhe answer to this is provided in the following-

TEXTS (518-519). 

THOUGH THE 'fim<G IS REALLY INACTIY.Il, YET ON AOOOUNT OF •rll:m 
RESTRrGTlON IMPOSED BY THE NATURE OF ITS CAUSE WHIOlt OAllll'J 

INTO · BXISTENCD AT THE FIRST MOMENT, TlD:lltE Al'l'BARS, 

Illl:MEDIATELY AFTERWARDS, SObtETliiNG COMING INTO 

OONTAOT WITH THE SECOND MOr.t:Elli"T ; IT IS UNDER 

THESE omomtsTANOES THAT THE FORMER IS 

SAID TO l'RODUOE THE LATTER ;-llUOR ASSER-

TION BEING IN AOOORDANCB WITH A 

CONVENTION Wl!ICH IS PURELY 

ARRl't.M.RY, BASED UPON THE 

\VHDI OF THE SPEAKER. 

-(518-519) 

COMMENTARY. 

On account of the restriction imposed upon the potency of the Cause, 
otising from the Idea that gt\ve rise to that Cause,-o. particular Effect is 
produced from the Cause which has appeared at the first moment,-this 
Effect being -in contact. witJ.,-i.e. appes .. rin.g at-tho second moment ; it is 
then that the said • Cause ' is SD.id to produce the said • Effect'. The 
mention of • producing' is only by way of illustrl'tion ; it should be under
stood to mean aJso that the Effect comes into existence on the basis of the 
Cause. 

"Who are the people who speak of it as such ! " 
• Such asserti<m, etc. ete.'- that is, thus say thoso persons who act in 

e.ccorda.nce with conventions ba.sed entirely upon the speaker's wish, 
irrespectively of externalrealities.--{518-519) 

Question--" If a. thing, on coming into existence, did not become 
operotive, how could it become the Cause in tho bringing about of o. po.rticula.r 
efteot?, 

Answer:-
TEXT (520). 

WHAT WOULD BE THE GOOD Oll' ANY ACTIVITY AT ANY 't.tME OT:!IliiR THAN 

THAT OF ITS OWN BIRTH 1 .MERE existence IS THE ONLY OPERA• 

TION, AS IT IS WHBN THIS IS THERE THAT THE EFFECT 

A.Pl'EARS.-(520) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as the Effect is produced immedist<>ly after the Cause has come 
into existence, any operation of that Cause on this Effect, after the lt\tter 
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hns oon\o ubou~. would bo abiJolutoly usoloss. Booauso, whnt is it thnt is 
callod tbo • operation ' of tho O..u.se 1 It ia thl\t; immodiate)y after whioh the 
Effect o«ures its appeutlnoo ; and ..., a mattor of fact, tbo Effect Apposrs 
im•nodiatoly nftor tbo aiolo"" of the O..uso; henoo it is this ~- itself 
which may bo Mllod tho • oporation •. What is tho nood of asswning nny 
' operation' other than this 1 birth' (comfng into exiatouco) of tho Onuso ? 
-{520) 

"If this is so, then, bow is it thnt pooplo spoak of • tho Effect has nood 
of the Couse •, ' the Ca.uso operates on tho Effect • f *' 

An.twcr :-

TEXT (621). 

!T IS mx !OtOESSABY OONDrriON 011 ' DOlBDU'l'B SltQDBNOB ' THAT IS 
0A.tJ..Jm ' ~"EBD 1 

; .A.ND IN TBB .APPEA.B.A.NOE OJ' TKB EJ-B.aot, 
TRill ONLY Ol'I'JRATION 01' l'Blll CAUSE IN ALL OASES 

IS ITS ' BXI5rlll!OE '.-(521) 

COMMENTARY. 
Tbo • nood • thnt tliG BJ!..: baa of tbo C<uue oonsist.e only in tbo fact of 

its coming into existonco hnmGdia.tely nftor the lattor ; and of the ·Oatue 
also, the only 'O(l(lratlon' towards the bringing about of tho JJlff<CS ie that it 
is ahvn.ye \n eo:istena nt tho time of tbo appearance of tho EJ!ect.-(621) 

Further, youhavo to admit that tho • causal cbaractor • of an' operation • 
-<>r of a Thing with that operation,-towa.rds a. particular Effect oonsiata 
entirely in the fe.ot of tho lattor coming into existonco only when the former 
is in ex.i.atonoo; in loet, tor th<> dot<lrmining of tbo cau8Ql relation between 
a O..uso and ita Effect thoro is no ground except positive and negative oon· 
oomitanoo. Sw:h being tho -. why is not tbo causal cbalael<lr attzibutod 
to tbo Thing it.eoll (and not to ite action or operation) 1-opecially ae it cannot 
be said that tho positive and negative concomitance of the Effect ,rith the 
Thing ~ ie not woll !mown. Hcnco it is fur better to rega.rd tbo Thing 
itsell 88 tbo c.use. with "bich the pooit.ivo nnd negative conoomitence of the 
Effect ia woO reeogniJled.-Tbis is wl"'t is explained in tho follmving-

TEXT (622). 
As A. MA'.l'l'liR OliiiA.OT, Tliii Opero.li911 ALSO IS A.Ssm.wo TO m: TRR CAUSE 

ONLY ON THE .BA.SUI 01' 'I'BE JIA.OT TILI.T TlDl EUBOT A.Pl':il4l!S 
WHEN 'I'BE 0PEBA'1'10N IS TI[£Rll; JT IS J'All BB'r'rlm, 

'1'liEN, Tl!AcT TBll T!m;o ITSliLP TO WIIIOH 'mAT 
OPERATION BELONGS SHOULD BB REGAnDED 

A.S THE CAUSE.-(522) 

COMMENTARY. 
' Auumoci ',-i.&. tbo 'operation •, which has beon assumed by you 

to bo of tho nature of neither the Causo nor tbo Efteet, nor both. 
... 

I 

l 
! 

! 
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'ThaJ w whim IM opcrotitm bdong~ ',- • beoomos the Couse, by reason 
of tho fact of the Effect appearing only when it is there '-<~uch is the con. 
•t.ruction or the sentenoo. 

' Tile Tiling itstlf ',-i.o. the Thing by itself, without r>ny peculiar form 
of Mtivity or operation, mo,y bo regarded as the 'Causo •.-(G22) 

Quution-" What is tbo poonliarity in this lo.tWr view tha.t it is said 
to b6 ' fBr better • ? " 

Anmw :-

TEXT (523). 

As A lllA'l'rER OF FAor, IT IS ON TilE existena OP TKB S&IID ITSIILP TKA.T 
'I'B:B 8PJ«>UT IS SEEN TO APPEAR; ON THB OTHEU lLIND, NOTBING 

IS SEEN AS COMING INTO EXISTENCE ON TIIII liXISTENOll 
011 AN ' 0PEMTION '.-(523) 

OOUlllEN'fARY. 

• On the ~nu' ,-i.e. on mere ox.iste:nee ; i.e. on tho existence of the 
Thing-tho seed-itaolf, devoid or any ot.her operation (or ectivity).- This 
.. tebliahes the fact or the Eff.a being positively and nogatiV$ly concomitant 
with the Thing il«lf,~ not with tha Ope1'<1lion.-(G23) 

Says tho Opponent:-" Evon though tbe oonoomitenoe of the Effoot 
with an Operatio» is not ndmitted,-yot th& Operl\tion can havo the oowal 
Maract.cr ... 

A...,.,. :-

TEXT (524). 

b YOU ASStJME 'IRE '04US.U. CRARA<7r£B' OF THB OPERATION WREN lr.! 
l'OTENUY (TOWARDS 'lXPl En£cr) HAS NOT BEEN PEROiliVED,

TBEN WRY DO YOU NOT ASStJME !X& SAlOl 01' SOllE· 
THING RLSB ALSO f OR, WlU.T DISTINGtJISillNG 

PEA TORB DO YOU FIND IN TRll ' 0PERA'l'ION ' 
Wl!ICK IS NOT FOUND IN TIIAT OT!mll 

TlllNG 1-{524) 

OOMMEN'fARY. 

Having a..o;sumed tbo Opcrolitm to be tho Couse, you wiU have to assume 
aomo other thing also aa tho Couao; because thia latter would not be different 
frnm tbe ' Operation', oa both would be equally such u having their potency 
not perceived ;-.>d ao on tMr& would be an infinite rogroa (of assumed 
Oeusoe).-1! no other Couoo (than tho Operation) is oaaumod, on the ground 
of thoro being no ba&ia for it, then, the assumption of tho ' Operation ' also 
may not be there ; oa tho ' bosolosaness ' would be equo.J in both cases. 

20 
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~rhon ognitt, tills • OI,XIl'O..t.ion' that is &tid to procluco tho Effcct,-dO<'s 
it produt'O it tJu·ou.gh t.ho medhun of anothOl' Opc:ro.tion ? 01· by its mcl"e 
axilttili'.C 1 It oould not bo tho former, os, in that case, the causnl character 
should IJolong to that other Operntion, not to the prcviou., Operation ; nnd 
fm.· this h\tcr Oporo.tion also, thero would bo tho need for anothor OpeL•ation, 
C>tc.-uU which would be ope1\ to the srune objection. And if tho.t other 
Operation also would need a ftu·ther Opcraf.ion, theu thOi'O woultl bo nn inRnite. 
regres.•.-(52{) 

If thon, it ha bold tbo,t the Operalion pl'oduces the l!.'ffect by its mel'e 
t.'ti81ertre.-tllen, like tl:Us Operatio~~. the Thing itself m.ight produeo the 
Effect by ita more e:xiBte'llCC ; and the nssmning of the ' Operation ' would ba 
entirely futile.-'J.'his is what is explained in tha following-

TEXT (525). 

JUST AS THE 'Oi'IIRA.TION ',WITHOUT ANY OTIDIR (01'ERA.TION), IS IIELD 

TO BE THE Clt;U$t OF THE EFFECT,-XN 'l"RE S:\ME WAY, WRY 

OANNOT OTHERS, LIKE IT, BE 0a•lf,$e8 1-(525) 

COMMENTARY'. 

Just as tha Operation, withou~ flll'ther Operation, is regarded QS the 
Clause of tha Effect, in the shape of the Sprout,-in tho same manner, why 
oennot other things also, without any pal'ticulnr Operations, be regarood os 
'Causes' 1-(525) 

It might be arguod that-" the Operation does not directly help the 
Effect,-it helps only the Thing to which it belongs". 

The answer to this is provided in 

TEXT (526), 

[which ia m..issing in the printed Text; the commentary upon it howovor is 
available, o.s follows):-

The phrase 'MU to be tile OaU86' (of Te>:t 525) is to be constntod here 
a.Jso.-11\'ba.t is meant is tba~ for you also, when tl1e causal character would 
belong to tbo Thing as equifJ1'ed with th• O~ration, it would be so without the 
intervention of a further Oporo.tion ; so that there would be no Corroborative 
Instance ava;Jable for you.-(526) 

T)len again, ap&.rt from its ex-iattnce, there can be no other t Operation ' 
of the Thing, for the simple reason that if it wore ther&, it would be pereeived, 
and yet it: s not perccivod.-This is explained in the following-
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TEXT (527). 

THOUGH IT IUS BllEN ltllOABDBD AS PEBOEPTrBLII, YET \VJ! DO NOT PER

CEIVE IT ; ROW THEN OA....'i W.G AOOEPT THE OONNEOTlON OW 'Bl.A.T 

AS TIIfl BASIS {OP mE OAUS.\L OHA.RAOTER) !-{527) 

CO:miENTARY. 

•opet·ation' has boon held by you to lw somcLhing perceptible; as nsscrt.cd 
by J(mnlll"l/4 (SIIlokavllrtika : Shab</anilyttt<l-433)-' \Vhon tho Operation 
ol 1> Thing is porooivocl before tbo Effect, thnL thing i• rogarcled oo tho Oame 
ol t hat Efteot, oto. eto.'-And !u•·the•·, thnt f"ll1ioulnr entity which is of the 
naturo of tho • OporMion '-is it somotbing diA'cront h'<lm the '£!ling to which 
it belong. I Or ia it non-different from it !-In the cuo of nll entities, 
no thitd nltorno.tivo is possible; and no &uoh olte.mntivc.s aro possible &!-\ 

' it i.8 bo~h. difrcrant and non-different ', or that • it ia neither different nor 
non-diflcrcnt •. 

U then, it is something different, thou tho Thing iUelf cannot be 
tho • Oauao ', ns tho • causal cbaracter' beloop to tho o,..ration which is 
something <lllforent from tho Thing.-n might be argued thet " by virtue 
of ita oonnoction with the Operation, the Thing ftlso would have tJ>o causal 
charMter ".-Thet however is not poeaiblo ; booo.uso there can be no 
oonnootion between things which do not help ono nnother.-It might 
be anawored thet " tho Operotic>n i.t holped by tho '£hing " .-That also iB 
not right; na a matter of fact, the Thing haa no other Operation by which 
it could holp tho provious Operation ; if it \VerG otho.rwiso, thon thoro would 
be an infl~tito t'Ogross (of Operations), whoroby tho suooossivo Operations 
thomsolvoa would accomplish each othor, and thoro would be no connection 
botwoon the Operntion and the TWug.-U it be MS<uned that the Thing 
helpe the Operation, without any further Operfttion,-thon, why should 
not tbo Thing by its mere existenco, wit.hout 1my Operation, bolp the Effect 
(to oome into existence),- for which purposo" dillorent tiling in tl><> shape of 
tho o,.nuion i• l\88\lmOd ! In fact, tbero is notlling to prevont its usefulness 
towurd.o tho Effoct, by ibl mere ... uun«. From all this it follows thftt it 
is not right to narumo " distinct thing in tho ahapo of tho ' Operation '. 

Jf thon the other alternative be MOOpted-thet the 'Operation' is 
no>Wiiffertm from the 'Tiling' (I<> which it boloop),-t.hon it boootnes 
admitted the.t. 'oxiatenoe' is the only Opcratiorl; booe.uao tho term' ci.etmct' 
ocnnotet only the nnturo of the thing concerned. 

Thua the view that the' Operation' (of the Onuso) ia something different 
from its own coming into existance-oannot be ncoopted.-(627) 

Fu.rthor, in the case of Cognition, it i.!J found that M soon as it appears 
in tho form o£ the apprehension of its ob,ioot,-it operntoo by its mere 
e<rioleneo ; &nd hence in the ..... of all Things, the Mt14<1l cl~a-must belong 
to thom~~elvee, without ""Y subsequent operation.-This is what is explained 
in tbo follon•ing-
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TEXT (;)28). 

1N T"IJ:E O.UE OF CooNI'I'ION, ITS COMING INTO EXJ.STE!<CE ITSELF HAS 
BEEN DESC:RIBIID AS OONST1'1'1:'17XG ITS CIJAJUOT"IUI OF 'MEANS 

011 RIGHT CooNmON ' ; WHl' 'I'JIE.'< SHOULD NOT" T"BB 

OAUS.U. CIJAJUCTI!R JN T"JI.II O.&SII OF ALL TlmWS 

BB HIILD TO BB THE SA.IdG !--{528) 

COMMENTAIW. 

Jn thu co.Ro of Cogn.it.ion there is no other opcro.tion npl\rt from it~ being 
born, comitt(J •i1tto exiiUeJl.t4 ; for instance under 111imQmBt1·8iilrn l. 1. 4, defining 
c Senso·t:>O~option ',--.9hilo e)."}>}aining Uw purpose sorvod by the tcnn 
'fonma '. 'birth', in_ the SiUra, l{wna1·ila hn.s declared na follows ·-11 " 'hat 
the tonn • birtl• of Cognition' connotes is the fnct of !M Cognition being n 
Moaua of Rigllt Cognition •• """" •• u ;, bom ; in tho caao or other agencies, 
" <ertain Operation is found,, which is something cliatinot from tbcir birlh.; 
in ordor to proolud& tb& S~~mo in the """" of tb& M ton• of Riqhl Cognitio,., 
it is 0 .-..ry to \180 U>O term 'birth '."-{Si<i<>L-o,.iniL-o · SutYO 1. 1. 4, 
63·64~ 

' TM oatUOl d;arodcr, de. • ;-i.e. why catUl.Ot- 1\ll thingi bo regn.rdcd ru; 

produood by tbe 'birth , 'coming into exiatonce ', of ti>O CoW!O ?-{528) 

" In the ouo of Cognition, it is quite right tbllt moro e>-"i8ltnce is th& 
Operation, M the Cognition does not continuo to exist nt any later time, 
boing moment<>ry; [but the same can11ot be truo in !Jto caao of other things, 
which aro not momentary]." 

TWa is llnSWerod in tho following-

TEXT (529). 

J UST A.S COGNITION IS MOMBh"TARY, SO ARE ALL THINOS THAT ARE BOR..'I', 
A.S 'I'BJlY BA VE BEEN PBOVED TO BE. HL'iOE TilE WHOLE 

U!<IVERSE MUST BE DEVOID o-, 'OP.EUTION '.--{529) 

COMMD<""TARY. 

Uodet the cheptor on tb& ' P&rmanence of Tl>iup ' it hM boon proved 
tb&t all tbioga are in ' perpot.>al llux '. 

• So aro, eto.'-i.e. lika Cognition. 
• Htnc. • ,--i.e. boeause of their momentary character. 
The o.rgumont may be formulo.t&d na follows :-TIIingll tbot nre 

momont<>ry oan hove 110 action (or operotion),-lilco the Cognition,-Seed 
and ot.hor things have already been proved to be momentary ;-this therefore 
is o. roaoon bMed on the nature of things (for r<>get'<ling thorn na dovoid of 
action). At o. mattor of fact, things bovo no subsequent oxiatonco. and thero 
could bo no !lOtion without a. substratwn ;-this auppUes tbo argument 
annulling tbo posaibility of action or operation in things. 
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From all this it folloW$ that the only ba.'iis fo1· the relation of CoU!!e 
nnd Effoot consists in imtnediau s~nu, and not in e.ny action (or operation, 
on the p81't of the C..use).- (529) 

It has been argued above by the Opponent (under 'l'e.'rJ. 486) that-" the 
Odour anc\ other qualities that appear when the colour of the Jar has been 
destroyed, etc. etc.' ;-but tlus is not incompatiblo with the Buddhlst's 
argument ;- this is what is shown in the following-

TEXT (530). 

AS REGARDS ODOUR AND OTHRR QUALITIES (APPEARING IN THE J AB), 

THE PACT OF TliBIR BBING CAUSES OF EACH OTHER, AS FOR!IIING 

FACTORS OF THE S.&..'Mll 1 CICAIN ', IS ACTU ALLY AD* 

lUT'IED (BY US) ; AND THIS IDEA IS NOT ANNULLED 

BY THE ALLEGED ANOMALY OF TH£1R. :BEING 

SUCH CAUSBS.-(530) 

COMMENTARY. 

As regards Colour, Taste and other qualities, it is already admitted 
by ua that M forming pat·t of the same ' chain ' thoy are o.u .. xi.liary co.\tSGS of 
each other ; ns bns been thus doelarocl-' VVithout the action of Potency, 
there is no Cause of Taste; tltis is tho o11ly explanation of aU past quo.lities 
that have oxist.Gd at the fi.a1no time. which is d&rivod from the indications of 
their Effects • .-(530) 

Says the Opponent:- " J ust aa Smol<<> appear<.! in immediate sequence 
to Fire, so sometime.'i it ma;y a.ppear in immediate soqu.enoo to such things 
also as the Cow, th& Rorso and tho Hke; the1\ why cannot mere immediate 
sequence be regarded as ' inconc!usivo ' (in the proving of the Causal 
Relation} ? " 

Answe:r :-

TEXT (531 ). 

EVEN WliEN ONE THING Al'P:SABS L"' H!M:EDIATE SEQUENCE TO ANO'I'RER,

IT IS ONLY IN SOME OASES (NOT ALWAYS) TILI.T Tlm LATTBR IS TliB 

CAUSE OF THE FOB.'IIER, WHERE THE SEQUENCE IS INVABI· 

ABLE ; TI:DS IS WHAT IS ACCEPTED, IN VIEW OF SUCH BEING 

THE RBAL STATE O'l' THINGS ;-'THE SAME IS THE 

CASE UNDER TID!l VI'llW THAT TmNCS ARE 

PER!ILI.NENT.-(531) 

CO?.-I1IENTARY. 

We do not. sa.y that mere immediate. seq-uence is the basis of 'Causal 
Rela.tion ') ; what w<> do as'lert i.• that one thing is to he rego.rded as tho Cause 
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O( QllOthcr when tbo latter is iJJIIXIQB (owtd to nppcut in humodilltO soquonce to 
tbo former; tbot is, ono thing is rogunied M tbo Cu\180 of 1\nolhor wllen tho 
lalt<>ris found t<> apJ*'l'onlyin immedintoaeqncuoo to thefortMr. Smoko is 
not lonnd oltooy1 to appear in sequenoo to tbo Cow, t110 Ho""' nud so 
forth; beoM110 it actually appeal'S o'-on in the obsonoo of tl"""' nuitnn.ls.-

. TI>On again, to you olso, who l101d Thingt to bo llllMU<1nent, lbe saicl 
..-itieistn would bo applicable-why the smoko, npponring nfler tbo Cow, 
etc. ia not rogar<lod ns tho Effect of tboso f-(631) 

".L'ho Opponont urgos o.u objcetiot> (in tho n.-.t lm!C, whioh is nnsworod in 
tl•o •ocond hnll)-

TEXT {532). 

"!FA TlilliG '£IL-\T IS ACTIVE TOWARDS THil PIIODIIOI!!G OF AN EFFECT 

IS NOT TO DB REOARDED AS THE CAIISE 0'1 THIS LA'£TER, [\VILl.T 

TU.'< f] "-'l'f<BN LET THAT B.£ AOOE'ITKO AS Tit£' C.< USE' Oii' 

A TlllNG WliOSE PRESENCE IS ALWAYS llliSENTIAL FOR 

TilE APP~CE OF TIDS LATTER.-{532} 

' TMn let, ttc.•-.. rhi$ seotf'lnce supplies tho Buddhist~• oAAwer to the 
otbor'e obje<:tion.-(G32) 

Thue it hu boon shown that even undor tbo doctrine of things boing 
momont.ary, tho Relation ol Cause and Effeot is quito pouiblo. Tha Author 
noxt procooda to show the possibility ol the · 1\loo.llll ol the Cognition ' of 
tha 8!\id Rela.t.ion :-

'l'EXTS {533-535). 

M A lli.TTIR Of JIAOT, THE ~ICe AND non-exUitiiCt {OF TKI:NGS} ARE 

AL\VAYS GOWl< TIIR011Gli PB110KPTION AND NON·Al'PREHENSION 

{RB.SPBOTIVBLY),-IJJ THE VIEW HELD IS THAT Tmt TmNas AEE 
APPREHENDED BY OOG~"ITlONS WITH J'OIUIS.-b, ON TilE OTHER 

BAND, YOU BOLD THAT THE TIDNO IS Al'PllEJil!NDBD BY A 

Ooo1nnos wmou IS FO&J.rLESS,--THJU< '1'.1111 s.um IS J'OUXD 

TO DB TIIR OASB tnm.E& THE DO<n'&n-'11 01' THINGS BBINO 

liO:ImliTARY. BECAUSE WliEl'UlVER CoGNITION IS PRO· 

DUOBD BY ITS ANTEOBDE!(T CAOS&.~, IT IS ALWAYS IN 

TliB FORM 011 AN APPB:&Bl!NSION BA "VINO TBll SAMJI 

CoLOOR, ETO. THAT BAI'PBN TO Al'PIMR AT TJIB 

TniE.-{533-535) 

COMl\IENTAlW. 

J ust as the approhe""ion o£ tl10 Pel"lnnnent Thing would como about 
for you, eo also would that of the Morneotary also come about. 
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For instance, when the approhcllJJion of a Thing appears, i t comes about 
either through o. Cognition with o. form, or through a formless Cognition. 
If it comos through the Cognition with a form, then tbe apprehon .. ion of 
the form of the Cognition would be the same as the .-pprohollJJion of the 
Thing concerned ;-:md this would be equally possible under both view&
of things being permanent or momenl<mJ. If on the other ho.nd, it is tbrougb 
jormlus Cognition, that also makes no diffcl'Ct\00 in the two vie\vr;.. Because, 
as a m<>tter ef faet, the Cognition is produced in such a fonn by antecedent 
C..uses that what i t apprehends is the same Colour, etc. that happen to be 
present a.t the same time, -and no other Oolour, etc. ; because i t is produced 
in tho form of the apprehension of those same.-Thus then, it being admitted 
that Cognition is of thn nature of the apprehension of the Colour, etc. appearing 
at the same timo,-thero is no difference in the character of the Thing itself 
ns eonoorned under the two views of Permanence and Momentarine.ss. You 
will bo.ve to admit tho pr&Sence of the charaetor of • Cognition' in the 
apprehension of oaoh pnrt.iculor Colour, etc. nppearing ~>t the same time ; 
by virtue of which, even though the character of o.ppcnring a.t the sarno 
time is equally present in all, yet what distinguishes the Cognition is 
the Colour, ot.c., and not the Sense-organ concerned. And this explanation 
holds good under the doe~rine of the Momentariness of things also. So it is 
of no significance at all.-(533-535) 

The Opponent raises an objection against both (Cognition having a form. 
as also being formless):-

TEX'.l' (5?6). 

" IF CoGNITION HAS A FOR~!, Tm>N CoNSCIOUSNESS WOULD Blil 011 

VARIEGATED FORM. IF, ON' T1llll OTHIIR RA.'W, IT IS NOT ~!ARK.IIlD 

BY A.\>qY 110Rlt, TIDIRE CAN BE NO BASIS D1 TilE FORM OF 

l'ROXXMITY (FOR Sl'ECIFYDIG THE CoGNITION)."-(536) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Cognition has a form, then in the Cognition of suoh things ns the 
sheet of variegated Colour, this variegated Colour would be prooent in the 
Coo.soiousnass (Cognition) also; while it is not possible for a singlo Cognition 
tc have various Colours. 

If on tho other hand, tbe Cognition is formless, tbere could be no 
such differentiat-ion ns thet ' tltis is the Cognition of the Blue Colour, not 
of the Yellow Colour ' ; as in nll cases, the more Cognition i tself would be of 
the na.t\U'e of Consciousness, and hence there boing no distinction, there would 
bo no basis for tho snid differentiation (in the Cognition).-(536) 

The following Te:.t supplies the a.nswer to this cirtioism :-
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TEXT (537). 

You ALSO HAVJl TO SDPl'LY SOWl EXPLANATION L~ .UISIVER TO THE 

ADOVB; AND WIIA.TEVJIR ANSWJm YOU l'UT JroRWAnD WOULD 

ALSO Rll OUR A.~SII'ER TO IT.-{537) 

OO:IO!EXTAIW. 

Tho criticism that haa boon urged applioa equally I<J botlt parties: as you 
also will hAve I<J acooptono or tho oU>er of tho two view&-of Cognition luwiug 

' fonn or being fonnlea otherwioo tbero would be no possibility of tbe 
Cognition approbending an objoot..-Nor ia thoro aa_v other alternative bosidos 
those two ways in which the OoSJiition oould apprehend the object.. When a 
eriticism is applicable I<J both partioa, it abould not be urged by ooa ll&"inst 
tbe other. Thus tben U10 .....,.wor that you may be able I<J make I<J tbo 
criticism shAll be our answer alao. For inst<lnoo, Wlder tl10 view that. Cogni
tion has aome form, tbe anawor that you might make would be either that 
the forms are unroal, or that they aro DOthitlg diJforent from tho Cognition 
itself •vitb wllich it ia found I<J be invariably oouoomitunt, eveu though tho 
two appear to bo cUftorent ;-nnd this ~orno t\rl8wcr shall be ou.rs ulso.
Undor the viow Umt Cogttition i• formlo..,, the explanAtion that ooulcl bo 
given woald be that that olll\l'l\Cter of tlto CoguHiort whereby it approheuds 
only a pnrticuln.r thing is duo to provioua Cawcs ;-and this smno nuswer 
sbaU be t:wailablo for us BattddAa• nlao, who hold CoSJiitioruo I<J be forml0!!8. 
Henoo our answer I<J tho Opponont'o criticism is that it cannot be urgod 
R&"i.ru!t u.e.-(537) 

Having thus 03tablialtcd tho oxistonco of the ' Mooruo or Right Cognition ' 
opprehonding the Relntion o! Couoo ond El'loot, the Author now procoods 
I<J moot the objoot.ion that hi• thoory involvos tbo lltlOmnly of 'tho wl\stc of 
what is done and tho befalling of wh11t i.o not dono ':-

TEXTS (538-539). 

Tlllli<JI WO OLD DE 'WASTE 011' WJIAT IS DONE', ONLY Ill TIIlil CAUSE DID 

NOT PRODUCE All' Eli'nOT ;-NO StiOH VIEW HOWRVER IS HliLD DY US, 

\VIJER.EBY 'llKERB COULD BE NO ' CAUSAL OILUL&OTBR '.-Tm: 
'BB"r4LLING OF \VRAT IS NOT DONE' ALSO \VOIJLD BE TliERil 

nr All' En.EOT wzu rnoouoao wrrHOUT A CAusa; 
THIS ALSO IS NOT HXLD BY US ; AS TliB PRODUCTION 

OF 'l'Jill EltPIIIOT tS A.LW.US DBI'BND£KT 

lnON T11B l'OTB:I'OY 011' A PAJITIO'ULAR 

CAus.a.-(538-539) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it had been bold by us that tbero ia really a Dou and E~. then 
tbe dO<ltrino o.f tbe 'Perpetual Flwc 'might hAvo involved the anomaly of' tha 
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waste of what ia done and tl1a bololling of what is not done' ;-as a matter 
of fact however, tho view held by us is that tho Universe is a. more Idea., and 
thoro is nothing that is done or ~mced by anyone. How then oould 
the said anomaly of ' the waste of what is done, et<>.' bo urged against us 1 

It is possible that the anomaly of ' (a) the Waste of what is dont> and 
(b) t-ho befalling of wbnt is not done' is urged agail>st us on the ground that 
our view involves the production of Results from a Causa (a) whioh luts lost 
that capacity to br-ing about desirable and undesirable resu.1ts which ir; con
currant with a pro-existing Jntelligence,-ond (b) which has acq"ircd that 
capacity which is not concurrent with tho pl'eeeding a.ct.-But this cannot 
be right; because there ie no incompa.tibility between the doctrine o£ 'No· 
Soul • and the presence of the capacity due to previous acts. For instance, 
just liko the Seeds soaked in red dye, the particular potentialities due to 
provious acta do actually continue in tho 1 chain ', and it is through thes& 
<>S snbseqll&ntly developed that the desirable or =desirable result nppeor!<. 
Nor do we hold that the Result proceeds from a ' cbain ' 7U>t !!Ot \l).> by pre· 
vious acts ; thus how could our viow involve the anomaly of ' tbe befnlliug 
of what has not been done' ? 

Uddyotakara has argued that " the Mind being a fieeting entity, there is 
no possibility of its being affected (impressed) by Actions ".-This is not 
right; as a mat tar of fact, there can be no affectinq of the permanent thing 
which has not renounced its previous form ; ns for the 1 im.permanent {fleetillg) 
thing, its being 'affected ' consists in thtt very fact of the coming about of a 
new character. When the Scriptures speak of • the ~ermanent Ent.ity as 
aJ!ectecL ', it is with reference to the permanence of tho ' Chain ' ; that 
' Chain • which is liable to be snapped cannot serve os tho ' Cause ',as it cannot 
be presont at the tilno of the birth of the Result at a long interval ; hence 
it would be clearly wrong to rogard such a ' Chain' us the substratum of 
the ' impros~ion ' Ieo.dit'lg to aucb a result. '"£his is what is rnoont..-Tlms 
'vhat has been urged by Uddyotakara is bMc>d upon his ignorance of t.ho 
doctrines of the othel' party and doserves to be ignored.--{588-539) 

Kuma.rUa ha.s argued t\S follows:-" When we speak of • the was;to of 
what is done and tho befalling of what is not done •, we do not mean that 
the said anomaly i$ duo to the act done by a. eartsin Doer being destroyod,
for the simple roo.son that under your view, there is no Doer; what we mean 
ia tlutt, ino.smuoh as you bold the destruction of the Act nnd the production 
of its Result to be absolnte,-this is what involves the se.id anomaly of t the 
\Vasto of what is done and the befalling of whnt is not done'." [Sea 

Shi.oka•'ii.rlika, Atmaviida 12 et seq.] 
In answer to this the Author proceeds to show tha.t tJ1c said anomaly 

in this last form is what is actually admitted by the Buddhist and hence 
it is not right to put that forward to him as an undesirable contingency :-
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TEXT (540). 

\VJIAT IS UROilD .,(:A!NST US, DY SE'l'T!NG FOWI'II THE ATJr.llRNATfVll OF 
TTrfNC:S l1RlNO Dli'P£R.};NT EVJiln\" MOMEN'r, IS 'lftE PACT OF 

EVEIIYTIII!<O m<DIIBCOlliG DESTRUcriOl< AT B\'EIIY liOlJB!<T 
• .,m so ronm. BuT llY UliOT!<G ALL TrrtS THE OTIIER 

PAH.TY RAVE NOT PUT FORWARD ANl"TUINO 't HAT 
IS DISAOREllADLE TO US.-{5~0) 

OOMMENTARY. 

u l'ho prooodi ng Acaott--Moment being absolutoly doetroyccl.~ thOl'O is 
• wasto of whAt iR done • ~d than nn nbeolutely now Ruult-Moment 
being produord, there is • befnlling of w1\8t is not dono • ",-i{ such is tJ1e 
nnomaly that io 'lrSed ngninst \\9, UtrOugh tho tottins fortJ1 of olt.ernntives 
roluting to the momentary chnngo in thinss,- thon what is urged ngnin.ot \L• 
is whM is quite nsrocnblo to us. ~n f.,t, we oro going to ohow thnt there 
is no continuity of !.be stigl1teot traoo ofony part of nn)-thing ntall.-(6t0) 

As ressrcl• the nrgwnont (put lorwrud by tho Opponont, under Texts 
49(J.-409) that u the intellig("nt. mon wottld not undertake any netivity n,
tJU. ;. answered in the following-

TEXTS (G-<ll-542). 

Tlm AllSUJoiJITIONS lWIED UPO:S '1'HB DIF11EllENOB AUONO MOloll!l>'TS 
DO NOT ARlSII IN PERSONS THE l'OWERS 011 WliOSJI VISION HA Vlll 

DBEN D~IAOED,-DEOAUSE 0 11 THEm WJI,\ OF TlDI VNrrY OF 
THE 'Clu.n; '. IN J/Acr, l'ERSOXS WIIO HA. VB FULLY 

ltliALISBD Tllll Tnti'I"H UNDBRSTA..><D TllB IDJITATIONS 
OF THE CA.USI!S Al'l'EA.IUNO IN A ' PERPRTUAL 

FLUX', AND VNDERTAKll THE PERFOR!.~OE 
OJI GOOD DUDS ACOORDI!<GLY.-{541-542) 

CO?.Il\JENl'ARY. 

Tl~ pet'l<)n8 whose po"ors of -ing tbingo othar than !.be ordinary 
on.,. have no~ dotcriorat.ed,-for them tha 888\IJDptions mndo relating to 
tha ditrerence among Moments do not nriso a~ all. Becauoo thoy ore fully 
satJsfiocl by thoir conviction that by roo.lising tho ' Chain ' to be one they 
would be quite happy, and hence bot.nke themselvos to tha performance of 
Acliono.- TOO&o peraons alao wbo are devoted to tbe welfare o! other people, 
ba"'ing reali&ed, t.lt'I"'ugh reasoning ond scriptW'OS, the • momentnrino-s • 
nn<l ' •uml·lesa·noss ' of all things, and thus hilly realised tbo 'l'ruth,--thoy 
o.loo oCC<'pt tl10 'Intervolved Chaln o! Causation ' ; they come to under· 
sttwd that whon aeto of clwity and !.be like aro done, being prompted by 
~ympethy and good wil~ thoro come o.bout Impressions t.endios to t he we!! are 
of oneael! and aloe of othot1!,-these impressions appearing in a mutually 

•. 

·• 
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intorvolved ' Oha.in ' or ' Series • ;-nnd that no such impressions ru·iJ;o fl'om 
the porforrna11ce of suoh evil acts M Harming others &nd the like. Having 
thus ronlisod the exact limitatiollS of Q..\!ses and their Effects, they under
take the performance cl good doods. This has been thus declared-' Until 
the loss of love for one'S own self comes about, the 1nan continues to sufier 
pain and does 110t feel comfortable ; there should therefore be efforts put 
fol'th for tho removing of thcso false impositions,--evcn though there be no 
sncb entity as the Eaweriencer (of the fntit.s of actions)'. 

How the Relation of Oaus• and EJ!•ct nnd the Means of R·ight Ooqnilion 
thereof are establishod has already been explnilled ahove.-(541·542) 

H has been argued above (under T ext ~93) thnt" if tltings arc momentary, 
Recognition cannot bo oxpla.hled ".- 'l'hc an.c:owcr to this is pro,1'jded in tbo 
following-

1'EXT (543). 

'rRE PEOULIAR ORARAOTER 011 ' CAUSE AND Elll'ECT ' IS RESTRICTED 

TO SOME MINDS ONLY; 'l:RAT IS ROW REMEllfBllANCE, ETC. 

COME ABOUT \VlTJlOUT OBSTRUOTION.-(543) 

COlllMENTARY. 

In the tonn ' kU'I"yak«ryitii ', ' kiiryi • is tluzt whicl' ha8 an effect. i.e. o. 
Oa~ ; nod thus the compound stands for tlte cllaracw of Oa- and E.f!UJ.
In reality, there is no one who is the Rem.emberer or tho Apprtlttnde-r of things; 
for, if thero woro, thon it would mean. that the thing is remembered by the 
same entity that had apprehended it. What happens is that Remombt11nce 
and the rost come about only in that • Chain' (or Series) in which their seed 
has been laid by tho successive production of more and more specialised 
'moments' by a. specially vivid apprehension ;-and not anywhere else ; 
as !Jto scope of the relation of Cause f>nd Effoot is r()!Jtrict.ed. Such in brief 
is the sense of the Te.xt.-This has been thus declared :- ' Oltr theory cannot 
be vitiated by the possibility of Remembrance nnd Experience of Resu.lt3 
coming to other persons ; boco.uso there enn be no such remembrance at all : 
'Who is the nu>n whose mind hos ever romemberod what had been apprehended 
by nnother ? ' 

AB for Recognition and the rest, they are always brought about by 
previous Remembrance; henco there is no incongrui ty at alL-Nor ha.~ it 
anywhere been provod that Rccogrtition and tho rest ore all haood upon 
a single Ooqnioer, by virtue of which it has been assortod (under Text 494) 
t.bat "if there were difference between the two. the Recognition would be 
boseless " . Because merely on t.he basis of the relation of Cause and Effect, 
difference has to be admittod in all cases.-(543) 

. It ha.. been argued (under Text 496) t.hat "what is botmd up with the 
ci\1\Uls of Attachment, eto. i~ on• Moment, eto. eto. ; and hence there con oo 
no idoo. of Bondage and Liberation \mder tho theory of ' Pe.rpet.ua.l Flu."( ' " .
The answer to this is provided in t;be following-
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TEXT (544). 

IONOR.\NOI! AND THJI REST, IN TilE JIORll 0!' ' 0...tJSJl .oL.'o"D EPl':£01' ', ARE. 

UF.LD TO OONSTlTtn"E I Bo~-o . .\GE ', .L'fD Tll8 OF..SS.LTION OJi' 

TII:ESJI, A.~ OOSSISTL.'<G IN TilE P171UTY OP TllE MIND, 

Ill HELD TO CONSTITUTE' LIBERATION '.-{544) 

COMMENTARY. 

'F'ot \lA no • Bondnge ' o,u<l ' Liberation ' hAve boon O.(lmittAld ns bolonging 
to nny ono o.ntlt.y; na no one is held to be oithor 'bo\Uld' or • libe.ro.tcd' ; 
aJI tllllt ia adorutt.ed by us is that ' Impressions ' in tho form of Ignorance 
and tho rest ending with dcMy tmd dooth nro spoken of M ' Dondogo ' on 
tho ground or thoir boing tho cause of pain. Thia has boon tl1u.o doelarod :
,All this ia mortly an aggregate of the Thought·pl\1180 that roUilC8 pain'.

Whon tho aoid lgnoro.nce and the rest ooose, by virtuo or Truo Knowledgo. 
thoro oom .. obout puritv oftlus Mind; and it is thia purity that is spoken 
of o.s 'Liboration': ns thus doclared- ' \V'han the i)fjnd i_s besot. with the 
troubles of Attaehmont and the rest. it oonstitulos tho Cucleof BirllHJndD..uh, 
anil whon the aruno ia ~I from them, it is MUod tho End of Birll• '.-(544) 

It haa boon nrguod (undor Te:>:t 409) thot "Dondogo and Liberation 
appoar in thosamooubstrattun " .-Tho next T""l procoods to show that in this 
argument tl>e Corroborntive Instance oit.ed is 'devoid of t.he Probnndum' :-

TEXT (545). 

EVII:N IN TJIE ORDINARY WORLD, 'l'HESII TWo-' BoNDA.OE ' AND ' LIBERA· 

TION '-ARB NOT A.DlollTTBD AS APPJIABING IN Tlfll SA.MJI S17R· 

STBAT1111 ; AS &Vl!RYTl!IIS'O lS HELD TO Rl!l mome>llary,-(546) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whon i~ hM been proved that everything poriahGI immediatoly 1\fter it is 
born, U\4\n nowhoro con Dondagn Qud Liberation be ..ccepted as oppooring 
in tho same tubstmtmn ; hence what hM been oit.ed by tho Opponent as the 
Corroborotivo r nsronco is what is not ndmitted.-(54G) 

Having tl>us Glooblishod hia own doctrine, the .Author prooooda to discerd 
the doctrine of tho Opponent:-



.. 
l<ELA'l'ION BETWEEN AOTIONS ;WD TJIEIJ.l, RESULTS . 317 

1'EX'.L' (546). 

AS T.IIE COMINO IN OF ANY l'EOULIARlTY IS ENTffiELY IMPOSSIBLE, ALL 

NOTioNs oP THE ' DoEn. AN:O 'l'D ExrERIENOER ', ' BEING m 

BONDAGE ' AND SO ll'ORT.II,-IN REGAB.D TO T.IIE SoUL 

-MUST BE INCOMPATIBLE ; OB. ELSE TlCE SOUL 

IS SOMET.IIING EVANESCENT.-(546) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Trouhles in the shepe of Attaolunent nnd the rest hed really 
brought about the Bondago of the Soul,-<>r if Contamplation and the rest 
had really producod certo.in peculiarities in U1e Soul,-then the idea of the 
Soul's 'Bondage and Liberation , might ha.ve been ad1nitted ; as a. matter 
of fact, however, M tho Soul is etorno.l (ex hypothui), no peculiarities can be 
produood in i t ; for tho same reason no idens of • Bonda.go and l.iberation ', 
-whioh p1-esuppose limitations of the rclntion of Co.use nnd Effect,-nro 
possible in regard to the Soul ;-just as in regat•d to Akii.•ha. 

' Or else' ,-i.e. if peculiarities were actUAlly producod in the Sottl,- tben 
as the 'Pcettliarity' would be of the no.ture of the Sow, the Sow itself also, 
being non-different from the Peculiarity, wowd, like U1e Peculinrity, be 
somot}.\iug et:anucent.- If tho • Peculiarity • were something ditfe.t·ent from 
the Soul, then, tbo idea of its being producod in the Soul woold be wrong,
as no connection would be possible (between the Soul and the Peculiarity). 
This ma-ttar has been discuS$Cd titnos without number.-(54G) 

E•ul of Olmpler IX. 



CHAPTER X. 

Tlte E.m1ni1w.tio1~ of the First Category-' Substance ' . 

Tb6 Introductory verooe l>A\'8 spoken of t.ho Doctrine of ' Int.crvol\'ed 
Chai1t of Ca.u.sntio1t • n..s • (tee from aucb limiting conditions os those of 
QwliJy, Sub.Unt<e, Atliot., Uoiruoal, /nltuor>« a.nd so forth'. In support. 
of this ~he Aut.ltor proceedil to oxcuninA> the 'six oat.egorios • (of the 
Vaiohlfikao) ; t~ enmination is what is inueduoed in the following-

TEXTS (647-G.<l$). 

TBE FOLLO\V&RS OF AJ.:.,ap&Ja (0AUTAMA, Ntiiydyil.:aa) AND OF Kal).(lda 
(Vaisltl.,ika8) U:AVJI ASSeRTED, SOL~LY ON TUB STRENGTH Oli' 

VERBAL AUTUO!\ITY, TIL\1'-" THE THEORY OF THE Uni. 
Ver8tll AND SUOU T!ItNOS BEING FORMLESS, SET 

FORTll l'REVIOUSLY-QANNOT BE RIGUT; B.&OA11SE 

Tllll SIX OATEOORIES 011 ' StTDSTA.NOE ' AND 

TRFl REST DO IIIIALLY EXIST" .-HlmOB 

TllE &muU'rATION Oll' THESE, S11ll-
STANOE otND TIJII n eST, IS BRillli'· 

LY SIV.l' 110RTII IIERE.-

(6<!7-648) 

COMMENTARY. 

"In ono of the otulier oltapt.oro, that on tha • Pcnnanence of ThinllJ' • 
(Obapt.cr VIII), i~ has beon MSCrted (by tho Buddhist) thet 'ths Universal 
nnd snch ooncopts boing foNnlu•, ~ho tnotnontary cha.Mcter is not attributed 
to thotn • (Tut 740).-This oonnot be right; booauso the six categor ies of 
Sub8ut.-, Qtotlily, Atlion, Uni.,.r«>l, UllitMttl Individua-lity a.nd Inltuonu 
do renlly exist" ;-.;o ""Y tlto follotoor• of A /tfoplitkl a.nd others. Nlliyayil.-at 
have been oslled ' A/,:fapad4' boosuse they arc ths disofples, followers, of 
.dl;,apad4; a.nd Rimiltu'ly tho follOIIJir• of Kll(l4d4. ths v~. have been 
oslled • K41)4114 •• 

'8oWy cm W> «nngiA of ~ atAlltorily' ;-Le. t.boy are dopendent 
upon Verbal Authority only, totolly devoid of .......,n.--{647-548) 

With a view to refuting the oatogory of ' Subttance •, the Author sets 
forth ths subd.ivisiooa of ' Substance • (u postulated by i ts e:.ponenta) :-

• 
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TEXT (549). 

SUDSTANCE RAS BEEN HELD TO BE OF NINE KINDS..:...DlVIJ)ED UNDER THE 

DIFFERE..'I"T HEADS 0!1 ' E.o\RTB: ' A.'I"D THE REST ; OF THESE, THE 

!10011 BEGINNING \VITI! TilE 'EARTI! ' .ARE OF TWO 

KINDs-elernal AND n<m-eternal.-{549) 

COMlltENTARY. 

Tll& idea undcrlyh\g tills setting forth of the subdiviaious is that when 
the subject has boon thus stated, it is easier to find fault with it. 

'Nine kind8 '.-as stated in tho SUtra. (Vai8M.,ika)-; Earth, Water, 
Fire, Air, likasha, Time, Spaoo, Soul ond Mind '. Froni among thoso, 
Subshmce in tbo form of tho first four-i.e. Earth, Water, Fire and All:
is of two kiuds, being mrna! and non-etM'md.-{540) 

'l'hoso two kinds are shown in the following-

TEXT (550). 

THE' .ATOMS' THAT IL:I.VE BEBN HELD TO BE OF TB:E NATURE OF' EARTH' 

AND THE REST .ABE elernd ; WRILE THOSE MADE UF OF THE 

ATOM A.ND THE REST ABE .EVA.';ESCENT.-(550) 

COMMENTARY. 

Earth, etc. in the form of tho Atom are oternal,-the Atorns being eternal. 
Those that are made up of tl~e Aunn and tl!e •ut o.re non.-euma!, nccordiog 
to the Law that what hM a Cause must be non-<>ternal. 

'Atom and the rest , ,-i.e. tho.~e among wh.ieh Atom.~ are tho first. 
Akasha and the rest are eternal ;-such is the souse of the Pext.-{550) 

'£he Author proooeds to discard ' Substance' of the said four kinds :-

TEXT (551). 

AMONG TliESII, THE NON-EXISTENCE OF THE ETERNAL (P.Ell<MANENT) 

.ATOMS HAS ALREADY BEEN PROVED, BY E.STABLISlmtG Tl'IE FACT 

OF ALL THINGS BEING m A. STATE OF ' PEt:tPETUAL 

FLux '.-{551) 

COMMENTARY. 

Among these, what have been described as Earth and the rest in the form 
of Perma>Wil Atoms,-the non.existeneo of these iLl the iorm of anything 
permanent has beon proved by the establiahing of the ' Perpetual Flux ' 
of things which pervades over all things ; the Universal proposition having 
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boon established in the form- ' Who.tover exis·ts must be m.omentary,
beco.1L~O whnt. is not·momentnry cannot havo any fruitful action oither 
succe..~~UJivo or simult&n&ou.s ; hence what is not· momentary cnnnot exist'.
(051) 

'l'ho foHowing Text states a countor-nrgument in annulment of the 
permanence of Atoms :-

TEXT (552). 

J.F ATOMS WJ'<JIE PERMANENT, THEN ALL GROSS StmSTANOES WOULD BE 

PRODUCED AT ONOE ; AS THIIY ARE EQUALLY INDEPENDENT OF 

CoN.TUNOTION AND OTKER. OONDITIONS.-(552) 

COMMEN'fARY. 

I! Aroms, which nre the oouao of all gros.• tb.ings, lil<e the Mountain ond 
so forth, are held to bo perrn.nnont,-tben th:oi'r Products, in the shape of all 
gross things, should ho produced shnultl\neous1y, o.s thoir enuso would be 
nlwnys t.horo in its perfect condition. 'l'his al'guruent mny bo formulated 
thus :-All tbo.<;e things whose cmtSos nro present in. theit· pcrfoot and unob
st.ruoted fot·m must bo produced nt onco,-likc mnny Seeds, when their 
cousos arc prosent in their perfect ond \UlObstructed forms ;-all gross things 
aro held ro hove permanent Arome for their eause ;_,o this must be a natural 
rea.son (for regs.-d.ing them os liable ro be produced nil at once). If things 
were not to bo produced even in the presence of thBir causes in the complete 
form,-tbcn they might never be produced at all, there being nothing ro 
distinguish one case from the other ; t lris would bo a counter-argument 
in annulment of the Nyflya doctrine. 

The following argument might be put forward by tl>o otl>er party :
" 'fhe Cause is held ro be of three kinds-{!) the 1-nkr<nl (Constituent) 
C. use, (2) the Non-inherent Cause, ond (3) the Ejflownt C. use ;-when one 
thing inl .. ru (subsists) in anothor, it is ita Inhercnl C. use; thot which octa 
os tho Cause without inhering in a thing is its Non-inlierent Oouse ; e.g. tho 
C01t.ftmction of the component parts is such a Oause of tho composite object; 
- all the other kinds of Cause a.re included under the third kind, the Ejflciem 
Oouse. Such a>·e the various lcinds or Cause that go ro produce .. thing. 
All those necessary causal conditions in the fonn of Conjunction and the rost 
cannot always be present; and the presonoo of tl1e complete Cause cannot be 
admitted ot oil times. So that the Reason put forward in the above 
argument of the Buddhist eannot be admitted." 

I n answer to this, the Author has added-' 'l'lley are eq®Uy independem 
of C<mjuncti<m and oilier conduioM ' ;- if Conjunction and tho other condi
t-ions produced a oorto.in peculiarity in the Arom.s, then these latter would 
be dependent upon thoso conditions ; a.s it is however, the Atoms, being 
permanent, cannot hove any peculiarity produced in them by anything 
else ; under the circumstenccs, how could they be dependent upon Conjunc
tion and other conditions ? 
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As a matter of fact however all such gross things as the Body, the House 
and the like do not appear nt one and the same time ;-in fact, they ar& 
found to be produood one after tho othet·. Hence the conclusion must be 
contrary to the one propounded by the Naiyii.yika-. Tlus argument ma.y be 
formulated as follows :...:..1'he causes that produce things successively must be 
impermantnt,--e.g. Ute Seods which produce the Sprouts successively;
the Atoms also n:re productive of Effects in succession; hence this is a natural 
reason (for regarding Atoms as imz>ermatltnt).-(552) 

Aviddllakan:ta has put forwnrd the follo"·iug proof of the Permanence 
of Atoms.- " What is held to be the producer of Atoms cannot be endowed 
with' the property of ~encc,-becauso it is not cognised by e.ny Means of 
Right Cognit.ion indicating t.'t'i$ten.ce ;-like the ' Hnro's H·orns '. Tho 
' property of existence ' means tile property that slundd 00 pruent in the existit~ 
thing; and the denial of this in the sa-id Cause is what is meant. It mea.ns 
simply that' tJU!J•e is no Cause productive of the Atom'." 

This is the argument wluoh is anticipated in the following-

TEXT (553) . 

IF THE PRODUCER Oil' ATOMS IS NOT HELD TO BB ENDOWED WITR TRB 

PROPERTY OF e:r;ifltence, ON TRB GROUND TIL!.T lT DOES NOT 

ll'OlW THE OJIJEOT1V1:1 011 ANY MEANS OF CoGNISING 

ExisTENT TmNGs,-{then the answer is as 

expla.ina.d in the following Te:tt).- (553) 

001\IM:EN'f AR Y. 

The construction of tho sentence is-' lf l llc Producer of Atoms is Mt 
11014 to be endowed witll the property of existence'. 

The term • vidyamdnopdlamblia, etc.' means that ' i t is not the objective 
of any such Means of Right Cognition as serves to a.pprehond the existent 
thing •. The rest is easily intelligible. 

What is indicated by this is the argument that the ossertion of the 
impormo.nenoo of Atoms is contrary to, and annulled by, Inference ; because 
of Ute declaration that ' the olristing thing which ho.s no Cause must be 
permanent,, which proves the perma.ntnce of Atoms on the ground of there 
being no oauso productive or thom.-(553) 

The following Text •~-plains that the Reason put forward here is not 
admissible :-

21 
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TEXT (554). 

Tla: R):ASO~ ADOt:OED on~OT BE RIOUT ; BEOAUSH rr IS INADliiS· 

~mLE; AS Tua CAUSE oP .!TOll$ IS •\OTUAU.Y rnoBIVED xx 

Till! SIJAl'E DJ' TilE WEAVER AND TliE LIKB ; INASliUaJI 

AS THE CLoTH .u.-n OTII1IR TUINOS ARE A!.L 

OONSTITUTED OF ATO>IS.-{554) 

COMMENTARY. 

The qu68t.ion being-'' The Won.V'er, otc. 1\l'O known to be tho causo o£ 
•uch things M tbo Cloth and tho liko, thou how CI\U it 0081\id that Utoy ~ro 
foWld to bo t.ho cause of Atoms? "-the answer i11-' (I.'I~IJ are constitrttecl of 
Atonuo • ; what is monut is that this is going to bo Ahown later on.-{554) 

Thon agnin, in the case of things that are fnr removed in spl\oo, time and 
cbai'!ICtor,-ven though no M0811$ of Right Cognition ia found to be opemtive, 
yet their being e>;Utelll is not regnrdecl as inoompatiblo ; ao that tho Reason 
citod [' Bocauoo it ia not tbo objective of any Moons of Rigbt OogJlition ') 
is ' not.-ooncluah·o • (in proving tho MJo-ui«.,...., of tho Oauoo of Atoms~
Tilia is wbnt is ohown in the following-

TEXT (555). 

IT l\IAY Bll THAT 'l'Dll aistenu OF A THING OANNO'l' BE KNOWN IN THE 

A..BSEN'OE OF A IIIEA.:NS Oil' THE BIOllT 0oONl'l'ION OP THll EXISTING 

TliiNO. BuT TBB MERE ADSI!INOE Oli' TllJil MEANs 011 

RIGIIT CoGNITION oANNoT BRING ADO UT OBRTAINTY 

ltEGARDD!O l'l'S llElNO AO'l'UALLY non-
exist<mt.-(555) 

OOl\I:MID<"T ARY. 

'Oo~ bring oboul C014imy, tt~·.- is found in tho oo.ae olaueh things 
u tbo GM.~ (whieh is not oun, &nd yet one e&nnot be ..,.. that it dooa not 
exiat~-{6SS) 

Having tbu.a doniOO the Subsmnoo in tho form of Co- (Atoms), tbo 

Author noxt p~ to deny it in tbo form of Producll (Things composed 
of Atoma):-

TEXT (556). 

THE Co'MPOSITE SU11STA.NOE MADE UP Oil' ATOMS,-AS DISTD!OT FBO>I 

QUALI'l'IJlS AND COMPONENTS,-IS NEVER Al'l'REIIENDED ; HIINOE, 

TBllRll DEINO NO EVIDENOE FO'(t IT, IT CANNOT llE 

ADMI'l"l'ED .-{556) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Qwlitiu '-Oolour, etc.;- ' Componentl '-Yarn~. otc. ;-that which is 
aomot.hing dilforent from ~~oh a Co~ diatinct from Qualiti05 
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ond Component.,, is never apprehended. As & matter of foct, any such 
composite t;ubsto.neo as the 'Cloth', complete in. itself, and entirely different 
from qualities like Whitenus, a.nd from components, in t.hc shape of the Yarns 
(composing it)-never appears in any visuol or other kinds of Cognition.
From this non·percoption of the Suhst<>noe as distinct from Quolities, it eJso 
follows that there is no basis for the idea that Subst&nce and Quality are 
distinct categories ;-and from the non·perooption of the CompcriU as distinct 
from t.he Ct>m]XYM11J$, it follows thot the idea of Component ancl Composite 
(Part and Whole) is groundless.-This argument mn.y bo formulated as folio"'": 
-When a perooptible thing is not perceived, it does not e~isl>,-just as the 
Jo.r, not being perceived at a. eort.a.ln plnoo, is regnrded as non-existent;
and no ' Qualified Substance •, oport from the Qualities and Components,
'vhieh is hold to bo perceptible,.:.....is evot· perceived as ocoupying the san.1o 
place ;-nor is any 'Composite • ovor perooived apa-rt from th& Components ;
hence tltis is a. natural rooson (fol' l'egarding such Composite Substance as 
tton.c:tis.ten,).-Tho Reason adduced hero cannot be said to be ' not 
admitted • ; beceuso there is the distinct dcclo.ration of Katliida to the effect 
thAt ' In a gross substance, there is perception duo to it.s containing several 
subst&noos and to quolities • (VaisM#ka·8iitra), which clearly shows that tho 
Quolity o.nd the Componente ore regarded ru; perceptible.- (556) 

In the following Texte, the Autho•· sets forth the argument.s put forward 
by Uddyotakara, Blmvivi/aa ond others,-to show that the ReMon tbet 
'tho Composite Substance is never perceived as distinct from ite Qualities 
nnc!- Components ', adduced in the above nrgument, is ' not admitted •, 
' Wlproven, :-

TEXTS (557-558). 

"As A MATTER 011 FACT, THE ROO!t· ORYSTAL IS ACTUALLY l'EROEIVlll> 

WHEN IN CONTACT WITH ANOT.EOiJ;R THING, EVEN TROUGH lTS 

QUALITY IS NOT l'EROBlVl~D ;-SiliiiLARLY THE LINlll Oli' 

CRANE$ AND SUCH THINGS ARE ALSO SEEN ;-WHEN THE 

li!AN IS COVl'lREl> BY A LONG OLO<Ili, EVEN THOUGH HIS 

COMl'LEXION, ETC. ARE NOT l'BRCIUVED, THERE IS 

PEBOEPTION OF RIM AS A 'MAN ' ;-IN THE OASE 

OF THE RED otpTH) THERE IS PERCEPTION 

011 IT AS 'OLOTH ' ."-(557.558) 

COMMENTARY. 

The said writers tugue o.s follows,_ .. The Substance is really appre· 
hended as apart from its Qualities ; in fact, even when its Colour and other 
Qualities tu"e not perceived, the Substance itself is perceived. For instnnoe, 
(a) when the R<>ck.crystol is placed near another thing, even though the 
colour of tho white Rock.crystnl itself is not perceived, the Crystal itself is 
perooived.-(b) Simi!Miy things like the Lino of Ora.nes 6ying in the sky at 
night when the light is dim, are actually perceived, even though their white 
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colour is not pct-coivod .- (c) Similarly when a mar\ is covered by n long 
olonk ranching to his foot, O\'en though his dark complexion ond other details 
Al'enotsoon, tho perception tha.tit is a ' mnn ' is t-here nll right.- (d) In the OOJ;(\ 

of piocos of cloth coloured with saffron, otc., oven though t.ltc untw·nl colour 
of tho olotb i tself is suppi'O$Sed, ~·et the Cognition of the • Cloth' itself is 
the1'0. "-{557 ·558) 

It has been explained abo,·e that the distinction botwoon the Substance 
ond it.' Quality is vouched for by Per<:eption itself; in the following TcxJ8, 
they proceed to show that i t is proved by Inference nlso :-

TEXTS (559-560). 

"(A) COLOUlt AND OTKIJ& QuALITIES ARE ENTIRELY DIFFERENT PROM 

TKB L OTUS AND OTHER TKtNGS,-BEOAUSE THEY ARE DISTINGUISRED 

BY THESE (LATTElt)-JUST AS THE HOitSlll IS DISTINGUISHED 

liY Ohaitra (THE RIDER).-(B) On, THE EARTH .L~D OTHER 
8tT.BSTANOES ARE l:lNTIRELY DIFFERENT FROM CoLOUR, 

0DOU'.& AND OTJIE.& Qu,~LIT!ES BEOA(JSI! Tf!EY 

ARII DIFFERENTLY Sl'OKBN OF BY lllllANS OF 

WORDS IN THE SINGULAR ..um PLURAL 
Nm!llEES (RESPEOTIVELY),-JUST AS 

THE ' MOON ' (SINGULAR) AND 
THE 'STARS ' (PLU"RAL) ARE 

DIFFERENT." -(559-560) 

COi\IMENTARY. 

The Quality is clifforent from the Lo~us, because they o.re spoken of as 
• the Qualities of the Lotus', where the Qualities are distit11Jui8hed by the 
Lotus; just as in the expression' Oho.itrn's horse', the Horse is dist,inguished 
- i.e. difforontioted-from othor riders, by Oha-Ura, and is thereforo different 
from him. 

Baoh of the S\tbstnncos,-Enrth, \\inter, Firo a.nd Air,- nro different 
from (the Qualities) Colour, Taste, Odour Qnd Toucb,- bocause they are 
spol<en of by moans of words in the Singular nnd Plural mnnbers (r<>spec· 
t ively),-justas the Me><>>lMd the St<m; just o.s '1\loou' being in the Sil\gular 
nwnber nnd the 'Sters' in the Plurol number form the bnsis of difforonoo 
between them, so a.lao 'Ea.rth' is in the Singular number, and IJ1e compound 
'Co1our-Toste-Odour-Touch • is in the Plural nu1nbol·; similnr1y 'Water', 
£ Air ' and ' Fire' also. 

The seve;al' Stars ' meant are PUf?Jil o.rtd the rest.- (559-560) 

Having thus proved the difference between tho Quality and tho l>'ubstence 
possessing the Quality, the Opponent$ proceed to prove the difference between 
the Oompo8iU and i ta OompoM1118 :-
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TEXT {561). 

"SIMILARLY, mE Yarn.'i ANn TII:E Oloth ~lUST DE REGARDED AS DIFFER

ENT,-BECAUSE TIIEY HAVE DIT>'FERE.NT MAKERS AND DIT>'li"ERENT 

l'OTENCIES,--JUST AS TRE PILLAR AND THE JA.R ARE 

REGARDED AS DIFFERENT BECAUSII OF THE l'RESENOE 

OF CONTRADIOTORY l'ROl'ERTIJi:S."-(561) 

OO~U!ENTARY. 

This argument is formulated as follows :-Things having different 
makers, diftel'ent effects, different times, diffcnmt si zes must be regarded e.s 
differcnt,-just like the Pillar, the Jar nnd suoh things ;-the things under 
disctt!~sion do have di.fferent mnkera, different effects, different times and 
different si7..es.-This Reason caWlot bo said to be - unpro'9'en • (' not 
rulmittcd '), or 'ineonch1sive '. In fact, tho differenco nmong things is 
always based upon the presence of contradictory propert.ies,-o.s is found 
in tho cas<> of the P illar, the Jar nnd so forth ;-such contradictory properties 
are found in the Oomposil.e and the Oom.pOttM1t; for instance, of tl1e Yarn., 
the maker is the (spinning) woman, while of the OWih, the maker is the 
Wesver; the Cloth-and not the Yarn,-has the capacity to remove 
cold; t he Yarns are found there before the Cloth; hence it is prior in time, 
while tho Cloth appears later, after the operation of the Woo.ver; the length 
and bresdth of the Cloth nre clifforent f1-om those of oach o! the Yarna ; 
thus the si""" of the two are different. Thus the R easons adduced are not 
'inconclusive'. Such is the sense of the o.rgument.-(561) 

Having thus established the difference between the Composi ta and the 
Components, the Opponent proceeds to prove the same on the strength of 
Perception also :-

TEXTS {562-563). 

" IF THERE WERE NO GROSS SUBSTANCES, THEN THE l'EROEPTION OF THE 

TREE AND SUCR TIIINGS WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE ; DBOAUSE THE 

ATOMS ARE BEYOND THE REACH OF THE SENSES; NOl~ WOULD 

THE TERM ' ATOM ' {S~t:ALL) BE POSSIBLE ; .BECAUSE IT IS 

THE IIXTREMELY SUBTLE THING. T&T IS SO SPOKEN 

011 IN :RELATION TO A GROSS SUBSTANCE ; RENOE 

IN TIIJi: ABSENCE Oll" THE GROSS SUBST.WOE, 

IN RELATION TO WHAT WOUX.l) ITS 

' SUBTLETY' BE 1 "-(562-563) 

COMMENTARY. 

I! there wore no Composite Substance, there w011ld be the anomaly 
that the•·• would be no Perception at all; as the Atoms themselves are beyond 
the roaoh of tha Senses.-In the absence o( the ' groSll ' thing again, the 
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niUDO • Atom ' (Small) itself would no~ be possiblo.-Why t-' Bt<ltluH '' ia 
1114 e::tro>Mly, de.'-~ is oo.sy to undGI!It.llnd.-(502·503) 

With the following Toxt , the Au~hor proceeds to t\1111\VCT tho nbo\'O 
nrgumenta (of the Re,.lista) :-

TEX'f (56.1,). 

I~ TilE OAIIB OP TilE IlocJo.ay&/4l (OIT&D ABOVII), TR8 l.l.oOK·ORYSTAL 

IS PXROEIVJID AS rtd IN 0oL011R; AND YET, L'f BE.U.lTY, IT 

O.li.~OT BE BEl) ;-AS 'I'JLI.T WOULI> DE>IOLtSR Y011R 

OW:S TDOU.-(564) 

I t Ms been e.'lSerted t.hnt" tho Rook·c•·yst..land such thh1ga o.ro perceived 
ovon when their Quali tie.q nro not pol'C()ivod" ; but this crumot be admitted ; 
bocauao tl1o said perception, being not in o.ccordance with tho roality, must 
bo wrons, nnd benco base1cas. Jo"'or instance, when the rod Hibiscus Bower 
it p!D.oed adjnoont to tho Rock·cr)"'Uil, tllo t..a.u.r is porooivod 8.11 &», which 

it is not ;-cimilnrly when the Lino of Cranes are perceived oa Dark (in the 
dark) when they are really Wllit& Noithor of tbeee two ~Rock· 

cr,.t..l and the Craoes--Gre really of the Colour as pereeivad ;-i.e. or the 

R«l or the Dark colour.-" Why f "-Bt<ltiUB& ~ would ~W. !!""' 

OWl> tlloory ;-i.e. if they were re~>lly of the Colour t-hat it porooivod, then 
your theory, just mentionod,- that things are porooivod ovon when their 
Colour le not porceived,- would booomo domolished.- (OG') 

The Opponent wght argue thot-" the Roci<·cryst..l itAolf is perceived, 
opert from tho Colour ".-Tbit it ...,.wered in tbo following-

TEXT (565). 

APABT I'RO>I TilE CoLOITR, YOTIIINO ELSE IS PEIWEIVED 01' TIIll N.tll'ITRE 

Oil SOMETHING Dil'llllRIINT ; A....-1) IT OA..'fflOT BE ltlOllT,-lWii:N 

:UOR YOU-'I'IIAT TIIINOS SHOULD BE APl'RI:JID'l~'lll'lD BY 

TliE 0oGNI'l'lON OF SOMEil'HING DIFI!IIRENT ; AS 

'l'IU.T WOULD LEAD TO AN ABS11RDITY.-{565) 

OOIDIENTARY. 

As ,. m~>ttor of fact, apart !tom the Rod Colovr, fl<llhing <lie of tM Mlure 
of 10mellaing differmJ,-i.o. in the ahnpe of the 'Rocl<~W '-is perceived; 
a& aU thot it actuslly perceived it tho Red Oolour.-If it bo urged thet "wbot 
I• perceived as Rod-a>lourld is tho Roek-erysml itself which it not really 
red ",-then ow- answer ie that 4 it cannot bt f'ight, de. de.' ;-i.e. when a. 
Cognition is regarded 88 "ppcrtruning to a par ticular thing, it it on the basis 
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or the form cognised; if tl>on, the object or the Cognition bed& form other 

tban tbet or tile Cognition,-tben Sotm<l and otber things might be tl10 

objoet o£ the Cognit,on or Oolour,-thore being no difference botwoon the two 

00806.- ( 566) 

Even granting tbet a Cognition may hnve for its object something 

wbieh haa a form different frem thllt or the Cognition itecl£,-<>ven ao, 

what the other party desire <annoo be ncoomplislu!d.-This is whnt is shown 

it\ tho following-

TEXT (566). 

IT MIORT BE l'OSSmLE TOO IN THAT OASE, THAT IT IS 'I'B:E White CoLOUR 

(OF THE RoOK· ORYSTAL) ITSELF THAT IS ACTUALLY OOON1Sl!ID ; 

:BUT SUCH A 0o0l<ITION WOULD :BE CLEARLY WRONO,-

LIKB TBlt 0ool'o"ITION 01' TH1! 0oNOR :BEING 

Y&LLOW.-(566) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thnt is, (under the vie\V or the other part;y) it might be ~ble tbet in 

tho oase citod, whnt aotu&lly oxists apan from the White Snbotanoo (R<>clt· 

o•·yatal) is the W/tiU Oolour, which is cognised as 'rod '.-But oven so, that 

doe• not prove tho exiatenoo of the StdiBtance will• the Quality.-The ' oho ' 

abould be eonstrued as alter 'ohuki4da!l"l• '. 
' The CognitW.. would bo """''9 ',-i.e. not in otrict accordance with the 

rot\ I state of things.-(MG) 

Anothnr batanoe citod by the Opponant wn.s thnt of • the mo.n covorod 

by a clook '.-That also CIIUlOt be ""garded aa 'Poreoption ' ; beeauso it il 

I\OOODlpsnied by a verba.! expression (' this is a man '), and also because it is 

indillinct. It onn at best bo regarded only as nn ' Inferentinl Cognition ', 

M pertaining to the ' man ' in the shape of the aggregate of Colour and other 

Qualitiu. So th&t this also doos not sorvo to poove the exiatenoo of the Oom· 

po~iu Stdi$14n<>e.-Thia is what is shown in the following-

TEXT (1167). 

1'ml 0ooNITION '1'ILU' APPllA.IIS IN 'l!IDI CASE O:r 'l!IDI MAN OOVliR1ilD :BY Till! 

ULOAE tS INF~"rLU., ~'D DOES NOT Al'l'lm'UIN TO 'l!IDI Man 

AT ALL ; :BEOAI1Sll WHAT tS REALLY OOON19ED m THIS 

CASE IS THlil Oloak RA VINO THE SHAPE DUB 

TO THE M.ur.--{667) 

COMMENTARY. 

'£he eompound 'taddltltuBctnnivalllctf!/4 • is to be expounded as ' tho 

cloak which has t,he shape . or which the Man,-who is only an &ggrega.to of 
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Colour, ~tc.-it tho Couso •.- This shows tb4lt tho in!enmtial Cognition i.s 
brought about by tbo particular indicath·e lllllJ'k called tho 'Effoot '.-(567) 

Another oxomplo cited (by the Opponent) ia t.be notion of the 'cloth • 
in relwcnco to tho Rtd Clot/1..- Tbe llllln<er to U>ia is u follows :-

TEXT (568). 

As A l!AttPJR OF FArJr, suCH TlliNGS AS THE RED DYE AND THE SAFFRON 

1'1\0DUOE A lU!W COL<ltffi IN THE CLOTH:, ON THE DESTRUCTION 

Olt' 'l'lllll'l\EVIOUS CoLOUR ; BEOAUSI! THE 0LOTll ITSl!Lll' 

IS MOMBNTAlW (AND ITS PREVIOUS COLOUR 

HAS PBlUSHED ALONG WITH IT).-{508) 

OOIDIEJ.'ITARY. 

What boppeu in tbo ease cited i.s that tbo Cloth iteelf being momentnry, 
ito previoua White Colour i.s d...UOyed, and a new Colour eomcs into existenco 
through other cau&&l eonditions ; and wbon thia new Colour is porooh-.d, 
tbero appoan, on the wake of that Perreptioo, the roftceth'O notion pertaining 
to tbo aggrogate-aa ' tbo Cloth, tbo Cloth '-with appropriato distinction ; 
and thiJ notion (of the ' Cloth') i.s purely illusory, without a ~I object. 
ThUJI tl>e Cognition cited is not of the nature of Ptrception at all. 

Nor is it It\{tnnca ; as its object is one that has been alreo.dy apprehended 
by a provio\18 Perception, and also boeause it is not n Cognition brougM 
about by moans or nn Inferential Indicative. 

l'hua in tho case citod there i.s no Colour Utat has boon suppres.•ed. 
-(568) 

Tbe {ollomna might be urged:-" If tho original Whito Colour doos not 
lie hidden in tbo Oloth, tbon how is it tltat wbon tho OJoU1 is washed, tho 
Wbi to Colour roappeara1 " 

The nnt\V<!r to tbia ie AB follows :-

TEXT (569). 

WllAT l!APPENS Ill THAT OUT OF ONE CoLOUR (RIID) ANOTJI:BR WBITE 

CoLOUR I'S I'RODUOED THROUGH TH:E INTERV:£l;T10N Of WATER 

AND SUCH OTH!lR THINGS ;-JUST Ll)(E THE BLACK 

Co~~ OF AlETALS.- (509) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just aa, in the case of Metola which bl\ve boeomo bright whito by the 
contact or Fire, tho Dark Coloar is agc.in aubsequontly produoed,-o in tit& 

caae in question 1\lao, anotbor White Colour i8 produced in tho Oloth. Hence 
tbore it no incongruity at all-(569) 

I 
I 

I 
I 
t 

I 
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The following might be urged:-" Bow do you know that a frosh White 
Colour is produood,--and not that tho provi0\18 White Colour itself, which 

could not be percoi ved by reMOn of being suppressed, becomes perceptible 
1ater on, by the romovQJ of tho suppres.~on ! H 

T his is answered in tho following-

TEXT (570). 

!p 'rR1I CoLOUB ILU> REM.LINED IN THE S.UO: CONDITION, THliN THERE 

OOVLD BE NO SUl'PRBSS!ON 01>' IT ; AS 1'1111 PRBVIOUS UNSUl'· 

P~Ull;SED CoLOUR WOITW) OO:!>'l'C<Vll TO IIXIST.-{570) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tllis argtunont may be !ommlnted M folloW1! :-Thnt wllich has not 
1\bondoned its urumppl'OBBcd ohn.n\cter cnnnot be euppliOHK.Cd by anything 
olso,-juat aa the somo in its previous condition ;--nnd under tho suppressed 
condition nlso, the original Colour has not nhanclono<l its nJlfluppressed 

cht>rO<>ter ; hence this would be n proposition which is oontrnry to a 1..,-gor 
proposition. 

On tbe othsr hand, if it be beld that, the Colour hlu abandoned its 

unsuppressed chsrneter,-'l.hen it boeomes esteblished that the Colour sub
ooquontly produced is dill'cnml from the original Colour.-{670) 

It has been argt1ed (undor To.d 559) that "The Colour cli!fo.rs entirely 

from the Lotus, etc. ote.". 
The answer te this iJ! ns !ollowa :-

TEXT (571). 

TJm DIVEJISE WAYS 011 VJ!RBAL EXPRESSION WllEREIN TKB G:&..~ 

AND Dt:W£aENT NUM11ltRS A.RB USED PROCEED Bl>"l'rRELY FRO:U 

THE SPEAKBR'8 WKW ; B:ENOB IT JS NOT lllOtrr TO 

DETEfu'IINB TirB BBA.L STA.'l'E OP Tlt'INOS Olt 'l'llll 

BASJS Oli' SUOU EXPBESSIONS.-(671) 

001\I:M.E:NTARY. 

If it were ndmitted thnt tha use of the Genitive and other forms or 

verbal expression proceed prooiaoly on the basis or tbo rot\! stote of tbing:s, 
then t.bo existence of such thinga could be admitted on tl10 baais of those 

oxprossioD$ ; as a matter of !act, however, varbel expressions proceed entirely 

from the whim of the speakers, -and they do not depend upon the real stote 

of things ; how tben can they prove tho real existence of anything t 
'l'ho use of the 'Genitive' rofomxl to is in euch exproe.aions as 'Pala8!14 

nipa/> ', • Colour of lh• <Jioth' [which, MCOxding te tbo other party proves the 

, ctitlorence of the C!ot.h !tom tl>e Colour] ;- and the use of divorso 'numbers' 
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ref<>rre<l' to iB in such oxpi066ions as ' Patal> ', 'Cloth ' (in the Singular), 
and • rllplldoyol>' ' Colour and other qualitiee' (in tho Plurai).-Tho phmse 
'diverse WO)'t t ia meant to include the USO of the Locative,-(t.B in the 
expreaion 'Pall rilpiidtl:ya~ ', 'Colour, etc. in tJ .. GloiJa. ',-nnd such use of 
NomiMI Alllxee ns in the expression 'PaJf14!P bMoal> pa/lJioa~>• ', [wllen> tho 
Uni..,.oal chnmeter of • Oloili • is spoken of as different from the JKirlicular 
Clotb].-{671) 

In tho following Tea;;t. the Author furthel' rcitoratc8 th(' ' inconclusive, 
chAmotor of tbo Ronson adduced by ilio other party:-

TEXT (572). 

FI.JRTltllft0 TB:Il OnrER l'ARl'Y DO NOT REGARD 1'JIII ' EXISTEN'OB ' OB THE 

S1X CATEGORIES AS ANYTHING DIFBBBENT; NOR IS AN'lr SINGLE 

' GROUP ' PB THEY ADlll'l'r»D.-{~72) 

CO:lillENTARY. 

'11lore oro such expressions used ns • {IQI}~l41u pad6rth4nllm a«itmm •• 

• lho oxistenco of the Siz Categories',' fGtt~rn t:<n"qa(• ', • t.bo group of~~~',
where tbo Oooitive forms nro used, even though thoro ia no real difference 
between tbo two factors (the Oa~., and tbeir ~.,._ or the' Oakqt»"iu 

nnd ilieir group). You do not admit any such thing as 'oxiltence ', &Jl"ft 
from the Six ' O..togorioa ' themselves. 

Thla is only by way of illustration. Ir\ fnot, in suoh words as ' dara(• ', 
' •ikalll/1 ' nnd ~1\e liko, ovon though tho Plural number i8 used, wo do not 
]lO>ooivo o. multiplicity of tbo things (wife or Band). 

As o. m"tter of I not, tho ' swtva ', ' self -hood ', of o. tlili\g is not regarded 
oa e. dlotinot category.-{572) 

In the foUowing toxt, tho Auilior antioipotee tho anawor of the 
Opponont:-

TEXT (573). 

r. IT BB s.u:o 'I'IIA'l'-" Tn ezi81ena o>r 'l'IIE Sa: CATEGORt£S xs RBLD 

'1"0 DE TUB PROPEB'l'Y SUDSI.S'l'ISG IN \VIU1' IS AN OBJEor lL\DE 

KNOWN BY A Ml!im.t of Right Oognilion ",-'l'REN, IN THAT 

OAS•:, THIS WOULD liA VE '1"0 BE DISTINor !J'BOM THE 

SIX T!LI.T YOU POSTULA.TE.-(573) 

COMMENTARY . 

... Wbnb i• meant is that the 'existence' of tho Slx O..togorioa is a distinct 
property oonaisting in tboir being cognisable of tuoh Manna of Right Oogcition 
ns apprebond existing things ;-so that iliore is no dlocrepanoy in our 
Premiaa " ;-tbia ia th& sense of the Opponent' a answer. 
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The an.awer to this is-' In thal caM, de., ek.' ;-' DiMiM' '-i.e. A 

distinct Oalt.gOry; i.o. it beoomos a. stWlltl~ ' Co.tegory • ; and this ,vould 

militate against tho dootrina of tho • Six Cal:ogo•ios '.-(~73) 

Says the other pNty-" This is what we readily admit ; henco it 

does not vitiate our argument. n 

How is it then tl10.t you hnvo doclared tho Categories to be ,;., only ? 

The answer to thia question ia onticipatod and ruUtwored in tbo following-

TEX'£S (574·675). 

"TuE Snc TIIA.T RAVB Bll= POSTI1LA.TIID ARB T.IIISGS WM'H l'BoPER'liBS, 

.L'ID TBE l'BoPRRTillS ARE OERTA.INLY AD.urrrED BY VS TO BE DlSTn<CT 

FROM TlOC:.r."-llf TIIIS IS SAil> (BY TUB O'I'HER PA:RTYj, TBlJN (WE 

ASR)-\VlUT IS THE RELATION TJUT IS H»LI> TO S17DSlST 

BJITWl:= TKB CATllGORIES .L'<D THE PROPERTIES' 

Tms Rl:lLATION CANNOT BE TllA.T OF 'CoN.nn<OTION ', 

AS TBlS IS RESTRtQrlilD TO SUDSTANOI:lS ALONE 

(ONDXR 'mE Nyaya-VUtw) ; NO:R JS TKB 

O'l'DR &EL.AT'IO:S I T.H.&.T OP 'h~'Oi\OE, I 

POSSIBLE ; AND NO OTBlilR RELATION 

IS ACCEPTED BY TIUl OTHER 

p .!.RT)(.-{574-575) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Tbo • Six C&togories' that have been postulated are only IMBe tha:l 

"""" 1'N>pOniu; while the • Six O.t.egoriee ' in the shape of the Pro~r1i<l 

are hold to bo quite distinct; ua is found in tho following worde of tho 

Pad4rthapravlsllaka-' '£his montlon bns boon mado of only the tMngs will• 

propntiu, without any mention of the Pro]14rti48'.'' 

The anewer to this explanation of the other ptVty is providod by the 

words-' Then whal i1 tl~e relalion, etc., ~.· ;-&lalion-of the Property in 

tho shape of Exiattnco, otc.-with • tlwso '-i.e. the O.togorill$ ;-what is tbn.t 

relation by virtue of which &il!ot~et. becomea the 'property' of the Oat.egories ! 

Without eomo sort of relation ths character of 'PN>p01'tv and IYilh 

Property' wou.ld not be possible; otherwiso it would lend to tbo absurdity of 

everything being the Property of overythiog. As a mGttor of fact, thoro is no 

relation between the Property of B:r:~Me 1\nd the Ot>tegorios. Beca\1.06 l>here 

<1ro only two kinds of Re!ation~njunction and lnhereneo. The rotation of 

Conjunction is not poeeible in the co.so in q\loation, bcct\tUJO being of the nature 

of Qualit.y, Oonjunetion is restricted to Substances only [and S\lbotance io 

only ono of tbo Sb: Categories ; all these Jnttor, therefore, cannot have Oon· 

j<AndWn with the Prcporty of Exillenu).-Nor can the rotation be on& of 

the naturo of Inhoronco, beeaWIO it is held to bo ono only, like • Existo>>ee • 

it.selC; while if t.he 1·eln.t.ion of • Inherence' Aubsistod botween Inherence and 
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tho CAtegorioo, then the former 'Inherenco' mould he.vo to bo reprdOO aa 
different froon tho lntter [and this would involvo aeU-oontmdietion].
(6U·575) 

n onight bo argued tJOAt " tho Property of E:t:uu""" could bolong to 
tbo Cfttogories witl1out any relation ".- Tbo o..ns\T"ar to thi• i.8 M follow&:-

TEXT (576). 

IF NO RELATION IS rOSSrBLE, TltEN HOW OOULD Tillil PROPERTY BELONG 
TO •rnE CATEGORIES 1-l's IT WERE HELD TO Dl'JLONO. TO TH11M 

MfiRRLY ON THE GROUND OF ITS DEINO PRODUCED 
BY rmm, THEN THllRE WOULD Bll OTHERS 

ALSO LIKE IT.-(576) 

COMMENTARY. 

So that it would le.<! to an absurdity. 
If it bo hold thot the Property is said to bo relatod to tho Six Categories, 

on oeoount of ita boiug prcduecd by thom,-c.bon, there are othor things 
also,-uch •• Water and the li.k&-which would bo 'li/oe it '-i.e. relatod 
to thingt liko the Tank nnd such things, merely on thnt ground 'of boing 
prcduocd by thom'; and llllder tho cireumste.n008, tbo postulating of Relations 
in tho ahopo of 'Conjunetic>n' and • Inheronoo' would bo futile.-( 676) 

TEXT (577). 

F'o:n.TIIIIB, AS THERE WOULD BE ' EXISTE.<'{OE ' of tht lf)xi81tnct ALSO, THE 
INCOt>IPATIBLE (GENlTIVE) E.\'IDlNG WOULD BB INOOlrPATrBLE 

WITH IT; AND IF THEBE W:&BE EXISTENCE 011' TltA.T 

ExisTENCE ALSO, AND SO PORTH, Tlllll\E 

WOULD BE NO m.'"D TO IT.-(677) 

COl!MENTARY. 

Further, ove11 granting thot the Property of 'Exittonoo • bolouga to the 
Six Cntogorioa,-your ROOJlOn remains defectivo (false, inconeluaivo). For 
inst.anoo, that E:<illfMt itaeU would he.vo ..,illo,.,, aa it ia an Entity; how 
IJ1eu could thoro bo the Genitive ending in tho oxpreaaion 'oxi$t.enoo 
of E"ioto,... ', which (as you say) is based on difforcnco t-It it bo held that 
there ia yot another existence of the Existcnoo, thon thero is an Infinito 
:Resr-.- (577) 

S.yo tho Opponent :-"When it is found neCOII8<l!Y nnd desirable, 
'InB.nito Rogr<lllS ' cannot he a defect that oon justify tho rejection of the 
Premi.M ••. 

Tho anowcr to thie is as follows :-
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TEXT (578). 

'l'l.roS IN ALL THESE 'ElWIT£NOES ', TRE CHABAOTER Oi' 'BEING \VJTH 

PBOPXBTY ' WOULD BE 1l11B TO THE PliESJ!l'N'OE TKII&EIN OF 

A.NOTICEll PBOPER'l'Y ; AND IN TB:ll OA.SE 011' Su.bsta!lct 
.AND THE REST ALSO, THE OIIAR .. OT.&l\ OF' Dllr!<O 

WI'I'II PROPIIRTY ' HAS BEEN AOOllPTIIO ON 

TRB &.~lE llASIS.- (578) 

In each one of t.beee Exiotonces (ad infinitum), the cluU"actor of • beil\g 

with property • would be due to the prosence tberoin of the properties coming 

ono nftor the other; and undor tho circumstances, the OJJ80:rtion that 'these 

Six Ootegories alone nre tuith properly ' would not be oorract; 1\8 tltero wouJd 
bo many other thinS$ also (In the ebape of tho E~ittencoo), npnrt from tho 

Six OGtogorios, whleh would bo witJ• properly. &'uoh is the 110nse of the 

nrgnmont. 
It might be argued that--" whet are said te be m only are those thinS$ 

thet are alwaye wilh proporty only (wh.ilo others are with property and &)so 

aro themselves property)". 
But thoro is nothing in tbie explanation. As, under tbie expl&oation, 

Quality, Aetion, Universal, Individuality &nd Inherenoe could not be men

tioned therein. "" these are not alwaye with proporty only, they are of the 
nt>ture of property also,-e.a all u,.,.., subsist in the Suhetonco. 

• o,. the same baBill ' ;-i.o. because of the presence of othor properties. 
The Opponent snye :-" Tho 6-t~""" of tbo Six Catogorios consists in 

thoir Oouni&ll>i!ity ~y tliiJ M"""' of OognUing uisting tlllng6 ; and this Oog

nilal>ilily is in the fonn of tho Cognition which !lJl8 tho Six Oatogories for 

ita objoet; as it is only whon thla Cognition is prese11t that they are regarded 
aa • existent •. Thus 'cogniat\biJlty' is produced by Cognition and • pre

dioebility ' is produced by Predioetion ; 60 tbet the UM of the <knitive 

Ending-based upon dift'erenco,-beeomos quite po418iblo. Nor is there an 

Infinite RA>gress; nor the contingency of Oatognries othor then the six 

(poetul<>tod by us)." 
'fhls nlso is a mero figmont of the Oppon6llt's lmnginntion. I£ the 

thlnge in question are in thoir 088<>nee of the nature of n Oatogory (Thillg) 

cnpablo of effective &ation, thon, o.s being capable of efToot.ivo action, they 
must he OGtogories (Thinga); thle beil\g conoedod, i f they o.ro spoken of by 

worda with case-endings connoting cUfleronce,-in suoh oxpreeaions as 'the 

oxistonoo of lkB• • ,-ouly te moot the enquiry as te their being other forms 

of Oatogories,- then what io tbo dispute between UB f &oeuse though its 

charaeter is really nol..di/fereN, yet having withdrawn thet ohruactor from 

it, if the speaker were te speak of it as if it were di/foreN,-then there would 

be no dispute ; becaUS& the use of words depends entirely upon the speaker's 

whim,-oa is found in the 08IJO of characters created in conoooted st.ories~ 

where extreme degrees of bonu.ty and other quaUtioo nre 8118umed and 

doaoribed.-(578) 
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H hns bMn nrgued by Ill<> other party (undor Tm 661, above) that 
"tho Yarnl eu>d the Oloth aro distinct things, bocau.so thoir mnkOt'i! eu>d 
potencioe oro difJcrcnt, ote. e~" 

Tbo anowcr to tbia is "" follows :-

TEXTS (5i9-580). 

lP IT IS TIDI DIIIPIIRENOB 011 THE CLOTH ll'I\OM = VERY JllllST YARNS 

THA't IS 801701IT TO BE PROVED,-THEN TR111<El IS TilE IRimSISTIBLE 

DEPEOT O.IJ' ' PUTILITY ' . TnOSll OTID:R Y A.RNS ALSO 

TIIAT APPEAR LATIIR ON, IN ANO'l'IIIIR STATE 

(l10RM), OAPAliT.E 011 A PART1017LAR KIND 

OF USEFUL AOTION,-ARE NOT ENTIBiilLY 

Dt:1111ERENT IN CEARAOTER l'ROM THOSE 

1!1RST YARNS.-(579-680) 

COMMENTARY. 

If wbot you nro -king to estoblisb is the <lilfuenoe or tho Cloth &om 
those llrllt ynrua which ruwo not yet ocquirod tbe lUiroo of ' Cloth • ,-then 
you ero pro,,;ng whnt is G!roo.dy admitted. Jn !net, nU ~ being 
momentary, it ia admitted by us tbot tJ18 later ynrna \9bicb subSGqUentJy 
oomo to bo oolled ' Oloth' nro nctually produced from those f!rot yarns,
tboug,h (ea a mnttcr of fMt) it is not possible for ono thing to be produced 
out or another totally different &om it.-(579-680) 

If, on the other hnnd, what is sought to bo proved io tbe difference 
of the OwtA from thoee yarns that h<>ve come into oxiBte•>oe n~ tho same 

_ time aa the Clot.b,-thon, tho Reasons adduced are auoh u aro not admitUd, 
'Unproven' .-'rhi.t is what is shown in the foUowing-

• 
TEXTS (581-683). 

Tml INTBNTION BEING TO P.'DIOATE 'r1IEIR USE IN TIDI AOOO~T 

011 A SINOlJI PURPOSE,- II EA-OH YA!W W:UB SPOON OJ' SEPA.li..U'l!LY, 

'DIBN 'DIBRB WOULD BE Till> DEPBOrS.Ol' (G) PROr..a:rrY, (b) INOAPA.CITY, 

AND (c) FOTILITY ;-wrm A VIEW TO A VOID TJIESll, 'l!II!flal<G TBAT 
THBRB WOULD Bll SU!l'LIOITY 011 USAOE Dt ALL TII1I YAIL'<S WliRE ltBN

TIONBD BY A SINGLE NA.WI, PEOPLE MAKlNG USB OJ' WORDS :Ill VE 

BROUOH'r ll'OR'm 'rilE SINOLI:l TBRli AND APPLmD rr TO THB YARNS-

BUT TlJE.Sill (YARNS) DO NOT SBRVll TO PROVll THE 0k>tlo, WBIOH IS 

SYNOlillONOOS Wl'l'll THOSE YARNS, AS IIA.VINO A DIIPIIRBNT MAKER 

AND DIJii'JIRENT POTENCIES AND DIFBERIINT SIZE.- (681-583) 

COMMENTARY. 

If tho Cloth exiating at the same time oa tbo ya:na were at the time 
actually known as something different &om the yama, then, in comparison 

I 
I 
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with the y&ms, it migllt be recognised os having the characters of having 
a different maker and the rest (which h:we l>een put forward by tJw other 
pat·t.y); (l.c; it is, l1owevo.r, that Cloth itse lf is not ktlown us something different 
from t.he yarns ; as it is this very difference that the other party has pro· 
ceeded to establish. The mere presence of the two ~ere ut names--' Oloth ' 
and ' Yarns '-does not necessarily prove the two things to be different, ns 
<lifferent nnmes may be applied to the """'" thing for vmious other purposes. 
Fot• instance, some particular ye.rns, having ron.ched a cortain condition, 
become capable of accomplishing the useful purpose of l<eeping of! cold ; 
nnd there may be other yarns- whioh, for instance, have just left the bnnds 
of the spinning women,-wh.ich n.ro not so capable. Altd with a view to 
indicate that the former ynrns are capo.ble of accomplishing a single purpose, 
the single term ' Oloth ' is applied to them by people speaking of them, 
specially for the purpose of avoiding conlusioo. ; even though, in reality the 
Olotl• is not anything different from tho yarns. 

Question :-~~ \Vhy, then, is a single term applied at a.ll ? '' 
An8wer :- If ea.ch o£ the y&r''-' were f<pokon o£ separatoly,- i.o. if each 

yarn were spoken of ono by ono,-then, there would be the following dofocta :
(a) P<olia:uy ; i.e. as many words will havo to be used as there are things 
capable of a<>eomplishing the same pnrpose ; and this would be too prolix ; 
(b) I ncapacity ; it will not be possible to ascertain tho specific forms of 
each individual ; this is what is meant by incapacUy ;- (c) Ftttility : 
speaking of them as having some imaginary common fol"J)), it is better to 
speak of them by a single word ; nnd hone& thoro is no use in speaking of ooch 
of thom separately.-On tho other ·Jmnd, if they are all spoken of as a whole, 
there is the distinct ndvantage that usage becomGS simplified. Just ns 
single compreheMive words are used in spoeking of alL things by such all· 
comprehensive nam&S ns 'World',' Three-Worlds', 'Universe' and so forth. 
Exactly of the aamo kind is the nnme ' Cloth' (as comprehending all tho 
yarns). 

The compound ' 'Vibhinna, etc.. ' ia to be oxpounded by ma-king a. copula
tive compound betwoon ' J{artr , and ' Sii.m.a:rtl1.ya, etc. '. and then taking this 
copulative compo1md as qualiJled by the term 'vibMnna '.-(581- 588) 

It has boon argued (under Text 462, e.bcve) that-" if there were no 
gross Substenco, the perception of tJle Tree and such things would not be 
possible; etc., etc."- Thi.s is onswored in the following-

TEXT (584). 

AS A liLI.TTER OF FA.OT, THOSlll ATOMS THAT HA. VE OOME INTO EXISTENOlll 

AS MU''tUALLY HELPFUL,- ARE NOT BEYOND TECE SENSES ; AS 

THJilY A"S:I'J WITBIN REA.OH OF THE SENS:SS.-(584) 

COMMENTARY. 

The fact of Atoms being beyond the reach of the senses is not admitted ; 
because such Atoms os have attained a certain conclition are actually percepti-
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blo by lho ~!et~M8.-ln fact, it is for people wbo rognrd Atoms as eternal, 
that the oppMranco of peculiar features in lho Atoma being impossible, 
thoy would bo ahmy• boyond the reach of the senaee ;-not eo for us. 

• .d.n~ny<IMw~ '-' 04 mutually hdpful',-i.e. aa bolpiog each other. 
-(684) 

The following bxt also shows tbet Atoms oro porcoptiblo by tbo senses:-

TEXT (585). 

'l'llll 'JlLUll' AND Ol'BER SHAPES HAVE BilE\<' l'OSl'O'LATED IN REOABD 

TO THll ATOMS THBMSELVRS ; AliD TJt1l VISUAL AND OTHER 

CooNITtONS ALSO SERVE TO MANIII.&ST ONLY THOSE 

BLUE AND OTJIER SRAl'ES.-(585) 

CO:mm.NTARY. 

Quution :-"Atoms are hold to exist inn ooqwmtiol fonn-ono after the 
other :-ond certainly they aro not • perceived' in thnt lonn ; thon how can 
they bo onid to be t ><r<:<lplibl• ! " 

.JJ:nl""'r :-

TEXT (586). 

THOUCIR THBY ARE NOT PBROErvED IN THII SEQUJINT!AL li'OR)t,-YET 

TB'Em perceptibility OA.NNOT BE DE~~D,-IT BIIUIQ SIMILAR TO 

Tlll'l' Oli' D.n[NIIS AND OTHER TIUNOS.-(586) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho tonn • adl•~lcpot<ibiidh<i' may bo token aa a genitive Tulp...,... 

OO!Upound, moaning-' non .denial of Perceptibility ' ;-<>r it may not bo 
troetod as a oompound but two separate words-' adhiJO/:ft>l4 • and • ab6dM •, 
-tho mooning boiog 'Perceptibility is undeniable ' ; i.e. !here boiog no 
annulment of it, it ... nnot bo denied. 

• I• king • intUor, de. • ;-i.e. ita perceptibility rmnaina o.s undenied as 
u,., poroept.ibiUty of Drinks and other things. For in.otonco, in the case of a 
'Drink •, tho ' Taptopala • (! Hooted or Burnt, Stono, n modicinaf pte· 
parat.ion), tbo ' Suii)Mma' [ ! Quick·silver a114 qold, anothor modicinal pre· 
paration, tbo Makamdloi)Q(ja ! ], and such thinga,-whoro the colltltituont 
atoms aro or mixed oharacters (testes), they &ro aotuolly porcoived as such. 
In tho ooso of those things, there is no • oomposito subatanoo • (npart from the 
constituont Atolllll), the things consisting of hetorogonoous olementB. I n 
faot, i! the Composite were something diJ!erent from the Atolllll, no oonjuno· 
tlon tunong them oould bo visible; bocouse tho subttratum olsucb conjunction 
-t.e. the Atomfl-aro unseen (eo: hypolhui); and i1 oven one of tbo £actors 
of the Conjunction i.8 not visible, the Conjunction oannot bo porooived ; e.g. 
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the conjunction between the Jar and the Ghost ; and the conjunction between 
tha Solar Disc and parts of space and of Akii.81w. Such being the case, 
,'9'bero all the conjuncts-in tho shape of Ato.ms,--e.re imperceptible, how 
can the ConjW>otion subsisting in them be perceptible !--{586) 

Qtwt·ion :- 11 Thus then, the whole matter being W\Cert$in, how can the 
perceptibility of Atoms be aceepted as reasonable ! " 

Amwer :-

TEXT (587) . 

As A l1A'l'1'.£R 011 FAO'r, IN THE MA'l'l'ER OF THE P EROEPl'ION OF 

ALL rmNGS,-WRIOll: EXIST ONLY IN THE FORM OF mutual 
exd1U1ion (negation),--THERE IS THE SAME UNCERTAINTY 

IN REGARD TO al! TIIDlll CHAlUCTERS AND 

FORMS.-(587) 

COM1IENTA.RY. 

Under tho vio'v of the other I'hilosophers also, whenever anything is; 
apprehended by Perception, there is uo certainty in regard to all the forms 
and eh&raet<lrs of that thing ; what happens is that it is regarded a.s per· 
ooived to that extent which serves to differentiate it from other things,
o.nd not all its forms and characters. Because oven if other faetors were 
perceived, there would be no certainty regarding them, and tbeso would bo 
of no pra.etieal use, an.d as auch, would be as good as not·1)ercci'f.>ed.. 

• Pl..e san~oe •wJ.Certairuy ' ;-i.o. as in the case of the a.pprollen.ded thing. 
-(587) 

Says tho Opponent :-u Inasmuch os things a.re impartite,--ond 
everything is actually perceived in its complew form,-wby should there be 
no certainty regat·ding the whole Thing ? , 

Answer:-

TEXT (588) . 

EVEN THOUGH, THR THil'IG BEING IMPAnTITE, ITS CHARAOT8ll IS APl'.RE· 

HENSIBLE ONJ.Y BY Indeterminate Perception, ll'l'lT TllBRE IS 

DEFlNITE (CERTAIN) OOGNITION Oil' ITS Dill'b'ERJINTlA• 

TlON (FROM OTHER Tl!INGS) ; AND IT IS T1IIS 

DEFINITE COGNITION TRAT IS UND:E&-

STOOD TO BE THE CAUSE (OF 

CERTAINTY).-(588) 

COMMENTARY 

• Ak$a ' is that whicJ,. pertains ta tl«> 8en&68; i.e. perceptional cognition;
and tllis is qualified by tho wm ' akalpana • • ' indewrmine.ta • ;-though 
it is app~ehensible by indewrminat<l Sonso-porooption, yet ew., eto. 

22 
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• 'l'huo i$ dcji11il< (.via in) CO(Jnilit>n of its diff..-.mialion' ;-i.o. certainty 

03 ro!P'rds its being diaoront ;-tbo """"" of this eoOJiiatl in &petition, 

Ctoeo Pt-oxifnity, vividn068 of conviction of differcnco, 11nd so forth. As a. 
nutl.tot· ol fn.ct, mot'O App1·ohon.sion by itself doos not bl'ing o.bout oo.rtainty, 
whioh is brought about with tho help of repetition, ot<>. olao. Heuee the 

moon.in.g i& tb~t there is certalnty where all those eonditiollS 1\l'O preeent-. 

All this wo have ao.id 01\ tho supposition (for the aoi<o of 1>rgwnont) 

thnt Atoi'QS oxist and a.lao t he exterool object is actually oogniii<KI by Peroep· 

t.ion; na a matter of faet howevor, for tha IdealW, there ie no external object, in 
tho lhape of Blue and tboliko, cognisOO by Perception ; beea...., in d.roo.ma and 

othor auoh conditions, thoro is per<:eption oi such things u tho Blue, even 

thoUS!l• such things ha.vo no exial<>noo at the time ; and tbia f..,t makes tho 

ordinary perception of such things alao at least doubtful ; s~ally aa tho 

Corm of the 'Blue ' beia.g dovoid of tlle nature of one or many, its cognition 

must be of the natwo of an illusory t>ppel\l'aneo.-Nor ""' tho .I!IO>M admitted 

ns oxiatent; because tboy exist in eoquontialsuccossion,-o.nd ns they vary in 
rogtlrd to tho point of apaoo oocupiod by them, they cannot be regnrdod as 

ono. Under the c.U-cwnsta.nooa, in view of such a.n Atom., bow con it be 
.._..t.ed tbnt Atoms ru·o peroopt.iblo OB having the Blue Oo!our, and that the 

soquouoo has no signiJleanoo, being imposed upon it from out.lidG-througb 

illusion !-(588) 

Tho Opponent might argue that-" if thoro woro no Compocit.> aubetetlee, 

how could a man with open oyos ht.vo the notion of 'ono mountain ' in 
ro!orouoo to what are only so many Atoms ! " 

The a~mwer to this ia tl8 loliowa :-

TEXT (589). 

Jrlfrr AS IN ':tllll CASE 011' Tllll LAM!' IT IS ONLY .4. SIIRl&S OP SntiLAR 

l'LUmS \VBICK BEINGS ABOOT THE ULUSIO:s' (OP ITS Bfl!NO One) ; 

SO (IY '.lXII OASB or 'Dill MOtn."'UUN ALSO), TIII!RE IS 

AN ILLUSION OY tJl\'TrY, BVJ::.:i TllOUOR WHAT AU 

EEALLY OOON'ISED ABE SBVER.AL SUB'I.'L!l 

DliTIT(ES Al'l'BARINO IN OLOS.!l JUXTA• 

POSITION.-( 589) 

COMMENTARY. 

In suoh things as tho Lrunp, it ia tbe sories of aucooasivoly appooring 

oimil&r &mos that give rise to tbo iUuaion of thare being 'one lamp •,
though in reality there are ,..,.rol flamea,-in the sarno rnannor, in tbo caso 

of the mountain, what aro -uy oognisOO are many &mall and amallor ontities 

appeo.ring in cloao juxtaposition, and tbia gives rise to the iUuaion of • ono · 
,_ '. So tbot there ia no inoonuwty at all-(689) 

9uulion :- " If than, the Atoma are not perooived as distinct from one 
anothor, how do they be<lomo perooptible ! " 

.Auwer:-
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TEXT (590). 

!Tr TUB PERC:fJPl'I:BILnY OF ATOhL~ IS NOT ADIDT'I'li:O :SEOAUSE OF TIDJfR 

DBINC NOT·DIFI1EttEN'riATBD, THEN HOW IS IT SliiiN IN THB 

CASE OF THE LAMP AND SUCH TJITNGS ! OR, IS THE 

CoMPOSITE HELD TO BE Oil' TA:AT 

JUND f--{590) 

OO~IMEl\'TARY. 

If it is held that what CAru\Ot bo cognised in dillcrentiAted form cannot 
be perceptible, tbnn, how ia it that peroopt.ibility is found in tho Lamp, wherein 

nlao the individual 8amea nppearing in quick suoceosion eonnot be 

difforont.iated ?-Or is it that the Composite only is o. thing thnt is pereoptible, 

oven though its componentlt n.re not diffcrentin.tod t Tho rooson th\ta put 
for\vnrd by the Opponent is inconclusive.-(590) 

The following 'I'm ndvioea the otbnr Party aa to tho way in which bo 

ohould level his criticism :-

TEXTS (591-592). 

ALL TIIAT CAN · llE UROEO Is-" ON THE DEFINtTII 0oONl'.riON 011 

TllESB (ATOMS), HOW IS IT THAT IT IS NOT RGA.LISBD TltAT 

WHAT IS PERCENED AS Blue IS THE FORM OF TRII Atoms 1 '' 

-BUT THA.T .ALSO CANNOT llll THE OAUSII ; llEOAUSE 

T:a:E 0ooNITION n< QUESTION CANNOT BE WITH· 

011'1' A.'< OBJROT; .L'<O YET IT CANNOT JlAVIIII'OR 

l'l'S OJl.TitOT A 1ingk gro8/J objta, AS TK£RE 

IS n100li'PA.Tl81LXTY BEl WEK!~ grou. 
nu• A.'<D one-nus.--{591·592) 

OO~IMENTARY. 

' Thtse '-i.e. of the AtoiJI/I. 
''l'W a.ko can~ ~ the OtJ- ote., etc. ';- i.e. tho fnot of the Atoms 

boing pcrooived as difforentintod from one another oannot be the caUS&

of tbn fact that tbn Blue colour is not pcreeived as belonging to the Atoms . 

boMW!O the certainty reprding this can bo got at from otbnr oouroes. FO: 

instanoa, the upholder of the ' Ex~n>AI Thing' e;mnot bold " Oognition to 
be dovoid of an object; if ho dld admit it, then his vie'• would oome to be 

tbo view of pure ' Idealism '. 
Under tbn oiroumstancoa, the Colour, ete. which form the objects of 

the Ooguition, and appe$r therein in the groos form,- is it """ or "''"'!I t If 
ono, is it composed of the components, or not so composed t In eitbor 
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of these two form.!, it CMI.tlOt bo one, n.a thn.t would be incompatible with 
Perception.-( 69 1·692) 

Quulion :-" Wbe.t is tbe.t • incon>pMlbility (1vitb Perception) ! " 
Anawer-

TEXTS (693-504). 

lr 'ml! OROSS OBJ'BOI' WEltB O• TBll NATU'Illl o• one ONLY, TII.EN ON EVEX 

r.&JtT OJJ 1T BBlNO COVIRBO BY TKB LITTLB LEG OB A P'LBA, ALL 

01!' IT WOULD BEOOXB OOVBR'ID, WITJIOU'T A!\"Y DJ.ST(N'OTlOY ; 

-AND ON Ollll PART 011' IT BEISO REl)DBN'Bll, .•t.L 
011 IT WOOLD BBOOMJI OOLOURBD RBD.-0R, ON 

TIIB OONTRARY, TK!l PRBSENOB 011 INOOM· 

PA"'''DLB PROP£RTf&S WOULD n.•DIOATB 

, .. ,ui1>1~u11.-(o93·59~l 

OO~U.lEN'l'ARY. 

If tho gross objoot woro Otl<l, thon tbo covering of ono part of it would 
moon the covering of nU of it, and tho colouring of ono part would meo•t 
tJl6 colouring of all; M, o.ecording to your viow, there would be no difforoneo 
between tho co.,.,.<d and """"ver<d parte, o•· botwoon tho col<>ured and .,,.. 
w!owW parts. And yet it is !lOt possible for M\Y single object to be poss· 

. essed of contr11diotory propcrtioo,-<111 that would load to absurdities. Thus 
tho whole -univol'so would becomo o. single substanco ; nnd this would involve 
all the nnomJ>Iioo of ~i,mJia,....otll produelion of tMnu• nnd tho rest. Ae " 
matter o£ faot too, tho covoring of ono part ia not seen to load to tl>o 
covering of all. Thus the orud view is clearly incompt>tible with perooived 
facto. 

It i8 incompatible with Injennco nlao : For instance, that whioh U. 
obsessed by oontrndictory prOJ"'rtloa caanot be <>M,--<>.g. the Cow and the 
Bul!l\lo ;-the groa object la found to be obsessed by the contradictory 
proJ"'rti06 of being percoiiiOII nnd ft<>l pucoiwl, as being ' covered • and 
• not covered • ;--hence thoro is fonnd in it tho contrary of the wider 
condition. (which makce oM·11UI imp<lfl8ible).-Tho contingency of the whole 
univero6 becoming one would be an Inference tbe.t would annul the notion 
(of the said • .._ . ...,.of the gr'*' object].--(503·504) 

Udd]/Ol4I«Jto bu argued ae loUo-" .U tbe.ro can be no diversity in 
any oM thing, the tenn ' all ' cannot be right1y applied to it ; then how can 
there be the use of the term 'all', on tho bMiB whereof aU (..,..) of it could 
be said to be ........a f .. 
· This obiection ia expounded in the following-
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TEXT (595). 

" lNASl!I70R AS 'l'IIE OB.JEOT IS OF ONE UNI110RM OHAJU.O:t'BR, TO WRAT 

W017li0 Tlllil USB 017 THE TER>t ' 8art'll ' (' ALL ') BE DUE 1 

BECAUSE THA'r TEIW DBNO'rES AfORE THAN ONE 

INDIVIDUAL TI£INO, WHILE TR1il Oom~ite IS 

NOT 011' TltB NATURE OF MANY IN· 

DfVlDUA.LS. "--{595) 

COMMENTARY. 

u As a matter of fact, the t.enn • all • denotes many-more thn.n ono

things; while the Oomposita iM not many; how then can tho tenn • all' be 

used in rofcronce to it-in such an a.~sertion as • t\ll of it; would become 

oovored' ? "-(595) 

"!'his oJ"gument is tu\8\VOl'od il\ t.ho following-

TEXTS (596-598). 

lT IS ONLY SUC'JI THINGS AS ARE \V&LL KNOWN IN TRR WORLD,-6UCIC AS 

Olo/h, Body, MOWilai" AND 80 J'ORTII,---'I'KAT RAVE BllEN MID<TIONl!t> 

8}!' YOtT AS 'CoHPOSI'T'ES ';-AND AS A l[A"M'BR OlP YAOT, ALL MEN 

)lAKE USE OF SUCH EXPRESSIONS AS 'THE CLOTH TS RJID--ALL OF IT 

- WHOLE 01'11'-IN ITS TOTALITY-cOMPLETELY ',-ENTIRELY ON 

THE BASIS OF THEm WlliM.-1'HUS THE USE 011 VERBAL EXl'RES· 

SIONS BEING DEPENDENT (]l'ON THE WHIM OF THE SPEAKER, 

WE ALSO MAXB U81'l OF Ta:& EXPRESSION ' all 011 THE 

O::B.1EOT WOULD BB RBDDEN.SD, ; BEOAUSB Trt.BllB 

CAN BE NO OREOK UPON SPRAKEBS.--{596-598) 

OOM111E1\'T AR Y. 

n is just the well-known t.Jlings,-liko the Cl<>lh, the &Jdy ond so forth, 

-that have been p••t forwnrd by you as ' comp<M~ites ' ; nnd in rogru-d to all 

t.hose things the w;e of euoh t.orms as • ono • and • all ' ia o.tso well lmown ; 

o.g. people are found &1\ying • " ll of tJ>.is cloth hna be0n coloured ' and so 
forth.-Sueh being tho whlm of apcol<ors,-when thoro ia a dcoiro te spenk 

of tho colouring of t.Jlinga liko tho clot.l>·pioce wl>.ich occupy o. larger spooo, 

\VO also, on the basis of tho ordinary notion~ make ur;o of tbo said expression, 
for the purpoo<> of bringing out the incongruity involved ill your view. 

Further, this critieiml is applicable to younclf, who rogo.rd the gross 

object aa one,-not to us ; beca•tAO wo clo not regard tba gross object to be 

ON.-(596-698) 

The following ntight bo urged-" Tho said criticism cnnnot apply te 

us either, beoouso (accorcling te us) tho application of tho namo' Clot.!>' te its 
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component ym,u' is only indiroct, flgurotivo, bn.sed upon thoir boing its 

onuso; ~o Uu~ot tho uao of tenn.s liko 'all' would be ollright ''. 

'rho amwor 14 this is provided in tho lollowing-

TEXT (590). 

11' !'KB N.UU! BB SAID '1'0 BB FIGURATIVB (!NDIBIICT), THEN TKERB SHOULD 

JlE DIPFBBIDIOE IN N11MllER. TKl:RE 18 ALSO NO DIFfERBNOE 

TN TllB OOONITION, WHICH IS AD)m'TED BY DOTK 

(TROUGH DIRECTLY AND TNDJRBOl'LY).-(599) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is oa you sa.y, then tJlel"'6 ahoutd be 'difforenco in nun\bor' i Lo. 

in aD cases, t.ho Plu.n>l number should be tiOOCI-' oJl (]loiN ""' coloured ' ; 

yon do not considor it right to """ the Singular number in reprc1 to t.hing;o 

that are many. 
It might be nr;uod that--" whon the term • Cloth • is used in rogo.rd to 

the component ynrns, it is in a.ccorda.nc.G with tho number of tho composit.o 
objoot, which Wnn 'Cloth ' thoroforo doos not; abandon tho gondor n.nd 

number o£ whnt is donotcd by it". 
:But tJua nlso 081mot be right; t!U. is whnt is shown in the oeoond line

• '!'INn i• aho no diffU'OI'"- ek. ek.' ; if t110 applying of t.ho namo • Cloth • 

ia 6gurative (indirect.), thlln tho distinction betwoon tho oogttition of what is 

dir<d and what ia indir<d would be only n halting ono ; bocauao u • mnttor of 

f~ thM> is no difleronco. For inatnnoo, \vhon tho exproasion il ua«< as ' all 

of tho cloth is ooloutod ', tho idoa that it produces is 1Wt that 'what is 

coloured is not tho OUJIJ>, but tho yams that nro its ooostitucnt cntl.80 •. 

Tho part.iclo • cJilJ ' in tho Tta impllos, tbo following n.r;umont :

You do nohdmitthat the <JkJIJ>, being only OM, is denoted by tho!4nn • all'; 

how t.hon can tiiO tnrm ' all ', wit.hout tho !4nn ' Cloth ', be appllod to the 

~.on t.bo boaia of tiiO X umber of tho (J/cl}•? 

Or, the second lino may be e.~loinod ao follows :-Tho • Mld4 ', divor#ily, 

ol tho Oogttition, to not present in what 11<0 regarded as 'dlroot ' nnd 

'indlroct ' ; Le. cliftoront colours are not round in the. yan\8 nnd tho Cloth, 

in tbo way in which they ate fotm.d among Colour, 'l'aate, and othor things; 

ond when the forma o·f tho two nre not fou.nd t;o be differol\t, they cn.unot 
be regarded M dirul and tndil'<d.-(590) 

Tho lollowing 'I'w inttoduoas tho anawer given by Sloa>Uxaramtmin :-

TEXT (600). 

"!NASliiUOH AS CO!<JVNOTION IS NOT ALL-'£~f1!RACIN0 IN ITS OKARAOl'ER, 

THE OOLOUl<INO CANNOT BELONO TO ALL THfl C.'LOTll ; NO& 

IS TTO! WllOLll FOUND '1'0 lll!l OOVERED."-(600) 

COMMENTARY. 

He ar;uea u follows :-"The colour spokon o! as belonging to tiiO 

0/IJIA ia o! tho naturo Oonjunditm (contact) ,.;th suoh colouring oubotnnces 
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M the red dye, saffron and so forth; and Conjunction ill a quality that is not 

<JU.embraeing ; henoo when ono (part) ia colourod, the ,-.hole does not becomo 

ooloured.-5imilarly when ono part. or tha body ia oown>d by tbe Olotb,-tbo 

whole body does not become oovered..-(600) 

1'ho following T&>:t showa that tllis explanation is not right :-

TEXTS (601-602). 

WHEN TRE SUBSTANCE HAS NO PAnTS, WHAT FORM WOULD BE THERH 

THAT WOULD NOT BB EMBIUOED (BY THE CoN.rl7NOTI'ON) ! Jp SUCH AN 

(UNB~IDRACED) FORM OF TlfR SUBSTANOB BIIMATh~D TIG:RE, 

TltEN DlVEllSlTY BlWOMJ£8 TlSTA.BLISHBD.-EXtS~'BNCE IN 

SEVBILU. PLACES IS NOT POSSmLE II'OR A..'I'Y SINOLB 

OBJEC'I'. JIENOE tT BllOO~tBS ESTABI.ISID:O THAT 

'J.'lTINOS LUtE THE C.C.OTH A n..s DIP:Fli:RENT 

IN FORM PROM THII ATOMS (CoMPOSING 

TJCEM).-(601-602) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Cloth ia a single oubetanoe, tben in ouch an impartite oubetanoe, 

what is it tbat would not be ombrooed by the~ Colour, by virtuo of which 

tbe contact or tbe colour would be nol_,uvasi.., ! If it is ndmitted that tbero 

ia oomotbio,g left unl"'f"''ded by tbe oolour, then that alo!'O auffioos to 08tobliah 

clifforenoo between the two parts, -as it would bo impossible for tbe mutuAlly 

oontrediotory pervadtll and unpervadtll parts to belong to ono and the samo 

thing, Nor would it be possible to explain that one par~tbe ono ooverod 

by the Colour,-isltuger than the otber; because tbo thing w no parU. Other

wise, as all auob dive1'84 things as Water, Animal, Elophant e.nd tho like 

\vould bo equally one only, thoro would be no di fterenoo o.mong them and 

l.>enoe there oould be no suob differentiation M tbat between ' lMge ' and 

• IDlBll •. 
"Tho difieronco would be duo to the ono being mndo up of a larger 

number of component- po.rts than the othot·.,. 

In that caso, those part.a tbomaelves, appearing in lazger or IIIJlaller 

numbers, may be tbe basis of the notions of • gross' and • subtle ',-what 

la the uao of p<Mitul&ting " ' composite ' mndo up of those components, 

opocially when those latter have not bean found to be efteotive &t all ! 

As a matter of fact, even whon there are l&rge and emall number of 

component parts in things, thet cannot constitute " clilforence among the 

composite& themsolvM, as t.heso latter aro impnrtite; so that thoro co.n bo 

no basis for differentiation into 'gross • and 'eubtlo '. If tho dift'erenoo 

wore held to bo ba8ed upon tbo l&rger and smaller number or components, 

th&t would only imply the admi .. ion of the compomnt8, M tho notion of 

' gross' and ' subtle' would be applicable to those e.lono ; and that would 

moan that the Atom is the only entity ; nothing aparl from the Atom, either 

gro!IS or subtle, being pereeivod a.t all. 
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Thtm ngniu, what is tho mon.ning of tho fU'80rtion tJJAt" C.onjunction is not 
nfl.porvasivo" 1-II ~~ moe.na thAt it dOOB not porvndo ovor aU (whole) of t.ho 
suboumoo,-then it cannot bo right; bocauHO it bM been held thAt tho tonn 
• all • eannot. npply to tho aubstMoo.- 1! it moans tbot "Conjunction sub· 
r<i.sts only in a part of ita aubetrn.t-tun ",-tMt also eo.nnot be right; as there 
can bono • psrt • of it.-It may bo Mid that what io meant is tl>at" itsub,;;sts 
ill a component making up t.ho wbJtanoeu ;-if that boao. then, inasmuch as 
what haA boon oolonrod o.ro only lho oompononta (wbero alone the oonfact 
of the Dye subsiota), the colour of tho oompoeito would not bo rod at all ; 
<o that whot should bo porooivod should bo coloured and fiOL-oolourod, at one 
and tho onme time.-Furthor, what ia oaUed • the component making up the 
subotllnoo ',-if thot ia of tbo aamo form as tbo oompoeito itsell,-thon the 
Conj\mction thet would subeist thoro would also subsist only in a part of that 
component (as Conjunction ia ...,,.._.;.,., u Aypolhui) ; so that the objec· 
tion wonld bo equally applioablo to thia nlao.-11, on the other hand, the 
component bo held to bo or the form ol the Alom, then, inasmuch as Atoms 
nro beyond tho roach of the oenooo, the Coo,junetion suboisting theroin 'vould 
olso bo beyond tho roach ol tho oolllle8 ; ao that thoro oould be no perception 
o! the Red colour nt alt 

The Opponent might argue thus :-" Per.,..U,n is tbo nnme given to that 
clll\l't\cter whoroby the ah&po ol the Rngor is porcoived only on the perception 
of tbo wholo flngor; hence when Couj•mction is at\id to be nol-~r-iw, 
"'hat is moant is th"t in ite caao it ia 1101 IJ!At it is perceived only on the 
perception ol ite substratum " . 

This is nob right. A.e & mt\ttor of fact, Oonjunction is never porcoivod 
whllo it8 subotroturn is not perceived; o.g. tho Conjunction between tbo Jo.r 
and the Gbcst (which ia not porcoivod boeauso tho Ghost is not seen). Thus 
than, undor thia oxplano.tion, tho eolom• also would no~ be perceived ; it 
should be rcgnrdod to bo porcoptiblo ol\ly whou ite subetrt\twn is perceived ; 
and !1enoo thnt also would bo pct·txMi .. in chorncter. 

Sa ye tbo Opponent:-" Even whon tJ10 subetonoo inhoru1g (subsisting) 
in the other un.coloured component. is porooivod, thoro is no poreoption o f 
the colour, wllich COJ18~ta in OonjWlet.ion; hence oven when ita substr-atwn 
(in the form ol the subatnnoo) ia porooivod, the Conjunction is not perceived 
(und this is wh&t mtlkoa it n<m·pot'OCUi .. in charaetor] ". 

This ia net right. In thio way, thoro being only ono substenoo inhering 
in component& eorno of which nrc coloured n.nd some vn-coloured.~ven 
though & ootnponont might bo coloured. tJ1o Colour would be not· perceived 
(in tbo Thing) through thet poreoption of oolour ; """"'""' oven though the 
substratum would be porooptiblo, lbo oolour would be imporooptiblo. Nor is 
thoro any othor wny of perceiving tbo Conjunction, exoopt tho porooption of 
it.o oubatroturn. 

From nil thia it foUowa tbct tooro ia no • object • which is of ono form. 
'Evon wl1on of various forma,-on tbo atrangth of Ning itself,-tbo diff&ronce 
oan lie only in tbo form of tho aggro{/Oli<m of Alomo ; opocially as the numl>er 
of poasible oomponenta eao never be .-

Thus it ia proved that the Jar and such thinga exist only in the form of 
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Atoms ; and hence the Blue and the rest form the shape of the Atoms ; there 
being no other 'single objeot • posaible.-{601·602) 

It ha.~ been argued above (under Te:t:& 562) that " there could be no such 
\1'0rd as Atom u. 

The following Te•;t supplio.• the answer to this :-

TEXT (603) . 

IT TS OJ>-'l:.Y l.'J!OPLE WHO R'AVl: NOT UNDERSTOOD THE REAL NATITRE OF 

'X'liiNGS THAT CONC.EIVll Oll' t ONB 1J'tlt88 ' ; AND IT IS ON Tl01 DASlS 

OF THIS ASSU11l""l't0N THAT THE TERM 'ATOi\1 ' IS 

USED .-(603) 

COi\OffiNTARY. 

' I t is on tl1e basl.$, tlc., etc.'-i.e. these people QrC dependent \tpon th& 
slight thread of the s&id Mswnption.-(603) 

Another answer is supplied in tho following-

TEXT (604). 

OR, TRE NAlttB t ATOI\[ ', A.S APPLIED TO WRAT HAS BEEN DESORTD.ED, 

MAY DB 'l'.A:S:BN AS l)ASELESS, DEPENDENT UPON 1\IER.E CoNVEN· 

TION ; .JUST AS THE NAME 'LORD ' IS APPLIED TO 

ONE WHO HAS NO PROJ>RRTY ;,.T .u.L.-(604) 

COi\OfENTARY. 

' A8 applied, etc. etc. • ,-i.e. to 'vha.t is impartite, and has no resistance. 
Just as ovea the poor man is praised ns ' tho Lord ', where the n0ome ' lol'd • 
is applied without o.ny basis, on the strength of mere conventiott or custom.,
.so also ia the \Uie of the name • Atom '. So that there is no incongruity at 
all.-( 604) 

It haa thus been est&blisbed in a general wo.y tho.t thoro can bo no single 
gross 81<b814n<>l, either made up, o• not rn!\de up, of component parts. The 
Author now proceeds to point out tho wook points in the notion of that 
of which the composiu is held to be mndo up :-

TEXTS (605.606). 

(A) SueR TltlNGS AS THE YARNS AND THE H.u."D AND OTRER LINens. 

OA..t..~O'l' BE PERMEATED BY ANY SINGLE' CoMPOSITE',- BEOA.USE 

THEY ARE MORE THJ,.N ONE,- LDUl SUOI! WELL·XNOWN 

TBTNGS AS STMW, HUT AND JAR.-
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On. (.8}-'fU SUBST.u<Cll 1Jt( QUBS'UON O.U."NOT StiBSJ.ST [.'< SEVERAL 
OOliPONmtTS,-BROAUS11 IT IS o,.'li,-LIKII 'l'KB Arow.-A.•m (C) 

bn>osslliiU'l'Y OP SUBSISrENCll \VOtiLD BB 'l'K1I 1'11001! 

.&l<'Nl!LLD>G THE OTBlllll'AllTY'S PROPOSITIOl<. 

-(605·606) 

COID.fENTAJ.W. 

'£ho orgumonto are to be fonnulat.ed ""follows :-
(A) '!'lln~ which ia diverse cannot be permcat.ed by n aiJlglo substa.noo,

o.g. tbo Jilr, tho l'!ut; !lnd many other thing~~ whioh oro ""'"11 nro not per· 
mcntod by nn.y einglo substance ;-the oomponont8 in quostion, such as 
~ho ynrns, tho Hnnd nnd other Limbs of the body and oo forth, aro diverse :
honoo thoro i.s !otU\d in tbeso a. eha.racta.r which ia contrAry to tho larger term 
of the Opponent's proposition (i.o. to the compononto being permoat.ed by 
the ainglo eompclllito). 

Or, (D) What ia one must subsist in e. aingle aubetance,-like the single 
Atom ;-and tho aul>RUnce called ' compoaite' i8 ono ;-benco there is 
found a oharact.er ineompetihle with the 1a.rger prodical<> of the Opponent's 
proposition.-This ia an nrgument in the form of a rotiudio ad abBUrdum. 

(0) In auppert of both the abo,•e arguiJ>Onto, tho author adduC<I6 " 
procf annullins; the oontrary of the Buddhiat'a oonelusion-' Impouibilily of 
.tUNioU...,., tlc. tlc. ';-i.o. the faet tbet tho auboiat.enoe of the oomposite in 
the oomponento onnnot be expl&ihed on the basis of any mea.na of Right 
Cognition aorvea to annul the conclusion (of the other perty).-(606·606) 

(/UMiion .~"Why should there be this impossibility ! " 
An$W$r.-

TEXTS (607 ·608). 

(IJi' niB 00>,.p~Mile SUllSISTED m TBB 0ompont>li8] IT OOULD SUBSIST 

m OltB Comp011en1, EITH1111 EXACTLY m THlil J'OMr w wmox IT 

SUBSISTS 1Jt( AltOTK£& Compcmenl., OR m SOME OTII:BR l'ORM. 

No THIBJ) WAY IS POSSIBLE.-~ IS NOT POSSIBLE J'OR 
IT TO SUBSIST 1Ji( ONE EXACTLY IN TK£ 1'01\al IN 

IVKIOH IT SUBSI.STS IN A.'<OTK£& ; BI:CAtiSil IT 

JS ALREADY EllBRACllD WITBlN JT8 1'0LD 

BY TB1I LATTBE. ho IT WBIIB NOT 

SO, TIIBN IT WOULD NOT BB SUB· 

SlS'I'INO IN TRAT JIITHNR.-

(607·608) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wl>OJI tlw one Compesito which is ombrnecd....,.ul,..iAt<~-in one of ita 
-compononte-ln ono form,-is it in tho SlLDlO form thn.t it eubsh~ta in another 
-of ita components ! Or in some other form !-Thoro nro ouly these two 
alta.rnat.ivea pouible: in fact in any case, there can be no other alternative 
'than the thing being ono or the otber.-Tho former n!ter!Ultivo cannot be 

• 
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nccopted; "'it is entlrely ombrno<>d \vithin the folds o! the flret component,

bow CllUl it hAve &ny oppori.UDity of su~t.ing in the other component nt 

the enm& time ! Otherwillo, if it oubsisted at tho same time in the other 

component olso, then it could not lloove subsisted in tl\e firat component. in 

ita entirety. It can hAve no other form in which it could subeiat in the 

other component al110 ; because in that CMe, it eould not be rognrded M 

• ono '.-(607·608) 

The following T«t: formulates tho nrgwnout :-

TEXT (600). 

Jus~· AS TIIl'l BAlllr DOES NO'l' OCOUl':<' TFIB LAP 0>' A 8P.OOND NU:RSE,-

80 A SUBSTANOB :DIJlJUOP.D lN ONl! COULD :SOT SUBSIST lN 

ANOTBBR (OO~IPON~NT).-(600) 

OOM!IfEl\I"T A R Y. 

The argument m<>y b& formulated as fol lows :-Whon a thing is embrncod 

by ono thing, it cannot subeist in onotJ1er thing nt the SAme timo ;-<>.g. 

when a baby is occupying the lnp of one nurse, it cannot OC<>UPY the lap 

of nnother nurse ;-tho subotnnco (compo•ito} is embr...,.,d by ono compo. 

nent ;-and thus there is perceived " chornc>tor which is contrary to your 

conclusion. 
' 'i'ho oubt1<111ce could Mt Bt<bllisl in another ' ; ~this atntos the fit9t eon. 

clwrion of tho nrgwnont.-(000) 

The Author next statoa IJ1e argument in support of the contrary of tho 

Opponent's conclusion, which is thue annulled by it:-

TEXTS (610-611). 

!Jt 'I'JDl CoMPOSITE ESSENTIALLY RELATED TO OYE OO:IIPOl<E~iT SUJlSISTED 

1N SOME QTKER COMPONl'lNT OCCUPYING A PLACE OTHER THAN THAT 

07 TSE SAlD OOMPONEl-o'"T,-TH.EN IT WOOLD M.EAN THAT Tn T'WO 

COMl'ONl!l;TS OCCUPY TilE SAM}} PLACE AND ARE t:SSF;NTIALLY 

ONE AND THB SA.Jd», lii!OAUSE TUY AR!; NOT DIPF.ERJI:NTIATED.-

17, ON THE OTliER Jt.Un>, Tllll Co)ll'()SITB SUBSISTED IN TKB 

O'l"Hl!:R COMPONENT IN ANOTJIER FORM,-TRJl:N AS OOOOPYINO 

TWO l'LAOI!S, THE CoMPOSITE COULD NOT BB one; 

SPECIALLY AS DTF'l'n~OE IN 1101'01' (.L~D CliARACTER) 

MUST CONSTITUTE DUJ?EllENO£ IN Tll:E Tlll!IO 

lTSELP.-(610.611) 

COMA!ENTARY. 

I! tho composite oubat&m$, which has ito form ond chAracter conneetod 

with ono Component, subsisted in another Component which oc.cupios another 



poin~ in spuce,-tloen the components in queetion would have to bo roprde<l 
as OCC\opr iug the "'""" poin~ in lpolee; which would moon that they are 
es.senth•lly one lUKI tho same, being of tho somo naturo. 

"lVhy so t 11 

.Dcau~e tl1ey ara 11ot rUfferonliukd ;-beet\u&e they exiat without being 
diflorontiated !rnm one anot.loer.-Otherwioo,- if they existed in thair 
differentiated formo,-they oould no~ occupy the same point in spa<». 

If the second olterno.tive i• I\COOpted,- i.o. the Composite subsial>< in tho 
second component. l1\ a different- torm,-then it moans thl\t ono thinq subeiAts 
in several eomponentst,-which would be inadtniss.ible : beeo.use, as a. mt\tter 
of fad, when one thing difftl:r'S from another in its nature, it must bt. difforent 
from this latter; M differeneo in things is alwaya of the nature of difforenoe 
in their chiU'O.cter (aotd form).-(010·611) 

Uddyotaltaro baa argued as folloWB :-" All that the assertion • The 
Compo«ite trubsisiA in the oomponenta' doea is to mention two object., ono 
of which is the •~tratwn (ooutninor) 6lld another tho 1t<bli•tem (the oon· 
tninod), which moons that tlto latter becotnotc t.ho Brlhaitlent,-this ' .e:ubs:is
tenco ' being of tho natura of the ooo.tact. called • Inherence ' ".
(Ny<iyaolirtika, 2. 1. 32, pege 217, I.ine 4, ote.). 

Tho answer to this is provided in tho following :-

TEXT (612). 

Jp IT BB HELD THA.T TilE SUBSISTENCE 011 TKE ColiP081TB C< TIDil CoY
POlOIINTS IS Of TBll NATUUI OF 'hm:BRENOB 1,-~REN TllB 

SAM:E OONSIDERATIONS All ABOVE FOLLOW THAT IDEA 

ALSO WI'l'R EQVAL i'OBOB.-(612) 

OOM..\IENTARY. 

Even in rogard to this fonn of oub•uunco, the considorntions jW!t w-gcd 
a:e npplicable,-eucb 68 • does it aubeist in anothor component in tho same 
fonn and character aa in ono component, or in some otllcr fonn f'; they 
follow t.liliJ idea. also t\8 if in ferocity. in a.ngor--not to1omting the critioitcm.r; 
emanuting from tho poor intelligcnco of tho otltor perty.-(Gl2) 

Hltherto tho oubeisteneo or tho Compooito has bean discarded witheut 
reooutl!o to the oltornotives of ite subsisting in whole or in pnrt.-Now the 
author prooeeds to ahow the w~y of disco.rding tho samo by recourse to the 
said C>ltornt\tiv68,-in the mo.nnor indicated by nctual exporienoe :-

. 
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TEXT (613). 
OR AOAIN, IF rr (THB CoMPOSCTII) SUBSISTS {IN Tli.B CoMPONBNT) lN ITS 

ENTIRETY ,--THBN IT BECOMES LIABLE TO BliiNO RJi:GARDIID AS 
many; AS II'OR ITS SUDSISTENOE in par!, Tll.AT lS NOT 

WHAT lS HELD (DY THJl OTI.lmt :P.Al<TY) ; AND 
TilE CoMl'OSITII WOULD (L.'< THAT OASiil) 

NOT BE ont j AND IT WOULD NOT 

SUBSIST ANYWHERE AT 

ALL.-(613) 

OO~IMEXTARY. 

When tJ10 substance (Compooit.o) subsists in il<l components,-does it 
flubsifst in each ono o£ them in tu ~nlinty ! or in part ? 

If in ita enlirety, t1um tho eni ire form of tho Com1>0tii1 o should be as 
mnny 03 thoro ru-o cuml>Ononta. Unloss it hA.d tho 8l'UUO fmm in cnch com
pon.ont, it could not bo proeonfl in ooch component tn iil enth·cty; as there 
can be no ~ubsislenoo excepe in " form thae is fully recogni•cd· Such being 
tho 0630, if the Composite subei11ted in each component fll imultancously in 
ita on tiro form, than it would havo to be regarded as t1&atty, ~n-eml; ju<Jt like 
the Loeuses blooming in ..,vera! ponds. 

If tbo otbor view be held, tbat it is in pan that tbe Oompooire subsists 
in o""h component, !Jlen tJlere would be an infinity of auoh ' pnrt.s ' of tJle 
Oompoaite. For inst.snoo, thooe of ita parts in which thia Oompoaiee subsi&U. 
in oo.c.h of its compottOJ\t-.8 would themselves bo ita l po.rt.A ', in which also 
tho Composite would subsist in. part; and so on and on ad infinitum .. 

le might be arg<ted that>-" Thoso of i ts parts ebrough which the Oom
posito subsists in tho Oompononts ora all its own jot•ms. o.nd not different 
things ; as apart from tbo Oompoalw itself, thoro cnn bono parts of iU. own. 
Honoo tbere can be no suoh infWre regress." 

Tbo answer w thia ia as follows:-' PM. Oompotiu uould 1IM IHJ OM (in 
~has """') ' ~i.e. if such were the eaae, tben, tJle Compoeire would not be 
..,. only ; as it is only • oonglomeratiou of U10 oompouonta-(end these 
latwr ""' many) ; and undor the circumstances, the thing (man) may be 
regarded as consisting only of auoh of his limbo, Hand and the rest, as 
are ""tual.ly seen; wbat uae tben would tbere be of o.seuming any others t 

The Author points out another defeot in tho Opponont's theory :
' And t4 WO'I:dd not subsilt anywl~ro at all' ; the term • vrJ~~ By4t,, ' would 
su.baist ', 11IWI to be supplied. What is meant is os follows :-If each of ehe 
Oompo$it.os present in each of tJle components boo occupied tJle se.me point 
in space, then alone could tbe Oompo!Ute be subaiatant in the Component ; 
M a ,.;,.trer of fact, however, each of the Composites doea not occupy the 
same point in space; booo>uoo if they did subsist in eooh of the Components, 
then they could not ooeupy the aamo point in space ; apeci..ny aa !Jlero is no 
othor ' Composire ' of the aemo form. How tben could it be said to be 
aubeiatent in tbe Oomponenta t-{613) 

In the following Ptzt., tho author sets forth tho anawer mado by 
Sl~anloa......,.,min :-
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TEXTS (614-618). 

"Wm:!I~VHT< A Rl!ASO!I IS -~DDUCiill>,-El'l'llliR l>IltECTLY OR IN TltE 

FORA! o>· 4 Jleduclw ad Abstudum,-IT BECOMES TRULY APPLICABLE ONLY 

WflEN IT IS lTS~L'F Al>:PREHENDED ;-NOT OTRERWISE.- A.s A MA'ITE.R OF 

F,\Cl"l, S!IBSISTE!ICE EITHER in wltole OR in part HAS NEVER BEEN PER-

081VBD (BY YOU, BUDDJJIS'l'S),-<>N Tllll :SASIS OF THE lMPOSSlBU"lTY 

OV WHIC!l IN TJ!E SUBSTANCE, T.u::B SUBSTANO.E COIJLD BE ll:E~D TO 

BJ3 NON-EXISTENT, OR SOMETHTNG ELSE.-lF, ON Tli:S OTitJ:JR JlAJ."iD, 

SUCH SUBSISTENCE HAS D~EN PERCEtvJ\-'0 BY YOU ANYWHEltE, THEN IT 

O.<NNOT BE DEN!llD IN THE CASE OH THE SUBSTANCE AND SUOR THINGS.

!Jr Tl!Jl SAtl> SUBSlSTliNCE HAS NOT nlmN PERCEIVED, THEN THE QUES

TION DOltS NOT ARISE REGARDING TliE DISTL.~O'l'ION ; ALL TKA'X' COU'tD 

DE ASSERTED WOULD BE THAT 'THE SUBSISTENCE IS NOT THBU..$ 1
• AND 

TBIS WOULD NOT BE lll<Hl'l'; AS IT IS SOhiETRING DIRECTLY PEROiillVED ; 

AS IS CLEAR m SO"Cil NOTIONS .\.S 'TlJIS su/J8i818 HERE '.-IF 1'1' BE HELD 

TKA.~· 'THE FACT Ol! THIS BEING DffillCT PEROF!PTION IS NOT ADMITTED ', 

TREN SOME ANNULLING REASONING SHOULD JJE PUT ~'()RWAgD . 0T!Di1R

WISB. EVEN SUCJI COGNITIONS AS THOSE OF CO LOUD. .tL.~D SUOll TlllNGS MlGllT 

OEASE TO Bll OF THE NATURE OF ' PERCEPTION ' ."-{61~18) 

COMMENTARY. 

Shan.llarasvamin argues as follows :-"Whenever "Reason is adduood,,
either dirootly or in the fonn of a &duclio ad absurdum,-it becomes applic
able only when it is itself perceived ; otherwise it would be open to the charge 
of being ' unproven •.-As a. matter of fact, you have not anywhere ~r· 
ceived tllo subai8t<mu of anything eithor in its entirety or in part ;-hence 
on t.M biiSis of the aboonco of such subsistence, it does not behove you to 
regard the (composite) subsmnoo as non-existent. 01'-if it were possibl&
Uaen tlaere 'lliOldd oo som.thing else-Component and Composite. 

If such subsiswnoo has boon perceived by you anywhere, then it oould 
be the sa.me in the ca.so of the Subst.Qnco, etc. also, which, therefore, cannot be 
denied.- If, howaveL', the said subsistence has not been perceived, then there 
does not ariso any question regarding the distinclia~ to whether t-he 
subsistence is in entirety or in part ; beea1.1S& it ia only when the object. itself 
has boon admitted that anything can be denied in Mge.rd to it. When however 
the object i~~elf is not admitted, then it is better to deny the object i~lf.
so that the ossortion should be in the form that ' there is no subsistence ',
and not the denial of o.ny perticular cha<acter in regard to it. But such an 
assertion-ss that ' there is no subsistence at all '-would not be proper; 
booauso the subsilJtence of the Composito in the components is voucltod for 
by direct Perception. 

QutStion :-What is that Perception ! 
".8.1l8W6r :-It is in the form ' Thi8 Btlb•i8!8 Mrt ' ;-i.e. the Perc<>ption 

is in the ionn-' Thia-Oloth-subsillta in t l,;, yo.rns •. 
" It xnigh~ be argued ttu.t this notion cannot be regarded as Perception. 

I 
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" In that case, it bellow. you to put forward some .-ning in e.nnuhnent 
of tbo said notion; whereby it& perceptional chanct.or could be rejected. 1!, 
even in tllb absence of ouch annulling Reason, the not.ion be not accepted 
os c Porooption '. then, your oogni tion of oven such things na oolour and the 
Jiko would not be P•rcoplion ; 1\S tltoto can be no difforonoo botwoon the two 
cases. "-(B l4-618) 

Tbo Author nnowero tho above in the following-

TEXT (619). 

T8A.T 1 TB% SO'BSISTBNOB IS NOT TKERR, IIA.S .U.RBany BBBN" BSTA.BLISDD 
.l.BOVB, I:S A OBl<RBAL WAY. As FOR THB NOTION THAT 

' IT SUBSISTS HRRllr:N ', THERE IS NO SUCH OOONITION 
AT ALL ; AS TKlS IIXAOT FORM DOES NOT Al'PBAR 

IN ANlr COGNITION .-{619) 

OOUM:ENTARY. 

Under Te>:t 607-tho euboistenoo of one thing in 84vornl things has 
alreody been rejected above in a gonoral -Y· 

A. regord.s tha aaertion that " tha notion that u.;. •~ lt.ertin is 
vonohed for by Perception ",-thia also is somotbiog oub of the common; 
bee&.-, M a matter of fact, among peopl&, no ouch notion aa • tha Oow 
eubai8te in this Horn ', or that • the Oloth subsiste in tho yarns ',--over 
o.ppoara even in men's imagination ; the notion that o.ppoo.t'fJ its that ' the 
Horn is in th& Oow ', • the yn.rns o.tO in the Cloth '.-Nor in any Perception 
does tho Cloth evor appo~>r "" something different from tho y~>rns ; and unloss 
the two wero distinguished, thoro could be no ouch notion 118 thnt ' this 
subsists in """'. For instl>nce, until disorirn.inating poreons have actually 
perceived the water 118 something distinct from tbe Pond, they do not b&ve 
MY euoh notion as 'thoro ia Water in the Pond '.-{619) 

It has been argued (undor Tm 615 above) that "tuboiatl>nco either in 
entirety or in P"ff; has not been perceived by you. etc. otc. "-Tbie is answered 
in the following-

TEXTS (620.621). 

WIIAT IS MR.U.'"T BY (Tllli QUESTION OONTAININO) TlJli TlUIMS 'IN BNTIRETY ' 
AND 'IN PART' IS-DOBS THE SITBSTANOll SlTBSIST AS AN 

l!llPAATITE WHOLE,:_IN TilE wAY m WlllOH TRB B:a.vA-
norr LIES IN A DISH 1 OR DOES rr SUBSIST IN SOME 

OTHJm WAY-AS A OJ!JIT.o.IN PEBSON, 0lt4ilra, DOES 
WliJlN LYlNO DOWH ON SEVERAL SBATS 1 

-{620.621) 

COMMENTARY. 

What iB meant by tho term 'in entirety ' i&-whotltor tho aubstanoe 
eubsiato in aU ite Oornpononts in Its imp1>rt.ite form,-• is found in the case 
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-of tho Bilva-rruit Jyirl.g in n. di.;;h? or in some other 1.1JaY ?-iu the wa.y, for 
instance, in which o. person like OhalJra lies down upon more than one couch. 
'rh.is is wh.'\t is meant by subsistence ' in pa.rt '. 

This is on.ly by the we.y. 
Ud<lyottJkA.rt• hM arguod ns follows [in Nyuuavlirlika on 2. 1. 32, 'JXI{JO 216, 

Bib. J.nd.) :-u In.o.smuch as the terms entire and a pa·rt co.nnot be applied 
to ono and the same Oomposite, the que.<Jtion raised----as to whether jt aubsi.st.CJ 
in il8 entirely or in part-is an improper one ; as o. mntter of faet., tho term 
'entire ' st.ands for all, ~pti11{1 Mt!Ung, while the torm ¥ a. part' stands for 
-o11.e among several ; os such, these two terms cannot bo rightly applied to 
.any OM Oomposite ". 

'l'his o.rgUJnent becomes rejected by what has been said in th& Text. 
As a .ma.tter of fact, in common pa.rla.noe, the term.i whole and in part aro 
fo<md to be applied to such things a.s the lloot at\d the lik&, in such expressions 
as 'Does tho whole foot lie in tho pond, or only in part ? '-Nor can it be 
right to sn.y that such uso is figurative ; because it is novor found to fail 
or falter; as bi>S been pointed out before.-{620-G2!) 

So ia.r the four kinds of S·ldMtm-.ce, ending with Air (i.e. Earth, Water, 
Fil-o a.nd Air] hl\vG been discarded ;-th& Substance called • Soul' ha, already 
boon disca.rdod in the chapt<>r on ' Soul ' ;-tho Author next proce&ds to 
deny the l"ellll>ining four kinds of .S'ubswnce-viz. :--Akii.sha, Time, Spau 
and Mind; (and to th~t &nd, sets forth tho argmnonts wl>ereby the other 
party soeks to establish their existence] :-

TEXT (622). 

" SOUNDS lllUST SUBSIST IN SOMl!TRING,-BECMISlll OF TBEL& perisi!abi!ily 
AND SUOH OTHE& OHA.RAOTERS ; X.IKlll Tlfll JAR, THE LAftlP

!1LA.ME AND SUOH THlNGS ;- AND THIS SOMll'l'li!NO 

)!UST BE AkiUha ".-(622) 

OOMMEN'fARY. 

Tho &xistenoo of th& substance called ' Aki1$l&a' is sought to be proved 
by tho other party in tho following mauuer :-

"Thoro must be a Subst.ance named Aleilsha., pel'manont., ono and 
all·pervasive, having sound for its indicative; sound is its indicative in tho 
sense thnt it is its quality.- This nrgmnent may be fonnulated as follows:
'!'hose things thet are equipped with qualities like t>erislw.bility and pro
ducibilily, must subsist in something else ;-nnd the • substmturo • of &OWld 
ean only be J.kl18ha, as that alone hM the req\dsite capacity. &ennso, 
tho said sound cannot be th& qu~>lity of the four substanees,-Enrth, Water, 
Fire and Air,-(a) because, while being perceptibl&, it is not p<-eced&d by 
any quality in its Oause,-(b) because it dO&s not last as long as tho Substance 
la.•ts,-G.nd (c) because it is per<l<livod in a place other than its substratum ;
and the qualities of all tangible things have been found to be otherwise 
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than all this.-Tha qualification 'while being perceptiblo ' has been addad 
with a view to those qualities in the Ato.tn which a-re produced by Fire. 
contact-- Nor can Sound be a quality of the Stml ;-(a) beca\lso i t is percop· 
tible by an extat·nal s<>nso-organ,- (b) becauseitis perceptible by other Souls,
( c) becauso it is perceived as distinct from the • !·notion • ; whiio all qualities 
of the Soul, such ll8 pleasure and the 1~t arc> otherwise tbnu all thia.
Sound cannot be o. quality of Space, Time and Mind,- because it is appre· 
hondad by the Auditory Organ.-Thus, by elimination, Sound can be the 
quality of Ak48ha·, of which, therefore, it becomes the ittdiC<Uivc.-Thls 
AldWw, having Sound as its only ooromon Indicativo, and having no other 
specific inclica.tives, must be OM ;--and as having ita qualities perceptible 
everywhere, it must be all-pervading ;-and having a. qua.lity, and itself 
not subsisting in anything else, it must boa. substance ;-and as it ls 110t created 
(by any one), it must be J>6rmantrtt ." 

Such is the prooosa of reasoning put forward by tho other perty (in 
proof of Akiis/u,. as a Substance). 

The follo,ving Texlll s<>ts forth his reasonings in suppor t of Tinu. being a 
.S14MI<lnu :-

TEX:'l'S (623-624) . 

"THE NOTION OP Priority, Posteriority AND so FORTH MUST HAVE POR 

l'l'S BASIS SObiETliiNG OTHER THAN MOBILE SUBSTANCES LllUl 

THE Strn,-LIKE T.BJI NOTION OF THE J AR AND SO"OH TBlNGS, 

- IlEOAUSE IT IS ENTIRELY Dll>'FE~NT IN 01IA1J.ACTER 

Fll.OM THE NoTION OF wrinkles, grey hairs, emaci-
ation 4,l\TO SO FORTH ;-AND IT IS THIS 

BASIS, OA'O'SE, WHICH IS HELD '1'0 

Bll 'Time '."-(623-624) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Tho term ' mobile fmbst:ancos ' should be taken a.s standing for 
1 wrinkles ', etc. 

" Such notion n.s-' Prior ', applied to the Father ;-' POBttrior •, to the 
Soo. ;-'simultaneous', 'for a long time', 'soon', 'iQ being done', 'was 
done', ' wi.U be. done •, a11d so forth--all this notion of Priority and PosurU>rity, 
etc. must be ba.s<>d upon (due to) some substance other tbnu tl>e Sun and other 
mobile subst.a.ncos ;- because they are different in character from the notion 
of 'wrinkles ', ' groy hairs ' and so forth,-Uke the notion of the Jar and such 
things :-and tha.t wrucb is tl>o basis of tho said notions must be Time, as that 
alone has the req_u.isito co.pacity. For instance, the said notion of 'Priority' 
o.nd ' Posteriority ' cannot be due to Spaoe,-beca.use when th.o old man is 
st.a.uding in space a.t the ba.ck of the younger m.a.n, he is sa.id to bo ' posterior ' ; 
and similarly when the Son is standing in space in front of the Father, he 
is said to be ' prior • .-Nor ean tho said notion b& duo to wrinkles, grey 
hairs and such 00.\lS(lS ; bocnuso it is entirely different from the notion of 
thoso.-Nor eau it be due to any Action (Movement),- bccnuso i t is different 

23 
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in charaetor from that also.-l'o this ond is the Sii.tra (of tho Vo.ishlfika8)
' Such notions os Prior, Posterior, Simultatlcous, for Long Tirn.e., and Soon 
are the indicatives of Time '. 

"The character of being permamnt, OM and so forth hos to be under
stood in regard to '!'imo in the same way as in regard to Ak<l8ha."-(623- 624) 

'.Che following To:&ls sot forth the arguments (of tho Opponent) in support 
of ' Sp<Wl ' as a Substonce :-

TEXT (625). 

" 8nrrr.AJ.<LY Space IS INFERRED ll'ROllt SUOII NOTIONS AS ' l10RE ' AND 

'A1IT '."-(625) 

OOMMENTARY. 

Taking ono corporeal substance as the starting point, there are, in regard 
to other corporeal substances, the ten notions as-' this is to the East.-to 
the South-to the West.-to the North- to tho South·Ea•t.-to tho South· 
West.-to tho Nort.h-West.-to the North-East.,-o.hov~bolow-of that' ; 
and t-hat upon which those aro based is Space. Says the StU:ro :-'That to 
which the notion thtlt lhi8 is jnm .. that is due is the indicative of Spaoo ' ;
because those are peculiar notions,-tu>d peculiar notions ctumot appoor in a 
hapha<at-d manner ;-nor aro t.hey depondent upon tho corporeal substat>ces 
thomsolvcs ; as such mutual interdependence would nullify hot.h ; honoo, 
there being no other cause for them,· these are regarded as indicatives of 
Spacc.-Of this Space, the qualities of OM-11088, aU-pertX18iveness and other 
qualities are to he understood to be like those of Time.-Though Space is 
ono only, it comes to he regarded o.s divorso by reason of the diversity of its 
effocts.-The <>TgUmOnt may be formulated a.s follows :-The notions of 
' fore ' and ' aft' and the like must he based upon a Substance other than 
the corporeal substonoos,-beoouso t.hey are different from t.he notions 
arising from t.heso,- like the notions of ploa.suro, otc.- (625) 

The indicat<vo of Mind is nen ststed :-

TEXTS (625-626). 

" Tin: Jl>fiND IUS BEEN HELD TO BE INFERRED FROM TQ S1JCOESSIVE 

Al'PEARANOE 011 OOGNITIONS ; WBIOII REQutru.lS A OAUSE DIFFERENT 

FROM TBE EYE AND OTIO:R SENSE·ORGANS. As A Jl!ATTER 011 

FACT, THE COONlTIONS OF COLOUR AND SUOII THINGS 
Al'l'EAR SUOOESSIVELY ,-LIKE TBB ClrARIOT AND SUOB 

TBINGS."-(625-626) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even when the contact between the object and several sense-organs is 
preoent at the saino time, the cognition& are found to appear one after the 
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otbor ; which thoWll ~ tbcN> is some other c&US6,-dilltinet from the object 

and tbo sense-organ,- obe prooence and abl!ence of which leads to tbe appeu

anco and non-npJ)<l8nlOCO (rospectively) of tho cognition. Th\18 from thi.e 

appoo.ro.nce of cognitions, in eucoossion, tbo info•·ouce of "bf ind le got at. 

To this elfeet wo have the $fJJ,ro,-' The fact that oognitions do not appenr 

simultaneously indic&tee tho Mind ·- The argumottt may be fonnu!AtOO 

thua :-The Cognition of eolow- and such things is dependent upon a causo 

othor than the Eye ond tho other orgnn.o,- borouse it apperu-s in succession,

lilto the Chariot and such things.-(62~-626) 

With tho foUowing Tw procecda the rofutation of the arguments (urged 

a.bovo, iu favour of tho exiBt.cnce of Ak46ha, Time, Spoce, and Mind as distinct 

Substnnces) :-
TEXT (627). 

L'<ASlol'UCH AS SoUND tS AL&BADY AOOBPTED AS KAVINO ITS CAUSE IN 

TJtB 'ORF.AT lllLB>lRNTS' THAT IIAVE BEEN AOKNOWLRDOED (OR 

NOT·AOltNOWL.EDORD),-lT IS ALREADY ADMITTED THAT 

SOUNDS SUBSIST IN 'l'ROSB BLBMlL'<TS. So TILI.T 

TKE PIRST REASON PUT roRwau (FoR 

TRE EXISTENCE 01!' A/a'i4ha) CANNOT 

PROVE (WHAT IT IS MEANT TO 

PBOVE).-(627) 

OOilllEN'l'ARY. 

It it is only the fact of Sounds boing subsistent in a general WI>Y in tom~

lhing tbet is sought to he provod,-thon t he RMaon is euperfluoua (proving 

what is alroady admittOO). l3oea.us&, aa a mattar of faet, Sounds ..,.., olroady 

adml~IOO as having ~heir cauae in the o-~ Elementa tbet hava been aclmow

lodged (by all pc>rties) and thoso that have not been oo aeltnowlodgod ;-and 

Sounds aro certo.inly subslst.ol\t in th0t10 olemonta which aro their ca.uao 

(souroo) ; beoouso effects nro n.lways stt.bsistent in their en.\186, having their 

apJ)<l8r&llce (production) illiOpvably oonneeted with the O..use.. The 

'acltnowlodgod' elements aro the Ohiun. (Idea) and the Oh4itya (the I<Ual), 

which are neooptOO (by Buddhists nloo).-The te•·m 'adi' includes tho 

oouoality of such elements as ore nol acknou:kdgtd (i.e. Eal-th eto., which 

though ~ by the Buddhist, are acooptOO by the other party). 

• Plfu '-i.o. in those eloments. 
• Iti '- i .e. therofore. 
'TM- jl.rae RM•on •,- i.e. the ono put forwl>rd under Tw 622 ;-it 

cannot prove what i t is doeirod to provo ; tbet is, booouse it is open to tho 

objootion of being 'superfluous '.-{627) 

If, on the other hond, what is meant to be provod is tbet Sounds nro 

aubeistent in a particula,. monncr,-tho.t ie, eubsiaten.t in a. substnnco which 

is om, i~ Wern4L and ail-1>........:ting,-tben thora can bono corrOOoru

'iw ltutanu po nnehtg tho charac~r meant to bo pl"'ved ; and to that. 
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oxtont. tho Rool;on b6conl~A ' inconcltuciYo ·.-This is wlml i~J khown in tho 
following-

'£EXT (628). 

Tll~ sunsrSTENC& oF SouNr>s rn AK&lu•,-wmou xs one, A'Lr,pctvading 
Al!D m,ud,-oANNOT DE PltOVED (DY Tll8l.t:&ASON AllOUOHD),

lJEOAIJSE lT IS DEVOlD OF 'l'OSITlVE CONCOMITANOtl ' ;-

AND ALSO BEOAIJSE TUEIIE WOtJLD BE UWCIIU of 
auc.cu8i(m AND SO POBTH ; AS ALSO 

uni-«<l CO!Ilact.--{628) 

OO:IIMENTARY. 

'N<1~m '--1;001 with tho proeoding lino. 
Tho.t the Opponent's conclwtion is contrary to In.fe,•onco is Ahown jn 

the Toxt by the words 'and also becatue, elc. ' ; i.o. what htVJ boon so.id in t.he 
forogoing sontenc& to the effeot t}lat.' tl1osubsistenceof sowads is not proved', 
is so al.to becau.Be of the following rol\80n :-If the Sow1ds woro subsistent iu 
tho otornal, one substonc&, Ak<l1lw,-thon like tbe ;;ovorol Sounds produced at 
tho 8nme time, oven SOtuulB produced nt other tim"" would bo tbao t\t the 
oamo tlml> in qnostion,-68 their eauso would bo preoant thoro always in its 
porfoct condition, and alao boca.- thoy would all bo ouboiatina in tho same 
aubotrotum ;-<md it ha& oltondy be<>n oxplain&d that \V hot ia ownal cannot 
bodepondent upon anything oloo ; nor would it be right to regord that as 'sub· 
•iatont' which is o! no Uf!O, So that the appearanoo of nU Sounds would 
001\10 to bo aueooMivc. 

'Cho phr1!.86 ' an& so Jorll• ' includes the OJ'IOmaly of o.ll Sounds being 
heo.rd by all persons. BecnUIIO t ho Audito1·y Organ con•isto of Ak44h.c., and 
Ak48h<> i1 one only,-..U So\Ulds would reach tho orgnn of all mon nnd hence 
bocomo beard ; and on ~Weouut of tho importit.l nature of Ak<l1luz, nny ouch 
reotriction would bo impossible aa thot ' this is my oum Auditory Organ and 
that ia of another po!$0n '. 

Th6 following argument mi3bt be urged :-" Whon t},., tympanum of 
ono has boen affec!OO by his Dootiny, then that portion of tho ..llr4oli4 alone 
which is cirownscribod by thnt tympanum fonno the Auditory Organ 
of thl\t poraon ; thot is why Sow1d is not porooivod through other oponings,
euch na tho moutl~ tho nostrlllf nnd the like. And when that t:~rune Tympanwn 
is hurt, thero is dea.f noss " . 

'l'his cannot be right; boeo.uso Akll•lw being impertito, any ouch partition 
of it would bo impossible. Nor call imoginnry componont parta bring 
o.bout, through mere imagination, any ofJeetive action which oan be done 
onl;v by ""'! pooitivo ontitiM; morely imagining W<JUr to bo Fi,. doos not 
make tho former to bum or 8are up. 

It might bo said tha~" what ia moant by ..l.ktUiw> having a port ia that 
oontaet with it is not pervasive". 

Thia aJso ho3 boon a iroody t>Mwerod. 
Thon again, under the thoory in quMtion, tho Jar, the Tympanum a.nd all 

auoh things, as boing in contact with ono and tho same Aklla/1<1, \VOuld come 
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to occupy the samo point in $p<l<le ; becaUS<> when ono thing oomes into 
contoct wit.h A.l:i.isha in one fonn, the other thing at.o comOIJ into oontoct 

with it in the samo form; Ro that other Jars and other things at.o would 

appoor at the same pi Me; b<lcauso these would be in oont.o.ct with Alc48ha 
which is in contact with tb.o former thing ;-just. liko tho ,To.r olreo.dy existing 

thoro. In this way, all Sounds also would appear at ono and Uto same 
p\O<lO; and this 'vould be oontrory to the generally acooptod notion roga.rding 

Sound$ appea.ring far oR or cl08o by. 
Thoao are t.he dilllculti08 that appear against the Opponent's t.heory. 

--{628) 

All regards the argumcnt.s put forward for proving tlW> existone& of 
1'im& and Space,-th...., alao aro generally open to tlw chazge of being 

'superfluous' ; nnd particuJn.rly, tho Reason is devoid o[ tho necaaary eon
cornitonce,-ond the conclu.eion is annulled by Inforonce.- This is what· is 
Mhown in tho fo1lowing-

TEXTS (629-630) 

TRE NOTIONS 011' • P.!UOR1Tl1' AND POSTERIORlTY • (AND 011 • FOBE ~ 

A.liT ') A..B.E BASED Ol'ON A OONOEPTION ARISINO OOT OJ' l'ARTI· 

OULAB. CONVEh""TIONS; THEY AR.B NOT DUE TO ' Too: ', NOR 

TO 'SPAOE '. L-ro.sxuoa AS THESE ABE impartiU, 
ONE, ' PRlORlTY ', ' POST£1UOlliTY ' A.ND THE 

LIKE AR.Iil NOT l'OSSIDLE lN THEM. IJr TKB 

NOTIONS JlS SAID '1'0 BE BASED UJ.'ON TfUil 

TJIINCS RIILATJID TO THEM, THEN 

THEY ~'lllllMSBLVES BEOOMI!l 

USBLESS.-(629-630) 

001\L'dElv'TARY. 

'PartU:ouiar 00JitlmliMY ',-i.e. tllAl understnndinQtha~ t.he opit.bote 'prior' 

and • p08terior ' are to be applied to things produoad lx/""o and aftu, and so 
forth ;-lM conc.eption th&t n.rise.e out of such conventions,-ia the basis of 
the notions in question. Thus it. is that there is no mutual interdependence; 
ne tho notion is based entiroly upon a particular convention. Tbus then, 
if tho other party has set out to prove on ly that tlte~«>id notions hav• a OOU8e, 
- tben it is supcrfluou• (""' it io admittod by a.JJ parties). 

If however be intends to prove that a. portiotd8l' Substanoe is that cause, 

then (1) there is annulm.ont by Inference, (2) absence of ooncomitnnoe, 

88 before; and (3) the R&aaon ia 'oontredictory ', as it provcs wha~ is con· 
trary to tbe desired oonclu•ion ;- tbia is what is meant by the words of the 

7'-.-' ln<Mmuda"" u.u. ..... impani/4 '. 
' .IWoud to IMm ',-i.o. to Space and Timo. 
As a matter of fact, •vhat is dosired to be proved is that the notion of 

• Priority and Po.C)to.riority ' aml so (orth is based llpon the impartite o.nd 

single substances, Timo nnd Spuce ;-thi" is not proved (by tho Reason 



adduced). Because " thing become~~ tbo ' objec~' (of cognition) whon it 

prod11001 " cognition exactly of ~he aame fonn as i l8olf ; in tho case of an 
imprutito substance, thoro cannot. bo any difierentlation botwoen 'lore ' 
ond ' uft ', to which the not.ion of 'foro' and ' aJt.' eould bo due; thus by 
proving tho contrary of what is dcoil'ed w bo provod, tho Rouson becomes 

' Oontrodiotory •. 
'If t/14 flOtioM bo said to bo ba..d, c~ ~';-This anticipt\Ws tho l\n8wer 

of tbo Opponent. It might bo argued (by tl>o Opponon~) tbn~" Sucb 

utorna1 and internal thinss u tbo Lamp and tbo Body and tho liko ore related 

w Speoc and Tim&,- tboro io 'priority and posteriority' o.mong tbooo,-..d 
i t ia tbia • priority tlnd po~~teriority' of their rclati- that i• a~tributed w 
Space and Timo,-beoca tho Roaoon ia not Contradictory". 

Tbo answer to tbia is u follom :--'Then tht:>J themldvu beco>M wclu• '.
Under tbo said assumption, Spaco and Time them.oelvo$ would bo useless; 

M wbnt is moont w bo brougl>~ ~bou~ by them will havo been brough~ about 

by tho tbinss roltlted w tJunn. For iMte.nce, Time is bold w bo tho oau.ao 

of Buch notions as thoso of tho various dlvisions o£ priority ond po~teMority 

as nro denotod by tho torms 'l(fll'l~UJ', 'Lam', 'K~Ih4'. 'Kalli. ', 
'llftJnlrllJ ', 'Alwriilm. ', 'Ardlunn/i8Q.' nnd so forth (tho vo.riomt divUUons 

or Timo) ;-nndSpaa is hold to bo tbo 08\LQC of thonotions off Etutt 1
, I North. 

and oo forth ;-nnd "" 1\ mattor or !act, all this diversity .d- no~ belong w 
8paco and Time; it is p......,n~ in tho divi.'<ions tbemoel""" ; so that the 

aawn.ing of Time ond Space ia ontiroly usoless.-{629·630) 

All regards tbe nrgumont adducod for proving tbo exiatenco of Mind,
it tbe mere fact of certain notions ha.ving a co.uso in general ia monnt to be 

provod, tben it is auporlluou•.-'£hia i& what is shown in the following-

TEX'fS (631-632). 

Mind AS DIS'l'INOT PROM TBll EYB, »ro. IS ADXI'M'ED BY US ALSO; TJUT 

!Du BEING BEOARDBD AS ' Mn'1> ' WlllOR .lJ'PEAJIS nDIEDI· 

A'l'BLY AP'I'Ell THB !!IX (OOONITtONS).-lF HOWEVER '1'11E 

Jlfnro IS REGARDED AS f)trmane>U, THEN TRllRl!: OO~tES 

THE ANOMALY 011 OOONmONS BBING SlMULTANE(lUS; 

Tiro'S THE REASON PUT FORWARD BY YOU 

BEOOM!lS DESTRUO'l'tv}~ 011 WHAT !S 

DESffiE0.-{631-632) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what is meant w be provod ia the eternal ond om Mind, then tbe 

ooncluaion i.o one tbe~ ia annullod by Inference, and tbe Reaoon is • Con. 

tradlotory '. This ia what ia abown by tbe wonb • If hou>owr, de. otc. ' 

' Dulrudivo of what ;, duirecl' ;-be<>ause wbot it provoa ia ouly the 
dependence (of tbe notions ciW.d) upon an imperm<Jntm (6eeting) oou.ae 

which ia distinct from tho Eyo and other organs. Otherwise, If they had 

I 
1 
I 
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an eterMl O..use, M the O..U88 would always bo p-t in its perfoct form, 

the sucoosaive appe&ranoe or Cognition• would bo inoongruous.-(631·632) 

Tbo foUowing ~.., jokingly confirm• the same ' contradictory ' oharacter 

of the opponent's Reason-
TEXT (633). 

I TBINX mAT Tllll SiUTa (Nydya-BiiJro 1. 1. 36) IUS DUN CO>Il'OSBD .OR 

THE l'UBPOSl!l 011 PROVING AND DISPROVING '1'lllJ MIND AS 

POSTULATBD BY TIIB BwkiJ~.a AND TIDI: 01'Hllll, PKILOSO· 

l'lD:R (RESPlWl'IVELY),-A.'<D KBNCB IT JlAS 

BBBN Rlill'EATBD WITH AN ADDI· 

TIONAL 'A' (' D"' ').-(633) 

COMMENTARY. 

I think a.s follows :-Tho S1llra ' Y«g<>pajjMnn<lupapllUiM>&aM60· 

!~m' (' Tho fact thst oognit.ions do not appear simultaneously .:.-and 

if ..-iod.icat.ive of the Mind ',-Nyiya...Ura 1. 1. 16) ia meant to ,..... 

the ' Mind • as conceived by the Bt<ddlla,-<>nd to d~ the 8ame as 

conooived by the other philosopher : for the latter purpose an addition!\! 

'a • ('not') being reed (boforo 'lill9om •, 'indicat.i•"O '). Sucl> io the sense 

of the Tetd as o. whelo. 
The mooning o! tbe words is now described :-The compound ' Saugata

ftcldhq.yJ • ia to be expounded as 'for tho purp<>SO of the proving o.nd 

diaproving, rospectivoly, of the Mind, o.s poetuloted by lbo Bauddlo4 and 

tho other Philosopher '. 
Quulion :-" Row can ono and tho same Siitr" express two mutul\lly 

oontredietory mea.nings ! '' 

.;t.....,., :-' w;lh "" addwional o (""') • ;~that is to aay, as applied to 

the view of the other philosopher, the words of the Satro nre to bo construed 

ao 'for the d~roving-aoiddhi-<>f the Mind postul .. ted by the other 

pbllosopher ',-with o.n 'a' (before 'litigatn ');--and it is diftorent when 

applied to tbe view of ~ho Buddhis~ in which case it io without tho said 
1 o' ('not'). 

QuucUm. :-" How can ono and the same oxpression be wi.JA, o.nd also 

w~ t.ho syllablo • o' ('not') t" 

A.niWOr :-It i• • f'epetztc<l' ;-i.o. in sueh a eo.so, tho repetition of tho 

expression ia justifted.-(633) 

End of t.h4 Chaplo•· on ' Sulmanu •. 



CHAPTER XI. 

On • Quality • Cl8 a Oategcrry. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author now procoeds to diteani tbe Mf.egoriee of 'Quali~y' and 
tboreot:-

TEXT (634). 

BY THE Rt.TEOTrON 011 'SunSTANOB ' , ' ' Q uALtTY ', • AorxoN' AND TftE 
UST, \VlnOft A.lU< IIELD TO ll1l SOBSISTBNT IN SOllSTANOE, 

ALL BECOME DIS<WlDBD.-(634) 

001\IMENTAR Y. 

'Quality', 'Action', en~ with • SpociRo Individuality •t bocc»no 
rojoeted by the rejection of ' Substance • ; beoo.uao they subsist in tlUs ln.ttor ; 
and when tho fl\lbstratum i;. not th.o1-e, the ' subsiatcnts ', which are dopondent. 
upon it., cannot be the11>. 

'Held 11> be, <k. '-io. hold to be subsistent., either diroctJy or i.ndireetly, 
in Substilnco. For inatenee, Qw.ltty and Action ato hold to be directly 
subsistent in Substance; o.s declared in the Silt1'a (Vaiahffim)-" Qutuity 
ia ouboistent in Subaa-, devoid of qualitios, not the causo of Oonjunotion or 
Diajnnotion, independent" ;-which is the definition provided of QWJLuy ; 
similarly the dotlnition of Action provided is-" It 6\tbsistl in one Std!•U>nu, is 
devoid oi Qualities, tbo indopendont c:nuso of Conjunctions ond Diajua1ctions , . 
Th6 term' ikadravyom ' in this last SlUm means ' eubsisting in one Subotenoe '. 
~ualuiu, on the other bond subeilt., some of them, in aoveral Subota-.. ; 
o.g. Conjunction, Disjunction and th6 rest. Tho Genua Md the Speoiiic 
Individuality subsist, some of them, in Sub8Ulru:u only ; e.g. such ~n'IUU, 
u 'Earth' and the like ; while such genuses u • Qualit.y ', ' Action' and so 
forth suboiat in Qualiliu ond Actiono related to SubsU>nou.-Tbe Stcmmum 
gcmu-whicll is ' Being '-oubsiots in ~he tbroo c~tegorios boginning with 
' Substanco ' [i.e. in Std!BU>11ct, Quality oud Action]. 

Thns, when Std!mnu b&s been rejected, QtuJIUy =d the reet become 
rejected without ony ol!ort. What io meant by this is thot the 6nal upobot 
of the examinotion of tho other C&tegoriee IWI been achieved under the 
e><omination of Std!&~<>nco itself.-(634) 

~:-''If tho~ io eo, then the Demal of s~ should be pro· 
coedod with eeparotely." 

A-:-
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TEXT (635). 

THE 'RELATIVE' (wmnu:IN 'm1! R&LATION OOULD S01lSIST) HA VINo 

BJ:EN DtSOABOED, WHOSE 'S'UBSISTENOB' WOULD IT Bl': ! 
AND WHERE 1 STILL A DETAILED DENtAL 011 BACK 

(OATEOORY) IS GOING TO BR Sn ~OR'l"lf.-(635) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Subaistonco ' is; described as ' inlloronco of tho flttt categories •; so 
th~t \Vhon tho Substan.u and other (fom·) oatogorio,.....whcrein alone tho 
said Relation could subsist,-hnve boon rejoowd , wluJsc 'sublli4lcn.u' would 

U bo 1 and wluro 1 That is, of Mlhing o.nd Mwlt01't ; for tho simplo rcoson that 
all thnt could be tho subatraSum N>d the std>Bisttt>t hnvo been rcjected.-(635) 

't'ho detailed denial of QualUiu is now IWlt forth . 
In this connection, the Sfib"o (Vai..,tllihl) iA M follow11 :-"The following 

aro tho Qualitiu :-Colonr, Taste-, Odour. Touch, Nwn.ber, Dim.o.nsion. 
Sopnrntell088, OonjlUlction. Disjunction, Priority, PCOitoriority, Cognition.•, 
Ple&Buro, Paio, Desire, Hatred and Exertion''; tho particle 'eh4', 'tuld', 
including Omvity, Fluidity, v....,idity, llomontum, ~I•ri~ and Demerit and 
Sound.-Oolour ia what is apprehonded by t.ho Eye, and IIUbsisll! in Earth, 
Watar, and Fire ;-TI>Bt& is apprehended by tho Ooetatory Organ, and sub
sists in Earth and Watar ;-Odour is apprehonded by the Olfactory Organ 
and •ubeiata in Earth ;-TC>Ueh is appT$hended by tho Tactilo Organ, a.tid 
eubsist.R in Earth, Water. Fire and Air ". 

Frotn among theso Qualities, the Text oeta forth tllo denial of the first 
four-Oolour and the rest :-

TEXT (636). 

I:r Ill" A LAMB S01l$TANOE, THE Blue oolour IS IIJILO TO BB on.e ONLY,

TIIBN HOW lS IT T1lA"r TllltRE L'> NO MANllt.RSTATtON A.ND l'ER

OIIPTION Oll' IT \VliRN IT IS SE:&N IN LIGHT OO)ID(O 

TBBOUGR AN Al':ERTOl\E f-(636) 

COMMENTARY. 

QUAlities are perceptible only when they aub<oist in a large substance ; 
thot iJo why the Tus haa added the epithet ' lal"fl• '. 

If it iJo bold that the Blue Oolou.r,-in aU its four lorma,-that subsist.s 
in a Largo Substance is one only and without partM,-t.hon, at tho time that 
thoro is mruufestntion of the Blue Colour as aubsl•ting in " L~>rge substance 
like tho Jar placed in a ama.ll room, t.h.rough lamp·light coming through an 
aperture in tho oplit bnmboo or some such thlng,-tho whole of the Blue 
Colour aubslst.ing in the whole Jar should be maniloeted IUld perceived ; 
~ it haa no parts ; as a single entity cannot havo parts, by virtue or 
which thoro would be manifestation of one part only. 
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• Lighl coming lhrow,~lo "" aporlun' has been m.cntionod only by way 

ol illustration. 
Similarly when odour in a part of tile Earth is T!IAnilootod by Wator, 

tho odour in other parts of it ~Ieo should become manilostod and pcrooi vacl 
Similarly in the eaao of D'lrunoe and the :Mango and ot.ll.o•· fruitA!,-thc 

Touching ru1d Tasting of ono part should lead to tho pcrcoption of tllo Touch 

O>nd TMte aubsisting ht the whole of tbo<;o substllncos.-(636) 

It might be urged (by tho Opponont) that " thoro do oomo about the 

manilostation and parception of t.ho eNiro Blue Colour f 
Tbo Anowor to this is aa follows :-

TEXT (637). 

T1m B~OE CoJ:.OUR IS NOT nBLD TO liKtST IN WEtL-DEll'!NEO PARTS ; 

KENO& WHAT IS ~IANIIIBSTI'JO TIIEN BY THAT (LIGHT) MOST, ON 

TJUT AOOOONT, VAJW WITH EACH ATOM.-(637) 

oomml\"TARY. 

• 1'~ '-at that timo. 
• By IAol '-by the light coming t.hrough tho aperture. 
• Wllal'-i.e. the BlU& Colour. 
In case it is admittod that tbo Diuo Colour in its entirety varies with 

oMh atom,-then that would imply the presence of tho Atomic Dimention 

in the Blue Oolour,- just as in " S<Ah•14nu ; which would mean that the 
Bluo Colour has a (]U4!ity (Dimonsion) ; so that it would hl\vo tho charMtor 

of • Substanoo ' (which alono can havo o. quality), and not that of ' Quelity '. 
If things vo.rying like this with eaoh atom, were callod 'Quality', then the 

disput.l (betwoen us) would bo only in regard to namos.-Whon the thing is 

ponsm'i of the Atomic Dimoosion, it cannot bo right to regard it e.s a 

• Quality', simply on tha gronnd of its subsisting (in a Sub.~); booaWI8 

thoro 0ru1 be no • suboisW.oo ' between two things. ono of which oxist.o and 

tho othor doos not; if thoro wore, it would lead to &bsurditios. That is to sa.y, 

in thot way, on the grouad that it •ubsists in the Component •ubetance, tho 
Oompo>ito Substance wouJd 1\180 hl\vo to be regarded as a ' Qul\lity '.-{637) 

" As rogords tho Quolity of • Numbtr ', it has boon doflned aa • the 

baais of the notions of OM ond so forth'. Number subsists in ono ouhlltonce 

Md a.l.so in sovornl subst&nooe ; the Number ' one' subsists in ono aubRtanoe ; 
and tbo numbers beginning with ''l'wo' aubsi_.t in I!OVOrl\1 oubetanoes.-01 

tha Number suboisting in ona oubs~. tho etunality and the OPJl«l"'rulU 

should be understood to be like thoee of tho Colour and otbor qualities 

oubsiating in. the atoms of Wator, otc.; while of Number subsining in severol 
subst.lnoos, the appca1'0,... is due to the unities e.ssooiatod with the cognition 

of several things; and its deotruotion (disappearance) foUoWIJ from the dis

appeoraaoo ol the unito.ry conooption; and in some casea, tho d.isappol\r&Uce 

i• "lao duo to the destruction of the oubstratwn.-Nt~mber of both thesa 

\ 
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kinds ia vouched for by Perooption. Others have held it to be establisbod 

by Inference nlao, on the grolllld that all opeciAe cognitions are dependent 

upon diverse causes. u 

T ho doniJ>l of this Nunllw- ia set forth in the following-

TEXT (638). 

'NUMBER', \VBIOR IS HELD TO BE PEROlll'TlBL'B, DOllS NOT AFPBAJI IN 

CoGNITION AS ANYTRING DISTINCT 11&0M SUOR NAMES AS 

1 TD ELE.PH.tL~T ', ETO. wmOH CONNOTB 1 NlWATION o:e 

THB CONTRARY ' ; JmNOE I T &roST BB NON• 

BXISTBh"T.-(638) 

OOllMENTA.RY. 

Such names M 'olopht\nt' arc a.ppliod to the ani.J.Mis M being the nogc.

t.ion of what is notrl>leplwlt,-ch things os the Aggropte and tho liko;

o.pa.rt f:torn 8\lOh nl)mes, thoro ia no aueh thing o.s • Number' which is per· 

oeptibl&; hence it must bo non~nt, like the 1 Ra.r&'a Horna '. And yet 

it has boen hold (by the other party) to be perooptiblo ; as docl~ in the 

following StUra-" Number, Dimension, SopMOteno88, Conjunction, Disjunct· 

ion, Priority, Posteriority,-as oub6isting in coloured thinp,-aro perooptiblo 

by the Eye ".-(638) 

Tho following Texts show that the existence o! 'N\unber ' is not proved 

by tho Cognition of opeci6c individualities:-

TEXTS (639-640). 

As IN CooN'Il'ION, SO 1.N THINGS LrKE TIDI: J AR Al-SO, TltE NOTION 011 

'ONE' AND THE- R.£ST IS ONE TRAT YOLLOWS ONLY PBOlt AN 

IM.AOINARY OONVBNTION SET UP DY A YER.E WlUM.

TliBRE o.tu'l' BE NO DDII'ERENTIATING NtnmER IN 

TIIBSE (CoGNlTIONS), lliiOAUSl: 'l'fUIY ARE NO'r 

' SUBSTANOB '.-NOR OAN TJDI NOTION B• SAID 

TO DE 'FIGURATIVE', AS IT IS NOT FOUND 

TO .BB IIALLlBLB.-(639-640) 

Thoro at~e such notions as ' one cognition •. 1 two oognitions, and so 

forth,-in which tho notions of om, lu;o, etc., appeer even though there are 

no such Numbo•-s actually present (in t he CognitioM) ;-in the ll$me m~>Dner, 

in tho case of a Jar also when it is not neeompMiod by anything elso, there i• 

the notlon o.f ita being 'ono • ; and thls must have ita source in the imaginary 

convention th!>t haa been set up by people. Oon.sequontly the argument 

hMod upon such notions cannot be conclusive. 
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Tba~ in CognitioM, no Nwnbor oxista follows from tbo loot that 
Co~t.ions are not. Substa,...,, wbilo Number is a Quolitv and cu such must 

8llbe:i8t in a Substanct. 
H rnig,ht. be argued thnt. " in tho oaso of Cognition, tho oaid notion 

mny bo rogo.rdod ""fiyurative,- t.ho 80111<0 being that 'Cognition is <18 if it 
wuc ono' ,-o.nd tho abstncB of com.,)(mion ma.y be tAkon na tho similn.rity 

on whioh the figurative 0).---proAAion iw. boscd ''. · 
The answer to this is t\8 follows :-• Nor oan JJ~ notiot~, ttc., elC. ';-thnt 

iA, tbo notion in question cannot. be rightly held to be figurat.ivo ; 1111 it iJI not. 

found to bo fallible. Such figurative upressions as ' tbo Ploughmen is an 

ox' menn tho.t • the man is &.~~ if it. were an ox', and ~ th4l MU 'an o:r: 

ill<l/'--<113 be does not. have tho dowlap and otbor distill8'U.hing f•aturos of 

tho ox ;-thoro is no such faillll'd (nogaelon) in tbe """" in quo•t.ion.-the 
not.i.on being that ' the cognitlon ;, ono ', not that • it i$ a1 tj tl wert one ' ; 

M a. mottor of fact, the notion in r<'gnrd to the CognitioM iR just M infn.llible 

"" that in rega.rd to the Jar and •uoh tb.i.ugs.-(639-640) 

Tho Opponent may urgo tho following-" The noti.on is doli<:l'ibod o.s 

• Agurn.Uvo ',not on the bllokiR of 1imikrrity ',--but what iA mOl\J\t. j~ tht\t the 
not.iot\ of • one'. etc. in reptd t4 Quality. Actirn~ StdJii.,..tiCO and so forth is 
b6.ood on the ground th&t u_, 1111bolil!t in tho sam& subotmtum ao the 'ono

,_'- ate. 8tlbsi•ting in tho Subol!<u>co U>a~ forms their own oubortrstum ". 
Tbi8 iJI the e:q>lanation o.nt.icipatod t>nd set iorth in the following:-

TEXT (641). 

" TilE NOTION OF om IN ReoARD TO CooNITlONS IS ...SStnomD ON TilE 

lloi.SIS OF THE one.-~ SUDSlSl'INO IN TRAT SAAtE SUDSTANOE, 

ON ACCOUNT 011' TREm SUllSISTING IN TIIB 9Ahf& 

THING ",- IB Tlllll IS ASSERTED (then tbo 
answer is e.s in tbo following Tezt].-{641) 

OO:lll>IENTARY. 

Tho answer t.o the above is provided in tbo following-

TEXTS (642-643). 

Tu:ll Ntn£BER 'ONE ' M:AY SUBSIST IN THE ONE CoGNITION; B11T ON 

WliA"r BASIS DOES TIDl NOTION OH '1"WO 
1 PROOJ.l)ED, IN 

REJIERBNOE TO CoGNITIONS t OR EVEN IN REGARD TO TBB 

• SIX CATEGORIES • AND TIIB REST ?-Tim NOTION 

TOO OF It'S ' SUBS!Sl'INCI IN THB SAMB T.IIING ' 

CAN ONLY BB PtOURA.'I'IVEt .L."JD mtNOB JrALLI· 

BLB,-Ult£ TR'B NOUON OP c FIJtB ' IN 

REOARD TO TIIK BoY .-(642-643) 

OOAI?o!ENT ARY. 

If the notion of ' one-nOM ' is duo to subsistenc& in the an.mo substance. 

-thon it. may bo so in rogard to om Oognition, as also to Plt4suro and the 
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rest.,-in which easo tJ1e not.ion of • one ' i~ due to their subsisting in tbo 

samo substance • Soul' (which is on•) ;-but what would tJ10 be.sia of such 

notion.a as ' two cognitions ', • three Oognitions ' and the like ? Certa-inly 

duality, uc. do not subsist in the Soul (in which tl10 Cognition eub.~iatl!). 

1.'h6 assertion too that is mado,---.sueh u c Si# Cet&gorioa 'l> ' the two, 

Ploos\Jl'& and Pain ', ' tho two, Desire and Hntr&d ', ' Five kinds of Action', 

'Two kinds of Genus, the Higho.t and t.he Lowor ', 'One Boi.ng ', 'One Sub· 

aistence • and ao fortll,-what would b6 the bMis for euch notions ! In the$o 

cMe8, the!'$ is no Nuxnber subsisting in tbe oame thing.-So thnt tbia G88Wnp· 

t.ion alHO is not oomprobens.ive enough; hcnco it cannot be right. 

Further, • Subeistonce in the sru:ne thing' and sucll other bftais, are 

n.ssertod ; and yet tho notion of such •ubsistcnce, ovon ii it appeared, could 

be only figura.liw,-beca.u.c;o thoro tl.r& no othor things i and hence tho notions 

would b6 fallible; jun like tbo notion of • Fire ' in regard to tl10 Boy, wi>el'G 

there is no rol\1 ground for applying tho word to him. And, yet tho notion 

is not fallible. So toot tlle objection \U'gOO nbove Hlill reml\itlS in foroo.

(642·043) 

'Xho following Tm anticipntos tbo o.rgumot>ts so~ forth by A.viddl.akaT'I,U£ 

for tbo proving of tbo &xistsnoe of Nuntb6 :-

TEXT (644). 

" Tlm NOTION 011 Number IS ESTA BLtSRJtD ON 'I'WI BASIS 011' ITS BBINO 

Dll!'l1ERENT J1:ROM THE NOTION OJI Tlll!l ' ELEl'.lfA~'T ' AND OTK&& 

'IHI.NGS; THE SAID NOTION (OE' N O>WER) MUST ARISII JIROM 

THINGS OTIDlR TlLUI' TROSB,-JUST LIJUt THE NOTION 

011 TIIB • B LUE CLOTH • AND TBl~ LlKE."-(644) 

OOMME~"TARY. 

Ho arguoe as followa :-" Tho not.ion of Number must ha.vo a. btucia othor 

then aueh things like tbo Elephant, Horse, 01\1\riot and the liko,-booau&& it 

is difforont from tbo notions of the Elephant, ote.,-liko tho notion of the 

'Bluo Cloth'.-· Mwt arise from tl~in{18, etc., etc.' ,- i.o. it l!hould ariee from 

" thing other then tl10 said elephant, ote. " -{G4.4) 

Tho Author answers tbia orgumont in tho following-

TEXT (645). 

W&T IS DBSmED TO BB l'ROVBD COOLD BE P'&OVBD AS BBING DUE TO 

SO'OII OAUBBS AS AN IlllAOINARY COI-.'VBNTION ARISING 11'&0'! UBRB 

'\VliD( Alo"D so JIORTII. Tlm l!X!STBNCll OJI • N~ • 

IN CoGNITION AND OTHER THINGS ALSO MAY lUll DUE 

TO TKB SA.Mll OAUSB.-(M5) 

001\.IMENTARY. 

Causes ape.rUroro the • Elephant, ote. ' aro already odmi.tted (by us also) 

in tbo shape of imaginmy Oon....Ui<m and the like ; ao that tbo argument 

addueed is entirely fuWo (tho concluaion being adtnitt<xl by \111). 
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The term • nnd 10 forth • i.a meant to includo tl•o Remembrance of 

Convention nnd such other things. 
It l1owever what you intend to prove is tbe facto£ the notions •n question 

ht>ving causes other thnn the Mid Ime.g;runy Convention and tbo liko, thon 

tho rcason ndducod is ln.eonclwii!C. Tllis is shown by moons oJ a R<duclio 

a<l JJ.b.tttrdum-' PJu: existence of NtAmbcr in Cogniti<m·, ttc-., etc..';-' TM 
oamc cauat ',-i.e. tho fact of being dill'orent from the notions (of Elopha.nt. 

ot.o.).-What is meant is that tho ~Number • involved in such notions as 
• One Cognition •, ' 2"tDo Oogni tions ', ' Fioe Actions ', would bo duo to the 
eamo Cause ; as hero too ' the dill'erenoo from the said notions ' i.a preoent :

A.e a matter of fact the said Number is not duo to thi.a circumotance ; hence 

tho Roaoon is Imond.ui\lO.-(IhiG) 

l!\Jrthor, you havo explainod that tho number • Two ' whiob subsists ia 

moro than one substance is broug.ht about by several ' unitioa ' aasooia.ted 
with tho sovoral Cognition&. But na a. matter of fact, thoro otm be no bMis 

for suob an RSSertion.-This is wh1>t i.a shown in tho following-

TEXT (&16). 

IJo TO AOOOYPLJSRJIIE!IT OP TIDI NUUDI!R BE EXPLAINED AS DRPBNDENT 

UPON CoGNlTIONS,-'l'IIliiN, WHY CANNOT '1'IIE NOTION BE 

AOOEPTED AS DOE TO MERE OONV.IlNTlON 1-(640) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho tcL'ID 'mere ' is moont to oxcludo such notions 1\8 1 0110 ', 1 two , and 

tho ""'t, the genU$ constituted by t11000, nnd tho relationship of those. 
' Why cannct tM. J10tioft, de., t.k. • ;.-i.e. the notion of ' two ', • three', 

• four • llnd so forth, that appou in OOD.IIe()tion with the ftumbercd thi.ngs,

why cannot this be accepted na brought about by mere Convention ?

Tho advantc.ge ia this would bo that it would not involve the auuming of 

tho oo.ulllllity of anythillg wb""o potc.ncy is not porooivod ; for if such oausality 

were asswned. then there would be an infiniOO nwnber of euoh ' On-uses '. 

It is far more roason~>blo thoreCot-o to postulate the 'unit<>ry conception ' 

itsoli as the roqni.aito causo,-on tho strength of positivo t>nd nogative con· 
oomit<>nco. Otherwise, it might bo nssumed thet • doitioe, getting at tho 

lliJiikJJci, bring about the movement oC the bowels' [not the Hofiloki il&elf).

A.e a matter of fact too, 'duality • and the rest, which havo boon hold to 

be paroeptible apart from thing~ &xeluded from the • awegnte ' nnd such 

entitles, are nevor peroeivod ; nor a.re they compatible; becauoo the e.xistence 

of ' one 1 in • many 1 baa been donied, and ' genus ' and 'aub&i.atence 1 are 

goin3 to bo denied.-(646) 

Tho foUowing Ttxl proooeds to dony • Dimen.•ion • :-
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TEXT (647), 

1 DCMENSION • IU.S BEEN CLASSED AS ' LAROB ', ' LoNO ' AND Tlrlil LlltE ; 

-WHY CANNOT 11' BE BEOAllD'BD A.$ DUll TO DIVERSl'rY OF FORMS 

IN TRB 'l'H:mo lTS:&LF f-(647) 

COMMEN'fARY. 

The theory of the other Party is as followo :-

" .Dimtn.tion is t.he basis of all notions of riu ; it ia of four kind&-{ I) 

L~rge, (2) Small, (3) Long, (4) Short.-'l'ho • Largo • DimeMion again is 

of two kincl$--olemal <>nd """·<141"1l<ll ;-tho <l4mal, 1>1 "lso tho Large81, 

Dimension subeists in Ak4rlta, Timo, Space Md Soul ; the • non·etornal • 

Dimon..ion subeists in tho Triad and othor subetoncefi.-Similarly tho • Small • 

Di.rnon.OJion nlso is of two kinds-etel"'n.C&l and mn~ttemal ;-tho etoi"'»Gl and 

also tJ\O s.mBlloat, Dimension, subsists in tho Atom and tho Mind,-in tho 

sbapo of tho • atomic globule • ; end the '''"'..um<U Dimension subsists in 

tho Diad Ol\ly ; it is "'so used in connection with such things as the Pearl, 

tho Jfmalal:a-Fruit, tho Bilva·fruit and the Ulto, which "ro really 'l~>rge ',

but only jlguralitJdy, on neoount of tbo absonco of much • lo.rgen688' in their 

• lArgo dimenoion • ; e.g. the • Le.rgo Dimension ' of the Pearl is not of tho 

.,.mo degree "" that or the .lmoloku ; and eo on in rogard to <>11 thi.ngs.

Quution :-' W!mt is the difference between tho Larqenc•• nnd ~n{Jth a.s 

subsisting in the Triad and t.he SmaUnus <>nd Slumntll subsisting in the 

Diad ! '- .A-:-As rogards La~neu and Lenqtl>, there is mutual dis

tinction ; !or instance, wo oome nctOSS such ~od expressions aa 'from 

among the Larqo thinp, bring tho Lonoer ono ', 'from nmong the Long 

things, bring tho lm'ger ono'. Aa regards tho distinction between • smalln-' and 'ahertness ', it is perceptible only to ?ofywt.ica who alone soe 

them." 
In thia aohomo the ' Largo • nnd tho rost o.ro bold to be something differont 

from Colour end tho l'e8t,-<>n tho ground t het they aro apprehended by 

Oognitions othor t.han oognitions of these lo.ttor, like Pleasure, otc.- In 

U>.is Reasoning, if the Rooson adducod is moant to consist in the fact !.hat 

" Larye'M8•, etc. o.ro the objects of Sense-porception different from t.ho Sense· 

perception or Colour "nd aueh t.hinga ",-then, 8uoh a RoMon is ono that is 

'unproven ', noc admiJ.Ud ; bocauso u a mattor of fo.ot 4D.Y suoh thing M 

the 'Le.rge and other Dimension' ia never found to appoar in any Seos&

poreoption, "PM't from the Colour <>ud othor things a.s thoy oxist.-11 then, 

it be held th~t the notion of ' small ', ' Ill.l'go • "nd tho like is o. ocgnitioll 

that is entirely different £ram the ocgnition of Colour, etc.,-tbon tho Reason 

becomes • fallible,. 'Inconclusive ' ; as the:ro is nothing to invalidate A 

oontro.ry eonciU!fion. As " m"ttor of fact there is nothing thet really forms 

tbo object of the notion in question ; as what is bold to bo such is a mere 

verbal figment. All !.hat bappell.l is thot when the &<>me Colour ia soon 

turning tcwuda the ~~~>me direction,-<l.ud it is desired to bring out tbo 

difference between that Colour and other Colours,-there "ppearo the notion, 

bneod upon proconcoivod convention, that it is 'large'. And thie does not 
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jut;t,ify the conviction t.lutt i t is sornot.hing altogether difforent.. Oonse· 
qucntly th<ll'O is nothing apart from Oolour, etc.. ', that could bo l"'g3rded as 
the ohjoot uf thl\t. uot.ion ; nnd hence the Reason is ono that is 1 Wl.proveu •. 

Th.o l't·opositi.ou (or Conclusion) a lso i,:; contrary to I>ercoption; ina.~

much as the 'large • and other dUnetlsiozlf', which are meant to be perceptible, 
o.re u ove1· porooived opart from Colour a.ud other things. 

'thus thou, why cannot the • Dimension ' of things b o rcgardOO os of 
tho srune natUI'6 as Oolour aod tho rest, but bused ou this cli.fterence, turning 
townrds a direction differe.nt from tha.t towards which othel' thin~ turn ? 
In so doing, the assumption of u.nscen ond unroa.sonttble W.Unga is a.voided.
This is what is implied by the po.rticle ' tiva 1 in tJlo 2'e:tt.-'"l'hus wheu SGvera.l 
Colour, etc. aro seen or touched, o.s turning towa.t<b; Uu~ same direction, 
peoplo como to speak of i t ns 'long 1 

; and when the Colour, ot.e. seen or 
touched are fewer as compared to the former, they speak of it ast ' short'. 
The srune explanation mlly be applioo to the notion of ' Large •, etc. also. 

AJJ in the case ol the donio.J of Colour and other q\lalitiO>!, so here also, 
the denial of the ' Largo ' nnd othor dimensions may be set forth, on the 
basis of tho a.ltornntives-i!! it ono or many !-{647) 

Further, in.o.smuoh ns the Reason adduced is fotmd ovon where the 
Probandum (charo.ctor to be provoo) is nbsent, ii>! ' incouch.,iveness • beeon>os 
all tho mo1·o pl'OnoWlood. Thi..q is shown in. the following-

TEXTS (648-649). 

A Line of Man8icn6 IS CONOEIVED OF AS 'LARGE'; A.ND YET NO 'Dll>lliN· 
SION ' OOb!MENSUllATE WITH THE FORM Oil' THE LINE IS ASSUMliD. 

IF IT BE SAID TRAT IT IS SPOKEN OF AS SUCH ON TIDl BASIS OF 

THE QUALITY SUBSISTING IN THE SAME OBJEOT (MANSION), 

-TlllllN TIIll ANSWER IS THAT NEITHJlR ' LARGENESS ' 

NOR ' L IINGTJI ' IS EVE!.< MEANT '1'0 BELONG 

TO l\fANSIONS.-{648.649) 

COMMENTAIW. 

Even whore the 1 Largeness ' as eonooived by you is not present,
in ~uch things, for instance~ as the Line oj M am ions-the notion of 'largeness , 
is fo1md to appear. 

It will not he right to n.sscrt tbo.t-' 1The largmu8 subsists iu the same 
H o...-. wherein tho quality of 'lino' (being in a lin<) is present, and on the 
strength of tJus inherence in the samo tJling, tho Lino comes to be spoken of a.s 
La•·u•" ;- because tJus would be contrary oo the Opponent's own doct.ine. 
This is what is mea!lt by tho word• of the T-.-' Neither Length, <le., etc. •. 

1 DIW.1nam '-in tlte Mansions, Palaces ;-the Dimenslon-oxten.di.ng to 
a mile &nd so forth,-is not meant (by the Opponent) to be present in tho 
Palaces.-{648-649) 

Q·u.ution :-" \Vby cannot such Dimension su~t in. the Houses ? " 
A-:-
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TEXT (650). 

THE ' p ALAC.B ' IS HELD BY YOU TO BE A ' CONGLOMERATION ', WHIOH IS 

A QUALITY; WHlOH, AS SUCH, OANNOT HAVl:l DIMENSION 

(\VHIOH lS kNO~"HER QUALITY) ; Noa. CAN THJi:Rl:l BE 

ANOTI!ER 'LINll' Ol' lT. NOB OAN RECOURSE 

BE HAD TO FIGURATIVE EXPRESSION .-(650) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, you rego.rd the 'Palace' to be ol the ru>ture ol Conjtmclio,., 
Conglomeration, and hence a Quality; and not o. composite substance, as 
it is not productive of heterogeneous subsronces. The said Quality cannot 
have lJim.en~ion.; because your doctrine is that Qualities cannot reside in 
Quf\lities. For the same reason the Pn.lae&, which is one qlta.lity, cannot 
have a 'line' {01· series), which is another quality; the oxpression • line 
of Pf'lacos' itself would be an abS\U'dity ; whence then could it bo t large • 
or 'small ' ? To expla.in f\U"ther-' Line • (set·ies) is held to ·be ol the nature 
of • N\unber •; and Number, os a. Qua-lity, eau subsist only in a. Substance, 
never jn a. Quo.lity.- Even if 'line ' or 'series' be regaTded as of the nature 
of a. ' Composite ',--even so, the aubstratum of a Substance must be a. 
Sub•ronce, not n Qunlity; so that the J:M,. (a Substanoo) cannot subsist in 
the Palact (a Quality).- !! 'Line' be held to be of the nature of Genm,
&VOJ) so, as the Genus subsists in if:$ complete form in every one of i ts com
ponent Individuals, even a single Palo.co could be called a ' Line • ,-like the 
Tree. This has been thus asserted-' Though the Houoo is a Conglomori· 
t.ion (Conjunction), how can there be a. line of i t ? If it wore a genm, then 
even a single Palace might be called a LiM •.-With regard. to the Line 
(seties) also, the notion of ' Long ', • Large ' n.nd so forth is equally impossible ; 
as in the Palace, of which it is a. aubstratwn, the quality of 'one-ness 1 o.nd 
the like is not present; and aa rego.rds the Wood and other materials (that 
go to ma.ke up the Palace), the intended MT!{JII•, etc. ate absent in them. 

"£hen again, when there are soveral ' Lines of Palaces ", it would not be 
possible to have the notion of ' Line 1 a·nd • Line 1 O)o."tending over a.U ; as 
one genWJ cannot have another gonWJ. This l>ns been thus asserted-' Where 
the•" nre several Lines, how can that term be ap.p.lied ? The genua cannot 
have Bllother genus '. 

Nor oe.n it be right to seek abeltet \tnder 'figura-tive expression 1 ; as the 
notion of ' largeness ' is not found to be fallible in reference to things like 
the Line; and hence it cannot be regarded asjiuurati•VJ. What is not different 
from the d.i.roet connotation cannot be rego.rded as c figurat,ive •; otherwise 
it wotlld lead to nbsurdities. T his has been thus declared-' The notion of 
Large,..• in regard to the Line, which has been held to be f<gurative, cannot 
be figurative, e.s it is the object of a Cognition which is in no way different 
from the dll·ect connotatio•• of the term '.-(650) 

" There is tl1.e notion tha.t • this is separate from that ' ; a.nd on the 
strength of this notion even a thing that is in contact with another thing is 
differentiated from it ;-and that which is the ee.use or basis ol thi• differentia.-

24 
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tion ilcallod • &p<JmttneU • (a distinct Quality-o<oording to the Noiyliyi}eaa). 
TM • Sopnrntoness • i.s something dillerent from the Jar and other things,
beeauoo it forms the object of a cognition dill•reot from the cognition of 
U\O.Be latto.r, u in th6 case dealt \\ith be.foro." 

Such i.s the viow of the other party (the Nai!J(JIIiko). Hero also, as in 
the .,.... of • Dimension', the Reason i8 open to tho charge of being 'Un· 
proven' nnd t Inconclusive '".-\Vith t-hie idea ln hia mind. Ute Author 
adds tlto following-

TEXT (651). 

Tlll! NOTION OV 'BEING APA.RT ', WHlOll IS ASSUMED AS BIUNG DUE TO 
T118 QUALITY 011 • SEr.uuTENESS •,-wmr nAS t·r NOT BEEN 

lU!lLD TO R:EST lN THE VARIOUS THlNOS 011 DIVERGENT 

OHABACPrEB$ 1-(651) 

COMMENTARY. 

That i8 to say, R& a matter of !aet, no ouch thing as ' Separatoneos • as 
diatinct llom ColoUl'. etc. ever appears in Perception ; 10 that tba fact of its 
being eogni.sed by a cognition difierent from tho cognition of Colour, et<:. 
cannot be odmitkd. Heneo ina.smucb M, while being perceptible, the 
iotcndod qunlity is not porooived, it must be tokon to be non.a:Wt>I.
Nor MD it be regardod u pro''od by tbo definite cognition ' this ia oeparau '. 
Dece.uao those """"" things, Colour o.nd the reat..-xiltiog in their own 
chl\ractor-whoo conooivod of io roll\tioo to otJJ<lr tbing3, from .vh.ich they are 
foWld to bo dHlereutiated,-boeome tho hAAil of tho notion of the thhtgs 
being 1 soparnto ' ; and honoe the soid notion orumot pl'ove the existence 
of nny othor tJ•ing ((>part from those things th61'0.801voa).-Henee the notion 
of • boing np&r~ ', which is described "" proeooding from tho qu~>lity of 
'aepntatenosa ',-\vhy cannot tbet notion bo hold to rost in heterogeneous nod 
homogooeoua oharaoters ? That ill, it is boot to regnrd i~ ns resting upon 
thnt. Thia showa the • ioeonclusiven&sll ' of the Rotleon ndduced by the 
other party. Tbe oompotmd • t>ibhimtc>, <le.' ia to be expounded nccordingly. 
-(6GI) 

Tho rollowitlg Tm proceed• to si\OW that the ll<>uon citod is present 
in tbo eontrery of tbo Probondum also :-

TEXT (652). 

JUST AS CoGNITION, Pt.EASUR:E AND TRB REST, BJIINO DIIIPBR:ENT FROM 
ONII ANO'I'RER, A.Blil SPOIOW OF AS' SEPARATll ',AND HENCE lU!OOME 

'l'HB BASIS OF THAT NOTION (OF SEPAllATBNllSS), IN· 

DEPENDENTLY OF ANYT.IUNO IILSII,~'O 

WOULD O'l'RBR 'tHlNGS .U.S0.-(652) 

COMMENTARY. 

In PleMUre and other Qualities, the Quality of • oopnratone6$ ' connot 
tuboiat; because Qualities are do,'Oid of Quo.liti01 (under the Opponent's 
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doctrine); a-nd yet they are spoken of as 'sepa.ta.te ', in the sense that they 
aro mutually exclusive; and as such they become the ~basis '~au.s.e-
of t.hat notion of 'being sep~rate '. In. the same ma.uner, the Jar and other 
things ah;o, which havo been regarded ns • substtlnoo ', sho\ald be devoid 
of a.ny such quality as ' Separateness , . distinct from thcmselves.-Nor can 
t.11o said notion be said to be 'figurative'; as it does not differ in any way 
from the ~direct • notion.-Sueh is the seu.re of the Text. 

Or, the Teu may be taken as showing the notion of 'being separate' 
to be not based upon anything apart from tho things concerned, and thereby 
point.• out !·he annulment of the Opponent's Conclusion by Inferenoe.
This Inference ma.y bo formulated a.9 follows :- 'l'hings that are mutually 
exclusive are not the subst.mt& of any such quality as 'separateness ', apart 
from themselves,-like PJoo.suro, etc.,-Jar and other things a·re mutttaUy 
exclusive ;-henoo tills is a natural Reason (for believing that the Jal', etc. 
eannot bo the substratwn of any such qt'ullity o.s ' Separateness 1 

). 

It is impo.(jSible (or any ono thing to subsiat in many things. As for 
Stthsislu~ce (which tho Na.iyiiyilm po.'tuln.tes tLS aub6:;isting iat many things), 
i t is going to bo rejected la.ter on ; a.nd hence the1·e eau be no such relation 
as ~ Subsi:ftence '. An argument annulling the said notion is also available 
in the sht>pe of the possibility of such relation being no~ present in Pleasure 
nnd the rost.-(B52) 

The Author next proceeds to criticise the q\1.alities of Oonjv.n.ction. and 
Disju·nc&ion :-

TEXT (653). 

Conjumti&n ANJ) Disjunctioo AS RESTRICTED TO SUBSTANCES RAVE 

BERN POSTULATED DY OTHERS AS CAUSES OF THE NOTIONS OF 

'BEING JOINED ' AND THE LIKE; THESE ARE EN'TtREt.Y 

USELESS.-{653) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Opponent's scheme is tbat;-.H Conjunction and Disjunction. are the 
bases, respectively, of the notions; of 'being joinOO • an.d 'being disjoined 1 

; 

they consist in the contact oj what has twt been. in contact, and the cea.sing of 
contact of wlw.t has b..,. it> eo>wct ;-aud that they are brought about by the 
o.ction of either one or of both, as also by Conjunction and Dil!jtmction ". 

All this is a. m<~re sebame ; and there is no proof for the idea tht>t these 
are real entities; hence they have been needlessly postulated by the other 
philosophers. 

This argument may be formulated as follows :-That in support of 
which there is no proof (no means of Cognition) can never be reg\U'ded by 
intelligent persons as ' existing '.~.g. ' the Son of the Barren Woma11 1 

;

the other party have no proof in suppor~ of 'Conjune~ioti' and 'Disjunc· 
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tlon ' ; be.noo t lllflro is non· perception of the wid~ condition (which makes 
the 1- o"<tcu• h'O cou<lusion impossible~-{G53) 

Tl"' !ollowing Tut• (654--663) set !orth tllo argument~ Rdd\loed by 
Utlfllf"/llLvua, which ore calculated to •bow that tho Aut.hor'• own ~On$ 
aro • Vni>L'Ovan • (Not admitted) :-

TEXTS (654-657) . 

.. llr TlUlR1l WID\ll NO O<mjuooi<m, TRR-'< Tllll SoiL, Tllll s~IID, TH» WATER 

AND TUB EARm AND SUCH THINGS SHOULD 1111 AL\V.&YS l'MDUCING 

'I'HIIIR JIFII'EOTS ; AS 'l'l!ERII WOULD BB NO GMUND IIOR DIPFB&IIN'I'IATlON. 

-As "' :.UT'I'IIB oP PAO'I' HOWEVER, TH» SoiL, TH» SEED, TKB WHER 

A~"D SUOK 'I'HI!<OS ARB ALWAYS 11011ND TO RltQUlllB SOIG'I'KING ELSE 

L'< TRB PllODUCINO OF TRBIR EF.FBCI'S ;-LIXB mE S'DOK, Tlll'l WHERL 

.u!D WATER, ETO. (IN TilE MAKING Or JAR). TUAT TIIINO WIIICH THEY 

lt£Qum£ IS 0<mju>u:lioll ; AND AS 1T HAS A FARTIOOLAR OIIAR.lCTERlSTIO, 

IT IS REGARDED AS DISTINCT (FRO>! OTHER TIIDIOS). WllliN ONE Lq 

TOLD TO ' BRING TWO CONJOTh'"ED TIIINOS ', I!E BRINGS ONLY TIIOSE TWO 

Tltll<GS IN WHIOH HE PBRCBIVES 'I'Bll 00NJONOTION, AVOIOINO EVEBY· 

mn<G ELSE."-(654-657) 

Utiii!JOiakara hM argued"" follows [in Nyllya.arlika on 2. l. 33, Pogo 221, 
Bib. lnd.] :-"11 Conjtmction wero not" cfutinct thing, t.hen, of such things 
M the ooil, tl"' teed. et.c.~ itself baing alWI\)'R thoro.-thoy would always 
produce their oflects in the fonn of U.. •prout, otc. As a matter of fact 
however, they do not do so. Henoo from U.. foet of U.. non-production of 
the •ffecte always, it is understood tllot the soil, etc. require the help of some 
other thing, in t.he i>tOducing of the effect. in the ahape of the •prout; just 
aa in the producing of tl>e Jar, the Olay, t.he Stick, the Water, the Thread, 
etc. require lbe help of t.he Potter. Hence it is 08tablished tbet thi< some
thing el.to that they Med i! Conjrmdion. 

" Then ngain, tha Conjunction batwocn two eubetanC<le is perceived as a. 
qunlificalion of those substances, a.nd hence it is diroctly pe~ived as some
thing different from those substances. For inatanoo, when someone is 
told by another person to ' bring two con;oin<d things ', ho brings only those 
two thing• in which he porcoives the Conjunotio!l, and not ouy Substance 
atl rnndom. 11 tha Conjunction were not som.othi ng t•e&1 o.nd different, be 
might bring anything. 

" AIL thcoo arguments put invorsely aro to bo used in proving the 
exittonoe or n;.ju.ncti<m.."-(654-657) 
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TEXT (658). 

"lP CoNJUNCTION AND DISJUNCTION WERE NOT' 'I"RERR, TB1lN T() WHAT 

WOULD SUOR DIS't'[NOT NOTIONS IJE DUE AS-' TrrtS TRTNO IS 

ATTACHIID TO IT'-' THIS L9 I>ETAOR'BD 

l'ROM IT' ! "-(658) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Fnrthor. ovon whon tho.ro is no other difrereneo between two tllingB, 

ono is said to bo • £\ttn.chod to it', and another to bo • deto.chod fron\ it.' ;-how 

oould there be •uch diveree notion~~, if Conjunction nod Disjunction did not 

exiAt, M something distinct, in the two thin~ f A portieular notion h~ 

regard to a. thing ooiU\ot be possible without the proscnco of eomethin.g 

peculiar ; othorwise overything would bo possible alwl\.)" nnd evoty,vhoro. n 

-(658) 

TEXTS (659·660). 

"I'L' SOM£'1'1~$ l:lAJ.>l!.ENS 'l'JlA.T S:V:SN WH"Ii!~ ONE TU:tNO 1~ REALLY' 

tl.d4dwJ. li&OAl ANOTHER, IT IS PllllORIVBD AS aJJadw/. TO I't',-,,ND 

WHEN TUE THfNO IS REALLY CLOSE TO ANOTK£R, IT IS I'&R

OEIVJ!O AS detached FROM IT ;--'rREUfl ARE TIU<SE TIVO 

MISOONCIIPTIONS. AND A mi&;onuption RAS ALWAYS 

SOlo£& PRTM.I.BY l'AOl'OR AS ITS COUNTERPART. TillS 

!11\Ili!AJW FACTOR RAS TO ll!l POINTBP OUt' IN 

THII TWO MISOONOIIPTIONS CITED. !11 Sll'Ol{ 

A PRnU .. B.Y PAO"rrR IS ASSERrED, CoN'JUNO~ 

TION AND DrSJUNOT!Ol>' BBCOMR 

ESTA8LlSRED. "-(659·660) 

COMMENTARY. 

" Further, it so happens somotinul8 that, oven the Dha11<> and KIUJdim 

trees are roolly detached from one anoU>er, and to a man standing at n 

distance, they appear to bo clooo (attnchod) togeU101'; nnd ill the c""" of tho 

lino of OranM -t.od on the thin top of a tree, oven tholljlh UU~y IU'O . closo 

together, yot they appear as if detached ; both those oognitio~pprehending 

things o.s they n.re not,-oro folie, misconooptiona. And oa a. mnttor of fact, 

no ml8conception is ever produced without the approhen.oion of & primary 

faetor ; for in3tonce, unles.CJ a. man has bad the perception of tho Cow, he 

cannot have t h.o misconooption, a.s ' Oow ', o r the Gat.VJ.ya ; so tho.t t hero 

must bo somo primary factor pointed out as the bosis o[ the said two mi~· 

conceptions. When ouch a primary factor is pointed out, the existence of 

Conjunction nnd Di8jW'Iction would become estnbli8lu>d. At>&rt from 

these two, tlu>re cnn be no basis for the aaid notion."-(069·060) 
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TEXTS (661-663). 

u TnEN AOAL'iJ ON WHAT BASI8 IS TliB NOTION 011' 
1 

TK:S JIIAN WlTlt BAR· 

lUNOS ' PRODUCED l JT 0011~1> NOT PROCEED FROM TffG MmRE PRESENCE 
or TIIS il!ttn AND THe Ew··rLII(/; POR IN THAT OASB, Tllll SAID NOTION 
WOULD liE TllflR}) ALWAYS.-FtmTHER, Il' IS ONLY SOmlTitiNO THAT 
lJA.S BEBN PBRCEIVEO TO BI'J Pft.ES"!NT IN OYE PLAOll THAT 18 DB~lED 
IN ANOTHER PLACE. b CoN.roNOl'ION HAS NOT B:&JIN P£1\0EIVJ!D, T!I:EN 
HO\V 1>01!$ rr 00:1££ TO BE DENlllll ll< SUOH Ex:P&I!SSION'S AS ' CHAITRA. 
IS wi/Aovl Bor.rillg&' l RENOB rr :SOILOWS TRAT THERE IS SOlolB SUOH 
RIIAL TRINO IN THE SHA.PE OP CoNJVNOl'ION, WUOSB AJrll'mMATION L~D 

DENIAL PROOlllliD WITH 1>1111 DISTINOTION."-{G61-663) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Then a.gaint lvhe.n there oppeara the notion that • Dovnd1\U.n is wenring 
Enr·rillg)J •,-<>n what OO.is does it apponr ! This nocdo to be explained. 
Tllo 110id notion canoot be duo to tllo mere prosenee or tho lian nod tile 
EAr-ring: as D<wadatta aocl tllo Ear-ring being lastfug ontitieo, tllo notion 
should appear oonstanUy (ovan whon Dovadatta would not be wearing tho 
Ear-ring). 

"Further, it is only whon ,. 06tt4.in thing has beon poroeived to be 
pl'OI!6nt in " certain plooe tJ>.Gt tl"' notion of the negation or its presence 
i& fo11nd to apponr in re!oronoe to o.nother place : under tllo cirmumtonoeo, 
if you havo nevet· peroeivod Conjunction to bo present, tJ1on how OOldd 
you have tho distinct notions or OIUJIJY(> being ' with Ear-rings ' nud 'without 
Ee..rillg)J ' ! What is denied by the expression ' Ohaitm i• without Eo.r· 
rings ' ia not the Ear.ring, booauso it having been assumed to be existent in 
anothor plaoe and atanotllor time, it could not be denied entirely. Nor can it 
be the denial of ChaiJro, the man : "" be stands on the oame footing ,.. tile 
Eftr·ring. Banoe what is cleniod must be Cbaitra'e ce>n1o<1 (Conj•mction) 
with the EM-ring.-Similo.rly by the affinna.tive e:ocpreosion 'Cbaitm with 
tllo Ear-ring •, what is oifirm«!. is neither the EM·ring. nor Chaitra,--<~<~ both 
th0110 nro well-established ontitioo ;-hcnco, by elimination, nll that can be 
affinl1od is the Conjunction bet,veen these two, which hna not beon cognised 
by any other means.-From all tbia it follows t hat, thoro is suoh a rel\1 thing 
ae Conjunction {&nd Disjunot.ion), by virtue or which tll6ro appear such distinct 
nfllrmative and negative notions 110 ' Ohaitra with Ear-rinp ' aod ' Ohailro 
withont Eer·ringe •. 

u The term • di.U ' is meant. to inehad& the notion ot • qualification', as 
pointed out be!oro."~061-G68) 

With tllo following Tort, tho Author proceeds to answor tl1o above argu 
monts or Uddyote.kara :-
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TEXT (664). 

TKE A.'<SWER TO '1'B11 ABOVE IS AS l'OLLOWS :- THB \VATER A.'<D TKE REST 

DO NOT REMAIN THE SAME, AS ALL TIDNGS ARE MOMENTARY.

EVEN \VIIE..'I' BXISTENT, THEY STAND IN NEED 011 TllA'r 

OONDITION IN WlDOH T1IERE IS NO'I'RING 

l :<TERV.Il.NL'I'O DET\VEEN THEAI.-(664) 

001\BrENTARY. 

H b88 been argu6d under Tczt 6~4 above that-" Soed, etc. would 

always bo producing their effoote " ; but the reMOn that hill! been t.rgcd

thut thoy n.re not differentiated-i.e. they remain tho same,-is not tn1e, not 

udmittod by \1$ ; beca.nao All things being it\ ' perpet\tSl flux ', i t is only in a 

particularly difterontiat.od condition that they are productive of their effoota. 

It hQ.8 been argued under Text G55 above, t1lAtr-" The soil, et,c. 6Z'O 

dependent upon something elae. ote. n.-Ir this i8 meantt to provo tnerely 

the general fact U\&t they are • dopendant • ,-U>en the nrgument a super· 

fluous (proving whe.t is nln!ady admitted by us) ; this a what is obown by 

the words 'Even when existcnl., etc. etc.' ; t.ha.t L'i, it iM held by us also that tho 

oeed, etc.-<>VOJI when oxiotent,-becomo cape.ble of producing their effects 

in the ehape of the sprout only when they are in that condition in wbioh 

thel'$ i~ not.hing it\ tervoning between thom and Ho forth; so that on this 

point tho a.rgtunout of the Opponent ia tmperfiuous.-Tho term 'avyava

d/aii.na * means that condition in which there iil nothing intervening o.od 

~o forth.-The phraw • 10 forth' includes such factors as !M ab .. nu of 

ob.ttruction, etc. ; that is to say, that parliiculn.r condition in which (o) thoro 

;. nothing intervening, (b) there ia no remoteness among them, (e) t.bere a 

no obstruction by " coutnl.ry foroo ;- &11 those being obstaclee to Uto apposr· 

ance of the cffool;. And M the ' condition • of n thing i• nothing differen t 

fzom tho thing itaolf, Uto argumont put fonvard does not prove tbe exist· 

ence of Oonjtmct.ion as something distinct. 

If then what is intended by you to prove is the fa.ct of t.ho Sood, etc. 

boing dependent u1>0n a different. thing in the shape of what you call ' Con· 

junction • ,-then, u your Reason.. not being found to bo concomitant 

with any such oharn.oter, becomes 'Incon.clusive' ; and the Corroborative 

instanoo also ia devoid of the Probandum. Thib ia what it meant by the 

!l"m.-(664) 

The following m ight bo urg6d :-"How do you know that t he soU and 

the rest 111'0 dopendont upon a port.ioular condition of their own, in beooming 

the o&uso of producing tho effeot in the ehapo of the eprout,....,..od t.hey 

&re not dependent upon t.ho Conjunction of something different from t.hem· 

oelves t and it a on tbe atroogtb of this tbet you urge against us tbe fact of 

our argument boing superfluous if mere ~ i.a m e&nt to bo proved ". 

T ho answer to this ia provided in tbo following-
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TEXT (005). 

JF TirE WATER, ETC. NEEDED TRE CoNJUNOriON Ola.Y, TBBN TKBY WOULD 
Al'I'EAR DOfEDUTliLY ON Tlfl!liR OOMINO TOGETHER (CoNJONO'I'tON), 

-QR NOT Al'l'EAR AT • .U.L.-(66~) 

COMMENTARY. 

J£ tho Soil, Wat.er 1\nd the rcst noodod only their Conjunction to bring 
AbOut their effoct in the •hapo of the sprout. then it RhO\l)d COmO about M 
aoon n.s they come into contac·t. with one another; bocGuso t.ho Onuso would 
be there in ita por£e<:t£onn,--e:rnctly as it does later on. U the effoot does not 
appeAr unmHiiately on th<!ir llnlt contact, then it should not ap~ at all, 
e\'Otl later on ; a.s the Cause would O'\""'Cn then be as defective aeon the previous 
oCCGAion. Nor would it be roMOnablo to snppo"" that the soil, etc. are 
dependent upon Conjunction which doea not help them at all ; M such a 
th~X>ry \VOilld lead to nbl!urditico.-Nor again is it right to regard tho Con
junction "" appearing only ocOMioMIIy; as the CRU$e (bMI•) in tho shape 
ol the soil, otc. is always tbere.- It might bo held that-" in tho bringing 
about of the Conj1metion also, thoro is nood for such force• as thooe of 
' Destiny' and the like u .-But thi8 CAJ\not be right ; because tho '"'mo objec
tion \ronld be applicable ngnin.~t that vio''"' also. ~·or ine;tnnco, what would 
bo the all.!lwer to the quostion- ' Why does not the Mid Im!tiny bring about 
the ~!root at once? '-Tho 111111w~r might be thet-" it doos not do ""· be· 
cauoe the requisite urge i> aboont in the Cause ".- Then comet the Question 
-why should tbore be t.hi• obHnco of tJu rtqUi4i~ W'fl$ l~ueh Que.!tions 
would be everywhere inevitable under the theory of ea...., being permanent 
entlties.-For one, on the other hnnd, who holds oil things to bo impennanent 
(momonto.ry),-M the chain of all (momentary) ca~Ules is beginningloss,. thoro 
cnn be no possibility of the anomaly of nil thil\go boing prod11ced nt one 
And tho same time ; becauso tho Huocoeding causes would nll bo restricted 
by tho preceding ones (in thD aamo 0/~ain), and henco the CauseJI of these 
could not be present at the oamo time by reason of tbeir own causos not; 
being preeent in th<!ir perfoct oo.ndition. Thus it ia only under your doctrine 
thnt the"' is po6Sibility of tl~e anomaly of the Soil, elc. producing the •prout 
nt all times; hence it hooom08 tat•bliahed thet the Soil, eta. do not requiro 
nny such distinct thing as ' Conjunction '.-{665) 

It hM been asserted {1U1der 7'..U 656 above) that-" M Conjunet.ion 
h(lst A pn.rt,icul&r cbarll;ctoJ~.st.io it. is rogarded o..cs distinct ".-'£hi& iA nn$wered 
in the following-

TEXT (666). 

WK£N A MAN SJIES TWO THtNOS RA VINO OOli!E CLOSE TOOJ:TJ[It& BY TBEM
St:LV'&S, BE BRINGS TXOSII TIIIN'OS IN 1'RA.'r OO:NDmON (WBEN 

TOLD '1'0 DO S0).-(666) 

COMMENTARY. 

Aa a matter of tact, whet falla within the range of the poroeiver'o vision 
io not any distinct; thing in the ahape of Oonjunclion, by noticing which be 
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!>rings up the ' Conjoined things ' ; what happens io that ho notiooo that the 

two things, which were pro\'iously in U~ condition in which thcro was an 

interval of epo.ce between thom, have aul~equently come into the condition 

i11 which they have come into juxtoposition,-th.,.o things come to he 

spokon of aa 4 conjoined th.inp' ; a,., it hns been o.lrendy provod that the. 

Wm. ' Conjunctiot\ ' connote& only a. pt\rticuJar condit;on of things. So 

tbat whenever ono finds two things in this particulAr conditio,. in which thay 

become exp....,.;ble by the torm • conjoinod things •, ono b~ these, and 

nono others. No intelligoJ\t pel'son e\~or nets on tho Rtrength or words, in 

regard to wlmt is not expre88ed by thoso words.-(G6G) 

It has been argued (under Te:rt 668, above) lha~" To what would sueh 

di8tioct notions he dtto o.s • this thing is atiAchod to it--this ill deta<:hed 

rrom it' 1 n 

The answer to this is provided in the following-

TEXT (067). 

W'UBN. A TiliNG IS l'RODUOilD IN THE tk.uJdwl. lroRM, IT BECOMES TKB 

BASIS FOR TU NOTION OP BEINO c O£TACR£.D ' ; ON TRE: Ol"llER 

llAND, WHEN lT IS PBODUOEI) IN THE atlached POR)I, IT 

DECOMJ<S Tlill DASIS OF Tlffi NOTION 011 DETNG ' A~·· 

TAOJIED ' ;-JUST AS JN Tll& OASB OY 'l'fU·: HoUAe, 
TilE Vindlaya nwuntain AND TRE Hiwdloya 

moumain.-(667) 

OOMMENl'ARY. 

As a matter of faet, it iB a distinct object that is produoed in a particular 

form that booomeo the bn.iois of a di8tinot notion; hence the Re&Son urged by 

t.he Opponont ia lnooncl\loivo. This io the \lpolhot of tho Text M a whole. 

The construction ia--' the thing that io produoed iu the d<Wcl•td form 

beoomes the be&is for tho notion of boing dtl4ched '.--{),. th4 otl~er IUJnd,

i.e. when it ia prodttoed as not-detached. 

' JU8t as on ''"' OOBe of lh• HOUBo, eto. ele.' ;-tl\oee fonn oxn.mples of the 

said two notioM.-Even under th0 doot..rine of tJto opposite patty. w11en 

two Houses havo been produced as attached to ono another, and are therefore 

of tha nature o! Conjunction itself,-thore ill no ot.h6r Conjunction whicl1 

serves "" tha baeia of their being ' atta<:hed ' ;-similarly when two Housos 

have boon produced as detachtd, there is 1\0 other Diojuncli<m which forms the 

ham of the notion of their being 'det.ocl10d ' .- I n tho CMO of tho 1.limalttya 

and Vindh!l'> ~{ountains alJto, tJI8 notion of their being 'deta<:hod' ilo not duo 

to any other thina in the ohape of • Diljunction • ,-be<:aUS6 your own idea. 

is that 'Disjunction consists in uporati<m following &Iter Conta<'' [and 

COl'toinly thoro never has ·bo.en &.tly contact botwoon the two mountail\iJ]. 

-(6G7J 
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It hM bc'<'n orgurd (under Put 659, obovo) thAt--" tho notion of beiR(I 
a/tQcJ'ed thnt. n1,~ with rt"g&rd to what> isdt>tac.hed, etc. etc.''-Theanswer 
to thi• I• pn>\"idrd in the folio"~ 

TEXTS (668-660) . 

.A lliSCO!IOf:I'TtO!< DOES NO'I' APPEAl< ALWAYS IN AOOORDANOE WITH 

A PRIMAJ<Y CoNCEPTION ; roR L'iSTANCE, THE NOTION oP • Two 
llfOONS' APPEAllS fNDEPENDENTLY 0'6 ITS SIMILARITY ~·0 

ANI' OTHEl~ (PRIMARY) NOTION, THROUOH 80MB INTJIRNAL 

DllRANOEMENT, WHJ:I,l) THE IDND IS TO'l\NED ELSE· 

Wl1ERB.-0a, THE REQUISITE ' P.RUIARY ' IN 

THE CASE IN QUESTION liAY DB TIL\T SAMlll 

THING WJIJCH HAS BEBN PRODUOED IN 

THE aJIJJdld, PORM AND TIIE LIKJI 

(BUT IS illSCONC1liVIID AS 

BEL'<G ~OR OTRER-

WISE).- (668.669) 

OOilllE~"TAR.Y. 

That all Misconooptions ap1_,. only through tho percopt.ion of similarity 
(to o. primary) cannot bo aclmitted ; because thoro tue somo milloonceptions 
which ore produced, independently of all similarity, rne11>ly through some 
-disorder in the 80080-orgn.ns. For instance, when a. m .. cu1 has the fancies of 
bis Mind turned elaewhero, though what ia actually boforo the oyes is " $inglt 
Moon, yot, on Mcount of the sense-organ concerned (the Eyes) being doranged 
by disoll8& and darkneB<!, there appears the cognition lurniahod by the form 
of two Moont ; ond this is quite clear and free from all tnint of being entirely 
fMoiful. 

Tho ph1'880 'whi/4 tile Mind u trumd .z..whtr•' ahowa that the not.iol\ of 
• two mooll.l' is entirely indeterminate in character; the idM. being that in 
an indotermii\Ato notion, there oan be no perception of rimil4rity ; aa this 
latter is alwaya in U1e form of the cognition of some tort of unity between the 
thing soon now and thet oeoo previously ; and u such, it mntt be of the 
nAture of eomo verbel expression relative to the previously perceived thing. 

Or, granting thet the previous ~Iiseonception ia in the wake of a Primary 
Oognition,-ven eo, what the other porty d06irea cannot be proved.-This 
ia what ia shown by the words-' Or, tho .-.quim4 Prima'l/, m. elc.'-The 
phrase 'and tM.liu' is meant to include tho thing born in the dtlached fonn. 
Whet is meant is thet tho same thing,-produood o.s al/4ched or dotacMd,
when conceived of M precluding thing>! of the other kind, oomes to bo spoken 
by 11 namo oppliocl to it in accordance with that (attoohod or dotnehcd) 
fonn whioh ho.s boon perceived first; and tlli$ ~y be regardod M the Primary 
(of the loter millconooption of tho same auaclltd thing aa dttaci!Ml, or ~ice 
0/trla). So thao the argument adduced by you does not prove what is desired 
by you.-(668·669) 
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Jt has boen argued (under Text 661, above) that.-" The notion of tho 

man unlh the Ear-rirtg. tlc. etc."-This iA answered in the following-

TEXT (670). 

TJTJI NOTION OB 'THE MAN WlTH TJTE EAR-RtNG ' ARISES ONLY WlTH 

REFERENOE TO Clw.ilm (THE .MAN) AND TB'E EAR-RING, IN 

WHOM A PAATJCULAR 00NDIT£0N HAS OOM:E ABOUT; .A.lfD JT 

ONl-Y APPEABS AS IP TlOI COGNITION WERE OF 

• CONJUNGTlON' (BETWEEN THE TW0).-(670) 

CO:I<IMEN'J'ARY. 

Just n.s what is eaUed • Conjtmction' comes into existence only when 

Oha.itrn anrl tho Ear-ring app<~Q.r in a cert.(~in stato,.-and not always;

in tho &rune manner, the notion also of ' the man wjth the Ear~rtng, is dl.l& 

t<> n particular state of thingo, and as sueh, why should it appear alw&ys I 

The compound • JdtiitXJMM•ulli.,a~ ' i3 t.o ha explAined u • the two, 

Chait.ra and the Ear-ring, in whom a perucular stata has been produced'. 

-{070) 

It has boen nrgued (under T- 662, abo,·e) that.-" It is only eomething 

that IU~S b<len perooived to bo p.....,nt in one place that is denied in another 

pJoce, etc. etc." .- The answor to this is provided in the following-

TEXT (671). 

IT IS THE ONJI peculiar condilion SEEN IN ONE PLACE WH!OR Vl J)JlNJED 

IN ANOTKER PLACE.-AJ! REGA1U)S THE NOTION ' ClLUTRA lS 

toithow TilE EAR-lUNG ', IT IS NOT Cunjunditm THA'r Vl 

DENIED ; FOR TJOJ Slh!PLE REASON THAT TKJS CON· 

JUNCTION HAS NJIVE& BEEN SlilElf.-(671) 

COMMEl-.'TARY. 

The notion in question h68 been explninod M being OOsod upon a. certain 

state of t.bings ; 1\nd when thio etat.o of things, which should be pot'CGptible, 

is not perceh·l'd under another state of tl>ings,-tl>en lhere is ita donial (in 

regard to this latter state of things) ;-..d what is denied is not tho Conjunc

tion thot is !W!8\Il'l\ed by you. For the simple ree.son thnt the 'Conjunction' 

l>M nover appeared in nny Cognition, apMt from the things to which it is 

held t.o belong. 
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Thus our Rcoaon is not open to tb~ cl>urgo of being' Unproven '.--(671} 

Th• following might be •"1:"'1 (b~· tho 0JlJ>Onent)-" If we btwo not 
been nble to produco proofs in support of Conjunet.io 1\,- what is your proof 
in nnnul.mont, of it?" 

Tl'>e R>L"'·er is provided br the followinjt-

TEXTS (672-674). 

TK& NOTIOY OP TlltNGS B.EL"\0 ' CXlNJl1Not ' CA.l\~OT BB DUB TO TlfR 
Conjunction l'OSTULATED BY THE OTHER l'A"RTY,- (A) BIIOAU8F. 

TT lS T!ru NOTION Oll ' llEINO OONJUNOT ' ,-LrKE ~·HE 
NOTION OB f BEINO OONJUNCT t U\ OONNEOl'lON WlTR 

TBJI MANSION AND SUCK TUINOS ;-oR (B) 11EOAVSE 
lT Al'PBARS O::<LY WifE~ THEBB 19 MOBB TIIAN ONE 

TH'I:}I'(I1-LIXE Tlm OOGNITIONS 01" SEVEU.AT..~ DIF
FERENTIATED YARNS.-THll S.UlE TWO AllOU· 
dt\TS ltAY D:E URG£0 titttlatis t'tl1llandil, 

AGAINST Di8junclicn ALSO.-A.ND THE REA· 
SON ANNULLING (BOTH THESB CONOEP· 

TIONS OF CoNJUNCTION AND D IS· 
JUNCTION) CONSISTS Ilf 1'HE FA<rr 

THAT IT CANNOT BE RIGBT FOR 
ONB TlltNO TO SU11STST rn 
MORE THINGS THAN ONE.-

(672-674) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argumenl8 may be fonnulated as follows :- The notion of • being 
conjunet' is baeod upon the moro O~jocl, whleh h•s nothing to do with tho 
' Conjnnction ' postttln.tod by rou,-just liko t.ho snme notion in 'IUclt oxpres
sioU8 M 'the ooujunct. houscM ',--o.nd tho notlon of 'OhRitra with the Ear
ring ' i.a the notion or ' being conjunct' ; hence this i.s "' natural ree.son (for 
regerding it"" due to the nature of the thing i18elf).-Or, that whiclt a pro
on the oomiog togctbor oi several things follow8 from the things themselves 
entirely devoid of the ' Conjunction ' postuln.tod by yoti,-M the notion of 
a•vcrnl yarns lying t.part from ono another ;- the not.ion of ' being conjunet ' 
is a notion of thiA kind ;- honoo this is a natural -800 (for I'Of!Mding it 
as due to the oaturo of the thingw thmnoel\1011). 

' Yukladhl!>',-i.o. the notion of two things being conjunct. 
Those same two argument• mny be put forward also tor denying • Diojunc· 

tioo' :-(o) Because it ia the notion of 'being disjunct ',~r (b) beoauso 
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its o.ppee.rf\nce is dependent upon the a.bience of several thinga,-tho notion 
of (being disjunct', in the case of two mms and such things, must be due to 
the particular things themselves, irrospectively of the 'Disjunction • postulated 
by the other party,-just like the notion of ' being disjunct ' tbat appears in 
relation to two Rams living far apart, or tha.t which appears in rehttion to 
the H·ima/aya l).nd the V indhya Mountains. 

Quest·ion :-~' '\lVhat i.a the rf.'lason that annuls the conclusion contrary to 
the Probandum in the above reasonings,-which would preclude the prese.nce 
of tho Reason in something where tho Probandum is known to be absent ? " 

A11$t06r :-'The reason anmdUng, etc. etc.'-Tha.t is, the fact tlio.t the 
subsistence of one thing in several things cannot be right, has boon shown 
in detail in the Chapter on the 'Composite Whole •, under Text 607 (above); 
hence it is not set forth here.-(072-074) 

The authot· proceeds to set forth objections ageinst t.he Qualities of 
• Priority ' and ' Posteriority ' :-

TEXTS (675-676) . 

THE NAME (AND IDEA) OF • PBIORITY ' A..'<D ' PosTERIORITY' HAVE DEEN 

ASSUMED AS THE BASIS OF THE NOTIONS OF ' FORE 1 ANl) ' A.F'l' , ,-AS 

'tHESE NOTIONS CANNOT BE DETER..'ONED IN ltEFBltENOE TO 

Spcu;e AND Time.-BuT JUST AS TRE BLUE AND OTHER 

COLOURS, WHICH COME INTO EXISTENCE IN SUC-

CESSION (ONE AliTER THE OTHEB), COME TO DE 

SPOKEN OF • FOR'8 'AND ' AFT 1
, \VlTBOUT 

REFERENCE TO DISTINCTIONS DUE 

TO ANY OTHER CONDlTIONS,-SO 

WOULD THE SAID NOTIONS 

BE IN llEOARD TO OTHER 

THINGS AL'l0.-

(675-676) 

COMMENTARY. 

[The position of tho Nyaya-vaisl>l$ika. is AA follows]-" Tbat from which 
arise tho notions ' this is before ' and ' this is after ' nre the Qualities; ne.med 
' Pr-iority ' and • Posteriority ', which are the basis of the said not.ionn of 
' fore' and ' aft ' respeetivoly.-The t.onn 'Odi • is mea.n.t to include tbo tdea 
olso of • fore' and 'a.ft '. The argument may he formulatod as follows:
The idea of ' foro' a.nd • aft' must be based \ lpon something other than the 
Jar and other things, beeau$$ it is different in charactor from the idee of 
these la.tter,- like thB idea of Pleasure, etc.- For instance, when two object~~ 
are standing towal'ds the same direction, there appears the notion ' thin is 
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foro nnd !hot is af''; this notion cannot be due to Spaoa (Diteet.ion) ;-nor 
tAl\ it bo due to Time; boc:ll\-\180 e'-"'U \Then t-.vo persons, ouo old and the 
other young, are present at tho srun& time, b\tt i1\ w\C&rtail\ directions, 
thoro nppt'lllrs tJ10 cl.ii!t1n.et not.ion of 'fore' and 'art' (Senior and Jwtior); 
j(t) that tills distinction is tho&·o O\'en though t.hero is no dift'orenco in Time. 
Apart from tbeso tw~p11eo nnd '£imo,-tbere is notlung olso which could 
bo rcgn.rdcd ns the bR$iA oC the notions in quostiou.. Honee it becom~-~ 
01<toblishod that. what form tho btlllis of these notions ore tba Qualities of 
• Priority' and 'Poetoriorit.y '.-' Tl1ue tweion.t cannoc bt deurmined in 
rtf•ronoa to Spaoa and Timo' ;-tbat is to soy, it connot bo held to be in 
roforenee to mar and far objeets in oontaet with points in Spaoe and Time. 
-The terms • Spaoa' and 'firM' are usod bore tlguratively, in tbe sense or 
.Ojocu ;,. <01II4cS witA point• of Spare anti Pi~M. So that -.hat ill m'"'nt is 
that Priority nod Posteriority,--botb kinds-bavo boon explaioed by other 
JlCOple as boiog dt1e to Spaoa and Time. The manner ill wb.ioh thciiO are 
said to be produced by Spooo is 8Jl follows :-When two object~ 1\ro stanruog 
in tho a&l'no d.irection,-thon, iu roferoneo to t-h~ point uen,r nny ono observer, 
tnl<on a.s t11e stnndn.rd-point, thoro nppenrs, in roprd to the object 
wherein Posteriority gubs.istl, tho notion of ita being 'fn.r oft' ;-R1\d on the 
bUJ.lK of this idon., from the coutnet of the further point in Spnco, the Quality 
of Pooteriority booomC8 produced ;--<llld taking ,. poio~ furtl1er removed 
from u., observer as tba s!Aindard-poiot., there arisos tho idM of the object 
bei.n.g f near', in reference to the object wherein Priority subsist• ; and !tom. the 
eontaet of this with another poiot in Spaee, the Quality of Priority booom'"' 
producod.-The manner in which those QUl'lit.ies ""' produced in referonoo 
to p;,.. is "" follows :-Botween 11.n old and " yowtg man atending at the 
proeont time, in varying dil:eot.iOill,-with regard t.o tho.t person whoBe eonta.ots 
with tnuu-iso n.nd sunset t\ro do<luced to havo boon larger in nmnbor,-from his 
wrinkl08, grey hairs, gt'Owing boo.rd And so forth,-there arlses the idea of 
his boing 'old' (Prior) in reforence to tbo s!Aiuclnrd-poin~ providod by the 
other man; and on tba baaia of thio idea, from the oontact of auo!Jtar point 
ol Time, the Quality of 'Priority ' booomes produced ;-.ul from the 
atandard-point provided by the older man, the idea of the othor man having 
bad 1- oontaets with sunri&e and sunset is deduced from u., feet or hi& 
being boardku and so fortb,-from which arises tbe idea of 'noru-ness • 
(proximity) in regard to too younger •na•1 ; nnd through thio ldoo., out of the 
oontaet ol •nothor poin~ of Pirn•, the quality or ' 1'06teriority ' becomes 
produced." 

'l'ho Te.xt procoods to ehow that the above Rcaaoning in. support o f 
Priority and Posteriorit.y is 'Inconclusive '. on account of t.ho Reason being 
pre6<tnt in the contrary of the Probondurn also-' JWJ ao 1110 Blm, <le. <le.' 
-· BMva' is .,~, nnd the ' v!J4vtUthui ' qualified by thi• is coming into 
aWunce; when this is 'krcmlt14 ', tn ~ion, [it scrvos aa the reason 
for wha~ is goinj; to he said~ That is to say, in tbe case ol Bl..., et.e., on 
aoooun~ of their ooming into exiatonoo ;,. IU00888icm (one after tbo otbor), 
the whole phenomenon is rogulatad by tbo oow:Jitions ol 1'imo, not by tho 
oonditions of any Quality,--<~.nd honoo we hava such notions of Priority •nd 
Poeteriority a.s rth.is i.e the prior or 6D.l'lier Blue' and 't.Mt th& posterior 



I 

ON 'QUALITY' AS A OATEOORY. 383 

or la~r Bluc ',-even in the absence of any ouob Qualities aa Priority and 
P~ ; beat.U86 no Quality can ouheiat in • Quality ;-why C&QQOt 
tbo aame be """"Pt.ed in the ease of the Jar and other things also ! 

Wl>At ia meant by this is as follows :-U wbat is meant by the Opponent; 
i8 to prove the mor<> fact of being dependent on somotbing else, then the 
Reason adduO&d is . Inconclusive', M it is present in the contrary or the 
Probandum alao.-If what is meant to he proved i8 the fact that the notion 
in quoetion i• bc8ed upon the particular Quality brought about by the eternal 
&ubstoncoa of Tim& and Spaee,-tben there can bo no Oorroborath·o Itt.,to.noe. 
- The conclusion i8 also annulled by Infol'(lnce ; for inatance, il> io possible to 
set up tho following inforenoo-Tho notion or ' Foro • and ' Aft. ' is bo.sod 
upon a oort.o.tu regularity in t.ho a·uceeasive o.ppeo.ro.nco or things without any 
auoh quality os luls been postulated by the othor parl>y,-because it is the 
notion ot 'Foro' and 'Aft ',-like the notion o£ 1 Fot·e • o.nd 'Aft' in regard 
to Coltnlr and such things ;-tho notion in qu68tjon in regard to Jar, etc. also 
iH such a notion of ' Fore • and ' Aft ' ;-honeo it is a ne.tu.ral reason (for 
regarding i~ u being based npon the said regulari~y. otc.). 

It might be arguod by the Opponent tb&~" In the &.so of the Blm, et~. 
the notion of Priority of Posteriority i8 Bgurativo, b&aed upon the notion 
ouheia~ing in the aame object as the Blue, et.o. ; and hence the Reason it not 
open to the fallacy of 'Inconclusi•-en""* ' ; and inumuch u, in the case of 
the Bluo, etc. also, the qualities of Priorily, etc. are admitted to form the basis 
of the oa.id notion, the CoiTOborative Inatenoe oit.ed ia not devoid of the 
Proban.clun'l." 

But; thia cannot be so ; it hos been already answol'(ld by the statement 
tlult aa the notion is not found to bo fallible, it ce.riDOI> be regarded as 
'ligw•ativo' ; and further, as the two qunlitiea aro not. poreeived even in their 
own substro.t.um, it js not right to accept any notion as bn.sod upon lt; how 
then could it evor be hosed upor> it ill the caso of Bit~ and tho rest 1-Whal> 
too CO\tld bo OBsumed to bo the basis in tho case of suoh things os Pleasure 
nnd l>he like t A!J there is no Ooo$ubeistence in the lame aubetnltwn. 

Further, aol'ime and Spece have alrcudy boon rojoct.ed abovo, they cannol> 
be regarded u existent; the 'Priority ' and ' Poe~riority , based upon these 
obould also bo regarded aa non-exUltant; how then could the notion be believed 
to be ba.sed UJ>OU those t Consequently any ouch idoa cannot oave the Reason 
from being 'Inconclusive '.- According to you ogain, TUne and Spaco 
have no fJOrw, from contact with 'vhich, aa aaeoc.iatod with 'un.itary eoncep~ 
t.i.on ', tho notion of 'Priority ' and ' Post.eriority' could be produced ; the 
reaeon for this lying in their being oasentiaUy ono and without parts. Nor 
can it bo rigllt to oeok explanetion for a stato of things in o. merely imaginary 
• part' conceived figuratively ; as all such MOumptions nre reJ~I>rictod within 
woU-doflnod limit& by the J:(lal state of things ; and wbct is merely ' fignra· 
tive' i8 688tmtiuJly \lJU'OOol and fo.lse. Honoo our Rcoaon UJ not Iueonelusiv&. 

Aft for tho Reaaon adcluced by tho Op)loo.ont, i~ mny be poinl>ed out 
that it is' Unproven', 'not admissible ' .-(675·070) . 

With tho following Texts, the Author anticipates and answers the 
arguments adduoed in favour of sueb qualitioo ao 'Number' and the rest:-
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TEXTS (677 -678). 

Iv IT 11& HELD THAT-'' Numbu, Conjttndion A.'<D TR'E R&.'lT CANNOT BE 

NON-DIFFRJIENT PRO•! 8ubii411U, BECAUSB TBBY SERVB TO 

CHARAO!'ERIS& AND Ofii'FltRRNTIATB TJnS LA'l'TER_,-LIIOt 

TKII Stick ",~UN (OUR .L'ISWSJI IS THAT) THERB IS 

EROVINO 01? W1UT IS .t.Dli<ITTED BY US, 11? WHAT 

lS l.I:2ANT IS THAT TIDIY HAVE .lN 'lLLUSORY 

BXISTESOB'; 'B£0A.t1SB \VKAT LS • WAGIN· 

AR Y ' OAln<O'I' BB OBnN&D ElTBJIR 

AS ' TillS ' OR • NOT TJDS '.-

(677-678) 

OOMMENTARY. 

Says the Ny<!ua· Vailht,iko-" All the above-mentioned qualities, 
"Xwnbe.r and tho !'Oflt-, cannot be non-different from Substance,- because 
thoy scrvo to cltArn.ct4Jrlso Rnd diffcMntinto Subatanoos ;-when one thing 
different-iates nnothor, it cmmo~ bo non·difTol'ent ft'Om tho lattcr,-just as 
the stick. \Vhioh difforontintos Devndottt\, cannot bo the sanl61\8 Dewda.tta." 

If wht\t is mO!\nt to p•·ovo by this nrgumont is aimply tho donial of these 
beiog the anmo as Sub•tnnco, thon it i• opon to the cb~>rge of boing futile. 
Because nU things that havo nn • illusory or lmngino.ry oxlstene& ' are' 'non· 
ontitles, and as sueh it oo.nnot bo t'UJ8ortod in re-gard to them as to whether 
they are the ao.me M, or difforont lrom, nnything . And tllis is what ia 
oomitted by \la •lso.- (077 -078) 

'.l'bo followi.ng Tf>:l nnticipntoR tho Answer given to the above by 
Aviddhabn'!u• :-

TEXT (679). 

IF TBB FACT 011 THE 'OROlTP' A.ND StrOH THINGS BEING undtfino.bk 
L~ OE~'T£0 (BY TIIB 0PPONR~"T) ON TKII GROUND THAT THBY 

fu\VII DISTINCTIVB IIEATUB&S,-JUST LDt11 CoLOtm, SoUND, 

TASTE A.NO O'I'JIER TKINOS,-{thcn our a.nswer is as 
given in the next Tea:t].--(679) 

OOMMEI>"TAIW. 

H e M& a.gued 68 followt :-"The particular atatos of the Group and 
the Chain are not incaj,&blo of being defined &Alhu or --lhu,--bocause they 
are endowed witb dlatinctive featuro.,-juat ijke Colour, Taste and such 
things. "-{679) 
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Tho following Tex& supplio.• tho <>nswor to this nrgumont (of Avidtll>a
kar!ID.) :-

TEXTS (680-681). 

IN REALITY, T1I.2 'GttOUP' TS ABSOLUTELY FEATURE·L'ESS; IIENCE, LIRE 

'l'Jm c SRY · LOTUS ', IT OAN HAVE NO SPECIFIC PROPERTIES ; 

THEY AUE ALL FIO>rENTS OF D!AGlNATION.-EVEN WHEN 

STATED IN THIS ll'ORM:, TrtR REASOh'"'ING ADOUCBO WOULD 

BE ' F ALLJllT.iE ', IN VIEW OF TlUNGS LTKE THE 

t SKY·LOTUS ' . IN FACT, 'NON·DIFFERENOE' 

M> W:ELL AS' DIFFEREN"C$ ':n::&.t;'l'$ ALWA)."$ 

IN AN OBJBOT.- (680-681) 

COMMENTARY. 

If whn.t is m(!IO.t't to ho the ROOA.On is tho presettC'O of real specific pro· 
p&rti~f.l, t.hen it co.nnot be reg~rdecl as 'ndmittcd' (by both po.rt.ie~o;;}; bcccmse 
for tho Bmuldha, it cnnnot bo ndmitted t.ho.t (.he ' Chn.in ' nnd other things 
which hn.vE' merely ' ilhl$ory exif(tenoe • QrO onclowod with nny roal specific 
proportieR.-lf howov<'r t.lte Roo.t;on is 1neant to bo put forward only in n 
vo.gno genernl sort of way, thetl such imaginary propeTf.ies a~ 'non.-exiHtonco ", 
' incorporoo.lity' etc. a.ro present also in the • ,:;ky -Jotus ' n.nd ~uch tlllngs ; 
-hettco the ltoL\sOt\ ndducod becomes ' fo.lliblo 1

, • in<'.onclnsh·e '. 
' E~-en when. 8tal.ed in tJ,is form. ':-i.e. if the a.~sertion is made in o. vngue 

general sot·t of wa.y. witbont reference to nny woll·dotenn.ine<l specific pro
pereies. 

For the following reason o.I~ tho Ronson is • fnllible-inconchmive • :
n~oouse 'nOn·difference '---8tl-mertesR-Oil.d • differenCe '-being l)()tnOtbi.ng 
olsc,-rcst altOOJJ$ in <l·n oQiect,-not anywhere else. The ' Cha..in ' o.nd other 
thin~ l.uwe n. more ' ideal' exiatenco. rut<l M rmch n.ro not objeclJJ; how thon 
oonld t.l'lere b121 nny d~f!e)·enct or 1101t·cli:fference from ·tho.~ ? 

Thus tJtcm, it hM boon shown that, in tbe first o.rgumot\t (propotmdocl by 
Avicldltakrr1't,l.a}, if whn.t is m en.nt t.o bo proved is merely tho denial of the 
-non-diifer6tte£ of Nu.mhor. etc. from Snb~tanco.-thon thore is ' fut.ility' . 
--{080-681) 

I t 1ni,:xht b<' n:rgnOtl thn.t.--" i t is not more clcn.ial of 1W1~-difft-rcncc that 
,,.o f(COk to ostn.blish, hnt, in view of the !not t.ho.t two ncgntivos ml\ko ono 
,tffinno.tivc, by mon.n~ of tho two ne~ntiv<'~ wo 1\t'O seeking to prove the 
dtffcrmu:e of NnmbC'Ir. ote. from Sub~htneo " . 

'£his is t.hc rcn..c;oning tho.t is refuted in the following text :-

25 
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TEXT (682). 

TiroS TKlll<, D1 WHAT IS XIIANT TO Bll ASSERTBD 18 THAT Nll"MBI'JR &''1> 
TRB REST AEB OTHJIR TJIAN (t>IYPERENT FROM) Sl1BSTANOB,

TRl!N THE REASON BECOMES OPEN TO TilE PALLAOY 011" 
'HAvrno 1:"0 sunsTRA'tUM ',-DBCAUSE NmtnEn 

A'N U Tllf: R'R.ST AR'R NOT AD?tH'l'T£1) AT A[.T •• 

-(GS2) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is. what tho ot.ber po.rty seeks to pro,.., i~ not UU\t I hoy ore""' 
non.-<lifforent, but that they are differenl.-{682) 

Th6 following 'Pe.'Y't khO\\._ h<\w Nnmhor nnd Ult\ N)f(t nm <lo,.,.oid of snb
fllf;rl\tum :-

TF:XT (08.3). 

Jp lT IS Somt'TANCR l'r1iBLP. MC UIVBRSJPr:RO THllOtrtll[ 'CROU"P ', ETC., 
'I'I!AT tS SPOKEN OP AS SUCR,-'t"R1!N W:JIAT TJLII AJt011)(£ST 

WOULD PROVE WOOI.D BR TBJI DIJIPBBKNCB 011 SuBSTANCE 

11110lll lTSELll'-Till1S INVOLVING SELP·OONTIUDlOTION .-

(683) 

OOMMENTAR Y. 

' 1• ~ken oj (UJ tturl•' ;- i.G. R.K 1 ono ', ' two ' and Ro rortll. 
It might be nrgued thll(,-" whM i• to be proved iH U10 difloronce of 

Number, etc. which are only forms of Subst&noe." 
Tho answer to this ;,....• lVIUU the "'"~ 1001Ald :!'"""' ek.' ;-i.e. no 

ooUty eau bo different !rom ill! own fonn ; as it would become dovoid of its 
own choractor.-' Self«>ntrodicJion •,-;.e. contradiction or ono &nother; 
bocauso 'Differenoe ~ and ' Non-difference', being of tho naturo of exclusion 
nnd inclusion, cannot co~oxiJtt in nny B.ingle object. 

Thmt 1uwo n.Jl qunlitiM cmcling wHh 'l'Mto.riority' boon 1'0joctC'd. Th~ 
rost of tbo qnnlities (po~oJtuJi\tccl hy 1hn N!J<i!Jft· Tlrti.tlti-1ik.t,)-bo~inning with 
OognUion nnd onditlj! with VfOl't-luwo boon held to Htlhoi•t in the Soul. 
'l'boy should therefore be !alum n.o di......-dod by U10 rojootioll of tho Soul 
itlwllf. 

AB a matter of fact however, the Soul cannot be !ha sub
atzatum of tllese qualitioo. Because tha Soul could be the 1rubstratum of 
t'*'>, either as being the Cl\1.1110 of thoir production, or ruo being the cause of 
thoir aubsi.el$>co. · It connot be tho cause of thoir produot.ion, booou&e, 



ON 'QUALlTY ' AS A OATEOORY. 387 

tho Cause (Soul) being always ~hero in ita perfoot fonn, Pleas\-.re and 
other effeo~• would he produced always ; nor can there be any dopondcnce 
upon a.u..xil itu·i~ for 1\ Cause in which no pceuli.ar ptoperties cn.n be produced 
by anyt1Ung else ; as has boon reiterated 1mnclrods of times.-Nor again ca.n 
nu eternal Substence have tho capacity of producing effect$ ; as ruoh pro· 
cluotJ.on could only be either successive or kimultaneouB, o.ncl it ha.c; been 
<'xplo.inod that in H10 cnse of an etornal substance there is in.eongroity 
h<,th irt AtiCco.~sive nnd 8'imulta.neous nof;ivity.-Nor again cnn tho So11l bo 
f,hfl <'.n.u~o of the aubsiJJ.ten« (of the Qu.o..litios in question) ; baoou.CJG 1 s"b· 
R:istenco • ht\8 no other fonn thrut that of tho ' Subsistent ' itool£; RO thn.t if 
the Soul were s.n.id to be the catL')O o r ~tubsiat.encc, it WO\Ild mean tbnt it is t h.o 
cause of the s•ubsistent thing it.self ; and this idea hns just beet\ t•ejected. Tl1on 
ngo,in, t.be &ubsUtcnt thing bei11g n. well-establi.fihed entity, it et\n have no 
oauso nt all ; as there would be nothing therein t hat could he done by tho 
Cmu;e.-Evon if the .9-ubsi8J.ence we1-e something di:fferctlt from t11e subsi8t.ent 
t hing, there could be n.ot.hirtg dOl'H) h y tJte cawte in the lt\f.t-Cr, O..'l i t will 
Juwo brought nhont only tlto BUI.Mi:~lence, which e.t·hYJJOtlw~ti iR sontothing 
d ifferent.. And t huR not p1·oducing anything in tho l!lll>1Ji8lent th ing, how 
could t.ho Soul ho i U. 81t.b8trat1m~ ?-Nor will i t be right to urgo tho.t-" in · 
n~ccmucl' t\.i tJ1c Soul wil1 hn.vo prod\1ced the &ubsistenu relatOO to tho sub
lti.9.ftmt thing~ it would he o. helper of the latWr; bGeaUkO tbe ~aid relo.tion~lllp 
iH not y<':t pt·oved.-As a nmttcr of factt t-he Soul co.nnot bo regarded n..cc t.lte 
centRe of tha &ubaistencc ; becau'ie an eternal thing can have. no Ruch eat•sa-1 
potenoy,-as hn-s beeJ~ oxplairted before. 

]'nrthru-, t.ho ent·i~y (in th<> shape <>f e•~i•te,.co) tho.t i• established 
(by tho SOt\tr-would it be of permanent nature ? or eva.nese&ut ? If 
tho latoor, thon how can it be esooblished by some~hing also ? It w<>uld 
lose ita clm.ractC'.r. 1£, on the other ha.u.d, it is permanent, then also i ts 
ur<Wlishcr (Cause) would he fnt.ilo; as by i ts very nature, the 8'1<b8i8k.nce 
WOllld bo thoro always. 

F11:tt.her, M regtu·d~ corporeal things, it is possible to nssnune for them, 
n. trubst.ratum which p t"6ventA their fa.lling dowll\vards; for the things in ques
tion however, whicll nre ·incotpoJ·eal.,--such as PlCltlttwe. and the l'OSt,-theru 
Ct\n be no .fallit'I{J cloum.u.-arcl; th('on what would the 'subst-ratwn • do for 
them? 

I..nstly, for what calUlOt be spoken of either a.a et&i8tent or M non·e:ciBtent, 
there can be no sub8isting at all. 

In thiR manner I_,lonsnro nnd other Qualities mo.y bo shown mtltltt·i.t 

m11tandis t.o be incopnhlc of being I'<'gru'(led n~ ~tubsi.~te·nt; f t't'lm whi(\h i t 
follow$; t.hnt thero CA n bono such t.hing 11s c Quality'. 

Thon l\gn.in, Jl.uiltlhi ltn.~ bc~n 1\Cooptc<l hy tho otllet· party t\8 being of 
the natu1·e of J t'W:na., Cognition,-ns declttrcd in t.lto following Siltrct-" Du<ldhi, 
Ut>alabtlki., J ·ii<'ina, are synonyms ., (Ny(i:ya8iitra 1. 1. Hi). Even t:ho\tgb 
Btuldlti i~ of t hjr;, na,t,u·e, yet the ot.hor pn.l'ty havo not admitted o..ny such 
form of it ru; is approhondod by itself ; in fnct t.hoy regard i t"" npprehondcd 
by another Buddhi. Thtt.<J, not having n self-sufficient &~dsteuce, like Colour 
aod other things.-i~ cannot rightly be regarded even ns Buddhi. This is 
going to bo cxpla.ined Inter on.-(683) 
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Plonl!lllO, Pnin, Dosiro, Hatred nnd Eflort,-nro Qualitica U>&t have 
been held to bo dilltinct. from Coynilion (Buddhi). Tl,._ wo are going to rejeet 
in conr•" or the exruninAtion of tho l\fonns ol Right Cognition (Chnptt>rs 17, 
IS nnd 19~ 

AA rogardA tho Qnolitios of Grovit.y, Fluidity and ViJicidity,-tl>eSO...., 
to bo rojoctod in the aomo 'my •• Colour And lho ,...t. 

In \'iow of tlW., tho Author proooods next to rojoet tbo Qunlity o! 
.Momentum (8arilfk4ra) :-

TEXTS (684-685). 

MOMENTII~! RAS BEEN DESCRIBED AS DEUW OV TJmEE RINDS-NAMED 

' Vlgt• ', Vm.oOlTY,-' Bluivarlii ',I.M::PI\BSSION,-AND 'Slllilastlui· 
paka ', ' ELASTICITY '.- ALL THIS HOWEVER IS NOT 

OOM1'ATIDL'E ;-:BEOAUS'E TXINOS :BEING m&menlary, 
TH'ERB OAN :BE NO Cldion IN Tllll>f, 011 T11111 CON· 

TVfUITY 011 wmCR TilE MoMENTu•t N.UOD 

'VELOOITY ' COULD :BB Tll1! OAOSB.-

(684-685) 

CO:IIMENTARY. 

There nro throo kiu&t of Momcnt.mn: Vt\locit.~·, ImproMion n.nd EltL~ticjty. 
or t.1\MO the Momont.um nmned I Velocity ,·,mbti"t" in the fivo corporeal 

eub8to.nooB, Enrth, Water, Fire, Ail: rmd Minc.J,- nnd i;a produood by an 
notion duo to Effort and Prop\llsion. lt is tho Ct\\1KO or nction l>rocoediug 
in. a pl\rt.icu1fl.r dil'oction; a.nd provol''lta eontt:wt wiUt tn.ngiUio Aubatan.ces. 
For ill.8t.t\nco, in tho Ar'J'C)w, it is duo tct nrt.idn prCKhiOCcl by n. pMticuln.r 
effort ; hy virtuo of which it fn.lls on th<' IJCud of t\ _mmote object.. That is 
why it is nccept.od ns having its exi~ttenco incliel\tcd by pnrt.icular o·ffoots. 
Jn s\lch thing. as the hrMch of 1> troe, tho samo quality ia due to tho movo
mont produced by the stroke o£ the stone hurled at it. 

The Mornontum callod 'Impression' is a qoolity o! the Soul ; it has boon 
said to bo pr«luc$ hy Cognition, nnd al!lo to bo U10 OaUH o! Cognition. It 
is oocapl<d 118 having its existeneo indiCRtod by ouch particul~tot ollecls as 
Remombrnnco and Reooguition. 

As rcgntda lho qunlity of Elast-icity, it bolol>A" to "'"1"'""'1 subotanccs ; 
it io U10 qnnlity U1nt brings itA solicl and l118ting oubotrntum baek to its 
proviowt pottition from which it hnd \)c.o.n ton\ GWI\Y by f'OJUO one's 
oflort; for instonoo, wbon tho Pobn-loof which '""' booll rollod np for a 
long t.imo is •1>rond out, n.nd tJ1cn Jet off,-it rovorU! to itA formor (rollod) 
position. Tho offoot of thiA quality is seen in t~uch thing:R M tho Bow~ the 
'l'l'OO·btonoh, tho Horn, the Tooth o.nd aiBO in Oloth nnd so forth, \vhon 
tlloy aro bou~ Md atraightonod. 

' AU lhu ',-i.o. o.ll ~bo throo kinds o! 1\fomontum. 
Of t.ho Motnnntum callod 'Velocity', any 8\lCh oftoot M oor\nGCtion with 

an Mtion io no~ ndmitted; beCiiWIO it has boon provod thnt •11 things ""' in 
porpotul\1 flux (momentary); henee immodiately upon things coming into 

r 
! 

• 
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Oxifttenoo, tboy cease to cxiHt; 10 th&t. no action is po48iblu jn them, of tho 

continuit.y of 'vhich t\Ction., Vulocity could bo U1o eauso.-H by 'continuity 
or Mlion ' is moont tho produotion of things t-hnt iH porcoivod to be aoporoto 

fi'Om itd constituo.nt.. Ct\u~o,-thou ovouao, the Roo$on romain8 • Inconclusive ' 

(U't•lliblo). BccmlM whut nro irUorrod fl'Oln tho itrdcl 'continl'lt.y of action ' 

t\1"0 tho previou.CJ CO.UKI\l·ld4>ttH or things produood in tlll\t wo.y,-o.nd nob 
t\n..Y Aucb tlliug a.'J tho said 'Monwnt,wn' ; becatUiO oouco1nito.u.co with this 

lntt.ar ht\8 nowhero boon porooivoc:l.-Fw·thel·. if Uto uot-ft\Jiing uf tbo arrow 

woro duo to the quality or Vdocity, tJum it should nover foU nt all; as 

tho Velocity preventive of ouch foiling would be alw~>yo U10r0. Undor U10 

circwnsl.$nOOS. wbat oould be tlJO oxplauat4on or lho root of u ... 1\rrow falling 

while moving in n pnrtioull\r rogion or .iM.OO !-It cnnnot be said tlmt.

u tbo Calling is due to tho ceaso.lion of Velocity on account uf ib1 force having 

boon. deatroyed by con root with "ueh liolid S\tbst.rul~ R8 Air nnd the liko ,. ;
fUr, in that Ct\SO, tbo fnlHng should come a.bout boforo it does; ns the Air 

obRtructing it is the1·o nll along.-It n1ight ho 1\rguod that--'' Jle£oro the 

Arrow a.ctua.lly falls, t.ho force of the Velocity is vo1·y tftl'OI\g, it pierces 

through tho obstnclo duo to the Air, ru"td carries the Arrow furtbor to another 
place ".-If tbnt be so, to wbat io ito subsequent wMknOO!I due whereby it 

does not carry the Anow ot.ill further ! As a mattnr of ftwt., in all C88e8, 

it io fatmd tbat t,bc Arrow falls in the way, while moving through A.bi.ho, 
over the whole of whiob t.ho oont.oct of .A.ir io oq\11\lly prtli!Cllt. It et\WlOt 

be ~~&id tb&t the Velocity bcoorMS altered later on; no thoro i• no cnu.., which 

could produce this alteration in the Velocity; ~ ita inherent CQ.uso in the 

obape of the Arrow is tho samo nU thrm>gh.-It cmutot be right to sa.y 
that who.t. qu.a.lifies it subHoquontly is tho cause ct\llod • .Kru·mu.' C Action'). 

Dooouoe that also would bo opou to the snme objootion. Even if tho sub · 

ooquont Velocity bo diftoront (from the initial ono), 118 thoro would be no 

cnuso for the destruction of tho fonnor Yolocity, it should continue"" before 
and there should be no falling down or the Ano\V.-'£110 Contact of .A.ir 

cannot bo destructive or tho provious Velocity; ns if tbat woro eo, then the 

Arrow obould !till down bcforo it dO<M,- a.s pointod ou~ nbo~-o; the .A.ir 

being tbe SNnO nU through, its oontac:t also would be thoro till through. 

So ~horo io nothing in this explanation.-{684-685) 

l'he following Pe:rt otl\tos the objoctiona against tho Momentum named 
• Improssion ' . 

TEX'r (686). 

Tm~ MOMENTUM CALLED 'I~IPRRSSION ' I S OF T11B NATURE Oil' AN IMI'RESS 

ON TilE Mnm. IT OANNOr BB A QUALITY OF TilE SotiL; BEOA.I1SB 

TillS IUS BBBN BEJEOTED.-(G86) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Impression io pootult\tod only in a conernJ wo.y GO tbo Ct\\l.SO of 

Rumambmuce, then tho t\tg\Unent proves what is alroady udmitted tm<.l is. 

thoroforo futile. BOOI\tUlO it io o.lroo.dy admitted (by lOll) thM tlto cl\uso of 

Reme.mbrnneo oonsiate in Impresaion which is 1\ form of IJ\o Mind iteclf, 
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boing " pottmo,v pl'otlu~l in it by n proviou.-. approhcn,cion ; thi.IJ iill l<nuwn 
by the rum\6 of l T'ci.Mn4 ', 'Conception '.-ff whnt iA meAnt to bo pro,~('({ 
is .IJupi"'SSUon ,\Sa Quulily of the Soul, th~•'• l'US s.uell nn imprcsxion will never 
havo buon fomul to bo onncomit..'U\.t. with Rmnornbrnnoo, t.ho RcaHon would 
bo Jncon.cluliivo; and tho ConelmUou niMO would h~ ono that is nnnull<'<i by 
Jnfol'on.co. And iu.a,unuoll•\.H its i11tomlud tctlhstmtwn, t ho Suul. htlX nh·c.•ndy 
boon disctu•dod before, nnd bcn<:o Ctlrmot o~t .... itl4 'J\Hllit.y ulso w•ndd' ho 
non-existeut..-'l'llis argument may ho fonnutatod AA fnllowH :-\\'h''" t\ 
nwubor of things subdst in t\llOther thing, they ctm havb uo KUbs.ild~·u~ if 
the latter thing is non·ox.istent,--e.g. t.ho piet.urA cannot Coxist if tho wnll it\ 
not thoro ;-1.md under tho Opposite port.-y'~ viow, the Momontuu1 in CJUOAt..iCJn 
is subsistent in the Soul ;-hence tl101"0 ht fotu1d iu it. t' eharaetor tlu•t i)( 
contrary to w~ is concomitant wiU> the l'robandmn. Ronoo wl111t is 
desired i.a not proved. Specially "" tho Soul it.lelf h.,. boon proviotll<ly 
di.ce.rded. '.rhus tbo not rO<iult of tllo •notul9 of Right Oognitiotl boArinl! 
u pon the matter is thAt lmptoSi!ion sl•unld bo <ogo.rdocl "" hoinf( nf U1o 
no.tul'$ o! Oil imp,_ upon tho Mincl, ancl not n q\II•Uty of tho Soul. 1'bc 
sonso is t.ltt\t whilo the formor viow i~ Hupportod by prooti4.. t.bc lattc·r l" not 
so suppori<KI.-{686) 

'i'ho following TC!Jit !XIintJ; out ohjootio11• ng>•inHt t.ho thi1~l l<intl of 
Momont tun (i.o. Elasticity):-

TEXT (687). 

Tm!RB CA.~ BB NO SUOK ~UALITY M' ELAST10lTY ', UI':OAUSB TWNO~ ARJI 
IN A 'rERl'ETUAL JILUX ', AND JIENOB NOTIIINU ~N lllil LAil'rLNO 

(8!1iil<1) ; IF ~'Jll!Jm WJ!Rlil ANY 8UOK THINU, IT SROULO 
OONTINUB TO EXIST IN 'l'UAT SAME >'01\M.-(087) 

['l'ho .,._ of thla Q .. Uty sppoaro t.hrooghout in t.hil worl< in U10 fonn 
• Sthit41111fdpttl.:a \though t.bo form in which. it it known Crom thG Nylluu· Vai.lr&;tiL·(~ 
booktt is • SthitiNJhiipaka '. That the (ot1"0.6r form ia: not an orror or tho copyist o•· 
the priut.or ill clear from tbi1 Y.'e.:ct, whoro tho 6rat. term in tho cor:npo\md i11 oiOMly 
atatod to bo '11/Mta ' .] 

COMMENTARY. 

That i.- to Ray, t.ho 4 SI/Uta', 'l.nRtiug '.thing, of which tlJjg Qw11ity i~ 
K~aid t.o bu t.IM.' '6'tlu"ipctl •. ·a ', 'J'G~to.bliahor ',- UI thatl Uaiug by ihcolf no&· 
llUJtit~fl 't Ot• iM i t by itMoU kt8li.ft{J ? Ouly thoao two ulf..ol'llC\tivog nt'O poHitihlt,.
If it iH raol·l~eino. then us in a moruout rt wiJI havo eoas~cd to O.'(_Uit, wln\t 
would bo there which t.bo QUAlity in qu0o1tion would ,...u~ablUA ! On U18 
other hand, if it ia, by i~ll. laoling,-t.bon, ii the thing in quO!ltion would bo 
existent,-thou, a.s all existing things continue to ex.iet. in their own fonn,
i.e. witllout dovio.t.ing from it,- tlte t hing would cont.inuo in tho same form; 
and in tl111~ OMe, wbnt would be tho 11ood for assuming " ' re·est&blisho•· ' or 
it, whicb would bnvo notbing to do !-{1187) 

I t might be e.rgued t.he~" Even t.hougb a.ll tbing8 are moment.ory, 118 
each of them would oxiab for ,. moment, and woulcl continue in tho con· 
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tinuo\VI 'Ohnin ',-it is in regard to this thAt tJ16 Quality in qoostion is 
said to funo.tion u ,-then, the answer is a..~~t foUo""' :-

TEXT (688). 

1'm: biOM&NTARY BXISTENC& OF A THING CONSIST!! bl~UJ:JLY IN ITS BJ:JL'(G 

l'ROOUO.ED FROM rrs OAUS.E; ANO '.t'tm 1 OONTlNU(Tyo lN THE 

OHAIN ' ALSO (OF EV!!lW Sl100liEOlNO 'ri{INO) lij DlJE TO 

BKUIO l'lWDUOED J!l<O~t EACH Pl\l:lCBOlNO 'rtltN0.-(688) 

OOMMENTAl\Y. 

Momollt.ury thiu8J< •= admitted to exi•t only "" being prodttood from 
t.hoir M\oto<WI ; and wha.t i!f. called their ' ltl•iti. '. 1 fitatus ', consists only in 
thoir acqtUr;ng tJi4;r own .telvta,-end not in their to. king up thoir form sub
I!O<(ucnlly to t.hoir having a<:quired tlloir sm~ua ; .., by ~omsolvcs all tbing~~ 

'"" momontclry, and hence incapable o! 1/<Jying "t tUIY timo oubsequont 
to their ooming in!<> existance.-()r, if the thing did 110 &Xist, it would 
never """"" to exist, it should be there u before ; and even suboequently, 
it would remain the same; or else. jt would havo to ronounco ita own natu.re. 
-In tho • Ohain •, t.ho production of each &uooeeding Product is due to t.he 
inunodi .. toly proocdiug et>u'l<>. So that ovou hero, thoro is nothing that 
C<mld bo clouo by tho Momentum in question.-(688) 

So.yi4 tho Oppunontr-" Woll thou, tho Mom~.mtw1\ i.u (Lu~t..ion would 
01:(~\.hli~ih wlu.lt jg 1tot-nwmentary " . 

.rl tldtUCI' :-

. TEXTS (6Sil·U!JO). 

(WI!AT V! NOT·MOMIINTARY) DOES NOT AP.I'BAR IN ANY OTKER >'OR>! ;-oil' 
WHAT Tli.JIN COULD THB "IJOM:ENTU)f BB 'l'ITJI ' B8TAJILtsHER ' !

N OR HAll Tll.lS MOlol&.><TITll BBBN :VOWD TO UA.VB ·OAUSA.L 

OJUKAOI'BR; THE OAUSII TKEN MAY OONSLST 011' TiltS 

MOM:ENTOM OR SOlliiTHINO ELSII. F11RTK&R, 'J'IfJI 

MoMENTUM IN QUESTION HAS Bl!BN mct.o ro BB 

A QUALITY THAT RE·ESTABLtsUBS WHAT HAll 

JlEBN A.LRI!ADY PMD110Et>,~110ll J'OR 

EXAMPLE, AS Tl1E owth.- WJUr Tli:ERE· 

FORI! llA.S BEEN CALLED A ' Q11 AL!Tll ' 

AND ' M o r.oiNTOM ' I8 NOT 

POSSTBLB.-(680·600) 

UOMMEN1'Al~ 'i. 

It hn8 boon 3lroody pointed out that tho thing that is 1Wt-m<mlmtctry 

can never beoomo o~erwise than it is, and henco ite 1Ullou is thare a.hvayr;.-
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so thl't thoro would lx1 nothing to bo u./tlbUaluxl by t.lh' {llll\liLy in flUQ&tion. 
<SID.blillhu ojolaliUt, EIR~<ticity. 

It migb~ bn tugu<.'CI thnt--'• Thu Qou1lity may not bo thu C81<2bliohu ; 
it may bo tho produeu of tJto Jl!onlttd· itt4tl-l[ ". 

'"fho llJlHWOr to this iJJ that. tlii-s J.llouwnbm-. lws not been. jowut to hove 
ctuual clwmclcr; tho conviction regnrdiug tho l'C;t~lity or tho t.l'uth nbout 
things is nlw\\>ys deptmdont. '1pon tlw Moou.-; of U.ight. C:Ognitiuu; i\IUl tlli a 
matter or fact tbe caU>!f\1 ellllrnCter or Mom<•nhun,-."' ""m~tJ•ing diftoront 
froou woll·knowu eou1808-ia not do6nitely rooogniscd in thing>< liko tho Cloth. 
by Perooptiou and Nou-approhot.,ion,-or M sometlling difforont from iho 
ordinary ollocta, as in tho orgnns like tbo oyos ; ltencu tho uot.ion in quostion 
cannot. bo bMod upon a.ny 1ueh ehllrQ()ter. 

If it. be argued that.-" evon though itA C!lusal pol<mey hM not boon 
perooivod, yet iho !aet or ita being the Cause might be pro:nuood " . 

If that be 10, thou Momanttun, or n.nything olso, like th9 l.,t\rrot., tl\o 
Or.:we, ate., might be tho Qau,..,,-i.o. proawnod to bo "" •ucl\. '!'ho fMt of 
its not; boitlg perceived d068 not couatituto l\ ~itivo poc'tliar fMt.u.ro, by 
virtue or '•hieb it could be only by pmmming tbo Momontum.-nd nothing 
olso,-ilven though ita potency hM not been pcrooivod,-that you should be 
satisfied. 

Aa a matte•· ol f11ot, thll Momentum in questi011 has not boon loold by 
you to bo tho oauso of protlU<tion; in fact it i• hold to bo o. quality in n thing
e.g. tho Olot.h is already produced, whioh re-osteblioh<>s ita formor atetus ; 
and in t.hia it is of no .-, as already explained above.-And it is on ndmitting 
(for ...-gument's sak&) the possibility of ita be~ tba e&\1B6 of production, 
that tbo nbove objeotion has boon urgod ; tha idcn bohlg that thoro mo.y bo 
somo one who may cross boyond tho Limits of ovon his own doctrino. 

The l&et sontenco-' IVhal tllt:refon, etc. de. '--11wns up ell that hM 
been said above.-(689-690) 

-. I 
Tbo Author next pointa out. objootions against tho Quruiti011 ol ' Morit 

and Domerit' :-

TEXT (691) . 

. ilfirnl, Mirnl'8 CorUQ.cl. AND THE Sot1L HAVING mnm rnEvrouSLY ms. 
OAJ.<DI:lD,--THERII o.w Bll NO ' UNSEEN FonoB ' o~r THE KINDS 

POSTULA.TI!lD BY THE OTHER PABTY.-(691) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Tho U?18e6n Foroo (D08tiny) is what brings tho fruita of un not to it.s 
Door,-it is a Quality or t.ho Soul,-is produood by tho cont.nct of tloo Soul 
and Mind,-and is deltroyod by ita own ofloot; it a or two kind-iho two 
kinds be~ Mori: and .Dem<N; of t.heoo Mori: booomA>o. the causo of the 
Doer's h4ppinass, wollaro and liberation ; and D<m«il booom.es the cau.iiO of 
his unhappiness, coJ.o.mltJ.os and sin." 

I 
.:. 
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Such is the account of U10 Ull«<n• Pore<; provided by tho ot.ber party. 
llu>.smueb "" 010 Soul, the Mind, and t.bo coutnct of t.hooo-wllieb hl>vo 

been rognrdcd as tho oouHO o( t.ho Said Foroo,-bo.vo lX~E~u "lrendy rejected 
bofol'o,-there can bo uo Oo.wo for tho St\jd Force; u.nd ho1.\CU it iJ::I concluded 
t lint it ounnot bo oxiatont. 

As rogardll Sound, that ha• boou hold to bo tho Quality of Ak<l•ila,
it hog boon already rojoct<Kl a.bovo, whoa1 it uuno W'ltlOl' t'O\'ittw, a.po.tt from 

it. propor place. Henoo objecWoug <>gninst it 1>1'0 not ropwtod horo.--{691) 

J!J11d of Olltlpkr XI. 



CHAPTER XII. 

Examination of the Oatt(Jory of 'Aclion '. 

OOMMEN'fAlW. 

'i'ho. Author nuxt pt·cx.:o~ to KtJt fol'Lh t.ho objoctiuus ugu.iu"t. tho 
Vai•hlfika C<lrog<>ry ul 'l{arma ', AcUon :-

TEXT (G92). 

JN TH.L'''(QS THAT A.lUUN A 'PERPBTtJAL JrLUX '. ANV AcriON, IN TKB SJIAl'E 
OP ''l.':B:RoWINO OP ' AND Tll& LIKE, L' ll<fPOSSlBLll ; BKOAUSII IT 

OEASltS AT TU & VBRY PLAOE WHRRJI rr IS BORN, AND 
H:&NOE IT CANNOT OET A'r ANY OTHER 

Pl.AOE.-(G92) 

COM.\!EN'fAltY. 

"'fhe Sii.t.rG on thil'l t>oint is.-t Going up, goirv; tlown, cont.rac:Jitt!], 
o;rpandiny and ""'uing-uro the five Action• '.-Of theso, going up i• th"t 
act which is the ct'uxe of t.ho Oonjm\ct.ion f'nd DiKjunction with uppor nnd 
lowor apo.oo {ro!ipoOtiv(llly}. 'l'ho .. t i.M to ,.u.y, whon, by virt.uo of effort; aud 
euch other ugoucioi'J, thoro orissex,-in ttoJno purt of tho body, or iu 11omo Kuch 
110li<l substance OJI tho cl.Xt of Earth wltich i• com...,tod with tho hody,
an action which booom01< the eau'"' of U~e co•\j•mction of thet thing (Limb 
or Olod) with the upper layoN of Akii.OO, and ab!o of it. Dilljtutcliun wiU1 ~ho 
lowor layera of it,-thet Action is callad 'goiny up' .-The Action which is 
the "'"'"" of oftocto contrary to the.., iJI 'going d<>wn '.-Whcn1 " •traigl>t 
object becou1eo< curved, this Action is CBIIod • oontraeting ' ; "" hM boon t.huo 
dowcrlbed :-When of ~~ st.roight objc.)Ct liko tho nrm, tho forop~\rtK i:t the 
•hapu of the Fingor tmd tho rost, becomo diajoiuad (sepamtod) from t lw point" 
of Al<il•ha with which t.hoy luwe boon in oont..ct,-while the hind t>~u·t •till 
romuins in contact with those poinb<,-theu the whole obj""t in Uw •bapo 
of the Arm becoWAll! ..,,....a; and this ootiou is callad • Contzaetiug '.-W~ 
tho Conjunction aod Diojunction appear in a Jl\BilOOr controry to the one 
thus described, the whole objoct becomes straightoned again ; UU. Action is 
cnllad 'Expanding '.-Tiult which becomes the causo of Oonjunctiol\8 and 
Diajunctions with sovoro.l stray objects in dtvorse places, is tho Action called 
• Going •.-The fi.rHt tom· forms of Action n.ro the cause of ConjWlotlon.a and 
Disjunetious with woll-deRned parts of Spaoo and Akdsha, while Going bring.< 
about OonjunctioDH and Dilljuru:tions with aundry poin.t.l in spe<e in varioW! 
~tions.-Thus thero are only five k:inda of Action. Such ot.be.r actions 
aa Going Round, Flowing, Evaeuating and the like are all inoludad under 

I • 

• 
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'Ooing '.-All these five kincllo of Action are establ~hod M having ~heir 

oxistonce indicated by •uch olfoot.o as Conjunction and Disjunction oub-

8iating in solid objocts. Conjunction 11nd Disjunction are tu& offoct.o common 

to all Actions ; thi.• i8 what 08t&bliahel! the existence of the effoot.o of Action. 

It is proved by direct Percoption also; as has been t hu• doso•·ibed-' N<unber, 
Dimonsdon, Sep~t-ratenOJ;S, Oanjunct.ion, Disjuuction, Priority l\nd l?osteriority 

w>d Act.ion subsist. in coloured (wild) object<~, •nd houoo t\ro i><>•·ccptiblo 

t.u t.ho Eye • ( Vaisl~·•lllra)." 
Such in brief is tbo schcmo of tbo other P....ty. 
At regards this, Conjunction and Di•j•weiion hnving been t~lreody 

rojocted, wbnt bns boon (>Ut forwlU'd "" tbc • Effec~ • of Act.ion cwmot bo 

ndmit.ted. If what is put lorwanl as t.ha R"""ou for pootulating Action 
is it.o offect in the sbnpo or •uoh Oondunaion and Diojunction as consist of 

being prodttad in ju:aa~~ion tmd so forth,-oven so, tho &Mon would 

bo t fe11ible, (and Ineoncluaivo); beCI\\Itro the eoncomit.t\nco of ~nch Conjunc· 
W.ou o.nd Dilljuncti.ou with Action. ia in t'lowiBo ttdmittod (or proved).

On t.ho other hi\Od, tho IW.1110n io ccncomit.nut with tho oontrQI"y of t.ho Pro

U.n.ndum; HO tho.t it is o.1.8o ' Contradictory '.-If moroly the o-xi.<.Jtenoo 
of & O.nse i8 metmt to bo provod, tbon tbe Rea..oning is supcrfluouo; boc&u.'IO 

tJ10 fact of Air and such othor UtiJ>3>1 being tbe cause of the oaid Co•ljunction 

&nd Disjunction is ocoopted by uo also.-lf a po.rtieular chAt&ctcr (of the 

O.uso) be meant to bo proved, thou tho Conclusion is annulled by Inforeuce. 
For instonoe, whon t.ho Action oppoon! in a Subo!f.I\Ooe, d- it ap~ in a 

momentt.\l'y snbst.e.nee ? Or in t' non~momonta.ry (pennaoont) eubste.noo ? 

It c.rumot n.ppear in tho n\011\0llt.tuy Kub:Jtaneo. bo.c&U8o it <:Oll8CS to exist-
booomoe de..r:~troyod-ut tho very 11l)Ob whero lt <:omea into oxistcuce. and 
honoo it etuUlot got ut any uthut• Kpot.. '!'hiK Inference may bo foL•muh.\tod Wl 
folluw~t :-When a. thing OOO.Helt to oxiKt u.t a certain ~1>ot, it co.nnot eubsoquoutly 

got at any otbor SJ>Ot.-o.g. tbo Ltw1p and such thingff ;-1\ll the things in 

<JuOdtion do ooase ut the vory Hpot wbero the:y eomo into o.xi~tt.onoo ;-hence 
there iaJ ll.ll a-ppreh&ngjon which i8 coutru.ry to a cbt\nu:ter widor th&u t·lte one 

doeired to bo provod (by tho OJ>t-it.o pou-ty).-(602) 

Tho following Tm lllww\1 tbnt the Reason set forth (by the Duddhiot, 

in tho Inforouco jul!~ cited) ;.. nut • Fsllible • (or Inconelullivo) :-

'l 'EX'f (603) . 

'fllll O'!'llllll l'ART:i ALSO HAVB .!.SSBR~'JID TJUT ~'!ill 'fUIII OB AortoN I S 

SUBSEQUENT TO TJDl TlMB OJr TH:& BlRTli OJ' 1'J11I OBJ'JIO'l',-EVEN 

IN SUOH TBINOS AS THE L.ui:P-JIL.UO, WJIIOH ARB 

ADMri'I'BD (BY lii.II: ALSO) TO BE II'Lllll'rlNO 

Il< TKEIR (JHAR.!.OTEB.--{693) 

COMMEN'l'ARY. 

Some t.hingo aro admitted to bo fleeting in ~hoir charac!Alr ;-o.g. tho 

Lamp·flrune is admitted to bo oomothing which ceMos very quickly ; and 



396 TA~"l'VA.SANOIL\UA: (n<Al'TIIR Xtl. 

ovOJ\ jl\ theMe, Actiun appt'l(l.nl only nfttr thuy n.ro born,-i.o. cotno into 
oxist .. ,nL-u: 1\utl lu\\"o lx.•tm lu1ld to ltlAt. on I~· Cor t 8i!C H\Omont"s •, l\Ud only to 
that oxtone, noi·IIWIIWIII<IrU (loL~<liiiJ;).-{UU:I) 

n:x.·rs (694.-GOa). 

(1) (AT 'l'llll Jl'll<ST MOI&&NT) TILIIRB L~ CONTACT WITH TJ[B C . .USE,

(2) TKEN THE Al'l'IIARANOB OP '1'1£8 Olll<ERIC CHARACTEE,

'l'IIKN (3) SOMB OOIO!OTION IN Tit'& PARTS OJI' TilE OBJEOT, 

--'1'KE1< (.!,) TltB Dl/IRUL'TION OP THB PARTS,-Tlf&N 

(5) TITR DESTRUCTION 08 Tl<ll CoNTACT,-TifBN 

(0) Tllll DES'I'RUC'I'!ON 011 TKII OBJECT ;-IN 

THL<i WAY • EV km TN TJUl OASR OD' THE 

LA~lP·IILA~nl ANO 811011 TUU<OS, WUAT 

UAS Bliii.N lrBLD IS TKAT TUllY LAb'T 

FOR 8ix ?n0»1e1118 ONLY.-

(604-695) 

COMMENTARY. 

Jo'or inlltMIOO: (I) whl\t oomos first io the moment of contnct with tho 
C..use,-{2) thon tho moment of tho appcarru~oo of the gonorio ohoraoter of the 
Thing producod,-{3) then Mt.ion among the component pnrto,-thon (4) the 
momont of diojnnction of the Oomposito,-thon (5) tho destruction or the Con
junction thot produced the objoct,~tl>M (6) tho destruction oi tho object 
itself ;-in this way, in tho CMO ol thi•~jp~liko the Ltunp-f!nmo, what hAs been 
held is thet they I&At for •i:e 11IOIMIIII only. Th\18, thot'6 being no momentary 
object (!or tho Oppouant) wbioh could havo any notion, the· Action of all 
nctive objoct. must be 11.\Ch aa appoGnl ofkr tbo birth of tho objocts.-So 
thot our Reaaon is not ' unproven ', M thoro CI\Q bo nothing olso that could 
be momontary (for tho othor puty).~6~·695) 

I t might bo askod-" Evan if wo admit the momentary ohorac'tor of 
Things, why cannot thoir notion ftPpMJ' at th.o timo of their birth ! " 

The IUliWOr to thia ia providod in tho following-
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TEXTS (696-697). 

IT I8 ONLY WHEN TIIERE JS Sl!PAJUTION FROM TilE POSTERIOR SPOT, A..'ll> 

OONTAOT WITR TRE FRONTAL SPOT, 'I'RAT mJ: OBJEOT XAY BE 

ASSUMED TO DE ' GOING ' ('IN MOTION '), OR TO BE 1'IIJ!l SUB· 

STRATUM OF ANY OTIUR AOTION. WllliN TRE lltODILlil 

PERSON DOES NOT LAST EVEN FOR A MOMBNT,-

EVEN '!:HOUGH StrOR A PERSON BB EXTREMELY 

SMALL, TRl!llE 18 NO POSSmiLtTY 011' 

PASSING OVER TO ANOTIDlR SPOT 

REMOVED BY THE MTli'\I'I'EST 

l'OINT.-(696-697) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whon it i• pOAAiblo (or an object to bocomo sopnratod £rom the place 

behim\ it,-<l.nd to oomo into contaot with the pliiCo before it, thon it can bo 

St\id to be • going • ; or for Mother thing, to be tho substratum of auch actions 

aa E:opanding Md tho root; all this connot be said in regard to any other thinp 

-euch "" Al:iisha.-Tho object that lasts only for one moment however 

cannot bo so long "" to ndmit ol itll abandoning the place behind it and 

then pns8il\g ovor to th.o.t.. before it.; boet\\l80 a.t the moment. of it.q oxii!to.neo itsolf 

it is within the clutohos of disappearance (destruct.ion) ; and M Hllch it ia 

unable to pnss over t<> the other pln;:e.-Hen.eo no Action ill poeaible evcm 

at tho tirno of tho birth (of tho objoct). Nor ill it poaible at either of tha 

two ends ; bocauso nt the time in queatio~ this cai'Ulot 00 determined. Thus 

thon, as regru-ds tho objeot which doos not last ovon lot o. llingle momont,

tho possibility of its p(UJ8ing over to a remote placo may rost o.wbilo; it is 

not poesiblo for it to pooa over ovot> tho minuteot apace. Under tho circum· 

stan..,., bow can thoro be nny Action in whot ia mor...mary f-(000-697) 

Nor onn thoro bo Action in n. non·momenlary objoct ;-th.ill ia what is 

shown in tho following-

TEXT (698) . 

IN OASE TRE OI!JltOT JS SOMETRINO ID8lin~, ' GOING ' AND THB BEST 

ARII ALL IMI'OSSIBT,JI ; BEO<!.USE SUCK AN OBJEOT SHOtJLD REMAIN 

TRE SAME trNl)BR ALL CONDITIONS.-(698) 

COMMENTARY. 

'l'hnt object is snid to bo • non.-momemary ' which ronmins in tho snrno 

fonn alwn.)'R; it i.A nH t.h.o moro impnsHiblo for nny Action to npponr in anch 

nn objoct; n.<J, liko Akil.tha, it romni1UJ n.twa.ya i1\ t.bo KO.mo condit.ion.-TJilil 

argument mRY bo thnll formulated :-1£ nn object romnins nlwnYJ' tho sruno, 

it con bnve no Action,-M in tbo coao of AhWin ;-tlle objoc~ rognnled aa 

• non-rnornontary ' is nlwnys of th.o l!l.f\lM condition ;-hcneo thoro iH nppre· 
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heusion of Mmol·hin~ contrt\f,\' t.o wh.n.t. i,. \vider (t.hnn tJ10 Oonchbfion of the 
Oppouent).-(008) 

~rh(\ followjng might bu l.lt'gOd :-" _.~,1)0. U tho 1\on..momcnhlfy objoct i~ 
alwn.yil tho .MJnf'..-in.Mmuoh os, by iUt vt~ry rut.tnre, it llrul the fonn o f the 
• moving entity ',-jt could hnvo Act.ion ; honeo our Rcrw>n i'i not I neon· 
f'lu.i(ive ". 

Thn "'"w" w t hi• i• provi1INI in t.ho lollnwin)!-

TEXTS (0!19-700). 

Jr 'I'ITR AO'I'fON Or Goi"'J AlfD TIIB RliST OONS'I'lTUTBD TRR VRRY RS.qJ!NOR 

OPTICS ' ?f(OVINO ENTITY 11--T~N, TWS LA'ITSR COULD NOT 

STAY n&MOBILE JO:R liVEN A SINGLE MOMENT; BEOAUllll 

I!Vlllf WKEN TIIB Going, K'ro. ABB NOT TK£1111, 

TBliY SHOULD OERTATh'"LY BE Tll£1!11,-INAS· 

MIIOR AS 'l'HE OBJEOT HAS NOT RIINOUNOJtD ITS 

PR&VTOUS YORM, AN'D Ill EXAOTLY AS IT 

WA~ AT Tm! Ttm: 01' TllR Al'l'JIARANOR 

Of> TOP. Goi"'J, J!T0.-(690-700) 

OOM~D'NTARY. 

If enoh objootll M DciXIrlOIIB o.nd tho liko, which n.ro l10ld w bo non
tMUUlttkuy, wore, b:-· thoit V6ry nnture, conn&ctccl with the Actions o£ Going, 
Throwing up and the re~~b,-thon, they •hould 11ovor 8tll.lld Wlmoving : "" 
tho Going fl<ll1m wollld nlw,.yo bo thor<>. J!.onco iu tho ct\8& of theso, DeV>\· 
datta, etc., who f\fO o.nd.owod with tho nctiol\ or Ooinq,--evon wh.on there i..~ 
no Going-i.e. even whon thoy nro .&tanding irnmobile,-tho so.id act.lon.CJ of 
Goi11{J, eto. •hould bo thoro,-juot .. , M tho timo of the appoarnnco of tJioae 
nete ; beoa.uae the ohjoote will not hrwo nbn.ndonod t.hoir previotiR form m• 
nntoro.-(699-700) • 

. TEXTS (701-702). 

IF, ON TRll OTIIIIR RAND, TJIII ODJBOl'S WIIRll, BY THlllnt NATURE, OF TR& 

NATURB 0~ THII 'IMMOBILII JINTITY ',-'l'RBN absence of goi111J 
SHOULD BB THElUI ALWAYS, AND TBl:llB WOITLD BB NO 

)f0VBMENT 01' ANY KJND liVEN J'OR A Jo10M:IINT. BBOA11Sll, 

liVEN WREN going ~llORT Bll TR:liRII, TRB OB.TEOT 

WOULD STILL BE OJ' 'J'JIII NA'l'URll 017 TH£ 

'nrMODrtl! lr.o."Tri'Y ',-BroAUS:B IT WTLL 

NOT RA VB RliNOIINOJID ITS PRliVIOU~ 

NATURJI,-.lt18T A., AT 1'K1l TtM11 WK£N 

IT WA~ NOT MOVI:N0.-(701-702) 

If, from fear of the above criticiem, it be held that tha objoet, by ita 
nature, ill imm<>l>iZ.,-then the ob,_ of (/Oing, eto. should bo there always ; 

. bocauoe tha object i8 of the eamo form alwayo,-like A/o4o114. 

l 

I 
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The particlo 'ildi. '. • etc.' ; is meant to include the actions of Phrowin(l 
up and the rest. 

Under auch circumstances, even when thcro\vo~lld be actual going. etc., 
the object would be immobile ; because it has not renounced its ·immobile 
nature,--exa.ctly e.a in the unmoving condition. 

' Pra8p(Jnila ' is Action. 
ln the torm ' ni.8hchaliitmalcaJciilavat ', the ' Vati '----affix ha.q been 

addod to the compound with the J,ocativc cnding-(tl\e moa.~ing being 
'n.• at tJ>o time, otc. etc.'}-(701 ·702) 

It might be argued tbnt-" it i• not of the ""me form; it i" of both 
forms, going (mobile) and not-yoing (immobile); hence the c.rit.icism nrgad is 
not applicable; and the Reason too is ' \ulproven ' ... 

Tho answer to this ia proYided in the following-

TEXT (703). 

IF TKE OR.TEOT WERE •n.obile AT ONE TIME AND imm<Jbi/e AT ANOTHE!V 

THEN, INASMUCH AS TWO ~£UTUALLY DIFJIERENT CHARAOTER.~ 

WOUJ,O BE THERE, IT WOULD RE TWO DIFFERENT 

OB.TEOTS.-(703) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ' cha ' after ' akada • should be construed a-fter 1 pu~ •. 
What is meant is that, in tho manner suggested, as tho mutually con

tradieto<y cbamotol"S of mobility and immobiHty would be impo...OO. upon 
it, the obje<:t would cease to be one.-{703) 

'!'he following Pext shows that for th.e above rea.q:on, it bocomee o~hll>liJlJhed 
that the object is 1rn>me1114'"1f .~ 

TEXT (704}. 

JT IS OJ,EARLY SEEN THAT THE TWO Alll'l ENTIRELY DIFFERENT; BECAUSE 

OF TKE PRESENCE OF CONTRADIOTOEY PROPERTIES ;-LIKE TWO 

THINGS 011 WHloH ONE IS MOVING AND ANOTHER NOT 

>IOVING.- (704) · • 

COMMENTARY. 

'The two '-i.e. th.iugR in the nwbile nnd immobile stAtes. 
~ lAke two tJ~ing$, etc. etc. ',-i.e. auoh things n.~ the Oroopor (mewing) 

and the Mountain (not moving).- (704) 

Ho.ving thtL• established the annulment of the Opponent's eonehUiion 
by Inference, the Author proceeds to show that it is a.nnuUed by Percq>tion 
o.Jso :-
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TEXT (705). 

TilE AOTIOW 7RAT IS :REOAltDliD AS tli8ible IS NOTBINO DI:PPBR.E},""T 1'110111 

1"1111 obj«l. EVEN SUCK ~01! Otr IT AS WOULD BB OO!ot

l'ATIBLB WlTli :RRASON, IS NIIVE& AOTUALLY 

P:BRCEIVED.-(705) 

COMMENTARY. 

lf n porooptiblo thing ;., not perceived, ie comoa to ho rognrcled by intelli
gent mon M 4 non-oxi~OOnt ' ;~ OJoth not porccivNI.I\t n. eortnin plnco ;-and 
Actio» ill nover porcoived M apart from tho Colour, oto. (of tho objoct) ;
ltonco this ia n reoaon for regarding it no nnturnlly not-porcoived (nnd henco 
non~exiltt&nt). AiJ o. m.o.tter of fact, Actiou never hec.omofl mn.nifOAt in nny 
Sonoo-percoption, 118 nnything apart from tho Clolonr, otc. of tho object ns 
producod in n different position. A.• regards 1uch not.ioDA -ociated with 
verbt\1 oxpressiOAA. RA 'Throwing up '. 'Throw-ing down ' and the like,
they cennot be Puc.plicm. for th& very roooon thAt th<>y are ......,.;ated 
with varbal oxproesion. Nor a.ro they competible with rcuon, if taken as 
......,.,;otod with " distinct category in the •hape of • Action' ; becan.., what 
AI"' rMlly Aeen are only tl\0 Colour, etc. u produ~ tmdor oartain condjtions; 
and tbo \"orbnl expressions (names) nlso "'" nppliod only to th'""' latter, in 
accordance with Oonvontion.-This has jnRt l'>ot--Jt oxplninod, when it was 
point.od out tho.t no movement is t>ossiblo in thinS" t'ithe.r ponn.anent or 
impormnnont. 

1,hu8 it. is not proved, n.s asserted, thnt the o.xlBtenoo of Action iH proved 
by P ercoption itstlf.-(705) 

'Iho nbovo nrgumentr-. tu·o Ammnod up in tho following-

TEXT (706). 

Tuus • Oomo' AND 'mE BEST AlUI nrPOSSIBLE ErroR n< l'E:R>IANJJl,""T 

OB l)ll'RRMAN"ENT THINGS ; BECAUSE IT JS NOT POSSIBLE 1'0:8 

Tltl!ll JUTI!l!R TO BB SJ!P.-\R.,'l'BD DOH 'l'IIBt:R l'OIUIT& PLACE, 

(IR TO OE'r AT ANOTKBR PLAOE.--{700) 

COMMENTARY • 

. ' T/1118 •,-i.o. boonu"" it hM been dismrdod by Inforonco and Perception, 
M just aho,vn nbovo. 

• Becn.uM il f• not possi.blt, eu. etc.' ;- i.o. booouRO aopo.rntion from tl\o 
fonnor plMo iA not pokAiblo i and bocnuso junction with nnot.hor plnce is 
not po,..iblo. Tho wordo nro to bo construed in tho roapoctivo ordor.-(706) 

Quut;on-" I! thi$ ;, so, thon bow is it tbot people openk of Gt>ing ? " 
.dNWfr:-
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TEXT (707). 

~"fi-tE NOTION OF t GOING ' IS AN ILLUSION,-A.S IN TliE LAMP·FLlltE,

DUB TO . THE Al'PEA.RANOE OF DIFFERENT BUT SIMILAR THINGS 

BEING FOUND OONS;EOUTIVELY IN DIVERSE P LAOES.-{707) 

COMME~"TARY. 

'Different but si·m.ilar things • ;-'different ' and 'similar' are 
compounded first,-then that compound is compo•mded with ' things '.
Of these different and similar things,- thero is appearance (birth)-which 
is conBecutive,- i.e. in a. place othor than that of its own Cau.a&,- when 
such appearance ia aeen, thero arisos, from i t·, the notion that it is 'going '; 
- just a.s in the caso of the Lamp.jlame, when it is boing carried by someone, 
there appoars the notion that ' the Lamp·Ba.rnc is moving ' ; while certainly 
the same Lamp-flame doe!\ not move from one place to another ; beca.uCJe it 
hM boon held (evon by tho Vaishefika) to la..t for si"> m<>~ only. F\u-th01·, 
'vhat is called the ' birth ' (appearance) of a thing consists in mere Being, 
entirely devoid of any preoeding or succeeding end ; and the apprehension 
of such • birtJl ' or 'appearance ' is only natural. 

Or ')"anmanaQ. ' ma.y be construed e.s .dblative ;-the sense being
' 1Mca!J8e things are born consecutively, thorofore different and similar things 
are perceived in different places '.-(707) 

End of Ohapter on ' Action'. 

26 



CHAPTER XIII. 

Examination of 'Samanya ', the 'Universal' . 

With the following Z'<J:i tho Aut·hor begin.< tho criticism of tho Category 
of 'Tho Univers&l • :-

TEXT (708). 

'StniSTA.l<Oll' Al1D OTHER 0..TI!()0RlliS HAVIXG :SEEN RE.Jl!OTI!D, TU 'U~>· 

\1atSALS • AI.SO RAVE BXCOM"..& :B.EJ'ECI'BD; AS TB:BY JU v·E ALL BBE:X 

ASSUMED TO SVSSIST IN THE THRRE CATEOORiliJS.-{708) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Tl~ Unit:er.sals ',-i.o. tho Oonu~es. These nro hold to bo subsistent in 
the thrco Ontcgories,-Subotanco, QuoJitr nucl Action ; 1111d he11co become dis· 
cnrclod by the rejection of thoso Cntogories t.he>nJ!olvOII ; M without the Sub
~ttrat.-um, Uto Su~te.nt Ct\nnot O.'(~t anywhere ; !or if i t did, it would not be 

Mtut""' ut aD. 
Tho mention of tbo 'Unh·onrol ' io only by wny of an illustration ; tbe 

Ulli>II<JU lndiWJ110litiu also are hold to bo •ubristem. as ruboiat.ing io. Ultimate 

Subotaneos; hcnoe th- also boeome di'!Calded by the rejeot.ion of their 
~ubotrottun.-(708) 

Even though the 'Univerfl81 ' hiWI boon discarded, yot the Author io 

doairO\IS of putting forward spooial objections agaiMt it; and as until the 
oharnotcr of the thing ill known, a cc'iticism of it is not possiblo, ho proceeds 
to descn'be the character of tho 'Universal • and the 'Pru·ticular' :-

TEXTS (709-711). 

Tint' Uzo:V11BSAL 'IS POSTULATED BY TJ£B om:ERPAR:rY IN'fHIIIOLLOWING 

)[~":ER : " IT IS OP TWO DNDs--f BEINO • IS A f UNIVBBS.U.. ' WMOll 

lS 'UNIVERSAL' ONLY,-AS IT PERVADES OVE:& ALL THINGS; 

'S'O"BSTANOE, AND THE REST, WHILE BEING , UNIVBRSA.LS J, 

ARE ALSO SPOKEN Oll' AS 'PAitTICULAllS'; DI<OAO'SB IN 

REGARD TO T!llllm OWN SUBSTRATA, TIDilY DEOOl\ffl ~'liB 

OAUSE 011 THEIR OOAU'RBH11NSIVE NOTION, AND ALSO 

SlllBVB TO l)lJl'll'ERENTT ATJI 'l'IIEill SVSSTRA TA II'ROA! ALL 

THINGS :SJILONCINO TO 0TJ£B:a ' U N I V B R S A I. 8 ' ; 

-AlfD IN TlUS \VAY TKBY ALSO :SECOHI! Tlll!l OA.OSB 

011 Tlll!l liXOL11SIVII NO'l'!ON 011 TROSB 

811:8~TA."-{7()9-71 1 ) 

OOMMEN'tARY. 

The • Universe.!' l$ of two kind-the Higher and the .WW.r; ' Boing • is 

the highest • Universal' i it ia cnlled • Universal', 'common', because it 
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forms tho basis of only a. comprehensive notion in regard to oJl its three sub· 
strata--Substance, Quality and Action ; £or this same reason it is not e. 
' Particular ' at all. 

Tho Lower kind o£ 'Universal' is in the form of ' Substance', 'Action' 
nnd so forth; thls kind is called 'Universal ' (Genus, Ola.ss) in so far a.s it 
is the bMis of the comprehensivo notion of its subst1·nta, ;,, tho shnpe of Sub· 
stances, etc. ;·-a-nd though being 'Universal'. it is o.lso called' Particular', 
in so fa-r as it serves as the ba.cUa of the exclusive notion of ita S'll.bAtmtwn as 
distinguished from things belonging to other 'Univorsals '. For instanco, 
in regard to Quality, there arise such e:xclusi vo notions as 'it is not·Sub
stance ', ' it has no qualities ' and so forth ; and th& cause (basis) of these 
must consist in S\lcb ' Universo.ls' as ' Substance • o..nd ' Quality ',-not in 
a.nything elso ; bo.cau.se f.here aro no such things as ' not-Substance ' and 
so forth. There is no incongruity in tho same thing being both 'universal ' 
and ' partieul4\r ', when it is taken relatively to other things. This is what 
the Text means.- (709-711) 

The A\lthor states the definition of ' Ull>imato individuality ' , ea providod 
by the other psrty :-

TEXT (712). 

"THERE ARE SOW 'PARTIOULARS' WHICH SERv:El AS THE BASIS 011'· 

'EXCLUSION ' ONLY ; 'rBESE HAVE BEEN DESCltlDED AS 

'ULTThlATE llroiVIDUALtTIES SUBSISTING '"' 

ETBRNAL SollSTANOES '."-(712) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are some 'Part.ieuln.rs' which o.ro bold to be 'Particulars ' only, 
uot 'Univer.sale' ; beca·use. they serve as the basis of exclusion-i.e. of 'exelu
aive notion '-only. 

"Whirll &l'& theso t" 
Answo,.._' Tlte&e have been dift.t'lJUl, ttc. etc.' ;- it llO.R been declared 

(in the Vaisllilikl•·Siura) that- " Uliimate Individualitie8 subsisting in 
eternal Subat.anoos are the ultimate (diff~rentias) ".-'Subs-isting in ete1"11Gl 
Substances ',-i.e. subsisting in. Atom.a, A kli.sha, Time) Space, Soul a-nd Mind. 
As Alom8 are tho two ends-beginning snd end-of the Universe,-nnd 
liberotcd Souls and liberated Minds continue to exist till the end of tbe 
Birth·l-ebirth·Cyele, and hence forming one end,-the Speeitle Individualities 
rmbsiJ;ting iu them Jun-e been called t u1tinu'tte'; specially o.s i t is only in 
t.hese that the said IndividunJit.ios aro more clearly perceived. Thoir Sub· 
sistence too is always in tbe eternal Substance, lil<e the Atom. TWs is the 
reason why they have been described both M t ultimate , and os ' subsisting 
in etenu~l Substances • .-rrhese llt'O c.n.Uecl ' Vi&hl,a •, 'Spooifie Individualities', 
because they sarve ns the bo.sis of the absolute exclusion of tbe eternal Sub· 
ata.n.ees from on& another, and henee serve to 'specify ', 'distinguish', their· 
substratum from everything elae.-(712) 
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The quootion nriaing-" How is the existence of th..., St>«ific ln
clivid•UJliliu provDd ! u-the foliO\\-'ing a.nB\('01" is given:-

TEXT (713). 

"bAS~I17CH All IT IS ON TKE STR£NGTll 01' TIIESE TliAT MYSTICS HAV>I 

THE NOTlONS,-JN CONNEOriON WITH TliE ATOM A.ND OTIIER ETERNAL 

SU'8STA.NOES,----THAT l THIS IS DIPBBRBNT :r.RO)I TllAT \--TJIESB 

A RE Rl!OARDRD AS SU BSIST 1 N 0 IN EAOR Ol' TTIESE 

SUBSTANOES."-(713) 

OOMAI:ENTARY. 

It it fotmd that poople like oul'80!v'"' havo, in regard to the Ox,-tb<> 
notion of Uto ' 0:.: ' "'" distingui$1\ed from th<> ' Hono ', through the proscnoo 

of n put.iculnr "'"'""· quoliti.., action and conatitucnta,-tbeoo notiorus 
npp<aring in tho form respectively el' the Ox, whi!A!, fMt moviJ\8, (1\l.-htuuped. 
with a I4J'SO beU' ;-in tho sa.me DlNl.Der, in poople dilforont. from t~St suc.h a~ 
Mystice, there nppe&r8,-in regard to eech of tlto oternnl objoct.s, Atoms, 
Libomtod Souls aad Libemtod Min<b,-tho oxclueive notion that 'thi• is 
differont from t.hat ' ; and also when the eamo objoct i.o ... ., at another 
time and plnoo, tho.rG ia recognition of it as 'this is the aa.mo' ; or S\tc.h not.ions 
there boing no other b...ie,-toot to which t.bey are due is l10ld to conoist in 
tho 'ultJmat.c Speaiflo Individualities •, whose exist.cnco is inlorred from tho 
poouliar oxperionoe of the Mystics.- Eaoh of theoo lndhidualitioo subsists 
in its own subetrn~um, and their existonoe is provod by tho d~ot J.'<lrcopt.ion 
of the Myat.ioo.-(718) 

Quuti<>,.....How is the exist&>oo of 'Unive1"8&h • (Gonusee, Oommunit.ieo) 
proved t 

Anowr:-

TEXT (714). 

" SuOK ' UNIVEJISALS • (ColOWNlTIBS, GB~<'11SES) All ' B~:mo •, ' Cow ' 

AND Till! Lllt1l ARE VOUom:D l'OR BY DIRECT PJ!!ROEl'TlON ; AS 

Tllll NOTlO:N OJ' ' BEn!O ' AND T1lE REST All!l l'Otnro 

TO APPEAR ONLY WREN TRJil SENSE·OROANS 

A11E FUNOTIONJN0."-(714) 

OOMII!ENTARY. 

It ill a woll-est.abliahod principle tb&t when ono thing followa tho presence 
and aboonoo of another thing, tiiO former prooosdo from tiiO lattor ;-in regard 
t.c Suhetanoo and the rest, the appearance of tiiO notion of 'Being • (E>:istenoe), 
etc. followt too rz-ooo and ab$6noe of the functioning of the Seose-orgon8 ; 
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wherefor<> then could the said notion not bo regarded ., produced by the 
S.:.nse-organs,-just like any other Cognition through the Sen.se-organs ! If 
it were not so rogarded, then it would lesd tO ail absurdity.-(714) 

The following T eo;t seek.• to prove the existence of • Specific Individual· 
i ties ' by mean. Cl: of Inforol'tOO also :-

TEXT (715). 

" THE EXJSTIINOE OF THESE IS COGNISED BY MlM:NS OF INFERENCE 

A-LSO : A. DISTL~OTIVE NOTION MUST BE DUll TO A. 

DTFFERENT CAUSE."-(715) 

COMMENTARY. 

• A di8&inctive notion •-a notion of :\ kind different frorn that of tb.iugs 
like Substance, etc. 

' Dut «> a ilifferen~. cause ',-whoso birth is due to other ea.usea. 
The inforcnco mo.y be thus formulatod :- When one notion is different. 

in form from another, it must be due to a cause other than the lo.tter,
like the notion of ' OoiO\U" ' in regard to the Cloth, the Leather nnd the 
Blanket ;--of this aame kind is the notion of ' being ' in regard to Substance.,. 
etc. ;- hence thi<~ is a. natural reason [for nssum.ing a different cause fot it.,. 
in the form of the • Universnl'].-Sueh is the view of the ot.hor Party (the 
N!fliya- Vai8hl$ika).-(7!5) 

The sense of the same f\rgumcmt is shown by setting fort.h t.he .lll:'gt.unents 
propOlmded. by Blklvivikta :-

TEXTS (716--720). 

(A) "lN REGA.RD TO Tllll COW AND TilE ELEPHA..NT, THE PECULIARITIES 

OF NAM&-' Cow' AND 'ELEPHA.NT ',-AND I DEAS-MUST BE DUE 

TO CAUSES OTHER THAN CoNVENTION, SHAPE, BonY. Ero.,- BBOAUSB 

WBlLE APPERTAINING TO THE Cow AND THE ELEPHANT, THEY 

ARE Dl11FERENT FROM THE NAMES AND IDEAS OF THESE 

LA!I'TER ;-..rusT LIKE THE N.ums .U.'"D IDEAS 'WITII CALF' 

AND 'WlTH THE G0/..0' (RESl'EOTIVELY) AS APPLIED TO TR}'J 

SAMl!l Cow AND ELEl'llA.NT. THE QUALU'YING ouus:e 

ItA$ BEEN ADD:et> FOR THlil l'URPOSE OF EXOLUDINO THJ!l 

' HARE'S HORNS' AND SUCH OTHER NON ·ENTITIBS. 

THE N&\lE AND IDEA OF THE OTHER TBINGS 

ARE THE OoRRO B ORATIVE INSTANCE 

per DISSUIILARlTY. 



TATTVAS.L'<Gll.AHA: CHAPTER Xrrr. 

(B) "TH:I! loBA PUVADING OVER ALL Cows PROCEeDS JIRO:Il SOll:E'lHING 

DinlrnEN'l' JIROH '1'JIE B ODY 01' THE Cow,-BKOAVSR IT APPEARS 

AS A Dll'l'~'TUTOR,-LIKE 1'I[E I DIIA OP THE 

I BLUE t A.""» TK£ LID. 

(C) " TH:Il ' Vlo'lVBRSAL ' COlD IS SOMETHING DIJ'PBR£ST PBOli TRR 

' INDIVrDUAL' Cow,-BEOAUSE IT FORll~ TnB ou.n:OT OF A Dll'l'ERENT 

IDEA ;-LIXE THE ll)EA 0:1' THE 0oLOVU AND OTRER QUALITlP~ OF 

Tirll S.UIE 00!JJ,-ALSO BECAUSE IT (THE UNIVlllllSAL) 18 SPOKEN OF 

AS liiiLONO fNO TO 1'HAT (THE INDIVID!JAL),-JIIST AS '!'lt>l HORSE 

IS SPOKBN Ol' AS DELONGTNO TO 0/tai/rn .. "-(716-720) 

COliMEN'l'A 'RY. 

BMvitrik/4 hAs arguod as loUowo :-"In regnrd to such things as t.be 
Cow, Ho....,, BuJt•Jo, Ronr, Elephant, etc., the peeuliariti08 ol Nnme-' Cow', 
otc.-nnd JdM m•••t be duo ton .,....., roh•l«l to t.ho form of oaeh animal, 
but diffe:rcut from $ucll Ct\\L'iOS as Convention, Sb..'\po, Body ond tho liko ;~ 
tllis iJo tb& Pronounootru~nt (oi tll6 Conclusion).-(Tho ROOI!On i3 tllis}
Docauoo wbllo nppcrtnining to the Cow, eto., thoy are Namos l\nd Id""" 
diflorent from the Nl\mOs and Ideas of the Body, etc. ;-just like auoh peculiar 
Namos and Ideae relating to the sruno animals-· tho Cow with tho 01\!f ', 
' t he BullO<>lc with tho load •, ' tho Boar with tho darb •, ' the Elophant with 
tl10 goad ' and so forth.- Tho Oonoborativo Instances ;per d;.limilnrily aro 
tho Namee and ldons of the forms of tho Body and other tbings.- It follows 
from thi.e that this ' other canS&' mtmt bo tho c Universals ', ' Cow', 
• Elophant' n.nd eo forth.,. 

Tho term 'aMidhdna' stands for Nam" ;-' pra.jtliJna' for Idw., Cogni
tion ;-tho peoullaritiee in tho sba.pe of th- two .,.. moant by the co•npound 
' 4hhidJJ4Mprqjii6M~ '. 

'Samal"'' iJo Convention;-' ..iltrti '-Shape;-' Pill44 '-Body ;-the 
term ' ek.' inoludeo Ook>ur end such detnils. Diff•rent ftom tbe.. are the 
Ca.- relatod to and in keeping with the Form of oaeh of the ....unala in 
regard to it. Namo and Id .... 

Or the compound may moan that t.ho en .. - of tbo nom ... end notions 
of ' Being • and the root nre different from Oonvontion and the root. The 
r..,t being underotood as before. 

• Pt"Oelamation. '-Proposition. Conclu.t;ion. 
In ordor to avoid tho ' fallibility' due> t<> the Roason othorwi.oe <>pplying 

to non·ontitios liko the Hare's Horn (which also has a distinot Name and 
Iclon rolating to it),-tho qualification has boon uddod in tho form 'whilo 
apper14ining to IM Oow, elc. '. 

'l.'he compound aotting forth the Reason is to he oxpou11dod as-' Because 
they have Nam01 and Ideas different from the Namee <>nd Idoas relating to 
the Body, et<>.'. The' Nl\llles ODd Ideas of tho Body' servo as tho Corrobora· 
tive Instenoe pu d;.oimilarity ; as in tllis instenoe, tho ;prueMO of a c:atuo 

• 
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()Iller tlum tile Nam.u a?UI I deao of IM Body ie o.b!ent ; o.nd henoo tbo Reason 

adduced is t\1110 abs<>nt in thoro. 
Ud4yo14knra [under N!J(i.ytJt:Urtilca on 2. z. 61, peg& 310 a oeq.] has st&red 

the argument M follows :-" Tbo Idea pervading over &11 Cowa prooeeds from 

a Cause olhM than the 13ody, etc.,-becaUliO it appears aa a dilterontiator,

liko the Ideo. of the Blm, eto.-or again, the • Universal • O<>w i• eomething 

different frorn th& i?Uiividual Cow,-because it ;, the object of " dilterent 

Ide,.,-Jilco Colour and Touch, oto.,-al$o beoa\1/io it is spoken of "" belonging 

to thiJ! latt&r,-ju.st 88 the Horse;, spoken of"" belonging to 0/wib-a, and 88 

something dillerent from Ohaitra." 
All t.hMo argumants have been set forth in thes& Texts. Tboy are ee.sily 

intolligiblo.-( 716-720) 

Tile Author answN'S all tb68e orgurnenta in the following-

TEXTS (721·722). 

ALL Tm8 HAS NO ESSBNOll IN rr ; IT Ill AN lllLABOltATION 011 A 1dllltll 

TIIEO&Y; TIIXIIB Ill NO BVIDBNClll AT ALL IN SlJl'PORT Oil IT. As A 

AU"rr'ER OP PAor, TJJl!lj NOTIONS OP • lJEINO ', ETO. AJlB NOT 

liOUND TO PROOl'llllD liROM TilE 1111NOTIONING 011 TRE 

SENSE·ORGANS ; TREY ARISE IIROM A BODY 011 

0oNVliNTIONS.-(721-722) 

CO~'TARY. 

It haa been argued (under Text 714, <>hove) that the fo.ct of the notion.a 

of 'Being •, etc. being o! the nature of SeWIO·peteeption is deduced from the 

presence of the operation of Senae-orgnns.-lt, by the Reason here o.dduced, 

it is meant that the said notion.a follow immediately after the operation of 

the Son.seo,-then it cannot be • ndmitred • : beosuse aa they are of the nature 

o! 'determinate Cognition~~ •, the body of Conventions (beoring upon the 

verbal expression) must int<>rposc (between tho Sense·oper~tion ll.nd the 

resultent Determinate Cognition).-(721 -722) 

It might be urged-" without " oompreheosivo somdlling, bow can 

mutually dietinet &ntiti .. become th& ba.sis, directly or indiroctly, of the 

notion of idontity or unity t ,. 
In nntir.ipation of thit question, tho Author supplioe the following 

explan~tion :-
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TEXTS ('723-726). 

L~ Tllll CASE OF TICII Dh<Uri, Harltal:i, IITO., JT IS !fOUND THAT TB:BRB IS 

PRIISES'l' Ill THE>(, lll'l'HEB SINGLY OR OOLLKOI'IVliLY, THll PO'l'llNCY 

TO IU:MOVB VARIOUS DISBASES; AND YETTHllRE tS NO 'UN!VllRSAL' 

(ComtONl'l'Y) IN TllEM WHICH HAS THAT l'<n'ESOY; BEOAITSE THE 

OO'Rll Oi' THE DISEASES IS l'OUSD TO Bl'l QO'tOR: AND DELAYED.

NOR CAN ANY DIVERSE l'EOULUR PRO'f'EIITIES DE PRODIIOBD u; THE 

• UNIVERSAL', TRRouoR TirE DIVERSlTIES Oli" Tfl'B Sou:., ETc. 

DEOAUSJI IT RE~tAINS ALWAYS IN OSE AND ' 'HB SAME FORM; THE 

SAID DIVERSJI PROl'ERTlRS, HOWEVER, Al\"!l PRP.SENT IN THE Dluitri, 
lllTO.-Tllt18 THOUGH, AS A. RULE, TffiNCIS ARE BNTIRBLY DrPF:&R

lllNT, YBT SO>tll OB THEM HAVING WELL·DEII'INED POTBNCIES ARE 

OONOIIIVED Oi' AS st1ni/4r, AND Rl'lNCB TIIBSB THINGS DEOOlCE 

THB BASIS 011 TICII OONOEl'T!ON 011 similo.rily, IITO.,-NOT OTtrER 

TmNOS.-{?23-726) 
CO~B£ENTARY. 

Dh4tli nnd 110m0 ot.bor fruits, tho•1gh of enti.rclly difroron~ forms, are 
ye~ IIOVOrtllly or jointly, endowed with tho C8pocity to romove various 
di-,-ewn without any comprehensivo ont.ity cmbrodng t.hom all.
H canno~ bo rigM to urge that-" even in this eoao it is ouly a comprohen.,ive 
'Univeroal' that doos the effective act" ; for tho simple .......,n that there 
i• no •uoh common 'Universal' over thtlm copablo of porlorming the various 
fruitfl1l 1\Cts. If thoro woro such a common 'Universal', thoro oould bo 
no P""RibiUty of the notion that poople have, of tho co.pncity of removing 
disell808 qulckly or slowly that is found in only somo DMlli, ote. <>nd that 
at only cortnin tirnos ; as the 'Univer&~>l ' woultl be of only ono uniform 
charaotor.-Nor con it be rig.ht to MSel't thnt-" tho Mid Universal i~lf 
perform. the divoroo fruitful acts, when it ooquiroo corto.in peculiar properties 
duo to thtl .. il uw&torod byrnilko.ndsueh thinp " ;-boco.usotho' Universnl' 
ia, ""hypolhu>, eternal. and henoo incapable of having any peculiar proporties 
produood by anything eloe ; and heuoo no 8UCh proportioa oould bo preduoed 
in it by tho divorsitJoa of Soil and such things; booatUIO tho 'Universal' is 
always of o.,. end thtl 88JllO form. As for tho DMiri, oto. ; on thtl other 
hnnd, they are ovanetollllt things end henoe divotM propert.ieo""' produoed 
in them by thtl diversitieo of Soil, etc.. ; end henoo thoy booome endowed with 
the diveno potoncioa of curin.g di-.-In the IW'I\O Jl\4nnor, ot.bor things 
also, like the Jo.r, ore produced out of their Causal ldOM in such forms 
that by their very nnturo they como to bo conceived of "" of ono and the 
same form. Honoe there is no difficulty in this Cft/10, 

The term '<le.' in the expression '~he lxui8 ojt/10 CC»>CCj)lion of similarity, 
etc.', is moont to includo the capocity to porform suoh tnutful acts BR the 
holding of wator and the liko.-{728-726) 

Tho quostion boing-" How is it proved that ' tho Body of Oonvontions' 
comes botween (tho functioning of the 8onsoe and tho appeoranoo of the 
notiooo of Namea, oto.) t "-the Answer ia provided in tho following-
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TEXTS (727-729). 

ALL THAT THE E."<PRESSXON" 'BEING' (ExiSTENCE) IS lllflA..'iT TO CONVEY 

IS ONLY THE IDEA 011" co.pacity for acti01~ ; IT IS lN Tllill Sl'lNSE THAT 

T'IDl CONVENTION IS ES'rAllLTSIIDD, XN REGARD TO Tltll TRINGS IN 

QUESTION, OR TO ANY OTliJI)l) THING, AOOORDING '£0 TIIII W!ItM (011 

PEOPLE).-PERSONS USING TRB TEIW 'go' (' Ox ' OR ' 0o\V ') 

liSTAliLISH TRll Oo-."Vl!JNTION TN REGARD TO TJtll TERM AS 

A.Pl'LIOABLE TO THINGS SERVING SUCH DIVERSE PURPOSES AS 

Cb.rrying, ~ldi1UJ mill: A.'iD SO FORTH.-TRUS JT L~ THAT 

ALL TRESE NO'J'IONS OJ/ ' BEING ' A.'iD TB1! RliST ARE 

J/OUND TO l'ROOBJID J/ROiii THE OONOEPTIGN OP 

THESE CONVENTIONS, AND NOT IMJIIEl)IATliLY 

AFl'ER Trill 1111NOTIONJNG OF Tltlll 8BN8ll· 

OIWANS.-(727-729) 

COMMENTARY. 

The notions of 'Being ' and the rest can never appear in peraons who are 

not cognisant of the OonvontioM b<lruing npon thoeo terma; if they did, then 

there would he no uso in ost.nbliohing the Oonvontiono nt all. Thus it is 
thnt tho makers of Convention o.pply the tenn • e~tent ' (Boing), on noticing 

o. oer toin identity (lllnong t hings) indicated by the !net of their performing· 

aimilnr fwlctions ; nnd it ie in rogo.rd to such things that llho notion of ' Being ' 

o.ppenrs. 
' Or to any other t.hina' ;-i.&. of the eJJ.-pression • Entity '. 
Similarly in the coao o! tho tonns • go ' ('Ox' or • Oow ')nod tho reot. 

the Oonvention bearing upon tbom is made upon their onpaeity {or such 

ootioM aa carryi11!f end tho like. Hence, after tho Convent.ion baa been 

made, when people c»rno to uoe tl>e torm,-<>ven when tho Ox is seen, the 

proviOWJ Convention atepe in and tho name 4 Ox' eomoe to the mind; and 
tho idoe. that it ' exists ' comos only later in a clo&.r form. In some ca.sos, 
through repeated uso, the wholo process pail$<)~~ through tho mind so quickly 

thnt every step in it ~~ not fully roalisod ; but it ia quite oiMrly dietinguishod 

by pereoll8 who hnvo .used the term for only a short timo. 
The whole matter io thus swnmed u.p :-From nll this, it follows thet on 

oooount of the intervention of the body o£ Conventions, the notions in 
queetion onnnot be said to bo dir«Jly perceptiblt; because it is not reasonable 

to rognrd as • perceived' things that are cognised only indirectly; as such 

o. P"""""" would lend to abourclit.iee.-(727-729) 

The following T«<t proceeds to show thnt !or th& following reason 

also, tho notion.'l o.f '&ing ', otc. M'& •e:ffoots of memory, and have to be 
trooted na so many ~mbrancu, and cannot be regn.rded CL8 'Perception, :...:._ 
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TEXT (730). 

AT :PIR8T, !VERY 0oolllT.ION A.PP»J.l!.S IN A E"Ol!.M :BRllll IIROM Vllltli.!.L 

BXPRliSSION ; TIIlllf OOHBS IN THE BODY 01? CoNVliNTIONS ; 
HENCE TKE NOTIONS IN QUESTION PARTAKE 011 TH.II 

NATunll Oll Remembranu,-E"OR TIL\T REASON 

ALS0.-(730) 

OO~IMENTARY. 

As " matter of fa<>t., tbote iJI no Convention bearing upon the ' Specific 
PeculiN"ity • (of Things}; and it io only aftor ono hAM ooon tho entity, 
prior to ib; determination, only u a point of ' Specific Peculiarity', free 
from all contoet with verbal oxproi!Sion,-that thoro follows ito Cognition 
b"""d upon the functioning ol tho Sell8()-organ ;-then thoro comos to the 
mind, the body of Conventions bo&ring upon IJl&t St\me entity ;-thon thoro 
nppoM tho notio!Ul ol ' Being ' and l ·ho roat,-in neeordnnco with tho so.id 
Oonventioty;,-hl regard to tho thing that ha..c; been soon ; and th~o notions 
ombody nU the 'dctormjnatton' with rcferonoo to tho thing, And give verbal 
oxpres'iion to them. How eau tllCHO notions esco.po from being rognrdecl 
AA • Remo.mbn-lne& • ? 

• For tlHU reNJOn. ai«> ',-i.e. bocAt~ th&y are ' detoru\inod ' 08 seen.. 
' !l'ho notioM in quenio,. ',-i.<>. th..., of ' Being • nnd tbo .....t..-(730} 

Quo.stion-'' 'Vhenco has thillsequenoo in the appoarnnoe or Cognitions 
b&&n doducod t " 

A.tVW<r:-

TEXT (731). 

IT 18 Bl'.OAUSE THE PROCESS IS AS DESCRIBED TIIA.T WR»N J. MAN IllS 
ms MIND T11Rl<ED SO>IEWlmlti'l ELSE, 'l'BEl\E APPI'lAl!S ONLY THE 

VAOV& Al'PRBBENSION 01' TRlt ~ thing APAJlr J'IIOM 
ALL SPEOUIO PE01JLIA.Rm:&S.-{731) 

OO~!MENTARY. 

It iJJ booou.oe tho notions ol • Being ', etc. appear in tho abovo·montionod 
•oquo.nco, that when a man l>M hiJJ mind fixod elsewhoro,-i.o. he ie abaout· 
mindod,-if he sees a thing lying before himseU,-until thoro come to his 
rnind tho conventions and concoptions bearing upon toot thing, tho fll"Bt 
porcoption thnt appears is thnt of the '"'"•lhing, entirely dewi<S of aU llfJu:ifi• 
fl"'uliDr"iu. If i& were not sn,-il this first Cognit.ion were in the fulJ.flodgod 
form oquippod witb the verb61 e:rp.....ton tu1d ·nil the ...,.t of it,-then, why 
ohould the aboent-mindod mao apprehend tbo mere thing devoid o.l all qnali· 
&cations t Jt is not poooibl& for two determinate Oognitiono with verbal 
e:rproMions to appear at the u.mo timo. 

Thus it iJJ pro<"od that the -ei.oo thet "the notions of ' Being ', otc. 
are positively a.nd negatively oonoomitnnt with diroot Sont<>·funotioning" 
ili not lru8.-(7al} 

., 
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l t has been argued above (under T"'" 716) that- " In regard to the Cow 
a.nd the Elephant, the peculiarities of Narn~; and Idea must be due to .,.,...,. 
other than Convention, etc. etc.''.-Tllis is answered in tho following-

TEXT (732}. 

As REGARDS THE Jl'IRST REASON ADDUOBD,-IT IS SUPER11LUOUS ; AS TUl'J 

FACT 01! TlllD NOTIONS lllllJ:NG llROUGUT AllOUT BY TUE BoDY OF 

CoNVENTIONS IS ALREADY ADMl"l'l'BD (BY US} ; AND TRAT 

SiltE RELATIVE (BODY OF CoNv:ENTIONS} IS \VliAT 

l$ POSITIVELY AND NEGATIVELY CONCO)OTANT. -

(732} 

COMMENTARY . 

If all that is sought to be proved is the general fact that the notions in 
question are due to other causes related to the character of the things con
cornod,-thou it is superfluous-proviu~~t what is alroedy admitted. BecaUS<> 
the Body of Conventions bearing upon the Oow, etc. is tl1at other c:atl8e 
related to &nd in keeping with the character of the things ; as tbe so.id notions 
appoar only when this Body of Conventions is thete, and they do not a.ppeo.r 
when what iR there is some heterogeneous Body of Conventions ; whiob 
shows that it is this Body of Conventions, which iB positively and negatively 
eoncom.ite..nt with thom, that is tho Cause of the notions io. question ; M 

these are found to follow on the wake of the positive a.nd negative coneomi· 
tanoe of these Conventions. Thus thG t\ttempt to t\dduce Reasons for this is 
entirely futile.-(732) 

TEXTS (733-734). 

IF TKE SAID • B ODY 01! CONVENTION • IS INCLUDED IN TilE • SUBJEOT • (OF 

TiiE I Nll'ERENOE PROPOUNDED BY Tllll 0PPONE~"T}, TUEN THE Co:a:RO· 

BORATIVE I NSTANCE CITED DEOOMJ>S ' DEVOID OP TIIE PRO· 

BANDUM ' ; AS THE EXTERNAL TlllN'O$ MElNTIONED,-THN 

Calf AND TUB GoaiL, BTO.- ARE NOT TUE DffiEOT 

CAUSES 01! TilE NOTIONS ; BECA.USE T.Rll NAME 

AND SUOII OTKER QUALIPIOATIONS HA. VB NO 

BEAJ.UNG UPON TUB ' SPECIFIC PEcULl:A.R-

ITY , OF TRL~OS ; A.S 'l'JIE ' S PEOI-

l110 PEcULIARITY • OF 'tlllNGS 

JS SOMETJID!G BEYOND THE 

REACH o~· VERBAL Ex· 
l'RESStoN .-(733· 73'1} 

OOMMENTARY. 

1i the • Conventional Conception • is included in the 'Subject' (of the 
Opponent's Reasoning), and thGn it is sought to be proved that all thGSo 
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notions 111'8 duo to t.heir connection with an eternal nnd aU-embrncing Entity 
named ' Univenal •, which is apart f•·om nil those,- then what hl\8 be<m 
oitod ns the Corrobora.tive Instance would bo 'devoid of the Probandum' ; 
bocnuso the concomitonco of the things with such a Probandum hM nowhere 
beon pereeivod. IU a matter of !net, tho Oajf, the Goo<l and 8\l<>h things 
tbM bavo boon cited as the 011use (basis) of tbo notion of the Oou; being ' with 
C..lf ', or the Elephtlm being ' with tbe Goad', have not beon proved to be so. 
Specially boonuse wl>en theoo things-the Qruf and the Goo.d,-rovort to 
the position of their ' Specific PeculiArity', tbay aro not found to be tho 
direct. caUil<> of any Nnmea and Idm&,-!or the simple reason that all ·Specific 
Poculinrity ' i~, by itA very nature, bQyOn<l the reach of vorbo.l ~"'tpl'CSf;ion. 
'rhu• the Corroborntlvo Iu.•taneo cited is 'devoid of the Probandum'. 
- Jf tho)• be I'<'J!!'rdod tuJ the indiT<ee oouso of tho notioll!l, tben that would 
loed to an absurdit-y, bec:ause indirutly, everything is of use in tho producing 
of ove~'thing.-(733·734) 

Qvutio~>-"llow it i t then that. pooplo roga:rd such extern&! things 
(1\1 the Calf nnd the Goad) "" the cnuao of the notiono (of the Cow being 
wit/• tl~ Calf, nud tho E lephant being wit/• tlao Ooo<l) r " 

TEXT (735). 

Ilr rA.ar, ALL 'l'IIE9B NOTIONS PROOBIID ON THII BASIS O:r 'I'IIINGS LIKE 
THE Goad, WBIOII OONSIS'I' IN l!BRB 'JDIIA.' .• un> .!.RB ILLUSORY, 

ON WBIOR 'l!IX'l'BRNA.LITY' 18 I!l(l'OSl!D.-(736) 

OOllllfEN'l'ARY. 

lt has boon aire&cly pointed out. that tho ' Specific Poeu!iarity • of Things 
wbicb fonns tbe root-eauso of tbe Idea of t.ho ' Goad ' and ouch thing~~. is 
not touched by an ' imposition ' (or qwilificetion). Aa regnrda tbe 
' lllusory ' form of thinga, it is a moro product of the art of Imagination ; 
it oonsi.sts in mere 'Idoo ', and is not an uUrnnl object. People rogard it 
as an ' external thing ' , bocause they a•e <1nnblo to distinguish between what 
they •ee and whnt thoy imogiM, nnd honeo thoy rogard the form cognised 
as 'external' ; so that tho external oxiat.enco or the Good ~nd 8nch things 
cannot be admitto<l. 

' ..t t>Olamby!J ' it to be ooll8truod with ' a~il<am •. 
\Vhot is meant is that t.ho notion1 proee.d to apply to t.ho Goad, etc. 

,.-hich are purely illusory, wb.ich consist in me.re ' Idea, and on which the 
externe.l clla.ra<>ter is auporimpo$0(1. 

'AmarmatTd' ia Buddhi, Idta, Oognition.-(735) 

I n the same orgument (under 716), the Opponent has introduced the 
qualiJication " while pertaining to tho Oow ". This again it not right; 
ae it cannot e:a:clude &n)'t.hing (and banco it uaolea as a qualiJioation).-Thi.s 
is what is shown in the following-
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TEXTS (736-737). 

'THE NEG<I.TXON OF AOTXON, QU"-LXTY AND NAME' IS ALSO DESCRIBED 

(BY YOU) A.$ THE CAUSE OF THE NOTION OF 'NON-BlOSTE>NOE' ; 

HENCE THE QU"-LIFIC<I.TICN SERVES NO USEFUL PURl'OSlil.-

THE SAID DESCRIPTION (OF THE CAUSE Oll TI!Ja No·rxON 

OF NON-EXISTENCE) ALSO IS NOT RlGIIT; DEO<I.USE 

:or IT IS"- CAUSE, THEN XT MUST DE A POSITIVE 

ENTITY, AS POSSESSING A DEFINXTE PO· 

T&NCY. LASTLY, THE NOTION OF 

'NoN- EXISTENCE' wouLD BE AP-

PLICABLE TO t BEING ' AND 

SUCH ' UNIVERSAL$ ' ALSO. 

-(736-737) 

001\IMENTARY. 

Of tba notion of 'non-existence' a.Iso, the 'Negation or action, quality 
and nrune ' hM boon described as the Cause.-This cannot be right; becaUJlo 
what has been said to constitute the character of the ' Causa ' is the po!Micy to 
produce r:M •.[feet ;-this Potency can reside only in a Posit,ivo Entity; ""the 
Posit-ive Entity alone ie oharactorieod by the sa.id Potency. If then, Negation 
also had the aaid. Potoncy imposed upon it, how could it not attain tho 
oharaoter of the Positive Entity ? All the presence of that Potency alone 
constitutes the nature of the Positive Entity. I n this wo.y the Negation 
would lose it6 nega.ti''VG chara.cWr itself. 1u ' negation ' consists only in the 
cessation of the character of the ' Positive Entity'. 

Then again, if 'the negation of Action, Quality o.nd Na.me ' were the 
Cause of the notion of Non.-~isttn.ce, then the notion of being 'non-existent' 
would apply to 4 Being'· and other Universat<J also ; os therein also is present 
'the negation of Action, Quality and N&m$ '-jUAt as much o.s in such non~ 
entities as the' Hare's Horns '.-(736-737) 

Tha follo\ving Text shows that the JWason cited (by the Opponent under 
Ttxt 7 16) ie 'unproven' (not admitted):-

TEXT (738) . 

THE FAOT OF T.E!ll NOTIONS IN QUI!>STION Bli!NG Dill'FERENT IIRO.M TRE 

NOTIONS OF THll BODY, SH<I.PE, ETO. IS NOT ADMITTED (OR 

PROVI!D); .E!llNCll THll REASON PUT li'ORWA:RD IS 

ALSO OPEN TO THE OHARGE 011 BilliNG 'UN-

l'ROV:ElN '.-(738) 

COMMENTARY. 

... 

All a matter of faot, the notions of the Oow and such things do not 
have for their objective anything other than the Body, etc. (of the 
animals) ; by virtue of which they could be held to be distinct from these ' 

' lattor.-(738) il 

J 
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Tho Oonehllion ai!IO (of the Opponont'• Argnment) is annulled by 
Inforen"" :-

TEXT (739). 

TKB OOMl'RI!HBNSIVE NOTION (OP ALL Cows, liOR INSTANOB) ~LUIIi'ESTS 

WITKIN ITSELF THE f!trbal exprusi<m AND TII1I OONSTITUBNT. IN· 

DMDUALS; WR[[.ll TilE 'U~'IVBRSAL' lS DESOIUBBO AS 

DEVOrD 011 ALL TfNOB 011 c<>/our, sllapt AND verbal 

ezprusi<m.-(739) 

CQ)fM:ENTARY. 

Who\t is meant io as follows ,_What. is mMnt by you to bo proved is 
the fAct tiiGt tho bo.ois of oomprehen!!ive notions conaiat.. of oomotlling dill'eront 
from tho Body, etc. ;~this however iA not right; M no auch thing ent-ers 
into tho notlcno at all ; ftlld also bocnW!O wbat d._ npponr in tbcso notions 
is aomothing qu.ito different, in tho Shope of Colour, Shnpo, etc. That is 
to ~~ay, you doecribe tho • Universal ' Cow to bo devoid of nU tinge of Oo~"'• 
.Sh4po and Verbal E:~>prusion; and yet the nctunl Cognition thnt appears 
is always apprehended as accompanied by tbo IUI\nifoott\tion of Oo~, eto. ; 
ho\V thon could the bMis of such Cognition consist of whnt is devoid of Colour, 
oto.l Oertoh;\y a Cogttition of. ono form oannot htwo its bMis in something 
of o.n ontiroly difTot'tmt form ; if it <lid, it would load to absurdities. 

Tho nrgumont may bo formulated M follows :- When a Cognition 
manifesta an object dist.inct from some other object, it cannot bo rogardod 
as apprehending this latter object ;-e.g. the Oognit.ion of &una cannot bo 

regarded M apprehending Colour ;-.ul aa a matter of foot, t.ho compre
hensive notion manifests within itself Ool<>ur and the roct whieh ere some~hing 
difforon~ froon t.bo pure 'Universal' ~ that what i.o aotually perceived 
iA oontr..ry to tbo premiss (cited by tho Opponent). 

• Ma,.if..u wilhin iu.lj lk Verbal E:rpruritm,-. m• ;-' t>Ubal cpTN· 

•ioA ', i.G. t.ho namo • Oow' ;-' eorWiluenl indir~Ul.u.al.r ', in tho fonn of colow-. 
shape and the roct; 'auabhaaamn ', co11taining the rnanilootction of th<lse. 

• .Akfara ', • Lalor1 ', Htands for tho verbal exprcM~~ion • go~', which 
is mnde up of thn lottera 'ga ','nu' and the Vi.targa.-(739) 

Sl!<l!lkortull<lmin has argued ns follow• :-"The 'Universal ' Blue 

alao ie of tbo form of Blue ; if it were not so, then there would be no such 
comprehenaivo idea .,. • Blue' ; thus the Reason ndduood by the Buddhist 
being >lOt odmilUd, thoro is no annulment of the N aiy&yilw.'o Conclusion by 
Inforenoo (aa urged in the preneding Text, by the Author)." 

Thia ia IIIIIWcrcd in tho foUo"~>'ing-

., 
I 
I 

I 
l 
' i 
I 
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TEXTS (74Q-742). 

h• 'l'JIE t UNIVERSAL, ALSO WERE IN 'l'RE li'OR?ti OF 'BLUE', THEN, WHAT 

WOULD DE ITS DIFFERENCE FROM ' QuALITY ' !-AS A MATTER OIIIIAOT, 

HOWEVER, NO ALL-COMPREBENSIV:E 'BLUE ' J.S EVER l'ERCEIV:ED. 

EvEN THOUGH IT MAY BE M<\...>mi•Jl:STING ITSELF, IT IS NEVJ;)lt l'ER· 

OEIV:ED IN A DIIII1JIRENTIATED FORM. UNDElt THE OIRCUM· 

STANCES, BOW COULD THE Jtka. AND Name Al'l'LY TO THE 

INDIVIDUAL, ON THE BASIS OF THE SAID OOMl'REBENSIVE 

NOTION ! - FuRTHER, THE OTHER PARTY HOLDS THE 

NOTION OF THE ' UNIVERSAL ' TO BE DEFTh'lTE AND 

CERTAIN; CONSEQUENTLY, ITS NON·PEROEPTION 

CANNOT BE lUOHT, AS TIIAT WOULD IMPLY THAT 

IT IS INOOOlllSABLE.-(74Q-742) 

COMMENTARY. 

Suoh being the oMe, there can be no difference between the Quality 
'Blue' and the 'Universal ' Blue; M, t:t kypoth&i, bothho.ve the same form. 

It might be urged that-" the Qt<ality 'Blue • is not somothing com· 
prelWMive, while the 'Universal • Blue embraco~ aU that is blu" at all timO'I 
and at all plaoos; and in this sense thoro is a. difference betwoon the forms 
of the two ". 

The ans·wer to this is that • no aU-eomprel&en$ivt Blue 18 ~ perceiveil '. 
That is, as a. matter of fact, any such comprehensive 'Blue • as distinct 
from the Qt<ality Blue,--<mlbtaeing a.l1 that is of the form of Blue,-is never 
perceived to manifest itself; as aJ.l that appears in Perception is a spocifie 
1 Blue' alone by itself. Even in the 1 detmmino.te' Cognition. there does 
n.ot appear any second Blue ; EWJ tha .. t Cognition only ' dotermi11.os' what has 
been perceived (by the previous indewrminalo Porcepli<m). 

It might be argued that-" Just as for the BawJ4JUJ, the Momentary 
Cbaraete< of Things, though apper$nt, is not actua.lly apprehended in its 
cli.f!erentiated form by people with dull intelligence,-so the 'Universal • 
a.lso ". 

This cannot be right; as even so, tha theory propounded by you
that " on the strength of the perception of the Universal there appear the 
single identical Name and Idoa in regard to Individuals that are cliverse ",
wotlld become untenable ; because if the qoolifying factor is unperoeived, 
there ean be no perception of the quq.lijled tking; e.g. until the StW. is 
soon, there co.n be no such notion as ' the :man with the stick •. Similarly 
in the case in question. Because tho idea put forward by you is 
that Diversities (IndividUAls) by thornsolves are beyond the reaoh of Verbal 
Expression and Cognition ;--end these diversities, which are by themselves 
beyond the reach of Cognition and Verbol Expression, wotlld (under your 
theory) be cognised only on the str$ngth of the perception of the 'Univer· 
sal> ;-bow, then, can the Oogni8tr not 'perceive' the Universal itself ? 
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Further, for the 1nnn for whom Perception is alwt\ys 'indeterminate', it 
may 00 right to my t.hat ' oven though apparent. i t is not apprehended' ; 
AA ' Apprehension ' involves the ftmctioniug of tbo iden. of Certitude; but 
for you, who hold all Perceptiou t.o bo d~tnni.nate, it is not right that there 
should be ~lO apprehonsjon ; as that would mean t.hat there V; no Cognition of 
it n.t all. ln fact., the apprehension of objeots by all certain Cogn.it.ions con.~sts 
in their bringing about certitude; if then. they do not bring about this certitude, 
it comes to this th11t they do not cognia<l or apprehend the object at 
1\ll.-(740-742) 

Even granting thnt the existence of something other than the ' Blue ' 
is proved, there can be no proof for wluLt you dosire to prove ; as yo·ur Oon~ 
elusion it.<s<tlf is blu-r«! by ln!orence, and to that extent, the Premiss also 
cannot bo ndmitt«l.-'.rhis is what is shown in the following-

TEXT (743). 

E\•EN' THOUGH IT JIIAY BE TAKEN AS ESTAllLISREO 'J.'HAT THE NOTIONS IN 

QUESTION HAVE A DIFFERENT CAUSE, Tl0i1 EXISTENO.ll OF THE 

' UN}'V}~USAL ' AS COMPREHENSIVE, AND FBES F.RO~I 

U.IP:E&\f.4...!."l'J~NOE, DOES NOT BBOOME ESTABLISHED j 

BECAUSE 11111 NOTIONS lN QUESTION APPEAR 

lN SUCCESSION.-(743) 

OOMl\IENTARY. 

• JJ.ru Jrqm imp~nence ',-i.e. free from non·eter.oa.lity,-etertlal. 
" Why is it not O$tablished ? " 
• Became. the Mtions in question. appear in 81(.CU8Sion' ; i.e. the notions 

of the ' Cow ' and the rest. If these were due to any such commonality 
as the ' UWverso.l', then they would not appea.t' in auccession,-f)S thoir 
cause boing always present in its perfect form, they &honld all appear simul· 
t.aneously ; just like severe.l things produced simult.aneously. Speoie.lly 
because o. cause that cannot be helped does not need anything else.-(743) 

Now, even admitting the Reason, tho Author shows tha.t it is 'fallible' 
C not true'. • lnconclusivo ') :-

TEXT (744). 

ON WHAT BASIS DOES T1lB TERM '0ATRGORY' (' Padiirtha ') REST 

WHEN APPLiliD TO THE SIX (Vaisheyika CATEGORIES} 1 As 
ALSO THE NOTION 'IT :&XISTS ' WlllOH IS FOUND TO 

RE PRBSlh~ lN ' BEING ' , ETO. ~-(744) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is not (even for the Vai8ha~k;J) ~my such 'Universal' as 'Paddr· 
thalva' (the genus ' Category ') subsisting. in all the six Oategories,-on the 

I 

I 
' 
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bolsio of which there •bould b<l ouch a eomprebon.sive not.ion "" ' this is a 
OologorJI-thiB is a. ()aJ.ogorJI and oo forth • ;-similArly in the ' Universal •, 
the 1 Specific lnd.ividua.lity • and ' Inherence', the 'UniverB&l ' Being does 
not subsist ; by virtue of whioh Meh of t-hese could be eonceiV'ed of a.s 
• existing • ; boCO.\L'i& (secording to the Va·ishAqika) • Boi.ng • subsists only in 
tho three Categories of 'S11b8t~nce ', ' Quality • and 'Action •.-As reg&rds 
the three Categories of Subo!tancc And the rest, the Opponcnto held the name 
to be based ttpon the pn!<!Onec of the 'Univeraal • ; hence the fallibility of 
the Reason has not been urged in regard to tbese.-(744) 

The f oUowing argument may bo pnt forwtud :-"Even in the OaUgorios 
named, the property of ' existen.oe • is present in tba form of being the object 
of the right Cognition that 'it existe' ; so that here 1\II!O the name is doo to 
eornotbing other than tho obj&Ot itaftlf j And benoe the RGI\.8011 it not tmtr~ n. 

The n.n~Jwer to thi,.: is· providod in the followjng-

TEXTS (740-746). 

b 1N REGARD TO TJD: CAn<lORIE.S Ml:NTIOl<"Ell, THE NO'liON '.I'ILU' ' rr 
BXISTS ' IS DUE TO SOlf&TBING EI.SS,-'J'Il:&N, IN JlBO.AJU) TO '£HIS 

' ROM.BTHI:NG 'ALSO THB NOTION THAT : IT BXISTS ' lS PRBSBNT ; 

AND SO ON .AND ON 1 TmtU WOULD BB AN INFINITB lUtOR.ESS,-

AND THE 011Al!.AC7l'EU 011 ' HAVING THB l'ROPJIRTY ' 

WOULD CEASE. JN VU:W OF THESE, THE REASON 

WOULD liEOOJ\Ill '>'ALLIBLE ' (UNTRtni).-

Tm:N AOAIN THE ALL-EMBitAOINO CON· 

CO:.IJTANOE OP THE REAsoN HAS 

NOT YBT BEEN ESTA.liLISBED.-

(745·746) 

OOM¥ENTARY. 

Even if i t be s.dmitted that the notions in question "'"due to Rometbing 
e lso, the deleet- of • Fa.llibility' remains : because evon in regard to the 
fWcpcl!l mentioned by the Opponent, thare L• the notion that • it exists •, 
which i• expressed b~· the wordo • this property of Ol!iflonce u tbete ' ;-oo 
th!t notion of i•-n&.t will have to be attribut«< to aomethiot! other then 
• Existence' (or Bting) ; and s.c on IU\d on, there would b<l IU\ infinite regress ; 
M 1>180 the anomaly that other things Also wonld be reoopt..clee of the Property, 
and hence • thing~t po"""""ing that property • ; and the reeult thus would be 
that there would be no such restriction of number M thAt~ there Are only 11ix 
Oategorioa ' 'vhich Mn htwo properUo.s.--11, in ordor to "void the Infinite 

27 
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~ a further property (oC iN•u•) i.o not postulatod, then, in ~~ID of 

tl~Uo notiollll,--e.3 r.ppea.ring in connection with the Oategori .. , or with the 

pi'Oporty of Ezi•C<nco,-the Reason would havo to be regr.rded M ' Collible • 

(W>trne). 
It nmy be that the I inconclusiveness • or the Roo8on is not due to ita 

being Too TVtdo; oven so, bow could tho deCoct or it<~ nogntion being opo11 to 

'doubt • be avoidod !-This iA what io pointed out ill the words-' Then 

ogain, ek. eu. • ;- what ia meant by 'aU-embracing concomit<mct • ie the 

eognition of the faot of tho Reuou being jn,·ariably concomitant with the 

whole of the thing lo which the Ptobo.ndum is •ought to be provod. 

The- following o.tgmnont. might bG urged :- •• ''!'he roquired. concomito.uce 

is there all rigM ; becaWI&, if there were no other Oause, how could tha 

notion in C(\z&st.ion (of the Universal 'Cow t, etc.) be diflerent from the 

notion of the thi11g itsolf 1 Thoro ca.n be no dift'ero.noe among notions of 

the l!rulle objoot, oven whon they are many. If there wore such difforenco, 

thon, thoro could bo no diversity oven among tho notions of different thlngs) 

liko Oolour, Taste and so forth; beca- divertity among tllings is alwnyo 

due to the diversity among Cog7&idoM." 

This is not right; os n. matter of fact., there ~m be no idoa of • Un.ivoraal• 

in rog1\rd to the · Specilio Peculiarity ' of thi• Bocauso the ' SpociJic 

Peculinrity ' n.ovc1· forms the objoct o.f rmy notior\ n.'!I.>JOOintod with vorbal 

exprossiou.-But,.-oven in the n.bscuce of nny 'Univor~oJ ',- if tho view 

be held that ooeh thing by itself is ono only aod is u~cludod, from other 

things, on •ome baois,-alld it i• through thio bMis thM thoro come obout 

various asswnption~ and verbal e.xpre88ions of o.n all·embracing characteJ.·~ 

ln aocordance with conventions and th& experienco of people ;-if such were 

the viow, thon thoro would be no opposition to it>. Thl8 is t.ho reason why 

the Text spenks of the 'abooouoe of concomitance '.--{743·746) 

It hna boon nrjluoci_ (above, \mder Text 719) t.lmt-" 'fho ootnprchonsive 

idea !.bot appears in regard to tho Oow nnd other thinJll, etc. otc." .-'rhis 

is onawetod in tho following-

TEXT (747). 

THE AROU~tlih'iT rn PROOll or THE 'Umva&SAL • THAT ru.s BU'l< UROED 

.urtBR 'I'KE ONJ< JUST DISl'OSED o~·, ALSO BEOOMES liEJEOTliO 

l!Y THIS; l!EOAUSE Till! liALLAOY OF 'FUTlLlTlf • AliD 

TlLE REST Alill EQUALLY Al'PLlOAllLJI TO THAT 

ALS0.-(74.7) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Bglhil • ,-i.o. by the refutation just explainoci.-Aa the oamo objectioll8 

are equally applicable to thot also ; for in~tonce, the defect of being ' futile •, 

I 
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'euperftuou$ ' (proving what io Already Admitted) and the reet are applie&ble 
to this MgUment al..,. 

Tba phrase 'and tl~ «81 ' ineludes the fallaci.., of t-he Corroborative 
Instance ' being devoid of t.hll Probnndum ', tho Roo.son being ' unproven ', 
nnd ' fnlliblo' (Incortchulivo) nnd 80 forth.-(747) 

The following TeJ:t point• out the ' Fallibility' of tho Opponent's Reason 
in another manner :-

TEXTS (748-749) . 

WITHOUT ANY ALL•EMBRAOIN(> BASIS, THJIJRE I$-(a) A l'AltTIOULAR 

COGNITION u'< REGA.I\D TO THE 'COOK ' ; (b) SUtlLAliT.Y TEIERB 

IS THE NOTION O:f ' NKGATION ' IN REGARD TO NEGATION 

ITSELF ; AS ALSO (c) IN REGARD TO PERSONS AND 

TBINOS ORBATED BY n!AGD<ATlON, .U."O (d) tN 

RBGABI> TO D:uD AND ID.""DOIL~ PERSONS.-lN 

VIEW OJI AIL TU:E!ll!! OOGonTIONS, TlfB 

R ·EASON BJIOOMES OPEN TO Tlfll 

FALLACY 011 ' PAULIBILITY '.-

(748-749) 

COMMENTARY . 

In ti\B ease of the notio1\ of the ' Oook • 1 the 'Tea.c.bor • and the like. thure 
ore no sucb all-embrecing b.- at the dladtu:l.er of boina Oook, the dlada<Ur 
of boing the Teadler and 10 forth, on which comprohonsjvo notioM of the 
'Cook' and the ''fen.o.hor' could be based. Similarly in reprd to the four 
l<incls of Negl\tion,-Prior Negation and tholike,-how could thoro be any suoh 
aomprohensive notion o.a 1 Negation' ? Oerta.inly there could bono 1 Universal, 
in this case,-as this mU8t rost in po1itit..-e entitiu.-Sjmi.larly in regard to 
poraons and things crMted by imsgination,-such "" tho poeticnl cbaractor 
of Olrmulrl!.pil/.a (in K<fd<ambari) and White Palacee in tho aky 1>nd ao forth,
ond also in regard to J>Ol*lnl deed and unborn-suoh as MaM.amma/4, 
Slr4•lklta and t-he reet,-how could there be any notion without there being 
any comprehensive chan\et.or! Surely there is no • Univo....,l' in t.~ 
CMOS : which are all bMed upon lndioid...,Lt.-{748· 74.9) 

The followh1.g Text-s explAin the notion.-; of the • Cook '. etc. :-
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TEXTS {75(}...754) 

JN l'AOT, 'llll!B.B 1S NO SJNOLE BASIS FOR TB1! NOTIONS 011' CooK' AND 'l'IU: 

llEST.-U 1'l Bll SAI.D TIUT " TB1! ACT (OF OOOKlNO) IS TU.& BASIS ",

TO.'<, mE ANSWER IS THAT T1lll Aor VARI&S WlTU EAOll 11fDIVIDUAL 

l'EJISON; AND YOU BA V:& POSTULATED TO ' U!ttv.ERS.U.' AS EM

BRA.OINO ALL lNDlVI.DUALS ONLY, ON TOll OROt/ND THAT UNL&SS THERE 

IS AN A.LL-B)IBRAClliO ENTlTll, THERE CAN BB NO OOMl'REll:ENSIV:& 

NOTION OL' TBINOS WElCH ARE DU'FllltBNT.-!.r, EVEN WITHOUT SUCH 

A.LL-EMDRAOlliO CHARACTER , THE ACT BB REOAJ.tD!ID AS TUB BASIS (OF 

TIDI OO&IPR-m!JBNSIV.E NOTION) THEN WHY SIIOULO NOT Tli:E !li.D!Vl

DUALS TUBIISBLV:&S BB J.t.EOAJ.tDBD AS OAUSJIS 011 IT 1-FOllTHER (IF 

THB ACT \VBU Tll1i1 BASIS, THEN) T.DJ!> NOTION Oll' 'CooK' COULD NOT 

APPIUB tN REGARD TO TBB MAN AFTER Km HAS DJISISTIID VBOM THE 

ACT (of cooking) ; SUJIBLY EVEN TB1I OTD1!B PARTY DO NOT BEGAJID 

TIJll Act AS PR£SE!>'T TBEBB AT ALL TDmS,-LIXll TU!I ' UNIVERSAL ' . 

-IJr IT BB BBLD TliAT "TB1! NOTION AND N.ua OF TilE CooK, IITO. IS 

BASBD ON PAST .A.'<D FUTUltE ACTION ",-'l'JJEY SUCH All ACT OA><'NOT 

BB TB:B OAIJSE AT ALL, FOR THE SDoiPLII REASON THAT IT IS NOT 

PRESl!liT AT THE TnlE.-{75(}...754) 

COi\l?oiENTARY. 

It cannot be right to 61\y ttu.t t-he notion in reg.•rd to the Oook is duo to 
tho net of cooking ; bocause this Action also iR held to bo diileront with eoch 
pereon,-ju.st Hlco the individuality. 

You pootulote the 'Univenll\1 ' •• embrncing oll individuals, on tho 
ground thot, in regard to diveroe things, there could not ~ppoo.r any com
prehenaive notion, in the absence of nn all-entbraoing entity. Ondor the 
oircwnata.ncoe, if oven without. this all-embracing character, the Action were 
the beai• ol regarding di\'erse <hing$ &a one,-then why ahould there be 
an avenion to t.ho individuals, whereby ignoring th-, tbe • UnivetSA!' 
bfts been pootulated aa t.ho boSs of tho~ notion ? 

Then npin, il U16 notion in regerd to tbe Cook wore due to the Action, 
then after the man baa deoisted from the Action, and it not doing any cooking, 

tho notion of Oool: could not &ppeer in regard to him. You do not regard 
the Action to be ever p,_nt, like the 'Univortal ', by virtue of which the 
notion oonld appoe.r even whon the Action bAd OOMed. When ono thing is 
duo to another, it CIUUIOt appear in th& abaenco or this l&tter. 

Nor OM pMt o.ud future Act.ion bo rightly rogl\rdcd •• the b ... is of the 
SAid notion ; beoo.UHe what, is past or yet to come cannot; be there, a.nd wha-t 
is not thnre oonnot serve 88 the cause of 1\l>ytbing.-(750-754) 

Shonkal"(>-m!min a.rgnes as lollows :-" The comprehruuivo ide& of 
the Cook ia beaocl upon the presence of thot partioule.r Acti<m which is related 
to the • Univonal' (or O..nu.s) • Action' ; benoo, even 1\ftw- the actual act of 



• 

r 
' 

EXA.MlNATION 011' 'Sl.MlNYA \ THE 'UNIVERSAL'. 421 

cool:ing hall ceased, the permanent I>Mi• of it (in the siu>pe of the Universal) 
is alwa.ys there, and from that there ari~as the idea of the Cook u .-This 

. view is anticipated in the following-

TEXT (755). 

Jt• TilE IDEA BE SAID TO BE DUE TO Tfl£ l'EESl!lNOE OF THE ACT RELATED 

TO THE ' UNIVERSAL ' Acticn,-A'Nl> TmS 'PERM' .. ~~BNT BASIS IS 

ALWAYS INDICATED BY IT EVEN WllEN Tl'D!ll'ARTIOULAR 

ACT HAS CEASED,-(then, the answer is as 

gi1ren in the following Text).-(755) 

COMMENTARY. 

' By it ',-i.e. by the action. 
'P<l1'mamnt baM8 •,-in the sl>ape of the' Uni1>ersal • Ac:tW!l.- (755) 

The answer to this is given in the following-

TEXT (756). 

WHEN THE PARTICULAR Aor HAS cEASED, THE 'PERMANENT' UNIVER.SAL •, 

EVEN THOUGH INDICATED, CANNOT REALLY EXIST; FOn 'l'HE 

SIMPLE REASON THAT ITS RECEPTACLI! HAS CEASED TO 

:EXlST .- (756) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Ita receptacle' ,-i.e. the receptacle of the Universal ; i.e. the particular 
act. 

A$ a matter of fact, the 'Universal ' cannot be perceived,-or even 
exist,- by itself. apart from it.s receptacle ; otherwise it. would hav& to be 
regarded as OO.tlt8s.-(756) 

The following argument might oo urged :-" When once tho Uni1>ersal 
has been indicated and pereeived.~ven i£ ita receptacle, in the shape of the 
particular act, ceases. the Idea. bosed upon it still eontinuos " . 

The answer to this argument is as foUows :-
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TEXTS (757-760). 

IN THE OA.SB OF SVOH ' UNIVEBS.U.S • AS THll • StiU • • TKB • A mUd ' . 
Alll> TilE LIKB,-ITVBN THOUGH THEY HAVJ: B:SIIN INDIGATBO A.>;O J'BR.

CIItVllD ONOS (L.>; ONE PBRSON),-'I"HE IDEA OF TltB ' MA..'< WITH T.IIE 

8'1'IOK' (OR 'TKE MAN WITH THE ARMLET') DOER NOT CONTINUE ON 

THE REMOVAL OF THE STICK OR ARMLET.-Itr TilE 'UNIVERSAL ' 

Oook \VERJI SOMliTIIINO ENT IRELY OrFFERENT (PRO)t THE INDtvroVAL 

PBRSONS), THEN (AS A PERMANENT ENTITY) IT SHOULD Ill! I'R!JSENT IN 

TUB Nlil\V·IlOIW ORILD ALSO, WJJO ALSO COULD Dll CONCEIVED OF 

.A.~ A 'CoOK '.-JJr IT Blil llEbD TliAT, LIKE Tf(B IDEA OF 'BEING ' 

(EXLSTBNOR), IT DOlilS NOT SUBSIST IN A Ol!RTAIN SUBSTRATUM (T.IIE 
OKlLD JVST BORN 1!.1.),-'l'BEN, L.<TER ON, ALSO IT COULD NOT SUBSIST 

IN IT; AS TBll OONDI'I'IONS WOULD BB TilE SAMII.-IT MAY BB TliAT 

AT TBll INITIAL STAGB (WREN TRE ORILO lS .11781' BORN) T11BRB IS NO 

INRzuNOII BBTWUN THE TWO (TilE UNIVBRSAL AND TRll p AB'I't • 

OULAB) BBOAUSII OF '1'HB OBPIICTIVE CHARAOTIIR OP TlJl!1ll REL.l'r.ION· 

SJm>. Btrr lP so, T.IIEN, HOW COULD TREU BE TliAT L'>"KERBNCE, 

J!lV1IN AFTI!RWAROS, WID:N TR£ DEPEOT WOULD STILL BE THERE t-
(757-76()) 

00:\IMEN"l'ARY. 

Thoro would bo tnt\f);y abstu-ditieA.. For irlllt.anco, such 4 Univorsals ' as 
'Stiol< ' and tha liko having b<len pereeived oneo,- when Dlvllliatta had given 
up the Stick, the idea o£ his being c with Stick ',or c wi th t.bft Etv.rin.p; ',would 
be there. 

Nor ift: ib right to sa.y that e\Ten in the man who ho$ given up cooking, 
the • Univeraa.l • Cook is present; because, the • Univorsl\l' being et6rtt.a1, it 
would bo ~n~ in the new·born child also. 

The Opponent might argue thus :- " Tho idea of ' being existent •, 
though duo to tbo ' Universal Being ' (Exiotonce), dooo not come about 
always ; in t.ho same way, the 'Universal • Cook &!Ao. being inhO<ODt in a 
<ertain p6rticulnr substratum, would not ap~ at. all times; 10 that it would 
not inboro in the new·born chikl.-'lnhering • is mentioned only by way of 
illustration; the • Universal' would not be manijt'Wl ;-W8 AlfJO has to be 
undo.retood ". 

But. in that way, it comes to this tlmt it may not htb.oro in it at all. 
Because tho non-inherence of the c UnivtU'Stll • in the new-born child, at 
the earlier stogo, could be due only to some defect in the ohllrMter of ~ho 
relation ootwoon tho 'Universal • and the Particular Object; tlnd this defect 
would be preeent thoro e.t. the later stages al110 ;- how t hen could the 
• Unive1'181' jnl\er& in it at all ? Aeeol"Cling to your view, tho Object is not 
momento.ry,- by which at the su)),..,quent stogoa the Objeot (Ohild) would 
be a different entity. 

' Thol '-i.e. inhuenos. 
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'Their r6latWn&hip '-i.&. t.l1o relation betweon the • Univorso.l ' and tho 

P&rt.icular Object. 
' Titd6.tmya ',-i.e. the previous dofoctive form not b&viog been 

abendoned.-(767-760) 

Even when the Object i.IJ n.dmltted to be ev1\nescent, the objection stated 

remninB in force ;-thie ia wha.t i8 shown in the following-

TEXT (761). 

b ~ PARTICULAR 0BJ1!(7r BE not pumai!Mt, IT illJOUT ACQUiltE 

ADDITIONAL CUABAOTERS ; BUT :£VliN SO, THE DE-el!Cl'IV1l NAT!JBE 

OF THE' UmVEMAL' WOULD NEVER OEAS"E.-(761) 

CO~OfEl\"'TARY. 

U m&>' bo tba~ the Particular Object, being impermanen~ will acquire 

l<dditional qualitiO!! later on ; bu~ tbe 'UniverMI ', being pennauen~. will 

ahva.ys ret.-in iU!I character of being a.verse to Inherence ; henee how could 

it be 'inhoron.t' even a.t f\ latet· sttlge ?-Nor cnn it be right to aesort that

., tb& 'Universal' rema.in.rt ror ever in a. f.lt.Q.te which is not n.vorse to sub

eequent Inherence " ;-bee"'""' in that """"• tho Particular Object ol110 would 

have w be r<>garded as ft!.clrno.l; ... the 'Unive""'J • related to it would be 

et.mal ; becauoo in the absence of one relative, tbe other relative cannot be 

said to bo clcvoid of the defect preventing it.e related !l8ture.-(7Gl) 

The following Texl puts forwnr-d the anowor given by Ucltlyotakara ,_ 

TEXT (762). 

"TuE YAME ' Cool: ' IS ~IIIANT TO BX Al'l'Lt&D TO THAT WHIOU IS TilE 

PBJNOll'AL OA11SE Oll' TH.Iil Afn OF cooking; AND TmS 'PRINCI· 

PALITl{ ' IS PRESliNT IN ;"NOTRBR 000K ALS0."-(762) 

COM..\IENTARY. 

U~m bao argued u follo,.,. (in NlfiJyo«ini/w, Sii. 2. 2. 8, page 320) 

-"It iB through ignorance of our Reason that our Opponent bao urged that 

-'just M bho term Cook ie comprehensive in ita connotation, nnd yet there 

is no 8UCh Universl\l o.s Oook.-o also is the compr<>hensive chM"acter of 

the ocnnotat.ion of the term Oow •.-Bece.\19& what is meant by our Reaoon 

iB thet ' Particular Cognition cannot be accidental (without cause) ' ; and 

what this meano iB that the Idea which is diftcrent from the idea of the 

individual object must. be due w "different cause ;----<>nd not that nil compre

hensive ideal 1\re bas<!d upon 'Universal• '. Snch boing the caoe, tbet which 

is the principal oouse of the action of cooking io whnt is spoken of by the 

name 1 Cook ' ; and this principal character is pl"(}80nt in o·ther porsons also ; 

hence the objection urged against"" has no forco.'' 
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Thia argtunant is nn~wered in tht follnwirtF-

TEXT (763). 

WH.<T IS IT THAT IS O.U.LflD ' Pltrt<ClPAL OliAIUOTI!R • !-lT OA,.SOT BB .< 
POTENCY ; BBCAU811 TlfiS 1>0&8 !<OT SUBSIST (I!< 0Tl£BR t:NOIVIDc-. .r .. ~). 

-FOR THI! &AM£ RBA80!< IT OA!'!<OT 88 SAID TO CONSil>'T r!< 

TBE NATinlB Oil' TK£ SuBSTANCE, Q u ALITY oa .-\OTros, 

IIT0.-(763) 

COMMENTAR Y. 

\Vha~ is t.his • Prineitll'l C'haraoter ' ! 

If it is a Potency, that eannot be right ; aA tlOteney t .. restricted to ee<"h 
individual sttbetratum, and must tll(lteforo \'&ry with eaeh indhi4uaJ object, 
and eannot aubeiat in another object. 

For the same reMon, it cannot conJ\i.!lt in th<' 1 u.Rhuw ·~net>, self· 
sttfficiency,--of Suhstance, t tc. ; M this nl~ C'Qunot hE-long ln co1nmon to 
several objects. 

The term • etc. ' is nt6tmt. to include any erttit.~· that nm~· IM"" ht>ld to he 
distinc~ from SubAI<\nce, Qualit.v ~nd Action. 

AB regard& the oxplnnation offerod (b.'· Udtlyolakarn) of the ""--<&rtiOil 
that; "the o.ppoaro.nce of tho notions in CJ.UO#Ition iK due to other co.u~eK ",
this hM alroady been answorod by pointing out tha.t if ~Jome sort of a. Co~e 
is meant, thon t,he argu.ment is futil.,, as we o.lso o.dmit it as being due to 
Conventional Conception ;- if on the othol' hand any part icular Ca.UAO is 
mee.nt, then there is 'absence of co•lcomi.tance' t\nd niKO 'Folsit~· •. in vie\V 

of such notions "" thoeo of the Cook nnd the like.-(763) 

The following Tut~ sum up th<.\ A\tthor'f4 J>OKition-

TEXTS (764·766). 

Taus THE NOTION THAT AP.PEAJIS 11< RJWARD TO TK£ 'CooK' IS DEPENDENT 

ONLY UPON THll DIVERSITY OP CoNVEl<TION, AND APPREKE!<DS 

ONLY TRR li'ORM TKAT PREOLUDRS ALL tTNLIKE TltlNOS.-

Fao>r ALL THIS IT li'OLLOWS THAT ALL NAMES A><ll 

NOTIONS PllOOltED DtVJ!RSifLY lN AOOORDA!<CE 

Wl'I'R . CoNVENTION, Wl'lHOUT THERE Dlln<O 

.U.'Y ALL-EXDllAOn<O BNTITY.-(764-765) 

OO~tMENT ARY. 

• Tlnu • ,-bee&u.so no other O&U8e i8 found. on examination. for th& 
notions of the Cook and the rest. therefore,-even in cono.ection with divetSec 



object& like the Oook, etc., the comprehensive notion-idea-which ultimatf!ly 

apprehends only something W.tingui.abed from all thinv unlike it..,lf-pro· 

C<ledli in accordsnee with Convention; "" !·hiS I!O:cluoion of th& ~nliko is always 
prel!(lnt. 

Booa.u.se tb.i.s is so, thoro£ ore lt followB that in t he cue of the • Cow ', 

('otc. a13o, notions partaking of n. uniform cha.racter. a.' alRO Names, should 

proceed on the })A..qia of Oonventi.on.-even without a.ny ontity like th& 
' !Jnivel'Sftl '.-So thet the Reaoon put forward by the otiWlr perty remains 
'Inconclusive', (Fallible, Untrw>).-{764-765) 

The following Tm further supports the argument (u"'!ed Wlder T<-"' 7-l$, 

abeve) beaed upon the notion of 'Ne8"t.ion' with regard to Negation-

TEXT (766) 

TiroS 1'1111 NOTION OP NEGATION WlTR REGARD TO Negalion IS NO'l' INCOM

PATIBLE ; NOR IS Till! OOMPREHBNSIVE NAJI{I!l (INOOMPATIBL'&) ; · 

llEOAUSE TREY PROOI!ED liRO>! Cot-."VENTION, \VKIOH DOES NOT 

INVOLVFl TRE ASSU>ll'TION 011 ANY OTHliR ENTITY.-

(766) 

COMMENTARY. 

The only hesis for a comprehensive notion, that will apply to all cases, 
consists in the Body of Convention ; otherwise, the incongruity of the com

prehensive notion that we have in regard to all Negntiona,- also of the 

vory term 'Negation '-cannot. bo don.ied. Beea.usa in tho CMO of Nega.tion.s, 
thoro can be no 'Univereal ', whioh eubsiet.a only in entitiu (not in non·entities). 

Why it is not incoml't'libh> la shown by the words-' Becam& tky procwl 
eto., ue. ' ; the Oonv&nt.ion ie called ' ana.rt.ha' in the eanse that it does not 
involve the assumption of any other entity in the shape of the ' Universal ' 

·and oo forth ; from IIUCh conveotioo, IJtey ~;-i.e. the Name and the 

Idea follow <he preaenee or abeence of the said Convention.-{760) 

The follo\Ving Tezu antlo.ipo.te and answer Sha»knrMv4min'l snswer to 
tbtl Bauddha's criticism~~-

• 
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TE.\.TS (767-iiO). 

"Socii NOTIONS (or NE(;ATION) as' TKB prttiolll 111!galion OP TH..E JAR', 
'THll DuJrudWil OF TIIB JAR' A..S"D 1'Ril LrKJI, APl'RlllfBND NBGATIO:SS 

WITH rDSITIVB ltNTITIES .~S TIDUR AOJl'NOTS ; AND TilE CO:IrPRI!lllll<· 

SIVII OIIA1\AOTIIR 011 Tilll S.UD NOTION OP 'NEGATION ' 18 DUB TO THE 

OOMl'RlllTENRIVB OIIARAOTER 01> THOSE ADJONOTS ".-b TUL~ IS URGED, 
TIIEN (OUR ANSWER Lq THAT) TIDS CANNOT Dll SO ; (a) BECAUSE TJJERElS 

DISPARITY AND (b) llli:CAUSE IT OAN!<OT REST lii'ON TIIAT.-(a) THE 
OOhfPn.EltmNSIVE NOTION Ol' THE 'JAR 1 ]!JAY DE RIGHTLY RlmARDBD AS 
BBINO D{!E TO THAT ; NOT SO THE C0)frREKii1NSIVE NOTIO!< OP ' NEOA, 

TION'; ~'liE NOTION 011 ' PRESENCE' (.U'li"IR.MA.TION) IS BNTIRELY DJlr· 

l'EBIINT JIROM TilE NOTlON OF 'ABSENCE' (NEGATION). (b) TKB NOTION 
o:r TtrE ' Cow ' OR THE ' HoRSE ' ts N<Y.t' JJ:ELD TO Be DUE TO THE 
• UNIVERSAL. &i~tg. IF IT DID, TREN O~""LY ONE • UlfTVll!ISAL. WOULD 

llA."Vll TO BE POS'l'lJLATED AS ACCOMPLISHING BVliEYTIIINO (U Bllll<O TJ{E 

BARIS 011 ALL NOTIO!<S).-{767-770) 

COlnJENTAR¥. 

Slfankam1tK1rni,. hA:c nrgued thuA :-u The notio~ of N'tgt'tions are 
never fouud to be fr<!e from odjtmcts [the "'egotion io olway• of ~c>melhinq); 
for iMte.nce, in n11 snch notions of N e.gatiou 88 ' the 1'rtuiotu negation. of the 
Jar ', • iho Domuction of tbe Jor ' and so forth,-thoy aro found to rest upon 
Negat.ion.& M&OCiAU,d with oertAit\ pos.iti ve 0.1ttitios as MljlUlOt8 ; wh.ich Ahows 
that in nU o~ the notion. of Neptiotl has itg oompl·ohon8ive eharn.cter 
dependent~ upon the 'Universal' penueating tho snid ndjlmets i so that 
there i.e no ' fallibility ' in our Premiss ". 
'T~ '-of the 6&id notion (of Neg&tion). 
The above argument is answered in the word.ft.-'lt cannot be 10, etc .• etc. ' . 

- The compound ' Vai/.a.k.!al\ydtcdd.thraycU • may bo OOI18trued to mean 
either (a) ' be<:e.Ul!O tluore i& the ftm l1w il cann<JC r<~l upon tll<lt, along with 
the fact that IM,. i6 di-ily ', or as (b) • be<:e.U80 111vt u duparily, and 
alto because ;, tol'lnot rea upcn1. that '. 

The fi1"11t or t.beoe two reason&-" bocauS8 there ill diap&rity '-is explained 
in detail, in the wordt--' Tl~ cona.pnhert~ifi4 notion of tM Jar, etc., etc.';
it ia not ri3ht thAt notions of diverse fonns should be ba.od upon one and 
the aame adjunct; aa in that cose a single • Unive""'l' would serve all 
purposea, and it would be useless to postulate several ' Universola '. Thus 
thon notiono of positive entities like the • Jar • eto. nu~y bo due to the 
'UniveraeJ' 'Jar •,-how could the notioll8 of 'Nego.tion.a • bo based upon 
those 1 UnivoNJ.Ala ', being, as thBy E\re, ent.irely diifof;ont from these httter 
in cbn.ro.ctor ! For example the not.iol\ of the Wllvorenl 'Cow' does not 
prO<>Oed on tho basis of the 'Universal ' Bting.-(767-770) 

Bh4vivikla hao t\l"gued as follows:-" It io not hold thet in every ease, 
the Notion ia exactly in keeping with its Cause (or bMia). For instance, 

• 
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the numoor 'Plurality' subsisting (a) in Elephant• nnd Horses, or (b) in the 
DMva and J{hgdi.ra !.roes, fom.s thu bas~ of the notions of (a) the' ArmiJI 'and 
(b) the ·Forest' ;--simila.rly the mixturo of several heterogeneous substances 
forms the basis of the notions of 'drinks', 'fermented gruel' and the lik&. 
Ot-heru•ise (i.e. if the rosnltant notion must be ex&etly in kooping with its 
basis) t he notions in question khould ha.ve been of (a.) 'Many' and {b) 
~ Mixttu-e • ". 

This is th('; argllment that iR anticipated and an~wered in the fo11owing-

TEXTS (771-772) . 

" L~ ALL CASES T_.Rl; NOTION lS NOT IN' EX.AO'r ACCORDANCE \VJTI( ITS 

BASIS,-l'NASMUCH AS T.a::£ NOTIO~S O.t ' .6\UtfY •, 1 FOREST ' AN}) 

THE LIKE RAVE NUMBER# ETC. FOR THEm BASIS" ;-Di' SUOH 

BE THE VIEW, THEN, \vxy SHOULD NOT THE SArl) NOTION 

IN REGARD TO THESE DIVERSE THINGS ALSO BE 

HELD TO BE BASED UPON THE DIVERSITY OF 

THE BODY OF CONVENTIONS SET Ul' BY 

ONE'S OWN WHIM ?-(771-772) 

COMMENTARY. 

· The sai(l 11.0tiO'n \ - i.e. the Comprehensive notion. 
The ' div•,rsity ' - i.e. Peculiarity of the Convention$.-(771-?72) 

Quution :-·~\V hat is tho pocuUarity on the basis whereof this statement 
ia made ? " 

A ti8'U'eJ' :-

TEXTS (773-774). 

WHEN THERE lS COGNlTlON OF DIVEll!llTY, ~HEN THERE ARISES THE 

DESIRE TO SET U1' A CoNVENTION ;--TIIEN Tllll CONVEN~ION IS SET 

tTP ;-THEN COMBS THB HEARING OF Tll£ NA1o£E IN ACCORD# 

ANO.& ''"'Tll THAT CoNVENTION j--THEN TllE 
1
ll0DY, OR 

' FORM ' OF THE· CoNVENTION ;-THEN TD notion 
(IN ACCORDANCE WITH THAT CONVENTION). 

THAT TffiS IS THll OAUSE (BASIS) OF THE 

SAID NOTIONS IS THUS J>NOWN DEl>!· 

NITELY THROUGH AFFIRllfATI'VE AND 

NEGATIVE PREMISSES. IN Rl!GABD 

TO OTHER OA USES, TBl!RE 

WOULD BE AN INFINITE 

REGRESS.-(773-774) 

COMMENTARY. 

The relat-ion of Ca\\.Se and Effect is ascertainable only by means of affi.rma· 
ti.ve a.nd negative premisses : and in regard to tht>J comprehensive notion in 
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question. theoul~· CAu . ..;(' Utat i.c so ascertAined is the Bodr o£CoU\'ftontioruJ set. "P 
by th& drAin' or m.an. For instance, AN~t of aJII there o.ppen.rw th(' cogn.it.ion. 
or difrttl't"H<'C' umong t-h.ing>4 ;- After thi~t eognltion hM come, thet·e. comes tha 
desiro lo ... t up a Convention ;-frou> tbat dC8ire pr<><ee<l3 the setting up 
of th(\ Con.,·ention. ;-then t.he hearing of t.he wne at tbe tin'\& of aot.ul\l 
usage of theo namo ;-from that hearing o[ the u:~age, there followA the 'hod~·' 
or 'fo•·m • of the Convention; from thJ~C Body o( the Con,·ention. comes th.d 
using of the- name in regard to the dive.rse t-bingx in que8t.ion ;-and tben 
fiMlly the 11otiona of • Jar ' end the like oome into appearan"" 

Among all pc10ple, down to t he verie~~t eowhord, the idoa of such being 
tho C&W9e of tht notions in quostiort i8 doflnitoly recognised with certainty. 

Aa for tM ~ Universal' on the other ba.~td, ita capacity ha.s nowhere 
been -n; if then it were regarded "" the Cause of the notiona. it would lead 
to absurditiePJ i for, after luwing asstuned that n.s the Cause, why could you 
not 638ume another eou&e, of which nlHo the cnpnolty nw.y not be ku.own 
and ao on ?-{773·774) 

The following Text., continue the 1t1une lino of 1'<'&.~ 1\in.g-

TEXTS (775-776). 

T HE ASSUMPTION OF SOMIITIDNO E LS.l'J ( AS THE OAUSE OF THE COill'RBK&S -
81VE NO'l'ION) 1$ BASED Ol'()N '1'111t IDEA TKAT 1'KE CORRELATIVE 
OF.~ Tlmlo SHOOT.O Bll OP TBll SAME NATI1Rl'J AS TlU.T T~m<O. 

BuT, BV!lN SO, WIIJI)N THE NOTIONS ARE DIVERSE, IT l$ 
FAR BETTER TO AOOEPT WIIAT IIAS BBEN J UST SI!O

CE&rBD (BY US) ; AS IN TillS CASE, 1'KE RESrlUC· 
TlON IS DUB TO TI1B OAPA.OlTY OJI Tl!lNOS : 

AND I T 1$ l'AR BETTJIR TO ASSUME THAT 
WliiOII HAS BEEN FOUND TO BE TRUE 

IN ~ARO TO TIIINOS WROSE 
0Al'A01TY IS \VIlLL ENOWN,

THROUOH Ali'Fl.RMATIVE AND 
lll:OAl'IV£ PBliMISSES. 

(775.776) 

COllM£NTAR Y. 

\Vhen you were· expounding the reason for your conclulfiOI\8 to OOM.ilit 
in the fact that they should have e. bMiB similar to thell\solves, you had to 
poetulate milliol\3 of • Uoiversals ' . 11 the' Uoiverso.\ ' also produ""' notions 
of diverse forme, then it it far better to &S8umo thi.s,-t.bat is, thet wbieh 
ba8 been aetu&lly found to have the oapecity (of producing the said notiOilS). 
Aa i_n BO doing. t he re wou ld not have to be t\n &Mumption o£ fl.llyt hlfl$' not 
actually ....,n. · 
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Furt.J1er, when yo\1 are Raked t he quost.io1t- How is it that. one and the 
same · Univet8al' proci\tces diver~~e notions t-You wm have to l!la.y tha.t 
"such is the restricted capncity of t~ that even !.hough itaelf one, it io 
capable of producing notions of diverse forma " .- If such be the ._ then 
why should not tb6 """""'ption be t.hat the det.erminiug (1\Cto"' consist in 
tb6 diver6& things t.hemselvoe whose capacities are well known ond fully 
oacertoined ! In doing thio, nothing would bo done which is not in strict 
accordance with experiencc.- (778-776) 

The following might be urged-·' Of the • Universal' alao, the capacity 
is well known and fully aaoertnined ". 

The &Mwer to this is ns follows:-

TEXT (777). 

As .A MAT't:ER OP PACT, 'Hlltll£ CA:S BB !JO .A.Jt'J'l'R¥A..TIVB OO~OOMJTA.::."'Q'O:S: 
(OP TIJB NO'l'IONS) WITH TIJ1I UNIVERSAL$ ; A.S THEIR NOT!ON :tS 

NOT ALWAYS PRESENT; AS FOR NEOAT!VE OONOO)llT• 

ANCiil, THAT IS NOT POSSlllLE m THE OA.SE OF 

WHAT ARE E'l'ERNAL.-(777) 

COMMENTARY. 

As n Jnt~t.ter of fact tho not,iona of 'Being • and such othor Un.iversa1s 
do not o>ppoor at all timo~~ ; and hence it cM> never be right to 1188ert the 
affirmative concomitanoe of t.heoe with tb6 Universal&. If tha notions were 
reelly concomitant with the ~oe of tbe Univeraals, than, aa lbe Uni veroal.a 
would be there at all times, why could not the notionS appeer at all times 1 
Specially oa the Universal does not need anything elso : because other things 
cannot create o.ny peculio.r onpac.ities in it. Honce there can be no affir.mativo 
concomitance with those Universt\ls. 

Nor is negative concomitanoe possible. Because at the time that. tbe 
notions of Being. etc. do not appear,-it cannot be aaid thet the oauoo of this 
non-appee.ra.noa lies in the non-existence of the Universal ; booauso eternal 
things mu.rt be alwaya presont. and hence their tu>n-~,... (Absenoe) is 
impossible. Oonaoquontly thoro o&n be no nogotive concomitance with the 
Univ.,ala.-(777) 

Tbll8 the.n, there being objections agajnst the view that Comprehensive 
notion. abould have their cou.oe in something different (from the individual 
tbings),-tl1o following &886rtion of the other party also becomes diecarded :
.. When in rogatd to Quality, there arises t.ho notion that it i1 Mt-8llbSlance, 
ii is t\01-Ae:don and so forth, the bMis for this lies in the po.rt.icular-Universal 
'Quelity'; while Inhut,... in lht sam4 objw is tbe basis for the compre· 
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hon~Jivo notion of the 'Oni\"untn.l' tiU\t RppNlts in regard to the pure Onive-r. 
101s ' Being • and thaliko *'. 

TIU" iA whi\t j,. 6Xplo.ined h) th6 following-

TEXT (778). 

Ttlll VU:W TIU.T " TilE UNIVIBS.U. ' QUALITY ' IS THE BASIS OF THE 

NOTJO:S OP ' SOT..StTBSTA~OE ' AND THE LIXE " IS NOT RB.ASON • 

ABLB ; 110& THB SAIO RIWION TREllB OAN BB NO 

' INHE.BENOB IN TBB SAME OBJBC'l' ' IN TH.It 

CASE OF TilE NOTION OF THE ' UNIVRR· 

SAL ' .-(778) 

Tl\0 following 2'lt.Yt show.- thn.e the Theory in queetion itwoh·es: M 
abeurdity Ah!o-

TEXT (779). 

A.8 110& 'JlfiUIRENOil IN SIIVIIRAL TKINOS ', THIS IS PRBSI'lNT IN NU~IBER, 

BTO. ALSO, lUST AS fN TKE ' UNIVERSAL$' ; H11NOB THII NOTION 

011 ' U NIVERSAL' MUS'l: RE TIIBRlil fN Rl!OAUD TO 

Ntnlllf>lll, F.TO. ALS0.-(779) 

COUMENTARY. 

If ' Inherence in several t.llingo ' wore the basis or tho Comprehensive 
notion in regard to • Univot'il;(\1.!\ '. then. -e.., such • tn1bsiatonoo it1 several 
BubstanCM • is fO\tnd in Buch thir1JPt o1~W aM Nwnber, Oonjunction, Di1j1uach'<m, 
Oomposite SubatanuB nnd so forth,-·th~ notion of 'Universal' should appear 
i.n rogorcl to these olso ; beca\180 the hneis of suoh notion would bo &quolly 
prosl\nt in thiR ea.so a.IKO. 

AA for tho elm meter of l Conning the objeet of ono and the same cognition '. 
thlA o.lso is restricted to the tmivorMb\ 'Being', ete. as a.pponring in the 
form.s of the • existing:,' etc. ; and it does not touch any oth<~r 'Universal' ; 
10 tbat.. on the ~h o! tha~ &Ieo. the comprehensivo notion or 'Unive,....J
Univoraal' CIUlllO. apr-r in regard ro the soveral Univero&IA. Consequeotly 
the !oUowing ........tion or Kvm4ril4 ill entirely irre!OVMt :-" Tbo subo!istence 
of ono in several different t.h.in.p is the basis of tho na.me 4 Universal ' u 
"pplied ro Bting, etc. ; or it mo>y be duo to their being tho bMis of on& and 
tb.o lt\me oognition ". (SitlokatJ6rtika·Akrt;.ada, 24).- (779) 
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So far the M1thor has explainod the Roo&oll ' Bee&\IB<> there is disparity ' 
(put forward by himself under Te.u 768, agaii>.St tho opponont's explanation 
of the comprehensive notion of • Negat.ion' in regard to the sovora.l kinds of 
Negation]. He naxt proceeds to explairt the othar Reason ' Becaltse it cannot 
rest uport t hA.t. 1 

: -

TEXTS (7!:!0-782). 

Ul>l1V:&R$A.LS CALLED 'JAR' ANll TilE REST SUBSIST ONLY IN THE JAa; 

TrulY CANNOT SUDSIST IN NEGATION$ ; HOW THB.N DOES THE COMPREREN· 

SIVE .NOTION (OF NEGATION) ARISE IN REGARD TO THESE LATTER !
THE (COMPREHENSIVE) NOTION AND NAME OAJ:.-NOT DE APPLIED TO ONE 

THING ON THE BASIS OF WHAT SUDSJSTS IN SOMETHING )!)LSE; FOR INSTANOB, 

THE NOTION AND NAME 'CANOER, OA-~NOT BE BAS:g:D UPON TRE UN'IV®lt" 

SAL 'ELEPHANT ' . As A MATTER OF ll'AOT, BVl'JN 'SUBSISTENCE XN ONB 

AND T}{}) SAl\1:& THING' IS NOT l'lt:&SBNT H:&BE. N oTIONS OF TASTE, 

CoLOUR, AND HEA VINES$ MIGHT ARISE FRO~( THEIR ' SUBSISTENCE IN 

ONE AND THE SAME THING'; IN THE CASE IN QUESTION (OF NEOATION) 

HOWEVER, EVEN THIS SUBSISTENOE IS NOT THERE ; FOR THE SI!IIPLE 

REASON THAT NEGATION DOES NOT SUBSTST IN ANYTffiNG AT ALL.-

(780-782) 

COUMEJ\"!'ARY. 

Aa a matter of fact, the 't.:'nivert;al' subsi$t~ onl)' in tho Jar a.nd such 
entities, tler\·er in Nega.tloru:;, becrmse- t.he.A& latter a.ro non-entities. How 
then could thoro n.ppoor, in regt\I'd to these NeR&tions, any comprehensive 
notion associated with the form o£ $- Unive.rRO.l, on the ba.<Jis of the •universal ' 
Ja·r which subsl~t.a in something other (t.han tho Nogatiou.e) ? For inst.a.nce, 
the ' Elephant • doos uot booom~ the btu~i~ of a. comp1-ehenRive 110tion regarding 
the Cancer. 

u But o. not.ion ir; actually fOtmd to appear in c.onneetion with one thing 
on the basis of somet.bing thnt 8\tbsist.<J elsewhere,; e.g. suoh notions aa • the 
swoot Taste is viscid, cool t\nd hen.vy u . 

This ia answered in t.he words-' Even sub8-istence in one and th#J same 
thing, etc., etc. ' :-In t.he example cited, the qualities of 'CoolneJ!S' and the 
rest. subsist~ in t.hat same t;uhstanco who1-ein. the sweetness sub!iists ; so tlmt 
on the st.rength of thi$ ' sub~istenco in the same substratum , , thero is eo· 
existence ; while Nego.t.ion never stlbsists in any substance along with 
Universal& like the 'Jar'; for th!\ simple reason t1tat tlu~t which has no 
colour and form cannot •mbsist in anything.-(780-782) 

The following Tettt n.n.t.icipa.tes the n.runver given by Uddyotakara.-
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TEXTS (783-784). 

J-r IT BE AROUBD THAT-" .QI THIS CASE THBBE lS THE Bl!LATION OF 

QuaUjic.ati0,.._...11iL-QIJ1l!ijiv.l " ,-TIIBN TRE ANSWJIB IS THAT 

SUCH A BELATIO!< IS ASSUMED ONLY WHEN SOMlil OTHER 

RBLA.TlON IS A.Lit:'IA.DY THEBB; i'OR L.VSTA.NOB, TRB RltLAT:IOY 

OF Qualijic.ati011 ani Qualified IS ASSUlll.IID ON 'l'HE 

B•St8 011 TR& OLOSB PROXIMITY (OONTAOT) D&· 

TWKBN TJU TWO PAoroR3 OONOBL~D ; fN 

THE ABSFJNOB 0¥ SUCH CONTACT, THE 

RELATION IN QUESTION OA!<NOT 81!: 

POS.~IBLE, AS THERB WOULD BB 

NO :BASlS FOR IT.

(783-784) 

CO~'TA.RY. 

Udllyota-kaJ'(& IU\S nrgued 1\lf follows :-u Tho tela.tion betwoon the 

UnivE"NRI • Ja.r • with tbo particular Jar is of the nature of lnJ~reru:a, while 

the relat<ion of Negation~ is of the nature of Qu<>lifo;atW.. ond Qualifi«J; 

so in both cases tho '1·ektli<m of tho &Q..mo ttUn.g • iA the ba$.it; ror the common 

name''. 
The answer to this is Ul&t 'S1u:A a rel4tio», ek., ek. •; tbat is, the relat<ion 

of QualificotW.. and QtU>I(/Ild among Entitieo is always broug,ht about by 

110m0 other relation ; e.g. t.ho rolat.ion of Qualij'-ion and Qualijled botween 

ll«>adaata and his aid; io due to conjtmdion (contact.) between tbom. and 

the samo between th& K.i"'! and his ojj1ur ia due to tbo r<>lation of Maaer 

and SeJ"t)(J.nt. In the ca.so of N'cgotlons however, thore is no such other 

Relation whieh could form tbe buis of the relation of Qual.i,fi.caliO» and 

Qualified ; ho\v tb&n could any such relation bo pos;liblo ! U it wcro poooible, 

then thore would bo an absurdity ; everything could oo the qualification of 

everything '.-(783-784) 

The question then arising aJt t~u how, in the absence of any other 

rela.tion, rmch J\Otlons aro ourre.nt among poople {l..~ ' the Prior Negation of 

the Jar • ! "~the following Ttzl4 11Upply the a.nswel'-

TEX'l'S (785-786). 

AS ltEOAilDS SUOH EXPRESSIONS AS 'THll P&IOR N&OATION OB THE JAR ', 

IT IS A CRBATlON OJ' IIIE&fl YANOY ; .Tl7ST LlKE TKE DESaRil'TION 

011 'DRAVIIRY' IN REGABD TO AN IMAGINARY PERSON. IN 

OASBS WB:ERll 'filE REU'l'ION 011 Qualijkatitm OM 

Qualified IS IIASEO Ul'ON A RUL ENTITY, TK.IlRE 

IS llOUliD TO BE SOME OTHER R!lLATION 

(IUWABDI!:D AS ITS BASIS).-(785-786) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whoo it is found that • thing whioh was not there hM come iot.o 

exiatenO&,.....-d t.here is • dooire to llp06k of it.,-tbere appeara an imaginary 
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notion which indicates • Prior Negation ' a.<J something different from the 
thing concerned, and related to it by the relation of Qua!ificati<>n 
and Qualified; it is on this imaginary bn.sis that the relation of QtUllificati<>n 
and Qua.lif~ is mentioned, and there is no such rolation in reality ;- just as 
m the case of the picture clro.wn by a.n artist. the qltalities of ' bra. very ' a-nd 
the like are assumed. 111 coses whore you postulate the said relation of 
Qualificati<>n and Qualified,-somo other relation (as its basis) has surely to 
be looked for ; otherwise there wou1d be no regularity or restriction.
(785·78B) 

The following Te;c~, procee<l• to show that the answer given by 8/iatilUlra· 
svdmi-n. i~ not relevant to the objec.t.ion urged by us-

TEXT (7 87). 

T Hll OBJ 80TION" UJl.OEI) BY US WAS Il' BJ!:OABD TO SUOH NOTIONS AS ' TIUS 

NEGATION',' TIIA."': NtGA'rtON '. AS REGARDS THE r UNIVER-

SAL' SUBS[~'TlNG L~ TO AOJUNOT, THAT SUBSISTS 

ONLY h'< ITS OWN StTBSTRATUM.-(78 7) 

0 0)!:\IENTARY. 

\;vha.t 've had urg&d was o..~ follows :- !1\ the eose of the lrleaation, of tl1e 
Ja.r, U1e Negation of the OlotJ,, the NerJation of the Hare's Horn and so forth,
we find the comprehensive notion of 'Noga.tion' appearing, even when 
there is no aueh 'Univcrko.l' os ' Negation ' ,-hence in other cases also the 
ru:oi>umption of the • Universal' is useles.CJ ; and we did not raise the objection 
against the 'Prior Negation' and other Negations that are conceived of 
in connection with a large number of things of tho same kind. 

" If tha.t is so, what then ? , 
As 1't1JC'rd$ the. ' Universal' 8Ubsi8t·ing in. the adjunct, etc.., etc.- That is~ 

the Universal ' Jnr' subsisting in the adjWlct, the particular Jar, su/;8~18 only 
in its own sub8trcu"m,-i.e. only in the Jar, not in the Oloth and other things. 
How then could t here arise, f:rom that, the notion regarding the ' Prior • a.nd 
other Negations of such heterogeneous things as the Cloth and the rest 1 
Thi• i• what is meant.-(787) 

It might be argued tha.t--" there is one all-embracing Un.it.-ersal every
where" ;- tbe answer to that is as follows-

28 
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TEX'£ (788). 

NoR LS IT HELD THAT TKE SINGLE A.LL-EMBliA~O ITh"'IVERSAL 'BRING ' 

SUOSf.STS IN T!Um ALL. BEOMISE NOTIONS 011 'NEGATION • 

DO NOT APPEAR. APART FROM •rrtlil SIX O.<TIIOORIES.-

(788) 

COM3!ENTARY. 

Thoro ia no one Univorsa.l embracing se,•eral auoh heterogeneoue things 

as the Cloth and the like,-upon which the notion in question could be 

b&sed.-It IJlisht be argued that-" tbore is the Greos Uni......U (th& SwnmtlU\ 

Genus) called 'Being', ~>nd the notion of Negation would arise on the 1>6.'\is 

of that ".-That howevor cannot be right; as it is not true; that is to &ay, 

you b&vo suoh notions of Negatum t\8 n.ro involvod-(a) in the do.nial of 

auch things os 'Dissociation from Impurities' [' Prati8ankhYanirodha ', a 

t.ochnicallty poo;tuleted by the BaudJJM, but denied by his opponents] n.• 

apart from the si" Catogories,-.nd (b) in the true denial of such imaginar,,· 

characters in stories like Kapifljala ;-to which adjunct would suoh notions of 

' Negation' be due, which could bo rogarded •• thou· b88is I Surely 

e.ccordit\g to your view there is no roal 'Bell\g' (existsnce) in the 088e of 

such thingt aa the said • Diasociation from Jmpuritios • and the like. 

Thia oame argwMnlatiiWers also the foUowing aasort.ion of K"rnllrila'• :

ac If it be urged that 'in tho case of Prior Negation, etc. there is no Universal 

posit<ld ',-the answer is that Being itself is the Univerac.l in theao, <IIIJtllll~d 

by ooMJppear~" [SIIlokavarlika·Apoh4V<Id<>, 11]; \VIl&re the last qunliflcA . 

tion means that the ' Being ' that subsialla in the Nogations is quali6ed by 

the character of being not·produt:l!d. 

The objection tb&t we b&ve urged &bove applios to this view a!lw. 

Because tl1ore can be no 'Being' (Exiotence, Reality) in the things poetulnt<ld 

nnder othor systew, or in ob&ract<lr nnd t.hU\g8 oroated ih imaginary tales, 

etc.,--on which basis the notion of 'Negation, could arise in regard to them. 

"Whet is oonooived in the...., of theee things is t.ha imaginary 'Bell\g ', 

which hea no count<lr·part reality in the oxternal world." 

If t het ia so, then why ia not the denotetion of all terms admitted to 

consist in mero fancy, ontil·ely devoid of any single pormanent Universal 

in the ebapo of 'Being' ! Otherwiao, If " Universal in the abapo of the 

one eoornal ' Being ' be poetulated,-in&smuch as all such rerms aa ' Being ', 

• Man ' and the like would equally oonnot<l ouly the ' exclusion or other 

things ', why should there be divergent notions rega.rding t.heao !-There 

can be no answer to thia objeotion.-(788) 

It hea been urged by the author above (under Te%1. 749) that-' in regard 

to persons created by imaginatioa, and in regard to dosd and unbern persons, 

-the notions of Negation appear without any all-embrecll\g baoia '. This 

argument ia further elaborated in the following-
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TEXTS (789-795). 

I N TIIll OAS'B OF TIIINOS CREATED BY IMAGINATION, THERE OAN Bll NO 
0N"IVIIRSAL SUBSISTI.N'O IN THEM ; DEOAUSE TIUIRE IS NO POSSIBILITY 
OF Tllll IIXISTENCE OF THE lNDrvtlHTALS ('l'HAT WOULD lltAU UP THE 

UNIVERSALS). lb.~CE TRB ''JALLIBILrl'Y' OF TRB OPPONOTS 
REASONS RJruAU,"ll AS BIIPORE.-$tMILARLY \VlTK REGARD TO PAST AND 
FUTURII TIIINOS,-Il' TKIIRII IS A OOON!T!ON 011 AN ETERNAL VNJVIIRSAL, 
THBN NO SUOK PORE ' ID."'IVERSAL ' (WITHOUT THE OONS'l'l'l'UBNT lNDI• 
VIDUA.LS) OL~ EVER BE APPJtt:n:ENDED. OR, lP SUOK A PlTRB 
UNIVERSAL BY lTSliLP WERE APPRtrnE~'DED, TKilN IT OOULD NOT BE 
THE 'UN!VliRS.U.' OF ANY P AR'l'ICULARS. SUCK A 0NYVERSAL COULD 
NOT DE MANIFEST ABLE BY PARTICULARS ; J UST AS THE Him4laya IS 

NOT MANlPESTABLJl BY TKE Vindhya.-NOR OAN '1'IIE 0~>-rvERSAL BE 
TIED DOWN TO TBll PARTICULARS TJIROUGR ITS BIRTH BEING DBPJlNDEh"T 
UPON TRESE.-NOR LASTLY CAN Tllll O~'TVERSAL BB DEPBNDBNT UPON 
TltE PARTICULARS FOR ITS CO(lNlTION, BECAUSE IT IS ETE&NAL AND 
BECAUSE IT IS APPBEIIENDED PUBllLY BY ITSELl'.-THIIRE IS ALSO NO 
POSSIBILITY OP ll'S BEING DEPBNDXNT UPON ANY SUOK THING AS THE 
OONTAOT 01' ITS OWN SUBSl'RATtT!It WITH TK!l SBNSB•OROAN OONCBRNIID. 
CONSEQUENTLY TKIS UNIVERSAL COULD EITDR BE APPBmtENDED AT 
ALL TIMES, OR NOT APPREHENDED AT ANY TIME AT A.LL.-As REGARDS 
ITS OAl'ACITY TO BRING ABOUT ITS OWN 000~-rrtON BY ITSELP, IT MAY 
OR HAY NOT RAVll TKIS CAPACITY; \VKICRSOBVliR WAY IT IS, IT WOULD 
ALWAYS BB>tAIN SO. ITS NATUl~ IIORM,-\VITJI OR WITHOUT THE SAID 
OAP AOITY ,-WOULD Jlll UNSlL\XllABLB, BEOA USE IT IS ITSELl' PERMANENT •. 
WHO TK!lN, COULD EVER SllAXB WHAT IS UN~H•U:•BLE 1-(789-795) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound • ~ilo, '"- • is to be ezpounded aa ' thet of 
which the form is ...,.tee! by imaginMion ' : The term 'ddi' inclwl001 dead. 
and ttnl>orn things.-There is no Universal sub&iating in such Imaginary 
things, on which the said notion could be based. 

" There may be no Universal in regard to imaginary things ; in regard 
to the pe.at and future things, the notion could be due to tha Universal". 
~ ia not true ; the nature of things subsi.ating in othar things ia not 

such thet they exist by thamselve8, without their aubotratum ; if they did 
not exist, then they woul~ cee.se to be ttd>8lBtem. 
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Even if the su~t things e.xist.od by t.hom8elv...,- <>ven so, tbe 
dif!lculty remaiJ>s; boeause the other ~Y aboo dooo not Admit the appre
heasioo of the Uni venal by itseU. This baa been tbua doc1Ar'6CI by them
"Tbo Univeroal depends for its cognition upon the oonlact of ita subotratum 
with the ......,..,rgan ". 

Further, if tb4 Universal could be apprehended by itself, the cognition 
ol tba Pnrtioulnr Individuals could not be held to loUow from the cognition 
of the Univet81\l ; bocnuso the Particular doea not oxist at the time that the 
UniveNit\1 i• apprehendod by itself. 

Nor would thoro bo nny connection betwoon tho .l?tuticulars and the 
Univorsn.l,--f!uoh ns is involved in the notion thAt ' thiR is tho Universal of 
thoeo P&rt.iou]o..rs • ; as there 'yould bo no bMiA for such ~ connootion. 

For instance, if there were a. bMi8 for Kuch conn~ction, it conld consist; 
eitbor. (a) in the !..et of its being mnnilaot.od by then\, or (b) in ita being 
produeed by tbem, or (c) in its cognition being dependent upon tbeir 
OogniUoD--(a) Tbe Universal cannot be regarded "" connected with tbese 
Partionll\l'l on aooount of its being menileot.od by tMm ; boeauso being 
permanent., it can hove no poculiority produced in it by anytbing else, oonee 

it oould not be manifosted by anything elso; "'- ono tbiDg dooo not confer 
auy beno6t upon another thing. it. cannot serve M its monlfutcr; for instance, 
tM Himd/a!J<I is no~ ~oo rrumifoater of tho Vil>dllgo. The PMticulars in tbe 
same WI>Y ca.nnot be the manifoator of the Univorst~l. Hcnco the notion 
involved in ~he proposition is contrary to a wider propoeition. If a thing 
that conlors no benefit were to be regarded n.o the 1'11<1nifutu, then there 
would be tbo nbturdity that everythillj! would be tho manifestor of e"ery
tbing olse.-(b) For tha same rooson, beOMUle tho Universal is hold to be 
eternal, thoroloro it cannot be right to rogt\rd it n.o dependent upon the 
Pa:rticult\rs for its production.-(c) Innsmuch 1\S thoro is approhonsion of 
the J)\U'O Universal by itself, it could not be oold to be dependent upon the 
Particull\l'l for ita oogmtiOn.-Thus all tho throe altornntiveo 1\1'0 impos
siblo. 

Hence tM M80rtion that-" tba Universal baa its approoonsion depen
dont upon tba oontact of its substratum with tM 10086-orgsn "-is not 
n,ht; beceuao tboe<) can be no • o .. betret.un' for the UniVOI'Sfti; how then 
could tho Universal be dependent for ite cognition upon the oont..et of tbe 
aeaso-orpn with any sucli 'substratum ' t 

The pertiole 'iidi ' inclndoo such conditiona ae tb4 oontoct of tbe Mind 
al>d Soul, and tM like (pootulated by ~oo Va&.Mfiku). 

Then again, "" the Universal is etsrnnl, and henoo oan have no peculiar 
footurea introduced into it by other things,-it oannot be dependent upon 
anything olae. Consequently, if it is capable of bringing t\bout i ts own 
cognition, tMn it should brillj! it about at all timoe ; il it is incapable of 
bringing it about, tl\00 it oould not bring it nbout at any time at all. What
ever ite nn~uro be-<lapablo or ineapable,- it oould not alter it; or else it 
would loee its permanence; this baa been thus declared-' Its capocity 
or innspacity, which roete in its very nature,-who oan destroy ! As it 
i& eternal and hence not amenob\e to treotment '.-(789-?95) 
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It haa been argued (by Bh4tJ!viktD, under '!'U:l 720) tba-" the Universal 
Cow ia something dlf[erent from the Cow, etc., etc. "-Tbo foUowill8 'l'eca 
shows !hat the Reason ooduoed thol"$ is found to bo falee, in view of the 
Ot\Oe of such notions aa tboee or tho ' Cook • Mld tho liko-

TEXTS (796-797). 

" Tmt Un.iM"IllJI. • Cow • IS SOMETMNO t>I.Sl'IXcr PJIO:!t TUll individ!.Ull 
Cow, BECAUSE 1'1' i'ORMS TJm OIIJBOT OP A DD"J111RBNT lDEA ,

LlXE COLOUR, T OUCH AND TUll LIKE ;- ALSO :OEOAUSE IT TS 

SPOKEN OP AS :OELONOING T() THAT, .TUSl' AS 'l'D JIOllSl'l 

TS SPOKEN OF AS :OELONOING TO 0JIA.l'l'&A ".-TillS 

ARGUMENT MAY BE SHOWN TO BE 'FALLIBLE ' 

(UNTRUE) JN VO:W OP 'l'RE NO'I'ION OP TII:E 

' Coox ' AND so PORTH.-IN THIS 

SA.lta XA.N'NE.R., OTHER 'WRONO 

A.llOUUEN'I'S ALSO ARE TO 

BE DISOREDITED.-

(796-797) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, even though the UniverSal • Cook' iA not bold to bo any
thing dlf[erent from the individual Cook, yot it doos beeomAI the obj~ of 
dlvene cognitions,-uch "" ' t hhc io a cook-that i.o a cool:' and oo forth ; 
there are alao such vorbl\1 exp..-ions a.s '.Devadall4'• Oook-4/oip ', where 
the two things ""' exp........d by words with different cue-terminations. 
Tbue the Reason adduced by tho other party is found to bo ' Inconclusive ' 
booe.uee • too wide '. 

' Other wrong a.rgunumt.9 ' ;--such n.s those put. forw£\rd by Kumiirila 
ond others. 

The followill8 a.ro the ' wro<~g argumontc' set forth by KtmUirila :
"(I) In regard to the dive,... particular oows there app<mn~ the notion of 
' cow ',-tbis must bo duo to " •inglo entity in tho shape of tl>e Uni..,.IOl 
• Oow ~,-boeauseit manifMtatbooowand isofonefonn ;~jU8t.likothe notion 
in regard to a single individual eow.-()r again (2) Tl>e notion of ' Cow ' 
oe.nnot bo duo to a partia.lar Cow, the Blnck one for inatanoo, or it must bo 
duo to eomothing different from tlli• parlicul4r Cow ;-bocauoo it appears 
even when this particular Cow ia not pr$sont ;-just like tho notion of ' being 
mndo of Olay' in rego.rd to tho J~>r.-If it is asked how thiH Universal is sold 
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to sub$ist in all particular individuals, -our explo.nation is"" follows :-This 
notion of 'Cow ' (the Universal) has for its object sometiUng that subsists in 
everyone of the indi\i"lduals ;-because each individunJ is found to contain 
the whole form of the thing,-lilte the noti011 in regard to each individuai.
The one-ness also of the Universal is fully established. BecatlSO even though 
tho Universal subsists in its entire form in every individual, yot it is one 
only,-hecause it. is apprehended by a cognition of one nnd the same form ; 
just as the exclusion of the Brllhmar:aa by such negative terme M 'non
bri!une.J.>a '.-I t cannot be urged ngeinst tiUs that-,-' this notion of ideut.ical 
form in regard to thinga that are different must be wrong, and hence it is not 
right to det<ormine the nature of things on the strongth of that notion'.
Because there is no def&et in the source of this notion i nor is there any subse· 
quent cognition that annuls this not.ion. Hence there being none of the 
causes of mistake, the assertion thn.t it is wrong cannot be right u . 

All these o..rguments have been thus formula\00 (by J(umaril<J., in 
Shlokavclrli-Vanat>iida H-49) :-"The Idea of 0= in regard to the 
different individual cows is based upon tho one Universal ' Oow ',-beoo.use 
it manifests the cow uncl because it is of ono fonn,-jnst like the notion 
of the individual Cow.-The Idea of t.he ' Oow ' cannot be bMed upon the 
individual Black Oow,~r it must be bl\S&d \tpon somathiug other than thia 
individual,-bocau.se it is presont oven when the individual is not present,
just as tb.a notion of 'being made of clay' in regard to the J ar.-The Idea of 
the ' Oow' has for its object everyone of the individuals in which it subsists, 
because it sub$ists in everyone of tbexn in its complete form,-just like the 
notion in regard to oo.ch individus!.-Even though the Universal subsists 
in each individual, yet it is only one,-boco.ttSe it is cognized as one-just 
like the eo;cll48ion of lhe Brahmar:aa in the case of the negative tarm (like 
• non.-brahma~a ').-Tbe notion of 1 one-ness' in regard to the Universal Cow 
cannot be regard&d as wrong ;-because there is no dofoot in i ts source, nor 
any subsequent cognition annulling it". · 

In the fir& of these arguments, the Corroborative Instance is 'devoid of 
the Probandum ' ; because & single Universal 'Oow ' is not ~dmitted ; hence 
tbe fact of the notion of tbe one individual cow being bMed upon that 
cannot also be e,drnitted.-If what is proved is the general fact of its having a 
single basis, then it is superJluous; because it is ndrnittOO by us n.lso that 
the not-ion is due to the txelttaion of the non.-cow, which is one only, which 
serves to distinguish the Oow from all heterogeneous things. 

In the Mguroont that the notion of ' Cow ' cannot be bMed upon any 
p~>rticular Black Cow,-if what ia denied is the fact of its being produced 
directly from it, then it is superfluous; because the producing is interposed 
by the apprehension of the ' specific peculiarity ' and the ' conception of the 
Oonvention '. If what is denied is the fo.ct of even indirect production, 
of the notion from the individual, then the Proposition is annulled by direct 
experience and the Corroborative Instance is de .. oid of the Probandum. 

Even when what is meant to bo proved is that the notion is based upon 
something other tho.n the individuel,- if the fact of the notion being duo to 
something else bo sougM to be proved even when the Blo.ck Oo•v is close by,
thon this also is contrary to direct oxporionco. Because as a matter of fact, 
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it proceed& from t.he cognit.ion of the Cow close by. Tho Oottoborative 
IMt&nce also is devoid of the Prob~>ndum.-If, on the other band, wba.t. is 
oonght to be proved is t.ba.t when the Blo.ck Cow is not there, the notion of 
Cow that. appoare in the prea&nce of the Cow of vtwiege.tod colour is due to 
something different. from the Black Cow,-then the 1\l'g\unont is auporftuous.
If then what. is meant to bo proved is the fact. of its being duo directly to the 
entity itsolf.-the.n the ReMon ie 'inconclu.<rive' ; as it hat been expla.ined 
t.ba.t there is no real ent.ity (like tho Univer$$1 • Cow') which could form 
the bMis of the said notion . 

.A.s for the argument thot lwl beeo. adduced to provo thot the Universal 
eubcists in its entire form in O\'ory individual,-thore also if the I &et iB m68ont 
to be proved in ., vague general way, then it. is auporftuons. Becousa in 
regard to every individul\l thing, its notion is based upon the not.ion of the 
thing M excluded from every othor thing. 

If wlw.t is moo.nt to be proved is the fo.ct. that tho not.ion has for its 
objoot a real ent.ity onii<Kl 'Univor""l ' whicll subei•ts in its e•\tire form in 
every individ"U&l,-then tbo Corroborative ·Instance i.e devoid of the 
Probandum and tho ReMOn is • inconclusive •. As tho concomitan~e of such 
a oberactor is not known of anywhere. If a single thing subsisted in its 
ent.ire form in several thing!!, then all the diVOr$$ individUAls would be of 
ono and the same form ; bocouse every one of them would be &880ciat«l 
with the same entity, 'Univoral\l ', subeisting in every sinale individual. 
Or the Univer..U itseU would ho.ve to be regnrdod as being of dive1'80 fonns,
because at one and tl_\e stuno tim&, it subsists i1'l it.1 o.nti.re form in several 
thingn ; just like the Biloa and other fruits plo.ced in several vessels kept 
at vorying disto.nces. So tlw.t the 11.rgument is &nnulled by this Infereneo 
1>180. 

For this same reason, the o.ssertion that " thm'8 is no twlnuiJiu.g cognition 
to tho contrary " is not t.rue. .A.s the annulling cognition hM been pointsd 
out above and is also going to be pointed out later on . 

.A.s regards tbe argument in proof of tbe one·n088 of the Universal,-there 
also, as it iB not admitted thot the Universal subeiato in aacll individual, 
the !&et of its being approhendod by a single cognition cannot be admitted; 
henoe tbe Reason is ono wh- very basis is 1\M admilt«L-AJJ regards the 
Ezd.U#ion of the Brdhma~, it io not really on&,-beoause it iB a non-entity ; 
henoe the Corroborat.ive Instanoe is devoid of the Ptobandum.-If the 
' one·ness' be moont to bo imo.gine.ry, then the ~.n.ing ie superfluous; 
beoousa if it is imaginary, then it is already admitted by us i'n tbe form of 
• .iJ.poha ' (Exclusion of tho Controry). 

AJJ regards the statement that " there is no defect in the oource of the 
notion ",-t.ba.t also cannot be admitted,- be<lause the defect of the source 
is alwaya there, in tbe abApo of tbo beginninglass inftusnoe of Ignorance. 

In this same wey oil wrong arguments are to be dispooed of.-(796-797) 

Having thus pointed out the dnfeots in the arguments adduced by the 
ot.ber party, for the proving of tbo UniV<Taa!, the Author proceeds to advance 
arguments age.in.~t the very Ooncopt.ion of the Univors&l :-



TEXTS (i9ls-S01). 

IT IS A\"flRRED THAT THE 'U!\"IVERS.U. SUBSISTS Th' SE\'IIRAL THlS(;S '. 

WJUT IS TillS '8111!S15Tl:..'<C£' WIA.'<T TQ BP. 1-lJl TT 81nying 1 OR 

bring manift8/td 1 As FOR' STA Yil<Cl ', \\"RIOH STANDS FOR not dttiali>lg 
from i/8 OU>n fonn,-'rHTS BELONC:S TO TH£ U~"IVJlRS<l.L BY m \'li:RY 

!<;\TITI\}J ;-ANY RECEPTACLE OF IT OOITLD NOT PR0Dl108 THlS L'< IT, BY 

VTRTI/E 011 WH10H THAT SUBSTRATUM COULD BE !\BOARDED AS ' TflAT 

\VRtOH ~lAKES lT &/ay'. As FOR prtwffllinu its 11/.0V~men/ (WffiOH IS 

ANOTHlll\ 1101\M 011 'SUBSISTli:NOJ.l '), !1' Ooi.NNOT DllLONG TO THE 

UNIVERSAL, AS 1'1' DOES TO THE JUJIJllE IIBUl'r (OONTAtNIID IN THE 01JP); 

BECAUSE THE UNIVERSAL IS, BY ITS NATtTI\E, tMMOlHT,E ; HENOE IT 

O.U."NOT RAVE A. BEOEPTA.OLE.-JF IT llll HBLU THAT 'STA.YJNO' 1S 

iMetenU,-THAT CANNOT BE A.OOEPTEI); AS IT Ill Tll.& EXACT NA.TtTI\ll 011 

THIS ' lNm:RENOII ' THAT 1S BEING II:I:AMISED. L'l TH!I FORM OF THE 

RI!:LATTOlf 011 TilE 8118l4iner UM 81Ufe<iW WKIOR Sl'ESTII'rR .UIONO THlSGS 

!\'"EVER VOUND AI'A.B"l' BRO::U EA.OH OTR:E.B, SUCH 1 INKERR."'W.E ' IS 

.\DlOTTED BY ll'S ALS0.-{798-801) 

COmlENTARY. 

It is MOCntinl that the subsistence of tho Univ01'AAl in the diverse 
IncU,·iduni8JJhould bo ndmitted ; if it were not, then how c·ottld th~l't!' be. on the 
bo.sht of that Universt\1, any comprehon~ivo notion of one nnd Ute snmo form 
Rpeciflcn.ll~· in conJl<,\ct.ion ";th tho~ t.lrings ?-Now t.hiJJ 'fmbsi,.tf::'nco' of the 
Univo1'8al, whon it is thf'ro, could be eithor in thtJ form or stuuin(l or iu t.hnt 
of b$ino moniftJ~Jt«l. Staying alM iF; or t.wn kind>t-not (/m:itllhtu from ita otml 

form ond havittO ill dowmcard- movement thecked.-Tho (ormet• iJot uot J)(}.')Sible 
in tbD C818 in question; beeaUSt', being etenlt\J, tho Univ01"881 \rould, by i ts 
own nat\11'&, never deviate from its own fonn. Nor eau it be the latter ; 
bocftuso the Uni\·....,.1 ia incorpon!ftl and all·pervading, &nd iuonoe it can 
IIL\VO no mo,·ement; so that dou:nwnl tnooemem would not be [-.ible ; 
henCf' it cannot be right to BSS\U'D6 the <h«king or MJI movement. 

The anttwer Utnt u-hat is moout b~· tbo ·~ube.iaten.oo' ot the Universal in 
the din~rso tlUflW' i1l itt« inl~ref'ias in thesc,-would be uo N18wer ot all; as 
it i.fJ juxt thbc 'Inhorence • the exact nt\tlU'C of which ~ boiu.{r con.ctidered..
For instAnee. ' Inherence ' has boon defined u.a tho relntion of ltl8la;ntr and 
nula.ined thAt ~o~ubsists in things ne,·er fO\uld f\.(X\t't rrom oneh other. Now 
'vhat ia OOing coMidered is whether thiK ohJ\racter of being ~Wlaintd is of 
tho nature ot it8 flay-ing beinr1 1'eatritted. or of b$ing tnanijeRJt.d. In the 
c""e o! on~iroly distinct things, it cannot bo right to Jl08lulnte ony such 
distinct thlng o.a ' Inherence ' ·which can serve no uso.£ul purpose; M such. 
J)OStulo.ting would lead to absurdities,-es in that COIIO overything would 
• inhero' in overy other thing. Because 'I.nl\Orence' hu been postu)o.ted as 
tla.t which combines things which are distinguished {rom one another; 
but even when !.hen> is such a distinet thing "" ' Inherence ', thil\gi! which 
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are eueo.ti.ally different do not ft.88ume one another's form; for, if they did. 
they would IO<;e their own form.-Tn giving the name of 'Inherenc»' to 
that other thing, there can be no diopnte.-From aU this it follow• that the 
'staying' (of the Univol'8t\l in the diverse things) cannot bo anything different. 
- (708-801) 

'rho following Tttrlo pruc»ed to Allow that it i8 nbsolutoly incongruo\lli 
to ft..IJJJ"t.une a. 'recept--acle' for the 'Universnl '-

TEXTS (802-804). 
IN TRB CASE OP w A.c'I'BR AND StJOR 'l'RINGS, THERE :>L\ y Jlll) A ' R:SOEl'TACLII • 

WBIOR PREVENTS TIIEIR DOWNWARD >IOVEMBNT; IN TRB CASE OF 
UNIVERSALS ROWlllVllR, \VlllOR ARE TMMOBILE, WIL\T WOULD BE THB 
1188 OP RECEPTACLES f-IN Tfl» CASE OP WRAT IS CAPAULll Oll' BRINGING 
ABOUT ITS OWN COONlTION, WJlAT WOULD DE T>.Ll'l tJSR Oll' ANY CAUSES 
OP ~IANJFESTATION 1-lllro .U.SO lN TRS CASE OJI WllAT IS INCAPABLE 
OF BRINGING ABOUT lTS OWN COGNITION, WHAT WOULD Bl!l THE 11SE OP 

ANY CAUSES 011 MAND'ESTATION! IF WHAT \VAS inC4pable YESTBBDAY 
WERE MADE eapa/>k (TO·DAY), TRBN THE 1'RINO WOULD BE IMPil:IWA· 
N!!NT,-.Jt1ST LIKE T1lll JU liU...'<lPRSTEO Bll' TRB Lnn>.-{802-804) 

001\DlEl-.'TARY. 

'Agatirnim '. 'Imnwbi/4'--which. a.re devoid of movomont. The absence 
of movement in the Un.ivo1'81'1 t is, implied by it8 incorporoolit~ and all· 
porvnding character. 

Nor can the 'snbeiatOI\CO' of the Universal in tho Individuals be of the 
n.attu·e of being m.anije6le.d. Becauae the 1 manifostation' of tbo Universal 
could only consist in l>Mnging ab<>ul iU Cogniti<m, not in any strengthening of 
ito cbaMct<>r, because t.he cbaraew of an &t<lrnal thing eaiU1ot be chnnged. 
Under the circwnstwlcee, if the Universal has the capacity of bringing about 
ito own Cognition, then why oltould it need any other cauoe for it8 ' manifeote
tion • f-If, on the other hl\nd, it doee not poesesa tho ""pncity or bringing 
about ita own Cognition, thon it would not be roaeonablo to assert ite 
depondence on something eleo, o.a by its very nature, the UniversaJ is such 
thM nothing ca.n be introduced into it by other thingo.-Il it be hold that 
othor things do int•oduc» peouliar fentures into the Univorsc.l, then, like 
tbo Individual; i t would bocomo BJMCiflc, and CCQSO to bo Uni,.raal. 

TM tiling, etc.. etc.-The entire category • Univonml • iB lulld to be basod 
upon the """"' and nolion of ' existence ', [hone<> 'bM•"' ' here stands 
for the thing Univel'8al, in that eenoe). 

The argument mAY ho formu18tod no foUo"-s :- Whon there iB no basis 
for ono thing subsisting in another, then it cannot stlhoiat in tWo latter,-<>.g. 
the Hi•ndlayc. in the Vindl•yc. ;-there is no bMiB for the onbsistence of 
the Universal in the Individuals ;-hence there is non-npprohemion of too 
wider ' tenn ' (which implioa the negation of the nnrrcwor torm).---{802-804) 

Tho following Tm seta forth another objection-
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TEXT (805). 

Tllll VAltiOIJS UNtvERS.US,. JAR."-"""» TKB BEST, OOtJLD Str8SlST EITKER 

Jlf TDIR OWN ltESPBOTIVE BEIOBPTACLES 0& IN ALL PLAOES,

LTKll TB11 'HIGHEST U~'lVl:&SAL' (S11li0111M GBNDS).-(805) 

CO)!MENTARY. 

'Ghatiitli, ete.'-i.E"'. tnteh diverse 'Unlvcrsn.l11' M the · Jt\r' and the 
rest. 

'l"ho Univ&mls ',Tar ', 'Clayey' and the like Mvo boon described aa 
all-porvMivo, and yet would they be d esoribGd n.s porvnding only over their 
own K\tbstto.tum-or M pervading over an space, evon whero there n.re no 
individuals at all !-There are only f.hM• two views poasible. 

• Like tho Higlto# Universal' ;- ' Boing ' is called the ' high""t' Universal 
been""" it oompri""" the largest number ol t~. It is tlus widest 
Uruvoroal M comprising the lo:rgeat number of things that baa been cited as 
t.be inatanee, and not any sueh Uruversal "" perv&dM over only sueh space 
.. happens to lie between two individual• ; ao the said obert~<>ter is not per· 
caived in this latter.-(805) 

Out ol the two alternatives set forth above, the Author oe~ lort.h the 
objoction ngo.inat the ftrot alternative:-

TE XT (!;06). 

W llllN THll T!IlNO COMES INTO EXISTENCE IN ANOT1UIR PLACE, IT IS NOT 

ONDBJl.STOOD JIOW TRE U NIVERSAL LS PEJlOIIlVED THERE, Olt 

HOW IT GAINS SIJDSISTI!l>ICE TKEJl,EJN.-(806) 

COMMENT AllY. 

\\'hen in a place entirely devoid of the Jar, & Jar comes into existence 
(on being made),-how the partieular Uwv,....l 'Je.r' comea te be per· 
ooived in tba~ Jr.r,-<>r how it subsista in it,-it ia not undentood.-(806) 

Tbe following T<A explains why it ia not uncientood-

TEXT (807). 

THE UNIV:Elt'IALS OA..'INOT Bll SA.ID TO RA Vll COMB INTO lllOSTENCll ALONG 

WITH TBB l'IEW J AE,- D&OAUSB THEY AB.II ETB!tNAL ; NOR CAN '!'HEY 

Bll SAID TO JIAVE BEEN TJIE!tl! A.LRIIAJ)Y0 :BECA\ISE (ex hy
pothui) TBEY ARE NOT ALL-PERVADING ; NO!t CAN 

THEY DE SAID TO HAVE 00!11.11 FltOM JilLSl!WHIIRII, 

BEOAUSll TREY ARE IMMOlllLJil.-{807) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the aaid case the Universal • Jar ' could either come into existence 
along wit.b the diffe,.,nt individual Jan,-or it would be thnre all<lady,-<>r 

I 
I 

' 

I 



• 
I 
I 
' I 
I 

f 

EXAMJNATIOl< OF 'SAMANYA ', THE 'UNlVI!ltSAL '. 443 

it would come in from another place ;- only under these three conditions 
could the UniverseJ be perceived~ or subsist, in the Jar newly eomo into 
existence. As a matter of fact however, the Universal could not be produced 
along with the new Jar,_;,., it is eterno.l (a.nd hence co.nnot be produced). 
Nor could it have been there aJ.ready, because it is not all·pervading in 
eha.ra.cter. Nor lastly could it come in from elsewhere, boo.auoo it is immobile. 
Ho\v tllen could the Univorsa.l subsist, or bo perceived, in this coae? 

The argument may be formulo.ted as follows :,-When in a.ny place a 
thing is not produced, nor hes it been already there, nor boo it come from 
elsewhere, then i t cannot be perceived, nor co.n it subsist;.,-just like the 
Horn on the Rare's heed ;-where the Jar is produced U>. e. plo,ce which 
had been devoid of it, the Universal is neither produced, nor has it been 
there a.Jreo.dy, nor has it come from elsewhoro;-hence the wider character 
is not perceived (which implies the absence of the narrower cha-raoter).
This Reason is not InconclUBioo, because there is no other way (apsrt from 
the three mentioned) in which the Universal could subsist or b<> perceived. 
_:(807) 

Tl>$ following Text sets forth the objection against the second e.lternati,•e 
view (mentioned in Te.~l 805, that the Universe.ls 'Jar • and the like are 
aJI-perveding, subsisti.ng in all things) :-

TEXT (SOS). 

WHEN THE CONTACT OF ITS SUBSTIUTIJU WlTlt THE SENSE·Ol!.GAN AND 

SUOH' OTHER CONDITIONS WOULD DE l'RESENT AND llRING A1l0lJT 

'!'liE CoGNITION Oli' THJ!: UNIVERSA.L,--T.IIAT UNIVERSAL 

WOULD BEOOME PERCEIVED EVERY\Vlll'ln:E j 

BECAUSE THERE OAN BE NO DIVISION 

IN ITS FORM.- (808) 

CO~li\IENTAR Y. , 
'The conlaet, ele. ele.'--i.&. the causes of Perception. 
• Such otltt:r conditions ' ;-this is meant to include the contact of the 

Mind and Soul and so forth . 
What is meant is tba.t. the UnivorMl being perceived in ono particular 

htdividua.l, it should be perceived in other and heterogenoous individuals 
also, a.s also in the interval between two individuals; because it ia of one 
uniform character which cannot differ from the one tha.t is actually per· 
eei'vod.-(808) 

This same argument is further elucidated in the following Pext-
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TEXT (809). 

(a) 11> TRE U:.'TVEJISAL (D< TID: ~"Ew L"'DIVDlUAL) BB !<OT·DtFPERMl'T 

FROll TliA'I" WHICH HAS BBEX ALREADY P£RCE£\f&D • .-..Jf'RE.N 

TRERB SHOULD liE PERCEPTION OP THAT U:<rv!!JI.~AL AL80 ; 

-()R (b) LIXll IT, THE OTHER ALSO SHOULD NOT BR 

PEROEIVED ;-oR (c) THRRE SUOVLD BR 

DIFFERENCE.-(809) 

COM:MENTAlW. 

(Cl) Thnt. i.fl w an.y, if the form of the Univot•sol aubsi~Jthlg in other 
heterogenous iudividnnls t\1\d in the interval8 "rore not-df.l!eront from the 
form of the Univon~AI subsisting in the Individual that i& •eon,-then, the 
former olAO should be seen, as it would bo not-difforont from ••bat is soon, 
like the form of this IRttor.-(b) If howover th&re io no perception of ~e 
~~aid Univoroal, thon thore f<hould bo no perception of that Universal as 
ouboitlinl! in the perceived individuol which io non-different fr-om what is 
not pereoived.-(c) La.otly, if tho Univen;al in q•....Uon be hold to be of both 
kinda,-t.ban t.IU>t would involve a. di~ty of nature ; two mutualls oontm
dictory cbarecten being l""""'lt; a.nd for nny cloor·minded person, it connot 
be right to rogard oa cm& wll8t is found to be o'-<1 by Uw two mutunlly 
oonlnldiotory chnracrers of perreptibility and illlporot]Jtibi/Uy ; ns such an 
idoa would lond to obsurdities; 1\S iu thl\t coao tbe wholo Universe would 
be n single aubst&uoo, which would imply tho nnonu~ly of the wholo being 
produoed ancl dostroyod at one and the same timo. If it. were not so, tllen 
they wouJd bo • ono ' only in name ; and there cn.n bo no diffaronoo of opinion 
•·ogording moro nomos.-(800) 

Thus Mving di6Cl'cdited the who!& conception of tho 1 Universal'. the 
Auth&r procooda to form\• late tho nrgwnonta agains~ it :-

TEXTS (810-811). 

Tin: NO't!ONS 011' ' TaE£ ' A.ND SU(IIl TmNOS CANNOT BE BASED ll'PON 

TilE • UNIVllRS.U.S. POSTULATED BY TKll OTIIER PARl'Y ;-

DEOAmlll 'EHINOS APPEAR 1N SUOCBSStON, AND BEOAUS£ 1'KB\' ARB 

OOllll'RJIKBNSIVJI,-LIXll TID: NOTIONS 011 TIUI ' CoOJ< ' AND 

SUOR TBINOS.-THB FA<»: 'l'HAT \\'JUT L'l ETERNAl. 
CANNOT BE PRODUCTIVE (OF EFFIIOTS) ALSO SER\'Y.< 

TO ANNllL THE OPPONENT's PaoPOSlTION .
.A:I.JL 'l'IDJ OIIJl:OO:IONS THAT WEUE UROI!D 

AGAINST ~CoNJUNCTION' ALSO SB.Jl.VE 

TO .U."NlJL THE OPPONENT'S OON· 

CLUSlON .--{810-811) 

COMMENTARY. 

Notiona U...t are endowed with the propertieo-of nppeariug in eucCO$Sioll, 
belui oomprebooaive, being entities, being produced, a.nd eo fortb.....,..nnot 
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proceed from tl1e ot(lma.l, one all-pervadittg ' Universal •, a.-, conceived by 
the other party ;- likG tlte notions of tbe ' Cook ' ;-the notions of the 
' Tree ', etc. are of the sBicl oha.ra.cter ; hence there is perception of a character 
concomitant with thl! contrary of the Opponent's conclusion. As being in 
B'llcct.S$i<m 8lld the rest a.re a.U concomitant with tton-e.ternality, which is con
trary to eternality (postulated by tho Opponent). What is eternal cannot 
have any efiective action, either successive 01· Sim.\tltaneow;,--a.s both are 
incolllpatible; hence the ReMon adduced by us cannot be regarded as 
' Inconclu.f3;ive '. ..~ t·egarda the faUaey of our Corroborative Instance being 
' devoid of the Proband tun', that hM been already disposed of by us in detail; 
hence the Instance also cannot be said to . be ' unproven '. 

The Author stntos another o.rgw:nent in annulment of the Opponent's 
oonclusion- .elll the objectioM, etc. etc. ;-these objections were se~ forth 
under Text 674, above, where it has been shown that ono thing cannot subsist 
in several things ; similarly in the seotiou dealing with the Composite, under 
Text 607.-(810-811) 

The following Text sums up the section-

TEXT (812). 

THUS HAS BEEN REJECTED THE ' U NIVE:RSAL ' AS AN ENTIRELY DISTINCT 

ENTITY. As REGARDS THE ' UNtVll:BSA.L' POSTULATED BY THE 

FOLLOWERS Ol!" .Jnitrt.ini, TRAT IS GOING TO BE REJECTED 

UNDW THE ORAPTER ON' SY.i.DVADA ' 

(CHAPTER XX).-{812) 

OOMMENTARY. 

l'ho 'Universal' hM been postulated by the Vaishlfika and his followers 
aB something entirely distinct from the Individuals ; and we have statod 
the object.ions against this doetrln&. 'l'ho JaifUJ.8 a.nd the followers of 
Jaimin> havo postulat<>d the' Universal' asnm•·differt!rUfrom the Individual, 
a.nd also of both kinds ; and this will be examined. in due coUl"S&, under 
the Ohapter on • SyM.viida ' ; on tbo present oceasion, wo had set out to 
criticise tho ·doctrine of the Nyaya-'Vai8/>4ika; hence we do not take up the 
other tioct.rine, which would be somewhat irrclovant to the Oonte>.-t.-{812) 

End of the Exa.tnination of the ' u,.;, .. rsal ' . 



CHAPTER XIV. 
Examination of tM TT i~he~ : ' Ultim.aie 1 ndividuality '. 

COMJIIENTARY. 

The Author 80tl fort.h the objection ogoin3t tho C..te~ory of ' Ultimate 
Individuality ' :-

TEXT (813). 

TIIEN AGAL'<, Tlll!l • ULTIMAT1:1 lNDIV!DUALITll!IS' TKAT llAVE BEEN 
POSTULATED AS lllX!STINO IN ULTIMATE ENTrriES, !IAV'B BEEN 

.&LIIEADY PROVED TO BE IMl'OSSIBLB, BY THB RllJEO-

TlON OP THE 1 ETERNAL SOBSTA.NOE ' ; THEY 

ARil MEJI.E ' MOJ>Ul.'ITS '.-(813) 

COMME!<."TARY. 
The • Ultimnto Indi\.jdualiti .. ' ba'"' been defined .. 'aubeisting in 

eternal rubctanoea and a.s e.'<isting in ultimAte sub8tan0011 '. Tbia caooot be 
• delinit.ion at all ; "" i t is 01><>n to tba charge of being impouibl• ; there is no 
rubot&noo tbat is <UNt<Jl; it ba.s been alro&dy rejoct.od under the Chapter on 
the E=ml114tion of Subl.tanos; w1dcr the circumata.ncea, how could these 
Individualities be admitted a.s subsisting in eteriUiloubstoncea !-(813) 

Tho oxi•tonco of those • Ultimate IndividtUilitics' iwl been sot~gbt to be 
proved on tbo bnsi• of the peculiar experienoo of :!<lyatics ; but the Reason in 
that! co.ge ie • inconclnsive '. This ia. what is shown in the following-

TEXTS (814-816). 

AMONG ATOMS, Akllslw., SPACE AND suon TKINOS (IN \VKIOH THE Urm
MA'l'JJOOIVIDUALlTIES ARE ll:fJLD TO SUBSIS'l'),-Il' TKEIR :JORMS ARil 

DJlYl'INOT PRO¥ EACH O'IHRR,--TllliN Tllll.n'RllHENSION 01' DISTINo
TIOlf .u!ONO 'l'HEll ]!,"BR]) NOT BE DUR TO .U."Y'J''Il:NO ELSE IN THE 

SlUPB 0~ 'l'lllS 0IIl'l)[Al'R L'miVIDDALITY.-11', ON 'l!llll O'l'KER 

JU.ND, TIDY HAVE THEIR :JORMSMJXED lJPWimliAOH orBBB, 
TIIRN, IIVBN THOUGH THERE lllA Y BE DIVJ'lOll!NOll, THR 

APPRllllliNSYON 01!' ABSOLOTB DISTINCTION OOULD NOT 

BOT BE \YJIONG.-How TOO IS THlll DISTINCTION 

A.li!ONO • UurnuTE il."DIVIDUALITIES ' APPRE· 
lDilNDED i IF BY TKEMSELVES,-"I'BliN WKY 

IS NOT Tml SAME RELD TO BE Tlm OASI!l 

WIT!I ATOMS AND OTliER Tlll:NGS 

ALSO i-(814-816) 

OOM?.IENTARY. 
Tbat iJo to My, the form of Atoms, et.o. may be either di&tinot from ... b 

other, OGCh having ita own speeilie ebaracter, or, mixed up.-If it ia tba former, 
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then, as the things would themselves be o.lwa.ys apprehended in their 
unmixed-distinct-forms, the t"LaSumption of any further 'Indlvidua.lities' 
for the purpose of the Mystics' apprehending their distinct forms would be 
u.seless.- If the second alternative is accepted, then, even in the presence 
of the distinct Category of the 'Ultimate Individualities', how could th& 
Mystics' cognition of the Atoms, otc. as distinct,-when their forms are (oa: 
hypothe~i) not entirely dist.it1c!r-be free from error ? It would be clearly 
wrong. being the cognition of things as what they o.re not ; and the Mystics, 
in that case, would not be true Mystics, on account of entertaining a. wrong 
notion of things. 

The11 again, if the distinct cognition of things were not possible ..:vith.out 
a distinct category in the shape or ' Ultilnate Individualities • ,-then, how 
could there be distinct cognitions regarding these Individua.lities them
selves 1 As thero are no further ' Ultirnste Individwiliti&S' in them; if they 
were there, then there would bo an infinite rOgr(tS.t) ; it would also be con· 
trary to the Opponent's doctrine that these Individualitios are ultirnste 
and subsist in eternal substances ; as these other Individualities would b& 
subsisting in the Ultirnste Individualities (>)SO (which are not Substances). 
If, for these reasons, it be admitted that the Ultinlate Individualitie~ them· 
selves b&corne the basis of the dist-inct cognitions of themselves,-then, in 
the ease of Atoms, etc. also, they themselves m<'y be regarded as the basis 
of their distinct cognitions; why should there be this ·aversion e.ge.inst them 
that, e"en though they have their individual forms mutually exclusive, their 
capacity to bring about distinct cognitions of themselvos is not admitted,
wbile such capacity is admitted in the • Ultim..a.ta Individualities • ? We 
find no reason for this aversion, except s~>pidity.-(8 14-816) 

The foUo\\-"in.g Text8 antiei.pat& the answer to the above given by 
Prruha4tatn.ati,-

TEXTS (817 -818). 

"JUST AS THE UNCLEAN' OHA.RAOTER BELONGS TO THE DoG'S li'LESR BT 

ITSELF, AND TO OTRER THINGS BY OONTAOT 'IV1TH IT,-80 IN TH!l 

OASII IN QUESTION ALSO ;-A.>m JUST AS BBTWIIEN TlDI JAR 

A.~D TRill LAMP, THE LAMP, BY ITSELF, I$ ALWAYS TIIll 

ILLUMINATOR Oll' TllE JAB., BECAUSE IT IS Oll' TIIll 

NAT'CT.RE OF LIGirr,- SO ALSO IN Tlill OASII IN 

QUESTION." -(817 -818) 

COMMENTARY. 

P1'08h<x41<lmati has argued (>S follows :-" The Dog's fiesh is uncleen. 
by its very nature, and other things become uncleo.n by coming into contact 
with it ; in the same manner, the • Ultimate Individualities' by themselves 
are the basis of exclusive notion-on account of their being of the nature 
of exclnsion,-while Atoms and other things becoms such basis only through 
the presence in these of the snid Individuality.-Then again, even if " thing 
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ma.y not be of a corta.in natuJ·e, yet its notion may come about through 
the pre.'!Once of something else; e.g. the cognition of the Jar is brought 
e.hout by the Lamp ; while the cognition of the Lnmp is not brought about. 
by the J l\1'.-( A yam. • stands for the Jcu.-' So alao in ll~.e case in quutWn., ;
that is, the apprehension of clistinct,ion among Atoms, etc. ill due to the pro
seneo of the Ultimate Individnaliti~ ; while that o f the Individualities them 
selves i, due to their very no.ture." 

This is answered in tho foHowing-

TEXTS (lH9-S22). 

As A MATl'ER o~· FA<7r, THIS '11NOL.EAN OIIARA<7rBR' IS SOMETffiNG I'U:a:et.Y 

itluSOMj, NOT 1·eal; BOW TRBN COULD IT BE THERE EITHER 'BY 

ITSELl!' OR 'THROUGH SOME'l'HJNG ELSE' 1-0R, EVB..'HFTHE UNcr,EA.N 

0RARAC'I$R BII SO~fETHING DEAL, IT )fAY BE TlU'l' OTHER Tl!JNGS 

BECOME ' UNCLEAN' TKROUOH CON'l'AC'l' WITH THE DOO'S FLESH ; 

NOTHING LlEll THIS lS POSSffiLE IN THE CASE OF ETERNAL SUB· 

STANCES, D:ECAUSE THERE CAN BJo: NO t DECOhONG 1 (BErnn BOR..~) FOR 

TREM.-TRBOUGH THE lNPLUENOE OF tt'l:tE LAMP, lllOltENTARY 

OBJEOTS,-LIKII THE JA.R, THE ORNAMENT AND SO :roRTH,-BEOOME 

'l'RI! CAUSE OF THE PI!ODUCTION OF COGNlTIONS ; BUT 'l'RB AI'PRB· 

HENSION Oil DISTINCTION CANNOT OO~!E ABOUT THROUGH TRE 

rnPLuENcll Oil THE 'UI/l'IMATE INDIVIDUALI'l'IBS ' n: QUES'l'lON,

llEOAUSE IT COMES ABOUT fN SUOOESSION,-LIKE PLEASURE AND 

THE RBST.- (819-822) 

COl\!llfENTARY. 

A.• a matter of fMt, the • Uncloan Ohl\taeter' of things is purely illusory, 
hypothetieal, and not real ; b&c.a\\SO it does not remain fixed ; for instnnce, 
on& and the same substance may appear to be 'unclean • fOl" a. Vedio scholar, 
but quite clean to the Hunter ; and it cannot be possible for one a.nd the 
srune thing to combina within itself two mutua.lly contradictory cp.a.racters ; 
as it would, in tlutt ease, ooa.so to be one and tlte nme. 

Or, the' Unclean Cbart\cter ' of things may be something real. Even ~o, 
it cannot serve as a Corroborative Insto.nco ; bocauso what happens in the 
oe.ee of !IUCh things M food-gram. and the like is that when they come into 
contact with a.n uncloan thing, like the Dog's flesh, they abandon their 
proviou.s chan cha.racteT and become born again ..s endowed with the unclean 
character; hence it is right that in their case tha uncltan dw.ra.cter is adveilti
tious. due to sometJlin8 else. There is however no such ba.sis in the ca.se 
of Atoms and other eternal substances ; by virtue of which o.uy such adventi· 
tious distinctive feature could coro.G into them ; because they a.re eternal 
and hence they cannot be born with the new elw.raeter. 

Similarly, in the ease of the Larrvp o.lso, the character of being the cause · 
of eognitiollS, as found in the Jar, may be held to be adventitious, due to 
•omething else (in the shepe of the Lamp). 
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The tn.st. tel..~ set. forth the nrgument agt\inst any such expiM.O.tion in 
~h6 c..so of UltimnU l11divi<ludi1iu. The 6lU\Ct· form o! this Info~ence and 
thCI P·romiAA upon which i~ is hu~ted m.a.y be A-tatOO i1\ tho manuc.r indicated 
uboYe.-(810-822) 

En.d of Chaplu X I r. 
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CHAPTER XV. 

Examination of • Samavaya' (Inhe-rence, Subsistence). 

COmtENTARY. 

The follotVi;,g Te:dl proooed to set forth objeetiollll to tile Category of 

'Inherence':-

TEXT (823). 

" lNHERENOll (StmS!STllNOE) IS APPJlEHENllED ON ~·IrE BASIS OF 'l'RE 

NOTION 011 ' THIS SUBSISTS IN THAT ',--!JllOH AS IS IIOUND IN TilE 

E..Xl'B£SSIONS ' THH Ci.oTH OONSIS'r.l 011 (S17BSTSTS 

IN) 'l:HESJl YA..RNS • •• THE MAT CONSISTS OF 

(SOBSIS'rs IN) TirE REEDS '."-(823) 

COMMENTARY. 

"In 11ego.rd to t.hings th.nt n.ro in.tSopo.rablc, o.nd among things where onG 

is th& container and the ot;her the conta.ined,-thore is tbG notion of 'this 

ouboisting in that' ; and tba relation upon wilich this notion is ba§e<l is 

• Inherence (Subsistence)'. Thi$ is &J>prehended as $0Jnethiog different from 

S.Wata- and the otho.r categorios, on the bnsi3 or the pnrticular notioru< of 

' au.bsistence ' present in. eueh conceptions aa ' th& Cloth. subsists in these 

yarns '.-In the CILS60f such Unive.rals as 'Being', ' Substance • and the n'8t. 

it is found that they bring abo\lt coguitions Uke their own, of their IIUbstra · 

tum,-<>nd on this basis they are rogtwdod El<l dlflorent from one o.nothor nnd 

aloo from their IIUbstratum ;-the same is found to be tba case with • Inherence' 

aloo; in regerd to all the otherfivecategorieo, therear&B\Ich notions--· The 

Unive.rsnl Subllanct IIUhoists in thi.t 1\tbstsnce ', ' t.he Universal Qwlily sub· 

aiata in this quality', 1 the Univorsal Action subsist.~ in this action ', ' the 

Ultimate Indi\'"idnAlities 1Jllbsist in these Rui>sta.noes' and so forth; nnd on 

tbo buis of tbooe notiolll, it is ooncluded that Iubctenoe is oomething distinct. 

lrom these fivo (Substanoo and tho reat).-This argument may be formulated 

tb\18 :-When n notion i• found t.O appoor in '"ll"rd to n thing in a form 

dil!erent t:.om that of thl>t thing, that notion mll$t be b..OO upon so!Mthing 

difiorent from that thing,-for example, t.ho notion or ' tbo man with the 

stick' in regard to DI•'Odcllta ;-of this samo kind is the notion of ' this 

subsists in that' that nppoors in regnrcl to the flvo Categories ;-<>nd this is 

regerded 114 j\IBtifyinj; the conclusion (thet tho notion is duo to a. distinct 

categc<y in the shape of lnhuon<>o~"--{823) 

The A\lthor proceed• to explain the character of this Iflher""ce .~ 
• 

I • 
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'rEXTS (824-$26). 

" IF TliERE WERE NO SUC!l TIDNC> (AS JnJ~erence), WHAT WOULD BE THE 

BASIS OF THE SAID NOTION 1 No PA..RTIO\Jl.A.B NOTION IS FOUND 

TO APPEAR WITHOUT A PARTICULAR OAUSE._.:._lNASMUOR A$ THE 

SAME NOTION OF ' S17BSISTING HERIIIN ' IS EQUALLY PBESii'NT 

IN ALL OASES, lNHJi:Rii'NCE DOES NOT VARY, LIKE CoNJUNCTION. 

IN FACT IT IS l'EROlllVIi'D 1."1 ALl" THINGS AS ONE AND THE 

SAME, JUST LIKE ' EXIST8:NOE '.-JNASMUOH AS ITS 

OAUSB IS NEVER APPBEJ:IEN])EJ), lT IS ETERNAL,-LIKE 

' EXISTENCE ' . BY NO MEANS OF VALID OOG:t-."'TION 

IS ITS CAUSE APPBEliENDED."- (824--826) 

COMMENTARY. 

u Unless thoro is some basis for the notion. t.he notion of 'exi$tenee •, 
etc. would always b& thero ;-this is the Illforential argument subversive 
of your doot.rine. 

cc Thus under the theory of the Vaisllt{til.:a, • Inherence' ia inferred from 
the presence of the notion of 'subsisting in th.i~; ' ; \'9'Jtile according to the 
Na.iy6.yika, it is directly perceived in the notion of 'subsisting in this ' · 
That is to say, when the sense-orgo.n is functioni.ng, there appea-rs the perce-p 
tion that ' the Cloth subsi.~ts in these yarns '. t\nd on the basis of this, th&y 
declare this notion to be c Perceptiotl •. 

"This I nherOtlCO (which is t\ form of Relo.tion) does not vary with the 
'\rQ,t·ious correlatives,-a.s Conjunction does ; in fact, like ' E xistenco ', 
• Being '- it is one and the same everywhere; for the simple rea.son tl1at its 
indioa.tive fea.tW"O,- the notion of 'subsisting in this ',- is everywhere the 
sam.e. 

" 'Like Conjunction '- is an Instance per diBBi1nilarity. 
" Having no cau.Be,- Inherence is etorna.l,-again like ' existence •. 

The fact of iis having no canso is proved by the fact of no Cause of it b~ing 
cognised by any means of Cognition."-(82-i-826) 

With the following Te:<t. the Author proceeds to set forth the objections 
against ' Inherence ' :-

TEXT (827) . 

AS A llATTER OF FAOT, T1IE IDEA OF ' SUBSISTING IN TIIIS ' EXISTS FOR 

O'O'R 0 l'l'Ol<"lmT$ ONLY; AND IT IS DirE ENTIRELY TO TllEIB 

INFATUATION WITH THEIR 0\VN DOCTRINE ; IT IS 

N:SVER ltiET WITH IN COMMON EXPERIENCE. 

-(827) 

COMMENTARY. 

This points out tl>at the Opponent's Reason is open to the fallacy of its 
substratum being ' unkn.o\\-n ' . Such. ideas as ' the cloth BUbaUts in these 
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ynr11s ~ ,uc onJy a.'ilsumed through ono's infatuation with his doctrines; iu 
ordinary experience, no such idoos nro ever fo\rnd to nppet\r ; hence the 
very basjs of the ProbftnduJn tllrn~ out to be ono tbnt does not e.xiRt a.t :\11. 
- (S2i) 

The following text. lend further support t.o tho 81\mo objection :-

TEXTS (828-829). 

l:F rn:t • CON'l'AIN£& '.~\ND 'l'liE' CoNTAINED ' w nlt .,J.)ERCEtvET> .as ntsTINM' 

FROM ONE ANOTHER, TltEN ALONE WOULD TRER>l llE ANY ~UOR 

){QTION AS ' THIS SUBSISTS lN' THAT ',- AS IS FOUND 1'N TB~ 

CASE OF ~·HE FRUITS AND TirE Px-r (WHERE •rJIE I!RUI'rS 

LIE) ;-THE CLOTH AND THE YARNS HOWEVER ARR 

NEVER Pl:lRCJ!liVED AS DISTINCT PRO~I ONE 

ANOTRER,-BY Vllt'X'UE OF \VRICH THERE 

COULD APPEAR ANY SUCH NOTIONS AS 

'THIS SUDSL~TS IN THOSE '.-(828-829) 

COi\IM'ENTARY. 

It js only w}ten two thingg ba.ve boon found to bo distinct from onf' 
anot.her, when ono is found to be contained in the other, t.hn.t there o.pPoo.rs t)te

notion that • this fiubsists in tho.t' ; such iR our ordinary experience ; a.s is 
found in the case of the notion ' these Bel fruit.<J t\re cont-Ained in this pit'. 
1n the ease of the Cloth and the Yarns however uo such difference ho.s been 
perceived ; in fact;., no Auch difference exi$ts ; how thon could there be any 
such !lOtion aa 'the Cloth subsists in t·h• Yarns '.-(828-829) 

The following might be \ll'ged :-"It may be that the said notion hc.s 
been Msumed by us on the strength of ow own doctrine ; but even so, it 
behoves you to expiA.irt tho basis of snch n. 1'\0tion." 

The f\ttfiwer to tllis is M follows :-

TEXT (830) . 

1:>< THE CASE O.(t TIDS NOTION U IAGINED BY h!BRE WHlM,-AS IN THR 

CASE OF MERELY ASSUMED 'rHJNGS,-IT CANNOT DE RIGHT TO 

QUESTION THE OTHliR PA!.tTY REGARDING ITS BASIS.-{830) 

COMMENTARY. 

When ono does not wish t<> find a. cause, how could he be questioned 
r!'g~rding such cause f·or an effe.ct which you h&'Ve yourself a&<J\uned ? In 

'• 

., 
·~ 

j 
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fact, you ho.vo · to question yow-self, who have a.4J.<;wn&d the effect, lU\det· 

your own whim; whims do not alwA.ys follow t he renl state of things ; they 
are essentially free from all restraint; hence nothing cnn bo proved on their 
bas.is ; as it would lead to tm infinite regress. For instance. for whnt is 
ossumod by you, another person might a~quroo ~omething entirely different . 
-(830) 

Then again, it is not that notions like ' this S\.lbsists iu. that ' do not 
Rppo&r at all ; in fact, the notions that clo appear are to the contrary. This is 
what is shown in the following-

TEXTS (831-834) . 

THE NOTION THAT DOES APPEAR IN ORDh'<ARY EXPilllO::NOE IS IN THE 

FORM ( THE BRAN ORES in THE TREE '. ' THE STON:2S in THE HILL ' ; 
AND THIS NOTION PROCEEDS FROhl THE l>AOT THAT THE TWO (THE 

BRANCH AND TilE STONES) ,\IU' PERCEIVED TO BE IN CLOSE CONTACT 

WITH TllE OTIIEJ.t PORTIONS OF TU>) TWO ' Il>IMOV ABLES i (TREE A . .'<D 

Iln:J:.). TUE NOTION TIIAT 'THOSE TWO (TREE Al\'D MOUNTAIN) 

subsist i" TUESE (Bl<ANCHES AND THE STONES) ' HOWEVER T.ft:AT IS 

PUT FORWARD (BY THE OPPONENT) IS ONE THAT lS BDYOND ALL 

oRDINARY EXPERIENCE.~ WHAT suCH NOTIONS AS 'THis CoLOUR on. 

TIIAT ACTION IN THIS JAR ' APPREHEND IS identity ; THE GENERAL 

TERMS 'CoLOUR' ('AcTION'), ' JAR' CONNOTE THESE TBINOS 

GENERALLY, IN ALL STATJIS AND OONDITIONS; liENOE FOR TilE 

l'URl'OSJI OF MENTIONING THEm PARTICULAR FO:&'IIS, THEY ARE 

SPOKEN OF IN THE ~rANNER EXPRESSED IN Tin:: SAID NOTIONS ; AND 

IT IS ON THE BASIS OF THOSE PARTIOULAlt FORMS THAT THE NOTION 

APPEARS IN THAT FORM,-NO'l' ON 'l'1tE BASIS OF '!NHER.E:NC'E' ~ 

BECAUSE TliE DISTINOTION AMONG ALL THESE IS NOT PERCEIVED. 

- (831-S34) 

COMMENTARY. 

Iu ordinary life such notions are met with as ' The Branches in the Tree ', 
'The Stones in the Hill , ,-.and not auoh as ' The '!'reo in the Branches ~. 
' the Hill in the Stones •. That notiOJ\ also of ' the Branches in the Tree • 
is not due to • Inherence' ; it is due to the fact t hat the two (Branches and 
Stones) are perceived in close contact with portions of 'the two immovables ', 
other than the Tree ancl Stones spoken of.~ti1ose other portions being the 
Trunk of the Tree, and the Base ol the Hlll.-The term ' immovablu • 
~~-to~~~*~~~~.~~cl~~~t 
both are equally immovable. 
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• TIIIJ8$ IWO • ;-the Rill and t.ho Tree. 

'In then ' ;-in the St.onM nnd in the DrnnchM. 

Q...,.ion-" There a.re 1111\Uy such well·known notions amot~g p<>Oplo as 

• Tha Co!0\11', 'l'Mte, Odour, Touch, BD.d Action in IM Jar' ; what could be 

the bAsis of such t\ notion. oxeopt 1 nherence t " 

Attawer .-' lVhae 8tldt. notion., etc. UC. '- ' lllcmtity •, i .o. Boinl( of the 

uo.turo o£ Ulo Jn.r ; this iB what ia a.pprellendod by th0 said notion,-or by 

men. 'Vhon 1 Oolour • is spoken ot as ' in the Jar •, \vhn.t is meant is that the 

Colm.u i1 of /M flalvre of /M Jar, not that it is t.ho .t<11M as the Jar. When 

t hero is a dooiro to speak of certain common potencies like th086 of Oolhur 

and t.he ~at, and yet to distinguish thc<;e ~"""t in things other than the 

Jnr, one introducos the tonn 'Jar' (and u.CI68 tho exprossion 'the Colour in 

tho Je.r '). Enoh of the tarm.a • Oolour • and the root, by itself, is \~Cl for the 

purpose of connoting tho speoitlo capacity of each of tho&> fncto1'11 to bring 

n'>out t.ho 11ioual and other oognitioll8 speciRcally; t.hus it is that tho ~orm 

• Jar • jnst indioatas t.bos& divoree factors: t.hns the~ being no co·ordiMtion 

bet,..een t.ho two, tOO "'""'""' of fonn is oxplainod on the bMis of diJf~nt 

substn\tum. 
1

; 1Vhy tbon nrc both the torms used t" 

. .J.nswer :- ' The yeneml lm-mR, etc. eJc.. • :-'l'ho term 'Colour' connotes 

Colour in genoroJ, in all sorts of conditions ; for inst.o.noe, just o.s t.ho Colour in 

tho Jar ~spoken of as • Colour •, 110 also is the colour in tOO Cwt.A; houoo the 

"·ord • Colour' by iU;elf does not oonnotoanything in partic:ular,- to which 

ptVticular Colour is meant. When, however, the exprt'SS:ion tl.8Dd is • the 

Colour in IM Jar', the Colour connoted is t.hat particular one which is in 

the forrn of tho Jnr, e.s distinguishod from Lh~t in t.he Oloth and othor things. 

Simi!e.rly, t.ho torm • Jar ' also connotes the Jnr undor all condit.iona,-white, 

~·allow, moving, not moving and so fort.h : honoo the word by itaolf does 

not oonnoto anything partic:ular ; but when the oxp....,.;on' the white colour in 

the Jar' is usod, the not<on t.hat appeon is t.hat of the white Jar u distin

guished from other j&rS. Thus it is t.hat when one wiahee to spook of t.his 

partic\tlar Jor, tho words ara nsod in t.he form ' Colour in the Jr>r '. 

It is on tbo be.sia of !!llch oxprossiona t.hat thoro appoe.ra tho notion of 

tho eo"'"' in t'M Jar, in roforenoo to the Jar. n ia not on t.ho basis of any 

8uch t.hing M • Inherence'. Tho rooson for thi.o is next statod-' B«JaW<~ 

tlt4 DUti'lldUm, etc. de. • ;-there is no differenco apprehended among 

• Inherence •, • Jar' and • Colour' ,-on the b6.8i.s o"f which tho Ba.td notion 

could be said to be basod upon • lnh<lronoo ' . 

What is mennt by this is that the l«>Mon adduood by tho Opponent 

is • inconclusive • and his Conclusion is annnlled by Inferonco and othor means 

of cognition.-(831-834) 

It has been arguod by the Opponent (under Tea:: 825, above) th&

u Inasmuch GS one a.nd the $l\mO notion of ' tliliJ subsisting in that ' is 

equally present in all ea.ses, Inhoronce does not va..ry like Conjunction ... -
This is anaworod in t.ho followin,g-

I 
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TEXTS (8:Ur839). 

b THERE WERE ONE AND THE SAME L'mERENO:E IN ALL TRL."qGS, THEN 

THE NOTION 011 ' CLoTH ' SJIOVLO APPEAR IN 1'HE POTI>'IIliJID ALSO ; 

IT WOVLD ALSO rou:.ow THAT THE UNIVliiiSAt. ' Cow ' su:ssiSTS 
IN THE ELEPllANT ALSO ; SO THAT Tli:E ELEPHANT ALSO SHOtlt.D 

HAVE THE roru.r OJr 1'RE Cow, JUST LIKE Tlfll Varicg<JU<l Oow.-THB 
NOTION THAT ' THE CLoTH StiBSISTS IN THE Y AIUIS' IS BASED UPON 

L~liERXNCB; Tms SAll£ h'RERENCE BEING PIIESS.~T m = 
FOTSH'ElUlS ALSO, WHY IS IT THAT THERE IS NO SOaR NOTION AS TILI.T 

'THE CLoTH S'OBSlSTS IN TKE POTSHERDS ' !-lP IT BE tiBGED TILI.T 

THIS IS SO .FOR Tffil Slllll'LE liEASON THAT THE CLOTH DOES NOT StJBSIST 

IN THE POTSHlll<DS,-'I'HRN TllE ANSWER IS THAT IN TIDl YARNS ALSO, 

IT SUBSISTS ONLY DY lNHE,IIENOE; IS TmS lNt[ERllNO}: THEN NOT 

PRESENT IN THE POTSIIERDS 1 I N FACT Tlllll JNII&R:IiNOE OF THE 

CLoTH IN THE YARNS MUST BE THB SAME AS THE lNHERENOE 011 

THE CLoTH (READ 'pa/(uya ' AOO. TO OOMM.) IN TJI1: POTSHERDS; 

,um HENCE THERE 0011LD BE NO J<&STRioriON TN THE NOTION AT 

ALL.-(835-839) 

OO:ill!ENTARY. 

Il there were only ono • Inhertmce , in all the Tlll'OO \Vol'lds, then, such 
notion• also should nppear M • tho Oloth in the Pot.horde •, and also that 
the Universal 'Cow ' subsists in tho House; and honea juat o,., the notion of 
' Oow ' appears in regl\ld to the W1'i<gated Oow, oo should it appear also in 

regard to the Elephan~ 
Then again., the notion that • tho Cloth subsiat.s in tho Ynros' has been 

o:<plained ns being due to tho ir.Ouonce of Inherence ; t.hit Inherence of the 
Oloth ia p"""'nt in the Potoherda also ; \vhy tben should there not be a simiJM 

notion-' The Oloth in tho Pot.llberds '-in tegnrd to tho Pot.oherda also ? 

It might be a.rgued that.-" inMtt~uch as the Cloth doee not subsist in the 

Poteherds, the said notion doos not appoe.r." 
This cannot be true. Bocmuse the notion that the Cloth eubsist.s in tho 

lf'U"'8 is also said to be so only on the strength of Inherence; is not this same 

Inherence present in tho Pot.horda also-on account of which there oould 

be no eueh notion as ' tho Oloth euboists in the Pot.herde' also, just ns in the 
Yarns ?-As a matter of fact, that Inllerence of tho Oloth which ia 

Mid to be pn>&ent in tho 110,.,.. &hould be the l!8lll& as that of the Cloth in tho 

Poteberda. Under the cil<romatanees, wberefore should not there be an 
admixture of the notions of things (and the consequont oonfusion) f For 

these reasons, Sherf. coul!l k no f•ntriction in tM ""ion at all ; and as & result 
of this, the relation of Suboto.noo, Quality and Action with their respective 
qualiBea.t.icms-in the shape of t.ho Universa)s ' Substanco •, 1 Quality' and 
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1 Action ',-being 0110 and the sotue. any clivieton. among tho said Categories 
would bo impossible.-( 835-839) 

Tbo foHowiog Te.t:t propOlll\ds the possibility of th{· notiOt\ of ·Cow • 
in regard to the Elephant:-

TEXT (840). 

SIMIL&Rt.Y, THE lSRERESOE OP THE UNtV.&RSAt. ' ELBPKANT. X:. THE 
Etllri!Al'T snoutn Dl:l ONE AND TB:& SAM"P. AS TJm L~RERXNol:l o1· 

TBE VARIOUS UNIVERSAL$ 'Cow' A.~D THE REST IN 
TRl!rR RESPJ!OTTVE SlfBSTIUTA.-{8-lO) 

COM\I!ENT AR Y. 

fn too follol<it\J< TtzJ• (841-8a), the nutlwr ""t.Siorth the onswer l;iven 
by PtYUiuulama'i :-

TEXT (8-ll). 

" EVEN TIIOUGH INHERENCE IS ONE, THE RESTRICTION OF container and 
c:onJaintdiS At. WAYS TBEU; BYVIRTO'BOPWBICH'l'Hll U:~>"ITEJISAL 

c SUBSTANOB' IS PB.EUNT Di SUBST.L.'l'CES O~"LY, Abt."D 
'l'KE UNIVEBSAt. ' ACTION • IS PRESENT IN 

AOTIONS ONLY."-(841) 

COMMENTARY. 

P1'1U!otuta11UJI> hM orgnod M follows :-" Though Inherenoo i1; ono, yet 
thoro i• no likelihood of an admixtute among tbe five Categories; beca010 
there i.a always a restriction as to what is contained in what i that ia to sar, 
the Universal 'Subatonoe' is contained in Subatancos only, the Univorsal 
1 Quality • is contained in Qualitiell only, the Universal • Action' is contained 
in Actions only ; aod so 011, tlul notion of tlUl Universal• ' Substance ' and 
tbe rest appear"" reetrietod to a partieular subotratum only."--(841) 

In tmtioipatiou of the objootion that.-' in that coao, Inherence would 
'"lU'J' with eaoh object ',-PrGIIIuu~i oiie.- the following expl~tiO!l ,_: 

! 

• ' 
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TEXTS (842.843). 

" FRO~! THE PERCEPTION OF THE FACT TH.\.T THE NOTION OF ' SUBSISTING 

IN THIS ', W'BIOll ARISES OUT OJ? 1 INHERENCE ', IS PRESENT tN 

ALL CASES, IT IS OONCLUilED THAT ' lNHERENO!i: ' IS ONE 

ONLY ; AT THE SAh(B TIME, FROM THE PERCEPTION OF 

THE FACT THAT SUOII B.\.SBS AS THE UNIVERSAL.~ 
1 

SUBST.4. NCll 1 AND THE REST ARE ADS~NT IN 

CERTAIN OASES, IT IS CONCLUDED THAT 

THE NOTIONS OF THESE UNIVERSAL.~ 

' SUBSTANCE 'AND THE REST ARE 

RESTRTOTED IN THE!R 

SCOl'E."-(842.843) 

COMMENTARY. 

"The notion of • subsistence in this'. which is based upon Inherence, 
is found to appear in all C8..<Je.'J in one and the satne form, ft'('un which it follows 
that Inherence is one only. However, even though Inherence is one, the 
notions based upon the Univorsals 'Substa.neo ', etc. are found to appenr in 
distinct forms as resting in distinct substrata ; and thus they are found to be 
absent,-not present--in a.U casos; from t.bis it is COI'lC1uded that thes.& 
Universa..ls are distinct and diverae ; ao thot there can be no ad.mi..xture of 
the five Categorios."-(842·843) 

In a.ns\ver to the question-How is i t tho.t. there i~:i this restriction of tho 
Container and Oontained, \\'hOI\ the relation (of Inherence) is one and the 
same ?-the following ant~wer is provided (by Prcuhastamati) :-

TEXTS (844-845). 

"EVEN THOUGH 'CONJ1JNCTION' TS ONE ONLY, YET THE RELATION OF 

Ocmtaine:J· ancl Ocmtai1Wl.IS RllSTRICTI>lll TO THE PIT AND THE CuRD 

(PLACED T.IIEREIN) ; SIMlLARLY THERE WOULD BE RESTRTC· 

TION IN THE CASE IN QUESTION ..X.SO. So THAT, EVEN 

THOUGH INHERENCE IS ONE ONLY, YE1r AS THERE 

WOULD BB DIVERSTTY IN THE CHARACTER OP 

BEING THE manifuter and manijllllted, 
THERl'l WOULD BB NO INOONORUITY 

IN IT AT ALL."-(844:845) 

COMMEN1'ARY. 

"Even thougl> Oonjunction is one only, yet in the case of the Curd and 
the Pit, t he relation of Oont.ainer and Oontaintd is restricted ;-similarly, in 
the cnse of the Un.iversa.ls 'Substancet, etc., even though Inherence is one 
only, yet, by reason of the diversity in the capacity of manijute1· mu/. 
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mtJnijut«l, there would be rootriction regarding the relation of ConJai,..-
411<1 Contained. 

"• In U '-i.e. in the restriction of tlte relation or Oont.uiner and 
Oollloineti."-{SH-lWS) 

'J:ho oMwor to the nbovo argmnc>ltl< (of Prcuhastamali) is given in the 
follo,viug-

TEX'l'S (846-847). 

11' Jl.'lll:RI!.."'OE IS 0~<: O~LY, TRml ~y RESTRIOTION REOARDINCl TBE 
Cmtlaimr and Cmttaifttd IS DIPOSSIBLE. Tin: UNIVlmSAL ' SUB

ST.L"'OE ' IS BELl> TO SUBSIST IN ~STA."'CB ONLY ;-HOW 

COULD .THAT BB DUE TO I::<HERIINCE ! THIS SAME 
INlmRENOE 01' Tl!m SUBSTANCII IS PRESENT IN 

QUALITY, llTO. ALSO; AS THESE LATrnR ARII 
RELA'i'};D TO Tlllil UNJVE:ttS.&LS • QUALITY.' 

ETO. ;-AND !NHERENCB IS THE SAME 

IN llOTR.-(846-847) 

CO:IIMENTARY. 

Aerording to us, t.hero is no auch relation of Conuaitw and Conlaimd 
aa i.t hold to suheist between tbo Universal ' Colour' and the particular 
Colour ; it is admitted by you only ; and this is imJ>OO*ible for you who 
regard Inherence to bo one only. These and othet inoongruitioa in t.ho 
Opponent's otendpoint are now pointed out. 

For inotence, the Opponent aooopto the restriction· that the Universal 
'Substance' auhsisto in Suhstenoo8 alone; and he doas so Oil the ba><is of 
'ln_hotence' ;·- no'v the • tnho.ronco' of the UniverMI o.s • Substance' is 
p"""'nt in Qualitioa also ; bocau86 thoa& are related to tho Univ&rsal 
'Quality •. 

Quulion :-"Even though the Relation is thoro, how i.t it ooncludod 
that that Relation is that of lnhor&nco f" 

.;~__. :-' Iflhu.,... il IM ICIM in bolh ' .-' BcXII'-4.&. the two 
Univoroals ' Suhot<Ulce ' Bnd ' Quality'. Thus the notions b&ving the snmo 
bo\.ois in both ea.-. admixture nnd ocnfusion are inovitablo.-(846-847) 

TEXT (848). 

!11 IT WERB NOT SO, Tll:EN Tlllll (INHERENCE) WOULD BB Dir.I'BRENT 
IN THE V AlUOtJS UNIVERSALS UXE ' QUALITY ', ETO.,--JUST AS 

0oNJVN"orJON V AlU1:.S WITH llAOil CONJVN"OT J'AOTOll. 
-(848) 

'Jj it t.oere Mt so ',-i.e. if the Inherence of the Univoreal 'Quality' 
in partioular Qualitieo wore not tbo *""'" as the lnll&rence of tho Universal 

I 

l 
I 

i 

! 
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'Substance' in particular Subste.nces,-then Inherence should vary with 
each substratum ;. just as Conjunction does.-(848) 

l t has been argued (by P.rashastammi, under Tea;t 843, above) tha
.. From seeing the absence of t·mch b$..c;i.~J a..c; t.he Universal of 'Substance', 
etc. it is concluded that the scope of these Univeraals is restricted."-This 
is answered in the following-

TEXT (849) . 

Jr IS NOT l'OSSlBLE TliAT 'l'HERE SHOULD BB ABSENCE OF NOTIONS BASED 

Ul.'ON THE UJ>,J:VEBS,,L ' SUBSTANCE ',- WREN THE BASIS IS 

THERE. FOR TliE SA'lE RlMSON THERE CANNOT DE 

RESTR!OTION OF 1'~.-(849) 

COMMENTARY. 

So long as t11e cause is there in its perfect condition, there c.o.nnot be 
&bsence of the effect ; if it were there, then, it would not be the effect of that 
cmlSe. Thus then the absence of tho so.id notion being imp<>ssiblo, the 
restriction regarding t·he relation of container and contained o.lso cannot be 
right.-(849) 

" The restriction could be bat;Gd upon such common exprossions as 
'The Universal Substance is contained--eubsi.sts-in Substances only'.'' 

An.BU-er :-

TEXT (850). 

THE EXPRESSIONS OF 'BEING CONTA.INl>D ' AND ' SUBSISTING ' AND '!'liE 

LIKE ALSO ARE BASED Ul.'ON THE SAME ' lNRBRBNO<l ' ; HENCE 

THESE ALSO CANNOT BE THE BASIS OF BBSTRIOTION .-(850) 

CO~UIENTARY. 

The use of expressiolUI like ' being conto.ined •, 'subsisting • and so forth 
also are explained by you as based upon the same ' Inherence ' ; and as this 
is the same everywhere, how could it serve to restrict anything ? Henco 
these notions of 'contained in ', etc. cannot serve as the basis ·of restrioting 
the relation of Container and Contained. Because the notions in question 
ste.nd upon the same footing ns this latter relation.-(850) 

"In that case the Restriction m&y be due to tb<) limit&tions relating to 
the capacity to manij..e and be manije&ted." 

An.twer :-
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1'EXT (851). 

THE DIJriii'.RENOiil IN THE CAPACITY to maniftat and to bt 111{&11i/t&lttf 
ALSO lS BASED UPON hrllEJUINOE ITSELF ; IT OANNor BE DUE TO 

AJ<YTIIINO ELSB ; BECAUSE THJlRB Q.L'f BJl NO 'l'BO· 
DUOINO ' OF '1'111N08 THAT ARB BTERNAL.-(801) 

COM.M:E'N'!' Al.W. 

Subatanco. have been held to be tbo tnanijuur of t-ho Universal 
' Subatance ', -nd this on tho o~gth of Inl•orence ifBelf ; been""" i~ is 
on account of t.ho faet that t.bo Univ,_l 'Subatance' inheru in n I)IU"tCieulnr 
•ubsta11ce t.ha~ it is AAid to be mnnifOAtad by it. 

• It cannot be due to anything else ' ;-i.o. to n.ny such c.ite\tm.atn.uco as 
tilt production oftll• <llaracter capabZ. of bri7111ing abeut an idea, which bat! been 
postulatod by the Buddhiot. Boca\ISe lnherouco lulo been held to e:xi~t 
eveu in etamal things like • Being ' and the liko,-nd it is not right that 
there should be any 'production' of whAt nro owmol.--(851) 

The snmo lino of nrgmnont. is further ~UPI)IU'tcd iu tho foUowin,g :-

'l'EX1' (852). 

BY 'J!IIlt liiEil£ PRESENCE c• TKB LAMP, '1XE I.ulP DOES Nor BECOlll! 
CAPABLB O:t PRODUOil'ICI AllY NO'l'IONS; SO ALSO 1XE UNIVERSAL$ 

LIKE 'JAR' (CAIDIOT BEOOMB OAPABLU OF PRODUOINO 
NOTIONS) .-(852) • 

COMMENTARY. 

The oa86 of the • Pit and tho Curd ' baa been llut forward aa an example 
(under TfiXt SU, by P~a•hallamoti). The foll6wing 'l'tzl. shows that thio is 
not admitted by uo :-

TEXT (853). 

THAT nu: CoNroN<m:ON IN Tllll OASJl or THll CURD .u.-n TKE Prr 1li 
0~"1! ONLY HAS BEEN ALRJtADY RUECrlilD BY US BI!:FORB ; A.'fY 

Rli:STRIOTION ON THAT BASIS IS NOT POSSJDLI! ; AS THAT 
WOULD LliAD TO ABSURDITrES.-(683) 

OOMJifiDiTARY. 

• Btfon '-i.e. in the Cbapw on the Refutation of tbo Quality of 
Conjunction. 

Conjunction may be one only, yet. the objoot,ion remoi~tbia is what is 
ahown in tho tex~· Any f'Uitiction, etc.'. 

. • On thal bo.tis ',-i.e. on the ba.ais of Conjunction. 

. 
; 

! 
l 
' 

I 

I 
I 



I 

l 

SXAMINATION 011' S<\llAV!YA' (Il'llUlRE.NCB, SUBSISTBNCE). 461 

Th~ ' a.bsm·d.ity ' :referred to Ues in the possibility of snch notions ns 
· U1e Pit in the Curd ' ; ns the only ground for it-in t.b~ sha.pe of Conjunction, 
- would be equally availnbl<> in this also.- (853) 

It has be-~n argued o.bove (under Text 826) that 11 Inherence must be 
eternnl, because no Ctt\ISe of it. iA perceived ".-This is answered in the 
following-

TEXT (854). 

BY THE ETERNALITY OF INHERENCE ALL THINGS BECOME MERNAL; 

BECAUSE ALL Tli'&SE ARE EVER PRESBNT, BY !NBERJUWE IN 

Tf{Effi OWN SUBSTRATIDt.-(854) 

OOMMENTARY. 

11 l nl1erenoo is oterunl, then tho Jr.r and other things t\lso will hn.vo to he 
rt;ogo..rdNl as eternal ; (U> they exist for over in their own Embstratum. In 
fnct. it is on the ground of I nllorenco tlln.t those th.ings t\re bold to suhoist 
in their substrntum,-a.nd this Inheronco is cternn.l ;-why then should not 
the things persist for over 1-(854) 

In tho follo,'ring Texta;tho Author ant-icipates ond answers th& Opponent's 
roply :-

TEXTS (855-856). 

"THINGS BECOME DESl'ROYEO EITBER THROUGH THE DISRUl'TION OF TXIE:m 

COMPOJ:fENTS, OR l'HROUOH TilE DESTRUCTION OF TlillSE,--.1UST 

LIKE ACTION,-QN ACCOUNT OF CoNJUNCTION AND SUOB 

O'l'llE:& CAUSES" ;-IP THIS IS URGED, 'l'HE.N, TliA'l' CAN~ 
NOT BE SO ; BECAUSE THE WBERE:NCE OF THESE 

COMPONENTS ALSO IN TBEJ:R SOllST.RATUJ>I IS 

HELD TO BE ETERN,U,. !L· l'.!IJISE CA.lllE 

TO DESTRUCTION, TON WIIERENCE 

ALSO WOULD lll:lCOlllE DESTRUC· 

TIBLE." -(855-856) 

COMMENTARY. 

'l'he following might he urged by tho Opponent :-"The Jar 1md ot.bcr 
things becomE" destroyed either through the disntption or· their component 
pnrts or through l·he d•struction of the parte; just 1\8, while the Jar is in 
the state of being wbirlocl or bAked, its action (motion) becomes destroyed 
by the con tact of " solid suh<rt.n.nce. Th.is has been thus declared-' By the 
contact of solid Sttbst.ances. th~ action becomes destroyOO. RR a lso the action 
unfavourable to tho production of the effect •. Similarly one Cognition 
become.s destroyed through another Cogriition ; one Sonnd becomes dostrooyed 
through another Sound . ., 

Such is 1 he Opponent's sche-me. \\7hat he means ja that, even though 
the Inherence may 00 t.hero as the bo..~i)4 of the objoot's continued existence, 
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if other aux:iliAr,v ro\18Cl8 are absent, and cont-rary eircumatances become 
OJ">erat.ive, the Jar cannot remain for ever. 

This ilo cmowered in the words-' Tha' ""'""' be 10 •.-What has been 
urged cannot be rigllt; because of the said component.& also there cue com· 
ponontA whcNin their InhcrMee lies f.,- ever; how then eould thCfO be nny 
dutrudion or dW..plion. ? 

This is 10 not only in regard to the subrtanc:~ composed of th06e com
pononte ; it. i8 so in regnrd to. Action, oto. o.lso; this is whAt iM indicated by 
tho po.rticle • CJ}>i '. 

Il it bo admitted that there is doot,rnotion ol tho components of the 
object, then t he Inherence also would hnvo to bo regnrded ns liable to 
dosta11otion.-(8GG·8G6) 

H\Vhy $0 f U 
Amwor:-

TEXTS (857.858). 

WllltN 'lllll R<lotive HAS OEASBD TO EXIST, IT IS DIPOSSmLE FOR TBE 

&/atim~ TO :BAJST. WB1!N 'I'HE conjtma OB.TEOT IUS BB&N 

DBST.BOYSD, '0111 C(lftjlnu:tion. o.L>< :SO LONOBR BB 'mERE. 

A.'fD lUST AS TllE cmt.jll1td6 AJU: TK&RE \VUILB THE 

Conjuttdicn rs i'llERE,-so .u.so 'IXIl l11htm111 
SHOULD EXIST WBILB THE L'ffii!:RRNOE IS 

TllERE.-{857.858) 

COMMENTARY. 

He support3 the same idee, in tho word8-' When tk Oonjuncl object, 
c.tc. etc.' 

VVho.t i1 mcnnt is tllnt, on account of tho Rtlath't htwing ccnsc.d to exist-, 
the Inhoronco eomM to be non~etcrnnl, juBt. like tho OonjunoUon which ce-ases 
on tllo doot.ruction of the Oonjuru:t, Or the other nlternnth-o ie that the rela
tiveo continuo to exist, because of tbe Relation. not hnving c .. sod ; these 
relatives boing liko tllo two substances, tho Conjunction between whom ha3 
not 00&8ed.-l£ it were not so, then, in both ea.IM!r8, the Relation in question 
wottld 1- itA chamoter.-(857 ·858) 

Tho Opponent urges the following argum<>nt :-

TEXT (859). 

" EVBl\' ON THE DBSTRUC'ZION OF ONE RELATIVE, THE !Jm:ERE:sOE OON. 

TINVIIlS TO EXIST, BECAUSE THE OTHliR REUTIVl'l IS. STILL 

TKB1\E.-NOR WOULD THE SA!t!E BE THIJ OASE WITH 

0oNJVNO'l'ION; Bl!OAUSE THERE IS DIFFERSNOE." 

-{859) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Opponent moaos is M follows:-" In the 8nrt Reason (adduced 
by the Buddhiet), ii what is meant is the deetruotion of all Relativee,- then 
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it ia partly • unproven ', *not admitted ' ; bce&ttSO tho de.stntction of all 
Relative& iR not J)O$Rible; as even e.t Univenal Dia8oJution, the Atom8 remain. 
-U then tM Reuon i8 put. forward ";th a view to &OmO 80rt of Relatives 
hnvina ceaaed to oxist. then it is Ineonch114ve ; beca\110 o,---m when a certain 
Relative may b4.vo .....-! to exist, other Rolotiv .. would stiU be there.
It m.igbt be urged again at the Opponent that, • by the oo.mo reruooning proees$, 
Conjunction also should have t.O be ~garded •• cternnl • .- Anticipating 
thia, tho Opponent soys-It cannot be 10, becauso !Mo·o ;, dijfer<Me; 
that is to Ray, Con,junetion va:ri_es with each oonjunot object ; hence it 
ia only right to regard it 0.8 &"¥--an.escent; I t\1101'01\CO, on the other hand, 
ia only ono ln the whole world, bcc.o.usa ita boidl', ln the .sho.1le of the 
notion of • subsistence herein ', remn.in.tt nlwo.YH the same ; henco it cannot 
be right to rogard Inherence as evanescent; M it i• a lways perceptible in 
another Rolativo (even on the c<JSI!Gtion of one Rolntivo)."- (850) 

Tho above argument is NlSWered in tho following-

TEXTS (800-864). 

lF IT IS AS ZXP~llt>, Tl'IJ!lN \Vllm< OB:BTA.Il< inkrent OBJl!CTS LIKE 
TH11 JAB. HA VII CBA.SEI> TO RXIST,-\VRAT IS IT TIIAT OON'l'niUl:S TO 
liXIST I (A) JS IT THA.T lflkrenu \\'lUCK HAS llEBN .ASSUli:EI> TO 
OONSTITOTE THE E.USTENOE OP THOSE OBJECTS, 'IVlUCH WliERENCE 
OONTINVES TO EXIST IN THE OTHER RllU TIVES f OR (B) IS IT 
SOMETlliNO ELSE, AS IN TH1! OASB 011 0oNJ17NOTION, PLOJ.ULITY A.~D 
SO IIORTt! !-(A) !T OANNOT BE TIIE IIORMIII\ ; Ill' Tl'llll INHERENOE OF 

TKAT JCINI> OONTJN'OES TO EXIST, Tlt.IIN TRill SAID OBJEC'£S-J.Ut, 
ETO.-ALSO SHOULD BB THERE. lF THliY W.ERE NOT THERE, THEN 
TIIll WHBRENOE THA.T CONSTITUTES TIIEffi JIXISTE..'IOE COULD NOT 
BJIMAIN THERE; OR IT .MIGHT BE THJmll IN MERE NAME.-F!IOM ALL 
TillS IT FOLLOWS 'l'RAT EVEN :B.El10RE, .O.S AJTER, TIDl O:BJEOTS COULD 

NOT BE SUliSISTING IN THEIR StiBSTRATVH, TRROOOR Al-'Y SOaK THING 
AS '!Nmnu:NCE '. 'l'lroS THIS ' SU1JSISTENCE ' 011 TRI!IRS CANNOT BE 

B.EAL.-(860-964) 

COMMENTARY. 

When tbo Jar, and other things tho.t aro hold to ' inhere ' in their cause, 
coasc to oxi8~bot is it tb4.t continues to exist 1-(A) :U it the 'Inherence • 
that hae boon 0811llliled a.s constituting their existence in their cause,
this Inherence continuing to exist in Rolativce other than the Jar, etc. 1 
-(B) Or ie it something else,-like Conjun~tion and P lurality, which vary 
with oo.oh Conjunot f-Tbe term ' ddi ' is meant to i.ncludo Disjunction .. 

I£ the former alternative is acC<~pted, thon the Jar, etc. should still 
continue to exiat, bocouso thoro would bo no fnlling of! of the nature of their 
existence, wbloh (in the shape of Iflherence) would be juat as it was before 
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tht·ir dt>stnu~tioo. Or, if the JIU', f·tc. did not c:untiuuo to f'XiRt, M tl.lPir 
czi•te:trce would not ho there, the l nlael"f·nee Alr;o euu1d not be t hen-; or other· 
wist' the Inhermce could not C:OnJ.ftihtto the e;a.;~r/cnce or thOIK' t hings. If 
t hf~ more exist.enee of Iutwl'('nCf\ W(lrl' pOf'l.tulntNl o:-~ aomt•thing independent 
or nil things And not hNteAting nnythin~.-thcn it would bo something 
on I;\' in nnrno i nnd thoro \\'Oulcl bo nQ corrosrKmdinJl rcn.lit.y; nn<l under the 
circ-.unstnn(~S to nR.~rt tlmt • Inhoronco cons.t it.ute~ tho ''Xildonoo nf things • 
would be mel"t' verbiage. 

This is what is mndc clonr in the words-• From alllhil '' jolliYIDB, Uc. 
tJc.'-' T/loy '-the Jar, ete.-eould no~ be suhsi.sting in t.hoir Aubet:atum, on 
the "'"'ngth o! any such thing M • Inherenc:e '.-' A• aftor ',-i.e. arw the 
dHtnretiou of their con.tftituent Muse, when tltey ha.vo really no ox:istenoc 
11t nll. 

• Tlnu this, etc.'~xpln.i1\8 the rMI SE>Jl.'Hl u£ t.be Rooeon ndduood.
(8fl(l-8fi4) 

TEX'~S (865.866). 

(8) ) P, 0!1 Till: OTH:ER JIAND, TRE .' WRERENOE' TRAT CONTINUES T() 

EXIST, WHILE THE O'l'Hl:R RELATIVE IS TIIBRE, 18 SO!OTIONG 
DrPFBREXT,- AS nr mE CASE oP Co:sJUNoriON, Drs.nn<c-

Ttos. Pl.UR..o\.Lil'Y AND SO F'O"RTII,--THEN, IN THAT CASE, 

1'REIIE W011LI> BB PL11R.ALITY OF L'fflERBNOB ALSO, 
JUST AS ;rmmB lS 011 CoNJUNoriON, BTO.-TKUS, 

IP' lNRBRm<Oll 'IS POSTULATED TO EXIST, 
THEN TlillRB WOULD BB TIDS AND 

)!ANY OTifi!R INOONORUITIES.-

(865-866) 

COMMENTARY. 

(8) lithe seeond Altematlve,-that what eontinu08 to oxin ill something 
.~.-io nec:epted, then, there •bcmld be plurality of • Inherence •, jnst. as 
t.here ia of Conjunction, etc.; f'nd this would involvo tho 11urrendering of 
tho doctrine !.bat thoro i• no diversity in lnberenoo. 

'Thil and many Oll;.cr inrot1f!n.dtie& 1 ;-thi$ i.a 1noont to include S\ICh 
incongn.1itim~ n.~(a) 'tho Futility of the Cause 1

, (b) • tho contl'l\dict.ion o£ 
CM>vorol ~pborisms ', (c) incompatibility with !net.< nf l'or<:ot>tion, ate., (d) 
' tho simultaneous birth of all thlngo •. 

(a) For inst.anee, the ' birt.h ' of " thing is d oscribed ae ' inherence 
in tbo c&use • or • inherence in Being 1 

; and Inherence Ut eternal ; hence 
c&.- could not. h&ve MY capACity to bring about the birth of t.he effaet ; 
bonee eauses would be futile. 

(b) There would be contradiction of such ( Vai.,.,ik>) aprori&ms a&

" Conjunction is brought nhout by t.ho action of either or the two fRetors, 
by t.ho notion of both, Md by Conjunction", "Cognition iiJ produood by the 
oontaot of the Sense·orgnn nnd the object, etc. etc.,. 

. ' . 
' 



I 

BX.UUNA.TION 011 'SAMA.VlYA.' (n."'IBRIIl!OE SlTilStSTBNOE). 465 

(c) The dootrine in question goes ngairlst tho idoa of tho Eyo, oto. ~ing 
the causo of Percoptional on(\ other cognition~~. 

(d) Birth, in the shapo of 'Inherence', being eternal, there can he no 
Aequenoe in the birth of t.hinp,-which will havo to he regarded as simul· 
ta.noous; trus would he an inoongroity; and it would alio go against the 
Opponent's own doctrine thot" the non~simult.o.neity of Cognition~ is indiea· 
tivo of tJ1o M.ind.,. 

Lastly, tho lJirll• of t.hinS" being otornal,-tho entire world would 
consist of t!Ungs which could not ~nefit, or be ~ne6tod by, others; and 
hence the propounding of t.ho Philosophy would he futile ; Gild ao on and 
so fort.b, there would he many incongroitios, whioh would cut of! and smash 
the entire fabric of the Opponont'a Philo!IOpby.-(865·866) 

End of OhapW XV. 

30 



CHAPTER XVI. 

Examination of the Import of Words. 

COMMENTAIW. 

Tho Author proceed• to set forth the I ntroduction tc the nrgumente in 
support of the viow (set forth in To>.-t 2) that tho Trnth iA ' amonnble to 
Word• nnd Cognition• only in an ''"'''uned (suporimpo~WJ<l) form • :-

TEXTS (867 -868). 

"lP ADJUNOTS DO NOT EXJST IN RBALITY, THEN ON WHAT BASIS WOULD 

TllERJ! BE SOCII OOOlo"lTIONS AND VBBB.U. BXI'RJ!SSIONS AS 
' TU MAN WlTH TJI2 STlCX. , ' c THE tchilt. , , c li'Ov:l t' f EXISTS J t 

'00\V ', r J1RB.1:, &'iD SO PORTH t-Ts:Jty OA.NNOT BE 

Rl!LD TO BE B•SEJ,J!SS. NOB CAN TJIBY APPLY 

PROMlsotJOUSLY '1'0 A...LL THIN OS." 

--{867 -868) 

COMMENTARY. 

" Wbnt i.a approhendeo). by Word and Cognition ia " Real Entity ; 
henco whnt words oxpreas by msnns of nfllrmntion ond deni0\1 i• only the 
t6Rl sto.to of thlnga,. ;~uch is the viow of the Reo.liAtii.-'J'ho view of t.he 
NcgntioniatAI (ApobisUI), on the other hand, ia M follow":- " Thoro is nothing 
real that is e'Xpte$8ed by words ; all verb&l cognition iR WTong, becau.1;e 
it proceoda by impotring .wn-dijJOTtm< upon things that are rea.Jiy dijJert:nJ. ; 
in a CMO whore there is ind.irect. connection with an entity, there is some 
sort of agreemcmt with the object, even though the Cognit.ion ia ~ly wrong". 
Such ia the view of these people. The one uniform, non-dilforent, form thet 
is imr-d upon things prooeedo oo the otnagtb or the appreheosion of 
thinp in tho form of the ' excluoion of other thing~ ' ; and it being itself of l 
tho naturo of tho ' exclusion or negation ot othM thiuga ', it. is mitrt.aken by 
paoplo undar t.ho opoll of illusion tc be one with that which io excluded by f 
it,-nnd it ult.imatoly brings about the appreheD&ion of tho thing 'excluded • 
from otboNJ ;- for thesa reasons it comes to be known M 

4 excluded from I 
other thinp •. On this ground it hn8 been held that what ia expr06$6d by 
wol'd.s is Apolta, tho • negation of others '. 

The ~la urge the following objootiona (ngninet tho Apobist, 
Nogationist, Bauddha) :-" lf,-aocording tc you,-!or Verbal Cognition, 
there io no real beais as the odjunct.a-qualifying faotc._in the ah8pe of 
8ub8COIIU, QI«Uily, Acti<m, Uni•-uaal, UUimalo Inditlidut~lity and InhertnU,
then hew ia it thnt among people, there are ouch vcrbol oxp~ions and 

1 
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cognitions n.s 'the man with the stick', which are all based upon adjunc~ 
in the ahape of subetanco, ote. ! For instance, such expressions a.nd notions 
as ' t.he man with t.he stick ', ' t.he an.imal with hOI'll$ ' are known to be 
based upon adjuncts in the shape of ~wncu ; ouoh expres.<Uonll "nd notion.. 
as ' white ', ' black ' o.re based upon o.djnncts in tho shape of quaJ:iti.es ; 
such oxpros8ions and notJ.ons a.s ' movos ', 'wanders ' are based upon &djuncts 
in the shape of Action ; such &q>reaaionJJ: and notion~ as • is ', • existe • are 
based upon adjuncts in t.he shape of ' &ing' ; suoh oxpressiont and notion.. 
as 'Cow ', ' Horse ', ' Elephant' are bo.sed upon adjuncts in the shape of 
Uniwr841# and Particulars ; ~nd the expression and notion ' Tbo Cloth in 
those yarns ' are b,..od upon lnhtrtnco.-If then, thore did not exi•t. any of 
the.se St~betanoe and tho rest., tbo expr08Sions and notions of the 'M"" with 
tbe stick ' and otMr t.binp would bocome basei-.-Tbe term 'a4i' g008 
with ovary member of t.he compound. So that. o~ ono of auch similar 
cxpressionB and notions become includod, as • the umbrella.-holder ', ' the 
hornod tmimn,l' Md •o forth.-Aa for th" Ultimate lndividoolities, they 
are cog•litable by myoti"" only; hence these aro not tnea.nt to be includod 
!~re. 

" And yet. it is not right tbet thooe expreaiOM and notioM ahould be 
regarded as entirely baoel-. If they wore so, thoy would be OQ1$lly liable 
to appoo.r overywhoro. 

" Nor aro they fo\ll\d to apply promiscuously to all thinp, without 
d.i.Mti.nction. 

" From all thie it follows tbet Sub.ta""" and t.he reet do ~Jy exist. 
"The argument may be formulatod as followa :- Expressions and notions 

tha.t oppoar in mutually distinct foi'I'M must bavo a real bMis,- like the 
A\tditory and other notions i-the expressions &nd notions of tho 'stick
holder •, oto. do oppciV in distinct fonns ;-henco this is o. natW'al reason 
(for regarding them M having a roel bfl&i.q).-If they ha.d no suoh baois, thiDg" 
would appear in all pi~ without diltinction ;-tbia i• tbe argument ""tting 
aside a contrary conclt~sion."-{867·868) 

Tho Author procood• to re!ut.G tho 1>bove Reaaoning (of tho Rea.Ust) in 
the following-

TEXT (869). 

Tml ANSWER TO T!Ul ABOVE IS AS POLLOWS :-AS A MATTBR 011 PAor, 
Tlll!RE IS NO llllAl:. BASll! 11'0R TIIESIIllllXl'R:ESSIONS AND NOTIONS ; 

TRE ONLY li~IS 110R TiaM CONSli!TS IN TBB SEl:D 
LOCATED IN TilE PURELY SUB.JEOl'IVll CONSOIOUS· 

NllSS.-(869) 

CCMlltENTARY. 

If wha.t the Realiat desires to prove is t.he !act tbet the notions and 
expreoaioM in question ha.vo a ~ basis in t.he oxt.em&l world, then tbe 
ReMon adduced is Inconclusive ; as there is nothing to annul tho contre.ry 
conclusion. If whot is meant to be provod is only that they beve some sort 
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of buia, then the argunl'!nt ia futile; beeause we also hold that they havo 
their buis in the awakoning of the Tendencies and Imp.-iona embedded 
in the inner consciouanesa ; though not in the external objoot ; beeause the 
6rst cognition being alway• verbal, is wrong, and it cnnnot have any real basis. 

'Loccued, etc. •,-i.e. emb&ddod in consciouanosa; i.e. in tho fonn of 
Tondoi\Cios 1>nd Impres9io119.-(809) 

Thi• samo line of thought ia further supported by ro!o...,neo to tho 
ll<lripturoa:-

TEXT (870). 

WHA.TBVER 1S SAID TO lllt 'I'Rl!l OBnlOT 011 A VDIIAL ltXPRESSION 
IS NJ!Vl!B Rlt.I..LLY OOONISltD ; SUOB: IS TBB VJIRY J:SSitNOJ: 

or ltNTITmS.-{870). 

COMMENTARY. 

• Wllalever ',-i.e. • Spociflo JndividuoJity ', 'UnivoN.nl ' nnd the like. 
'Such i8 tile •-J usenco of things' ;-two character, of being beyond the 

roach of words, fonns the very e88ence of things. Thia has been thua declared 
-• By whatever wune • thlng i& apoken of, that tWng ia not rully cognised 
there ; such is lbe very .... nee of trunl!" '. 

Question:-" What ia the proof for Verbel Cognition being wrong and 
buolesa t, 

..(......,.:-The proof haa alree.cly been asserted by \11 to the e!l'oot that, 
inasmuch ea Verbal Cognition& impose non·diftorenoo upon thlngs that ue 
dlJleront, they ...., •11 wrong. For instenoo, when one thlng is cognised n.s 
what it is not, that cognition is wrong; e.g. the cognition o£ Water in t.bo 
Mirage ;-Verb&! Cognition consista in the imposing ol non-difference on 
what is difterent ;-benoe thia iJ n natural reason (!or regarding it o.s W!'ong). 
Thoro is no real entity in t.be ahapo ol the • Universal ' which could be the 
objoot ol Verbal Cognition-by virtue of which the Reo.oon might be re8"fded 
ae • Unproven'. Boc&uao t.be • Universal' has been alre6d:y discarded in 
peat deteil.-Even granting that there iJ such a thing ae the • UnivorstJ ' ;
evan so, if that Universal il held te be aomethlng difteront from the po>rtieular 
trungs, the cognition would •till be one of non-differonoo whore there is 
diffaronco : and hence wrong. Because • sot ol thlngs oannot be the 011m0 
o.s others when they are held to contain theso. If, on the othor band, the 
Universal be hold to bo non.<Jif!crt.m from the pe.rticular thlngs,-tho entire 
Univorso would really form the nngl• obfect of the • Univoranl' : o.nd hence 
tho cognition ol it o.s • Univeronl ' must he wrong, beeau.oo tho notion of the 
• Universe!' does not appertain to a single tWng; o.s lbe cognition ol the 
'Uni,_l' il always proooded by the perooption of diversity. 

When Verbal Cognition !a thus proved te be wrong, it mun also he 
ol>jutlut, baseless ; because the object productive of the cognition having 
IIU!Hndored ite form, tbere can he notrung loft which oould be the heaia of 
the .cognition. 

Or, we may prove tba ol>jocllusnus of Verbal Cognitiona in another 
manner 1 Thot alone oan fonn tho iroport ol words whorete they have been 
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t>pplied by Convention ; nothing else can fonn their import ; a.s if it did then 
that would load to absurdities. And there is no objoot wherein the applica· 
tion of any words has been fixed by Convention. Hence all Verbal Cognitions 
t>nd Expressions must be entirely base!e. ... 

'fhe argument may be formulated as follows :-When words have not 
been fixed by Convention a.t their very inception, upon certa-in t.hings, they 
do not really denote theso things ;-e.g. the word ' Horse ' which hns n..ot been 
applied by convention to anitnnls wit/; tlU> Dewlap (i.e. tho Cow) does not 
denote the cow ;-all words have not been t>pplied by Convention, at the 
very inception to a.ny things ; honoo tho wider conception is neve·r appro · 
hend&d; tha.t is, Denotati~esa is invario.bly concomitant with bt·ing ftxeil by 
Convention, and this latter is absent in the oaao or words.-(870) · 

The following T""'t proceocls to show that the Reason adduced is not 
'unproven,_ 

TEXT (871). 

'SPECIFIC INDIVIDtrALlTY • •• UNIVERSAL·. 'RELATION TO UNIVERSAL •• 

' SOMETHING ENDOWED WITH THII U.NIVlllltSA.L ', ' F01m Ol!' THE 

CoGNITION Ol!' THE OBJECT ',-NONE Oli' THESE RllA.LLY 

l!'IND A. PLA.Oll IN TRE ' IMPORT OF WORDS ' 

- (871) 

COMMENTARY. 

That ia to say, when tho ' Import of words ' is held to consist in an 
object in regard to which a. Convention has basn duly spprebended,
sucb import would consist, either (l) in 'Specific Individuality', or (2) 
in 'Universal', or (3) in 'Relation to the Universal ',-tho pronoun 'tal' 
in the compound 'tady~ ' standing for the Universo.l,-or (4) in 'some· 
thing endowod with the Universal ',-or (5) in 'the form of the Cognition of 
the object •. Those are the only o.ltematives possible.-In tho ca.so of 
everyone of these, no Convention is possible ; a.nd he.nce it cannot form tho 
'Import of Words'. 

' Really • ;-this hae baen added in order to indicate that tho author 
does not deny the -illuaory ' import of words ' ; and hen eo thoro is n~ self
contaadiction in terms; otherwise there would be a solf.contradiction involved 
in his Propoeition ; ine.smuoh as it could not be possible to a18erl that 
' Spooifio Individuality and the rest do not constitute the Import of words ', 
without speaking of thom by met>US of these words; so tb&t by ,speaking of 
these by their names, for the purpose of proving his proposition, he 'vould 
be admitting the fact that these are capable or being e>;prtsBd by wordo ;
&nd yet this fact is denied in the Propooition; so that there would be self. 
contradiction. 

This el<plllnation answers Uddyotakara's assertion to the effect that 
" if words are inexpressive, then tl}ere is contradiction between the Proposition 
and the Premiss ".-Because we do not entirely deny the fact of words 
ho.ving their ' import ' ; for the simple reason that tliia is well-known even 
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to tho meenm cowhord. What wo do deny, howe'l--er, ill the cbaraetA>r of 
Btality wWch tJ1o other party impooe upon tJ>e Import,-not the Import 
itMol!.-(871) 

The lollo\\ing Tal proceeds to show that • Specillo Individuality' 
oonnot form tiW> 'lmt><>rt (or Deno!A\tion) of Words' bocnuiJO thoro can bo 
no Convention in regn.rd to it:-

TEXT (872). 

O~r THESE, • SPI!Cil'IO INDIVIDUALITY • OANNOT BE DENOT»D llY 
WOBDS; BEOAtiSB IT CAN RAVE NO OO!Il.'C&Ol'ION WITH 

THE Tnt:B 01' Cot.-vm."r!ON AND USAOE.-{872) 

COMllffiNTARY. 

• Oannot 1>4 dmoltd. b!J VJOJ"d8' ;-that is, bocntlll6 there eau ho no Oonven· 
tion in regard to it. 

Qm-.sdcm :-"Why can there bono Oonvent.ion. in l"e.~rd to it t" 
Ari.twer :-Doea.use thoro il; ' viyoga •, o.bs~neo,-o£ connection with tho 

tUno related to Convention and U~&go,-' /Jwe can be no Con-venlion in. 
rwgotd 10 tlW> Spuific Indioidwlity' [t.his has to be ouppliodl 

What is mMnt is that Convention is mnde for the purp ..... or 1\Aa.gO ; 
and not through mere love for it ; hence people can rightly make Conven
tioM only with regard to tWngs preeent at the time related to that Convention 
and Uoage ;-not with regard to anything else. AY. regards • Speciiio In· 
dividulllity ',it oonnot ho present at the time of the Convention and ·U..,ge ; 
honoe there cl\n be no Convention in regard to it.-(872) 

Quulion :-"Why ia it not poosibl6 for tho Specific Jndividuality to be 
pro10>nt at tho tima of Convention and Usago I " 

AMWOr.-

TEXTS (873-874). 

TulNOS Oil TlDI NATURB Oil lJ."DMDIIALS Cl.\NNOT BECOMII INTBB·RRLATBD 
Ali!ONO TJTEl!SELVES,-BliOAUSE THERE Aim Dil'l'ERENOES (AMONG 

THEM) Oil l'LAOll, TIMB, AOTION, l'OTBNOY, MANIIFBSTA'l'ION 
AND TBll RBST.-FOR TillS REASON, TlDI THING CON· 

OBIVED BY CoNVI!NTION IS NRVEB MET WITR IN 
AOTIIAL 1/SAOE ; AND TIIAT IN REOABD TO WlfiOH 

NO CoNVL><TION llAS BEE..>< A.Pl'REliEl<DED 
CA.>< ~l'l!Vl!R BB OO!oll'REHBNDED 

THBOIIOR WoRoS,-LIXE ANY 
OTHER THIN0.-{873-874) 

COIDIENTA{W. 
The variegated Cow, etc. are so many distinct Individunls,-end 118 such 

h&vo their individual forma excluded from each other, through dilferencoa of 
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plo.ce, ot.c. ; and as such, thoy Mvor become inU!r-relat.ed •mong t.hemselves. 
Consoquently, when a man has sot up a. Convention in regard to one of these 

individual•. he could no~ carry on UBtloge, on ~b"~ bMis, in regard to other 

individua.IB.- In tho phraee 1 manifestation a.o.d tM rut ', t h& torm .' the 

roet • is mon.nt to includo Oolour, Sh&p&, Condition and other pooulia.rities. 
1 11 never tntt with. in a.otualtu:agt ' ;-what is meant is thnt, in this w·a.y, 

there being no Convention in regard to it, the Reason adduood by tho Author 

cannot be said to be • unproven '. 
Tb6t t.he Reason ia not 'InoonchlJ!ive • is llhown by tho words-' That 

;,. rogord 1<> tDhW...., Convemi<m 11<11/>un ~ tk. tk.' 

' LW any OlN:r llaing ',-i.o. like things of other kind& 

'Dhoonl1> •,-Through Worda. 
What is meant i8 a8 follows :-If t.he Word donoted a t.hing in regard 

to which no Convention hae been apprehended, then tho torm • Cow • also 
should donoto the Hora•; and in that case, the making o! Convont.ions would 

be usolcss. H ence the p088ibili~y of ~hiR anomaly annul• ~he contl'al'Y con

olUllion ; and thereby tho Author'& l'remiAs becomes ostoblilohed. 
Thia same lt<&BSOn, • Bece.uso no Convention ce.n b6 mado ', hns been 

indicated by the Teaeher Dinn<lga in the doclaration-'Tho Word denoting 

a Universal cannot be denotative of Individuals, booatiBO of ondlossness' : 

>Vh&t is moont by 'endleunOM ' ia the impossibili~ of Convention. 
This also seta uide tho following argument of Uddyo~al<tJro (Nyiiycwcirti.l:a 

2. 2. 63, p. 327) :-"If you m&ke 'Words' the subject of your argument, 

then, as mdlesrnu• is a property of t.hings (denoted by words), it would ha 

a .RoMon that subsists el&owhoro than the Subject. If, on tho other ha.nd, 

tbo diverse things thom110lv68 ~>re tho Subject, then neither "ffirmative nor 
nogativo corroborative Instnnoea would be a.vaila.ble. So tJU\t 1 ondlessnesa • 

cannot. serve as a. valid Roason ". 
The same writor hao also urged 88 follows (in N1J4yaoorlik<> 2. 2. 63, 

page 326) :-"The objootion urged ia applicable to thooo (Buddhi•tR) who 
hold that what are denoted by words are things without any qualifications ; 

as for oW110lves, wb6t are denoted by words aro Substanooo, Qualiloiee end 

Act.ions.,.quolifi<dby Boing, tk.; sotb6twhareverone por<>eivoe tbc Universal 
' Being', etc., one usee tbo word 4 existent ' and so forth. The Universal 
• Being • is one only ; honoo in regard to t hings ohatactoriaed by that 

Univonru, it i.s quito p0611ible to set up Conventions. So that endlusnu• 

c.t\nnot serve as a. valid roason for you." 
This is not right. H hae boon already proved that thoro are no such real 

ontit.ios as Universala like ' Being' and the rest which aro either different 

or non-different from individual things.-But even granting thet there is 
auoh a. thirig as the Unive:raal ;--evon so, o.s it is possible for several Universal& 

to •ubeiat in one Individual, there oould be no \1SO of auch words a& ' Being ' 

Md tho like, !reo from oonfusion. Furtbor, until it hao been oxplained 

by means or words that ' B•ing ' is so and so ', the penon making the 

Oonvonloion could no~ indiC&to tbc t.hings denoted by thoee words by means 

of '~ing' and other Univon&la;-and until the Convention ha8 been made, 
words like ' Being ' , etc. c;lonnot 'be used. So · that tlu>ro would he the incon 

gruity of mutual intsrdependoneo. 
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Tho following nrgumont. might bo urged :-" Th<> person ooocoroed 
himseU c<>m08 by the usage and then, t-hrough affirmative and nogative c<>nco
mitanco. comes to eotablioh tbe conneotion bo~"OOn the word and ite donote
tion and th&rdrom bocomoB cogni.sant of tho relovMt. Convention." 

This onnnot be right. No ono peroon co.n evor como by tho ontiJ:-o \18ngo 
bearing upon any subaoqllont thing. 
· ''What happens is that having once found tbet tho term 'oxiating' is 

froquontly applied to t!Wl81 ondowed with eo:i#QICO, ho concludes that tho 
samo word is applicable to oven ..-n things of tba oame kind." 

That cannot ba trllo; as such ia not found to bo tho c...,. In fact no 
Convenl>ion cnn apply to UMeen things which are ondless and .whioh dilfor 
widely rogarding t-heir being pMt and futuro. If Convontion were applicablo 
to such things, it "'ould loe.d to a.n abaurdity. 

" Ono 1'081ly does c<>mpreband ouch Convention in regard to tl>o things 
when ho apeaks of thom EL• conceived of by Doterminate (conceptual) 
Cognition (which involves verbal oxpro011ion also)." 

IC tllat is so, than it comes to this tlu't the application of words apporteillll 
to only ouch things u are purely fanciful-and not w real things. So 
that the put. and futuro nut. boing before the mM nt t.bo t.ime, if thoro 
did appear " ' determinate cognition • of thO<!O, it could only be objeotlOBS, 
and honoo what is mMio known by it. muot be a non-ontity.-How tbon oould 
the Convontion relating to such things be anything real f We dosist lrorn 
further augrnentotion on this point. 

Lastly, 04 our Reuon is present in all ca$0$ where the Probandum is 
presont, it cannot be said to be Contredictory. 

Thua it becomes osteblished that words oonnot bavo ' Specific 
Individualities' for their ' import • (donotation).-(873·874) 

The following might be urged :-"There are oortain things, like the 
Himd!ayo, Mountein, which remain pormenent.ly in ono and tbe same fonn.
so that tl1ore csn be no div0l$ity in thom duo to P laoo, Tinlo and Distinction ; 
-<lOW!OqUOntly, "" thoy would be pre.ont at the tirno of Convention and 
Usago,-y0\11" Reo.son booomes partially • in&dmissible '." 

Tho anower to this argument is aa follows :-

TEXT (875). 

EVEN IN THE Himiikiyq. AND SUOK l'!I!DrGS WHIOH DO NOT DIJif.ER \VI'I'II 
Tea ~~ l'LA.OII,-'I'HERE ARB AroldS WHICH A.llE DI\-'EBSE 

Ah'D MOIOll>'TAllY, AS PROVED ABOV:tl.-{875) 

COMMENTARY. 

'And IU<h lhi119• '-is mee.nt to include ot-her mounteina like tho Molayo,. 
All t-hese are aggrogatoe of many Atoms ; banco thoro can be no Conven

tion relaW\g to all thoir component perto ; &Ieo booauao it baa been proved 
tliat all thooo things ue dootroyed immodintely aftor thoir appearsnoo. Tbno, 
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in the....., of these thinj;a a too, tbere CAn he no presonoo, at the time of usoge, 

ol tho character that was pr....,nt at the time of tho making of tho Convon· 
tion. Hence our Ro.tl.ROn is not • tmproven '.-(875) 

It ln\K tb.tm been o.'ita-bliAhcd t·hat thoro can be no Convention bouring upon 
'Spocific Individu.&lity,- booftu.'jO U;mgo being impoHSiblo iat cont\oot.ion 
with it, tho Convcntioll would bo \1.801688. I t ili now going to 00 shown that 
no Convention is pos:;ible in l'ogo.rd to it bocau~:;e no Action ia poe:sible :-

TEXTS (876.877). 

M A MATTER OF 11ACI', TRliRll CAN BE NO ASSUMFriON Oli CoNVENTION 

IN REOABD Bri'KER TO Tlill born OB TO Till'! unborn TBING . 

'l'!nlRl:l CAN BB NO REAL CONVENTION RI'Jt.ATTNO TO TRB 

unbom,- AS THEIIB OAN BE NONE RELATING TO THE 

HoRSE'S HORN ;- NO.I.l ONE TN REGARD TO 

THE Born TWNG ; DECAlJSlil CoNVENTION IS AlADll 

ONLY ON TH111 RECALLING TO MlND 011 THUIGS 

APPREKBNDBD DBI'ORERA.ND ;- HOW OOO'LD 

'DIJS BE DOlo"% L'( RBOABD TO WHAT HAS 

PASSIID AWAY LONG AGO f 
-(876-877) 

COMUENTARY. 

n ...... boon nlrendy provo<l thnt all things bocomo <loetroyo<l irnmocliatoly 

nttor nppearunce (birth) ; if t hon Convention were mMlo ro~M'di.ng them, it 
could be made either beforo they wore born, or after thoy wore born ;

it ill not poesible for al\y !'Ml Convention to be made relating to what iB 

otill wtboni; because what doos not exist can have no charActer at aJl o.n<l 
houco CRnnot be tho subetratum of anything.-Tbo Te>xt haa u.oed the term 

'real' in otdor to o..'(clnd& uu, illU«Wtf. Hence the as&Ortion d0011 not. become 

vit.iatt:d by the woiJ.known CMO of !.he Convention whereby tbe name of 
"" unbem 110n is fixed llpon beforehand ; because such convention is purely 

illusory, l:iearing, as i t does, upon nn object which is the oreet.i.o.D. of fanC)y. 
'A1 in the Horse's Hom' ;-the affix • vati • is adclod to tho word onding 

witl~ i.ho Looative. 
Nor can tho Convontiol\ bo ma<le rcla.t.ing to the thing filter it is lx>m ; 

becauso o. Convention regarding anything can be ma<lo only whon the 

thing haa been apprehondo<l, Md thia apprehension haa boon foUowed by 

tbo remembrance of ita name and distingujshing foatwea ; it could not be 
made othorwis& than this; aa it ><ould lend to il\congruities. Thus then, 

at tho time of the remembrance of tbo name and tbo dilotin8'li.ohins featureoJ, 
t.bo • Spoci6c l'ndividuality ' of the thing-being momentary-will have long 

dioappeared ; so that, aa in regard to the unlx>m, 10 in regard to the lx>m 
thing also, thero can be no ro~l Conv8lltion ; as at the timo of the making of 

the ConventiO!\, both w~uld be oqua.lly nbsent. In !aot, ovon at the time at 
which thing is actually approhon<lod, tba ' Specific Individuality ' that form$ 
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th& basis of tbnt apprehon.~ion, being momentary, is not in existence; 
how muc1:t lass po.~ibJa is it at n lo.t.er time, when there i~ romombrance of 
the uniformity of things app .. ring long "!tor that apprehension !-(876·877) 

It mlght be a-rgued t.hnt-" the Convention. could 00 n:uWe in roga.rd to 
that momentary ent-ity in the series oi tnomt'ntary on.titie~:> born through tho 
!lOtency of the entity apprehended wwch appears a t the moment that tho 
Convention is 1ru\de ".-The answer to tllis is as foJlows :-

TEXT (878). 

AS FOR THE OTHER THING OF THE SAMB KIND WHICH Al'l'EARS THROUGH 

TH!ll'OTENOY OF THE TJUNO APPREHENDED AT FIRST, THE BODY 

OF CoNVlJNTION IS NOT l'OSSIJlLE IN !IEOARD TO THAT 

ALSO. As FOR SIHILA!IITY, THAT ALSO IS 

ONLY IMAGINARY.-{878) 

COMliiENTARY. 

'£hough at thn timo of t.homaki.n8 of the Convent.ion, an.othor' momentary 
on.tit.y' is:; present, yet, a.<~ the Convention could not bear upon it, no Oonvon· 
tion is possible; when e. JlU'l,kOr of Conventions apprehends a. Horse, o.nd then 
remembers its name and makes up tho Convention, he does not make the 
Convention be&r upon the OOUJ that may be present at the time, but wwch 
has not formed the subject of tliat Convention. 

It might be argued that--" There is a similarity among all Spt.cifu; 
I ndividoolitiu, and on thla ba$is they might be regarded as one and the 
Convention made regarding them ".- Tho answer to this is-' As for Bim.ilari.ty, 
etc. etc.' ; tho.t iA, similarity is imposod upon things by • determinate ' 
(conceptual ) cognitions; so tbot if these are what o.ro denoted by worda, then 
it would mean that the Specific Individualu.v is not denoted at all. 

T hus thoro can be no Convention in regard to the Specific Individuality 
(of Thin(J8). Nor can it be in regard to the Specific Individuality of the 
Word. B&causo all that the maker of Convention does is to apply to 
a particular twng a pa.rticull\1' Name which has been recalled t,o Memory ; 
while Memory cannot r ecall the name tl>at hl\8 been really apprehended 
previously, becMJSt& thR.t ceOS('!d to exist long ago ; nnd the. name that he 
n.ctually pronounces is not t.h& one that he hM )mown pl-cviou~y ; so tllat 
there could be no real Remomhronee of it; and what has not been appre· 
hendod by the Memory cannot bo recalled by it. Hence it follows that 
wha.t is recalled by Memory and remembered is only a. creation of fancy, 
and not the Specific I ndividuality (of tl1o word). Thus there can be no 
Convention relating to any Specific Individuality. Hence it becomes 
established that Specific Individuality is something that cru::not be named 
at all.-(878) 

The Author next st<1<tes another proof in support of tho view that Specific 
Ind,ividuality cannot be denoted by words :-
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TEXT (879). 

Tlrli: ll>EA OF ' HEAT' THAT FOLLOWS ON THE UTTER.L"'OE OF THE NAM.IIl 

(' HoT') IS NOT SO OLEA:R A-ND DISTINCT AS THE PERCEPTION OF 

THE (H01') THING BBOUOHT ABOUT BY TliE 

SENSE-ORGAN .-{879) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho cognition of the Hot thing brought about by the SonAes is cloar and 
distinct,-not so the cognition that is brought about by tho word c hot ' ; 
people whose ViS\181, Gestatory and Olfa.cfA?ry organs hav& been impaired 
do not cognis& the Colour and Tasto, ete. of things on th& hearing of th& mere 
na:m~' matuli1iga' (Citron), for instanco ; while people whose eyes a.re int.a.ct 
have o. clear percoption of tho.•e through that sense-organ. This has been 
th\ls declared-' The man who h.., been burnt by fire bn.s the idea of having 
been burnt, on the contact of firo,-whieh idol> is entirely different from tho 
idea. of bmni.ng arising on the utterance of the word bum'. 

The perception of the tMnq, etc. ele.-is an lMtance per dissimil&rity.
(879) 

" Even if the idea is not so cloor and distinct, why cannot Specifw 
I ndi~idua.lity form the denotation of th& word ? " 

TEXT (880). 

IT IS NOT BIGHT THAT TlmRE SHOULD BE ANY OONNEOTION IIJITWEEN 

THE SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY AND THE WORD ; NOR DOES TIIE 

THING APPE.ill IN THB COGNITION llaOUQHT ABOUT BY THE 

Wo:an ; JUST AS Taste DOES NOT Al'l'B.m IN 

THE COGNITION OF Oolour.-(880) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument may be th\lS formulet&d.-When "thing does not appe~>r 
in the cognition brought about by a certain other thing, it cannot form tb& 
denotation of that ;- for instance, Taste in the cognition bro\lght e. bout by 
Colour ;-Sp&eific Individuality doos not appe~>r in th& cognition brought 
~>bout by Words ;-hence there is non-apprehension of the wider term (which 
impli"" the absonco of the narrower term).-The Proof annulling the con
clusiot'\ of the other pa.rty consists in the anomnly pointed out here. For 
instanoo, when a Word is said to he denotative of a eer t.oin t.hing, aJ1 that 
is meant is that it brings about the cognition of that thing,-nothing el.$$ ; 
and a. cognition cannot be said to be of that thing whose form does not appear 
in it at o.ll; if it did, it would lead to an absurdity. Nor rou ono and the 
same thing have two forms-one distinct and the other indistinct,-by 
virtue of which the indistinct form could bo the one denoted by Words ; 
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beeat.,. 0>1<1 is intomf"'tible wi~b two; and it boa boou •hown that things 
existing at difforont I imos nre mutually intom)lftlible.-(880) 

'J'ho Nai!J(J.yil«u cleclare"" follows:-" '1'h1 lndilridual, tA. Oonf.guration. 
tm4 t/1<1 Unil#ltll,-Gil these C<>Miilute tl~ Dm014tion of tl11 1Vord-(Nydya81Um, 

2. 2. 63).- The term 'padiirtha ' here stnndo !or the • arllla ', denotative, 
'pad4f!p ', o£ the V\'ord.-The term • Individnn.l' stoncl8 for Snbst.o.nces, 
Qualitioo, Actiono and Ultimate DiiJerentillo; thi• hl\8 boon cle6ned in the 
SiUro-IJ'I•• 111dioidual con•ill• of particular Qualitiu, Aelions and Sub· 
ttanC88 (Nyllyru~Otra, 2. 2. 64). 'rhe meaning or tho Satra, according to t-ho 
~uthor of tho VOrtika (Uddyoto.kom), i• M follows :-• Differentia' ia that 
which is difl:orontiated ; • UU!I<JViBhlfa ' is llull wlticl> 11 differentialed from 
Qualitiu, i.o. Action. This same term t qu~viahliCl' tnko.n n. second time is 

meant to b& an R~o:<uhifa Compound,-otanding for Quality ; the term 
'tJilh~' 'particular •, in this ease is meant to excludo the Configuration, 
which ia eue.ntially a form of Conjunction. n.t\d Conjunction is included under 
the category o! • Quality •; hence il I ha <!U*lilying opithot • particular' 
wore not there, Conllguration also would b&coma includad; and yat this is 
not mOAot to bo includad tmder t-he • Individual •, "" it haa boon montionad 
by to il<l)lO\J"ate word.-Tbo torm • u.hraya ', • Rctceptacla ', in tb& SiiUa stando 
for Sub!tanoe ; Subotance bcing the receptacle or oubetratum of the said 
particular Qualities a~d Actious. This Subetaneo haa boon indicated by 
the Stltra whorolrom the term • tal • has boon eliminated: The compound 
• Gut><>vitltlf/Wirayo/> ' therefore has to b& exJ>Ound<'d ao.-' Gutl4vil~ 
(ParticulAr Qunlitioe)-G~at>ilhi~ (AotioM)-'l'adasloroya{> (Subetances) '. 

Thio ia " colleotivo copul~~ive Compound, and yet the Noutor ending 11M 
not been IIJIOd M the use of the p~U:ticular gender doponds upon the whim 
of paoplo. '.thus the sense of the Satra COml)8 to bo this: • 'rh~t which ia 
f1UttavWtlf/14hra!f" ia the 111dividU41, also e&llod Marei, Compooita'. When 
the na.m.o ' tntlrli • ' composite • is appliod t.o .ttdlltance, it is to be taken 
locatit><ly-u • that wM!-tin component pert. adl1oro ' ; when it is appliod to 
Colour, oto., it ia to b& taken nominatit>tly, in tho sanoe of • tho.. that adhar&
inhar&-in aube:tancee' ; as for the term ' ¥kli ', it i8 applied to Subctanc::cs 
tJCCU«Uit><ly Md to Colour." etc. imlniiMnlally.-Aacording to the author of 
the Bh4fya ( Y~yana) howe-. the Satra is to bo t.akon oxacl.ly aa it stands 
-• That which ia the receptacle of distinctive qul>litioo is the 111di1ridual, 
and that aleo is the material Body'. Thtoa it bM b&oo eaid that-That 
Subetaneo which is the reooptacle of the pertiet>lar qualil.ioo,-<:olour, Taste, 
Odour and Touch,-and also of Gravity, Fluidity, Solidity, Faculty, and also 
of the non-pervasive Dimension,-is called 'mQtd •, 'composite body', on 
account o! i!M h<!ing made up of compomnl po.r!M.-Tbe torro • ilkrli •, 

' Configur~tion ', denot.os the contact of the limbo o! living h<!inga, in the 
shapo of RaudB, oto. along with their compononto, Fingo111, oto. Says the 
Satra (Ny4y<>, 2. 2. 6G)-' Otmfl(/Uralion ia that which indicates tho univoraal 
ond ito charactoriJtioo • ; on tbi.s the Bhilfya saye-' That should be known as 
Oon.fi9ur<uio» which aervee to indicata the Universal o.nd the charaetoriatic 
r ... tnroo of tha Univertal. This Oonjigur<uion. il nothing apart from tho 
da!nit.a arrangement of the pe.ru. of a.n object and tho aomponan!M of thoee 
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parte '.-The term • An'$ng6D\Ont. • ltands for a particula.r form of contact; 

e.nd the t.erm • definite • aerveo t.o exclude artificia.l contaoUI.-The • ehar&.c· 

teristio fee.tnres of the Univerwal • coruli.st of the limbe o! living beings,
tho Bead, the Rand 1md ao forth,-• it is by theoo that tbo Universal (or 
gonus) • Cow' and tho like is indioo.tod. In some cases, tho genus is manifest&d 

dir<>cMy by the Co11llguration; o.g. when the genus • Oow • bocomea rne.nl· 

foa!.9d on the perccptio11 of tho ox1>0t she.pe of the Hood, Leg., ote. ; in some 

0&.808 it is manifested by the oharo.cteristies of the gonua ; e.g. when the 
gonU8 1 Cow ' is manife11t00 by tho Horns and other ~uch limbs which aro 
perceived SGVllnllly. Tbua it io that the Con1lgure.tion bocoiMI the indica.tive 

of the genus e.nd of the obnre.oteristico of the gom .... -The tonn • Jiili • 

• Genus', denotes that. entit.y wh.ich is called '&imilnyo ', Uni~ which 
ia tho basL• of the comprohonaive DAmes and notiona of thing&. Hence 

the next SW:ro (Ny!ye, 2. 2. 66)--' J<Mi, Univuwl, is the basi• of com· 

p.rohonsivo cognitions' ; that. is to My, tho Universt\1 iR tho ROuroo Lrom which 
comprehensive notionA M'iMo." 

Of ther;o thre&-Individuo.l, Configuration a.nd Unlversnl,-the idea of 
the lnclivldual and the OonRguration. bei•'S donoted by words, should be 
taken aa rejected by the foregoing rojoction of t.ho idea of the 'Specific Jn. 
dividuality forming the donotation of words.-Tbis is what io llhown in the 

following-

TEXT (881). 

lN TIDS SAME MAl>'Nl!R Tfll: JNDIVIDtJAL AND THE 0oN!'l0Ult.lTION ALSO 

MAY BE 1\F.mOl'ED ; INAS>fiJOI{ AS O!I'HE!IS !\BOARD BOTH 

THESE ALSO AS BlltNO 011 THE NATURE 01' ' St•EOIBIO 

lNDTVIDtJALITY '.-(881) 

COMMENTAR. Y. 

Thet is t.o say, the rejection of the Universal will come later. 
• Bejectiot\ ·~forming tM • import' of words. 
"\Vhy t" 
Inasmuch e.s 'bolh lhuo '-Individual and Oonllguration,-.e held 

by others t.o be of the nature of 'Specific lndividunUty • ; ~o that just as 
• Speci6c Individuality • cannot be de110ted by Words, beo&uso thoro can be 

no Oonvent.ion bearing upon it,~o also, in regard to thBff& two also, there 
Mn be no Convention ; hence the Roo.aon cannot be said t.o be either ' Un· 
proven', or' Inconclusive '.--(881) 

Further, the ' Individual •, in the she}lle of Sub«tance, Quadity and 

Particule.r Qualities,-' Configuration •, in the llhapo of Oontaot,-and a.ll 

theO<O, Substance and the ,....t,-have been already rejected. For this reason 

nlao it ca.nnot be right t.o regord th- M l>eing denoted by Words.-This is 

shown in tho following-
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TEXT (882). 

INA.SMUOH A.S 'l'Jm RJIIIUTATION OF SUBSTANOE, ETO. AND 011 CoNTACT, 

1IA8 llBXN PRJIVJOUSL'IC 8111' JIORTH,-1'1' CANNOT BE RIGHT TO 

REOABD TRESll AS ll"ORM.lNO TllB REAL ' IMPORT ' 011 

WORDS.--{882) 

OOMMID-"TARY. 

Having thuo explained tho impoeaibility or Con<·onlion roganliog Specific 
Individualitieo, the Author ~ to explain ita impossibility regarding 
tile other tJuoee-UniverMI, Connection or tile u.uversal and Tlmt Which 
ill Endowed with the UnivOZMI (u mentioned under 871) :-

TEXT (883). 

T!a UNIVERSAL AND TRI! CoNNBOTION HA VINO BBBN ALIUIADY BUECTED 

IN DETAIL,-'THE OTlrER 'I'IIJIBJI) KINDS Or' IMPORT OP WORDS' 

NO LONOIR REllAIN POSSIBLII.--{883) 

OOMlfENTARY. 

'PI .. <>lhM ',-i.o. bnrriog 'Sp6oifio Individuality •, the three-( I) the 
Universal, (2) the Contact or tho Universal, and (3) the Ono Endowed with the 
Un.iv~n;ai.-A.'i rogtU'<hl tho Univoraal and it.e Oonncetion, thoso simply do 
not oxiat ; and henco in regard to whtd <is endowed with tl1.0 Univer8tll, also 
no Convention enn be possible ; t».1 all naming is douo only in reference to 
Universal& ; and t.hl'Lt whioh bt ao ondowod can only oxist in the form of 
Spocifio Individunlity ; 110 that tho objections urged ngninst this !not ore 
oqunlly applionblo to tho othor oleo. 

Tho Unioorsai!OI'Illll tho donotntion or words-flays KiltyayaM. Substanc• 
forms the donotntion ol word• ,-ot\ys Vycl4i.-Botl• (Univoraal and SubstAnce) 
form th& denotation or worcb,""'""'6t\y8 Patlini.-AU these vie\VS become 
dillcnrded by what ha. boon said above; boce\U!CI the 'Univel'!!t\1' eo.n have no 
connection.-' Substanco' i8 of th& nnturo of • Spooi.Bc Individuality'; and 
honoe the objections urged agninllt thia l~>ttcr ,..,main e.pplieable to i~--{883) 

The Author sums up hill position in tho following-

TEXT (884). 

FOR THISE IIBA.SONS TRJI ASSBRTION THAT ' TllB INDMDU.U., THll 

CoNPIOUllATION AND Tllll UNIVliRSAL ARE DXNOTBD BY WORDS' 

1S IMl'OSSIBLll ; BIIOA.US1! ALL 'l'liBSB AlUl 

:JORMLBSS.--{884) 

OOi\D!F.NT AR Y. 

• Tat '-For theeo reuons. 
'p.,.z.u '-Feature!-; devoid of ohat$eter.-{884 ) 

I 
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TEXT (885) . 

AS REGARDS Tlllil 'FoRM OF COGNITION ', IT RESTS IN THE COGNITION 

ITS:El.F, AND DOES NOT FOLLOW EITHER THE OBJECT OR ANOTHER 

CoGNITION ; HENOE THAT ALSO CANNOT SERVE THE PURPOSE 

(OF THE OTHER PARTY); AS '.l'H.AT ALSO OANNOT REALLY 

BE DENOTED (BY WORDS).-(885) 

COMMENTARY. 

Aa regards t.ho ' Form of Cognjtion ', it is of t·he so.mo easonoo as the 
Cognition ita.elf, a.ud as such rests therein; as such, like the Cogni tion itJ:Jelf, 
it does not follow either th& Object cognised or ~>nother Oogrution ; conse
quently, ns it cn.nnot be present at tll.e titno of the ConventiOn and Usage, 
no Convention oon be made relo.tin.g to it. just M there can be none relating 
to Specific Individ\t&lity. Even if it were present at the time of the Usage, 
it is not possible that users should ma.ke any Convention in rega-rd to it, 
As a. matter of fact, when a me.n desires to do something on the basis of 
certain words, he has got to know the words likely to be useful for that 
purpose, and then mal<e use of them ; and it is under this itn.pl'ession that 
poopio m.o.lto use of expressive words ; and not through a mere whim. The 

fo'I"'YJ'', of the Oognitiott, which is rooted in Fancy, ctumot be ob1e to accom 
plish any such desired purpose as the alleviation of cold and the like ; beoauSl.l, 
in actual ~erience, it is found that more apprehension does not accomplish 
any auch purpose. 'rhus then, as there can be no Convention booring upon 
this also, our Reason-' bec&\lSe no Convention can bo made regarding i t'
cnnnot be stigmatised as • Unproven ' .-(885) 

The following might be urged- .. There are othtlr 'imports of '"ords ', 
in tho shapo of what is denoted by the ver b • to be' nnd the like ; and as the 
Convention eo~Ud bo made regarding these, the said Reason rema.ins 
' Unproven ' t.o that oxtent.,. 

The answer to this is supplied by the following-

TEXT (886). 

TlmSlil SUIE Al\GU>U:NTS SERVE TO SET ASIDE SUCH ' IMl.'ORT 011 WORDS ' 

AS HAS DEJI:N HELD TO CONSIST IN THE DB.'iOTATION 011 THE 

VERB 'TO DE' AND THE LIKE. STILL \VE ARE GOING 

TO SAY SO,lETHlNG REGARDING THESE.- (886) 

COMMENTARY. 

'The same CU'gumt'nlS ',-i.e. tlloso urged against Speci.Be Individuality, 
etc. forming the Import of Word.• .- [The.•e serve to set aside thooo}-becauae 
this also is included under tho said' Spoei6c Individuality, etc.'.-(886) 
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Tbe following Tex! prc>ooooa to obow whnt aro tho donototiono o! tho 
verb ' to ho ' nnd 60 fortJ1 :-

TEXT (887). 

'l'BEY SAY TltAT WHAT IS DBNOTED BY THB VERB 'TO Bll' OONSTITOTRS 
THB ' brPOliT ' OF ALL WOJIDS,- IN COJ(lii!OTTON WITH TIJJI Cow 

AND HOOH THINGS; IT IS J UST AS IN Till! OAS.E OF WORDS r,ll\11 
Apu,.,_-a (UNsllEN Foao-e), DEv<Ua (DEITY) AND 

Bvarga (HEAVE!<).-(887) 

OO~UmNTARY. 

The pn.rticlo 'iti • is miaplncod ; it should bo C'Onktruod with 'nstuartlia{• '. 
What ill mA>ant is ns follow• :- What ill r.oguiJ<Od "" denotod by tlto vorb 
• to bo' fofi11J' tho 'Import' of all wor<hl; i.e. it rcpreHenta the donot.o.tiou of all 
words ; i.e. it forms the 'Import o! words •. li•noo. in the ce.oe of the Cow 
and suelt objocta, what fonn;c the import of tl'o "~ 'Cow' etc. is Kimilar 
to tJlO Jmpon. of ~n~ch word.A AA • UnR<lCn Foroo ', ' Deity ~ nnd • Hcswen •.
This is wl\.O.t thoKu people aa)'· ,.rhn.t l8 to sny, tho word 'Unsoon Force' 
does not jntroduco into tJu, Cognition the fol'm of nny objcct,--nnd nll that 
ill undorotood from it ill tlmt ouch a thing doo• e:x;i1l to which tl>e torm 
J Unseen ~·orce ' is applied ;-eo also is the Ct\86 with words Uu!l things 
""P~ by which are vi.oibl&,--f!llch ao the ward ' Cow' for instance. 
Becau'"' from t.beoa words aloo what is undorRtood io that thoro i• a thing 
which is Rpokcn or by the word . Cow', or which i.a Jlelated to tho. Universal ' 
Oow. A1! rogardo the porticulnr form of this Cognition, which onto"' into the 
consciowm088 of some peop1o,-that is due to f he influence of thoir ou,l 
doctrinoo.-(887) 

Text 886 llao spoken of ' denotation of the verb to 114 and the like ' ; 
the term 'and the like' io a roloren.ce to cer1Ain other thoorioo that have 
boon propounded regarding tho 'Impor t of Words'. Theeo thoorioa are now 
66t for th (under Texta 888 to 802) :-

TEXT (888). 

SOME l'EOPLB ASSERT THAT WHAT I S D~OTBD BY WORDS IS (a) AN 
AGQRJIOA TE FRBJl ll'ROlll DlSTRtB'O'TIVB AND OOLLEOTIVE D.RT.IIR· 

M"INATION ; OR (b) AN UNREAL RELAT!ONSHIP.-(888) 

OOmmNTARY. 

(a) Some poople assert that what the word-' brM- • !or inetanC*
denotell io the aggregate of austerity, oaoto, learning. etc. without any 
conceptunl dotormination e ither collective or diattibutivo ; s~t. (\8 the word 
'forest • donotea the Dhaoo and other trooe. That is to sa.y, whon the word 
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'forest' is uttered, the notion that appears is not a determinate or well-defined, 
one, -either of the Dhava or the Khadira or the Pa1dsl1a cw any particular tree 
(<listributively),-or of the Dha•.,. and the Khadira and the Pald•ha a.nd 
other trees (collectively) ;-it is only a vague indefinite conception of the 
Dh.ava and other trees in genoral ;-similarly when the word 'brdhmat~-a ' is 
uttered, the notion that appears is not a well-defined one-either of Austerity 
or CQSte or Lea.rning, (<listributively), or Austerity and C...te and Lea.rning 
(collectively) ; what are cognised ore Austerity and the rest conceived of 
as one aggregated whole as differentiated U:orn other correlatives.-The term 
'vikal;pa' (in the Text) stends for the <listinct conception of any one individual 
from among a group consisting of an indefinite number of in<lividuals; and 
'Samii.Chhaya • sta.nd.• for the <listinct conception of a definite number of 
in<lividuals ·related together ;-and the notion brought about by words is 
free from both these conceptions. 

(b) Others however have held that what is denoted by the word is 
the relation of a. thing-substance, !.i.-to a.n undefined 'Universal'
• Substance ', f.i. ;-and this is said to be 'unreal' beca\lse the individual 
correla.tives a.re not really denoted by the word.-Or, it rnay be that, like the 
dark complexion and other properties, Amterity, Oaste, etc. also appear in 
the notion as a single unity,-and hence it is the relationship of thesa that 
is called 'unreal •. Beceusa these are not really apprehended together in 
their own forms; who.t is apprehended is only the aggregate of these per
ceived like the whirling fire-brand, without reference to the in<lividuals 
making up the aggregate.-(888) 

TEXT (889). 

(c) OR TRE REAL WITH UNREAL ADJUNOTS IS THE 'IMPORT OF 

WORDS '.-(d) OR ' IMl'ORT oF WoRDS ' 1\IAY OONSISr IN THE. 

WORD ITSELF IN THB STATE OF ' abhijalpa ' 
(CoALESOBNOB).-(889) 

COMMENTARY. 

Others have declared that the Real with Unreal adjuncts is what is 
denoted by words. For instance, the adjuncts, in the shape of such detcil.e 
as bracelets, rings and such things, ore 'unreal' so far "" the denotation of 
the word is concerned ; and yet thesa adjuncts belong to something that is 
• real'-in the shape of the GoW. which hss " generic form and permeates 
through o. number of particular things. This ' Real with Unreal adjuncts • 
forms the Import of Word8,-i.e. is what forms the denotation of the word. 

·Others again declare that it is the word itself in the state of ' Coalescence ' 
that constitutes the Import of Words.-{889) 

The following Te%1 e.'q)lains what is meant by this ' Coalescence ' :-

31 
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TEXT (890). 

WBliN THE ll'OlW Oil' TBll WORD BEOOMBS mENTlll'IED Wl'I'II THE OB.TEO'l' 

TIDIO'OOll Tllll OONOBPTION 'l'I!AT 'TmS IS TRAT ',-TIUT WORD 

THJIY REO.ll!D All Ill' Tllll ' STATlll Oi' OOJ.LESOm."'E '.-(890) 

OOMME.NTARY. 

When the chan.cter of the o/J;C<$ ia impooed upon the Wcml-by such 
expreesions N 'Word ia the Object' ; on the bNia of tbia imposition, when 
the fonn of the Word bocomeo identiJled with the Object,-the }Vord in the 
atot~ of tbia ulliflcntion with tbo object is said to bo 'in the stato of 
ooelescenoe '.-(890) 

(e) Others have hold tho following view:-" When the form of an 
external object is impinged upon the Idea, and is apprebonded aa nn external 
object, it becomoa l1lllnifested in the form of the Idea; and it is t.bis Idea 
that is denoted by Word• ". TlW. is the view set forth in the following-

.TEXT (891). 

WHEN AN ODJl!OT PORM8 TDll OONTIINT OF TWI IDEA, ON 'I'HE BASIS OF 

AN EXTElRNAL OBJEOT,-AND IT COM.JIS TO DE COGNISED AS 

'AN EXTERNAL OD.Jl!OT'; TIDS (MIXTURE Oil' IDEA-

• OB.Jl!OT) HAS DEIIN BI!OARDED BY SOME 

l'EOPLII .&8 ll'ORMING THE • OOORT OF 

WoRDs • .-(891) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Oonlem of th4IIha ',-i.e. revolving in the Idea, subsist<ng in the Idea.. 
' 0.. IM b<uis of cm ~'"'Ill obje<$' ;-i.e. tbet for the manifesting of 

whose form n>OOUrOO is bed to the 1'06l·Ulll'061 oxtornAI thing,-in the abape 
of tbs lottoNymbols. 

• 11 ..,... 1<1 be oogniwl oo '"' e:rum<Jl o/J;U$ • ;-i.e. mallifeotod in the 
form of the I <ha, but apprehended N aomotbing eo:lemal. Tbet is to say, 
so long as the form of the Idea ia aot impinged upoa the objects aad is cogu.iaed, 
on due conaide:ation, N Idea itaolf,-it ia not recogaised aa forming the 
import of words : because what ia purely aubjoctive can have no oonnection 
with any form of activity : for instance, act.iona apoken of in such words aa 

• 
• 
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'Brifi3 the C<>w ', ' Eat the Curd •, are not possible for tho zrwc Idea ; and 

what words denote is " thing capable of action ; hence what i.o apprehended 
aa an Idw. cannot he denoted by words. When, however, the fonn of the 

Idea becomes impinged upon the &xtemal object, th& observer becomes 
i1tBuenced by i ts externa] chnrnotor and comes to regard it B8 ca.pnbJa of action, 

And thus it becomes denoted by words. 
Quation :-" What i.o tho diJiorenoe between thi.o theory and tho theory 

of • .A.po/la • ? The upholder of • .A.poha ' a)go aaserta that what ia denoted 

by th& word is the form of the Idea apprehended u oomothin3 external ; 

as h6a been decll>red in the lollowifi3 passage:-' There ia nothing ineon· 
gruous in the statement that that object forms the Import of words which 

follows from the impinging of the form of the Idee and the eognisanoe of 
the ezc:Ztuion of otlter thing• •. u 

This is not right. The upholder of the Theory of the Idea-form beifi3 
impinged upon things holds that what is denoted by the word is what has a 

,..,.z exist.once in the forn;t of the Idea., and: is impinged upon Substance and 
other things, which a)go aro ,...,z,- and which theroforo along with ita object 

is not fM8e or '''"'OS; and ho does not admit that the said idea i.o without real 

l>Mi.o, and rests ontiroly on the imposition of non-diJ!erence upon things 
that are diJ!erent, and is, on th,.t aoeount, false (wrong), and dep&ndent 

ent.iroly upon m.aval =ltui<m among things [M hold by the upholders 

of .A.poM.J.-If the upholder of the Theory under review really bald the view 

held by \1$ and e.xpreaaed in the followifi3 declaration-' all this apprehension 

of things as """ is a fM8e notion,-ita basis lie<! in mutuol e:tc:lU#icm, which is 

what is expressed by tho nama ',-then his argument would bo entirely 

8uperfluous [as wlU\t he would be seeking to prove would bo what is already 

admittad by us]. This is what is going to be assert.od IQtor on in the passoge
• If the basis of this lies in mutual eul""ion, then that ia oxnctly our view '. 

-Aa for the Apohut, on the other hand, he does not hold anything d&noted by 

words, or the form of tho Idoo., to be reaL Because what be holds is that that 

alone forms the Import of the word which appaoro to be "pprobended by 
the verbal cognition; end (under the Thaory under revi.ow) what is appre

hended by the verbel cognition i.o not the form of the Idea, but the external 

object which is capable of oflactive action.- And yet the external object is 
not really apprehended by it,-beoeuse the apprehension ia not in strict 

a.ccordance with the real stata of thinp ; on the contrary the thing is accepted 

in Mcordance with the approboMion ; so the.t the Import of words is some

thing tha.t is IIUperimposuL ; and what is superimposed is nothin3 ; so in 
roolity, nothing is denoted by words.-As for what haa been said by the 

.A.pohut (in the passoge quoted by the other party in line 21 on the preceding 
page of the Text) regarding • tha.t bei.n'g the denotation of words • ,-tha.t haa 
boon aaid with a. view to the superimposed object. The upholder of the 

Theory however, regl>rdo the form of the Idea to he really denoted by words. 

Thus there i.s a greet difference between the two theoriea.~891) 

(j) Others have held that-" By repeated usoge Word oomoa to produce 

t>n intuition, and it dooa not &otua.lly denote any external object ".- This 

viow is set forth in the following-
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TEXT (892). 

lN SHORT, A.X.L WORDS ARE PRODUCT!Vl:l OF W1'11I'.l'ION, THROUGH 

REPEA'l'lilD USAGE ; AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF MAKING 'l'liiNGS 

KNOWN '.1'0 OlllLDREN AND !u'IDIIALS.-(892). 

COMMENTARY. 

'Repealed mage ',-finding the word applied to a certain object agniu 
and again. 

'Intuition ' ,-is a montal capacity which tends to bring about the notion 
of a certain activity "" due to a certain cause; t.hi.s capacity is produced by 
the word as associa-ted with frequent usage ; it varies with each sentence n.nd 
'With each person; as its diversity is illimitable, on account of the usage of 
words being endless, it cannot be described; hence all that is said is that it 
is lila making things known 10 children and aninlal8 ;-the stroke of the 
driving Hook, used for m.aking things known to the eleph&nt, comes to 
produce an Intuition in the animal ; in the same ma.nnor all expressive 
words,--5Uch o.s ' tree 1, etc. etc.- through repeated usage, co1ne ultimately 
to produce only an Intuition and they do not actually denote anything 
directly. Otherwise, how could there bo> mutu&Uy contredictory interpret&· 
t ions of Texts f How too could there be any irru>gil'lary stories and other 
compositions which spee.k of things created by the irru>gil'lation of the writer ! 
- (892) 

'The Author now proceeds to refute the vs.rious theories (regarding tho 
Import of Words, that. have been set forth in Teats 887-892) :-

TEXTS (893·894). 

JV/uzt is =p>·e&ed by the Verb ' to be ' IS SAID '.1'0 :81:1 DENOTED DY 

WODDS ;-IS IT MBA.."'T TO DB THB '8PBOD1IC WDIVIDUALJ'.l'Y ' 

OF TaiNGS 1 0& '.l'lllll ' UNIVERSAL ' 1 0& mE CoNTACT 1 
OR SO!IIETIIING ELSE WHICH REPLECTS THE CooNIT!ON 1 

-THR OBJECTIONS '.1'0 l:lVl:lRYONE OP TlllllSFJ 

AL'l'lil.R.."' ATI.VES RA Vl:l BEEN ALREADY SET FORTH 

A110VB. FoRTHER, AS FOR w/uzt is =pressed 
by the Verb ' to be ' , WHICH lUS BEEN 

HELD '.1'0 FOR~( '.l'lllll OOOR'I' OF 

WOBDS,-'I'HIIRE OAN DB NO 

DIVERSE USAGE BASE]) UPON 

THA'.l'.-(893-894) 

COMMENTARY. 

I f ' what is ""Pressed by the Verb 10 be ' is held to be of the nat.ure of 
what has been e><J?ounded before,- tben it is open to the ss.rne objections that 

f 
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have been previously seHorth.-Furtber, as no definite form can be conceived 

of in regwd ro 'what is expressed by tha verb 1<> bo ',-if that alone "·ere 

denoted by Words, there could be no such divorgent usage of words as 

' Cow ', go~ya ', 'Elophant ' and 10 forth; as theM animals would not be 

denoted by the words ot all.-(893·894) 

Tho following text anticipate& tho answer of tho other party-

TEXT (895). 

" IT (USA.Gll) WOULD DE DASED UPON THE MERE ' Being ' of things AS 

QO.ALIPIBD DY THB UNIVERSAL 'Cow' AND TWI WoRD ('Cow'); 

AND TBll OPINION THAT IUS BEEN HELD IS DOE TO TBll 

PAOT THAT TBEBll ARE S'OOB DlVEBSITIES 01' POBK AS THE 

PRESENCE 01' HORNS, THE PARTIOIJUll S.IIA.l'E, TBll 

PARTIOVLAR CoLOUR ' B LOE ' AND SO 

l'ORTJI."-(895) 

CO~"TARY. 

The following m&y be the answor of the other party:-" The diverse 

\laage would procood on the bosis of the cognition of the mero 'Being • of 

tJ"' Thing c:oncem«L (which is whM i8 expressed by the verb • to be'), ,._. 

quali6ed by the Univel"881 Cow and the word (' Oow '), b\lt devoid of such 

distinctions as boing of mriegal<IJ colour and so forth.-If thet is so, then 

why is the donot.,tion of the word said to consist in only <Mal ;. OZ'}7Te8«<l 

by the Verb • to be.' ,- \•hen such po.rticulars as the ~Cow ', etc. aro also said 

to be denoted t-Tho onawer ro this given by tho other pnrty i&-' The 

opin-ion, etc. etc..' ;-th.a.t is, as & matter of fac~. tho idea of tho Hom and 

other p&rticulars d088 not proceed from the word ; it is for this roaaon thet 

the opinion has been held thet 'what i8 denoted i.a what is eJ<prme~ by the 

verb 1<> bo,-<ldld not the Universal Oow, etc.' ; the renson for which opinion 

lies in the fact that. the q\lnlifying factors-the Universal Cow and the word 

(name) 'Cow ' -<U'& not cognised through the word.- Hence thoro ie no incon· 

grnity in our opinion."--(895) 

The above is re!ut&d in the following-

TEXT (896). 

b TRlS BE SO, 'ni:EN TBliBE SJIO'OLD BE DENOT .. TlON OF TRII TII:nro AS 

EQ'01l'PED W1'l'B %HOSE, AS ALSO OF TBll DJVXRSE PA.RTIOVUJIS. 

AND IN TRA T CASE, TRII S..Uilll OB.TEOTIONS WOULD BE 

A.Pl'LIOABLE. APART ll'ROl! Tlll:SE, 'riJERE IS l'O'OND 

NOTHING ' liXl'RESSED BY TRB VERB to be '.- (896) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the view is thet the objeot alone as qw.Ji&d by the Universal • Cow •, 

etc. ia denoted by the word,- then it. becomes Admitted that there ie denota· 
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tion of the object aa poe~~eoaing that 'Unive""'l '. In that case, as the 
• Universal • and nlao ita ' Inberonce • have been alr&ady rejeeted, there would 
be no poesibility of there being any object equipped with th- ; so tbet the 
881De objectiooo would be applicable. 

Further, as the objoct equipped by tMoe perticulan would be of the 
nature of the 'Speci6o Individut.lity ', there could be no Convention bearing 
upon it, a.nd there could be no"""'" ol word.o; the notions obtained too would 
be hazy,- alreed.y pointed out before. 

If it. be .aid !.bet What;, ap!'W«lbtltlluctb 't<>bc' iuometbingdilierent 
from ' Speci6c Individuality ' and other tbings,-t.hen the answer to thet is 
that, apon from tAuo, <4C.-i.&. apart from 'Spoci6o Individuality' and other 
things, there ia nothing ' e~ by the verb lo be ' which iA within the 
range of our oognition.-{8G6) 

The following ~et oota forth the objoction.s agllinst the theory of the 
'Aggregate • being denoted by Word.o (M expounded under T eo:C 888) :-

TEXT (897). 

UNDE.& TilE VIIIW n!AT WRAT IS DENOTED LS TR» 'AGGQGATE ', TIIERE IS 
CLEAR OONOEPTION Ol' ' UNIVERSALS ' AND ' p ARTIOUI.Al!S ', AS 

WHAT AliJj) DENOTED .ARE AUSTEJU1'Y, CAST:&, CoNDUCT 

AND TRll BEST OOLLJIOTIVELY.-(897) 

COMMENTAJW. 

Evon under the view that what ia denoted is the 'Aggregate.', 
a muoh cJonrer conception or • Un.ivorso.ls , and ' Particula!"8 l,-in the 
shepo of Austerity and the r<>st,-la admitted ; hence nll the objoctions tliet 
have been urged against the denotation of each ol theso singly, are aD 
applicable to tl>& view in quostion.-(807) 

Tho author next otatos the objections against the two vieW$ set forth 
(under Texts 888 and 880) regarding ' tl>o Unreal Contact, etc.' :-

TEXT (898). 

Alo"Y SOBT OY BELATION .u<Ol<O Sll'liST.oL1<0l!: Alo"D THE REST, WllOSB NATUltE 

IIAS BEBN DOLY ASOEIITAniJ!D, AS ALSO Alo"Y REAL ' UNIVEllSAL ', 
-IIAS BUN ALJUW)Y DISOARDBD.-(898) 

COMMENTARY. 

In coune of the exam.inati.on of the Six Categoriee, ~ 8\lcb relation as 
Conjunction t.nd lnhe.reoce bu been rejected ;---under the examination of 
t.l>b Siilkhya doctrinea, we have rejected the idea that the 'Univers&l' is real 
a.nd con.siate of the t.h:tee Attribu~, and ia not.diftorent (from t.l>b Particular 
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Productl) ;-and the 'Universal' 88 something different from the Partioul&.n~ 

has boon rejected in course of tho examination or the Six Categories;

ben.., the Import of \Vords canno~ consist either of 'the coojunotion of the 

Un.rel\1 ',or of' the &al Univer81\l with Un.t'OOI Adjuncts '.-(898) 

The following Te>:l points out objoctions again8t the view that what ia 

d.enotod is • Coalescence ' :-

TEXTS (899-901). 

!NASllll'Oil AS Tli:E OOORT OF WORDS OAl<'NOT CONSIST Oll' PARTIOtJLA.RS OR 

UNIVEBSALS, TH:!IIll CAN BB NO l'O&M OF THll WORD AS OOALESOED 

(IDENTil'IEI)) WlTB ITS DENOTATION. TmtN AGAIN, 'I'BlS 'OOALES· 

OENOE' ALSO WST RBSIDE IN TilE CoGNITION l'rSELF, INAS30JOR 

A.S IT IS DIFll'JIIIliNT FROM EXTliRN AL RELATIONSHIP. UNDER 

TilE OIROUMSTANOES, WIUT WOULD BE 'rHE DIPFERENOE 

BllT\VEEN THIS VIEW AND Tli:E VIIIW THAT Tli:E CoGNITION 

OR lt>EA. ITSBU' OONSTITUTES THE bs:PoRT OF WORt>S t-

As REGARDS TilE VIEWTRA.TTJIEFOIWOFTREWEA (OR 

CoGNITION) IS WHAT IS DENOTED BY WORDS, -THAT 

HAS BEIIN ALREADY IUI.TEOTED, ON TKB GROUND 

THAT IT WOULD BB NOTKING DIPIIIIRENT PROM 

THE lt>EA. AND AS SUOR OOULI> NOT 

BE PERVASIVE.-(800-901) 

COMMENTARY. 

If there were ouch a thing M the ' denotation ' of the word, than 

it might become ooaleaced with it ; but in so far M it has been proved that 

no • denotation' of the Word is poaaiblo, in the form of' Spooiflolnclividuality' 

and the rest,-how could there be any • coalescing ' with it f 

Thou again, the ee.id • Coalescence ' also m1>at reside in tho Cognition 

only. Becausa the external Word and the external Object (denoted) m!JBt 

be cliatinot by .......,., of their being peroeived by dif!erent SOMe-organs and 

so forth; hence any real coaleocon.., or identification of tbeee Cl8ollllot be 

righb. The • Coalescence', tharefore, that is proper is ooly or auoh Word 

10nd Object ae ro.•ido in the Cognition. So that whon the Word, h1>ving taken 

up the form of the denoted Object, has its verbal character ob$cured, and 

appean in the Cogniuon.- it introduces the objective element into ita 

subjective form ; and it is then thet it comes to be deecribed M • abhijalpo ', 

• Coflloooence '. This must be a form withixl the Cognition it8elf, and nothing 

exterior to it; beca>\Be what i.o e:<~erWI-must be of r.n entirely diatiJ!ot chara.etar. 

Under the eircull'\8tonoos, what would be the cliflerenoo betwoon this 

view and the other one by wbioh the Cogniuon or Idea iteelt is regarded 

as the Import of Words ?-None at e.U. In both""""" the denotation would 

be purely rubjeetivo; the only dif!erenoe being that the word and the 

denotation had coalesced and become ono. 
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Bot.b t.booe views would be open to tbb same objec~ion. Bow could 
tbb~ whicb iJJ non-different from Cognition be something differ<~nt I This is 

what iJJ abown in tbe wor<is-' A.t ~ U.. W.U.IN» IIIo form of U.. Ccgnili<m, 
tie. eiC. ·.~89!1-901) 

Th& Aut.hor pointa out the objeetio!lll agai!lllt ~he '"iew that it is • lntui· 
tion ' that ia brought about by words (set forth in Tez~ 892) :-

TEXTS (902-90~). 

As BEO.utDS ' INTUITION ', WHIOR HAS :BEEN REG.utDBD AS TllB ' hn>oRT 

011 WORDS ',-!11 IT Al'l'JIR'l'AINS TO THE EXTERNAL OBJEOT, Tl!EN, IN· 

#.Sloi11CB: AS TRll EX'I'RRN.U. OBJECT !US ONE PAEri011LAB CIIAlUOl'ER, 

BOW OOULD THKRE :BE VABIOlrS • L"T11IriONS' t-Z. rBI!: • INTm-
'riONS ' BE RBLD TO BE OB.JEOriJtSS, AliD BXIS'liSO ONLY IN TRJI 

fORM or FAOO"LTIES,-Tll:e!' BOW COULD TUU BB ErtBBB 

00.\IPBJ[II:E.lfSION OR ACJnn'Y REGARDING EXT%B.N.U. miNOS f 
-:£. rr BE X£LD TBA.T TBESJ! TWO (CooNrriON Ah'l> 

A<n:IVlT>.') ABAh'l>ON THE EXTERNAL l'O!Uf A."m RliST 

WITHIN TRBXSELVES,--'l'H!:N 'l'IUllM:PoBT O:r WOBJ>S 

BECO>t&S lrNREAL, P.U.SE-AS PROOEBDINO 

TBROUOB ILLUSION.-NOR OA.N lNT'O'lTION BE 

B'PJLD TO BE BASELESS; AS IN TIIA'I' CASE, 

IT SHOULD Al'l'EAR EVERYWBlllJII.-U Tllll 

llASIS Oll' IT :011 HELD TO CONSIST IN 

rilE 'MUTUAL IIXOLlrSION ' AMONG 

TliiNOS,-'l'BJIN THAT IS JIXAOTLY 

OlrR vmw.-(902-905) 

OO~"TARY. 

U 'lntuit.ion ' ia really be$ed upon tbe external object, tbbn it 06nnot be 
possible for varioualntuitions to ap~ in persona living at mutually inoom
peta'ble tim .. , "'lating to any single thing like Sound ; because what is one 
oannot have aevezal naliures. 

If lntuitioM are devoid of object&, then Activity and Comprehension 
in oonneotion with objecta should not bo poesible : ao the word would have 
no oonnootion with objecta. 

If it be held that-" the Comprehension and Activity come about under 
illuaion, tho objoot being imposed upon what is objootleoa ",-then tho Import 
of Words becomes illuaory, mistaken; and of this Il!U&ion, some OI\USO has 
to be found ; otho..,viae, if there were no 08U8e of the ntualon, it should 
appear everywhere and at aU timas.- Ir the mutual e:oclmi<m among things 
be held to be tho oauae of the illusion, then you support our own view, and 
aa INch your argument beoomos superlluous.-(902-905) 
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Tl>e following Toxt fl0!3 forth the objection thtlt applie• to t>ll the variou& 

th&ories on the subject:-

TEXT (906). 

AGAIN, IS .U.L THIS l\lOJI4JlNTARY OB NOT 1 b IT 18 MOMENTARY, TIIEN 

THERE OA.N BE NO OO·OBDINATION. !F OTHERWISE, THERE 

SHOULD BE NO SUOOESSIVE COGNITION .-{906) 

COMMENTARY . 

.AU tAl#-' Specific lndividlltility •, • Universal ' end so forth (which ha$ 

been held to be denored by words )-is it momentary or no~momentary f 

- In tho former ease, o.s there could be no co-ordination betweon what existed 

e.t t he time of the Convention e.nd what exillte o.t the time of Uaage,-no 

Convention could apply to the case at ali.- If, on the other hand, it be 

held that it is all noknom<nl<lry, then,-ina.smuc.h as what is ,...,....; •• 

cannot proceed from what is ~.,., there would bo no cognition 

relating to Words and their Import, -<IS such cognit ion can only bo ~·~-

' Olhtrwi4• '-i.e. i! it is nol-momenlaMJ.-{906) 

Other peoplo htlve as...,-ted "" follows:-" The Word bringa about tho 

I nference of the desire to speo.k (of a certain thing), as declared in tho state· 

ment that • There is no other means save the Word of inferring lho desire to 

speak '."-This is answered in tha following-

TEXT (907). 

THis SAME ABGlntENT SERVES TO SET ASIDE THll ' DESIRE TO SPEAK ' 

AS (HELD TO BE) COGNISED THROUGH WORDS. WREN, AS SHOWN 

4.BOVB, ~ CUN' BB ~'0 ' DDOT£7'10N OP WOB.DS ', 

• HOW CO OLD TBEIUJ BE ANY ' Dl'!SlliE TO SPEAK ' t 
OR EVliN THE WORD lTSELP f- (007) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the ' doeire to speak ' is ree.lly held to bo appurten&nt to the real 

• Import of \Vords • ,-then it ia • unproven' ; because there can be no 'Import 

of Words' in the shape of any such thing as 'Specific Individuality • and the 

rest. Henco there ean be no real 'desire to speak • of any object; "" there is 

nothing to which the word m~>y be related. 
Nor oan there be a word donotative of the object ; this U. whM is stated 

in the wor<IJ,-' or even IM word ilotJf •.-' Slarwi • stands for the Word. 

If the 'doeire to speak', ia what is expreoa<><l by the Word, than the Word 

cannot be appUed to any OJ<tarnal object; as it would not be expreosed, like 

any other thing.-(907) 

The idea may be that--" there is some sort of &i.mila.rity between what 

appears in the 'desire to speak ' and the external object,-nd on the basis 
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of this aimilarity, t.bo word may be appliod to tho external objeet, even 
though it may not be directly expressed ; "" happe111 in the caao of ~ins"~ 

Tlm is answtnd in the foUowing-

TEXT (908). 

How OAN THE WOIID BE APPLIED,-hiE!IIlLY THIIOUOR SIMlLAJUTY,-'rO 

WHAT 18 NOT EXPRESSED IIY IT 1 AND TJlB VUIW TIIAT IT IS 

Tm\OUGJI SI1>11LA1\ITY, AS IN TJlB CASE OF TU NAMES 

011 TWINS, lS ALSO DISOAl\DIID IIY TIDS SAME 

Al\GUMENT.-(908) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such being the case, the applica.tion of wordl to ext.oroal objeeta ca.n 
nevor be poMible; in fOAlt it might be pos.o;ible to apply the word to an object 
not flgwing in the ' desire to speak • at all ; aa in the caao or twina. 

Tbe VaiMdfi.ta pootnlata, as mark of the object eallod 'Name' end 
' BMio ', a diot.inct faculty.-This theory alao bocomAI8 dJecerdod by this 
06me argu>Mnt. Because if the said 'Name • is momentary, then there can 

be no CO·ordioation; if it is not-momentary, then there can bono~; 
and theN is the anomaly of the word being applied to an external object; 
and it could not always be on the basis or eimil&rity.-All thooe objeetions 
descend upon this theory in a body. 

p r the phraeo ' by thi• same argument • m.e.y be taken to refer to the 
objections urged ngainst 'Specific Individuality • and the rest. That is to 
say, in the prcsent connection also, it may be so.id that-' Tho nature of 
the Name, ete., which contains nothing else, is such that thnre ct\D be no 
Convention in .regard to them; similarly what does not exist eannot be 
denoted by wordl '.-(908) 

It bu been 088erted above by the Author that il wordl donoto thinj!O 

that tlguN in the 'de8ire to speak ', then they 081mot apply to external 

objocta. The following Teo:t anticipates the Opponent'• anawor to this :-

TEXT (909). 

"WHIN TWO PEESONS THINK 01' THE FORM PIOlllliNO lN TilE ' DESIRll 

TO SPEAK' AND lN TBE 'lNPEltBNOE 'AS SOllll:TmNG EXTERNAL, 

TllllN THE WORD BECOMES APPLliiD TO IT" ;-ll' THIS 

VIEW BE HELD, THEN TBAT AGAIN IS EXACTLY 

OUR OPINION .-(909) 

COMMENTARY. 

"The • Doaire to spook' is pre.'lellt in the' Chain' o! the Speoker, and the 
"lntel'elloe ' based upon that Desire is present in the ' chain ' or the Hearer; 

• 
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the form tbt\t ;, connected with theS$ two,- i.e. which 6gu.ro• in these ;

wben the two person.o-tho Speaker and the Hoarer-think·ol the object aa 

110 llguring,- tben the Word oom .. t<> be applind to that extern.U object. 

That is to ... y, though in reality what tbe speaker is cognisant of ia what is 

figuring in his own conscioumeos, yet he think& that he ia •peaking to tbe 

other man of nn external object ; and the Hearer also bao the impression 

that ' th.is mAn is speaking to me of an external object' ; hence, j\18t as two 

men suffering from defective vi~lon see t.wo moonJJ, so also is oll this use of 

words.'' 
If thio ia 1<>, then, you have fallen on our l!ido; nnd all ywr argumentation 

is futil6. . 

'Agai-n ',-i.e. once you had eorne to our aide when you poatulated the 

' Intuition • os the ' Import of words '. 
It i3 thus established that the Reason (put forward by tho Author)

' because no Convention can be made • ,-cannot be roga.rded NJ ' unproven •. 

The idea that it may be 'Inconclusive' or ' C<>ntradictory ' baa been already 

rejectnd before.-Fl'Om all thia it follows that all that is brought about by 

words is tbe 'Apoha ', 'Exelul!ion of othe"' '.-(909) 

On hearing the torm '.A.poh4 •, the other party, having his mind 

per turbed, and not knowing the eXMt nnturo of this .Apolla, proceeclR to 

urge against that doctrine the faet of its being contrary to experience:-

TEXTS (910-911). 

·"WHY JlO YOU SAY THAT TilE W ORD llRlNOS AllOUT THE ' EXCLUSION' 

0'11 Ol'lmRS ' 1 AS A MA'l'l'ER OF FAOT llll!lRE NEGATION IS NOT 

APPREHENDED IN Tllll mEA llROUORT ABOUT llY THE \VORt> ; 

ON THE C<ll>"TRABY, IN THE CASE OF ALL SUCK WOIUlS 

AS ' Cow ', ' Gat~aya •, ' ~,. •, ' TREE ' A.."lD 

SO '1/0RTR,-'l'HE VERllAL OOONITlON TRA.T 

RESULTS IS ALWAYS lN THE rOSITIVE 

J!ORM.u 

COMMENTARY. 

The pN'ticle ' ili ' ia to be taken aa undonrtood after ' anycl,o/14krt '. 

The meaning ~"Why do you say that what i• brought &bout by the word 

is the exc::lu-.fion of otht11'1 f " 

Why abould not this bo aosertnd ! 
11 Beee.uso1 GB a mouer of fact, mue flega.l.ion, etc. etc. ; that. is. ' the 

exclusion of other& ' i$ intended to be a mere negation; an.d m~re negation 

does not figure in Verbal <Josnltion; on the eontl'ary, Verbal C<>gnition is 

ah.,.ys found to apprehend the ~tive form of things ; and what does not 

6gure in Verb&! Cognition oo,nnot be rightly regarded as the 'import of 

words • ': o.s such an idea. would lead to absurdities. ThWJ the Proposition 

{of the .A.pohi.tl) is contrary to experienoo."-(910·911) 
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Tbe next three Ttm state the fact of tbe Buddhist'& Proposition being 
conV'azy to oxperieuee,-in accordance with tbo opinion of Bhllnt<Jlla .~ 

TEXT (912). 

" b TlfB WOOLS P'OllPOSE OP THE WORD ' Cow ' IS 8£1\VE'O BY TIIB 

'IIXOL'CTSION 011 O'l'.a::BBS ',-TimN, l'LEA.Sill FIND SOME OTJD!R 

WORl> WHICH BRINGS ABOUT TBII NOTION OF ' Cow' IN 
l!EGARD TO TBE Cow ITSELF."-(912) 

COMMENTARY. 

"It the word ' Cow ' only serves the purpoee of denoting the 'exclusiotl 
of others ', then,......., it would be taken up in tha~-tbat t.orm • Oow ' could 
not bring about tbe idee. of the ,.,,;mal toith tM. dowi<Jp ; hence it would be 
n-.y to ooek for somo other wnrd whioh could bring about tbe notion 
of • Cow • in ,..gard to the said animal wilh tM. <Uwlop."-(912) 

It rnigl>t be oaid (by the other party) that.-" one and the same word 
• Oow • would bring about both tha notiODB, and bonoe the 1600Dd word need 
not bo eougbt after "-To this, BhiimoluJ makeo the following reply :-

TEXT (913). 

"IN FA.OT, OOONITION IS TB.1I FE'CTIT OF WORl>S; AN» NO SINGLII WOR» 
OA.N HAVE TWO FRUITS. How TOO OO'CTLl> JlOTil Affirmation and 

Nt{fatlonl!£ TB.11 FR'CTIT OF A.NY ONII WOR» 1 "-(913) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Worda have for their fruit the cognition of affirmation and of 
negation.-' WMt then i-No single word can """' two fruiU; of eny one 
word,-be it af!lrmative or negative,-tbere connot be two fruits appearing 
at one &od the same time; that· is. no aueh ia ever found.-Nor again is 
it poooible for mutually contradictory cognitions of affirmation and negation 
to be the fruit of a oinglo word.''-{913) 

In the following TeA, BMma/14 pub! forn-ard hio comp~bensive argu
meot (against ~7'9hal :-

TEXT (914.). 

"WREN ONII DABS TR1I WORD 'Cow' UTTBRBD, 1111 SHOULD, FIRST OP 

ALL ILI.Vll T!lB Il>BA OP TBII n<>n-toW,-A.S TBII WOllD 'Cow' 
\VO'CTLl> RAVII BIIEN UTTERED FOR TnB PURFOSE OF 

NEGATIVING THE 'NON·OOW '."-(014) 

COMMENTARY. 

" If i~ is the ,.gotion of tM. """"""" that io mainly expreased by the 
word • Oow •, then, on bearing the word ' Oow ', the flnt idea in the mind of 

r 
I 
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the hMter would be thllt of the ' non-cow ' ; because that it hold to be the 

' import' of the wo<d the not.ion reganling which appears diroctly '"ut 
·immcd&mely after the word ; the notion of the • negE~otion or the nou-eow? 
do08 not appoa. direclly and imm«litzttly afte< the word ' Oow •.- Thus, on 
account of the incoogru.ity of thoro being no notion of tho Oow, and on 
account of the inco~>gruity of the first appearance of tho notion of the n<m· 

cow, '.A.poha' (Negation of othofll)) eannot form tho Import of \¥'ords.'' 
--(91() 

The Author next procoed.t to oet forth objectiotlll against Apo/1<>, from 
tho point of view of Kum4ril4 :-

TEXT (915). 

"THOSE WHO HAVE ADMITTED THE UNIVERSAL 'N:EOATION OF THE 

NON-COW' AS THE I)U'ORT Oll' THE WORl) RAVE, llY TB:& 

EXPRESSION, ADMITTED T1IB UNIVEB!l.U. ' Co\v' A.8 

AN RNnTY."-[Shlokavirtika.-.dpoha 1)-(915) 

OOIDIENTARY. 

Kum<irila has a.gued aa foUowa :-"When tho Univenal 'Negation of 
tho Oontrecy • is asserted to be the Import of wol'ds, it oould be either in 

tho form of ' Preclusion' or ' the negation of wh&t is Pf.*'ible ' ;-If it be 
the former, then the Propoeition is open to the chorge of boing ' futile ',
ino.smuob o.s we alao hold t.hat what i" denoted by the word ' Cow • is the 

Univtr~al named ' Cow ' ; and thiB is oxaetly whnt you l\lso as.sert in othel.' 
worda when you declero that 'what is denoted by the word Oow is the Uni
<>eroal in the &hope of tho mgation of 1114 non-cow • ; so that tho dispute is 

only in regard to tho name (of the Universal)."--(916) 

Quu1i<m :-How ill it the same thing asserted in different worda t 

A--

TEXT (916) . 

.. INASMUCH AS ALL • INEXlSTENOE • HAS BEE.~ miLl) TO BE 01! THE 

NATUl!J!) OF SOME OTlll!l& ' IIXISTEN'OB ',-PLBA.BE SAY WHAT 

THAT 'lNEXlSTENOB ' IS \vmOH IS OF THE NAT17RE OF 

THE 'NEGATION 011 T1IB HORSE (ANI> OTBIIR 

NON·OOWS)' l "-{Ibid. 2)-(916) 

OOMME..'iTARY. 

u Since all ' Inexiatencc •, in t.ho four forms of ' Previous Inexistence • 
and the rest, hos been found to be of the neture of .,;.,.,..,,. ' ;-as declared 

in the following word.o-' while the Curd is not present in the lllilk, it is called 
previous r ..... istenu ; when t.ho l\lilk is not present in the Ourd, it is called 
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lnezW...C. pet Destruction; the absonco of the Houao, et.o. in the Cow is 
called mulual 1~; when portions of the bead of the Rare aro flat 
and devoid of a hard protuberance, it is said to he ablolU4 1naiMmu, in 
the ohape of the llare'e Horn . . . Th- thus are no< so many kinds of 
non-entioy. Honce 1~ must he an entity' (Shlokot>6rtil:a: Abhci•-a, 
2-4 and 8).-What is _,m is that it is Milk it .. lf which, while not prest'nt 
in tho lorm of the Curd, comes to be k'1lown as the 'Previous Inexistence ' 
(of the Curd); ""d oimil&rly with other form!! of 1no:<fltonu.-Thua1nto:istonce 
being only e. form of ExiBknce, what is thAt IncxiAt&nco which is monnt by 
you to be the 'Nogotion of the Horse, etc. '; please toll \UJ this."-(9!6) 

The Bauddha might say-What is to be f!aid I What we mean is none 
other than the 'Speci6o Individuality ' of the Oow. 

u Tho a newer to this js as follo"-rs :-

TEXTS (917-918). 

"You DO NOT A..DliiT or ANY INDIVIDUALITY IN 'l'll1l !fAT11liB OF SOM:E

'I'IIlNO Un<Ommlm (tn.'IQIJE), BEOAtJSE IT IS D:BVOID OP CON· 

OBFTUAL OOl<T.B><T ; SO ALSO (YOU DO NOT .LDMIT) THE 

'VA.JU:EOATED ~' Allol) TJa: LIItE; AS IF TJUT 

CASJI Tllll OOOBT WOULD NOT BE lT!IIVJlRSAL 

(OOiiWON).-liENOE THE IDEA OF TI!J: 'Cow·' 
~It1ST BB BASED tJPON THAT FOR~! WHICH 

StJBSISTS IN COm.!ON' IN EVERY SIN'OLII 

INDIVIDUAL (Cow) ; (AND IN THIS 

THERE CAN BB NO DISPUTE 

llBT\VEliN 178] ."-f!bid. 
3 & 10]-(917-918) 

COMMENTARY. 

That which is the unique (uncommon) Individuality is not held by you 
to oonstitute the 'negation of Horse and other oon-oowo ' ;-why ~~ .... 
ilv doooid of ex>n<:ep~U4l<01!lml (or determination) ; that i&, all dotennin.ation 
000801 in it; it i& only the Oommo.. Univen;aJ that is held to form the object 
ol determination (conceptual thought); while tbat entity which i& 11noommon, 
unique is beyond ..U determination ; as declared in the following word&
' What is perceptible by the senses is the self-cognisable, inexplicable form •. 
The 81'0und for regarding anything aa an Individual conslets in its uncommon 
(uniq\le) chnrnetor; bOI\00 what is meant by the words or tbo Text is • that 
which io o.n Individuality by reason of its 11noommon character '. 

Hitherto the Text has made only a general 8tatemoM. It reassert& 
same thing in reference to" particular inste.nce-' So o!lo, u.. eu:.' :-that ia, 
just as you do not admit of the Import of the word 'Cow • to oonsi&t in any 
unique individual in the shape of the ' neg&tion of the Horae and other non· 
cowa', so also you do not admit, of any positive entity in the form of the 

I 
I 

I 
I 
l 
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' negation of the Horae, etc.' as forming the Import of such words e& the 
• variegated cOw' a.nd the like.-\Vhy not ?-Becatue in that caBe t.M Import 
would not be universal ;-that is, if it were so admitted, then, the Universal 
could never form the Import of the word ; as it would have no connection 
with the word.. Becaus.& it is ao, therefore there can be no common ent-ity 
in tbe sl:tape of the 'negation of the Horse, etc.' ; consequently the con
clusion must be that the idea of • Cow ' is based upon that cha.ra.c-tcr which 
reside• completely in each one of the members of the sa.me class-the 
vari<gated and other cows ; and this cnn be only the Universal ' Oow '.-If 
you speak of this sa.m& as the ' negntion of the non-cow ', then the difference 
is only in name and your proposition thus is open to the cherge of being 
'superfluous • .-(917·918) 

The following Te:>:t takes up the second t>lternati ve (mentioned under 
Text 915)-tht\t the • Apoha • is of the nature of the 'negation of wht\t is 
possible , :-

TEXT (919). 

"IF THE IMPORT OF WORDS llE ASSUMED TO BE OF THE NATURE OF MERE 

NEGAT~ON, THEN IT WOULD ONLY BE ANOTHER KIND OF 'VOID ' 

SPOKEN OF BY MEANS OF THE NEGATIVE WORD." 

-(919) 

COlllMENTARY. 

• Spokm of by mea>l8 of t.ht negativt word • ;-the • Negative Word' i• 
the word expressive of the negation in the form o£ the 'negation of the non
cow ' ; a.nd wha.t would be denoted by tills word would only be tho • Void.', 
the ~enu of the e.-.t.eNU~! u;or!d ; since the form of the ' entity • would be 
denied. 

• .tl.nolher ~:ind •; Uti.• • Void' you (Buddhist) had postulated, and we ht\d 
rejected under the cht\pter on Idealism (ViJ'Mruwiida of the Shlokavartika); 
and on the present occasion of examining the nature of the Import of Words, 
the same • Void • is again put forward under the garb of '.tl.poha • ; which 
denies the object whose existence is vouched for by experience.- (919) 

" Where is the harm if that is so ? " 
.t~,,..,..,. ,_ 

TEXT (920). 

u IN THAT' Vom 'THERE woULD BE AN APPREHENSioN oF THE OliA..R.AOTE&. 

OF THE oognitiona THEMSELVES OF THR HoRSE AND OTHER 

THINGS ; AND IN THAT CASE IT WOULD BE USELESS TO 

POSIT THE 'Apoli{I. (NEGATION) OF OTHERS ' AS THE 

IMPORT OF WORDS."-(lbid. 37)- (920) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the • Void • is what is denoted, then it comes to this tht\t in all Verbal 
Cognitions wha.t is comprehended is only the factor of ' Cognition ' itself ; 



>!96 TA.TTVAS.t.iWRAJIA: OHA.l'TBR XVJ, 

1\o.., hl/P(II}Iui, tJ>e<oe can be no opprehonsion of the form of any thing external. 

-" Ewn so, what is the harm t "-In that.....,, it would be futile to o.ssert 

that tho Apolia io denoted by words ; M what would beeomo the Import of 

Worda would bo the form of the Oognitio>l 'vhioh would bo a po•itioo e>1tity 

independent or •U tinge ol enything external. Wbot is m"""'t i.o that in 

tJu. way there would be " oonlnldiction ol your own doctrin~y Uris 

Propooition of youro.-{920) 

The same ido• ia further oxpl..med :-

TEXT (921). 

" lN TKAT OAS1l1 THE ' FORM OF TBB CoONlTION 
1

, WIDO!l XS POSlTBl> AS 

THB 'haoar OF WoRI>s •, woULD BB THB UnivtTsal. "-
[Ibid. 38}-(921) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to •y, the 'form of the Oognjtion' itself, in the form of the 

poeitive entity, 'Universal' ,- would be tbe Import of Words.-{921) 

Tho following might be urged-' Evon without a substratum (in the 

external wo:ld), the cognition in question would appear in the form of the 

'excl®on oi the heterogeneoua Cow, oto.'; hence the poetulation of the 

• A;po/14 • is quite risht. • 
This is lln8Wered in the following-

TEXT (922). 

·"AS A. MATTER 011 FAOT, WUBNEVER TRJI SAID COGNITION A.Pl'liA.RS IN 

OONNEOTION WITH THE D.O.'ORT 011 WORDS, IT l8 A.L WAYS IN 

THB 110R31: 011 A. l'OsrrtVll lll-"TlTY ; HENOll IN S170H OASES, 

THB IMPoll'l' COOL!> BE ASSUKIID TO OONSI8T 011 

TUB POSITIVll ENTITY ONLY,-A. OOGNI-

TION not 011 THE NATURE OF 

'..tpolla '."-{Ibid. S9H922) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Vcuturiip4 • ;-in the form or a. positive ontity. 

2'114 said cognition' ,-i.e. the cosrution the Horae, without a real 

·sub&trt.tum in the utemal world. 

'In ccmnution wiPo tM I mport of Wordl',-as relat.i~ to the Horao and 

other things eoncei vod of. 

' 'l'o eonsi8t of " pooitive entity ';-in the ahepe of the Idea emb....aing 

the notion of the Horu .,114 o~Mr ncm-<:otDt. 

r 
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The effect of t.he emphasia is explained-<> cognit~" not of the n<Uure of 
Apoha ; i.e. that Import of Words, in the shape oi Idea., wherein the Apoha 
does not enter at oJl ; the compound ' buddhyanapoha/cam ' being expounded 
as 'the non-exclllsion of the .Jdea. •,-i.o. without any e:.xclUBion Of other 
1dea8.-0r the compo\lnd ' buddhyaM1)0hakam' mo.y be explained a.< follo,•s
' apoltaka' is that which euludu,- ' anapoltaka • is that which diMs not e:cclude; 
-the compound thus standing for ' that which does not exclude the Idea'. 
-What is meant is as follows :-Though one Cognition is alw,.ys difierent 
from another Cognition, yet when it appears, it. door; not tend to tho exclusion 
of the other cognition ; it always tends to the positive cognition of S\loh 
entities as the Horse and the like. Consequently the most rosaonable thing 
is to accept the view thet what is denoted is a positive entity, not Apoha; 
because one Cognition cannot exclude (be of the nO.ture of the Apoha, negation, 
of) another.-{922) 

'£hen again, this Apolus that you have postulated as the Import of 
Words,-ho.s been held to be denoted by the word o.s toJten out of a Sentence; 
but what is expressed by the Sentence must be of the nature of Imuiti<m ; 
as has been declared in the following-" Hitherto has been discussed the 
denotation of the Word M taken out of a Sentence ; but what is brought 
about first of all is what is expressed by tbe Sentence, which has been c.>Jled 
Intuition ''.-In this connection wo have the following Text:-

TEXT (923). 

"EVEN !N THE AllSENCJI OF TilE CORRESPONDING EXTERNAL OllJl:C'r 

TRliRE IS Intuition EXPRESSED llY THE SllNTENOE ; StMILAR MAY 

BE THE CASE WITH WHAT IS EXPRESSED llY TRE WORD 

ALSO; WRY SHOULD THE Ll.poha BE l'OSTliLATED 

AT JJ;L! "-[Ibid. 43)- (923) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as, even in the absence of an external object denoted by the Word,
you describe the meaning of the Sentence to be of the nature of I muition, 
not of the nature of ' Apoha , .~ven so, the meaning of the' wOrd,-like 
the meaning of the Sentence,-also may be of the nature of Intuition. 
Under the circumstances, why is any such thing as ' Apoha • postulated 
at all! That is to so.y, the Import of both Sentence and Word may be of 
the positive oharacter.-{923) 

The following might be urged :-In the c.>se of Intuitions also, there is 
always exclusion of one Intuition by another ; hence Apol.a is postulated. 

The answer to this is as follows :-
32 



498 TATTVASA..>'<ORA.HA: OILU'T.&R XVI. 

TEXT {924). 

"IN 'l'KE OASII 01' A Coo:mnOJS, NO ':&XOL11SION 01' Al!O'CI.ER CooN1'1'ION' 

Ill 4l'l'UHENDED; IN FA<:r, A.PA..RT lr.&OX Tltll OOXINO ABOUT 

01' 1'18 OWN I'OBX, TilE CooNrl'ION OARRI.&S WlTR IT 

NO 0Tm:11 FA<:rOR."-(Jbid. 41]-(924) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be anid tlw.t-" even though it is not apprehended, it may 
be tJ1oro all the aazne" ; hence it is added- ' It> fact, uc. etc.' ;-oven t hough 
thoro rooy bo oxoluaion of one Cognition from another, yet tbo Word hos got 
nothing to do with it. Booouso as a matter of faot, when the Cognition is 
broug)lt about by tho Word, it does not bea.r within it.solf any faotor expressed 
by tho word, apart from its own appoaranoe, in tho ahopo of tho exclusion 
of other Oognitiona; on the contrary, it ia o.lwaya found to appear in the 
pceiUve fonn. And the fnotor of an entity which ia not oxprosaed by the 
word ewmot form the Import of that word ; otharwile we would be landed 
in an abourdity. 

The oonae of all this is tlw.t the Propoaition (of the Buddhist regarding 
Apollo) ia annulled by aetu&l e.'-perionoe.-(924) 

K1ml4ril4 again shows, by means of an Incongnlity, that the doctrine 
of Apollo ia contrary to experience :-

TEXT {925). 

" Ill' .IJ.poll!l JORMED T.IIE IMPoRT OB WORDS, TH.IllN ALL WORDS WOULD 

BB SYN'ONYM:OUS,-'l'KOSE TJIAT DliNOTl!J DIVEltSII UNIVERSALS, A.S 

\V:&LL AS TU:OSE TIU.T DENOTE PA.RTIOULARS."-(Jbid. 42)-(925) 

COlllMENTARY. 

The words denotative of diverse Universa!s,-like 'Cow', • Horae', etc.
u woll &a thoae denotative of Particulars, -the ' Vuiegotod Cow •, etc.
would all become synonymous for you ; u thoro would be no diften>nce in 

their mMnin&t,-juat like the words '"!'lfc>' and 'p4Mpa • (both of which 
denote tho lru and are banco synonyma).-(925) 

Quuti<m .~Why ia there no difterenoe in the zneoning 1 
.t.lfU'U'tr :-

TEXT {926) 

"TBlllUI CAN Bll NO Dll1Jil'lltllNOl'l AMONG Apoh<U, BECAUSE T.IIE¥ AEE 

NON·JINTITIBS, AND DllVOID OB ALL SUCH CONOEl'TIONS AS 

'llllLATIID ', ' ONE ' AND 'MAliT '.-(Jbid. 46}-{926) 

COMMENTARY. 

Suob oono&ptions a.a • related •, • on a 1 Md • many' are possible only 
in regard l.o an entity, not to a nono(llltity; 1\lld u Apolw are ""'..enliliu, 
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there ca.n be no such conceptions in regard to thern as being ' mutually related ' 
and so forth; how then can there be ...;y difference among them ?-(926) 

"If difference is admitted among Apol~as, then suxely they become 
entities ".- This is shown in the following :-

TEXT (927). 

"IF THl! Apokas Al!J'l Dillll'ERBNT, THEN THEY ~rusT BE ENTITIES, BECAUSE 

OF THAT DIFFIIRENOE,-JUST LIKE THE SPEOI11IO INDIVIDUALITY 

OF T.HINGS. IF THEY AB.E NON-ENTITIES, THEN 'HCEY 

O.U."NOT BE MANY, AND RENOE THEY O.U."NOT l!SOAPE 

FROM BEXNG SYNONYMOUS."- [lbid. 46)-(927) 

COlllMEl\"'T AR Y. 

' Vastu '----.e:tates the Probandum. 
The argument may be formulated as follows :-Those that differ among 

themselves must be entities,-l.ike the Specific Individualities ;-iJ.poha8 
differ among themselves ;-hence this is a natuxal Reason (for rego.rd1ng 
them as entitiu); a.nd if they are entities, then it becomas est4l.blished that the 
Import of Words is positive. 

This means that the Proposition of the ApoMt is annulled by Inferential 
Reasoning. 

On the other hand, if Apoh.a8 be held to be non-entities, then, there 
can be no plurality among them ; and undet' the circumstances, it is cer-tain 
that they are synonymous.-{927) 

The following text l'nticipates the Ba«ddlw.' s answer to the above :~ 

TEXT (928). 

THERlil WOULD CERTAINLY BE DIFll'lill<ENOE AMONG Apokas, BASED Ul'ON 

THE DIPPEI<ENOE AMONG THE HORSE Al!D OTIIEll. 

THINOS.-[Jbid. 47)- (928) 

CO.W!El\"'TARY. 

This argument has been thus st&ted :-'They are diverse, through the 
di..;ersity of the things excluded ; but they are absolutely inert in the rnetter 
of difference among themselves ? • So that, even though there is no difference 
among the Apoha8 themselves, yet, as there is difference 1n the Horse and 
other things excluded (by the iJ.poha denoted by the word 'Cow '),- there 
would be difference among the iJ.poha8 also, which o.re of the fonn of the 
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WIUiort of"""""""" (and """""""" !'le many and divene); thua !.My could 
n~ all bo tynonymOUB.-{928) 

This answer is rejected in tho following-

TEXT (928). 

" llf PAOT, THERE CAN liE NO :OISTINOTION AMONO Apohiu--ElTHl!R 
BY m:&l!SELVllS, OR TBROUOll OTHERS."- [Ibid. 47H928) 

CO~Il!ENTARY. 

There can bono divorsity or plurality in the .Apolu. i!A!olf,-bocame it is 
of the _, .. of mere negation. U it were diverse through others,-tben 
this could be only imaginary, not r-MI. Because it ia not rigM tl~at a. nnture 
thM doos not belong to o. thing by it.lelf should come ~it through others. 
-(028) 

Why should not this bo right I 
AMt«r:-

TEXT (929). 

"WHEl'l' 1IVEiN THB SUliS'DU."U ro wmca '.l'llEY Ali.B B.l!I.ATBD :oo NOT 
MAK11 A.liTDillliERBNOE IN niB I'ORM Oil" TBll.dpoii<Jf,--TIUTTHJIY 

WOULD BE DI!Il'BRIINTIA'rl!lD BY TBll eo:cludtd lhing1, 
wmca .Al!.E EXTERIOR TO TllliM, WOULD Bll AN 

ASSUM"PTION TIIAT IS TOO FAR-PETOB:BD."-

(Jbid. 62]-{929) 

COMMENTARY. 

That ia to say, when t.be things to which they aze related, the variogattd 
•nd other Co~,.bieb are th"ir 110botra~ter into their very oonstitu· 
tion,-e.re unable to produce any difference in the ......., ... of the ApohGI, 
-inMmuch as even among thO a..veral com. variepted and the l'<$1., 
the Apoha, in the shope of the • Exclusion of tb8 non-cow ', is hold to oo one 
only,-then how could tl>il ApoiUJ be rendered dive® by the objects excludod 
-such ne the Horse, etc.-which ore exterior to it I A thing that cannot be 
diversified by that Wb.iob entors into its very constitution eo.nnot certainly 
bo diversified by what is exterior to it; as in that ...., tbo lnttor ~·ould ceaae 
to be exterior. 

For this ....,..n, what has boon auggosted is too much of an assumpt.ion.
This has been said in a joking spUit.-(929) 

n might be argued tbat.-in.that caoe the inner corrolatoo in the ohapo 
of the oubotrata the"""'lvea may be taken aa serving the purposes of the 
differentiation. 

The answer to this is provided in the followi~~g-
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TEXTS (930-931). 

" IN TllE S.ut:E MA-NNER, ITS DIVERSITY CANNOT liE DUE TO TilE DIVERSITll" 

OF ITS SUBSTRATUM ;-DxvERSITll" IN THE RELATIVE OF A THING 

DOES NOt' JTJSTfPY TilE ASSUMI'TION OF DIVERSI"l'Y IN THE 

TlllNO ALSO. How MUOR LESS :rHERE IS EXCLUSION 

POSSIBLE FOR TllATWBIORIS A NON·ENTITll", UN· 

RliLATElD, UNDIFFERElNTIA.TElD, UNSPECIFIED, 

VAGUE AND UNDETERMm'ED f "-
(I bid. 48-49]--(930-931) 

COMME!fl'ARY. 
'11.8 '-of ApoiUJ. 
Why is it not possible ! 
AnB"We1'-' Di11-errity in th6 f'6la4ive, etc. etc. ' ;- the idea that the non· 

entity ea.nnot be diversified ~y th& diversity of its rela.tive-beet\u.s<>. it lta.a 
no character at aJl,-ma.y rest for a. while ; as regards tntitiu also, no 
diversity is ever found to be due to the diversity in relatives ; for instance, 
when Devadatta~ who is a. single entity, occupies, either simultaneously or 
successively, different seats, lte continues to be p<>rceived a.a the oarne without 
having becom& diverse. How much more so is this then in the case of the 
• oxclllSion of others', which is o. pure 1t0n.-entity t Because it is a. 1Um· 

entity, therefore it is 'unrelated •-not connected with anything,-' undif
jeremiated '-noe disti~ished from anything heterol!"n&ous,-<limply beca\lSe 
it is a. non-entity ; for the same reason, it is also c '«~{ttd. , ;-how can $uch 
a. non-entity acquire diversity merely through diversity in its relatives ?
(930-931) 

"Further, it may be granted that diversity is due to diversity in relatives; 
even so, M you do not admit of the 'Universal' as an entity, it is not possible 
for your Apoha to have the relative, in the shape oi ita substratum; the 
diversity of which could account for the diversity in the Apoha 11 .-This is 
what is shown in the following-

TEXT (932). 

"AS A MATTER OF FACT, NO ONE CA-N CONCEIVE OF TilE COW AND 

OTIIER TlliNGS-ANY. SIMILARITY OF FOB.lll AMONG \VllOlll 

IS NOT ADMITTED,-TO BE THE SUBSTRATUM 

OF Apoha. "-(932) 

COMMENTARY. 

If a. real ·similarity among Cow were admiteod, t hen they could be 
ac"'!pted as the substratum of the Apoha, of Horse and other t lungs, on the 
basis · of thAt eonu:non similarity ;-not otherwise ; hence one who desirea 
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to have ~h69e Cows as ~o substratum of 4pch4, must admit of th .. imilarity; 
and in that case, that •imilarity u the • Uni~..,..al ' would fonn the Import 
of tha Word, and tllcre would be no uae for ~o aasuming of Apoha. 

Tbo term • Vifoyo • in thia Toxt, oiAU:Ids for rub&traltlln or reoeplade ; just 
aa in I!Uoh expreaionaM 'Jalavif<>y4 maky6(1'.-{932) 

For th011e peoplo allo who IIIIUJDe the diversity of .Apch4 to be based 
upon """";, ~ (by it),_...., that diversity is not possible without an 
entity in tbe shape of tbe 'Univer.l •.-This is shown in the following-

TEXT (933). 

" L>< 'IIIE A..BSE.'<CB Olr A COlQ(ON PROPERTY, IT lB NOT l'OSSIBLE TO 

DETD!oii!fZ 'I'HE TJI.INGS BXCL11DBD (BY .Apolla). FoR TBJS RXASON 

ALSO THERI! CAN Bl! NO Apoha."-[lbid. 72H933) 

COMMENTARY. 

I! ~ere were some property common to the Borso and o.Jl othor non
CO'W8, then they could ruJ be ' excluded ' by the word • Oow • ; not otherwise ; 
a.s no o~er ground for cliltinot.ioo ia perceptible. I! such a common pro· 
perty is admitted, then th6 postulating of tho Apoha becomes useless. Thus, 
for this reason, thoro cnn bo no Apoha.-(933) 

"Further, it is hold by you ~t\t the .ilpoha is indica.tod by the Word 
and by the Inferential Indicative; now both these, Word and lndiee.t.ive, can
not bo operative in tho 1\beonco of o. positive 'UnivOl'sal ' ; hence (for you) 
how is the .Apo/14 indiooted t " 

This argument is sot forth in tbo following-

TEXT (034). 

"OF TliE WORD Al<D TBlllNDIOATIVll, NO OPERATION lB l'OSSDlLll WITH· 

OUT OONOO)QTJ.NCB ;-AND WITHOUT TilES:£ (W ORD AND 1'Hli1 

INDICATIVE), TIIZRE CAN llll NO Apoha ;-AND T1mRE OAN 

BE NO OONCOMITANOB J'OR \VHA..T IS ' VNOOIOlON ' 

{UNIQUE, Sl'BOtPIO)."-(Jbid. 73]-(934.) 

COMMENTARY. 

'.4twQyat1inirmu.kl4 •-to. without eo-ordination. 
'Tllu4 '-i.o. tbe Word and tbe lndical.ivo.-Without these, the JJ.pch4 

' ""'""' be appr<Mnd.t4 '.-~ hu te be t6keo aa understood. 
lt mig)lt be said that--" tho Wotd and the Indicative ma.y operate 

on tbe besis of concomitance with tbo Speeifio Individuality". 
The answer to ~is it that 'IMn ,,,, "'· '"' '"' '. That is, the spe.,mc 

Individuality is tomething .,........,.,., oot partaking of anything else ; how 

., 

I 
I 
I 
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can tllere be any concomitanco with it !- Thus Word and Indicative can 

b6ve no bearing on the _,ption of • A.poha '.-(931) 

"Even if there be opert\tion of Word and Indicativo,-the authority or 

vo.lidity attached to thoso (by tho Apohist) bocomes oho.ken." 
This is what is shown in tho following-

TEXT (935). 

"WBILJ: 'l'liE A.poha ITSBI3 HAS NOT BEOOMll A000)(l>LJ8JUD,- wmml! 

OOliLD TilE OONOOlotlTAJ<CB BB ASSERTED (WEICB JS NEOESSABY 

!lOB THE PROPER 1'11NOTIOND<O 01' ALL lNDICATIVZS) 1 AND 
IP THE CONCOMlTA.."iOE IS NOT PEROE.IVED,--TBERE 

WOULD BE NO VALIDITY IN THESE (WORD 

AND INDIOATtvll)."-(Ibid. 74)-(9315) 

COMMENTARY. 

At a matter of fact, Word and Indicative can be valid only wben there is 

no aboenee of concomitance of what is to be affirmed :-in the oaee in question, 

A.poha is what is meant to be affirmed :- now, as it it of the form of mere 

Negation, and henoe devoid of 1>ny (positive) character, it cannot be an aooom· 
pHabed entity; unde.r the eircumstances, wherein could tb6 • concomitance'. 
or • 1>bscnee of non-concomitance' of the Word and Indicative be I\SS6rted ! 

What would be the uso of l\IJIIOrting the concomitance ! 
An.tWer :-If tile concomitance ts not peTceiwd, eto. tU. 

'In thue '-in Word o.nd Indicative. Because vnJidity consists in 
abs.- of non-coneomitana.- (935) 

It might bo argued tl>a~ven without their ocnoomitanee being 

apprebended, the Word and the Indicative would indicata their object 
merely through the • non-perception of the heterogeneoua •. 

The answer to this io as folio"'" :-

TEXT (936). 

" THEY COULD NOT STONII'Y ANYTl!INO llY MBM non-perception ; 

llEOAtJSE NON-l'EBOIIl'TlON llEINO COMMON IN ALL OASES, TllllM 

COULD BE NO DISTINOTION.-(lbid. 715)-(986) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Mere ' ;-this servoe to exclude t.be perception of conoomite.oee. 
Quuti<m :- Why could not they oignify it ! 
A.~ :-' Becou.t.e non.,eroeplion, etc. Ut;.'-' In all auu '- i.e. in 

regard to heterogeneous things, to homogeneous things, and also to the 

p<>rticulnr thing eoncernecl.- Honcc there could be no such distinctive cogni· 



tiona aa-' t.hia is the thing itself •, and ' that is eomc.UUng olse • ; in fact.., 
the wotd could not indicate iu own objective; aa lbo concomitanoo would 
be not-apprehended there also, just aa in any other thing. 

In aol06 p._ the reading is ',.a.yllyyo' (in placo of 'pralfloy<> ') : in 

which caao the meening is that there could be no distinction in tbo thing 
indicated : -i.e. it could not differ. 

In tha way, tbore being a possibility of thelooa of validity of tho operation 
of Words and Indicntivos, it cannot be right to regard the Apoha as the 
Iroport of Worda.-(936) 

It has been argued (under 932, above) thnt-" no one ann conceive of 
nny almilarity of Cow, otc. etc. ".-The following Tezt anticipate• the 
Buddhl4t'a &Mwer to tbot a.rgnment :-

TEXT (937). 

" IT )(IOHT BB AJIGlllll> THAT-EVEN IN 'l'UJI ABSIINOII Olr SDilLABJTY OF' 

.all.!<, THEIIJI OOliLl> BB ASStiMl"l'JON Olr Apoha ;-'I'Hl:N WHY 

IS '1'lfJ! Apoha of flu '1J01l.COID ' NOT ASSUKBD IN THE CASE 

or 1'HB Cow and flu Horu? "-[lbiil. 7GH937) 

COMMENTARY. 

If, oven in the absence of similarity, the apoha of tllf non-Cow be aSSt1med 
in the caoe of the Variegated and other Cowo,-thon why can it not be 
W!Bumed in the oaoe of the Cow and tht H ors• a loo f Tho al>s•nct of simiW.rit!{ 
would bo common to both cases. 

The Author ho.s usod the form ' gatlllshvayo(• ', evidently forgetting t he 
rule ombodioo in the Stura ' Gava•hvaprobhrlini cha 10n;ttay6m '.-(987) 

The aaid preeence of common conditions in the two C880I is further 
explained :-

TEXT (938). 

" Difftrt~~Ce from IM. 8potWl C(lll) IS THE SAlCE IN THll B/4cl; C010 .U.'l> 

IN 'J'RB Horu. So 'IRA.T Il' NO OTJIJ:ll 'OOMMOl<AL'IY ' lS AD· 

MlTTEl>, \VJiliRI!TO WOULD TKE ApoM of IM --COin 
APPLY 1 "-{Jhid. 77]-(938) 

COMMENTARY. 

' WMreto, etc. etc. •-Just os the 'Apoha of the non-Cow' is not applied 
to the Hor~o, on the basis of its difference from the SpOII•d. Oow,-oo, infU<· 
muoh as tho B/4ok Oow also is different from the SpOil~ Cow, tho said • Apoh<> 
of the non-Cow ' should not apply to tho BW.Ck Cow nloo. So aloo to tho 
1poU«l and other Cows; ' di1Jel"6nee , being equally present jn a.U eases. 
[And tho Buddhist doea not accept any such commoo>ally M that Bllbeisting 
among aU Cow., but not in any other animal. H988) 

, 

' 



•• 

I 

EXAMINATION 011 THE IMPORT OP WORDS. 50S 

"Further, just ao it is not right to regard the Specific Individuality and 

other thinga os denot.ed by worcla,-on tho ground of the absence of 

Convention,......,.o also it cannot be t•.ight in the case of Apoha aliO ".-This 

is ahown in the followina-

TEXT (939). 

"As A AU.TTER 011 JIAOT, TRE A.po/14 of IM ,.,._cow HAS nVEJI BEEN 

PREVI0t7SLY PEROli'[Vl;lD BY THE Sl!lNSB·OROANS ;- AND THE 

OPERATION OP WORDS DORS NOT LIE .U.'YWlDIRE ELSE. 

ON mE PU.OE:PriON 011 WRA.T THBN W011LD THE 

W ORD BE USED t "-[Ibid. 78H939) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Convention-maker seta up the Convention on the bosill of hill firm 

conviction regarding the denotation of tho word ;-the Apoha ho"·ever ia 

never pereoi"ed by the Sense-organs;-' pf'eviotUJly '-i.e. prior to the using 

of the word, at the time of fixing up the relation between tbe "'""" and the 

nomod.- n cannot be pcrecived, beceuse it is a non-entity, and Seoae-organs 

operate only upon entiti08. 
It might be argued that the Word could be used on the apprehension of 

tbo Specific Individuality a.s differentiated from other things. 

The anawer to thAt. iA that 'the operation of1DOI'd•, tle. etc. • ;-• any· 

where eZ.e ',-i.e. in nnytbing other than ' lho Apolla of other• ' ,-in the shape 

of the Speoltlo lndividu~lity.-(930) 

I t might be argued that-" the Apolla may not be apprehended by the 

SeMe·organo ; it could be apprehended J>y means of Inference " .- This iB 

onawered in the following-

TEXT (940). 

" BY WHAT JUS oon DDOBII, TJmRE OAN BE No INrliRENo:m lltTKER, m 

TWS o.4S% j U""'D J'OB TU UllO Bll&.SO!\~ THERE OAN BB NO OON

OEPTlON 011 ANY OONNEOTION 011 TIUS."-{Jbid. 79}-{94()) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Wh<B ila8 g<>M bef"'• ',-under Tm 934, above. 

'Phere can be no, tlo. etc. ' ;~ntction of lhi.t-i.e. with the Word. 

The particle 'api' is meant to imply that the said absence of diversity 

iB not the only reason. 
' Ttna •-for the aame reason. 
Thus it has been abown that the Rea.son adduced by tb& Bawldha (e.ga.iru<t 

tb6 denotation of Worcb)-' beceuao no Convention can bo made '-ill' incon· 
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ciW!ive' ; ina&mnch "" the application of word.!! t.o the Apoha is admitted, 
-even though no Convention ean be ml\do in regard t.o it.-(940} 

The foJJo,ving textt>gein pr~ t.oJihow tl>t\ttberecan be no Convention 
in regord t.o the .d.po/14 :-

TEXT (941). 

" How COULD O~'ll APPR£Blllfl) mB FACfr 01' SOliB'I'IIING NOT BEING 

DBNOTitD BY mB WORD ' Cow ' f-' JT COULD BE LUI'tNT l'ROM 

THE l'ACfr 'l'IU.T mB WORD Cow WAS NOT POUND 'r<l BB 

APPLieD TO IT AT TU KOlllll>"T 01' TlDl ~SION OF 

Tllll OOlf!l1:ortON 01' t:JUT WOllD ', (Tms IS WllAT 

Tllll BAO'DDlU. XAY SA.Y.) "-[ibid. 81)-{941) 

CO:u:MENTARY. 

It behoves you t.o oxpl•in tltia :- Bow do you know that the Horse 
and oiMr non· Cow• aro denoted by the word 'non·Oow ' -i.e. they are nol 
denoua by the word • Cow ' ! 

The Bauddha o.nswent-• It could be Uarnl, etc. etc. '-'at the mcwnent, 
elc. elc. ' ,- i.e. at the time of the comprobeneion of the Oonvention.-(941} 

The Oppon<>nt (J{unUirila} roject.s tbie oxplano.tion (provided by the 
Bll14ddl.a} :-

TEXT (942). 

"IN THAT OASB, Ax.L TJIIl!OS, WITJI THll SOLE BXOBPTION 011 TilE SINGLE 

IND!VIDl;JAL OOW, WOULD BEOOMll EXCL1;JDED BY THE Apoha; 
AND IN TIIAT OASB IT WOULD NOT BB PROVED THAT 

Al<Y CQmmoMlty CONSTITDTIIS THll IMPORT 

OF WoRDS."-[ibi<l. 82}-(942) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it is your opinjon that tha word 'Cow ' ca.nnot apply t.o anything 
exoept the one that wae perceived at the time of the apprehension of the 
C<m......,iDn,-tben, with tho oxoeption of the one Spollt4 Cot/) which h&s 
been the obje® of the Con~..,ntio11, every tbi.ng el~,-<>ven the BltJc.l: and 
other Cowe,--would have t.o bo oxcludod by tho word ' Cow ' ; and in that 
--. it could not be eetabU.bod that any Comm<>Mlly ia denoted by the 
Word.-(9i2} 

The foUowing t«<t ebowa that no Convention could bo made regerding 
the .dpclla, ae it would involve mutual interdependence :-

' 
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TEXTS (94,3. 944). 

"'' JT 1S O~UY A \VELL-ESTAJ;.LISJ[I:D ENTITY IN THE SBA.PE OY T.B:B 110'1'&.· 

Oow THAT COULD BE EXCLUDED BY TBl!l Apoha (DENOTED BY TilE 

WORD 'Cow') ;-AND THll nqn..Qow IS 011 THE NATURE 

OJ! TilE mgali<m of tM Oow ;-HENCE IT HAS TO BJt 

Elo.'PLAINED WHAT THIS Oow IS W10CH IS NEGATIVED 

(IN THE NON·CoW).-IJ! THIS Oow IS OP THB 

N ... T17lt.E OPTIDI n.egatio,.oflk non-Oow, TB1'lN 

THliRE tS MUTUAL tNTERDlll'liNDENOE.-

!Jr THll Cow IS AD~nTTBD AS A.'< ENTITY 

J!OR THll SAKE OJ! 1'RE Apolu., T.HliN 

THE POSTUL.I.'.l'tNG OF THE Apoha 

BECOMES JrOTtLE."-(!bitl. 

83-84}-(943-944) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cow is apprehended through the ' exclusion ol the non-Cow • ;

the 'non·Cow • is ol the nature or tho ntg<>tion of tit< CfYW ;-hence the second 

term in the woril ' non-Cow • has got to be explained, which is negntivcd by 

the negative particle in the word 'non·Oow' ; there can be no noption o( 

Gnything; the exact nature or which is not known. 

It might be argued that-' what is it that hM to bo explained f It ia 

already known that the C0111 is ol the neture or the mgolion of t1to non-Cow. • 

The answer to that ;.-• IJ thu C0111, <le. <le.' ;-' thi• • stands lor the 

Oow. Thus thon, the Cow being of the naturo of tho negation of the ,..,.. 

Oow, it could be apprehended only through tho o.pprehonsion or the non

Cow ;-6nd the ...,._oow being of the nature ol the ~ion of IIlo Oow, it 

could be apprehended only through the apprehension of the Cow ;-thus 

this would bo n. clear case of mutua.! interdependence. 

It might be argued that-' The Oow that is negatived by the word 

...,.-<OlD is a well·eetablished positive entity, for the sake of ~poha,-i.e. 

ior the fulfilment of the Apoha in tho ahape of t1to =lution of t1to ...,..cow, 
-10 thet thoro would be no interdepeodooce. 

The answer to this ;.-• If the cow i8 an Ul<lbliahed •nlity, <le. <le. ' ;

Thet is, i1 thet be so, thon it is uselosa to aaaume thet Apoha forms the 

denotation of o.ll words ; inMmuch 8ll you admit the Import of words to 

consist of A positive entity. Consequently (to be conaistont) you abould 

not o.dmit of any positive entity to be denoted by • word ; and if you do 

not admit it, then the objectionable 'interdependence ' becomes inevitable.

~943·9") 

The following Te= sumo up the 111\me mutual Interdependence:-
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TEXT (945). 

u UnESS 'THE Oow IS &STABLTSKED, THERE OAN BE NO non.Colo ; AND 
IF THERE IS NO non-Cow, HOW OAN THB Co1o Bll THERE t :BETWEEN 

TWO N:RGA'J'IONS, THERE OAN llll NO SUOU RELATION AS 
THAT OF Tltlil ContaiMr and the Containtd AND 

THll LIKB."-{Jbid. Apoha. 85]-(945) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the purpose of proving the .-.lation of quali(&«<lion OM quolifl<d 
(botwoen the two), the Teacher Dinn4ga h&s declared as follows:-' Such 
torms as Btu. Lotuo and the liko oignify things quali6ed by tho ntgation of 
IJIMr lh1114• , • 

Tho Opponent shows the impropriety of this view, in the words
• BoiW«.; 1100 mgotion8, eto. etc. '-When between two things, & roa.l rei&· 
tio,.hip is known oo oxist, thon it may be correct oo S&y thot ono is qualijiul 
by the other ; in the """" of tho Bluo-Lotu.t however, inasmuch M the two 
aro of the nature of the ntgation of Bltu ond ntgation of Lott11, which are 
me.e negations, and hence devoid of ony form.-there cannot bo any ouch 
relation between them ao that or ocm~o;,..,. oM Oonlaimd aod the like. 

The tonn • and the reot ' , inoludea ouch relations as thooo of Conjunction, 
lnborenoe, Inborenoe in a oonunon 1ubotrotum and so forlh. 

In the abeenee or any real relation, it is not rig,bt that' the.-. should be 
a notion of one being quali6ed by the other. n it were so, then there would 
be an incongruity.-(945) 

The following might be urged (by the Bauddha) :-'It ia not moant by 
u.t that in tho case of tho expr-ion Blue Lotus, the mgotion of the non
loltll ia q\l&li&d by the ntgation of tllo 71Dn·bl""; hence the aaid objection 
cannot apply oo us. What we maan is that thoro it ao entity which is 
excluded from the non.-bl.,. ond 1/wJ ...,..l<>cui; and what it denoted by the 
word is that entity aa quali6ed by lho exclusion of other things.' 

This is answered in the following-

TEXT (946). 

" As A MATTE& 01" l"ACT, ANY TRING UNCOMMON (UNIQUE, Sl'EOU'IO) IS 
Nllv:tR COGNISED AS Q1TALTFJJD BY THE 4.poha. HOW TOO 0017LD 

.A..~Y RELA.TIONSBIP liE .SSUMED BETWEEN AN ENTITY AND 

A NO~·ENnTY f "-(Ibid. Apoha. 86H946) 

COmiEN'l'A.RY. 

Tbet is, beeaU!<> the Specific Individuality cannot be oxproaaed by 
words, and also because all tbe objections urged against that viow are applic· 
ablo il' ~be present oiiSe also. 

r 
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Even i! tho uncommon entity be apprehended-even so, it coonot be 

qua!i}Ud by the e.ulwion of otMr things ; ~rua ia what is shown by the words

' How too, at. etc.' ;-the « Mtl·t'ntity ' is tho .4-poho. the • Entity ' is the 

uncommon thing ; and there can be no connection between the entity and 

the non-entity; because connection alwa)lll 1"8111& upon two emiliu.-{9t6) 

"Further, the conne<:<tion m.a.y be there; ovon ao, the Af)Oha cannot be 

rego.rdecl o.s the qualifying faotor" ;-this is shown in the following-

TEXT (947). 

" IN FACT, NOTHING OAN SliBVE AS A I]!Ullifit4ti<m, BY ITS MllRE liDSTIINOE; 

IT IS ONLY WHEN iT OOLOUl!S THE (/U(llijlt.d WITH ITS OWN 000· 

NITION THAT IT BEOOMES ITS go;a!ijlcation."- (Jbid . 
.&poha 87]-(947) . 

COMMENTARY. 

The Blue does not beoome a. qualification of the Lotuo by its mere 

existence ;- what then t-\Vhen one thing, on being cogniaed, eolours the 
qualified thing with the cognition tinged with its own form, then alone i t 

is said to be the qunlijkation of that thing.-{947) 

Tbia procoas of qualif!eotion is not possible in tbe ca110 of A.p<>ha ; tbiil 

is w~a.t is rthown in the following-

TEXT (948). 

u- 'l'lrE TE:R.'\t.S ' HORSE , ~"1> THE REST DO NO"'' BRING ABOUT TR:B 000~-rrtON 

01' THE .dpo/la ; AND TRE IDEA. OF Tlll!li]IUllijUd TIUT IS JIELT> IN 

TJUS OON!:<"ECTION OANNOT BE ONE IN WRIOO Tlll!l 

qualijiMtilm IS NOT COGNlSBD."-(Jbid • 

.&poha 88]-(948) 

COMM:El\'TARY. 

AB a matter of fact, tho cognition of the Hors• and other ,.....cvws doeo 

not apprehend the .A.poha; it t>pprehends & pooi~ivo entity; and thus there 

being no poaeibility of the .A.poha being cognised, it cannot colour the Horse, 

etc.. with ita own cognition. 
It might be urged that--" Even without being itself cognised, the 

.A.poha could be tbe qualifi06tion ". 
The answer to this io that ' the Idea of IM qualified, elc. tic. ';-her<> can 

never be & cognition of the qualifl«l tru.ng of which the qual\liootion is not 

apprehended.-(948) 
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''Granting tho.t t.be.re ill oognition of the Apoha,-evcn so, inasmuch
.. there can be no cognition ol tbM form in regard to any thing, it 
could not rightly serve as ita qualification ",_.rhis is what is shown in the 
following-

TEXT (949). 

"TaB Q17AL11'10ATION OAJ.'"l!OT BIUNO ABOUT A OOOYITION WHICH IS 

Ll.XE SOMETHINO TOTALLY DUPERE..VT; FOR JlOw· CAl\ TIL"-T BE 

5.UD TO Bll TRJ! QUA.UrtOATJON IN A OOON11'10N WBICK 

TS LTD SOlO'I'Iti:NO DIPPE.BIINT 9 "-(Ibid. 
Apoha 89H9i9) 

OO~tME.'ITARY. 

Every qualil!cation is found to bring about in regard to the qualitied 
thing a oognition in keeping with ita own form; and ono kind of qualification 
does not bring about " cognition like something el118 ; e.g. the Bl10 does not 
produce in regard to the LcltU the oognition of Reel; nor does the 1tick bring 
about in regard to the Stic/.:·holder, the idoa of hie wtaring ear·rings.- In 
the ease in question also, the vorbol oognltion that appoors in connection \(rith 
tbe Hur"- <to. is not oolourcd by muatiw character; on the other hand, it 

partakes of the f""ill'"" character. 
It might be argued that-" Even when bringing about " cognition 

unliko it:&elf, a. qualification can bo 80 called." 
Tho o.nswer to thn.t ia-' How can. etc. eec!-' Like 1omt1hing di}Jt;ren/, ',

i.e. unlike the qunliftontion itaol!.-{048) 

Quution. :-" Wh~t would bo the harm i! it did I " 
An~wer :-

TEXT (950). 

" lP A Q I7ALIEIOATION Dll REOAliDlilD AS SUOH liVEN IN REOAliD TO 

THJI QUALO\'OlD TlllNO \VRlOl! 18 TOTALLY Dlll'PliRENT, THEN, 

BVERYTRfNO CAN Sl!lRVE AS TKK QUALUIOATION (OF 

EVJ!RYTIIlNO)."-(lbid. Apoha 90}-(950) 

COMMENTARY. 

H,lor you, there wore> an oasumptioo of something beins a qualifie&tion, 
even in~ to a Qualliled thi113, whieb io unlike, &nd not like,-in aooord
anoe with tha form of,-th&l Qualillcat.ion.-t.hen everything,-Bl10 &nd the 
reot,-«ould be tha Quali6e..tion of everything; and there would be no re. 
striction at all.-{9~) 

It might be argued that-' the Apo/la doee colour tha Qualified Entity 
with its own Oognition (lde&) '. 

The anawer to tbat il u follows :-
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TEXT (951). 

'' IF THE QUALIFIED TlllNG IS COGNISABLE IN THE FOI.tM OF NEGATION, 

THEN IT CANNOT Bll. AN ENTITY ; CONSEQUENTLY FOR YOll', 

THERE OAN BE NO ENTITY THAT COULD BE DENOTED BY 

WOll.DS AS QUALIFIED BY Apoha."-(Jbid. 
Apoha 91]-(951) 

OOM~lENTARY. 

c NegatU:m ,-i.e. the Apoha ;-' cogn.isable in ll&e Jorrn. '-i.e. cognised as 
being of th& aame form a.s ;- if th& Qw:tlified tltiHg ha.s its chare.eter auch 
that it is cognisable itt the form Of negation ;-i.e. if the thing is COgttised 
in the form of Nogation,-then it ceases to be e. positive Entity; as the
e negative ' and ' positive , a-re contradictory terms. 

The a.rgument is summed ,;p in the words-' Oonoequt»Uy, for you, 
etc. etc. '.-{951) 

'l'he following might be urged-' As a matter of fact, Words and In!eren· 
tial Indicatives are found to operate only in rcga.rd to thing$ a.s excluded 
from ot:Mrs, and not .as devoid of such t;O;clu.ri<m (Apoha); and it is on that 
ground that it is asserted that the .A.poha is established by Words and Indi· 
cations ; and it is not on the bas.i• or the pointing out of whe.t is t;O;cluded ; 
so that all that ba.s been urged regarding the theory being contrary to 
experience is not relevant at all ' . 

This is answered in the following-

TEXT (952). 

"EVEN THOUGH Tin WORD AND THE INDICATIVE MAY NOT OPERATE 

UPON ANYTHING DEVOID OF A210ha,-YET THE CoGNITION RESTS 

UPON THE ENTITY WHICH IS WHAT IT APPREHENDS." -[Ibid. 
Apoha 92]-(952) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the thing may be 'excluded from othero ',-yet when 
Cognition arises in r•gard to it, through Words and Indicatives, it doos not 
rest upon that 'Exclusion of othere' which may be there, but upon the 
element of ' Entity ' ; as it is to this latter that it is attoohed. That factor 
of the thing which is apprehended by the Verbal or Inferential Cognition is 
really the object of that Cogttition, and not anything elae which, even though 
present, is not apprehended. For instaneo, even though the smell and other 
properties of the flower !'%'0 th&re, yet these arc not held to be denoted by 
the word ' Mdlati • .-(952) 
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Nor is it right to a•aert that-' the Wore! and the Indicative operate 
upon the thing a.s 'excluded from others '.-This il; "W"hn.t is shown. in the 
following-

TEXT (953). 

"As A MATTER OF FACT, THE UIUXImmon TJilNG NEVER FIQURES IN THE 

CoGNlTION ; NOR AGAIN CAN IT llE :RIG!ITLY REGARDED AS 

Coq~ti8able, llEOAUSE IT IS 'INDETERMINATE '." -

[Jbid. Apoha 93}-(953) 

OOM~iENTAlW. 

When e. thing is ' excluded from others ', it can, under your doet-rlne, 
be only the Uncommon Specific Individuality,- and yet it is your view thst 
this latter does not figure in Cognition brougM about by Words and Indi. 
catives-on the ground tlU>t it is apprehensible only by ' indoterminate, 
non~conuptuo:l eognitioo ', while Cognition born of Words o.nd Indicatives 
appertains to rommonalty. 

If it be hold thst thi.• latter Cognition doe.• apprehend the Specific 
Iodividuality,- t.ben this cannot be in i>cc:ordanco with Reason ; this is what 
ia shown in th& words-' Nor again can it be rightly, etc. etc!-that is to Silly, 
the Uncommon (Spociftc) Entity cannot be apprehended by Cognition horn 
of Words a.nd Iodicativos; because all concoptua.l ideaa are abS<>nt in ~hat 
Entity ; t\S Conooptual Thought operates only through thG contact of the 
'Universal ' and such other qualifications and never through. the pure Thing, 
in·it .. lf.- (953) 

· It might be argued that.-' Even though the Uncommon Entity may not 
be apprehended by Wordq, it can be said to be qualified by ExclU~io» '. 

The a.nswor to this is as follows :-

TEXT (954). 

"TliE STA.TEMENT TliAT 'WHAT IS NOT Al'PREHENDED llY TilE 'VORD IS 

YET QUALIFIED ' IS TOO BOLD. FOR ALL THESE REASONS TliE 

Com17Um.Qli.y Sll:OtJLD llE REGARDll]) AS THE OBJECT OF 

WORDS AND lNDlOA.TIVES." -[Jbid • 

.Apoha 94)-(954) 

OO!IMENTAIW. 

The author proceeds to prove, in another way, the fact of Oommonalty 
(Univoreal) being a real entity :-

I' 

, . . , 
1 , I 

.~ 
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. TEXT '(955) . 

" WHEN INDIVIDUALITIES OOll'LD NOT BE WHAT IS ' EXCLUDED · BY Apolta ' 
BECAUSE TJ!BY A.l\E. NO'll DENOTED BY WORDS,-'l'HEN THE 

CoM:MONA.LTY .(UNIVERSAL) ALONE IS wi<T COULD BE 

'EXCLUDED,.; AND Blf:CAUSE ·oF ITS t EXCLUSION , ~ 

IT MuST BE· AN ENTITY."-(S blo.-V ii.. 

Apolta 95]-(955) 

COllfME~'TARY. 

' Individualitiea '.-That is, the Uncommon (Spooi6c) Entities--<:aunot be 
expr~d by words ; hence they oenoot be r<lg&rded 1\S ' excluded ' ; beca.use 
what is not spoken or. Mnnot be denied '(or excluded). 

Tile Oomnumalty alime i• what could. be 'eu!udd-,-that io, because that 
alone is what is expressed by words.-(955) 

I t migl1t be asked- ' if the Commonalty (or Universal) were e:ccluded,
even so, how could that establish it as an entity?·~ 

The a..D.swer to this ia a.e follows :-

TEXT (956). 

'"MERE NEGATION$ CANNOT BE OBJECTS 011 ' EXCLUSION ';-FOR, 111 THEY 

WERE, THEY WOULD LOSE THEIR NEGATIVE OHARAOTER. 

CoNSEQUBNTLY, IT IS OLl'JAR THAT WHEN THERE IS AN 

' EXCLUSION ' (Apo/ta) 011 ANOTIIER ' EXCLUSION ' 

(Apolu.), IT CAN BE ONLY OF A l'OSITIVB 

ENTITY IN THE SHAPE OF THE 00M:MON• 

ALTY (OB. 0NIVEB.SAL)."- (Sh!o.-

Vii.. Apoha 96]-(956) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Negation4 '-i.e. Apoha.a, Excl tlBions. 
If thoro wero exclusions of these Exclusions, they would be positive 

"()ntities. 
The reason for this is set forth- ' For if they were, eto. eto.'-That iJJ, the 

nega.tive character would be abandoned by those exclusions. What is meant 
is o.s follows :_..If Ezcl'US'i<m8 \(tero exclud~ then their negative ch.aracter 
would be denied; and when there is this denial, the Negations would abandon 
their negetive character ; and thence the Nogetions in the shape or the 
Excluaions having abandoned their negative character, they would become 
po8iti•-e 61llitie8.-'rbis is the explanation given by some people. 

Others explain tho words of the text ' ablu'i.abhd1J<lwrja•u!t ' to mean 
c because there can be no neption of nega.tions ' ; i .e. it is not rjght that, 
'Exclusions' (Apoha8) which o.re mgative should be 'excluded ' ; beoeuse 
all ' exclusion' (denial) is of the poBiti•-e entity. 

33 



F>om ell this it is clear that when there is (exclusion) of one ApcM, 
tha Cow, in another A,oha, tha Horte,-it could be an exclusion of tha 
'Uoivoroal ' only. It is established therefore that the Uoivenal, being the 
objoot of 'Exclusion', must be a positive entity.-(966) 

Then again, the Apoluu could be eitber different or non-different among 
th""'*"lvea. If they are beld to be different, then there are objectiooa to 
that vie\V.-Thit ia shown in the following-

TEXT (957). 

"lJ1 TBII NIIOATION 011 A NBOATION IS D.Illl1llllJINT I'ROM IT,----'l'HEN IT' 
li!VST :BE A PoSITIVE ENTITY. IF NOT, Tli:BN TH:II Cow wiLL 

llll TDll S.wll AS TBE N<m-OowrOJJ. Y01J'."-(Shlo.-V5. 
Apoha 97}-(957) 

COMliE~iTARY. 

If, 'Of INs ...,ati<m '-i.e. of that negt.lion which is donol6d by tha word 
'non..cow •,-• the negation '--i.e. that which is denoted by the word • cow', 
-were different from the former N'egt.tion,--i.&. oomothing other than it, 
-then it would be a Po•itioe Entity ; because tbo pooitillf choro<W ooDBista. 
only in the oboonu of .negation. 

If it is not different [rom it, th.,, !or yo~ the Cow aloo should be Ncm
Oow; because wbet is Mt.di.fferent must be undontood to be the same..
(967) 

Tbe following mig)>t be urged-' Wbet nro ~u<k4 by the wordo 0=· 
and Bor•• aro only the SpeciJ!c IndividooliMea &a oxcluded from one another; 
and it is not N~ tbet are excluded ; hence the oontingency of their 
becoming positive entitiee cannot be un&ecept&ble to ua '. 

The answer to this is &a follows :-

TEXT (958). 

"TJI0110H IN THE ClASE 011 OTJDlR WORDS, A l'OSITIV1l ENTITY MAY ll:& 

WllAT IS ' IIXCL11D:£D ',- YliT IN TRII OASII 011 mE 
WORD 'SAT4 ('BEING'), NOTIIINO A:PAJJ.T J'BOK 

'NBOA-TION ' IS REGARDED AS c BXOLUDZD '.

[Shlo.-V&. Apoha 98]-(958) 

COMMENTARY. 

In tho .,... of words other than ' Being '-e.g. euch wordo a.a ' Cow • 
and tho reat,-it may be that wbet is excluded is an entity, in the form of 
tho BiU 1\ltd other things; but in the ca.oe of tbe word 'Being' itself, there 
is nothing' that eould be held to be ~eluded ox~pt tbet which is e&lled 
'Negation' ; that i.t, Negt.tio_n alone can be $ltcludod ; because tha word. 

' 
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• Being' is used only in the sense of excluding what is non-being, (Non· 
existent).-{958) 

Qut8tion :-' What is the hann if that is so 1 ' 
Anawer :-

. TEXT (959). 

"IN TRAT OA.S:S, EVIIN THE Non-existent (NON-BEJNG) WOULD RAVE .4. 

POSITIVE OHA:RAOTIIR; WIDOR WOULD BE A Gl!.IIAT CAL.UIITY.

AND Wl!EN THEllll lS NO NEGATION, THERI\l WOULD DE 

NO Exi.81.€nce (POSlTNE) AT ALL; AND (AS .4. CON· 

SEQUENCB) Non-exi.stern:e ALSO WOULD BE 

IMPOSSI1lLB."-(Sh!o •• VA. Apoha 
99]- (959) 

001111\fENTAltY. 

As shown before {under 956, above) 'Negations would abandon their 
negative chtua.cter ';-hence if there were exclusion of tho tt()n.exi$ttnt, 
it would be a positive entity; and as this would involve the idea. oJ the non· 
existent also being a positive entity, which would be contrary to the 
Apohist's doctrine,-this would be a great caJamity for him. 

It might be said- ' The Negation may be an emily, what then 1' 
The answer is-' When t.Mre i8 no Negation, ete. &c.'-Wh&n there 

would be no Negation, there -would be no ' existence' of anything e.t all ; 
because, aceording to your view, existence is only the exclusi<m or negation of 
tt.Ofl..-~; so that, when Negation is 'excluded', it b&c.omes an Entity, 
OJld loses its character ; hence there can be no ~e:ci.stence either ; as that 
also is only the exclwion or mgation of e>:isUnce, and ~~ does not 
exist, ea shown above.- {959) 

It has been asserted before-{a) that '.they would be differentiated by 
the &xcluded things • {Text, 929), and {~) thet ' there ca.n be no difference 
among Apohas beeaus& th&y are non-entities' {Text, 926).-Tho.se arguments 
have been thus answered by oertsin &uddllas :-' The difference among 
Apoha.t is d11e, not to the diflerenee of substrata., nor to the difference among 
the excluded things ; what happens is that on diverse external objects there 
are superimposed Apohas which are themselves featureless, and consist only 
in the form of those objects, and hence appearing M diverse; they are so 
superimposed by cognitions, which, though rather objectloss, rest upon 
diverse unreal objects, and o.re reln.ted to vw:iegated conceptual Impressions 
extending over all time without beginning ;~d being thus superimposed, 
these Apohas appear as diverse Md as existing; so tha.t the diversity and 
po•itive character of Apo/UJJJ would be due to the diversity of the said 
Impressions '. 

This is answered iD the following-
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TEXT (960). 

" Errlaa DIV£RS1TY OB 'I'B:S POSI'tJVE ClUBAon:R 011 A poluu OA.'fNOT BE 

.O..SSUlOID TO BE DUll TO TJU: DinlliSITY OJI llllPBESSIOl<S ; BllCAtiSE 

L>aBESSION OANNOT BE HELD TO E.'CIS'I' WJI:EN TKERl! IS 

NO E!<TJTY."-(Shlo.·V&. Apoll4 100H960) 

CO!vlMENTARY. 

As a matt.er·of faot., no one- holds the vie~ that-Impressions or Tendencies 
bolong. to tbe non-entity.~That there is no ob;ieceloB• Cognition baa also been 
thoroughly d.iaousaed and proved in oourse of our ex~minat.ion of Idealism. 
Hence there ca.n be no conceptions based upon unreal objoot<o; how thon cen 
thoro be any Improssion rooting upon sueb conception I 

1 .A\IOS'tuni.',-i.e. when ther& is no Ent.ity which could be ita aubstr&tum ; 
and when there can be no Cognition without objoetll,- there could be no 
cognition thet could produce the Impression-how could there be any 
Impreaon! Arul ><hen there is no ImpreM[on, bow could the di•..,rsity 
among dpo/ltu or l1>elr pootitive chereeter, be duo to llnproooiona !--{000) 

Baviag thWI diocarded 'Apolla' M the 'denoted', the Opponent of the 
Buddllilt proc<!eds to discard it also a.s held to be the 'denotative' ,_ 

TEXTS (961-963). 

"You . OANNOT DMll 1'11;£ DIVERSITY AMONO Tfor<!t ALSO "Ol'ON THE 

SAID OOROITIONS. 1'IIlin11 OA.N BE NO ' UNOO~!MON ' DliNOTA.TIVII 

WoaD, A.S NO sucH ootJ:t.D HAVE BEEN r:mnoEIVED BEPORE. U!<DEa 

Tllll cmOUMSTA.NOES, IF A 'COM"MONA.:t.TY' WERll A.SSUMliD IN THE 

SR.ll'B OF TH11 'Apoha (EXCLUSION) O~· OTHER WORDS ',-.AS IT COULD 

ONLY BX A NON·ENTITY, .AS SHOWN ABOVB, T.IIBRJ!: OOULD BB NO 

DIVERSITY Al!ONG WO:BDS.--JUST AS AKONO DEl!IOUTIVE WoRDS, 

SO DB"l'Wa.BN' TO 'DENOTED * AND 'DENOTATIV3' ALSO ~ 

OOULD Bll NO Dtnmr.ENUE. Tru.'r TDQ OA.N liB NO ' DinltBE.l<oE' 

BA.SI!D VPON THE Dilll"ERENUE IN TO ' J!XOLUDJ:D T"RlliGS ' HAS 

AL&U.DY BJ::J:..'f J:XPLAD>ED."-(Shlo •• Vi. A_poM 102, 104, 105}- · 
(961-963) 

COMhfE~"TARY. 

The torm ' Shabdablllda~ ' stands for the mutual difference among words 
denotative ol div<lrl!e Universal& and those donotative of Particulars. 

' Upon "'- 1aicl conditW.... ',-i.e. bi\Bed upon the divorsity of Impras· 
aions or on .the diven.ity of the 'Excluded Apohal '. 

Obje<Uon .~·Among words, diversity is cle'"'IY perceived, M bi\Bed upon 
thoir aouroo and upon the imposition on them of mutuaUy contradictory 
qhan.etort'. 

AMWet" :-' 1:'1uro oo.n b& no un.oommon word. etc. etc.'-Wb&t ia said 
hero iJ with reference to the denotative word; and what iJ meant is thet 
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tho Ul1<l0mmo.. WOtd, which is apprehended in auditory Perception, a.s of the 
nature of a ' Specific Individuality •, e&nnot be donotative.-Why t
&«a.- no •ucla eou/4 hauo been 1'U"iuod b<foro; t.b&t is, t.be Word t.h&t is 
thBro ot the Lime of usage will not have been perccivad before that usage,
i.e. 8t t.ho time of the making of the Convention re18ting to it; and t.be word 
that Wl\8 perceived at tbat time mll hove long cel\8ed to exist, so that there 
could be no usage of t.b&t word ; nor is it right t.b&t thnre should be any usage 
boaad upon the word that was not poroeivod &t the time of the Convention ; 
M that would lead to incongruities.-From all this it follows that the Spocifio 
Individuality cannot be denotative. 

In I ..et, among you your,.lvOl!, there is a cliiforenoe on this point; a.s it 
has been stated (by one of yourselves) that,-' no po.rticular tl1ing can be 

denoted, and no puticular word can be denotativo, because it }\M not been 
perooived before; it is the Commonnlty (Universal) that will be so, as is going 
to be I>Jcplainad '.-Henoe no objection can be taken to whnt we b&ve said 
rego.rding tho denotative word. 

Such being tho oeae, i! it be held that what ia denotative is t.be 'Exclusion 
or other words,, in the lonn of th& 'Word-Universal' 1-in the same way 
aa the ' Exclusion of other things • is of the form of the' Thi.og-Universal',
then, tw lhown abouo, under Tezt 926,- there can be no diversity among 
the d-.d Apoha., so there can be no diversity among th• deMioli.,. Apoha. 
also ; because these latter are t ... ture~. 

And just aa there can ha no dif!Oftnoe among tho denotative Apohtu, 
so also tlwre can ha no difference between the denotalive and tho d~d 
Apoh~; b"caUlle these "I•o are featt>rele811. 

It, might bo nrguod that there may be difforenco among these, due to the 
difforence9 o.mong the Excluded. lhi"1Js.-Tho an•wer to that is-' T/w.l fhero 

oan bo flO differtMt, <le. ew.' ;-thAt iA, bow thoro con be no difference due to 
difference among the =lutkd things h~ been alrc>ady explained above, 

lllldor T'"" 928.-(961-963) 

So far it has been shown t.bet the PropotJition (of the Bauddlla) is con
trary to experience and to his own doctrinoe. Kum4rila now proceeds to 
prove that it is open to t.be cherge of involving the inocogruity of t.be relation 
of ' denoted and denotative • being im~blo, and alae to t.bet o.f being 

oont.raty to the Opponent's o'm doctrinoe :-

TFu'{T (964). 

"TlaRE COULD BE NO RELATION 01' denoted and dmotatit't- BETWEEN 

TIIll TWO A'PONu, BECAUSE THEY ARll NON-lllNTITIES, Ulll>li:B YOUR 

Vl.IW j J"'liST AS THE 'SKY·ll'LOWE'n.' A:ND TBE t H.AltB'S 

'B.ORN' AR~, ACOORDINO TO Olt'DINARY PEOPLl!:."-

(Sblo.-Vi. Apolu> 108}-(964) 

COMMENTARY . 

The relation of denoted and denotatiuo cannot lie bot,veon what are 
non-ent.it.its ; e.g. there can ha no such relat.ion between the ' Sky-llowar ' 
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aod the • Ha"''" Horn ' ~ tbo dono!Ald and denotetive ApohGo an botl1 
non-entitieo ;-bonoo thor$ is perc6ption of a cba.racter contrary to the 
character o! widor oxt.ension.-(9G4) 

Obj«ti<m against the above:-' The!:$ io cognition of the abwlce of 
Rai" from the aboe,.,. of clo!MU (whet$ both are non-entities) ; henoe the 
R&l.eon put forward ill not conclusive '. 

At18W<!r :-

TEXT (965). 

" U SOME ONE, PJIROlliVlNO Tm: S.UD IIIILATION li:&TWEEN TK:& NON· 
JIXIS'D!.'<T RuN .U."D TBll NON·:&XlSftl<T CLoVD, Wli!Ut TO VIICE 

f INCONCLUSIVENESS t A..OAINST Otn'l REASON ,-THEN' 
AOOOltDING TO 0\m VIEW, Tlr:F.RE IS AN emity 

IN TJll'l OASll OlTBD ALSO ; 11VT HOW COULD 
lT 11"£ llNDEl!. YOVII VU!W f "-{Shlo.• 

Vi. Apolla 109)-(965) 

COMM:&'ITAIW. 

On ~ng lbot between tbo Rain and the Cloud both of which are 
non·oxiotent, i.e. mOl$ negaaonll---{' .ual' in the compound standing for the 
abstrMt noun '""'""" ', "<m·to:i#lanc<~],-the rolation of clo1to~<rtive and deMied 
(indicator and indicated) is preaent,-1f the /J<J!JIJ.dh4 wore to argue th&t our 
Reuoo,-' because they ar& non-entities •-ts 'Inconclusive ',-then that 
cenoot bo right; because aooording to our viow, in thio C83e of the Cloud 
and &in nlso tbare is an entity present, in tho shape of the .W.n •Tcy; beceuso 
.ocoording to us Nogation is nr\ ootity. :For you, BauddJoa, on the other bnnd, 
how could it. bo t That is, how could there bo the relation oJ Indioalo!- ond 
Ind~ in tho caoe ci!Ald t It could not be poesibl& a~ all 

The particle 'api ', ' al10 ', ia misplaced i it should ba.vo como after 
'odo.!>' ; so that the meaning is ~ follows :- It is not only in the Cl\80 of 
the two Apoha8 that it is not poeaiblo for you to ba.ve the rolation of D~ 
and ~;,. (Indicator and Indicated), it ia not poasiblo oU<> in tbe """" 
of the Rain aod the CloU<i-{065) · 

" Then again, yo\l hold the opinion that the Word 1\nd the Inlorenti&l 
Indicative, -in both of which o,Dif'tflali<m forma the subordinate, and 111{/ali<m 
tbo pndominant fo.otor,-.e &xpreesive of their objects; and you have also 
made tbe following ototoment.-' When tho dooototion of another word has 
not boon perceived, tho relationship of tho Word is eAsily deduced from the 
poroeption o! even o. part of· whnt is deno!Ald by i t; and there can be no 
iallibility tn tlUs '.- All thio ia not right, under the theory of Apollo. "-This 
~."hat ljo shown in \be following-

[ 

' 

J 
' ... 
I 
I 
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TEXT (966). 

" WHEN ONE DOES NOT A.D}nT THE DlmOTATION Ol' THE WORD TO BE 

POSITIVE (.ali'XRMATIVlil) IN CJI.ARA.CTER, THERE OA.N BE NO 

NEGATION ALSO FOR BUt; AS THIS IS ALWAYS 

PRECEDED BY TBAT."- (Shlo.-Vi • 

.Apoha 110}- (966) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Preaded. by 111.0.1 ',-i.e. preceded by ~ffitmation; that is Negation is 
only the denial of what has been affirmed. 

:Further, under the Apoha·t~, there is no possibility of the rolo.tion of 
qualifwation and qualiji<d between Bl'-'4 and L<nw, and the co-<Jrdination 
between them,-which is perceived ill actual experienoo.-(966) 

" With a. vie'v to explaining these,- the relation of qualifu:.ation and 
qualified and the co.-ordination,-the Bautldha has made the following ste.te
ment :-'Words denote diverse things on account of the diversi ty of the 
things 'excluded'; thoy are ineffective in the matter of their own diversity. 
They become the qualif>eation and the qualifwl when bringing about the 
same effect; &nd the ditierenco being hesed upon that fMt alone, it is not 
abandoned by their own Oommonalty; and yet the said differencn has not 
been asserted, as there is doubt regarding it; and when the two are equal and 
similar, then they serve the same purpose '. 

'fhe following Tm proceeds to show that all this cannot he right :-

TEXTS (967-969). 

"lTISBELD THA,TWRATIS DENOTED ISApohaONLY; UNPERTHISTHEORY, 

THERE oA.N BE No FossrBILITY OF THE. Rl':LA.TION OF q:ualification 
and qualified OR ()F co-ordi'IUdicn., lN THE OASlil OF SUOB VERBAL 

li:XPRESSIONS AS 'BLUE-LOTUS', WHICH HAVE A bUXBl> CONNOTA

TION ; BEOA.USE TIIPJ ' EXCLUSION OF THE non-blue ' DOES NOT 

ll<VOLVlil TBl!: ' IllXOLUSION OB THE non-lotWI ',-NOR DOES THE 

LATTER INVOLVE TRE FORMER. fuNOE THE B.ELA."TION OF qualijica
ticn. and q:u.alijied IS NOT l'OSSIBLE (BETWEEN TilE "BLUE COLOUR 

AND T1lll LOTUS).-NOR WOULD THE SAID Rl!JLAT!ON BE POSSIBLE 

BETWEJI)N THE WORDS APART 11ROM WHAT THEY DENOTE."-(ShJo.-Va. 

J!poha 115-117}-(967- 969) 

COMMENTARY. 

What was rejected before was the possibility of the relation of qualiflca· 
lion and qualifwl between the things denoted ; what is rejected now is the 
same relation between words·; hence there ia no repetition.. 

The relotion of qualification and qualified consists in each of the two 
serving to differentiate the other; and this is held to he present only in . 
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a nwnbe.r of words eonneotc<l togethcr,---suoh as t DluC' lotu~ '. It appco.rs 
aloo in tho '""'" or expret!OioM whore tho t<>r~• ..., not eo-otdina!Ald ; e.g. in the expression 'King's officer'. It irt said to be a ease of 'eo-ordina.: 
tion' whon two words, having dUTorent connotatlons, nre o.pplied to tho 
Same objoet; Ruch 'eQ..otdination' is held to bo present only in com
pounds like ' Blue-lot\lll '. 

Now in regard to sLtob verbal'oxp~t;iOil t\lt 'Bluo-lotus,' a.od the Jike,whose connotation is mixed,- tbero is 'CO·O:rdinatlon ',~nd this would 
not be poooible under tho A~. 

• M~ conno«:UUnl-'-i.e-. a connot.ntion of nUxed ohn.mctcr. As 
doclared in the atatement--' Tha B!!Ul-/<JlUI is neither BIU4 only nor the Lot... O!lly, because what ia deno!Ald ia tha combination of both '. 

Quuei<m :-Why is thia not poaaible under the Apoha-theorv ! 
Att~toer :-' Becawe, elc. etc. •. Because on the • oulusion of the non.· 

bl~ ',there is no • exclusion of the non.~'. Nor does the lauer- Le. 'Ex
clusion of tho non.-LoiU<r '-involve th& jonratr-i.e. tho ' oxclusion of tho 
twn-bl'U4 '.-[I:n ttOll\.0 t;e.xte, the reading ia ' itarll ' tor 'itar~ ' ; whore the 
Feminine form may be taktln "" with re.lerenco to tha tonn ' Chy~Uil;>' ; 'il4rll' thus standing for the' Ohyuti •, oxelnsion, ol tho Non-BluoJ.-What is mea.nt is thnt tho96 two do not stand in tho relation o£ container and con· 
tai>Ud, boca\180 both are feature!-. And whan thare U. no relation, there can be no reh>tion of quali.floUion an4 gualifietJ ; if there were, we would be 
landed in absurdities. 

What is mo6nt by thia is that under your theory thoro oan ha no mio:td connolotion, as all words denote mere "'9"'i<m ; and hence the relation of 
qualijloolion an4 qualified ie not pouible. 

I t might be &rgt1ed that--' thoro may bo no relation of gualijlorJiion 
an4 qualifietJ botwoen what are deno!Ald by the words,-wby should it not 
aubsilt between tha woJ'd.a thamselveo I ' 

The n.newer to this i1-' Nor would, ttc. etc.', that is. it is only through their denotation~ tha.t tbe relation ol qu<>lijlorJii<m and qutJJijii>d becomoa 
attributed to the words; hence wben tho se.id relation is not poeoiblo between 
\V hot are deno!Ald, how can there be any attributing of it to tho denot~tive worda !-(967-060) 

Kum4ril4 now prooeoda to deny 'CO·ordination •-

TEXT (970). 
"Co·OltDINATION IS NOT POSS[])LI!, .!.S Tlllll Apoha.f ARB Dll!'Pl!REN'l'.

Jp IT BE HBLD TO SO'l!SIS'l' ON THE BASIS OF WIIAT IS DENOTED, 
~'\' WlUT SORT Ol" 'SUBSISTENCE' WOULD TJIERB 

BE BETWEEN TIDI TWO 1 "-[Sblo. -Vii.. 
Apoha ll8H970) 

COMMENTAJ.W. 
I t ie only whoo two words ..., applied to th& .aamo object that thoro is 

• co-ordination ' botwoon them ; and (ondor tha Apoha~) it is not poat'ble 
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for the words ' blue ' and • lotus ' to apply to the same object ; because 
what are denoted by them arc, respe.etively~ 4 tho exclusion of the n.on-blt4e ' 
o.-nd • the exclusion of the 1'\.0'f1..-lotus ~,- and tbeso two are distinct. For 
inatsnee, it has been asserted by yoursell that ' words have diverse denots
tions because t he things excluded by them are diverse '. The argument 
may be formulated as follows :-Words like 'Blue Lotus' cannot form the 
object of co·ordine.t.ion, becauso they portsin to different things, like the 
words ' jar '. ' cloth ' and so forth. 

It might be argued that 'the exelu.•ion of n<>n·blut also •tsnds where 
tl>ere is '"'elusion of n<>n-laem ; and thus the ApohM donotod by the two 
words may bo "PPlied to the s~>me thing ; and henoe, through these donota,
tions, co·orclinat.ion may be said to lie between the words a.lso •. ' Tat ' 
t;tands for co·ordinat.ion. 

The QJ.l.IJW'er to this is-' What 1ort of aub.ti.stence, etc. ere.'-' Tayol) •
' betwet11. the two ',-i.e. between the ' Exclusion of the non-blue • and t;.hl) 
'Exclusion of the non-ZMus •. That is tosa.y, there can be no real ¥Ubsistence 
in these; M what is forml~s cannot subsist anywhere, like the • son of the 
Barre•> Woms.n •.-(970) 

Then again, there rno.y be r;ome r;ort of subsist<>nco in the ea.ae of things 
like theBlne and the Lotus ; bnt even though present, it could not be expressed 
by words.- This iR shown in the following-

'l'EXT (971). 

"AS A MATI'BR OF PACT, NOTHING ' ONOOIDlO'N' ' IS EVER APPREHBNDE]); 

AND ANYTHL'fQ ELSE DOES NOT EXIST FOJ.< YOU. WHEI<E THEN 

WOULD BE THE USII OF THE CO-ORDINATION OF WOJU>S, 

WHICH IS NOT APPREHENDED AT ALL? ,_ 

[Sh!o.-Va. ApolUJ 119]-(971) 

COMMENTARY. 

No • uncommon ' thing in the shape of the Blue Lotus and the like is 
ever apprehended through '"ords, because all concept-ions OJ"$ absent thcroin,
,.. has been decll\r6(\ (by the apohiat).-Under the circumstances when the 
thing which is the substratum is not kno'Wn, how can the subsistence of the 
ApohM subsisting tbsrein be cognised 1 That is, the eogoition of tbe property 
is concomitant with that wherein the proP9rty subsists. 

It might be ~>rgued that-' as thero is a substratum of these A.poho.s 
wbioh ia enti.tvly different from the u,u;omm.on Entity. the se.ld objection is 
not relevant •. 

'the answer to this is-' Anything tl.tt dou ?Wt exi8t- for you •. 
It might be urged that-' even if the co-ordination is not aetuJ>IIy 

cognised, yet it is there all the same, in the actual state of things ' . 
The answer to this is-' Where wouLd be, etc. etc.'-' A.iktJ.rthyam' is co

ordination. 
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• W,..,.. VJOulil bo lhe...,. '-i.e. nowhere at all-BOC<\use even if a thing 

exitta, if it il not cognised (known), it CMnot fonn pen of thu uoap of people. 
-(971) 

The following might be urged ,_.If it were mere Qelwion that is 

denoted by the word, then there would be room for ~he oaid objection ; as a. 
matter of fact, however, what is denoted is the •711iey along will> lhe udusion ; 
eo-quonUy the t'vo words having the two exclusione "" their a.djuncts 
oould very well apply to o. singlo ontity alono with the Apo/14 ; ao that 
the eo-ordinotion would be there all right'. 

The Mawer to this is as follows,_ 

TEXT (972). 

" lJ rr DB SAID THAT WJIAT IS DENOTBD IS THll ENTITY ALONG WITii TBll 

.Apo}a4,-'l:lllUUl ALSO, OONOOWJ7.L'<Ol! WJ'I'B TIUI WORD WOULD 

DB l1N.\TrAili'AliLE, AS IT WOULD DB D!!PENDB~"T Vl'ON 

SOilBT.Bll<o BLSE."- (Shlo .. Vf. . .Apo}a4 120H972) 

COilll:&'lTARY. 

' 'l'IIPe allo ',-i.e. in lhe .E111ity olong will> lhe Apoha being regarded as 
denoted by t.bo word,-the • coooomitaoce '-i.e. indication-of the various 
variations of the non~Zm Lotw with the word 'Bluo '..........zd z, unauain· 
aiJU ;-why !-beoause the word-' Blue '---ooould bo <UT>•nd6111 upon Bom<· 

IM"'I •U•; inaornuch 88 it denotes the object only 1\11 subordinate to the 
E:.durion,-e.nd no\ directly ; and 88 there is no dir<lct donototion, there 
could bo no indication of its variations ; juri e.a tho word • aw~t • does not 
indicate the wl\.iU oolour; though as thing,. stand, the while colour it a variety 
of the ,.,......., yet, the ·potency of the word liee in the indication of the 

varieties of only that which it denotes dirutly, and not in tbet of the variety of 
what iJ denoted thtough the intervention of oom.tlUng else. 0oii86Ciu""Uy, 
aa there would be no indication, by the word ' W... ', of tbe varietiM of the 
Lolw., thio latter eould not be its variety ; and when it oould no~ be its variety, 
no eo-ordination wonld be possible. 

Thus, then, the objection that you have ycutMif urged against tbe 
denotAtion of the Itwlividualaundm.oed wW.tlt4 Un~-00:.-by tbc statement 
thet 'tbo word cannot denote lhtJ: whicA f"»H61., IM Uniwrwl, because it 
i8 not independent ',-io applicable aJsc to the viow that what ia denoted is 
the e711ity alonq willl.lhe ~ This is what b .. been ma.de oleer by the 
Text. That ia to aay, if the denotetion of the word eoneiatod or the Entity 
along with tho 'Universal', then thoword 'So.b', 'Doing', 'Exiatonce ', 'vould 
cxp11oea the substance ·with tho form of tho • Universal ' aa its subordinate 
factor, and not directly; because it does not indicate tho varieties in the sbapo 
of the Jar and othor ~bing,. ; and in the e<rent of the varittieo not being 
indicated, tl>Me can bo no eo-ordination, u a.lrea.dy pointed out. This same 
inocngrwty il equally applicable to the view that whet iJ denctoo iS the 
entily ~ with lhe Bzolurion ; aa in this case alto the word ' a ' would 



liXAWNATION Ol' THE IMPORT OF WORDS • 623 

.express the sub8t.o.nco with the Exclusion as ita eubordina.te factor, a.nd not. 

<lirect.ly ; and tho non·indication of variet.iM would be p"""'nt horo also. What 

~ben '-"Ould be the difforenoo betweea the ' Universal, and tbo • Exclusion •

<>r betw<>on 'that having tho Univo<$al' and' thM ht\ving tho Exoluaion ' ! 

-(972) 

The following T..:t, pointo out another objeotion :-

TEXT (973) . 

"Tu:&R:I: caN BE NO COlo"lo"ECTION BETWEEN THE Apo/14 .U.'D GmroBR, 

NuMBER, J!fl'O, Ail TIDI lNDIVJ.OUAL JS llllllXPRBSSJBLE, 

Tlll!RE O.t.N BE NO 00!-o"lo"EOTION 'I!BROUOK TJJAT 

BtTinlR."-(Shlo .• vo.. Apoha 135}-(973) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Gnwl6 '-Masculine, Feminine and Neuter. 

'Number '- Singular, Dual, Pllli'I'I. 

'E~CtUra '-St.a.nda for t.he. connection of Action (V' orb), 'l'imo (Tense) 

and so forth. 
T horo can bo no oonnootion botwoon those and Apoha, M this latter ia a 

1'&01Hntily; whilo the f""tera montionod aro all propertioa of Entitiu. Nor 

·can the word ever denote anything devoid of the oaid Gender, etc. What ia 

meant i.o that in this way tho Proposition (of the Apohist) is contrary to 

experience. 
It might bo argued that>-' Tl>o Particular (Individual) whioh forms tho 

aubet.-atum of Ea:clouion is an entity, and it ee.n therefore have the necessary 

-connection with Gender, etc. and thr01J8h that, tb.,.. can be attributed to tho 

.Apoha &lao •. 
The answer to this is-' .As 1/ws Individual, .u. etc.' ;-that i.t to say, 

the sa.id Individual, being • indetarmhlAte' (honce inapru.tibU), cannot be 

apoken of as connocted with Gender, Number, eto. ; how then could those be 

attributed to the Apoha, through the Individual !--{973) 

The following To:# prooeeds to aho•v that what hat boon held regarding 

A.poha being tbo de~ and denotali..e is not all-ernbro.cing (nob applicable to 

all wordl). 

4 'lN TK11 OASB Ol' V:ERilS, TKB ' EXCL1JSION 011 OTKBBS ' lS NBVER 

COONISEI> ; Bli:CA1JSEl IN TRBIR CASJI TRBRE lS NOTKING TO ll£ 

DE!>'lliD WlnCK OOULD FORM TKlll OIIJEOT Oil :&X· 

OLUSION."-(Sblo.-Vi. Apo/14 139)--{974) 

OOIDJE..'flARY. 

I n !M ca.~o of Vorb4-words with oonjugntionnl ondi.ngs, like 'pocll<Ui' 

{' oookB '), • ~·' ('goes') and the like, wherein action forms tbo 
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predornioant factor, no 'exclusion of others ' ;. &pprebended ;-why t
becau&e • in tiNir C~C:U~~S, fU.. etc. ' ; in the ca.ao o{ nouM-tonna lik.o 6 gho/a ' 
(Jar), et.o.-w:ith declensional endings,--t.bere ....., cortain wdl-estAblished 
ontit.ioa in the lh&po of the nJm1ar, et.o. which MO nogat.ivod and ...., figure 
in the 'oxcluoioo ' (expressed by tbe word 'Jar'); not ao in tbe """" of 
verbe, liko 'pt.'I<NJli•, etc. where no w•U-eatablished counter-entities are ever 

· npprohended.-{974) 

The following might be urged-' Thoro may be nothing to bo negatived 
Mtually figuring in the eo:clmion, even so, thoro 1nay be & probeble eonnter
entity (>14'1'1lcha.ti) of ,.hioh thoro could be nognt iol\ in tho form na-na-paclwL' 
[So that tho denotation of the verb pachati would be na-na·pac/I<Jli] : 

Thia is anawered in the following-

TEXTS (975-976). 

11 

EVBN WRIN ft4..M WOULD BE l.JTrDED, TIIER£ WOULD B& ~'""BOA'J'ION 

OP N'EOATION ON'LY; SO '.l'liA.T THE ~· (A<mON 01' cooking) 
WOOLD RP-MAIN TRERE IN. ITS OWN (POSJTIVJI) RORM.

S~tlU.RLY IN THE OASE OF Vli:RBS TJJ10JR!I IS TU IDEA 

0'1 bting in CbUTSe of oCC~Jmplillhment, AS ALSO THA.T 

0'1 THE paet,ll'l'O. ; AND AS ApoM IS SO>t'lll'I'HlNO 

\YELL-ESTABLISHED, 'l'RESll TllEAS \VOOLD 

D!l BASELESS (Ill' Apoh4 \VERJI ALL 

THAT IS DENOTJID BY WORDS)."-

(Shlo.-Va. Apoh4 140-141]-
(975-976) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even when t.bo oxpros;Oon '""'na-p<Wooti' it uttered, whet is oxp~ 
is only the oogation of a probable negation. 

' What it tho harm in that t ' 

· .;~......,. .'-So thtu tM. 'paclw;ui ', - et<>. ; that ia to say, two 110g3tivos 
alwaya donoto on a,Oirma#tm; so that on tho use ol the on id exproesion, the 
actioo of '~~ ' remains ~ in its JX»idw form. ; henoo tho denotation 
of tho word would be posuivo (not neg<z~ivo, in the almpo o! Apol!a). 
· Thon again, tl1e verb 'pac/lati • significo &n acl in tho I)()UT80 of IH;ing 
acoompiWJea; Olld thot ootion is regarded as in tM I)()Ur80 of wing aCilOmplishetl 
ol which somo portions have been aoeompliahod whiiQ somo aro atill unaccom · 
plished, and of whiob therefore the portion& happen to be in & certain ordor of 
eequonoo.-8imilarly in the oaso of such vorba aa 'obhiU • (Paat Ton&e) and 
'~i' (.Future Tense), there a.ro idaao of pool &nd ftJttm poin.., of time.. 
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-In rtgt\ld to tb& Apo/la however, no such ideas of bdng in courH ofo=m

pli•II>M'fV, etc. is p<l018ibl&: bec&uoe it is " fully accomplisb&d thing con· 
oi.sting entirely of Nogntiou. Oonsoquontly, under the vie\v that Apoha 

i.a donoted by words, the idea ol b•ing in oourae of accomplWim•nl nnd o.lso th& 

idoo or 'po.st ', 'future, and the like ot\n have no bn.sis a.t an ; hence it jg 

contro.ry to experience. 
'Blilll<idirtlpa'.l4m ·.-be conception, idea, of the l'Mt, ete.-(976·1176) 

Tho following u:r:u pi'006&d to sbow that. the tbeory cannot cover eJJ 
et\le8 and as such it is contrary to experience :-

TEXTS (077-979). 

"lN THE OA.SE OB TBJ! WHOLE MASS OF DENOTATIONS LIKE lnjuncti<m 

Alii> TIIB LIXli,-TKEitlllS NO IDEA OJr TaB' EXOLVSION OJr OTHEBS '. 

How COULI> TIBIUI BB .A.NY Apoha liVEN WREN THB >o""IIOA.TIVl! IS 

COUPLED WITH NEGATION t-PABTIOLES LIKE 'CM' AND TRE RBS'1' 

OAl\ :RA VB NO CONNEOTlON WITR THE "b~OATIVB ; l.I:£NOE HERB ALSO 

NO ApoM IS POSSIBUl.-lN TKE OASE OJr WHAT IS BXPRESSIID BY 

A SENTENCE!, THE ' 3XOLUSION OE' OTHERS ' CANNOT EVEN BE IN· 

DlOATED.-lN T!Lll OA.Sll: Oll SVOil EXPRESSIONS A.S 'ananylipoM ' 
('NoN-EXCLUSION Oil OTHERS'), NO DENOTATION lS APPRBlll:NDBD 

AT ALL (A.PABT II"ROM TliE PosiTIVB).-WRIIRIIliOBII TOO OOOLD 

T!Jl:BB BE A.NYTRINO ' EXCLUDED ' IN THll OA.SII OP SUOll \VOBDS 

AS 'PrarM;ya' A>-'1> 'JiUya' (WRICli ltlfliBAOII ALL OONOBIVABLII 

THINGS) 1 "-[Shlo.-VA. ~poho. 142-144H977-979) 

OOMMENTARY. 

• Aro the like '-is moo.nt; to inolude Invitation, Addr.,sing and the like. 
There is 'no idea ·,-<Lpprohonsion--of the 'e:eclU#ion. '--donjoJ-of 

otbor things ; and the roa~~on for tbi.a lies in the fact that • thoro is nothing 

to bo denied tbnt eould ~gure in the denial', liS pointed out above (under 

Tw 97,). 
In such expressions aa • ..., ~i de~' (' "Devad&tta i.a not 

non-eooki.ng '): whore one negative is coupled with anotbsr ncgative,-wbat 
oort of .A.paha could be poeliblo 1 None at all; sinoe two. negatives niW&ys 

imply the affirmative. 
Further, in tb& CBSe ol po.rt.icles like 'cha ',-i.e. ol eJJ nip«la adverbs, 

profixos, prepositions, ond so fortb,--a.ll which hEw& boel\ regarded M "IOOT<i8 : 
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and yet thoeo can have no eonnection wit.h the fU9<1li.., e.a ouch a eombina
tion would not bo expressive of anything at aiL That ia to aay, in t.ho case 
of tho word • Jar •, when it is oonnected wit.h tba nogativo in tho expression 
'non·jar ', ooe baa the notion of something e18o, in tho lhape of the Clolh ; 
and henoo tho denot.ation of the word ' Jar' without tho neptive ia hold to 
eonsist in tbo • negation (exclusion) of that other thing (Cloth)' ; in the 
C886 of the pruticloa • cha ' and <ho like, there is no connection with the 
nogat.ivo, in such expreuions as' na cAa. •; e.nd wha.t is not connected with the 
negntivo ce.nnot be neqati>-.cl (or excluded). Renco in this ce.ae no Apoha 
io possible ; i.e. there must be aboence of Apoha. 

Further, in the c,IIS<l of sentences, what is oxproased by them is held 
to be of ono mixed form, like tho tllll'itgaled colo14r; consequently the • exclusion 
of othort' cannot be indicated in their case; becauao thoro is no oounter
entity knol<n to exiat in a.ny accomplished form. le hu bosn asserted that 
'in the CMO o{ such eenteoces as Ohotua, bring the oow, th& 'exclusion of 
othortl • is -umod to be in parta-such aa that of • non-chAitr& • a.nd the rest. 
But thia would be a ..... of denotation of _...u, not of tho s.m.-. As it is 
one impartit.e who!&, and does not admit of auch disaeot.ion. Thna then 
your theory of the denot.etion of words dooa not oovn aU oaaoa. 

Tben again. in the caae of such ~ona e.a • No onJo'd~ Ananyo
po~ ', IMre ia nothing apprehonded as denoted, except aomething poBilioe,

Becauae what ia nndontood to be denoted is not moroly tho form of tho 
Apoha; as the double negative always expreeeoa t.he po.Wit10. 

The ptlrticlo 'lkli' (in t.he compound 'anonyllpohaohalxl4dou ') sta.nde 
far suoh synonyms 1\8 'ananya"!!ltvrtti ', • anonya"!//vcWichhfdo' and ao forth. 

Obfe<~io" :-' What is said here he& alr<!ody bosn arud (under 977) in t.he 
words ' Not1aah<hdpi noM, et<l. ; so thet thoro is needleu repetition '. 

True. Bub the reiteration is made wit.h a view to showing tliat the 
words of tbo Apolliat himseU- t.hst • the denotetion of words co~U~ists in t.he 
&cclouion of OIMr~ '-bow that he regards the denotAtion to be po.Uive. 
Because what the term • anyapoha, ' , • Exclusion of Othort ', excludes (or 
denieo) ia what ia donoted by tba t.erm • ananJo'dpoha •, • Non-exclusion of 
Othora •; and this latt.er is clearly undel'8tood to be poaitive. 

Then there aro auch 11ro:ds as 'cognisable', • k:nowabl6 ', • predie&ble • 
a.nd 10 forth ; a.nd there is nothing that is excluded by t'-; u aU things 
..., ' oogniaable ', etc. by their very nature. U anything were U&WDed to 

bo excluded by those wards, it would be entirely oopileG in the fonn of 
• exclueio.n , ; and 81 such l~Vould remain 'cognisable ' ; beoauao what is not 
cognised ca.nnot be excluded. Then, a.s there ia nothing that could be 
exoloded in this ...,e, tbo theory of the Apohist cannot be universally truo.
(977-9'19) 

ObfO<liM :-• In the HilumuMo (a work ot that name) it he& been 
declared thet tqoro is Inference of t.he OogMiab~ as oonoisting of• t.he 
Bl:ocluolon of the Non-cogni<lab~ which is assumed for tho purpose. So thet 
ho .. oan our .dpoha,-tbeory fell to apply to the case of thoao wards r • 
• ' A""!'f' ,_ . 

I 
{ 

I 

~1 
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TEXTS (980·981). 

"RATHER TRAN ASSUME THE Tlll'NG TO BE EXCLUDED, IT IS FAR BETTER 

TO ASSUME Tl!El ENTITY ITSELF.-As THE IDEA OF THINGS BmNQ 

OF THE FORM OF CoGNITION$ IUS BEEN REJEOTED, WIIAT 

I~ DENOTED CANNOT BE ANYTBWO INTERNAL (SUBJIICT· 

IVE); NOR IS IT l'OSSlBLE POll. ANY SUBJECTIV:E 

TBINQ TO BE ' EOCOL UDRD '. TuuS TlJEREl OAN 

BE NO Apoha IN THE CASE 01' THE WORDS IN 

QUESTION.-LASTLY, IN THE CASE OF 

SUCH WORDS AS 1 iva '1 NOTHING IS 

FO'O'ND TO EE ' EIXOLUD'Pl)) ' .-

[Sblo.-Va. Apoha 145-146) 
-(980-981) 

'COMMENTARY. 

If aJl that is cognisable is aaaumed to bo excluded as 'cognisable •,
then it is I tu' better to ad.mit the positive entity itself to be denoted by the 
word; which is what is accepted by all men. That is to ""Y· in so doing 
there would be no assumption of the Unseen, nor the denial of the Seen. 
That is why it is spoken of "" 'fnr better'. 

Some (Buddhists) h&ve bold the view that--' what is denoted by all 
words is ouly the reflection of conceptual thought, and it is this that is 
excluded, diflerentia,ted and expressed '. 

The answer to this is-A• IM 1dea. of thingt, eiC. eiC. That is, we have 
already rejected the idoa that things are of the nature of cognitions ; and we 
have done so on the ground that Cognition is formless, while the thing b.... a 
form and is cloorly perceived ... elcisting in the. extsrnal world; consequently 
there being no internal (subjective) form resting in Cognition, it cannot be 
right to regard any such thing as denoted by words. 

Nor is it possible for any such subjective thing to be rejected,- lor 
the aamo r8oson that 110 aueh thing exists. 

In too case of tM words in queoti<m---i.e. words like 'Cognisable ' . 
Then again, thore n.re such words a.s '!oom' ('thus'), 'i.Uham' (I in this 

wa.y ') and so forth; in the ee.s& of these, nothing is found that can be 'ex· 
eluded • ; aa there is no counter.entity in this case, in the form of what could 
be excluded. · 

It xoigbt be argued that--' in such expressions as 1 na ivam' ('not thus') 
there is something probable that could be regarded as ' excluded '. 

This also is not possible in this ca.se, ... already pointed out. Because 
here a.lso~ in the expression' na nctivam ',there is negation ·of negation; and 
the 'avam' remains in ita own ttntugatWeG--positive-form. So the same 
reason that we had w-ged before becomes applicable here aJ.so.-{980-981) 

All the above has been set forth as put forward by Kwniirila. With the 
following Te:«s, the Author proceeds to set forth objections put forward 
by Uddyotak<rra against Apoha [In Nyayaoorl.il«> on 2. 2. 63, pp. 832·333] :-



528 

TEXTS (982-988). 

''IN TBl: OASE 01' Tli:E WORD cALL'(' .torM ') WHAT IS lT THAT ts ASSUMED 

TO 811 THJl ' JIXc.LUl)ED ' 1 Tuxiu; IS NO SUOll THll<O AS THE rum-aU, 
wmon COULD BE BXCLUDED.-!P IT BE trROJ:D TUAT 'one AND THE 

REST ' AJIB TIIB rum-all, THEN IT CO:IreS TO BB Tllll EXCLUSION OF 

TilE DliNOTATION ITSIILF ; AS TliE port8 WOULD llE EXCLUDED, L'W 

NO WAOlt IS ADMlTTED.-,S'nnLARLY, IN REGARD TO TRE DIINOTA· 

TION OF TilE WORD ' GRQUl' ' (' SamM<• '), THE CONSTITUENTS 

WOULD BB BXCLUDBD; AND !IOT!!ING Al'Al\T FROM Tl!IS IS 

ADMlTTBD ; RIINOE ALL SUOH WORDS BEOOMll DEPRIVED OF TRBIR 

MEANINO.-As REOARDS THB WORDS 'TWO ' AND THB REST, WRIOH 

ALSO A.Ril APPLIED TO groups, AS THE' ONB' AND OTKE"R OONSTITU

El'o'TS WOULD Bll EXCLUDED, TIUIJ' OOULD NO LONOIR JIB SO AI'l'LIC· 

AliLB.-TlmN AOA.I!<, Till! DE.!<OTAT10N O:P TRl!l WORD 'Cow' IS 

$AID TO •• THll. NON·NON·OOW' ;- NOW IS TRIS polilit>t. 0& mgaJive t 
U IT IS ~lit>t., IS IT THE 0DUJ OR TBE Non-cow 1-lP IT IS THE 

0DUJ, TliEN THJ!lU: IS NO DISPUTE; AS T1IE DENOTATION 'J:1111NS OUT TO 

Dfl 0' TilE POSITIV:E CRARAOTE:R. ON TJJl: OTIIER HAliD, IF IT IS 

TRE !IQII.Qow THAT IS DENOTED BY TKE WORD' Cow',-TRAT WOULD 

li:Xlii8JT A WOi'>lli&FUI. INSIORT INTO THE )f!lANINQS OF WORDS 

INDEBD I-NOR OAN IT BE ntgative; AS, IN TRAT OASB l NJUNOTION 

Al!D THE RES'r WOULD NOT BB l'OSSIBLB.-NOR DOES Alllr ONE EVER 

OOM1~REHIIND A ntgati<m FROM Tl!lil WORD ' Cow'. "-(982-988) 

COMMENTARY. 

Uddyo141oartJ ha& argued as follows :-" l~ canno~ be right to say that 
wordo denote tbo .tlpo/IA of other thinjpl; bec$u.e thi1 explanation cannot 
apply to ..U words; that is to aay, in the oaae of worda whore t.horo are two 
mutually uclusive oont.radietions, it may bo thot when one is affirmed the 
otbor ia donied ; aa for instance, it may be true tha~ when the word 'Cow ' 
is heard, the Qqw ia aJ!Irmed and the """·Oow ia doniod. But tlli$ ia not 
poeaiblo in the case of the word 'Saroa' (' all '), as there is no auoh thing as 
non-411, whioh could bo denied by the word ' aJJ '.-• But in this case also, 
there is doni~! or pr&Cluaion of ono an& lhe re#; so that our oxplanat.ion takes 

in this caoo also '.-You mean thAt""" an& tl•• re# are tho contradictories of 
aU, tho non-all which o.ro excludod by the word 'nU • .-But this is not right; 
as ib invoiVl)ll the incongruity of worcls abandoning thoir 01vn meaning. If 
the word 'all ' excludes one and lhe nsl,-ina.smuoh as th010 latter are wbot 
go to mako up tho All, and (for the Buddhist) tho wh<>U bat no e>tistonoe 
apart from ita constltuenta, tbo exclusion of ono and lhe rut would moan the 
6Xclusion of ovecything that goes to make up the ..tU.. and there would bo 
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nothing left for the word ' all • to denote : and this word would thus become 
roeaningless.-[The wot<l 'atiga • stands for part]. -Similarly all oolkctwe 
words, like ' group • and the rest, would become meaningless, if they 
were used for the exclusion of their own constituents; as it is held that 
the group hs.s no existence apart from the members thet make up thet group. 
-As for the words 'two • and the rest, they also perte.in to groups (of Two, 
Three, etc.); so that, if they denoted the exclusion of one and t:M rut,--as 
these, being precluded, would not be there to mo.ke up the said groups, the 
words would beeom& meaningless . ., 

This is the argument that is indiC&ted by the words-' They wotdcl 110l 
lM so app!ieab!e • (Text 985). Whet is meant is thet the words in question 
are accepted as applicable to groups; but they would cease to be so "PPii· 
cable. 

" Further, when it is asserted that what the word ' Cow ' denotes is the 
"Apoha of other things '~-i.e. something tha.t is ' not non·Cow ',-is this 
something (A) :Positi<•e or (B) Negative ?-(A) Il it is Positive, is it the 
Oow or the non-Cow ?-If it is the Oow, then there is no quarrel between \\S.
II it is the twn·Oow that is held to be denoted by the word ' Cow • ,-this 
shows a. wonderful inoight into tha mee.ninga of words t-(B) Nor can it be 
something Negative ; as nothi.ng nega.tive ce.n form the subject of any injunc. 
tion or comprehension thereof; as a ma.tter of fa.ct, when on& hea.ra the word 
'Cow', ·neither the Injunction nor its comprehension pertains to anything 
merely nega.tivo." 

This is the argument thet is indicated in the wot<l• 'Nor ean it be ~gatitJ<, 
etc.. , de!-' Prai.Qa' sta.nds for P.rai~tuJ·, Injunction; tha.t is, the urging of 
the hearer by the Speaker to something ; this belongs to the Speaker ; w bile 
'Comprehtnaion • belongs to the hearer.- The terrn 'and tM ~ut • is meant 
to include such nouns as 'carrier', 'milker' and the like. 

Lastly, it is by a.ctual experience that the meaning of words is com· 
prehended: a.nd a.s a. matter of f&Ct, no one ever con>prebends negation from 
the word ' Cow '.-(982-088) 

" Further, iJ.poJw,, E:o:cl?.Ution, being a.n Action, it behoves you to point 
out its object (i.e. the object excluded). 'l'hat is to se.y, you explain ' ApoJw, • 
as 'not being the non-Oow'; now is this object of the Apoha, the Oow or 
the t!On·Oow 1-lJ it pertains to the Oow, how ce.n there be mge>tion of the 
Cow in the Cow itseU !- lJ, on the other hand, it pertains to the 1'1lm-0ow, 
how can tha 11poha or Exclusion of one thing (non-Cow) load to the com
prehension of another thing (the Cow) ? Corte.iuly, when the Khadira 
tree is cut, the cutting does not fan upon the Pal&lw. tree.-Further, if the 
phrE>Se ' tha Cow is not the non-Cow • is explained a.s the negation, in the 
Oow, of .the non-Oow,-then you should explain who has ever conceived 
of the Oow a.s the rnm-Oow,- whioh conception would be negatived by the 
said .11poJw, ! " 

The Arguer regards tho first two (l.lternatives o.s irrelevant, hence be 
sets forth the thit<l a.ltern&tive (that there is preclusion, in the Cow, of the 
Mn-Oow] :- · 

34 



TEXTS (989-994). 

" WIIY lB rKE DENOTATION OP TID! WORD (' Cow ') llliLD TO BE THE 

ApoM-m TID! FOBM 'THE Cow IS n<>t non-Oow ' t Wao HAS EVER 

A'ITRIBUTED THE OHARAOTER 01' Tlm ncm-Oow TO THE CoW-TIIA1' 

IT IS DllNDlD Itm\B 1-lr IS HELD TIIAT I1' IS 1'111! 'EXOL11SION OF 

'1'HJ: n<m·Oow ' IN THE Cow, WBlOH J'ORMS THB DB.~OTA1'10N OF TBE 

WORD ;-IS 1'108 HELD TO BB SOMETHING DIJ'J'ERENT 1/RO)I THE 

Cow f On. NON·DIPFERENT 1-IF IT IS dijfe1·tnt, DOES IT ABIDE

OB not AlliDB-ANYWlU:l<E 1 IF IT DOES AlliDE, TUN IT BEOO~lES 
A Quality, AND TIIJI WORD CANNOT BB D:Jl:NOTATIVE OF TBll Substance; 

-AND TIJOS ~ THE WORD 'Cow ' W011LD DIINOTB ONLY A Quality. 
m:!!RB WOllLD BB NO OO·ORDINATION IN 811011: EXPRESSIONS ~ ' DDil 

Cow lllOVl:S ', ' rKE Cow S'U..>mS '.-IF IT DOES NOT ABIDE m ANY 

TIIII'O, THEN WHAT W011LD BB rKE S:Jl:NSE m WHICH IT 0011LD BB 

KII:NTIOllltD, FO!.< TBE POB.l'OSE OF <:Uiu.ti<m, BY TID! TERM '..4.g~ ' , 

'01' TR.£ NON·CoW' !- IF, LASTLY, TilE 'JJ.po/v.l. ', ':£XCLtiSIOS 

OF OTIIllBS ' IS II:ELD BY YOU TO :u ncm-ilijf~tnt (J'BO>I THE Oou;),

TBEN IT OOMES TO BE THE SlliE AS Oow; WllAT MOl<E W011LD, IN 

1'HAT OASll, BE EXPRESSED (BY THE TERM 'Apoha ') t "-(989-994) 

COMMENT A.RY. 

The po.rtiolo • cha' (in Text, 989) has tbo oolloctivo seo.ao; what is meant 
by the ee.ntenoe ib-wby do you assert the donot&.tion o! tbo word • Cow • 
to be the Apo/t4 in the form o£ ' Not non·Cow ' t 

' Why ahould it not be oo asserted ' t (aaka the Buddbibt). 
The onawer '-' Who llu, et<:. et<:. ' 
"For the foUowing '*""" also A ,.M cannot be aooepted :-Beeauso 

none of tho alte.rnatives possible under that theory it admiaaible : The 
A poho, "" Eo:dmion, of IM ,.,..cow in the Cow,-la thiJ (A) Different, or 
(B) Non-di.tlerent-(from the Cow) t-{A) JI it ia difl'eront; (<1) does it 
abido (in Ule Cow) t Or (b) does it not abido i.n it f-{<1) JI it doos abid& 
in it, then, ioMmuch os i.t abides in it, it becomes a Quality ; tha~ is, the 
word. ' Cow ' donot~s a Quality, and not tho Subotanoo, the animal, Oow ; 
and under the cirownstances, there can be no euch Oo·ordination as that 
exprOMed in the words • the Cow is standing', 'the Cow i8 moving '.-(b) B, 
on the other hand, it does not abide in it, then wlmt ib the signifioanoo of 
the GenitiV<O ending in the phrase 'ago/,> e~poli4/.1' ("the Apoba. of IM non
Oow ') 1-{B) JI, lastly, the Apolu> is ~ifferem f rom the 00111, then it is 
the aamo aa tho Cow, and the postulating of it it entirely futilo."-{989-

99') 



r 
1 

~ATION OP THE IMPORT OP WOBDS. 531 

TEXTS (995-996). 

"ls THIS Apoha ONE Al<D TIIJI SAMJI IN COl<l<BOTION WITR ALL THINGS? 
OR IS IT SEVERAL 1- !Ir ONE, THEN, BEtNG RELATED TO SIWEIUL 

COWS, IT WOULD BE THE SAME AS Tml U niversa/,-
'Cow '.-b tT IS SEVERAL, THEN IT WOULD l)E 

ENDLESS,-LIXll SO MANY Th"DIVIDUAL OB· 
J:BOTS. CoNSl!:QOlL'ITLY, roST LIKE THE 

DrnRSl!: L'IDIVJDUALS, TBJS ALSt;) 
0011LD NOT BE ' DENOTED '.-

(995-996) 

OO~lMENTARY. 

[Uddyotakara conti.nuos]-" You should oxplain whothor this Apoha is 
ono !>nd the so.me in regard to o.ll things ? Or is it different with ei\Ch 
individual thing ! If it is one and the &rune, and is relo.~ to soveral cows, 
then it is the same aa the Uni..,...U • Cow '. If on the other hand, it is 
many (d.if!eringwitheach inclividu&l oow), then it is u oruil-as the individual 
objeota themselvoo ; eo that no oonooption of it would be ~ble ; which 
meona that it cannot be denoted ."-(995-996) 

TEXTS (997-1000). 

"Tms Apoha, 'Exox.usiON or OTll:BR THINGs '-Is IT ITSEI;F de:noteJ. 
OR n.ot-denoleJ.? EVEN IJ IT IS den-oted, IS IT DENOTED AS SO>Oil· 
THING positive 1 On ONLY AS THE 'NEGATION 011 O'l'HBR THINGS ' ! 
-b IT IS DENOT:ED AS SOMETHING ~iw, TllltN YOU Sll011LD . 
AlU.NDON YOUR BXTBJUIIST VIEW, WB1!1t.EBY IT JUS 8BU A.SSXBTED 
THAT 'i1> every C<Jie IT IS tM tzclusi(m of otMr llli11{11 '1'IU.'l IS DENO· 
TED BY WORDS.'-b, ON THE OTHER HAl>"D, THll SAID 'hOLUSION' 
(Apoha) IS DIINOTIID IN THE 1/0RM 011' THE 'El::OX.USION 011 OTIIJ!B 
Tm:NGS ',-'l'lll:N SUO!l A VIEW WOULD INVOLVE AN ll''11Ilo"''!'B REGRESS. 
-b THIIN IT BE HEX.D DY YOU THAT THE SAID Apoha (El::OX.USION 
Oli' OTill!lt THINGS) IS nol de:noteJ., TBBN YOUR ASSERTION, THAT 
'THE WORD ALWAYS DRINGS ABOUT T.IIE :&XOX.USION OJ'OTREB THtNGS', 
WOULD BECOME ANNULLED."- (997- 1000) 

COMMENTARY. 

" You have to be quootioned-is this Apoha denoted or not denoted 1 
If it ia denoted, is it denoted 88 something positive f Or M the 'exclusion 
of other things' !-If it ia denoted as sometbiog poaitiv&, thon tho assertion 
tb~t • The denotation o! \VOrds consists in the exc!...,ion of oi"Mr things ' 
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is not univ.....Uy true.-If it is denoted aa the 'exclusion of other thiJl8>! •, 
then that 'exclusion of otlws • 'IVould itaeU have to be denoted aa another 
' exclusion of other thiJl8>! • ; and so on and on, there would bo no end to it. 
-JJ then tha Apollo is held to be ~~<d. then that would contradict tha 
etetement that ' the word brings about tha exclusion of what is denoted by 
othar words '."--(997-1000) 

All thia has been set forth by Uddyotalcara. In ani'IOer to this, tha 
revered Dinn4ga hae declared "" follows :-' In 1>ll CMee, the substr1>tum 
boing the s&Ino, thero is no disruption, nnd nil thnt is dosired is duly nccom· 
plishod ; hone<> in due coursa, a.Jl chnrectomtios ol tbo 'Unive...al ·.~oh 
aa OM-neu, ~ily, oompleto ~ in ,...,. component-cubsist in 
the Apollo itoell. Oonsequently, on account of the superiority of its exoollonoo, 
the only theory that is right is that ' the denotation of 'IVords consists in 
the ....ZUflcn of oiMr lhing• •. · 

In re!""'noe to this, Kum4ril<> argues aa folio..., thereby summing up 
the argumentl again.at the doctrine of ApoM .~ 

TEXTS (1001-1002). 

" FVRTJOilll., qn,e..nus, eUrn.alily and Mlbsi8tenu in tvery individ114l,
ONE WHO WOULD ATl'RIBUTE TlD.S!l TO .Aponas 'IVIDOH AlUl 

11EATUliEI;ES.S, WOULD BE ~U.'KING CJ:.OTJI \VJTUO'OT YARNS.-

FROM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS 'l'HA.T TIDl llLli'MENT Oil' 

' IIXdLUSION 011 OTnliB.s ' COULD liE l'Rli.SB~lT 
ONLY IN THE DENOTATION 011 TUOSB WOIIDS 

WHBIIEIN THE NEGATIVll TEJI.'d: IS l'IIItSIINT; 

rN ALL 0'1'Hl!II CASKS THE THING ITSIILJ1 

IS WHAT IS J)J!:NO'l'ltD." (Sh/.o.l:a. 
Varfi.&>.A,oha-168·164.) 

-{1001.1002) 

COMl\IENTARY. 

'In U.O.. wrdl alone wMre U.. mgaliw tum to l"'Uf>U ·.-.g. in such 
expreasio!lll M 'abhakf!IO grama.nlkar<>l> •, 'the tome hog le not-to-~-. .. •. 

'Tholhing iuelj '-in the positive form. 
'1» aU otl~er oa•u '-where tho negative tsrm is not present.-(1001· 

1002) 

B&ving thus set forth the opinions ol others, in order of importance, 
the Author setolorth the answer to those:-



BX.t\Q"NA.."'!ION 01' THE IMPORT 06' WOB.DS. 533 

TEXTS (1003-IO<K). 

ALL TUESB .&.Bll WBO~G VIEWS BASBD 'CIPOJS' IONORANOE OF WllAT IS 

wu.NT BY TBE 'Apolus, N:to.~T!O:<, 011 OTHER Tnn<os '.
l'zoPLE WRO ARE 'l'ICSliSELVES DU!l'IJ:D DAliN Ol'BERS 

ALSO.-AS .A.Io!A.'l'rER OP F.&.or, Apoha IS 01' TWO JW<l>S 

D11JJ TO DIFii'ERENOE BETWEEN-{!) Pan.JUdiiaa 
(RELATIVE NEGATION, 0oNT.RADISTINOI'ION, 

ExcLUSION) AND (2) N~idluo (ABSOLUTE 

NEOATIOJS', DEM, P.ROIIDllTION). 

Pan.)'Uddsa AOAIN IS Oll TWO KINDS 

- (a) DuE TO DIFlllm.ll!NOB 01' 

Ccmceptitm (IDEA), AND (b) 
Dull TO DIFIIII>RENOJ: Ol!' 

CoNOJ:PT ( OBJ"BOT).

(1003-l()(K) 

COMME.."'TARY. 

'.D...~ dijfere"", t.tc. t.tc. • ;-i.e. beeaUBe thoro i.ro Relative Negation and 
Abooluto Negation, t.hore are two kinds of .Apo/lcl, Negation. 

'.D... ~ d.ijft:re"" in Oonuplion, etc. t.tc. '-i.e. du& to diiierence of t.ho 
nature of tho Conception. a.nd duo to clilforence of the nature of the 
Concept,. 01 the.e 'the nature of Oonupticn' consist<~ in the appoorance 
of cognition o£ several things in one comprehensive (orm ;-e.nd ' IJ'I.f nature 

of Ooncopl '-consist~< in the nature of the objooo, M contradistinguished from 
unliko objeots,-i.o. in the form of ' Sp&oifio Individuality ' ; and the two 
kinds of Pal'!ludlioa are based upon dillerenoe ol th011e two ;-such is the 
eeoBO of the com.pound.-{1003-1004) 

Th& follo~ Pm point<~ out. the form of Negation (Pa~. Exclu
sion) in the form of Oon«plicn-

TEXTS (1005-1006). 

I T IUS BBEN ~'ED ON A PREVIOUS OOOASION {TEXT 723) TB:A.r 

TJIJNOS l'..llOt TBll Bari141ci .U."D OT.IIl!B 'lllllS'GS, TIIOUOK DISTINCT PROM 

011:£ .A.NOT.IIl!B, BEOOME TEE BASIS Otr Ul<lTABY OONOil:PTION. ON 

THE BA.Slll 011 SUOR TlllNGS, TIIEBE .A.Pr:uBS A rejUctitm IN TilE 

Dlt'l'liRMINATE CooNITION,- WRIOR BJUL:£01'I011 IS DJlYIN'ITELY 

IJ.'PREKIIINDJJD (CONCEIVED OF) AS 'OBJEOI'S ', JJVJJN THOUGH 

Tlllil OllJEOTIVE CRABAOTEB IS All SENT IN lT. ( Al-"D IT 

IS THIS CONOE:PTION Oil' Tlllil BEIILIIO'l'BD n i AGE TRA.T 

IS OA.LLED ' Apoha ' J.-(1005-1006) 

COMMENTARY. 

'On a p...-uioul occaricm. '--i.e. in the chapter on tho oxaminat.ioo of the 
'Univ01'8t\l ', under Text 7Z3 a ""1· It haa bo&n &xplained there the.t,-
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many such things a.s the Haritaki and the rest, without a.rly eonunona.lty 
among them. perform the s&meo function of alln.ying fever and other diseases, 
- and exactly in th0 same mnnner the Rlcu;k and other Co\'VS, (Wen though 
different among th9mAClves, beeome, by t.heir very nature, the basis of the 
tmitary conception, even without any such entity M the Commona.lty or 
th~ Universt\1. 

' Abhaycldisanui!> • ,-i.e. like the Haritak;, etc.-the similarity consisting 
iu ful61Ung the sa.me purpose. 

'On the ba8i4 of 81.U:hthing8, etc. etc.' ;-<>n the basis of consisting in objects 
like the Harilak; and tbe rest,-brought about by the apprehension of the 
action of such CQ.\lSe!h-is the detenninate Cognition ;- in this cognition there 
is the r~ion,-rellectod image-<>! the objecta,-i.e. there appears a 
reflection which is apprehended as the same as the objects ;-<lnd it is to thi9 
apprehension thot the name ' Apoh<> • has boon ~>pplied. 

• Determinate; ',- this is an OO.jeetive qualifying ' cognition\ 
'ArtM#n<Uilbhiivo • ;-even though the ch.,....,ter of the ' e>.-ternal 

object ' is wanting. 
'Ni$hcl>itam '-definitely apprehended.-(1005-1006) 

Queation. :-u '\Vl1y lwl the nt\lne 'Apoha·, been given to it?, 
Answer:-

TEXTS (1007- 1009! ). 

( I ) BEOA.USII JT Al'PIIAllS AS 'EXOLUDIID ' (DJSTINGUISRED) :ntOl\1 OTHE& 

'Al'PEARA.NCES ',- (2) 111!0A.USE IT IS TilE · JlA.SIS (OA.US_E) OF TRII 

COGNITION OF A THING AS 'EXCLUDED ' FROM OTHERS,-(3) 

BEOAUSE IT IS COGNISED THROUGH AN ENTITY ' EXOLUDED 1 

(VRO)! O'rHERS),-ANl> (4) IIEOAUSE IT IS Al'l'EIIREND· 

ED IN TRE liOBl\1 OF TliB 'Sl'ECD1IO INDffiDUALITY ' 
CONSISTING IN THE ' EXCLUSION ' OF U}lLIRE 

THINGS, BY PERSONS CONFOUNDBJ> BY ITS 

SAMENESS-THE NAMB 'Apoha, Ex-
cr.usxoN, OF OTHERS ' liAS IIEEN 

G!VllN TO IT, ON THJl SAID 

BASIS.-(1007-1009! ) 

COMMENTARY. 

The nl\lne ' Apo/14' has boon applied to it on four grounds :- (1) 
Firstly and chiefly, because it itself appea-rs &S 'excluded • (disl>inguished) 
from the appearanc .. imposed by other oonooptions,-the no.mo ' A.poh<> 
of olhero' hos boon applied, in the sense of wha/. i8 excluded--' apohyat~ '
from. others- ' anyMm<U ' .-On the othor three grounds the name r .. ts only 
indirectly (6gureti"ely). (2} For instance, through imposing the chare.ote:t 

• ,'. pf the Ejfec.t. upon the Oamt;"" when the no.m~ ~ applied booause it is the 
, ·.?"'~of the cognition of a thing o.s 'excluded '·from others ;-{3} it is applied 

• I . ': ~ A. ~ I •, ' 

•· 7 :~~~.~~'f·-' :· 
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tb:ough imposing the charaeter of the CaUM upon the Effld; as wben the 

name is applied 'o.thlif/aMit.u·dv6rii • ; i.e. ' lhrough '- by means of-an 
' enl.ily' which is 'ashlilla '-i.e. 'excluckd from ~~'; i.e. a. proceeds 

' lrom the apprehension ot the soJd conception :-(4) the fourth groUAd lies 

in tl>e fact that it is opprel>endod by persons confounded by i\11 samOllOSS 

with the ' excJus.ion o£ unUke things '. 
1 ltl samenu&' ;-i.e. tho sameness of the reflection of tho object in the 

eonooptual thought. 
' On 1/u oo.id baN' ;-i.e. on the basis of the four fact4, in the shape of 

ita app«Jring"' e:eclud«lfrom otJou ap1*JTOncu and ao fortb.--(1007·1008) 

Tbefollowing~sbowa thoform of theApoho in the form of theol>jfd :-

TEXT (1009). 

So ALSo, rn REGAJU> TO THE ' SPROI'Fro lNnrvrnu.u.rTY ' wmo:a: IS TBII: 

BASIS OF THE SAm 'liXOLUSION ';-oN THE GROUND TIIAT TBEllll: 

IS ll< rr TB'!! 'II:)COLUSlON' OF OTBEllS.-{1009) 

COl!MENTARY. 

The words of the preoeding text-' the name E:>:ciUiiOto of OiMTB has beOll 

given to it on the said baais •,-havo to he construod ntong with this text also. 

The basis (for this Apoho) is pointed out.-' On Iiio groufld, etc. <le.';

-that is, on the ground of the presence therein of tbe diflerentiation
oxolusion-from otM-..--i.o. unlike, hotorogeneons,-thingo ; i.o. because tho 

e:ecl~Uion of unlike thing• ia thoro. What is meant by thia is that to the 

' Specific Individll8lity ', the name ' Apoha, Exclusion, of otbera ' is applicable 

in ita primary sense.-(1009) 

'rho following To:rt pointa out tbo form of Apoho in the form of • Negation 

Abaolute' :-

TEXT (1010). 

<NEGATION ABSOLUTE' WJI HA VII: IN SUOR ll<STANOES AS 'THE Cow 
IS NOT non.Cow ' ; IN TBI8 TJIJI ' NEGATION OF TB11: O'I'IIER ' IS 

VliRY OLliARLY UrllERlL.'<DED.-{1010) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thus oet forth the nature of the three kinda of ' Apoha ', the 
Author proceeds to eonoeot it with tbe Sllbjeoct-matter under diecllB8ioo, the 

Denmalion of Words :-
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TEXT (lOll). 

I T IS TBll firtt OF UJISE ApoliM THAT IS RXPa&SSED BY WORDS; BI:OAUSE 
TBJI OOONlTION BROUQllT .o.BOUT BY WORDS Al'PRBHllb"DS TH11 

lll<TBRNAL OB.ri:O'r.-(1011) 

• Pir& '-i.e. thnt which consists in the Refioctioo of t he object. a.s 
dMcribed above (in Tal, 1006). 

The -.on for this is eocplained-' Beo:~u.n I& cognition, et<:. tic.' ;
thnt lllone should be regarded aa the • denotation of words ' which nctuslly appears in the Verbal Ocgnition ;-andaaa m<~tter of !net, in Verbal Cognition, 
there is no apprehension of N19<'tion A&.olw., nor thnt of the • Specific 
Individuality', as there is in Sense-cognition ; what actually a,ppeara in it is 
that Verbal Cognition only which apprehends the external object. Hence 
it is only the reJI&etion of tba External Object, which appears directly in Verbal Oognition u identical with it, that can be rightly hold to be the 
denotation of the word.-(1011) 

As regards the well-known relation of the lkntlliJii110 and dOMlod which 
JNboiats between the word and ita denotation,-it is none other U>an tbe 
relation of Oatl88 and Effw ; in fact it ia of the na,ture of the rotation of Oause 
and Effw itaoU.-Tbia is what is shown in the following-

TEXT (1012). 

WBXN TBll OOONWON 0¥ 'l'B1t R EPLJ:OJ'ION IN TILlT l!ORll HAS B:£SULTED 
!"ROX TIDI WOBD, 'I'IDIBB liAS COO ABOUT TKE RBLATION 0¥ 

Derwteil and Dettotae.ive, IN 1'1!11 SHA.J'F. OF 0aU8e 
and E.ffect.-(1012) 

OOM:ME.NTARY. 

• Tho &}lulion in thas form '-is thnt re6eetion which is ot tba uattue 
of the appo-ehended external object ;- when the birlh-appeamnoe-of tho cognition of that-has been brought about-producod,-the relation 
that has rosulted is, on reflection, found to be that of Cause and Effec:. For 
instance, the Word, u bringing about the ReJI&etion, i• called • denotative • ;. and the Re6eetion, brought about by the Word, is the ' denoted ' . 

Thus the 6$SQttion made by tho Opponent-that • mere negation does 
not figure in Verbal Cognition ' (Text, 010)-is irrelevant; because more 
~>eget<on io not rego.rded as the denotation of words.-(1012) 

It haa boon shown t!u>t Apoha, in the form of ' Reflection •, being brought 
about· direcUy by words, forme the f)rimarg denotation ol words. The 
Author now proceeds to show that thoro would be notibing inoongruottA in 

I 
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describing th& oth&r two kinds of Apoha (described under 1007-1008) as 
forming th& .. c:ondory (indirect) ' denoto.tion of words ' :-

TEXTS (1013- 1015). 

THE DIRECT FORM (OF Apoha) HAVING BEEN Ex:PLAINIIJ) AS ABO\'E, 

Awoluu NegaJ:i<m ALSO IS APPREHENDED BY IMPLIOATION,-IN THE 

FORM TRAT •rHE NATURE OF THIS TiliNG IS NOT THE NATUBlil 

OF THE OTl!ER THING.-WHBN THEBE IS COJ>"NEOTION (OF 

Tllll WORD) WITH OERTAJN TIXINGS, T.IDlRE COMES 

ABOUT, BY IMPLIOA.TION, TRE APPREHENSION OF 

' EXCLUDED ' .THINGS AI.So.-HENOE THIS 

ALSO IS FIGURATIVELY SPOKEN OF AS 

THE 1 DENOTATION ' OB THE WORD. 

-"THESE TWO KINDS OF VERBAL 

Apoha. ARiil NOT DffiEOTLY 

SPOKiilN OF A.S SUCH. 

-(1013-1015) 

COMMENTARY. 

' As above' ,-e.s soxnothing brO\tght about. 
Q....,tw.. :-" How is Absolute Negation &pprehended by implication ! " 
A....,.r :-That th6 11<1ture, elc. etc.-That is, on the basis of the fact that 

th& nature of this thing~the "'fiection of the Cow-ill not the nature of 
th6 other thing-the reSection of the Horse and other things. 

Raving thus shown that the notion of the Apoha in the shape of Absolute 
Nogation forms, on the gt"Ound of invariable concomita.noo, the secondary 
denotation of words, the Author proceeds to assert the same in regard to 
• Specific Individuality' also :-' When. tJte.re i8 connectio-n. etc. ete! ;-the 
' connection' of the Word with tbe object moo.nt here ia the indiroot one of 
invariable concomito.nce in th& shape of that of Cause and EJ!ed; in the follow
ing way :-FU-st of all there is the apprehension of the object as it sto.nds ; 
th&n the spee.ker's desire to speak of it ; then the ro.ove:nent of his palate 
n.nd other organs of speech ; then tJle. utterance of the word ; in tbi.s w&y 
when there is thie indirect connection between the word and the objeets 
spoken ol-<luch 68 Fire and the like,-then the"' follows the cognition, 
through Presumption, of the object as • excluded fro:n unlike things'. 

Thus both these kinda of Apoh<>,-Absolute Negation and that in •be 
form exclud«l from others,-""' flguratively spoken of as dtno!td, by th& word. 

• Thisa/.80' ;-i.e. the Specific Individuality; '.U.O 'refers to the Absolute 
Negation.-( I 0 1S-1 0 15) 

As against the Re~>ered Dinn<iga, Uddyotakara has urged the following 
(in Nyayavartika, 2. 2. 63, pa.ge.s 333-334) :-" Ii the Apoha i.s not denot.ed 
by the word (' Apoha '), th&n you have to exple.in what the 'vord can signify 
apart from what is denoto.ble by it ! If that same (Apoha itself) forms 
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the denotation of tbo word, then, this would be incompatible with your decla:ation that ' a word is said to denota something when it is found that it brings about., in its denotation, tho exclusiOn of what .isc denotod by other words • ; as the only meaning that this declaration could have (under the tiM!ory that .dpo/14 io - ~) would be that the non-denotative word denotas somotbing-(which 'is absurd) ". 
Tba following T<:U p«<eeds to explAin that this ......rtion ha& boon made through ignoranoe of the meaning of the words (of the Teacher), 1\nd to ehow that there is no incongruity jn thoBe words :-

TEXT (1016). 

Wm:N TIIB WORD BRINGS ABOUT T8ll EXCLUSION OB 01'JDIR THINGS, IT 
lS SAID TO 'dll>Wtt ITS OWN' MEANING ' ; <L"'D TKERE IS N'O 

lNOO!<GRl7JTY IN 'l'KIS.-(1016) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Specific Individnality also is tho 'vord't~ ' own moaning ', by implie&tion,-M explni1ted before ;-o.nd whon in i ta 'own moaning' i.n the Ahape of tho Specific Individuality, the Word brings about-producee-t.ho 'exclusion of othor things '-i.e. tbe Apo/14 in the form of R<lflection, M excluded (distinguished) from other IWAoct.ions,-then it is sl>id to' denote • it. And there ia nothing incongruous in tha words of our Teacbar.-(1016) 

The following TtzjO explain this sAme deolarntion of DinniJ.qa'• :-

TEXTS (1017-1018). 

Tm: WORD lS SAID TO 'DENOTE', BECAUSE IT PRODUCES A ltEn.EOTION 
011 THE OONOEPTION 01f THE EXTERNAL TlllNO ; IT DOES NO'r 

TOUOli TilE EXOLUSYVB li'AOTOR IN '1'1IE SllAl'E OB 'l'll1t Sl>ECIFIO 
h"DIVIDUALITY; APART l'RO~I 2'IIB SAID PRODUOTION 011 

THB REFLEO'I'ION, THERE IS NO OTHER DENOTATIVE 
l'UNOTIOll 011 THE WORD.-(1017-1018) 

OO~IMENTARY. 

What the revered Teacher mean. io as follows :-or the word, there ia no function of denoting external things, other than the producing of the Reflection of the Conception apprehending thosa things ; becaUI6 all entitioe are devoid of activity. Henoe wban tho word produceo the R<>Bection of the conception tanding to tho apprehenllion of t.he external thing, it is eafd that. 1 it. donotM ita meaning'. It. does not. touch cM eul\&rioe jodm, in tba ahepe of Speoillc Individuality as excluded (distinguished) from ... like and unlike things ; as thio would serve no \18eful purpose. 

I 

• I 

I 

I 
t 

~ 
I 



1 
l 
• 

J 

• > 

EX~ATION Ol' TB:B DO'ORT Ol' WORDS. 539 

' A pari from, et<:. et<:.' ;-i.e. apart. from the producing ol the said 
R~Wn., tbote is no other denotative function of t.ho word.-(1017-1018) 

Having thut explained the nature ol Apcha, the Author now proceeds 
to meot and l!Ot aside the objections urged by others. 

It hM been urged (by Bhiimoha, under Text 912) that-" ii the word 
' Oow ' l!Orves t~e only purpose of excluding other thingt, then please point 
out somn other word which would prodllCO the noti011 of Cow in the Cow." 

This iJ answered in the foJio,ving-

TEXT (1019). 

}T IS ONLY WHEN THE REIILEOTION HAS BEEN OOONISED TRAT THERE 

I!OLLOWS TB:B ' EXOLUSION Ol' OTIIER THIN OS ', BY l.MPLtOA· 

TJON ; lJEOA'OSlil TRE lDZA Oi' ' OTliBJl.S 1 DOBS NOT 

roR>£ PART Ol' 1'IIE RnLEcrtoN AT 

A.LL.-(1019) 

COMMENTARY. 

It ia the id ... ol the Ouw itself w!Uch is produced by the word ; e.a regards 

the ' exclusion ol others •, thet is understood only by implieation,-and 
from the word itself ; because the Reflection of tho Oow is free from the 
touoh of nny other appearance (or refleotion). TI it were not so: then, it 
would novor bo appreb:ended in ita speciflo form. That is why, for the 
bringing nbout of the idea of the Cow, another word is not sought nftor ; 
because tl>o said "idea of the Cow is produeod by tbo word 'Cow ' itself.
(1019) 

It hM been urged (under 913 above) that-" \VOrds heve their fruits 
in CognitiOn$, and any one word cannot have two fruits, etc. ete." 

Tho anowor to this is as follows :-

TEXT (1020). 

As l'N T1IJ: OAS:E OV THE S:S...'i'TUCE SPEA..EINO 017 'NOT BATING .A.X l-,GBT ', 

TJIJI WORD IN QUESTION lUll· TWO fttnTI! (RJ!SULTANTS),-o:..'"E 

DmEcr All1> '1'BE O'l'BER BY IMPLI04TION ; AND IT IS SO 

BEOAUSB THERE IS NO Al'l'mMATION liNTIRl!)LY 

WITHOUT NEGATION.-(1020) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the CtiSe of the sentence ' Fat Devadaua doee not eat during the 
day •, the direot meaning oonsiste of the denial of 'cating during the day', 
and the implied meaning consist<~ of th& affirmation of ' eo.ting during the 
night'; jn tho some manner. in the case of the word 'Cow', whieb is afflrma,.. 



540 'l'ATTVASANGRA.HA: Oll.ll"l'ER XVI. 

tive (pollitive) in cbara.cter, tba idea of alllnnation is tba din>et rewltant, 
and the idea of negation is tbo indirect resultant due to implication. 

ThB reason for this is ett\tod-' ..411d it i8 b«ausc, elc. etc.' ;- bocause 
there is no affirmation without negation; in fact, affirmation is always con
comitant 'O>itb tbo negation of the unlike ; u tbere cao be nothing w bich is 
not excluded (di.flerentiated) from things unliko itl;elf. 

Thus there ia nothing iooongruoua in a singlo word having two 
resultt\nts.-(1020) 

QutMion ."-u \Vhy is it so t " 
Aft.IU!er :-

TEXT (1021). 

,BEOAUSJ! T11:E W ORD DOES NOT DllU!CTLY RRI'NG AliOOT BOTH TRESE,
(1) TilE Il>BA 011 ITS OWN DBNO'l'.&.'J'ION, ..U."D (2) TRI! JIXCLUSION 

OF ANO'l'HBR 'l'ltrN0.-(1021) 

COMMF.1-.'TARY. 

Tbere would be incongruity if it were bold that both the resultanu.
affirmation as well as negation-re brougM about by tho word at the sn.ne 
ti_me; when howevort the view 18 tha.t,-M in. the caso of 4 not eating during 
the day ',-only ono is brought about directly, while tbo other is got at only 
by implication,-tbon thoro is no incongruity. 

Aa for tbo argument (nrgod in 914) that,-" oD "-ing the word oow 
utterod, the first idea that ono should obtain would bo that of the Mn· 
Oow ",-this also is rejected by wh8t has bocn just S&id ; bocauae DO ouch 
vie" aa indicated has been bald by us·; that i$ to say, we have never bold 
the view tbot the negation (U<Iouion) of lho """"""" is done by tho word 
directly; in faot, it has boco already explainod that this is obtained only by 
implioation.-( 1021) 

It has been argued (by K111!14rik>, undar Tat 915, above) that,-" Tl>oe&
who have aooeptod the cornmooalty in tbe abepo of tbe negation of IIlo non. 
cow aa denoted by the word, havo admitted tho positive ontity, the Uni~~tr80l 
' Cow I to be so denoted n. 

This is answered in the loUowing-

T.EXT (1022). 

T HE Unit~trsal ' Cow ' ALSO IS ox:o TO Bll AN APPEARANCE OF 'l'l1ll SA!IDl 
JtiND; I'NASMIIOR IT IS APPilERllNDED AS OOlOION %0 ALL 

OOws-Tllll VariegoWl AND TJDI BEST.-(1022) 

OOMMENTARY. 

' ' Of lht ..,. ki11d ',-that ia, aupuimpoeed upoo, roflect<>d in, tha 
Cognition, ... somotbinp; external. 
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The reason for this view is next stated-• Ina.nnuch at, etc. etc..'; 
all cows, variega-ted and the roet, are apprehended ae • Oow ', • Oow ', a.s 
o! common form; and it is on this account the.t this is callod • Oommonalty' 
or 'Universal '.-(1022) 

As regards ite BXUr1141ily, that t\lso is spoken of as auoh only by persons 
undar illusion ; it is not real.- Thia is whe.t is shown in tho following-

TEXT (1023): 

BBO.A.O'SE lT IS OOONISBD AS .&. POSITIVE 'Eh'""Tl'l'Y ', nnm.BHORB IT IS 
OA.LLBD A. 1 POSITIVB :BNTITY , ;-THIS MISTAXEN OOONtTION IS 

PRODUCED QUICKLY FROM ITS SEED.-(1023) 

COMMENTARY. 

ObJ"edion :-"If in any case, there were a positive ontity in tho shape of 
the Oommonalty based upon an external object actually apprehondod, then 
it might be possible to he.ve an illusion of the Oommonalty baaod upon 
limilarity ; when however, there io no real primazy ' Oommonalty ' (acoord.ing 
to the Buddhist), the said iUUiion of oommonalty ia not poMible for you." 

AMt.Oer .-.' Thit milta.km cogniticm, m. ttc.. '-'Quality' ,-i.e. the 
cognition in quOBtion appears, independently of the porcoption of any real 
Oommocalty,- through some intarnal aberretion,-like the conception of 
• two moons ' ; all illusions do not •eally proceod t.om the perception of 
similarity ; they appear through mental aberration also. Honce there is no 
incongruity in our view.-(1028) 

The followiDg Too:~ proceods to ehow thot our view ia not open to the 
ohargo of • futility '-of baving e. hobandum thot; is e.lree.dy prove.d :-

TEXT (1024). 

THAT SAME 'FORM OF TK& OOONITION ' CALLED TBll 'il.polJa ', IS 'I"l!B 
' DENOTATION OP TBlii WORD ',-ALSO (REOARDBD AS) A. 'POSITJ:VB 

BNTITY ', IN THE l'OR~f Oil" THE 'OOMA!ONALTY' ; ON 
AOOOUNT Ol1 ITS liBINO APl'lUilHENI>lilD AS StrOll, 

TBRO"IJOII MISTAKE.- (1024) 

COMMENTARY. 

The • form of tho Cognition ' described above, aa impo&ed upon it as 
something external, is oalle.d • Apoha ·,-hieh is t.bo • denotation of the 
won!' ; e.nd it is spoken of ao an external thing, in tho ahape of the 
Oomm<>n<>lty (or Universal). 

The reason for this ia atnted- ' On. account, etc. elc.. ' ;- Lo. boct\.use it. is 
apprehended in the form o! the Oommonalty, and in tllo form of o. positive 
entity. 
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Tho reiii!OI\ for its being et\ lied • the denotntion of the word' nnd th .. 
• Apoha • hM &lroaily been explained above, under To:N 1017 and 1007.
(1024) 

Quulion-" Wherefore ia not that a rea.! O"""""""l.!y (Univerool) ! " 
AnBW<r:-

TEXT (1025). 

IT IS NCYI' BIORT TO BBGABD ITS OBARAOTBB GF Uni-&ll entity, All RB.-tL ; 
BBING NO~·Dillli'ERBNT FBO>I TR:B CoGNITION, HOW OOULD IT 

APl'EBTAIN TO A.NCYI'HBB TJIINO !-(1025) 

COMMENTARY. 

In reality, tba Apo/14 iJ not anything entir<!ly dif!orcnt from the 
Cognition; how tban could it appertain to another thing,4y virtue of which 
appert.enenoe, it could be the • oommono.lty ' of sevorol things ! It hM ~ 
declared abov&-' Row e.o.n what iJ non·dif!erent lrom tho Cognition appertain 
to anothor thing ? ' 

For thiiJ sn.me reason, our reasoning is not open to the cho.rgo o( being 
• redundant' (oooking to prove what is already admitted) ; beoause you do 
not adrnit. the Universal oa.med • Cow ' to be of the form of Cognition o.nd 
not of the form of an entity; oo lbe other band, you pootulato tba Universal 
• Cow ' u a root entity embracing all ooW&-variegated and the rest.. Hence 
our rea.soning it not 'rodundo.nt •. 

It hM beon urged (under 010) thafr-" If mero negation be Msumed to 
be the denotation of worda, this would be only the wid expressed 
dif!orently ". All no such OMumptioo is made by us, it does not aflect our 
p<>eition.-{ 1025) 

It hM been urged (uodor 020, by Kwnarila) tbafr-" There would bo 
&pprehension therein of part of th• cognition cl tbo Horse itsel!, eto. eto " . 

The all8wor to this is as follows :-

TEXT (1026). 

THOUGH THIS FORM OF ' Apo/14 ' IS NOT DIFJ'Bili!NT 11ROM TltE FORM OF 
THE OOONITION, YET ITS exttrtUIJ clulrac/.tr IS Al'PBIIHENDBO 

ONLY BY t>.&LUDED l'ERSONS.- (1026) 

OO~UIE~'TARY. 

This ii ...Uy understood.-{ 1026) 

I t hM been nrgued (under 921, by Kumarilo) thafr-" if the denotation 
.of words iJ independent of thingo, then the """umption of Apoha is useless " . 

The all8wcr to this is os I oUowa :-

I 
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TEXT (1027). 

IT lS NOT ENTIRELY INDEPENDENT OF THE OBJEOl', INASMUOJI AS TBll 

NOTION OF THAT 00~01:$ IN INDIRECTLY; .L'<D YET IN TRAT 

110RM, TIOI: OIIARAOTER OF POSITIVE ENTITY 

DOllS NOT BELONG TO IT, AS EXPLA.tl::.'l:D 

BEFORE.- (1027) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is an indirect concomit:.anco with the object ; hence, even though 
the conooption is primarily mistaken and illusory,-yet it is not entirely in· 
dependent of the external object; j\lSt as the idea of • jewel • in the brigltt· 
noss of the jewel (though wrong, is not independent of the jewel). Hence 
• independenoo of the e>:ternal object ' is something not admitted by us. 

As regards the argument (urged in Text 922, by Kwnllrila.) that-" the 
cognition tMt is produced in regard to the denotation of words is in the 
fonn of the positive entity" ,-the a.nswor is given in the words-' antl yet 
in that form, etc. etc. ',-tba.t is, even though the cognition is in the form of 
the positive ent.ity, yet, the positive character that belongs to it is not in 
the form of something external, nor in the form of another cognition ; as hes 
been explained under To:a 1014.-This also sets aside the view thet • the · 
Apo/14 of other Cognil>iona' is not apprehended by a Cognition; booa\\Se it 
is octually apprehended indirectly, by implication.- (1027) 

It has been urged (undor 923, by Kumlirilo) that-" Even in the absence 
of the external thing, just as there is Intuition denoted by the Sentence so 
would it be in the 08$6 of the word aL~o ., . 

Thie is anawered in the following-

TEXT (1028). 

THAT Apoha wmorr IS IN THE 110RM OJ! Rl'lFLBCTION, AND wmorr ALSO 

XS CALLED ' WTUITION ' , IS PRODUOBD llY THE WORD ALSO ; 
AND WE lll'JADILY Itl'JGARD THIS AS THE 

DENOTATION OF \VORDS.-(1028) 

COMMENTARY. 

We lU>.ve described the meaning of the Sentence as of tile form of · 
Reflection, named 'Intuition'; so also is the mooning of the word described. 
Because by the Word also, ,-.het is produced is the Apoha in the form of 
ReBec~ion; so that for us the Apoha in the form of the ReBect.ion is held to 
be the denotation of the Word also, not only of the Sentenu. This is whet is 
meant by the term • also'. Thus there beingnodifferonceof opinion between 
us, the complaint age.inst \IS is not right.- (1028) 
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It ba.e been arguod (under 924, by Kumciril<>) that-" tho exclusion of one 
Cognition from enothor io not appr<>llA>nded ". 

The answer to thio io a.s follows :-

TEXT (1029). 

OWING TO THJI ll'AOT 011 ITS NOT BIU.RING ANY l!..I.OTOR ..t..l'ART l!ROM TilE 
APl'EABANOE 011 ITS OWN ll'OR.M, ITS ' EXOLUSION PRO:It ANOTHER 

OOClliTION' BJ!OOlii:ES DVLY APPREJDINI)ED.-(1029) 

COJ\IMENTARY • 
• 

It is booause the Cognition dooo not bear within itsoll any factor apart 
from themanifeeta.tionof itaownfOl'lll, that-on60e0nntof ita beingreltrietod 
within ito own fonn,-the exclusion o! ono oognition from anothar beoomee 
apprehended ; otharwiso, if the Cognition bore the form of another, how 
oould it be apprehended u excluded from that another f 

'Fqr thiM ,.......,. '-i.e. becauoe it does not apprehend any form other 
then its own.-(1029) 

It has bean arguod (nnder 92G, by Kum4ri14) that-" Words that a<e 
denotative of diverse Unlver!l$.ls and those that a<e denotative of Partieulara 
,.ould all be eynonyms ". 

This is answer<>d ae follows:-

TEXT (1030). 

JN TBE OASII Oll' WRAT DOES NOT :BXIST, ANY Dtn11Rl1NO:B TRAT MAY Bll 
THERE OANNOT B:B REAL; SO ALSO WOULD BE ITS NON-DD'· 

PERENOE ; AND HENCE l:BE WORDS \VO'C7LD CERTAINLY 
Bll SYNONYliOUS.-(1030) 

COMJIIENTARY. 

Apohc>, being featuralees, has no 101'111 ; and henee it io said that there 
ie no diJ!erenco among .Apoluu ; similarly it io said that there ia no 
non.diJferenco ru:nong them. Thus there being no really non.diJ!crent thing. 
how can the contingency of all words being eynonymoua be urged against 
... f-(1030) 

Thio samo idea is explained more clearly in the followiog-
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TEXT (1031) 

'NoN-DIJ'll'l!!RENCII' OONSIS'rS IN being of th/. same form; HOW OAN 
THIS BE TlDUUil IN WliAT AnE fo7'rlllus 1 WORDS BliOO~tJI 

SYNONYMS ONLY WHBN WHAT IS DENOTED BY TIIBM 
18 Ol>"l! A.o'<D THE SUil:.-{1031) 

COMMENTARY. 

Quulion .~" Il thoro is no Otl4 j<mr> in fomtleaa thing~~, why should 
words not be synonymous t " 

A......,.:- ' We>r<U buome ovnontl"". uc. elc.'-{1031) 

Tho following might be urgod-" If among formless thing~~, thoro cannot 
be pruenu of IM B<lme fqrm, in reality,-even eo it would be thoro in 
imaginary form ; and on tbo basis or that tbo incongruity of all words 
being synonymous can be rightly urged " . 

.41\.IWie'r ."-

TEXT (1032). 

JVST AS, EVEN IN TliB A.BSBNOB O"f FORM, TREBE IS IMAGINARY Vl>"lTY 
(VNDORMITY),-IN THE SAME JIU..'INEB, diff~t:rtU ALSO OOOLD 

BB Dl.A.OtNARY; W'KENOE THEN' COULD 'lHE 
~VOBDS BB SYNONYMOVS T-(1032) 

COMli!ENTARY. 

'1-n.IM ""-of f<>rm '-i.e. in tha abal>noe of aQy characteriat.io foatureo. 
-(1032) 

Quuli<m :-11 If that is so, thon how is thore any such notJon a.mong 
people that these words are synonymous, and those otboro are not 
synonymous f " 

.A-:-

TEXT (1033). 

lN Bl!lALITY, WORDS ABII NEITHER SYNONYMOUS NOB NOT·SYNONYMOVS ; 
A8 IT JUS BBJL'< J:Xl'L.U~;liD mAT WllA.7 IS DliNOTEJ> liT TliJQ( 

IS NEl'mll& OM att.d lM .ame NO:& di-le.-(1033) 

COMMENTARY. 

Il what is denoted by words wero really different or non-different, then 
thay oould be either eynonymouo or not-synonymous. Aa a. matter of 
fa.ct, however, it bao been explainod a.bove (under !l'e:tt, 871) that neithor 
Spociflo Indiwduality, nor tho Unlvers&l, nor whet is posaeoood of the 
Univereal, can be really denoted by words.-(1033) 

35 
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u How then is there the restriction regarding words being synonymo'":s 
and not-synonymous t " 

.d.n.nuer :-

TEXT (1034). 

BUT WHENEVER MORE TIIA.'< ONE THL'IG IS SEEN •ro BE PERFORMING 

ONE AND THE SAME FUNCTION, THE PROPERTY O.l' 'ONENESS 
1 

IS IMPOSED ON THEM AN .1) TKE SAME WOR]) XS 

APPLIED TO THBM.-(1034) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even without there being any Commonalty (or Universt\l), there is rcst.ric
tion regarding the application of a common word to I! number of things,-and 
the ba.s.ia of such applieat.ion lies in the II\Ct of several things performing the 
some fruitful function. By their very ne.turo, somo thin~, even though many, 
perform the same fruitful function ; and for the purpose oi expressing the 
fi\Ct of their performing the same fruitful function, p<!ople speaking of tbem,
for the sake .of brevity-impose upon them a common form, and apply to 
them a. common name. For instanoo, when tho various things-Colou.r, 
etc.-are found to perform the s.a.mo fnnction of Containing Honey, Water 
and other things,-tho name' Jar • is applied to them.-{1034) 

Quution :-"Without a. single comprehensive (all-embracing) li\Ctcr, 
how can a single word be r ightly applied to •everal things ! " 

An.nuer :-

TEXT (1035). 

!N THE OASB 011 TilE ElrE AND OTHER TIDNOS, ALL TlWDING TO BRING 

ABOUT THE SINGLE EFFECT IN THE SILU'E OF TIIJI COGNITION 011 

00LOUR,- IF SOlltEONE WEBJI TO APPLY A COMMON NAME, 

EVEN WITHOUT A COMPREHENSIVE (COMMON) 

ELEME.>'<T [m THE SAME MANNER WOULD IT 

DE IN OTHER CASES ALS0] .-(1035) 

OOMME.t."TAJ.W. 

As a. matter of lad, the application of words to things depends entirely 
upon tho whim (of people). For inatanoo, the Eye, Colour, LigM and 
Mind, all tend tc bring a.bout the single effect of Colour-cognition; if some 
one, through sheer whim,-even without there being a common element,
were tc apply o. single word (name) to them,-would there be o.n,y o~e tc 
prevent him from doing so ! Among all theea things, the Eye and the rest, 
there is no Common Element, in the form of 'being productive of visual 
p<!Tception • ; specially because you regard the UniversoJ, the Ultimate· 
Dif!erentia and Inherence oJso to be productive of visual peroeption ' ; 
ap.d in the things in question, there is no Univer&aJ or Inherence either ;. 

J 
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becaUIO the Univeroal eanno• belong to a Univeroal, and in lnheren<» &!so 
there cannot boa second lnherenoo.-(1036) 

Sa~ tho Opponent:-" How ean the Jar and ouch thingo be spoken 
ol as ~rfofflli"'J th4 l<llno/unc;tioft..-wbeu, their eotiono, in the shape of holding 
water and the rest,-<1.9 also the Ocgnition• apprehending thom,-ilifler 
from one another, on the growtd of the differenoo among their ' SpeeiJlo 
IodividuoJities • ? " 

Answer."-

TEXTS (l03Cl-l037). 

TIIOUOH TlTE ACTION OF TKB JAR ANt> OTJ!BL\ THINGS, IN THE SIIAPE OF 

HOLDING WATER, ETC.,-AND ALSO TKII OOONITION OF THOSE 

Tlll:NOS,-ARE DIFFERENT (DIVERSE),->r.ST, AS IT FORMS 

TilE BASIS 011' A SINGLE (COMPIUlKIU<SIVl:) OONOEPTION, 

TII:E CoGNITION IS SAID TO BE OM ONLY ; AND 

AS THIS Qool."lTION li'OEMS TilE BASIS, TII:E 

'l'liDIGS ALSO ARE SPOKEN OV AS NOT· 

DIVEBSll (O>IE).-(1036-1037) 

OOMlllENTARY. 

Evon though the effecta differ on aceouut ol the difference in their 
• Spoc.i6o Indh•idualities •, yet, the effect in tho form of Cognitiou,
ino&m.uob ns it K&tves as t!le ba.sis of the ttingle comprohonsivo conception, 
-iA spoken of 88 011<0 ; a.nd on aceount of this ono Cognition being the basis, 
the th.ingo,-in tlto shape ol the Holding o( Honey, Water, etc., 1\1\d in the 
shapo ol the inclividttal Jar, ete.,-also are 8poken ol M one.-ThiA is what is 
meant by tho toxt-' And M this cognition, etc. uc.'. 

The previoue singular form 'w:hy<UJ ' h88, in construing, to bE' changed 
into the plura.l form 'ucAyana '. 

The particle ' opi • is to be construed after ' o,.,~ •. 
In the '"ay ahown, it iA quite reMOnablo to regard tbeoe as 'pedorming 

t.be .. me !ruitlul function '. 
Obj«:tio,. :-"But in this way there would bo infinite regress. The said 

Oonoopt.ion at.o would be diver.!e on aooount of tho diversity ol the Specific 
Inclividualit.ies ; so that that also could not bo aooepted u one; hence for 
eotebliobing tha onen888 of that, it would be neooasary to poltulate a further 
comprohensive conooption, nnd so on and on, there would be an infinite 
regre88. So that there being no single effect or aotion, it would not be 
poo.'liblo to apply a single name t<> several things." 

Amwer :-It ie not so i the onenes.a of tho eomprohensivo conception 
is not Mtributed to the performance of a •ingle !unction ; it is based upon 
tho faot ol its apprehending the same thing. So th~t thoro will be no 
infinite regress. B«auee e.ll comprehensive conceptions by thair very 
1\&ture apprehend one and the same thing. Tha meaning of this therefore 
comoe to bo th.is :-Inumuch as it is the basiA ol ono uniform comprehensive 
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conception, tbo efteot in the abape of Cognition iFJ spoken of M one; and 
boc&use of il8 being tbo basil apin, tba tb.ings-Jar, ete.-lso come to be 
spoken of ao • one '.-(1036·1037) 

Thus then, even witbou~a positive entlt.y in theRhApe of the • Universal •. 
tbe wotds • Jar', eto. oome to be tbo oommon denotative of several things. 
Tb.is ia tbo eoncluaion a.erted in tbo following-

TEXT (1038). 

O.r THJ:Sll, WORDS LIXB ' J .. R ' RAVE BBEN s.uD TO BE 00:101011 DENOTA· 

'liVES, 0111ml SI!IOLB BASlS OP TilE RDLEO'I'ION Drsrn<GtJlSB]!:D 

(EXCLUDED) ROM Ul.-t.JXll Tllll\'GS '.-(1038) 

OOMlllENTA.RY. 

Tbe following tc:1 abOWII U\&t oven with regard to one and the ssme 
t.bi.D.g,-even 'vitbout a. positive • Univeraal ' or 'Particular *,-there is 
!<pplication of several worda independently of one another :-

TEXT (1039). 

SIMJLARL y . WllBN l'ERroRMlNG SIIV'BRAL IIJIUITII'tiL li'ONOTIONS, liVEN A 

SINGLE THII<G IS SPOKJIN OF AS nr IT WEliB ltANY,-BY vmTUB Oll' 

. TlDI l!ULTlPLIOITl' OJr TliB BXOLUSIONS OJr THINGS NOT 

PEliVOliMING TliOSB :JONOT!ONS.-(1039) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sometimee, even ·while only one, by ita nature, a thing comes to perform 
several £unctions, through tho intorvontion of other acc&asories; and in such 
cases, even without any dive:ao eloment<t In the shepe of positive eommone.l
tios and the like, several oheraeters ere imposod upon it on oeeount of the 
multiplicity of 'exoiU8ions ' ot thinp not performing thoes functions ; and 
as a consequence of tb.is, sever&! words come to be applied to !het 
thlng.-(1039) 

An oxamplo ol tb.is ia cited in tho following-

TEXT (1040). 

FOR JNSTAN<n, Ooknu IS SPOXlW 011 ..a AN • OBSTACLE • A..'rD ALSO AS 

' V'ISIBL!I ' ;--'liD Bourul IS Sl'OKEY 011 ..S ' Coo~"ISI!lD AF1'EB 

DIIOBT ', A..'rD ALSO ..S 'A'ODlTOlll'' 011 ' .. 'ODIBLE '.-(1040) 

OOlO!ENTA.RY. 

. Colour ia spoken of ao ao • ob8t&ole ' when it preventa the appearanoo of 
.anotber oolour in ite O"WD plaoe ; and it ia also spoken of a.a • visible',
l>oeause it -- to bring &bout villla1 perception. 

.· 

' • • 
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A seeond example ia citecl :-' .Atld Sound. tiC. .u,• ;-<>ven though 
eound ia & single entity, yet, on being the resultant of the oognition following 
upon eJlort (of the spoo,J,.-er), it is rpoken ofas' Cognised • ; and &a the>esultant 
o! auditory perception, it. ie epolc.on of as '&uditory ' ; ' M.mm.t14 • stands for 
'shM.Ui ', audition, i.e. Auditory Perception; and wbt\t o.ppoore therein is 
1 o.uditory •, Or the term • 11&-rai.'OQO ' ma.y be oxpla.ined as 'perceived 
by the 11uditory organ '.-(1040) 

It h&a thus be6n shown thet eever&l wonls are applied to a thing wmeh, 
aa performing a single function, ia ana only. It is now ahown thet in aome 
.,._, wor<ls are &pplied oven on the h&aia of the diversity of other e&uses :-

TEXT (1041). 

IN SOME OASES, TJIB WORD JS Al'PLIED, ALSO ON Tlllll JlASJS 01! 1'lllll 
DIVllliSJTY OF OTHBR Causu ; E.G. SOUND AJUSINO FROM EFI!OltT, 

AND TltE HONBY PRODUO,BD BY THE LA.ltOE DJ;JIS.-(1041) 

OOID!ENTARY. 

' Produud by IM IMgc b<u ', aa distinguished from thet produced by the 
am&ller beoa.-(10.1) 

Thus it h&a been shown th&t div......, words are applied to the same thing, 
on tho basis of tho multiplicity of oJlects (function) and eau-. Tho following 
Tm ia going to show that diverse 'vords !Ire l'pplied to tbo same thing, even 
without .. commonalty, whore there is desire to expre ... only the exclusion 
of its efloct and cause :-

TEXT (1042). 
JN SOYE OASES, THE WORD IS APPLIED ON THE BASIS OT TJIE EXCLUSION 

01' THE EPFEOT .U.'D CAUSE 01' THE T.B:n;G ; AS POll IXAMPLE, 
CoWv.r ts SPOKEN or A.S ' Il<AUIIIBLB ', OR LighJning IS 

SPOON 01' AS ' NOT PRODUOBD BY BnORT '.-(1042) 

OOMME..'<TARY. 

The term • KaryahUu • sto.nds for the tmogs of which the previously
mentioned laetors are tbo ]J)jfoct and oa ... e ;-the • Vuh/Jf<J' of these is 
their eo:c!u.rion (deniaJ). 

u W'b.t\t are the words like this t .. 
'Inoudible, ttc. etc. ' ;--Oolour ia spoken of as 'inau<Hblo ', when what is 

meant ia the exclusion of Sound wbieh i& the eflect of Auditory Perception ;
aimilarly, for the purpoee of exchiding things produced by eflort. the t8rm 
'not produced by eflort' ie applied to Lightning.-(10.2) 

Having thus expl&ined thet., oven in the absance of any po&itive entity 
in !J1o shape of a Oommon&lty, Words are applied with diatinction merely on 
the basia of ""'clu.tio», the Au!J>or proceeds to show thnt thoro is no possibility 
ol the incongruity of all words becoming synonymous :-
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TEXTS (10J3 .1044). 

DUE TO TfUI SAID .6-ND OTHER DISTINCTIONS, ' EXCLUSIONS ' ARE 

POSTULATED ON THl1 BASIS OF DIFFEJ.t:&NTIATED THINGS ; A.NP SO 

.6-LSO ARE THE WORDS AS APPLIED TO THOSE THINGS. THUS 

WORDS, AS DENOTING DISTINCT THINGS IN ACCORD.6.NCE 

WIT:S: CoNVENTION, AR8 APPLIED WITll DUE 

DIJIFftENTIATION; AND AS SUCH THEY ARE 

NOT SYNONYMOUS UNDER OUR VIEW. 

-(1043- 1044) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 'other '-includos words expressive of different ages--such a.,_c; 

'child' a.nd t-he like,-a.nd also such .;~ordr. as ''aaitiitmya '. (' ab.'lenee of 
soul '. or 'featurolGSsness '). 

'On the bcuia of difftr<ntiate<l tJ.ing•' ;-i.e. exclusions, of which the 
basis consists in things differentiated from one t\nother. 

'So '~ciated wit.h 'exclusion'. 
' Applied ro &hos& tJWnas ' ;-i.e. applied to the ' axcluded ' (Le. 

different.iated) things.-Becsuse, indirootly, t.hey are the eau"" of the appre· 
hension of the said denotation of the word. 

'Shrw.ya}J. '-Words.-(1043·1044) 

The following might be urged :-" Tho words ma.y not be synonymous,
because a distinct.ion is assumed iu the things ; but how cao there be the 
di.tlerenoo between words denoting Universals and those denoting Particulars, 
unless there o.re Universals and PartiO\d&.rs ? '' 

AMWer.'-
'l'EXT (1045). 

NOR IS Tllft:S A.NY INCONGRillTY IN UNIVERSAL$ A.ND PARTICULARS BEING 

DENOTED BY WO&PS, AS APPERTAINING TO LABGER AND SMALLER 

NUMBiilR OF THINGS,-ON THE llASIS OF THE INFERllNOE 

OF THE RELEVANT CONVENTION.-(1045) 

For example, the word ''free' brings abo\tti tl\o 'Reflection' inferred 
in the shape of the ' Exclusion of non-trees • ,-in regMd to aU treu-the 
DhaV<l, J[hadira, Pal<l&IUJ and so forth; hence, as app.,rtaining to a larger 
number of things, wha.t is denoted by the word is spoken of as the 
'Universal' (Commonalty).-On the other h&nd, in the oa.se of the word 
'Dl'W.va •, there is ' exclusion of the Kluulira and other trees '. which bringa 
about the conooption of only a few of t11e trees (the Dhova onea only) ; he•tce 
what is denoted by it is so.id to be a' Particular '.-(1045) 

In regard to wh"t ha.s been asserted (under Tea:t 928, as coming from 
tile Bauddil<>), the Author says :-

. '• I 

l 
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TEXT (1046). 

.. Tm: 8.UD ' K.'CCLUSIONS ' 011 'l'KINGS, ORUTl'!D BY M:EBE ASSUKPTJO!;, 

~"NOT REALLY DIPnB, THROUGH DIU:&RENOE IN THE 

'»:XOLtlD£..0 THINGS ', OR THROUOD THAT IN THE 

SUBSTRATUM.-{ 1046) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the diveraity in the Ap<>lta were held (by us) to bo real and based upon 
the diversity of •oxcluded things', or upon the diversity or the •aubstre.tum, J 

-then oh& objection urged would ho.ve boon applionblo. A8 o. matter of 
fn.ct, however, the • Exclusions' are not f'tal, but n.ssumod on the ba.sis of the 
divoreity among like ~nd unlike thinge.-{1046) 

The following TO>:! ahows tb&t the aaid e:eltuioM appear as distinct 
things, only on aocotlot of the said a88Um.ption,-not in reality :-

TEXT (1047). 

Tm: u:Urtl4lily THAT JS A'ITRIB'tM'ED TO TH&Sl'! EXOLUSIOliS IS ONLY 

"ASSVMKD (DIAOINARY), NOT R&.U.. IN REALITY, DIIII!EBENOE 

AND NON·D~EBENOB SlTBSIST ONLY IN REAL 

TKINOs.-{1047) 

COMMENTARY. 

Quution. :-" Why iii it not real ? " 
Atl8Wer :-'In •eality, eu:. etc. '.-{1047) 

The following Texts prooeed to show that in reality it is the assumptions 
(MOurned oono&pt.ions) only that differ among themselves :-

TEXTS (10'i$.J049). 

WHAT DinER AMONG TJIEMSELVBS AU THll CONO:BPTUAL OONTJniTS 

Al'l'RBKIINDINO THB SAID EXCLUSIONS ;-Am> TROSB OlltJri!R:BNOES 

ARE Dt1E TO 1'KE INPLUENOE Oll' THEIR ROOT, TIDI 1'HING AS 

DIIIPERm<TIATBD :FROM SEVERAL TXINOS, A.l<l> C.ON • 

VENTJON. 'l'm:NGS, OONSLSTINO OJ" ' SPEOIFIO 

J mavrou.U.XTIES' DO NOT DEOOXE BITJlE:& 

tn<I>'Illl> OR D!VEBSD"IJID ll< PA.llcTS; IT 

IS ONLlf THE OONOEPTUAL CONTENT 

THA.T VA.RtES.- (1048·1049) 

COMMEl>.'TARY. 

' TMit Ro<>l ',-in the shepe of Wind and other Rumours, e.nd the 
Tendency to conceptual thought ;-the thjng !\8 dUJorontiated from several 
thinga,-..d the Convention ;-it is due to the 'i'lflm,..., '-force--of these 
that the Oon<»ptual 0011Unl8, apprehending the thing !\8 excluded from several 
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unlike tbing8, boeome divenified; it is not the tloing~ that .,.. diversiJied. 
For inlt&nce, tha Dlw"" and other trees do not boeome •mifi«l in t.he form 
of the Uni-.ol • Troo ' ; nor do they booomo diversified, in parts, in the 
form of the momentory individual treoo; all that varioo is the conceptual 
content. Thia hM been thUB declerod- ' Thinp by themsolveo do not 
become either aggregated or diversified, in ...,..lity ; tbot their form is one 
or rnony io duo to the liuctuations of the Cognition '.-{I 0'8· 1 04.9) 

It boa been BJ"gued above (under Text 032) that-" No one ean be able to 
conceive, in regard to the Cow, the unknown similarity in the object of 
Apoha, oto. etc." 

The o.tUiwer to this is as follows :-

TEXT (1050). 

EV11N TB0110B Tli:E&El lS NO COM:MON P110PJBTY, YET w1aat are e::ttluded 
.c< o WlUT as 001<TAINED m 'I'Hl!l E:telll.ti<m ARB ..nRirnmn>BD 

AS Drn:£lln"r, BY REASON OP TllEIR APPIUJUNO AS 

DlVBBS:E IN 1'B:E SI1BS:EQtJm."T Dl:TJBWlNATll 

JlJDOMENT .-{1050) 

COMME::ITARY. 

The compound • apoh~ral)' is mado up of the • apohya ' 
' what .,.. excludod '-i.e. (in the case of the word ' Oow ') the Horse and 
other anirnale,-and the 'apohagochara •• ' what a.re contained in the ex
clusion ',-i.e. tbo Variegated and other Oo\vs; theoe nro ao epoken of as 
the ' oxcluoion of the non·Oow ' pertains to them. 

Thus, though there ia no concomitance of any eotnmonally, yet, those 
thet bring &bout the determinate judgment of non-different things are 
regarded 81 having" their similarity well known,-wbilo thooo that bring 
about the determinate judgment of di..,.,. thingt.-<~Z<> reprdod ao other· 
wise (i.o. ao having their aimilari.ty unknown).-{1050) 

Tbo following might be urged-" In the abeonoo of oome ono Gom,..,.,Uy, 
how con tbo tbinp thet bring about a !!ingle determinate judgment become 
divel'le t " 

The anewor to thia is ao follows :-

TEXT (1061). 

IT WOl!LD BE ONLY A FEW TI!INQS WRIOB, WHILE DBINO DIVERSE BY 

THEMSELVES, W'Ol!LD BBING AB011T A SlNOLIIl DETBRMINATiil 

JI1DQlllliNT; AS ALREADY ·JI)XJ.>LA.INBD 

BY us.-(1051) 

COMMENTARY. 

It bel been explained in .course of our examination of the • Universal • 
t\la~ the Dlwltri (Amalald and other fruite), without oommonalty, oome to 
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perform a. single fruitful aetion ; in the same way, it would oo only a few 
things that would bring about the single determinate judgment and yet 
oo many and diveree.-(1051) 

It has been argued (under Text 93<1, by Kum<lrila) that-" Words end 
Inferential Indicative& do not apply to wbo.t is devoid of concomitance, 
etc .. etc. n 

Tbe o.nswer to this is as follows :-

TEXT (1052). 

THE 'SPECIFIC I NDIVIDUALITY ' CONSISTS OF TSE TrllNO-llY-ITSELE', AS 

'EXOLUDED FROM WRAT IS NOT ITSELF ';-AN ASSERTION OF 

CONCOMITANCE CAnEliULLY MADE IN THIS FORM WOULD 

NOT BE INCONORUOUS.-(1052) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though there is no entity in the shape of the Commonalty 
(Universal), yet, if an assertion of concomitance is made in regard to mere 
'Speeifio Individuality • as excluded (differentiated) from unlike things,
the.t would n ot be incompatible (with our view).-(1052) 

Quution :-''Why so 1 '' 
A. f'I.8'Wtr .'-

TEXTS (1053-1054). 

THAT \Vl!EREIN suBsisTs = SPEciFic h'DIVIDUALITY (Smoke) DIF

FERENTIATED PROM Non-smoke,-IN 'I'RAT SAME SUBSISTS ALSO TBE 

SPECIFIC !NDlVIDUALITY (Fire) DiliEERENTIATED FROM Non-
fire; AS IN TIIE Kitchen; AND BERElll (IN THE HILL) 

TJJERE IS THE Specific 1-ndivid!Ullity aifferentinud 
from Non-smoke ;-HENOE the Specific lndivi-

a!Ullity differentiatell fr<m> Non-fire ALSO 

MUST BE THJIRE.-(1053-1054) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Thai '- i.e. that place. 
'Herein '-subsist& the Specific l-ndi11idualily distingui•hed from ncm-

8mokt ; this proposition asserte the presence of the Inferential Indicative 
(Probans) in the subject of the Inferenc& (:Hill). 

'Hence, etc. etc. '-6Sserte the resultant cognition (Conclusion) brought 
about by the Premises. 

Or, the meaning ma.y be that a.U the live factors of the Inferential Process 
may oo shown by indicating the concomitance in connection with Speoiti.e 
Individualities.-( 1053-1 054) 
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Tho above ia an example of the Inference whore tbo Probans ia the 
ef!eo~ or the Probandum. The following text. cite an <llWIIple of the Probans 
in the form of the nature of thing:s :-

TEXTS (1055-1056). 

Tm: SPEOll'!O lNDIVIDV..U.IT¥ TIIAT rs DIJ'FERENTIA TBD noM ' MAN's 
HORNS' AND OtHER NON'·EXlSTENT TBJN'OS IS ..U.SO DIFFEREN· 

TIAT!ID FROM PBR-:IiANENT THINOS,-.JUST AS TIC£ CoGNITION, 

THB LAMP-FLAME, ETO. ARE ;-TIIE SP.OOII1IO INOIVIDIIAL!TY 

01' SOUND, liTO. IS NOT A non-exiltem thing.-!N 
T&S IVAY THERE CAN BE TilE ASSERTION OF 

OONCOliOTANOE THROVOH DIFIIBR»NO&., AS 

Th'1liO.<TED.~1055-1056) 

That SpociJic lndividuali~y which is diff01entiated from tbe non-e:ri8UN, 
becauso it. ia not noo .. existent.-is also differentiated from Pumanent Thing•, 
-.a we Rnd in the ea&> of Cognition, Lamp-8ame &nd such thing!<. 

Tho n......,..y oonet>milance can be asserted in this way,-without 
touching upon any P<lrliculara; and there would he nothing incongrnou.s in 
this. 

Tho ooncomitonoo shown here is in regard to the Probnna ' beoauso it 
existo' ; [the inf&r<lnoo being in the fonn-' The SpociAo Individuality of 
Sounds, ttc. ie dit'fol"ftntiated from Permanent ThillgA, btoatus it exista,-like 
Cognition, IAmp.fiame, oto. '].-(1055·1056) 

Quution :-"If there is concomitance with tho SpociAoindividuality only, 
then how io there Ioference in regard to thingo partoking of the nature of 
the ' Univeiwal t n 

.AMtoer .-

TEXT (1057). 

TftE SPJ!CD'IO lNDIVIDVA.LITY ITSELP, \VIlli!< ITS Dlll'l'INOTION IS NOT 

MJIANT TO B» !lMl'HASISED, RAS BE11N D"!:SOEIB:&D AS CON· 

STITIITING rm: 'Ul.Tn:.RSAL' (oa Co)tMONAL'I'Y) ;-

NOTHING ELSE ; AS NOTHING ELSII IS 

ACCEPTABLII.- (1057). 

COMMENTARY. 

That same SpeoiAc Individuality,-when its distinctive featu""' are not 
mC)IInt to b& empho.sised,-«>nstitutos the • Com:monalty • ; as has been 
alreedy erplainod. 
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The term • S6manyolokfCitw~ • means tlW which i• indicaUd by tho 

~ cha1'0CUT,-not ~king into account the distinctive obaraoters. 
' Nothing me' ,-in tho shapo of tho ' Universal ' as postulated by the 

other philosophers. A• 8\loh • Universal • cannot be acceptable to the 

Buddhist. 
This has been thus declared:-' A& i t is apprehended tlu-ough its own 

form ae well a.s through anothor, its object has been held to I><> two·fold' ;

Md again- ' Inasmuch as it ia baaod upon the Thing-by-itself as dif· 

!erentiated from things not of that form. tha Indicative of the absence of 

diversity has been deelar6d to appertein to the Commonalty '. 
For this rea.son, tb6 concomitMee also, of the Inferential Indicative 

and the Word, is declared to pertein to tb6 Specific Individue.Uty iteslf. 
Thus we conclude that the"' is no Inferential Indiootivo in support of 

tho conclusion contrary to ou.ra,-not merely from tho tact thnt no suoh 

Indico.tivo is aetua.lly pel'eoived,-but because there is non·apprebension of 

a pnrticular ltind.-(1037) 

It has been a<g~~ed above (under T-, 938, by Kum4rila) that.-" The 

difference from the Vari~ Oow ia equally p~t in the Block Oow and in 

tb6 Horu, etc. etc " . 
The answer to this ill oa follows :-

TEXT (1058). 

Tm: DIFFERENCE FRO~l TKII Jlarieflalea 00UJ BEING EQUALLY Pl~BSENT IN 

THE Bwck OOUJ AND TKE HoRSE, WRY IS IT TIIAT T!Dil UNIVER-

SAL t Cow', AS DDBRR.ENTIATED PROM Tll.Z Horae, 
SUBSISTS lN THAT !-(1058) 

It behoves you to say-when tb6 Hor•• ill equally difforent from the 

Vari4qaU<t OOUJ and tb6 Block Oow,-how it ill that the Universal 'Cow ', 
as differentiated from the HorH, subsists in the Variegated and other Oow, 

and not in the Horso ?-(lOGS) 

The roply to tbill may be as follow&:-" What is tbero to be said hero ! 

It ia clear that it is only tho Variegated and other OOWI--aud not the Hor•e

tbat are COlpablo o! manifest-ing th~ Universal • Cow ' ; henoe the said 
Uni•'OZS&l subsists in the OOVII, not in other thinga. Nor wiU it be right to 

urge tb6 question- ' why tb6 Variegated and otb6r Oow alone have the 

capacity to menifeet tb6 said Universal ' . Because euob -iotion is due 
to tb6 very nature of thinga ; and there can be ne> complaint agains• the 

naturo of things ; a.s all auoh restrictiona are due to the series of causes that; 

ho.vo brought about the thillg&. " 
'!'he answer to this i_e o.s foUows :-
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TEXT (1059). 
b IT B!l lmLD TllAT ' THAT ALONE IU.S TBE OAP AOITY TO li!ANIJ'EST IT ' 

--THEN, EVEN THOUOR 1'1111 SUBSEQITm<T DETUMlNATB .nTDO· 
KENT IS TBE SAM:B, TIU T ALONE HAS TBll CAP AOITY 

TO PBODUOEU, AND NOT TBE Horst.-{1059) 

COMMENTARY. 
' ManiJUI U '-i.e. tho p<Uticular Universal ' Cow'. 
' T""' a/ono ',-i.e. the Variegated and ot!M>r Cow, not tiM> Bor~& 
JJ that be 110, then, OVOil when there is diveztity, and th<!nl is DO Com· 

monalty, t.ba variege.ted and other COWl alone,-1lot tM Bor•e-would have 
the ee.p6city to bring about tho determinate judgment; even though this 
judgment would be the samo. Tl>is view of Ollrfl also would not be 
inoompatiblo.-(1050) 

Quulicm :-" What is the upehot of all tbis t " 
A.fl.I\Citr :--

TEXT (1060). 

Taus TRBN, IN WHATEVER TKINO THE SAJD DE'I'BR~llNAT!il .ruDoMENT IS 
PRESIINT,--'1'0 THAT THB ' EXCLUSION OF TKE NO!I·OOW 'BBOOMES 

AP?LIOABLB,-~N IN Tl[£ A.llS.E.NOJ: 01' "DDE mnE_R. 
SAL ' OOW '.-(1060) 

OOMME:to.'TARY. 

In ~r lhit1g-Variegntod Cow, eto.-tlio aaid determinate judgment 
is prosent-tn th& form ' thia is a 001/) , , ' that ia t\ Cow' ,- to th8.t,-even 
in the abaenoo of tha Univenal 'Cow ', aa a poaitivo ontity,-the ' exclusion 
of the non-0..., ',-in the form of the &jluli<m-beoomes appliod.-(1000) 

It haa been a.rguod above (under To:rt, 939, by KWfldrila) tb.et-" The 
Ezcluaicm of lhe non-Cow i6 not &.pprehendod, at first, by the Sen80-organa, 
otc eto ". 

The following Tom ahow that this stotement is not admissible:-

TEXTS (1061-1062). 

THAT TKI'SO WHICH IS ' D~:!JtBlo."T PROM T'K.B non..eot.o ' IS OBRTATh"LY 
Al'I'REIDINDED BY T1B SBNSE·ORGANS ; THE REFLEOTION ALSO 

WHICH IS SUPERIMPOSED UFON IT L9 Al'PIUJX!l!NDED BY lTS 
OWN OOGNlTION. IT IS ON NOTIOING THIS T.IIA.T 

PJIOPLE USE '1'9 WORD ; THE REOOONITION 01! ITS 
IU!L.ATION ALSO BBOOlBS OLBAJILY EXPLAINBD 

ON THJ1 &ull': BA.SIS.-{1061-1062) 

COMMENTARY. 
The Apoh4 in the ahapo of the ' Specifio Individuality ' is app~hended 

through the aenae·organa tlwnaelveo. 

• 
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AIJ for the Apoha in the form of the Reflection of what ia donol<>d by the 
Word,, it ia -lly of the nature of Cognition itself, and 88 ancb vouched for 
direcUy by its own oognition (it being aelf-cogniaod). 

The particle ' clw.' iamoant to include tho 4~/w.s not dirootly mentioned. 
So that the A~ha in the fo•·m of Absoluto Negation nlso la t>pprehendod by 
impllo&tion; as h"!' been abown under the Tut IOU, by the words 'the 
Mtnre o£ ono i$ not the nature of the other ' . 

Thus it is on noticing the 4~ in the form of • Specillo Individu&llty' 
and the reet, thet people come to u.se words,-not on noticing a. positive 
entity in the sbepe of the Unive<Ml; because no ouch Univereal exists a.nd 
because no ouch Uoivoraal figure& in ""Y oognition. And thet through per· 
ceiving which people use the words must also be the ba.ais upon w hi eh rests the 
relations of thas& words,-not on any other basis ; il it did, it would lead to 
absurclity.-(1061·1062) 

It has been Ol'guod above (under Text 941, by ICuml.lril(.)-" How could 
the fact of anything being denoted by the word 'non-cow' be oognised ? " 

The answer to thia io aa follows :-

TEXT (1063). 

WIIEN, IN REG.u<D TO A..lfYTiliNO, 'l:HBRE JS NO SUCK DP:TIIR>IINATII 
.roDGM:IIl>'T, Tllll l!AOT 01' ITS BI!!INO DBNOTBD BY THB WORD 

'NON·COW' BBCO>IltS OLli.UU.Y PlmOJIIVliD.-(1063) 

It has been o.rguod above (under Ttxta, 943·944, by 1Cum4riU.) tbet-
"It i$ only the well-68tobliabed non-Cow that oould be eo:clud<d, and it is 
of the natwe of the mgmion of 1M Oow, etc. etc. ". 

The answer to this is 88 loUowa :-

TEXTS (1063-1065). 

To Cow A..>m TRB NOD-C<IW Allll BOTH WELL-EST.ULJSIIliD,-.os TltEBE 
ARE DISTINCT DIITBRMIN.i>TB .TITDOM:IINTS lN RBGARD TO BOTH; rr JS 

ONLY THE WORD T.IU.T IS NOT WliLL-ESTABLISIIliD ; AND RE.'<OE 
IT IS APPLIED AOOOIU>lNO TO Tllll SPIIA.X:ElR'S WliiM.-As 

A MATTER 01! ll'AOT, A DJSTINOT TDJNO DOllS NOT 
NEED l!OR ITS .il'PBIIliENSION > TBE APPRIIBliNSION 

OP ANOTHER TBil<G ; lll!NOE TRERll JS NO 
ROOM RER1I •OB Tllll CKLI<OE 01' ' :MI1TI1AL 

U.'TEBDllPENDENOll '.-(1063-1065) 

COMMENTARY. 

AIJ a matter of foot, things like the Cow, by thomoelvos, bring about 
diltinct determinate judgmonta reg>Uding themselves, l\nd o.a sucb, e.re well 
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known in their distinct forms. For the ptarpose of ·Speaking of thom, people 
make use of words, which are not well known, through their whims. Under 
the circumsta.ncos, if t·ho form or a distinct thing required, for its own o.ppro
he~t.Uoo, the apprehension ol anotJ•er diflereot thing.-then there might 
hav& boon mutual interdependence. .AR a matter of fact., however, the distinct · 
thing is apprehe-nded witllO\tt the apprehension of another thing ; and when 
it is definitely known as somethi~tg distinct bringing !\bout a. distinct deter
minate judgroent,-nnd tht"Jl tho Convention is made in the form ' this 
is a Co1o•, "that is a Oow' and so fortb,-according to the m.Rn's .wisb,
how then, can there be any mutual interdependence ? 

' Viuau '-st(lnds for' viUyartham ',for IM appreM.nsio,.-(1064-1065) 

It has boon argued (under TeXt 045, by Kumarila), that-" Ther<> can 
be no relation.c;;.hip of Ctmtait'lt.r and Oo,uaintd, etc. between two t'legations " · 

The answer to this is oo follows :-

TEXTS (1066-1067). 

AS A MATTER OF PACT, VERBAL COGNITION, NOT TAKING COONIZANCll 

OF ANY EXTEENAL OBJECT, Al'l'R.EliENDS ITS OWN MAitK AS 

SOMETHING EXTERNAL, ON ACCOUNT OF STRONG ILLUSION. 

-Tms IS .ALL THAT IS DONE BY WORDS ; AND WORDS 

DO NOT EVEN TOUCH THE OBJECT; NOR IS 

ANY OBJECT DENOTED aS QUALIFIED BY 

Apoha.-(1066-1067). 

COMMENTARY. 

In reali~y. no object qut>lified by Apoha is denoted by words. Becauoo 
i~ has already been explained tha~ no object is touched by Words anywhere, 
for the simple reason that the necessary conditions are n.bsent. For example, 
Verbal Cognition, even ~hough not pertaining to any external object, aotually 
a.ppeatS as apprehending ita own marJc..-i.&. form- e.a something external ; 
and it does not really touch the locrn of the object ; boeouse its apprehension 
is not in aecordance with the real state ol thing~J.-( 1066-1067) 

Quution :-"If that is so, then, why has the Teacher declarOO that 
'words like Blue-Lclus express things q11alified by the exclusion of other 
things?, 

AMwtr .'-

TEXT (1068). 

AS FOR THE STd.T11MENT MADE BY TliB AUTHOR OF THE La~~T 

'WORDS EXl'RESS TmNGS QUALJJI.tED BY THE EXOLUSION OF OTHER 

TI!INGS ', WHAT IT MEANS IS AS FOLLOWS.-(1068) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ques.tion :- 11 What does it mean ? , 
A.ns....-:-



i 

r 

ELUIINAT!Oll OP 'riO: IMPORT Olt WORDS. 559 

TEXTS (1069-1070). 

T!IOSB THINGS TIUT ARE QllALTll"IED BY THE Exclu.ti<m of othu thitu;8,
BITJIER AS THlllm 0Al1Sll OR TJUim INSTRUMENT8-ARJI DEFINITELY 

COGNISED AS NOT MIXED UP WITH THINGS OP OTH£R KWDS. 
TliE WORD EXPRESSES THESE THWGS. AND, BECAUSE 

IT BRINGS ABOUT THE COONITIOll A.PPR.IIIUlll DlNO 
THOSE TJDNGS, THERE IS DID-'JAL Olf 'I'Hl! 

'UNtVERSAL I AND SUCH O'I'I(E1t COlt· 

MONALTIES.-{1069-1070) 

COMllmNTARY. 

Things are of two kinch-eo:~rnal and impo8ed upon t1!4 Oogniticn• ; 
in regard to the extorMI thing, there is no denotation by words ; Md it is 
only on Mcount of words bringing about the conceptual content pert.o.ining 
to them that it is ~~aid, 6gurativoly, that • the word denotes things • ; and 
tho pur!)060 served by ouch figurative expression is the denial of the denota
tion of the Univeroal. Such ia the meaning of the Tuta aa o> whol&. 

The meaning of the worda ie explained :-' Bv IM e:zcltUU>n of 
otlla thing• • ;-i.e. by diiierentiation from otber tbing8 ;-this dift"orentiation 
being either the Cause or tho Inatrument,-the Tru and other things are 
d&J!nit&ly Cognised u qu~>lill&d ; that is they aro do6.nit&ly diiiorontiatod 
from other things. This shows that in the ocmpound • arth4nlarani..,ui
vilhifl(ln. •, the term • nivrui • is to be ocnstrued as with the In.atrumentol 
Ending. 

'Dhvan.a • is Word.-(!OGO·I070) 

Aa regards the thing impooed upon the Cognition, that is denoted by 
word& primarily and directly.-Thi8 is whet is sbown in the foUowing- · 

TEXT (1071). 

TUOSB 'I'HINGS ROWBV!Il\ WHICH APPEAR IN TIIB OOO!llTION--'I'RESE 
INTBIWAL (StJBJEOTIVE) THINGS TO WORD DE:NOTlllS DIRBOTLY ; AND 

THE FAOT OP THBSlll THINGS BEING QtJALIBD!ll> :S¥ 'EXOLUSION ' 
HAS JUST BUN EOCJ.>LA.IllliD.-(1071) 

COMMENTARY. 

' A yam '-etand& for the <oOI'd. 
Q~AM~i<m :-"How earl the charact&r of being qUil!iB&d by the eo:dtUU>n 

of otha thing• be attaeb&d to them f " 
A,_,.,. :-' 'l'M.jaa, et<:. w;. • 
'Jwt '-thet is, under Teo:t lOGO, it has been explo.ined thet things 

imposed upon the Cognition aro excluded (or diiierentiBtod) from other 
thlnss.-(1071) 
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Objtction :-"If no obje<ltivo IMtor is expressed by the word., then 
how is it thsl the Teacher hM doolared thet it is only a certain part of the 
Thing the.t is apprehended by the ' excluaion of othsr things ' T " 
A~:-

TEXT (1072). 

WHBN IT IS SAID THAT' A 0£1\TIJN PORTION OP THE TBI!IG IS APPREREli'DED 

RY TRE E:rd!Uion of olltu 'J'Aingf ',-lT IS TRE SAID Rlll'LEOTION 

TJLU IS ~l<T.-(1072) 

COMMENTARY. 

Objtction :-" ~io" beiJ13 a property of ths Cognition, how can it; 
be a 'portion ol ohe obje<lt • T " 

A.n.I1Dir :-

TEXT (1073). 

l T IS Sl'O'Itlm Ol' AS A PORTlOll' O:r T1D1 0])1]!02', REOAUSE lT PROCEEDS 

ON TIDI11AS19 o:r TRE PEROEPTION OP THI'l OBJ'J!OT AS 'lllXOLUDJlD 

JIROlol OTIII!.R TRINGS ', AND BJ'!OAUSB IT IS SUPER· 

IMPOSED UPON TIIB OBJ'Eor.-(1073) 

oo~u.mNTARY. 

Boe&uae it comes about through tho perception of the object 'excluded 
from othor tbin.gs • ,-o.nd booo.UI:Io it is superimposed upon tt.-i.e. upon 
too Object exoludod from other things-by deluded peroona,-therefore tbat; 
oame Reflection is figuratively speken of as 'part of too object ' .-(1073) 

In the following Te"' the &uthor applioe the Instrumental ending in 
the compound 'arthanlarapar4vrtly4 ' in tho caoe in queetiou :-

TEXT (1074). 

As llllliORil, TilE INSTBtrMBNT.U. El<DtNG MAY SIONIIIY RimER TRR 

Oawe oa TRE lMirumtlll. Oa IT MAY SIGNIPY TRAT IT rs 'm 
TRATIIOl\M '.-lJ' Till! Tln:NG WIRE NOTDIIIPERRNTIATED 

:rROlol llll'LlD T'JIDIGS, Tlll!N IT COULD NOT 

:aB so.-(1074) 

CO:Ml!ENTARY. 

• A• boforc' ;--i.e. just &a under Tuto !OU-1070.-bero it is said 
thst 'tba Word o~ tbiJI&a &a q~ by ths &xclusion of other lhiDgs ', 
-eo the ....me may be applied bore allo.-or in all oaaeo, the Instrumontol 
:Ending may be t.alcen aalignilying the idea of being 'in thst form • ;-this 
is wbat is mentioned by the wordt ' Una Wlman4 '. 

r 
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Quutio-n :-"The «<clu8mo of other things is & property belonging to the 
Ol>jtct ; a.~ such, how can it be either the OaU8• or the l'MtrumenJ, of the oppre· 
honsion of the Reflection ? " 

An.moer :-'If the thing, etc. etc. '- That is, if the Thing were not exoluded 
(and differentiated) from unlike thing!!, then, in the form of i ts ReBection, it 
could not he a.pprehended M something excluded from ttnlike things. 1'hetis 
why the ll:l:cl~ from othtr tMnga is to be regarded as the Cause a.nd the 
Iu.strument.-{ 1074) · 

It hM been argued abovo (under Te:xt, 949, by Kwn4ril4) that-" one 
kind of qualification cannot bring about the cognition of a different kind, 
etc. etc. ".- This is answered in the following-

TEXTS (1075-1077). 

WHAT IS MEANT BY (Tlll'J Cow) BETNG ' DIPFEBRNT ' IS Ol>'LY THE 

' EXCLUSION OF TBll NON -CoW ' ; ANP TlllS =lU8ion IS 011 THE 

NATURE OF THAT SAME PD1FlllllllNOII.-EVEN \VJilON Tlll'J DIP:FERENOII 

HA.S BEEN ASSERTIID, THII THING ITSIILll DOES NOT l:l<TIRlllLY DIS· 

APPEAR. THus EVEN WHEN IT HAS THE NA.TURII OF TO QUAL11110A· 

TION, Tlll'J OOGN'ITION OF THE THING DOES NOT Ol:A.SE. EvEN WHEN 

THERE IS NON·DIFl'ERENOE, THE QUALIFICATION IS THERE AS A 

CREATION OF FANCY. ~'.('RAT ORARAOTER, HAVING BEEN' WITHDRA. 'VN 

THEBEFROM, HAS BEJ'JN PLACED THERE AS IF Dll'FERENT ; WHEREBY 

lT BECOMES ITS QUALIP!OATION, LlXE THE STICK AND OTHER. THINGS. 

- (1075-1077) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the ' exclusion of otl1er things , were meant to be something poritive 
qualifying the Thing, then >'ll the objections urged would be applicable. 
As a. matter of fact, howev-er, the 'exclusion of othet' things' which ir; beld 
to bo the qW>lifi.eat.ion is in the form of IM thing ilitelf; so thet the notion 
of the qualifted is naturally in o.ccord with that of the q\.alifieation. For 
iostanco, when one speaks of the ' exclusion ' of the Cow ' from the non· 
Cow ', this • exclusion ' is only of the nature of the ' difference of the Oow 
from the Horse a.nd other thinge ' ,-not anything else.-Henee, even tbongh 
th& exclusion, o£ the Oow, from the non.-Oow, is mentioned in the negative 
form, when all that is meant is the negation of other things,- yet in renlity, 
it forms the very essence of the Oow itself,-just like the 'difference • ; 
thet is, ' difference ' is not anything different from the different thing,
it is that same ; otherwise that thing could not figure in tl1e 'ditlorence ' 
nt o.ll. 

'Tat '- i.e. thus-even wlten the' exclwion of otlle"rs ' is of the nature of tM 
qualifu:ation, the idea of the 'Thing ' itself does appear in regerd to what is 
qualified by that qualification. 

It mighe be argued as foUowe :-"In ordinary life the qualijlcalion is 
lroown to be something different from the q>Mlifled, as the •tick of the Man 

36 
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(stiok·bolder); nnd 'Exclusion' is (u you s&y) nob different from the 
Thing; bow tl~t~n can tb.ia ExclU&ion be the qwili6cntion of the Thing I " 

The answer ie-' Ewn when t.Mre t'• non-diJ/trt.f'l.t'A, ttc. etc. '.-In reality, 
nothing can be qtM>lijltd by an.ythin3 ; bee&\186 w~ does not accord eny 
help eannot be a qtMlliJI<oli<m ;-if the aooording of help be e.dmitted, then, 

in """"" where the Oa\110 mey not &xilt &t the timo of tbe coming about of 
tbe eiJ&et, bbere could be no relation of qtMlliJI<olw,. and qtMlljfod between 
the two tbinca not &xilting at the ..,., time ;-while in the case of both 
axilting at the same time, ao the thinp would be al!Mdy there in their aecom • 
pli&hed fOJmS, bbere would be no muwal help; and benoe there could be 
no relation of qtMlliji<>Oii<m ond q!Mllifl<& Conaequontly, in the case of all 
tbinca. what happens ia that, though each of them ot&nds separ&tely, on its 
own footing, Jik& so many iron·bers,-yet. bbere is a jumbling up of them as a. 
~tion of fancy. 

Thus then, thongh, in nality, thoro is no diiJon~nce between the 'Exclu· 
eion 'and th&t wher&in the Exclusion rubeists, yet, on the ba.eis of an imaginary 
difference, thet<~ would be thb t<~IM.ion of ~~U<JliJI<oiW.. nnd q!Mllijicd between 
thom.-(1075-1077) 

It ha.o boon 0\l"gued above (uodor T""' 955, by Kumarila) that-" when 
Individuals, not being denoted, cnnnot be 'oxeludod ', then what would be 
'excluded ' would be tho Universal ". 

The answer to this ia ns foUowto :-

TEXTS (1078-1079). 

D ISORWilUTOM Oll' Tli'OTII Dl!OLARE: THAT WHAT IS DENOTE:D BY THE 

W oBD IS Mlm:E 'R»>'LJ:OTION '. PEOPL», NOT ltl!OWlNG THE 

DISTINOTlON Bli:TWE»N WHAT IS ' P»BBBIVIID ' AND WHAT IS 

'FANOI»D' lll!G,Um IT TO BB SOM:»THING ':mxTERNAL '. 

-AS THAT IS WlUT IS Al'PMBliNDBD (BY WORDS), 

INDIVIDUALS art D»NOTIID BY WoRDs.-IN 

R1i.u.JTY BOWJIVJIR ncm.E IS NOTHING THAT 

IS J)BNOrBD BY WORDS,-AS RAS BEEN 

PllOVIID ALIIRADY.-{1078-1079) 

OOMMENTARY. 

The reason 'bee&UIO Individuals are not denoted' is fll)t.(Jdmi&d. 
Becaueo the 'non-denotability ' of worda bb&t w& bavo &UOJ:tad is only in 
view of the real aspeot. of thingo, not in regard to t.be iUuaory aspect. Under 
the illusory aopect, it is only Individual• that are denoted,- is happily 
a.eoepted by p&eple wanting in true ineight, &nd is well known ; so thet· the 
Re&aon oddueed ia not-ndmilUd. 

Wbat is 'f)CI'«iwd' is the co:umol thing, in t.be obape of Speci.fic
Individualit.y ;_.,bat 11 • fanciod ',-imaginaey-is tba 'Relloetion ' thet. 
figures in Detenninate Cono&pt.ion. 

I • 

I 

1 • 
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I£ the Reason adduced by you is the rea! 'non-denotability o£ 
lndividua.ls ',-then we also do not admit of &ny real 'exclusion' of In· 
dividuals ; so that in that co.se your argument proves only what is already 
adrnitt..Gd by us, and is, a.s such, superfluous, f'llti le.-Trus is whet ja shown 
by tho sentanoo--' In reality, etc. etc. •.-(!078-1079) 

The following Pez reasserts the fact of the Opponent's R.>ason being 
'not-admittad ' :-

TEXT (1080). 

Tiros, lNDlVXDUALS Blm<G DENOTED BY WORDS, THEY ARE ALSO 0"-l'ULJ!l 

OF BlmiG ' EXCLUDED •. As REGARDs THE UN~AL. TBllR:El 

OAN BE No ' ExCLusioN •. EvEN IF THERE WERE ' ExCLUSioN • 

OF IT, IT COULD NOT liA VE THE OH~RAO'l'lilR OF THE 

'ENTITY '.-(1080) 

001\I:MENT ARY. 

It hae "been assertad (under 955) that-·' in that case what wonld be 
eo:cludod. would be the Universal; and as subject to Exclusion, this Universal 
would be an entity" ;-and the author now shows that tho Reason-' Because 
Individualities cannot be excluded' is 'notndmitted' o.nd it is a.lso 'Inconclu
sive '-by the words 'As f'egard.t the Univer80l, ett. elc. '-there co.n be no 
exclusion of it ; because it has been shown that there can be exclu.sion of 
Individuals only. 

'JiJtJM if tkre ...,.., etc. '-that is to say, if the said Reason is put forward 
in support of the conclusion contrary to the Opponent's, there would be 
nothing to sot aside such a concluSion.-( 1080) 

lt hae been argued (under Pe:a 956, by Kwn<irila) that-" Negation 
cannot be subject to exclmion, eto. etc " . 

The answer to this is as f ollo\VS :-

TEXT (1081). 

NI!GATION IS NOT 'EXCLUDED' (DENIED) IN 1'11E WORDS 'NltG-"'I'ION 

IS NOT NEGATION ' ; IT IS RO\'VEVEB OLJ!l.UU:.Y ' BXOLUDED ' 

(DENIED) IN SUOll BXl'RESSlONS AS ' TlJlll ENTITY IS NOT 

OF TlUl Na'l!UlU!J OF NEG-"TlON '.-(1081) 

COMMENTARY. 

Negation is not; ' excluded • in the words 'Negation is not Negation , ~ 
-by virtue of which it would abandon its negative ohnractar (as urged by 
K-umlirila). But, what is an Entity ha8 tha pt>OUi• .. charactar, and as such 
rem•ins distinct from the Negative; hence by implication, the Negation 
becomes subject to 'Exclusion •; this i• what is meant by us.-(108! ) 

This s~>me idea is further clarified in the following-
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TEXT (1082). 

WllEN ON.€ TiliNG IS NOT Oli' Tlm NATO"!UI Oli' ANOTHP.R, IT IS CALLED 

ITS 'Apoha' (EXCLUSION, NEGATION), A..'ID Tli:E ENTX'l'l!" IS 

NOT OF THE NATURE OB NEOATION. BUT E\"EN TROUGH 

THERE IS' iJ.poha' OF NEGATION) IT DOES NOT 

AOQITIRE 'l"HE OHal<AC'.l'lll\ 011 Tllll 

POSITIVE ENTlT'l.-(1082) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though in this way, there is Apoha of Negat,iou, yet, i t does not become 
a positive entity.-(1082) 

The author is going to ciro an example whieb is aeoopted by both parties, 
and through that, i$ going to make it clear how the Reason of the Opponent 
is ' Ineonclusi ve ' :-

TEXT (1083). 

EVEN 'l'liOUOll IT IS 11ROED THAT ' TliiNOS ARE NOT PRODUCED BY 

PB!liiORDIAL MATTE& OB GoD AND so li'ORTU: ' ,-TilE character 
of being produced by P·,imordid Mal.ter, God and so forth DOES 

NOT BECOME A POSITlVE ENTITY.- (1083) 

COMMENTARY. 

You, M!m<imsaka8, also do not admit the fact of Things having been 
oreated by Primordial Matror, or God, or Time and other Causes ; but the 
negation (denial) of this fact does not make it a positive entity ;-in the same 
manner, even though there is A'fJ(JiuJ. (negation, denial) of Nogation, yet that 
does not make the Negation n positive entity. Consequently, the Reason ~ 
adduced by you i$ Inconclmioe.-(1083) . ~ 

I t hns been argued (under Text 959, by Kum<i>ila) that>-" there would 
be a groatcala.mi~y in that the Non-i8lent would become a positive entity". 

The following Text sho\vs that tllis also becomes answered by the <>bovo i. 
pointing out of the Inco11clusiw oharaotor of the Opponent's Reason :-

TEXT (1084). 

T:!ros THEN TllEBE IS NO SUOJI OALAJIIIT'l AS THAT OF THE NON-EXISTENT 

BECOMING A POSITIVE ENTITY. !N li'Afrr, EVl!:N ON THE EST.ABLISll

MENT OF THE NEGATION, TilE existence REMAINS THERE 

(IN THE ENT1TY).-A~"D THE NON-EXISTENCE (OF THE 

Nl>OAT!ON) BECOMES ESTABLISHED TIOmEBY.-(1084) 

COMMENTARY. 

It hns been argued (under the same Tu:t 959) that>-" if Non-exisronoo 
i$ not established, there can be no E~; nor can Non-existence 

f • 
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bo ootabli8hed ".-The answer to this ia that.--ovon on the establislunent 
of tl1o Nogl'tion, in the above manner, the~ of the l'ooitivo Entity 
does become established ; as that rest& upon ito own no tare. And tbo above· 
mentionod eot&bli8hment of N'Ogl'tion also conotitutoo ita ~. 

Tbo anowor to this argument has boon modo out of ito turn (along 
with that to Kumdrila'• argument put forward under 055 et oeq.), because 
the B.llme aoawor is applie&ble to both.-(1084) 

Tho Author now reverts to the order of oequonco of the Opponent's 
Mgumenta, and takes up that put forward ill Text 957, to the effect that
" If the Nogi\tiOil of the Negation is different in character from the Nogation 
i toolf, then it booomoo a positive entity". 

The anowor to this is as follows :-

TEXT (1085). 

Tml Cow, wmoa rs '1'HE ~ATION 01' Tll'll NoN.Cow' l5 HELD TO BE 

A POSITIVJI '&Nl'ITY, .U."D 011 A CliARAOTER Drri'SRBNT I'BOll TJIA.T 

01' TliB NON·OOW; BUT BY THIS THE N<m-e<>w DOES 

NOT BECO>t:E THE Cow, l'OR WJ.-(1085) 

COIDIENTARY. 

That it would boeomo "positive entity does not indiMto an tmdesirable 
contingoncy £or \18 i n.s it is quite agreeable to us. Boco.uso the Cow is actually 
held by uo to bo " positive entity qui to different in oho.raotor from the 'Non
cow' in tho shape of the Horse and othor n.nimals,~it is not held to be of 
tho nMuro of Negatio>l. So that it would be a positive onHty. And M the 
difloronco of the Oow from the Non,.cow is what is admitted by. us, there 
is no suob oontingenoy"" that of the Ncm-oow becoming the Oow.-(1085) 

It hM boon arguod (under Too:~ 960, by KtunJril<>) thet-" Impressions 
cannot pertain to the Non.entity " .-Tho following Texts show that this is 
both ' Not-admitted • and • lneonelusive • :-

TEXTS (I 086-1087). 

EVBN IN BEOARD TO NO:<·B!ifil'r:ES, THERE OAR B'£ IJaR.B.ssiONS, CREATED. 

ONLY BY THB Mnro (CoGNI'l'IONS),-JtTST AS IN TlDl OASE OF 

THINOS OJr VARIOUS Jtn;"DS OR&ATl:D BY DU.OINATlON. 

Tms DIVERSITY AMONG Apoha.t, AS AUO TliBIR 

POSITIV1i QH.A:R.AOTER, WOULD BE ASSOUED ON THE 

llASlS 011 THE DIVERSITY AMONG JM'PURSSIONS ; 

JlJST AS IN THE OASF. OF CREATIONS 011 

IMA.GINATION.-(1086.1087) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thot the l\lind (Cognjtion) doe• not operat8 upon non·entitios cannot 
be admittod. Because, the )find (Cognjtion) does oporats througb the 
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imposing of the form of things created hy mere imagination ; and the ~[ind 
(Cognition) thus does create Impressions in the subsequent mind, which tends 
to bri.ni about future homogeneous conceptual contents.. Because, again, 
through the development of the' Chain •, it may getatan t>wakenil\g cognition, 
which brings about " similar Mind .(Cognition). In the same manner, in the 
case of · .A.pohas, there would be difference omol\g themselves and also the 
potdtive character, duo to the influence of MS\tmptions and itnagination. 

Thus the Reason adduced by Kutna1'ila is c inconclusive '. 
The meaning of the worda or the 'l'ext is clear; henoo we have not 

&xpll>ined them in detaiJ,-(1086-1087) 

It has been argued (under 961, by Kumarila) that-" you ce.nnot secure 
diversity among words also, on the basis of Impressions " . 

The answer to this is as follows ,_ 

TEXT (1088). 

JUST AS WE RAVE EXPLAINED THE FA<n' OF 'THE l>XCLUSION OF OTHER 

TBlNGS ' BEING DENOTED BY WORDS,-EXAOTLY IN THE SAME 

lllANNRR SHOULD liE UNDEllSTOOD THE ' EXCLUSION OF 

OTKBR words' ALS0.- (1088) 

COMMENTARY. 

• ,Juat a.s, etc. etc.' :-i.e. as being in the fonn of Reflection; of which tho 
difierence from othel' Reflections is clearly perceived. 

Hence what Ill\$ boon discullSed in detail (by the Opponent) is entirely 
irrelovant.-,Such is the Sell$& of the Tezl--(1088) 

It has been argued (under Text 964, by K.umarila) that-" There could 
be no relation of Denottr and Denoted between t1<a Apohas ".-The answer 
to this is as follo\VS :- · 

TEXT (1089). 

!N ASMUOH AS THE A. pohas ARE APPREHENDED AS ' TluNGS ', THEY 

C.U.'NOT llU REOA.RDI!D AS NON-ENTITIES; TffiS IS WELL KNOWN 

AND ADMITTED AS PERT<iiNlNG TO THE flltuOY',I/ ASPECT OF 

TIDNOS. As :REGARDS THE Real ASPECT, WHAT THR 

OPPO!il!NT SEERS TO PROVE J$ <iOCI!lPTED llY 

US ALltEA.l>Y.-(1089) 

COMMENTARY. 

If by the reason adduced-" Bt«J.ust they are ncn-.entit·iu "-it it; meant 
to be o. gonoral statement of fact, then that is not atimiUed ; bece.uoe the two 

·.Apohas in question-which are in the form of Refttctiono-ono of which is 
't!le ~enottr. anjl tl;!.e other is the do1!91ed.-are actually recognised by deluded 

. :.~· ' i. •• . ,; . ' • • 

l 
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!)<lr$0nl! as @~<)mal thing•; and hence they are endowed with iUU.OOMJ reaJity.
(1089) 

If. on the other hand, the Reason adduced !)<lrteins to the Real Oharecter 
of ' Eutity ',-then the argument is ljUperfluous. Because in faet, we do 
not aeoopt anything as being the dencler or denoled, in reality.-This is 
what is shown in the following-

TEXT (1090). 

fn reality, THERE OAN BE NOTIIINO TIU.T CAN DE Ell'DR derwter 
OR /lt:nQied,-AS AU. 1'11INGS BEING IN l'ERPETUAL 

PLUX, NO CONCOAnTANOB IS l'OSSIBLE.- (1090) 

COMMEN'l'ARY. 

' BecaUBe no concomit<tnce i8 possib~ ~ ;-that is to say, the Specific 
Individu,.lity cannot be concomitent with-present o.t the time of-the 
making of the Convention and that of the using of the word.-(1090) 

The following might be urged by the other party :-" We are not 
denying the nal relation of Dtnol$ and Dtnoter ; what we are denying is 
the iUU8ory relation of Denol$ and DeMt<lT which is bo.sed upon the na! 
fact of the two Apohas being non-entities; so that our Ranson is not M!· 

admitted ; nor is our conclusion open to the defect of being superftuous ". 
The following T"""' proceed to show t hat, if both are regarded to be 

illusory and ro"l, then the two objections do become applicable :-

TEXTS (1091-1092). 

IF IT IS THE iUUIIOty RELATION OF DENOTE!l. AND DENDniD THAT IS 

DENIED, ON THE BASIS OF THE real FACT OF THE TWO 

Exdusi<m8 llEINO NON·E!fTil'IES,-EVEN SO, 'FALSITY ' 

llEOOMES UNAVOIDAllLE; IN VIEW OF SUOII WORDS 

A.'<D TIDNGS DENOTED llY THEM AS Aml TH);l 

CREATION OF IMAGINATION.-(1091-1092) 

COMME.>'<TARY. 

Under the circumstances, the Reason wou1d be Inoonclusive; as in the 
ca.so of such creatures of imagination as il1ahil8h•'<l4 and the like, and l>lso 
words denoting theoo,-eve.n though they are non-entities in realityt yet; the 
ii!U80ry Relation of Donoter and Denoted is actually present.-(1091-1092) 

The following might be urged by the other porty :-"In the ca.a& of 
things lik~ 111ahll•lwlta, the denoted thing, in the shape of the Universal, is 
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nal,-nnd also the word denoting them ; and hence their """" does not 
falsify our Promisa." 

The ..,....,, to this i.s as follows :-

TEXT (1093). 

As A JIIATTER OF FACT, THERE IS NO 'UNIVERSAL ' (CoM>rONALTY) rn Tll:E 

OASII 011 Tllli TlaNGS IN QUESTION, \VIUOI! OOULD BE DENOTED ; 
NO& IS TlllmE ANY UNIVllllSAL WORD DENOTATIVE OF TIIAT 

UmvEMAL; NoR Dons Tllll DENOTA'rrvB OI!AtuOTER 

BELONG TO TJIE WoRD, AS SPEOII'IO lNDIVIDtJALITIES 
ARE ALL IN l'lilRPETlJAL IILIJX.-(1098) 

COMMENTARY. 

In courso of our examination of the 'Univonal ', ,.e have rejected, in 
gre&t detail, the wbel<> ooneoption of the 'Unive~Ml ' ; hence the assertion 
t.het tho • 'Qniversal' is the dencl<d cm4 !UMIV in tho eaee in q~tion makes 
tho Reuon 'falsa' (lnoonclusive). 

' TIU!/I' '--<>f the Univerii<IL 
TbG term 'Universal' has to be taken as undcl"'Jtood after 'denotative' 

wbich oonnoct• it "~th the ccntext. 
It might b& Mgued tha.t-" Even though there i.s no renl entity denoted 

in tbe c....,, yot the denotanoe certainly is there in the shape of the Specific 
Individuality of the word ' Malw.hvlld,' ~ ". 

The nnawe.r to this is-' Nor does the dMtOUJtioo, etc. etc. ' ;-thAt is, 
it bna been thown that tho 'Parpetual F lux ' ombracea all things; hMce 
tho Spoci6c Individuality of words cannot be denotativo, because as it is 
momontery, it could not form the subject of any Oonvontion ; 1\lso because 
it could not be concomitent with tho time of UllAge ; 1\8 explained before.
(1093) 

Tbo following 7'<0:$ swns up tho azogument :-

TEXT (1094). 

liENOB BOTH 01' Tlll!SB Sii01JLD Bll HEU> TO OONSIST IN TBll ILL1JSORY 
'R.sn.BCTION, ETC.-THus m vmw OP THESE, TR.EI 'l"ALSITY, 

REMAINS lJNSHAKEN.-(1094) 

COMMEN'£ARY. 

• B<>~l• '-i.e. the denol<d thing as well"" the <Unol<llitJO Word. 
• M~wr>, elc. '-'£he 'UceWa • is mcaot to show that oven under the 

view that Icluu (Cognitions) IU'O jormlu•, it would be nocoBBMY to admit 
the exiatenco, within tho Idea itseU, of another •pooi6c Idea in the form of 
the oonoeption of 'objeot' where tharo is no rea.! objeot. 
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'In tJ~w of ~Mu '-i.e. things eroato<l by imagination. 

'Tat' stands for ~ ta.8mtU 1
1 • thero.fore ~~ 'thus •. Or it may mean 

'of that '-i.o. of the RMson,-the • falsity' reml\ins unsbaken.--{1094) 

It has *'> argued (tmder 'I'm 006, by Kumiiri/4) !.bat.-" one for 

wborn there is nothing positive denoted by wot-cls,-for him there cen. bo 

no nega.tion either u . 

Tbo answer to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (1095-1096). 

FOR 'l'BE MAN BY WBOM 'l'BE DENOTATION OF WORDS IS NOT At>MI'l"l'llD 

'1'0 BE ANYTHING POSITIVE, TKE M.:nro (COGNITION) REFLllO'l'IliG 

'l'KE TuniG IS WIUT IS BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE WORD, AND 

'l'JUS CoGJ."JTIOS OIII'DlA'l'EL Y BRINGS AM11T 'l'BE 

IDEA OF THE TiliNG. WU&N WORDS EXPRESS 

THEIR MEANINGS, THERB IS, :OY DIPLIOATION", 

'1'Bl1 IIXCLUSIO:< OF OTHER 'l'HINGS ; AND 

THROUGH TIIE PRES.BNOE 01' THIS 

THERE IS •ugation ALSO, AS 

PRBCJ!DBO B\' 'l'BE APPRE· 

UENSION OB TUE 

positive THING.

(1095-1096). 

OQ)I.MENTARY. 

It is not that we aboolutely do not admit the fa.et ol words denoting 

positive thlngo ;-by virtue of which you have urged the undeeil-able eon

tingenc>y agaiJlllt us. Aa a matter of fact, it is admitted by ua that the word 

prodllce8 the • mental condition • (Cognition) which ultimately provides the 

idoo. of the Thing ; so that "" our opinion .. Jso what ia denoted by the word 

is a poeitive entity which is illusory in """""'tor. In reality however, there 

is nothing that is denoted by words; hence it is only the ,....z positive~ 
of things that is denied by us ;-co that the iUU40MJ positive character of the 

thing denoted by words being accepted by us,-whonevar there ia anything 

positive denoted by the woro,-tbe "'!!<<li<m of other things ~m .. appro. 

bondod by implication; ond hence it is quite po••ible to luwo thia r~egation 

aa precodOO by the apprehension of the poeitive tbing.--(1095-1090) 

The followittg might be urged by the other party :-" If i t is ~tted 

tbet the Wnrd does denote positive entities, tJ>en, bow i.o it !.hot in the 
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HUumu.Ua, the Lcifa!'4i<in> has spoken of the ' unpcaibility of the 
positive ' t " 

The aoawer to this is as foUows :-

TEXT (1097). 

Tlm 'IMPOSSIBILITY OF THE P OSITrVE' HAS BBEN AVERRED ON THE 

OR01TND l'IIAT SUC.R T.KINGS AS THE 'UN1VIIR.9AL ' AND THE 

LilO: CANNOT FORM THE SUBJJ!()T Oll WORDS AND 

DETERMINATE CoNCEPTIONS.-(1097) 

COMMENTARY. 

InMm.uch u there are no real c deno~ things t or • denotative words ' 
in the lhape of the 'Universal • and the liko,--{bere can be no FWJl subject 
for Word• aod DeterminAte Conoeptions,-it has been .....,rtod by tbe great 
Toaeher,-in view of the FWJ~stato of tllin~P~,-ihat ' there ia impoooibility of 
the Poeitive •; hence there is no contradiction at aU.-{1097) 

It hao been argued (under Tms 967, etc., by Kum/Jri/4) tht\t-" If it is 
held tht\t it is mere Apoha thAt is denoted, etc. eto.".-'fho anewer to this 
ia M followe :-

TEXT (1098). 

FROM TIDII TBRM ' BLUE-LoTUS ', ONLY ONE TRING IS OOOJ>USE_D,-AND 

TIUT IS l'llll RBliLROI'ION EXCLUDED (DIPnRJINTIATBD) Pl\Oill 

T1D11 'liON·BLUE' Al>'D THE 'NOli·LOTUS '.-(1098) 

OOMME}.."T ARY. 

What the term 'Blue-lotus ' expreg!IOe ill, not mere ,.Uicm, but-the 
single Reflection of the object-as excludod from the 'non-blue' and the 
'non-lotus ',-partaking of the nature of both. Conooquently, in the case 
of words like ' Blue-lotus', there certainly is the denotation of things of 
mixod oh&raotor,-whieb has to be admitted on tho strength of actual 
oognitions t>ppoaring in that form; and on the bosia of this the necessary eo. 
ordination becomes quite posaible.-(1098) 

It llna be<ln argued (under Ttzt 972, by Kumllril<>) that-" If i t be 
asaerted that w~t is denoted ill the thing endowed with the Apoha, etc. 
et.o." 

Tbe answer to this is as follows :-

' 
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TEXTS (1099-1101). 

WE DO NOT HOLD THAT WJU'r TBE WORD 'OENOTBS IS T1D1 Tm:No JI},""DOWED 

WITR TBB ' EXCLUSION (Apoh4) Ol' OTDl:R THINGS ' ; BEOAOSE FOR 

US, TJ!l:.RE: IS NO ' llXOLUSION ' OTHER THAN THE THING »XOLUDED 

l?l\OM SOM.ETBlNG ELSE. }blNOE THE ODJ"EOTION THAT ' IT IS DEI'EN • 

DIINT Ul'GN SOJilEII'HING IILSII' IS NOT A.l'PLIOABLE TO THE 'DIINOTATION 

Ol' WOl<DS' AS HONBSTLY IIXPLAINIID,-IN TBE WAY THAT IT IS TO 

THR 'I'BEORY OF THE. U!!>'TI'ERSAL. (BEING DENOTED BY WORDS). 

JlEOAUSII TRBEB IS NO Dll'l'llltBNOE B11'r\Vi1EN THE Rtlatilm of qualifl· 

caUOTI and qualijiecl AND 'CO-ORDINATION'. CoNSEQUENTLY TIIEBE 

IS NO INCONGRUITY IN THE THBORY THAT IT IS Apolla THAT IS 

DENOTED BY WORDS.-(1099-1101) 

COMMENTARY. 

If ezcltuion were something entirely <lliJoreut from tho Thiti(J eo:clu.dtd, 

then thoro would be the J>O"*ibility of the incongruity thot ha8 been urged 

against the view thet • whet ia denoted ia the Thing as endowed with the 

Apoha '. AA a m&tter of fn.ct. however, for m, a:clwic:m is not &omething 

<lliJerent from the Thing ezclud<d from others ;-in fact, it ie the eulud<d 

lhing itself thM is spoken of M 'e"clusion', when what is meant to be stressed 

is the mero negation of othor thing•.-Consequel\tly, the incongruity that has 

boon urged against the Denotation of Uuiveroalt,-in the form that, if the 

Universa.l ie whet is primarily denoted by \VOrds, the denotation of the 

Thing endowed with thet Universal would be dependent upon that (Univel"$AI)• 

. o.nd consequently there being no indication of the varieties of the said Thing, 

there is no poosibility of eo-o<dination or any othar relatiollllhip with it,

does not apply to the theory of Apo/14, as thoro is no denotation (under this 

theory) of o.nythl.ng equipped with the • Exclusion of otl>er thlnge ', M 

something difforont.. 
This ia whet is meant by tha words • H•rw» IM obj«~i-. .U. .:c.•. 
• Tt# '-' kumd.I•-Bmct.. 
• Awd4tom, ttc. ttc. •-i.o. to the c denotation of words • A4 expounded 

by the Tenoher Dinnaga, with the purest conviction. 
The grounds for this iMpplioobility are next stated-' Becawc there i8 no 

d.ijferenu, elo. ac.'.-That io, there the Denoto:ion of ~in the shape 

of the • E:<<>lusion of other t.hinge '-is not different from,-not anything 

other than--/M~ tohieh i• e:teludM from o/Mr1. 

'Qualifl<o4ilm and qualijled, etc. etc.'.-'-Thia is easily unde..,tood.

(1099-1101) 

Tho foTlowing 1'e:eta: show bow co·ordino.tioo, etc. is not incompatible:-
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TEXTS (1102-1104). 

W~ TBE WO&D 'BLUE' IS tnTERED ALONB, THE 1'AltT1CU'LA1t 'RBPLEC· 
TION' TllAT Al'l'UBS IS O><ll 1.'HAT SCINTILL.<T&S THROUGH ALL 

BLUB TRINGS SUGR AS TBll CucKOO, TB1l LoTus, TRB BLUl! 

BBB AND THB LIKE.-WmlN TRB WORD 'LoTUS' IS 
ADDED TO IT, TRBN TRE CuCKoo, THB CoLLYRIUM 

AND OTHER BLUE T.HINGS BEOOO ' BXCLUDBD 
1

, 

ANl) THE BESULTANT REFLECTION IS ONE 

TIIAT IS FURTIII!R P ARTIOULARISBD AND 

BECOMES DBFTh"ITIILY APPLIED TO 

ONB BLUE TmNG ONLY.-TnUS TUE 

NEOESSARY OO·O:RDL.~AT!Ol! IS 

NOT :RENDE:RED illPOSStBLE. 

ALL THIS EXPLL,.ATION lS 

o.BSOLIITELY Do!POSSt:BLB 

tnn>XR TBll THEORY OF 

THE OTHER PARTY. 

(110"2-110! ) 

CO:ID!ENTARY. 

ThAt ia to My, when the word 'bluo' is pronouncod, there appears the 
Conceptual ll<!flecHon (the Image) of a doubtful form, hti'Smuch a.s it 
servoa to oxclndo the • yellow • and other colourQ and thil\g!t having these 
colours, nnd envisages all blue thil\g!t, ouoh 1\11 the Blue Bee, the Ouokoo, 
tbe Collyrium and oo forth.- \l'lhen the word 'lot\>8 • i• nddod (to the word 
• blue'), tho oarne Reflection becomes approhendod..., differentiated from the 
Cuckoo and the root, and particularly restricted to tho thing =Zudtd jron> tht 
N.,..lotm. Thua in rotAtion to the said Concopttaal RefteoHon, there is a 
mutuol relation of diffut'llti4ticm and difjortn:i.al«l botween the two words 
' blue ' and • lotua ' ; and henee t·here is nothing ineongruoua in their being 
relAted to eaoh other as qual;jla:.Wm and qualijkd. 

Or (another explanation p<l6Sible is that) both the worda together &Xpl'888 

tho thioa in the fonn or a single Reflected Imago excluded from the • non
blue' and the • non-lotus'; so that both pert.ainioa t<> the orune thing, 
there it co-<»'CCination between them. 

Such is the meaning of the T..u as a whole. Tho meaning of the 
words ia aa followt :-' Scintillc.ting •,-i.e. not roetricted to any particular 
tbing, doubtfui.-The word 'pika • here stand!! for t.ho a..ckoo.-The rest is 
oaoy. 

lt might bo argued (by the Opponent) that-" tmder our theory o!Ao, 
the CO·Ordin.ation would be o.U right''. 

"!'ho o.n.awor to this is-' All this explanation. i.s, ate. ~' ;-t.bn.t is, the 
&bove-doacribed explanation of 'co-ordination •, oto.-(UOZ-1104) 

QtAUtt"on :-" Why should it be impooaible under our theory t " 

.A"""" .-

• 
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TEXTS (1105-1106). 

:SY THE SINGLE WORD, THE 8:PJ!CIFIC INDIVIDUALITY BEOOM'ES EXPRESSIID 

L~ ITS ENTIRETY; AND WHEN THAT RAS BEEN DENOTED, WHY 

SHOULD THERE BE NON-COGNITION OF OTHER THINGS,-

FOR TO SAKE OF Wl!IOH ANOTHER WORD WOULD BE 

PRONOUNC:ED,-Wl:CeN, IN R:8ALITY, TB::e TlaNG 

HAS DBB.'< DENOTED IN ITS EloiTillETY t-I:F 
NOT, THEN IT BECOMES mort than ont. 

-(1105-1106) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the theory of those who hold that words denote positive entities 
when the single word ' blue ' expt·eases the Specific Individuality of the Lot\18 

I>Ild other (blue) things,-why should there be any absence of cognition of 
such other particular things as the Lotus and the Collyrium,-llince the Blue 
Thing hss been denoted in its entirety ! Beoause the idea that one and th~ 
same thing should be both known o>nd unknown to the same person involves 
self.contradiotion. 'l'hia is what is pointed out in tho text by the words 'WII'J 
sllouW. there, eto. eu.'.-' Ntm-Oogniswn' stends for bad CO(Jt!ilion, i.e. doubtful 
and wrong eognition. 

Thus there being no doubtful or wrong cognition, there can be no 
de..~iro on the part of the spen-ker to pronounce any other word, s uch a.' ' Lotus' 
and the like. Thi• is shown by the words 'for the sake of whicl•, 01<:. etc.' :
• For the sake of which ',-i.e. for the purpose of removing which non
cognition. 

It might be argued that-" when t he Blue t.hing has been denoted by 
the' single word • bluo •, it has been. denoted only in part, not in its entirety; 
hence for the P\U'pose of speaking of othar clUU'Qcteristios of the Blue Thing, 
another word is sought after ". 

The answer to this is-' WMn i.,. realit.y, etc. etc.'. There are no paTt8 
in &ny single object, by virtue of which the!'() could be denotation in part; 
because tha one (whole) and the tnany (parts) are mutual contt·adicteries, one 
being the negation of the other ; so that what your explanation does is te 
esteblish as many distinct things as the!'() may be parts ; and hence there 
would be no such concepts as • one' I>Ild • many '.--(1105·1106) · 

The following might be urged by the other pnrly :-"The word • blue' 
does not denote a particular 8Ubstance; it denotes either the qualit'J called 
• Bluo • or the Universal • Blu& ' inhering in that quality ; the word ' lotus • 
e.lao denotes the Universal' Lotus', not any particular substance; benee, as 
the two words denote two different things, it is only right that there should 
be a. need for the ,vord 'lotus' (after the utWranco of the word '.blue')." 

The answer te this is as follows :-
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TEXTS (1107-1108). 

b 'J'HB U.t-"'VBIISAL • BLUB •• OB 'J'HB QUALITY Blttt, IS DBNOTBD BY THE 

WORD • BLI.n ', :rRL"\ 'lRB WORD 'LoTus 1 (PBONOUNCBD WITH 

TRA:r woRD) suoULD Dll);'o:rE .-.~O'l'Rl!B UNtvBBSAt. ' LoTus'; 

-SUCH BEING 1'llE CASE, THERE WOULD BE DIJ'· 

JJJRENOE BETWEBN TilE :I'WO WORDS, JUST AS 

THERE 1S BETWEEN THli1 WORDS ' Bf1k1Ja ' 
(A KIND Oll llt.O\VER) AND ' Utpala. 

(LoTus); SO Ti!:AT_ANY OO·ORDINA: 

TION", ETO. BETWEJW THEM WILL 

liE ALL THE MoRE Th!POS· 

SIBt.E.-{1107-1108) 

COMMENTARY. 

The eompound 'anyena...,...;.ui' is to be taken •• a Ka~ya,-
' anl'4' qualifying 'indimra~'-

• VJ10-VIi '-i.e. abauld be denol6d. 
' Utpakuh~ '-bu the Ablative ending. 
Thus under t.biB theory oo-ordinetion would be all tbe mon> impossible; 

since, like the word& • ba.l-ulo ' and ' utpolG •, the worda ' blue ' and • lotus ' 
would not be applicable . to the same thing. Tben> can be no such &Xpr<)S· 

aion u 'baktdam utpalam '.-(1107-1108) 

The following might be urged by the other party:-" Though the word 
' blue' denotes 1\ po.rticular Universal and 11o port.icular Qunlity, yet, through 
thoao, it a.lso denotes the aubatanoo rell\ted to the Blue Quality and the 
'Blue' Univcranl ;-similarly the word 'lotus', through the Universal 
'LotUB', donotoa the aubatance :-in this way their ~>pplicat.ion to the some 
thing being pouible, there would be co-ordination between them ; which 
would not be pooaible in the case of the words 'bawl<>' and 'mpal<> ' ." · 

Tbe answer to this is aa folloW$ :-

TEXTS (1109-lllO). 

b rr lS TRB Smls:rANO:B RELA.'.rED TO TIIE QUALI1'l( .L'ID THE UNIVXBSAI. 
T.HJ.T IS ))DOTED BY THE WOBD 'BLlm ', TJIEN' TKI WORD • LOTUS' 

\VOULD BE VSELESS. As WRA T IS R'EL& TIIID TO T1IE SAID 

TW9 J'AOTOBS (QUALITY 4.ll'l) U:!o"'VEBSA.'L) lS JIXAOTLY 

WlUTis EQUIPPED WITRTBE UNIVERSAL' LoTvs'; 

All1l AS THIS WII.t. HAVE BEEN ALRJ!JADY EX· 

l'BESSED BY THE WORD ' Bt.UII ', THE 

WOBD' LOTUS' WOULD Bl'l USII.t.ESS.-

(1109-lllO) 

COMMEl\'TARY. 

'The QU<Ility'--called 'blue' ;-tb& 'Univer.a! ·- the Universal 
• blue ' ; thet which ia relal6d to these ia ' G1A(IDJ4jj1Uilambaddl>o.m '. 
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' The word Lo!·ua would b• useltss ',-as the substance will have been 
already expressed by the word 'blue '. T!>.is is explained by the words
'As wh<U i• related, etc. et<:.' ;-'the two faotors' are the Quality and the 
Universal. 

The following might be urged (by the other party)-" Even though 
the word ·• blue' denotes the substance poS8eSSing that qua.lity and belonging 
to that Universal,- yot., ina.sm.u.ch as; the word 'blue' has been found to 
be applicable to several substances, the man who hears the word pronounced 
does not ohtain any definite idea. of the Lotns, specifically ;-as the Cuckoo 
and other things are a.lso ' blue , ; hence. the use of the word ' lotus • becomes 
useful, in that i t serves to dispel the suspicion that other substances might 
be meant". 

This is not right; as this Msertion is made because the person mdking 
it does not know the subject undet· consideration. The subject under dis· 
cussion is thO:t under the theory that words denote positive things, thore can 
be no co-ordination, etc. If then, the word ' lotus ' is used ouly for the dis
pelling of the said suspicion,-and not for the denoting of a substenco,
then, in that case, a. positive entity would not fonn the denotation of the 
,.ord ; a.s all that the word 'lotus ' will have done would be the dispelling 
of the form wrongly imposed upon it. Then o.gain, i t is a self-contradictory 
statement that is made, when it is asserted that "the word 'blue> denotes 
the substance Lotus ., and yet " there i& no certainty produced in tho mind 
of the hea.rer ". That cannot form the denotation of a word, in regard to 
which no certainty is produced. If i t did, tha.t would lead to absurdities. 
Nor a.ga.in is there any room for suspicion in what has been cognised with 
certainty ; as • Certain Cognition > and 'Uncertain Cognition > are mutually 
destructive. 

It might be said that-" Even though the words Blue and Lottut a.re not 
applicable to the same thing, yet what are denoted by them-viz. the Qua.lity 
and the Universal-do subsist in the same substa.nce,-and henoo through 
their denotations, there would be co-ordination between them." 

This cannot be right ; as it would lead to absurd contingencies. In the 
manner stated, there would bo co-ordination botweeo. the words • Colour ' 
and 'Taste ' also ; as what are denoted by them-i~e. Colour and Taste-
subsist in the sa.me substenos, Earth. Further (under the axplanation 
olJersd) there would be no po6sibility of the expression 'blue lotus ' bringing 
about the cognition of a single thing ; as the two words would be separately 
denoting th& Qua.lity and the Universal subsisting in the single substance; 
o.nd uuless the words bring about the cognition of th& same thing, there can 
be no co-ordination between tham.-Enough of this!-(1109-lllO) 

The following might be urged :-" The word ' lotus ' does not denote 
&xaotly the same thing that is related to the quelity Blue and the Universal 
' Blue ' ; it denotes something different. Hen·ee the word 'lotus ' cannot 
be useless." 

The answer to this is aa follows :-
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TEXT (1111). 

IF WHAT BELONGS TO TSE UNIVERSAL ' LOTUS ' IS DIFFERENT FROli 

WHAT IS RELATED TO THE QUALITY AND UNIVERSAL (BLUE),

'l'REN THE WORDS ' BLUE ' AND ' !.OTlJ$ ' CANNOT :BR 

CO·SUJlSTRATE (CO·ORDINATRD) .-(1111) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is" hiatus after the par ticle 'yadi' ('if' ). 
• They camlot be co-8tlbstrate, ;-i.e. they cannot be oo-ordinnt.ed.

( 1111) 

• 
The following might oo urged :-"Though the same Suhsmnr.e is 

denoted by tho word ' blue ', and also by the ·word ' Lotus • ,-yet t.he word 
• blu&' denotes the Substane&, not as something related to tho Universal 
c Lotus \ bnt as related to tho Quality Blue and the Universal ' Blue ' ; 
consequently, the word '"Lotus' is wred for the pllrpose of e:-..-pressing the 
fact of the subst&.noo being related ro t-he Universal 'J..ottL'' ; and as such it 
cannot bo usole:;s." 

This argument is raised nnd ahswcrod in the following :-

TEXTS (lll2-lll4). 

lJI TO WORD ' llLUE ' DOES NOT DENOTE T.a:E SUBSTANCE RELATED 

TO TilE QUALITY AND THE U NlVJilRSAL {BLUE) AS RELATED TO 

TRE UNIVERSAL 'LOTUS ' ,-THEN THE SUBSTANCE AS l<JlLATED TO 

THE UNIVERSAL ' LoTUS ' SHOULD BE SOMJ:."TIIING TOTALLY 

DlllliBltENT; AS A )IATTElt 01' FACT, WHAT IS RELATED TO TJ[f) 

UNIVERSAL ' LoTUS ' IS THAT SAME SUJlSTANOE THAT l$ l<JlLATED 

TO TRE OTRER T\VO (QUALITY AND UNIVERSAL 'Blue ' ); AND THAT 

SUBSTANCE HAS ALREADY BEEN EXl'RESSED, IN ITS ENTIRETY

NOT IN PAl<T,-BY TilE WORD 'BLUE',-AND HAS ALSO BEEN 

Al'PREmlNDED llY THE VERBAL COGNITION BROUGHT AllOUT BY 

THAT WORD ;--so THAT THE WORD ' LoTUS ' WOULD BE EN'l'IRELY 

USELESS.-(1112-1114) 

OQM]iENTARY. 

If the 'vord 'blue' does not denoto the Subst.auoo related to the Qua.lity 
and tho Universo.l 'Blue', as related ro the Universal 'Lotus ',-then (there 
iB the following incongruity). 

The subBlance aa ro/ate<l to tM Unive1"8al ' Lotus ' is not something entirely 
different from the .Wsmnce M relaltd to u .. Quality and UniwrBal ' Blue ',
on the basis "hereof on the donot.ation of the Substance related ro the 
Quality and Univorsal 'Blue', there might be no denotation of the Substance 
as reblted ro the Universal 'Lotus '. AB a. matter of fact, however, there iB 

' i 
' 

• I 
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no differenco between the correlat.ives in the two cases ; o.nd hence the two 
substances must also be the samo ; and hence it cannot be right that on the 
denotation of one there should be no denotation of tb~ other. 

Further, even admitting what has been said,-the substance related to 
the Universal ' Lotus ' may be different from that related to the Quality and 
the Univorsal ' Blue' ; even so the word 'Lotus' would be useless. Becau~ 
that impart.ite thing which is related to the Universal • Lotus' is &xaetly 
what is related to the two factors of t.ho Quality and th& Universal 'Blue • ,
i t is not anything diffetent from it ; and as that thing is importite, it 
must have been denoted in iU entirety, by the word • bluo • ; a.nd it would 
also have figured in the Verbal Cognition-brought about by that word ;
henee what would be left thare uudenoted in the denoting of which the 
word 'Lotus' would have its use ?- (lllz-1114) 

Uddyotakara has argued as follows :-" The assumption (made by tho 
Buddhist) that 'the obj&et boing impartite, whenever it is cognised, it is in 
ita Wltirety, not in part' is not possible; bee&\tBe the word '~arva •, (' entire ', 
'whole'), is npplied to things not-one (soveral), whil& the word '~ka' is 
applicable to the part." 

Antieipnting this argument, the Author provides tho following answer 
to it :-

TEXTS (1115·1116). 

I F (IT BE SAID THAT), IN REGARD TO .A. THING DEVOID OF PLURA.LlTY, THE 

AS.~UMPTION 011' THE ALTERNATIVES OF 'ENTmETY' AND 

' SEVERA.LTY ' (' PLUB.ALITY ') IS NOT l.'OSSIBLE,- SUOH AN 

ASSERTION COULD ONLY PROCEBD FROM IONOR.A.NOE OF 

THE MEA.NING OF Tlll!J SENTENCE (USED BY US). 

W HAT WE JIIADE CLEAR WAS THAT THE FrRST 

W'ORD ' BLUE 'ITSELF EXPRESSED ALL 'l'HA'l' 

HAD TO BE EXPRESSED, .AND NO 

PAl<T OF ITSELF WAS LEb'T (UN· 

EXPRESSliD ).- 1115.1116) 

COMl>lENTARY. 

• De,.,id of plu,.,lity '-i.e. the thing without parts. 
' Tlte as8'Wnplion., etc. etc.' ,-the assumption of the alternatives-viz. : 

whether what figures as the object of the cognition is the thing in it8 m1lirety, 
or in parts. 

This assertion proceeds from ignorance of what our statement mean.~. 

For iustanoo, what is meant by our statement that ' by the very first word 
'blue • the thing 1ms been oxpreR.<.Jed in it8 entirety' is as follows :-What haa 
been expressed is the thing exactJy as it stands, and no aspect of it has been 
left out, for the denoting of which the word 'lotus' would be required ; 
becAuse tha thing hes no parts.-Such being our mooning, the argumont urged 

~7 
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by Udd~ is in the natUlO of Verbal Caauillry (attributing 1\ me!Uling 
to our $t.at&nent never intended by ua~-{1116·1116) 

Thus, just as the word 'lotus ' would bo useless, go nlao tbe use of 
such words as 'non-eternal ' would be useless ; or if tJ1o~· we1·o used, the~· 
would be only synouyma,- Uko the wordil ' taJ•n' nnd 'pildaJ>a ' (both of 
which stand for tru).-Tbis is the llpplicatioll of the KRid reAROttillg to ot~!Jer 
caseo indicated ill tho following-

TEXT (1117). 

I~ 'I!BlS 8.Uill WAY, TBll 11TTBI\INO OP O'I'BER WORDS .U.SO WOULD Bll 
FRUITLESS. L'< PAOT, Tlll!l tl'l'Tltll.ANCE OF SUCH WORDS WOULD 

ONLY MBAN SO l!ANY SYNO!\'YMS.-{1117) 

COMMEl\'TARY. 

' Udirotwm '-i.e. use, uttoranco. 
' Uk.lau '- i.e. in the ut.Uring. 
Thi.• idea bae been e:rp..,...d in tho following statement:-' A certl\in 

thing having been entilely token up by a word-<>r by an idea,-there remains 
nothing else tha~ could be 8XJlreaed by another word or Idea ; hence tluom 
would be synonyms ' .-{1117) 

The following might be urged :-"Under the thaory of the Buddhist 
also, when & certain thing has been expressed by a word, t.b~ could be no 
doubtful or wrong cognition in regard to other upoo~. ond hence wh)· 
should there not be the incongruity of no other words being used t " 

Amwer :-

TEXTS (lll8·lll9). 

:B'OR US, .NO EX'l'ElUIAL 'rlllNO lll Enll'ESSED BY TilE WORD ; NOR IS ASY 
l.DJU. OF EXTERNAL TliiNOS JmLD 'lO PROOEliD PROlol WORDS,-

BY VIR"l'Ull 011 WKIOH, 'Dill ~0 IN ITS ENTIRETY . 
IIAVINO BllBN TAX.IIN UP BY THElm TWO, AJ.'Y 

SUBSBQUBNT WORD WOULD BE J. 

miRE SYNONYM OF THAT 
WORD.-{1118.1119) 

COMMENTARY. 

• '!'hue 1wo • -i.e. the aaid woni and tbe said Idea. 
'Subnqu<!nl' ,-coming latar on.-{1118·1119) 

Queacio" :-"Why is no~ tha objection regarding tho .W.moo of oo
ordination a.ppliC&ble to the view under which tha denotation of words is 
1 iUUBOty ' f n 

ANW<r:-

I 
l 
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TEXTS (1120.1121). 

WRAT IS l'RODUOED BY THE WORD, IN DUE OOURSE, IS ONLY TIJB Reflection; 
AND IT IS THROUGH DBLUSION THAT THIS Al'l'EAJl.S AS cme 

AND AS external. TJJB CO·O:RDINAT!ON AND OTHER 

RELATIONS ARE DUE TO TIIE REFLECTION. 

L~ RBALITY, ALL THESE WORDS ARE 

HELD TO BE OBJEOT· 

LESS.-(1120-1121) 

COMMEJ:·;'TARY. 

When the word ' blue ' is uttered, what it brings about first of all is the 
conceptu&l ~flection, excluded (differentiated) from all ,...,.,_blw things, and 
scintillating over the J..otus "nd other (bl\1e) things and hence not excluding 
these latter, and conceived (objectively) in the externsl form; then when 
subsequently, the word ' Lotus ' is uttered, what it brings about ia the con
ceptual Reflection, excluded from all that is non.Jotm, and with the form of 
only one external thing superimposed upon it ;-in tQ,i.s way, in due COU1'se, 
there is brought about an iUuaqry (conjunct) conceptual ~flection, excluded 
fl'om the' non-blue' and the' non-lotus'; with the one 6Xterno.l form imposed 
upOn i t ;-1l.D.d it is in consequence of this that a.n illusory co-ordination 
becomes possible. 

"VVhy is it not so, in reality ? 11 

Afi$Uier :-In roolity, all thue word8 are held to be objecaeaa.-(1120-
1121) 

It has been argued (under Tezt 973, by J(wniirila) that-" there can be 
no connection between the Apoha and Gender, N\lmber, etc " . 

The answer to thi$ i$ as foil cm"' :-

TEXT (1122). 

As FOR THE co:~<'NEOTION Oll' GENDER AND N UM»ER, IT IS NOT PRESENT 

IN INDIVIDUALS ALSO; IN FAOT, SUCH CONNECTION IS BASED 

ENTIR.ELY Ul'ON CoNVENTIONS SBT Ul' BY THE WHIMS 

OF l'EOl'LE ; IT IS NOTHING REAL.-(1122) 

COMMENTARY. 

The fact of Gender, Number, etc. belonging to things is not admitted. 
In fact it is due entirely to Conventions set; up a.t whim. 

'In Individwl.t also '-the term c also' is meant to includo the .dpoha. 
The argument may be formulated thus :-When one thing does notfollow 

the presence and absence of &notber thing, then it cannot belong to it ;
e.g. Ooolneas nnd Fire ;-Gender and Number do not follow the presence and 
absence of individual things,- hence there ia non.percept.ion of th& wider 
term (whicb implies the non.el<istence of the narrower).-(1122) 
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Tho following Tea:t show~ thA.t the ReMOn. just adduced eau not he snid 
to be ' not admitted ' :-

TEXT (1123). 

Tl!ERE ARE THREE WORDS (DI>lNO'ri'NG THE SAME THING)-' Ta~al•' 
(MAscULINE) 'Tajam' (NEUTER) .AND • Tap.' (l!'E~nNINE); AND 

YET ANY ON~ TBL.~G CANNOT RAVE 'l"HRBE li'OR.MS ; 

Ii'OR IF I'l' DID, THEN 1 ALL COO.Nl'l'XON'S 

WOULD HAVE TO BE VA.lUEGATED IN 

ORARAOTBR.-{1123) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Gender renlly oolonged to things, then, on account of tho three 
words-' ta~ ', 'taf,am • and • tali '-in tlu-ee genders, being applicnhle to 
the same thing (Bnnk of rivers) ;-f.he thing would have tlll'ee forms; and it 
is not possible for one and t.llesame t.hing to have the three forms- Masculino, 
Neuter and Feminine ·· if it did, it would cease to be one thing. If, 0ven iu. 
the presence of mutuf•lly incompatible proporties, f.hin.ga wen;\ to bo one, then 
the entire universe would beoomo a single thing; and in tlutt cese it would 
all be produced a11d dest~oyed at one and the aaxno t,ime. 

Thon again, on account of an things being e'>-"Pl"OS$(!d, by either on.e word 
or by another, os having the three genders, all cognitions relating to them 
would hp,ve to be variegated in cbaxacter.-{1123) 

The following might be urged :-"Even though all things may llJl.ve 
three genders, yet the cognitions of things would appear exactly os onvisnging 
tbet foon alone which the speaker may desire to speak of ; hence they could 
not be of variegated character." 

The o.nswer to this ia as follows :-

TEXT (ll24). 

Jp THEY WIIB:Il DEPENDENT UPON THE SPEAKER'S \VIIL>!, THEN THE 

CooNITIONS woULD NOT Jn."VlSAGE Tllll 'l'lllNGS AT ALT.. UNDER 

THAT WBlM, TH1I CoGNITIONS SHOULD BE OF ONE 

FORM, AND YET THE THiNG IS NOT OB 

ONE FORM.-(1124) 

CO~tbiENTARY. 

' Tflhey, otc.'-i.e. if the cognitions were dependent upon the whim. 
If, through the Speaker's whim, the Cognitions be of one fonn, then 

the Cognitiona in question could not envisage things of three kinde (08 

having three Genders); becalll!e no single thing has that (mixed) loon ; and 
'i t would thus be 08 objeetless as the visual cognition of sound! 

'TadvasM.t ',-i.e. through the speaker's whim,-{1124) 

'I 

I 
l 
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Some people think that " the three gendel'$ in the ease of the words 
cited may be explo.iced as pertaining to the throe states of the thing con
cerned (River-bank),-the three states being those of duti'Udi<m, ai>Pearanu 
a.nd continuance , . 

That this a.!so cannot be right is shown in the following-

TEXT (1125). 

I F TDll APPLICATION OF THE GENDRRS WERE BASED UPON THE STATIIS 

OF contin~na, appearana anit destruttion,-'l'HEN, ALL THE 

Tlmlm GENDERS WOULD BECOME APPLICABLE 

TO ALL THINGS.-(1125) 

OOWIIENTARY. 

There is a. hiatus a.fter 'syat' (the conditional clause ending there). 
Jf the ' appli<'o.tion '-regulation-<>£ gendel'$ were based upon the states 

of continuance and the rest, then all the three genders would be applioable 
to all things,-like the River-bank, the Chain and so forth. Bec&ll$9, as 
in the case of the River-bank, so elsewhere also, all the three states of con
tinuance and the rest would be there. Otherwise, there should not be three 
genders in the case of the tl'tr"e6 words ' tata~ ', ' tali ' and ' ta.lam , also ; as 
there is no difference between the two cases. Thus the definition proposed 
becomes too wide.-(1125) 

The definition is ' too narro'v' also, beca.\lse it is not true in a1l cases ;
this is what is shown in the following-

TEXT (1126). 

T HERE ARE THREE WORDS USED (IN OONNEOTION \VlTR NON-ENTITIES)

' AbhdvaZo' {1tUsOULINE), 'Nirup<ikhyam' (NEUTER) A..><D 

' 1'w;hcllhata ' (F:£111ININE) ; WHAT SORT OF OO.l>'NEO'l'ION 

\Vlrll: THE STATES OF continuance, ETC. COULD 

BE ASSUliUID IN REGARD TO THE NON· 

ENTITIES (SPOKEN OF BY THESE 

V70RDS)1--(1126) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even jn the ease of non-entities,-...ftuch as tho Hare's Horn and "the 
la.ke,-the states of com.inuance, etc. are not there; and yet in regard to them 
words of all three genders are applied-in the shape of ' abMva/>' (Masculine; 
Non-existent), 'Ni'f'Updkh!JfJ-m' (Neuter, Featureless) and 'PucltcMa/4 
(Feminine, lnsignifica.nt). So that the proposed regulation of genders 
ca.nnot include such cases; hence it is loo narrow.-(1126) 
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. TEXTS (1127-1130}. 

Qp Tl!INGS,-' Al'l'lM.R.WOE ' IS Birlk; ' DESTRUOTION ' IS perishing ; 
AND . 'CONTINU.WOE' IS the Thing in it8 own form. Now IN 

Birlk TBERll IS NO perishing ; WHY THEN IS IT SPOKEN OF AS 

' Utpatti/.>' (FEMININE) 1 Non IS THERE e>:isle!U:e in iJs OW" for>n; 
WHY TH:SN IS IT SPoiom OF AS 'janma ' (N:SUT:s&) 1 lN Destnu;tion 
ALSO, 'l'1Il: OTHER TWO STATEiS A..RE NOT THERE ; WHY TKEN IS IT 

SPOKEN OF AS 'tirobMvalp' . (MAsCULINE), 'ntish.al). ' (M.•SOULINE) 

ANI> ' tirobh.avanam ' (NEUTliR) 1 As REGAltDS Continuance ALSO, 

ON WHAT GROUND IS IT SPOKEN OP AS 'sJkitiJ.•' (FEMININE) AND 

'svabMval).' (MASCULINE) ?- IF THE FORM OP THESE IS NOT DIF

FERENTIATED, THEN TKEY SHOULD ALWAYS BE IN ONE AND THE 

SAME GBNDER.- (1127-1130) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the following reason, tho &"J'lo.nation provided is too narrow.
B&eauso in eonnect.ion 'With the same said states of Continuance a.nd tho rest., 
i t is found that to oach of these, words of all the three genders aro applied. 
For instance, · Appearance iS spoken of as t utpadru,~, (Birth, ?.fosculino); 
Destru<ti® is spoken of as 'nu•ha/> • (Perishing, Masculine) ; Continuance is 
spoken of as 'iUma8tiarUpam • (ita own fonn. Neuter).-Now as regMds 
Appearance, there can be no 'continuance' or 'dostruetion ' in i t; bow 
then could Sllch words as 'tapam!>' (Fetiurune) and 'janma • (Neuter) 
he applied to it I Similar ly M r&,C!Ords DUJJ"Ud.i<m, there can be no 'con
tinuance ' or ' appearance ' in i t ; how then could it be spoken of by such 
terms a.s 'tirobhUva(l.' (Masculine), 'vin68ho/>' (Masculine) and 'tirobha
vanam • (Neuter) ?-The particle 'api • in tho Pexi serves to show thet 
Destruction itself could not be spoken of by that same word.-Similarly, 
as regards Continuance, Destruction and Appearance being impossible 
therein,-it has to be explained on wba.t grounds it is spoken of as ' a!hui/> • 
(Feminine) and 'SwbhUtvxl• • (Ma.sculine). 

It might bo said that.-" inasmuch ns these., Ocmt-in.uance and the rest, 
are not differentiated among themselves, each of them mo.y be capable of 
toking all the three Genders ". 

The answer to this is stated in the words-' If tM form of the&e, elc. etc. • ;
that is, if the form of these is not differentiated from oa.ch other, then there 
should, in reality, be only one, not three, Genders.-(1127-1130) 

The other party says:-" The Feminine, Mascllline and Neuter are so 
· · ' 'Ulally different Universals, like the U,>)iversa.l • Cow • &nd the like." 
• ''

1 ·~-);rh& answer to this is as folloWs:- . . 
. !-;:~ ' ~·· ' . . 

:.~\. -~·. ·;.. ~ ·, < 

.,. ' 'i ;..:"j·.' .~.' :.~. -· .. :_, .r- ... 1'\-_.;,- '11"'3o!'~ ""' • , •• • ........ t .·• . , :.-·-&1·":"~'1:£-/t' / I ..... ~ ·~ (.'•r 
.. ~, .. ""'""-i:1f.; J;.:1t-r "{:- ... ... : 
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TEXT (1131). 

1Jo Tllll FJOm•·n.'ll .u."D THE RBS'l' BE BELli ro BB so loUl<"Y DIJTERElST 

UNIVERSALS,--THEN ALto SUOH SHOVLD Bll DOARDJilD AS 

DlSOA.RDED BY TRJl RF..JEOTION 011' 'I'Hll 

'UNlVEIISAL ' ITSELll.-(1181) 

COMMENTARY. 

On t\ prcviuut~ occasion, in cou:rse of ,tb.e Exnminat.ion of the ' UniverseJ , • 
all par ticular Universals also have been di•cardo<l; ho.nce there can be no 
such pl\rticulllr Universals as 'Feminine • and the reat. Henoo the definition 
provided ia an 'impoosible' one.--{1131) 

Then again, in connection with the particular Uni.vena.la, we find.~ven 
without any otbM Universal, the application of ouch words ,.. 'jat.il;o.' 
(Feminine), ' bM~ • (llasculina), ' odm4nyam ' (Neutor) ;-henoa tb6 

definition provided turns out to be 'too narrow '.-Thia ia whet is tlhown 
in the following :-

TEXT ( 1132). 

Suou woRDS ARll Al'l'LD!lD TO PA.RTIOULAR UmvBRSALS, AS 'jatil).' 
(FEMININE), ' bhiival>' (MASOULINE) AND ' 4<imtinyam ' (NEUTER). 

NOR IS IT POSSIDLE POR UNIVERSAL$ TO SUBSIST m 

OTHER UNIVERSAL$ THEMSIILVES.-(1132) 

COllllltENT:ARY. 

' Nor u ii1JOIIib~. ote. etc.'.-Because the doctrine (of the other party) 
ie thet Universals are devoid of Univel'il<\ls. Thi1 hal been eaid on tb6 
beeia of Ul8 doctrine of the V a~. 

The Vaiy4.1nral"'•· G.f81lUIUU'i&nl!, however regard Uni\'01'18is ABoubeistiJ:Ig 
in Univeronls a!Jio; AB declared in the following puna-' Even whon the 
object and the Universal are denoted, all words are denotativ& of the 
Univenl&l, lnacnuch as aU things exist in the form of tboir functions 
( V4.tyapadlJ1<1, 3. 16).-Wbae these people mean ia a• foUowa :-The theorios 
leid down in regard to Universals by otber philoeopbono need not nooessarily 
be accepted by Grammarians; a.s a matter of fact, Universals are inferred 
from tho effeoW. of the functions of the connect.ion between the word and 
the resultant cognition ; and there can be no limit placed ttpon such Universals. 
Hence the bo.ei.s of tho term 'Universala ' consists in that Uni.voree.l 'vhieh 
has o. oommon substrotttm as inferred from the percept.ion ol the effects 
of the 8o.id functioDIJ. What is meant by the Uni vorsal ' exiat.ing in the 
fonn of their functions • is that their special character ia restricted by the 
functions of the word and the resultant Idea.. 

Thia theory should be token as rejeoted by what hal been said (under 
T&xt 1181, aecond line) tbet 'all euch Univorsall should be taken as dis· 



cazdecl by tbe rejection of tbo Universal i!Mlf (in the rhaptor on Ut~it'CrMII).'
(1182) 

The following Tmst11toe tho objection thnt. is t•qnnllr npplionble to nil :-

TEXT (1133). 

How 1'00 OA..>< 1:DBII BB SUCH WORDS AS ' .Abllat(l(i ' (.I[AscrLtXl!), 
• Nirvp<il<hyam' {NIIUT&It) A.'ID 'Tuc1l<Matii' (FElmT.IB) ?

FRoM ALL 'I'HJS IT JIOLLOWS THAT TR1I EliTIRB SCJil!)O: 

OF T11RD GBNDERS IS PURELY CONVBN· 

TIONAL.-{1133) 

CO~fMENTARY. 

There is no Universal in non~ontitie~~ like the Ho.re'sllorns : becAUM it is 
a property of entities; co-quently !be application of th<- wordo 'ablui•n' 
IUid the root to non-entitiee abould be impossible. Conaequontl~· the anid 
rule regarding Genders ia ' too nazrow '. 

Thus it follows that tbe entire scheme of !be three Oendora is based 
aolely upon Conventions made MCOrding to tbe whim of opeokera.-{ 1133) 

The following Ttrt shows tlu\t Number nlso (like Gender) cnnnot follow 
tbe preaence and absonco of tho real ato.to of things :-

TEXT (1134). 

Nwmber .u.so IS l'UBJILY OONVElo'TIONAL, .u.-o IS A.SSIJlOD TKROUOR TRB 

WRDI OF 1'llll SPIUDR, BVliN WREN TRBBJl IS DISCIUlm< ATION 
BII'1'Wl!BN DIFl!'ERENOE A.ND NON·DO'PERENOB ; AS IS JIOUND 

IN' 1'llll CASB 01' WORDS LIKE 'Diira' (WI11B), RTO. 

AND ' V,:Pina ' (FOREST), ETC.-(1134) 

COM~tENTARY. 

Number also ia purely conventional, not real. In tbe .,...., of word$ 
lib 'd6tii' (which stands for Vlifo, IUid ia yet treated aa i\taeeulino, IUid alwaye 
Plural), though the'~' ia no diftorenoo (in what is denoted by tbio word and 
th&t denoted by other wonillike • patfti ',ate.), yet ite peonliar gender (and 
number) has boon dotonninod by more whim. 

Thus !-"" &aeon put forward by us cannot be al\id to be • Unproven •. 
For instance, tha Plural or the Singular Number of worda ia not always 
based upon tbe real multdplloity &nd singularity of thingo; e.g. in the CM& of 
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such words M • da~ '. ' siJca.ta ', • t.tar.,ci '. et.G.--even though thore is no 
real mulliplicily, yet they ..., used in the Plural Number. Si.aUJarly in the 

case of such words a.s 'Varaa', '2"ribAuoo:J'IO ', 'Ja,gal', 'Qa~~.

even though there is "" rittgUlarily, yet they are used in the Singular 

Number. Hence ow- Reason e&nnot be said to bo 'Unproven'. . 

Nor is our Reason 'Inconclusive, ; for, if it were so, then everytlUng 
would belong to everything. 

Lastly, bece.u.so our lleason subsists in things where tho Probondum 

is known to be present, therefore it cannot be aaid to be ' Contradictory'.

(1134) 

In tho following Pe<tU the Author urges tho !c.Uo.cy of ' being unproven' 

ogo.inst tho Buddhist's Reason-from Kumarila'• point or viow :-

TEXTS (1135-1136). 

" IF WORDS LIXE ' Ddrfil). ' ARE USED IN RE!'EREN011 TO Tllll MIVIDUAL 

AS WJ!:LL AS Tllll UNIVBllSAL, IT IS SO .\.PPLJOARLE ON TH.lll BASIS o~· 

THE NUMBER OP EITHER INDIVIDUALS OR TRE CoMPONEi.."Ts.

Tml WO:RD ' V aM ' DENOTES ElTKBR ll>DIVIDUALS AS 

QUALUIED BY 'tHJI NUMBER 0!' TRE UNIVERSAL, OR 

Tllll UJ>""IVERSAL AS SUBSISTING IN A PLURALITY 

OP IlrDmDuALS." [Shlokav<!rlika. Va?Wvt!da 
92-94.]-(1135-1136) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ktnnc2r\b o.rgues as follow!\ :-" The word • dti~' is applied sometimes 

to tho Univorsnl oo.d somet.imos to the Individun,l; when it i8 applied to the 

Universal, then it is used o.cco•·ding to the Number of the Xnclividuals,

and tho6e Individuals oonsiat in the many women; when howevor it is applied 

to the Individual, then it ia used in accordance with the Plura.lity of the 

Oomponenta of the Individual, in the fonn of bu bands, feet and other limbo. 

-In tho oase of the word ' V ana •, what are denoted are the Individuals, 

in the shape of the Mango, Kll4dira, Pal6•ho and other partioulc.r trees. 811 

qualified by the Number (Sin,gular) of the Universal 'Tre&' subsiating in all 

those individual trees ; and that is why the word is used in the Singular 

Number 'wnam'; e.s whet it denot<>B is the Substance 'qu&Jilled by the 

Number of the Universal. Or who!; is denoted by the word ' '"'"a ' is the 

Universf\1 itself as subsisting in the Individual treeo, Dhova and tho root; 

hence it is usod in tho Singttl<>r Number, the said Uni,·ersal being one only." 

-(1136·1136) 

The answer to the above ia aa f ollov.'8 :-
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TEXT (1137). 

L-. 'mill WAY ALL woRDs m Tll£ SmGut..t.R Ntn£BEll BEOOml DOOM:ED.
b IT BB ARGUED THA.T "IN TRl! CASE 01' OTBBR WORDS (IN Tl£1:1 

SINGtll.AR Nu)!B:SR) THll SPEAXliUt'S WISH DOES NOT LIE 
TIIAT WAY'' ,-TKIN THAT 'fDiiA I'l'SELP MIGHT 

BE TilE BASL9 IN TIIII CASES 'CN 
QUESTION ALS0.-(1137) 

C<n.tMEl\'1' ARY. 

In the way deacribed &bove,-all wotdl in th& Singtllnr Number,-like 
• .,,l:fa4 '--b<oomo doom<tl,-disc:$rded; as the said -eoning would apply everywhor&. AI in regard to e-rery word in the Singular Number, it might 
be s&id that "il tha word is used in rolerenoo to the Individual, etc.". 
(Ktml4rila'• wotdl in tbe preoed.ing Te:..'t. ) 

It might be o.rgued that--" in tho CMe of other words,-Jike ' vrkfaJ> '
the Speaker's wish does not lie towru-ds speAking of the Jndividua~ and the Univenals ". 

In that CMO, Nwnbor (in wotdl) would not bo in nccotdanoe 'vith the 
nuxnber of t.hins.s,--on t.ho contrary, t·he presence And ahsenco that would 
determine th& Number (in wordl!) would be the Speaker's wish itself. In 
that ease. in the cue ol words like 'dcirii/> ' also, tll&t SQU\O wiah m&y very well form the determining factor ; the idOl> being tbat, evon when there is 
no diveraity (multiplicity) in the thing, the Plur&J Number ia used beeaoso 
there ia the Speakar's wiah to speak of it ao many. 

Thus our Roason ie not 'unproven '.-(1137) 

It hae been &88Mted (by Kum6rila, quoted under Text 1136) that-
"the word '"""" • denotes the IndividU&lo u qualified by the Number of the Universal ... 

The answer to thia it 68 foUowe :-

TEXT (1138). 

'l'lo:ml o.u< BE NO NUXBER IN TJIII UlltVEilS.A.L AT AU..~EvliN D! TB:E 
NUMBER W:JIRB Tmll\B IN T.llll U:tnVERSAL, HO'V COULD THB lNDI· 

VID17AU! liE QUALln!lD BY THAT N17MBER t-" [.TiaY OOULD 
BB SO Q17ALil'llm) TIDI017GH T1D1 e<mllulW.. of what M 

conn.uU.il (ll<l)IREOTLY), 0& TJ!:R017GII DIBEOT 
CONNEOT10N n'SE13 ".-(11' 'mill BB HELD 

TllliN 'l'llll ANSW1tR WOULD BB AS IN 
THB FOLLOWING T~.)-(1138) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can be no Numbor in the Universal ; aa it subeiate in ..W.tanc& oDly. 



i 
I 

l 
! 
I • 

• 
r 
l 
• 

llXAMINA.TION OJ' THE LUPORT or WORDS. 587 

Thi• hiUI been said in n.ccordance with the doctrine of the V~<wll~ikas. 

In ease that doctrine is not aooepted, and it io hold thet Number doeo belong 

to the Univeraal,-t.i>en, in whet way could it be establiBhed that the 

Individuals, Dh4m and otbar treee, are qualiBed by that Number (of the 

Uuiveraal) f 

The followin3 explanation might be offered:-" It could be so 

estobti.shod oithor (indirecay) '""'"flh the connection of tJte connocle<l, or lh'TO'U{Jh 

direct Oonnoction iUtlf; ths.t is, if the Number la 80mething diffe>ent from the 

Uuiversal, then tho Universal would be connute<t with the Si•\glllar Number,

"nd witheut Universal there would be c:onnution of the Individualo, treee, 

Dh4m ~ the rest; thus the qualifying of the Dh4w and other Individual 

Trees would be done indirectly ;-if, on the otbar ~. the Number is not 

something cliJTerant from the Univers..l, then that would be diroclly eonnectod 

with tho Individual Trees, which would thus become qualified by that 

Number. In this wo.y it woltld be established that the Individuals are 

' qualifted by the Number of the Uuivers<>l • .-{ 1138) 

T he following T.z ottppliea obe &llBWer to the explanation given (in the 

latter part of the preceding T"") :-

TEXT (1139). 

lF IT RE SO, l'HEN EVEN A SINGLE Tltm: COULl> DE Sl'OKEN O'F AS' V ana' 

(FOREST) ; SBVERA.L Tlllli£S ALSO ARE SJ.'OKlilN OF AS 511011 ONLY 

TRROUGR Connmion, AND TIU.T IS PRESln>"r IN THE 

SINGLE 'l.'UB ALS0.-(1139) 

OO~IMENTARY. 

If the application of the word '"'"'"' to Individual Tr&eo, Dh.otx> and 

the rest, be due ouly to the p>eaenoe of the connulion of IM OOPIMCied, or 

of Oonnulion itoelf, then even a single tre6 oould be opokon of as ' V ana'; 

as the biUila of the application would be preoent there. For instance, oven 

the aevor~>l trc-Dh4VC£ and the r""t--e.re spoken of as • V ana ', ouly throngh 

the connection of the Number of the Uuiveroal,- and not through anything 

else; a.nd thia connection is present in the oingle Tree also ;-why then 

obould this "loo not be spl>ken of u • mna ' f-{1139) 

It hM been asserted (in Teo:e 1136, by Kum4ri/4) tbet" the word • oona' 

may be taken as denoting the Universal suboistiog in the many individua.l 

trees)". 
Tbe answer to this ia as I ollows :-
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TEXT (114.0). 

TIIAT (UNIVJmSAL) WH!OK 8Ull$8T8 IN TilE many INDIVIDUAL TREES 

IS THE !LUll: '1'11AT SOliSISTS IN TRll SINOL!J INDIVIDUAL (TREE),

TII:B BASJ8 THEIIEOJ BIIINO TBB S.uut IN BorK OASES ; 

OONSEQU&STLY, THB IDEA or • Va•a • (FoassT) 

SHOULD BB TIIEltB lN OOW..'l!OTJON WITH 

T11:B SINGLE Tsn ALS0.-{1140) 

COl!MENTARY. 

UDder tho said view oho, a aingle Tree oould be spoken of "" ' V ana'. 
Beca""" what tho won! • ..,,.. 'denotes is tho Uoiwrml u 81lboisting in the 
many lndividu.&ls ; and that aame Uoivar8&1 euboista in tho aingle Individual 
tToe, Dhl:wG also ; thus tho bo&ia of tl10 notion of • '"""' ' being the same in 
all cuee, why should tbe notion of • mna ' not appear in eonnt"C-tion \vitb the 
single tree also 1-{1140) · 

In the following Toz:, tbo Author IJIIml up lliB Reelloniog :-

TEXT (I 141). 

TIIUS Tllll USB 011 WOBDS lN tHJI SINOULA.R AND OTIIBR NUMBERS SHOULD 

BB BBO.utDilD TimOUOR OONOOM:ITANOE AND NON· OONOOMITANOil, 

AS Dlll'liNDINO ENTmELY UJ>ON TilE SPBAXEn's wmM,-

NOT uPON Tllll RBAL STA'rE Of TK{NOS ; AS IT 

IS NOT ALWAYS IN AOOORDANO!l WIT!! 

THJ8 LATTBR.-{1141) 

CmfMENl'A.tW. 

• As 1't i.t, Uc. etc.'; beoa.u.se tho real st.o.te o£ tl\ings is not exactly as 
expreoaed by tho word8.-{ 11<11) 

It has been argued (under Tto:t 073, by Kwnari/a) that-" tha Apoha 
can have no coo.neotlon with Oendet and Number, etc."; wlte.re the • etcettT<J • 
is meant to includo t.he oonnoction of Action, Time and RO forth. 

This i.s answered in the foUowing--

TEXT (1142). 

TKE CoNNEC'l'IO~< or AOTIO!<, TDLII, mo. RAS BEEN ALREADY BEJEOTED 

BIDORE. Hl:NOE ALL TII:BSE ALSO AJ.t£ l'UBBLY OO~TIONAL, 

A.li"D DO NOT really SUBSJ:ST IN INDIVIDUALS 

A.LS0.-{1142) 

COMMENTARY. 

• &foro ',-i.e. in oollfte of the rejeotioo of ouch concepts as Action, 
'Ilme and 10 forth, tho oonoeotlon aloo of Action, ete. has been disearded; 
benoe t.beee also cannot belong to thinp. 

' Oont..,.,ional'-<>reated by Convention.-{ 1142) 

I 
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Even granting that e!>eS6 (Gender, ~umber, Action, etc.) belong eo things, 
-inAJ<Illucb M the A.po/la in the ionn of tile 'Refloou.d Image' is app,..,. 
bended by deluded persons as something extemal,--tbroogb this appre
belllion, connec:tion with Gender, ~umber nnd U>e re.i. would be there through 
the lndividuai.-Hence whet has been .......,rted (by L{vmiiriltJ, under 973) 
eo the ef!ec:t that-" the IndividMI being oometbina that cannot bo epoken 
of by words, tho connection cannot be through that t itbcr ",-is 'Inoon
elusivo '. 

It ie nlso t unt>roven '. '\madrnitted •, lutdcr the theory that oH this 
is purely 'i llusory'; this latter fact ia iihown in th& fol lowing-

TEXT (1143). 

lN FM7r, THE J!.poha IS DBNOTBD A$ Al'PRRHBNDED IN TKB l"OR>! OP THB 

INDIVIDUAL; AND TilE .Al>OILI. T!OnRl!ltORll IS OOl>'l<EOTED WlTil 

OKNDBR, ETO. TBIIOUOH THAT l!<DMDUAr •• -(1143) 

COllM&NTARY. 

'A.poha i4 denoletl'-by the Word. 
'Tai'-Tberefare . 
• A.'l/0 '-of tha A.poha.~ll43) 

H bao boon argnod (under 974, by Kwn4rila) thAt-" in the case of 
V orbs, 'tit~ czclu1ion of ot.her lhings • js not n.pprehondod ... 

'l'ho answer to thio io AA follows :-

TEXT (1144). 

TH1I WORD 19 USBD ONLY FOR T1D1 PUR.POSB OF BRINGING A.BOUT TilE 

OOONITION OP THE THING INTE}I.'"DBD ; HENOR THB ' B:XCLUSION 

OJI' W'JIAT IS NOT--ISTEYDED ' BEOOM:BS A:PP1l'£DNDED 

BY IMPLIOA.TION.--{1144) 

COMMENTARY. 

That "in the case of Verb$ the adwi<m of OIJwJr thing• is not 
approlu>ndod" cannot be 1\dmitu.d. Beeauoe when a penon uoeo a word, it 
is not beeauoo be i& oddieu.d to mcb uoe, but for the pnrpooe of bringing 
about the cognition,-in the person hearing the word-in regard eo a eortain 
thing that io intonded, desired. to be known. Com<Oquoottly, when the desired 
thiog is approbended, the exclwion oftlot untluirtd thimg nlf!O becomes appro
bendod by implicat.iOJ\ ; as the ' desired • nnd tho ' undesired ' aro mutua.lly 
oxoluaive.~ll4') 

It might bo arguod that " all things nre duirod ".-Tho answer to that 
ia aa follom :-
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TEXT (1145). 

ALL 'DIJNOS OJ.lllfOT BE duirtd ; AS, IN 'l'BAT OAllll, TIIEEE WOULD BE NO 

USTIIIOTIOY BIIOAJIDING .U.'Y DENOTATIONS. Hl:YOE IN THE 

OASII 01! WORDS LIKR ' CoOKS ' A.."D THll LIXll, 

Tlf&BE lS CLIIARLY ' SOJI1liTIIINO IIX· 

CLUDIID ' .-(1145) 

COMMENTARY. 

U all bhingo were 'desii-ed' {to be exproased), then thoro could bo no re
striction t•egMdin.g tllo denotat-ion of words; in that cMO, it would not be 
pel!8iblo for the hearer to undortake any activity tlmt might bo e&.lled for 
on the benriog of the word ; consequently it cannot bo right that ell things 
are deeited {to bo expreeoed). 

From all l.bis it follows that in the case of words like 'eoolts' {Verbs) 
there ia 'oxcllllion of the undesired', by implication; end it ia quite clearly 
appnobonded.-(1 146) 

Tbo foJJ.,..;ng 1'uu also proceed to show bow the said ' exe!Uiion of the 
unintended • ia axpressod by implication :-

TEXTS (1146-1147). 

WRIIN l'Hll VEBD 'pacJuui' ('CoOKS') IS UTTBRBD, WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD 

IS THAT' lll: IS NOT DOING NOTHING,-NOR lS 1111 eating OR gambling'
\VIDIRll 'l'lrJ!> '»XCLUSION 011 OTHER AOTS' lS OL"&ARLY APPRE· 

lt:lllNDllD. THUS, Wli'ATEVER IS INTIINDJID (TO Bll SPOKEN), 
TlUlRE IS ALWAYS SOMETKING 'EXCLUDED ' BY THE 

' RELATIVE NEGATION , ,.-TmS SOUETBINO :BJJING 

' DOING NOTHING ' AND At.SO OTHER ACTS 

(THAN Tll'll Ol<'"E J.IJ!A.NT '110 BB SPOUN" 

OF BY THE VEB11 

USED).-(1146-1147) 

COMMENTARY. 

From the aboV& it is clear that the verb 'pad!Qtl ' {eook.a) excludes 
'doing nothing', nnd also other acts like Ealing, O<imbling and the Jike,
whieh thus are tho 'excluded', through 'Relativo Negation'. llenoo the 
....,ertipn thnt "there io not.bi.ng tru>t is doniod in the fonn of Rel&tiv& 
Nog&tion " {Text 974) iB not true. 

In the. compound ' Paryudii8at·makdpohyam ',-' pa'lJ<ld<l8atmak<nn • is 
to be tol<en aa q-uAlifying 'apohya-m ' . 

' WhoU- i8 inUnded 1<> b•f1'0ken of •,-by that, there is aomothing to be 
'excluded ' through Relativ& Negation, in the shape of • doing nothing' and 
the r<!8t.-(ll46-J1(7) 

,_ 
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It has been asserted (in Text 915, by /{umiirila) that,-" the 'cooking' 
remains un·negatived in its own form... · 

The following Text s hows thnt this assertion ·involves self .contradiction 
on the part of Kumiirila :-

TEXTS (1148-1149). 

YOUR ASSERTION THAT "TKB Cooi.;itl{l RE>LUNS UN-NEGATIVED IN rrs 
OWN FORM " Th"VOt.VES SBLF~CONTRA.DIOTION ; BECAUSE THE 

WOitl>S 1 IN l't'S OWN li"'Bli t OAN ONLY MEA..~ THAT ' TRBRE 

IS NEGATIVING OF THE FORM OF OTHER ACTS ' ; 

OTH:J!'RWISE THE EMPHASISING WOULD BE 

MEANINGLESS.-(1148-1149) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question.:-" In what way is there self-contraclietion? .. 
Ansu.'er :-'Became what the word8, etc. eu;, '.- That is, when it is asserted 

t hat ' th& Cooking remains llll·A&gatived in. Us own form,', the emphasis laid 
upon the last phrase indicnte& that the Cool-ing rema.ins itsolf by negotiving 
th~ joMM of other acts. If that wero not the meaning, then the emphasis 
that you have laid upon the phr&Se 'in ita owl?- form' would be meaningless, 
as there would he nothing thet would be precluded by that empl~&ais.-{1148· 

·1149) 

It hes been arguod (under Text 976, by J("1>u'irila) that-" the idea of 
•omething w be accoomplislled, ns also tho idea of tho Pa8t, etc. would be· 
baseless ". 

This is e.nswerod in the following-

TEXTS (1150-1151). 

Apoha BEING lll:ATO'RliLESS, WHAT SORT OF 'ACCOMPLISHMENT. COULD· 

THERE BE OF rr ? CERTAINLY THERE IS NO 'AOOOM:PLISIOIENT ' 

OP' THE ' SKY-LOTUS, ETO.- IP IT BE URGED THAT a IN

ASMUCll AS IT IS APPRERENDED AS A thing, IT APPEARS 

AS with feature$ ",-Tm!N (WE ASK) WHAT Ill 

rr IS SO ?-(IT MAY DE SAID THAT] "FROM 

Tlll'S IT WOULD FOLLOW THAT IT 

HAS THE SAME PROPERTIES AS 

ENTITIBS."-(1150-1151) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Apoha hM been apprehe»ded by you M jeatureks8, then how 
ea.n you say " because it is acccrnpliBhed." ? Ce:rtainly there is no ~-· 
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plisk>Mnt of such thlngs as tho 'sky·flower ' ; aud that becmL•o all such &I'll 

featureless. 
The follo,ving might be ttrgsd-" Evon though Apolw is featureless 

in. f'eality, yet by de1udcd person.(t it is conceived M ~omothing external. 
and henc&, it comt~S t.o appear as with featuru ". · 

The answer "O t his is-,Vl1o.t if it is r;o? That is, even if tho Apo}u, 
appea.t'S f.o ho with feat1.,reG, how does that l1eJp you in the prel'tont context ? 

The othor ptVty replies-.. In that caae, elc. Clt-. ;-Uw.t iB, what foUows 
from it is that, just ns the poaitivo ent-ity i~ l\pprehendod in a-ccomj,lisltetl 
fonn, so Apolm also, being cognised"" having the same proper ties"" p<lSit.ive 
entities, is a.pprebended as sometlllng uccomplisllul; honce the a.~ert.ion that. 
'it is aeeomplished' is quite right ".-(1150·1151) 

The a-nswer to tho above argume~:lt of the opponent is that, if it is as 
just explained, then you yourself have shown t.he bn&s of the notion of 
'being a.coom.plished' and of that of 'pRBt' and so fortl1, sud COJ\.SC.quently 
yo" should not say that all tlus becomes biU!eless. 

Thls is whet is sho.vn in the following-

TEXT (1152). 

TlroS l'Itlill!, THE NOTION OF ' DEING AOOO~IPLISBED ', AS ALSO THE CON· 

Olll'l'ION OF 1.'BB 'PAST' BTO.,- IlEr:NG OF TfCE SAlll!l FOR)[ AS 

PoSITIVJl liNTITIBS,-ooMES TO DB DASBD Ul'Ol! 

TILI.T SAME.-(1152) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Ba.re:d -upon. that satnB, ,-i.e. be.sed upon tho apprehension of the 
faot thet they are of the same character as Positive entities.-(1162) 

It l>as been argued (under Text 977, by Kumarila) that-" In the ease of 
all such denotations as Injunction. and the rest. there is no idea. of the 
e:ulusion of other things " . 

The answer to thls is as follows :-

TEXT (1153). 

lN 1.'BE OASE OF ALL ,SUCH DENOTATIONS AS THE b>junclwn AND THE 
LIKE,-WRA.T IS 'EXCLUDED' (NEGA'1'1VED) IS' NON-BXISTENOE ', 

&'1'0.,-EXAOTLY THAT \YmOH IS NOT MEANT l'G BE SPOKEN 

OJ; :BUT rillS IS DONE BY nn>IJ'OATION,-

l!OT DIJI.EorLY BY TIIB WORD.-(1153) 

COMMEN'£ARY. 

All such Denotations' as tha lnd«nclion. ~nd the like are always 
differentiated from ' Negation' and the rest, and are approhendod as such ; 

.. 
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80 t.bab what. is • excluded • and negatived in their cuo ia • non-oxistanoe •, 
which it what is not mean~ ~ be spoken of by the word oonoorned. Thus 
thoro is hero also the apprehension of the 'oxelnsion of o~or things'.
(lieS) 

It hM beon argued (undor 'J.'oxt, 977, by Jr-umari/a) ~0~" In ~be C...., 
of o negative appearing wi~ anotbor negative, what sort of Apoha could be 
thoro t,. 

The anawor ~~his ia u followa :-

1'EXTS (1154-1156). 

011' SIMlLAR KIND W011LD DE TIUI Apoha, WHEN A NEGATIVll IS JOINED 

' WITH -.NOT!UlR NEGATIVlll ; J11ST AS IT IS Al'PBEKENDED WXEN 

TDRE ARE FOUR NEGATIVJ:S. L'{ SOME OASES, WliJlN A NJ!GATIVE IS 

ASSOCIATED WITH .L'{OTIIJJR NEGATIVE, '\VXA.T IS Al'Prum:ENDED :PROX 

IT IS SOMETl!ING l'OSI1"1Vll ; TKl! TXIBD :NEGATIVE ErPRESSES TKE 

NEGATION (ABSENCE) 011 TD.AT POSITIVE THING ; AND 'IVKBN l'OR 'l'XE 
NEGATIVING OF THAT AGAIN A FOURTH NJ!OATIVll IS 11SBD, IF 

'!'RAT IS MEANT TO BR SPOON OF, WHAT IS DENOTJID BY IT IS TKE 

'JIXOL11SION OF ANOTHBR '.-(1154-1156) 

COMMENTARY. 

'~achihat:uqlaya, etc. '-where there are four negatives. 
Ql<uliM :-"In wha~ form ia i~ apprehended ? " 
A- .~'Whma,..gali..,ete. ete. '.-Tba word' o~ • ia to be ~en 

ae co-ordinated with the word ' wu.q. '. 
• Neg<awn of thal',-i.o. the negation of the said positive thing. 
• For lho mgmiving of th<U ',-i.o. for ~. negativing of what has been 

-exproaaed by the third negative (by itaeli), as apart from the positive fac~r. 
'Turlya!> '-iB f=ll> ;-tbo form being duo~ tho rulo which lays down 

tbe addition of the affix' yot' in the sense of making up,~ tbo tarm • chatur ', 
and the elision of the first Jotter. 

• Ij ll>a' is mean& k> be opokon of' ,-i.e. on the use of tbo fourth negative. 
'By il '-i.e. by the fourth negative. 
' '1'114 eo:dwion of onolhor i8 tknote<l' ;-i.e. it expre8861 the Re&..tion, 

in the positive form, aa dlBerontiated from the negation eX)ll'ei&OO by the 
third nogative.--(ll5f<-ll56) 

Tbo Author makes this SIWIO idea clear by means of nn Exrunplo :-
88 
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TEXTS (1157.1158). 

\VJrEN lT IS SAID '100UGto t1a pachali' (' !T JS l<OT TIU.T HE DOBS NOT 

COOK ') W1Ll'J' IS lJNDEBSTOOD IS 'DU T ' JlB OOORS 
1 

; I.P A THIRD 

NJIOJ.TIVII IS J.DDltD, 'YJUT IS UNDERSTOOD lS EITHER THAT 

' D11 IS DOlNO NOTIJI"G ' OR THAT ' ll£ IS DOlNO SO)fE. 

TJUl\0 OTHER T'J{AN OOOKING I ;-A~D WU.EN A 

l10URTlJ l<EOATIVE IS .ADDED, WlJAT IS WD'JIR. 

STOOD lS SOli!ETBINO OIPJriiRBNTIATED 

PROfit THIS USt', THAT IS, ' UB JS COOK· 

INO •. So THAT mmE TD ' EX· 

eLUSION 011 ANOTHER ' IS 

SIXILAR ~0 THAT lN Tllll 

O.<SE OF THE affir»Wive 
~.-(1157.1158) 

COMMENTARY. 

'DiJ!~m~~i4/d., d<. '-i.o. from the idea of hil doing nothing, or of his 
doil>i oomothinj: othar than ccolcitog. 

' E~" of GIIOIJrc t. rimilar 10 tJIIJt '" tM ...,., d<. de.. ' ;-Just as 
in the ....., of tbo affirmative seniA!noo 'Ho is cooking', wha~ is oxpro8Sed 
by implication is tbo negation of his doing Mlhing or doi"'J ~i"'J e!s•,
ao also in the CM& of tbo second negative. it io ooon tJ\IIt it oxpr08Se$ tbo 
negation of tho aamo doing Mlhing, m. It is only for the purpose of mt>kil'lg 
things cloa.ror that tho uso of four negatives hao boon cit<>d.-(llG7·116S) 

It hao boon argued (uudor Teo:l 978', by J(umilrila) th~>t-" iu ~he case 
of the partlclea cha and tho root, there co.n be no connection with the 
negative". 

Tbo answer to lhia i4 as follows :-

TEXT (1159). 

Oi> l'J.R-r:tOLRS LilO! 'cM' TlJE )[£.C.'"IN0 ll!TIINDED lS SOloa'nm!O LU!:R 
'OOXBilf.&TION •; ~"'D 'rKtJS TRB.B.E woULD :aa 'mar.uSI.ON •, BY 

TJU.T, OP UIINCS OTlJER mAN 'l'lJAT, lN Ull S!Ul'!l Oi' 

'OJ.'rroN ' A.'ffi TlJE LIICI.-(1159) 

COMMENTARY. 

The torm 'lldi' is meant to include such torms na 'v4 1, which denote· 
optioh,-the term • ap~ ',which denotes probabi~Uy, conmetion, oto.,-the term 
' tu' which denot"" qt<alift<atioB,- &nd tho torm ''""' which denotos tm-· 
phalil. 

' Olkr than that ',-i.e. other then Combi,..twn, etc. 
'By tJIIJt '-i.o. by the term • cha '.-(1159) 
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It ba.o been argued (under To.xt 978, by KW>UiN/a) that-" In the ......, 
of the m6aning of tM Sentence, 'exclusion of otber tbinga ' cannot be 
indieat.td ... 

The n.nswer to this is na follows :-

TEXTS (1160.1161). 

'TuB EXCLUSION OF OTKERS' IS CLEARLY tl'NDliRSTOOt> IN THE OASE Ol' = Ml'JANINO Ol' A SENTlll<OE. IT tS O:tiLY THE DBNOTATIONS 01! 
OERTAIN WORDS OONSTRO':&t> TOO:&TKER THAT tS SI'OUN' Ol' 

AS 'THE M&A..'h:NO OF 'l'lOI 811:-<TENCll' ; WIUT WOULD IlB 'EX· 
CLIJDEl) ' IIY TK&SB WORDS WOULD OL:&A.RLY Bll THll THINGS 

DIPJ'ERX!-o'T J'BOM THOSll DENOTBD BY T!IBSll WORDS ; SO 
TRAT THE SAME WOlTLD BB r B.XOLUD:ZD ' BY THB MEA.NINO 

OF TB:& SEl>'TENOll ALSO. BEOA tl'Sll THE mMning of the 
Se'lltence tS NOTa:n<G AI' ART FBOM THE MBANINGS OF 

THE WORDS (OOMPOSINO IT).-(1160·1161) 

CO'I.ll\IE.."'TARY . 

. o-t..ud l!>gt.lhu ·-&lated, ... cause and effect.. 
'Tiling• e:a:cludtd '-by the words. 
ObjectW.. :-" The cUnoi<JIW.. of wortl.o is ono thing, a.nd tota.lly different 

from that is the moaning of tJws S.nunoo; why then ia it aaid that whet are 
' excluded • by the denot.o.t.ion of tho words would slso be ' excluded • by the 
meaning of the sentence 1 " 

Amwer :-'It to, notAing apart from tJuu.' ;-tho mtaninq of eM sentence 
is not Bnything different from tbo denotations of the words,-in the shape of 
ooruothing of a. mixed character, lilt& the colour of the KalmllfU; because 
auch a thing, if it oxi.sted, wo\lld be perceived, and yet it ia not per· 
ccived.-(1160·1161) 

Thia same idea ia mado cl"""'r by means cf an Example :-

TEXT. (1162). 

WllllN TRill MlilAJo'ING 011 TRlll SENTENOB-' Ollaitra, BRING TBD oow ',
HAS DEI!IN OOMl'BEEEND.!lD, WHAT IS tTNDliRSTOOD, BY IMl'LIOA· 

TION, IS THE .IJ.poAa (I!IXCLUSION) OF OTHEB AGENTS, 
OTHBB OBJEOTS AND SO FOBTR (TIUN 

THOSE EXPRESSED RY THE WORDS OF 

THZ SENTENOB).-(1162) 

CO:MME:ITARY. 

In the case of tbe said sentence, nothing elsa comes into the mind 
excop~ what is e:q>l'()88ed by the worda-' Ollaitra' otc.--<><>mposing i~; a.nd 
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when Ohaitra has been comt>rtlhonded,t/le eftiUiion of non-clulitra nlso becomes 
comprehended through implication. Otbc"'·iso,- if tbo eulu8io» of other 
.A.grnt.t, etc. wore not mount, thon tho me.ntion of Cltailm, etc. would be moo.n
U.gless ; and benoo no st~ch oentenoo could bo nd~ by My (lOr$OU to 
any one; and there would be IUl end to all l~Mgf! in the worl<l.-{IIG2) 

It hM been argt~od (Wldcr TC$ 979, by Kumdrilo) thalr-" nothlllg is 
comprehendod U. the cue of ouch wordo M • Non-exclu.sion of ot.hers ' 
(' ananydpoha ') ". 

Tbe answer to thia is RI foll<m .. :-

TEXT (1103). 

IN THE CASE 011 SUOR WO&DS AS 'a111J11ydpoha ' (' NO~·BXCLUSION OF 

O'l'IDJJIS '), WlU.'r 18 001111'1\EHXNDED OANNOT BE SOMETHING 

rost'l'IVE, AS DESIR!lD Dlr Tl!E O'l'IDJR PARTY; BECAUSE 

T1tE1 UJ><lVERSAL AND SUOB OTHER LIKELY 

FOSITIV!l DENOTATIONS llA V1> BEEN 

..W.~EADY DISOARDED.-(1163) 

OOMMID1TAJ.W. 

It is true that, in reo.lity, nothing poeit.ive,-U. the shape of tho Universal, 
etc. is comprehended : b&cnuae <>ll thceo have been rejected in detcil in 
the Chapter& dealing with tbe Univor841, oto.-(llG3) 

Quution :-" What;, theo,, is it that ia comprehended I " 
..4.-:-

TEXT (1164). 

IN PAOT, TRl! OONCEPTION TIIAT POLLOIVS :rncm TIIIS WORD BNVISAGES 

SOl<ml'lllNO POSlTI\IE; AND IT IS ONLY U'l'B& ON 'l'lL\T TIIERB 

APP&A&S TRB IDIIlA 01' TRB NXO.u'lON (EXCLUSION) OP 

WIIAT 18 Dlll.'iOTIIlD BY 'rBll WORD 'il.poha '.~1164) 

OO~'TA.RY. 

Ol)jeclion :-"If it is held tbet the:o appeen the idea of the negation 
of what ia denoted by tho word ' ..tpoha ',-Uwm ..tpoha only should not 
be regarded aa tha denotation of tho word : u that ia negatived by it." 

..4.-:-

i 
I 
I 
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I 
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TEXT (1165). 

WORDS LIKE TinS, HOWEVER, ARE UNCONFORMABLE, AS TIDilRE IS ABSENCE 

011 CONNEOTJON. .ALL VERBAL COONITIONS DO NOT ALWAYS 

ENVlSAGIIl TIIINGS AS THEY ACTUALLY ElOS'.l'.-(1165) 

COMMEN'fARY. 

'Word.& like tki.g '-i.e. Like • ananyiipQha •. 
' Uruxmjormable • ,-i.e. not in conformity with any real sto.te of things. 
Queation :- 11 Why ao 1 ,. 

A1l.$1.0t-r :-' Aa there is absence of connection.' ;-i.e. there ·is no connec
tion with any auch thing as is C"Jlr<>SSed by tbe word ; becattse any positive 
entity in the shape of the Universal, eoo. as denoted by words has already 
been r<>jected. 

Quutf.o.r~ :-" Ii that is so, then how is it that the word 'A1"lany<ipoha • 
brings about the idea of the ' negatcion of what is denoted by tbe word' Ap<~lw ' 
(as just declared by you) ? " 

A.n810Cr :-' AU verbal cognitionB, etc. eu.'.-That is, there a.ro some 
verbal cognition.'!!, o.s arising out of impressions due to repeated false con
ceptions, 'vhich envisage things that do not exist; and either the existence 
or non.e:ristence of things cannot be proved on the b;usjs of such cognitions.
(1165) 

I t has been argued (tmder Text 970, by Kumii.l"ila) that-" in the ease 
of such words ... cogni8tlblt, knowoblt and the like, there can be nothing that 
is ' exoh1ded , " . 

The ~ns,ver to this is l\S follows :-

TEXT (ll66). 

I N THE CASE OF SUCH WORDS AS 'COGNISAllLIIl' AND 'KNOWABLIIl ',

WHICH IS IT IN WHOSE CASE THIIlRE IS NOTHING ' EXCLUDED ' l 
CERTAINLY, SUOH A WORD IS NEVER USED BY IN

'l'ELLIGENT MEN, ALONE BY ITSELF AND 

SUDDEN:LY.-(1166) 

COMMENTARY. 

Among the words 'cognisable ' and the like, which is it in whose case 
i t is said that there is nothing ' excluded • ?-If it is said in regard to the 
word 'knowable • alone by itself, apa.rt. from any sentence, and independently 
of all connection with other worda,-then the argwnent is superfluous ; 
because a word alone by itself is never used, and hence hafi no meaning at all. 

Tllis is what is shown in the text by the words-' Oert<>inly 8U<l• <> 
word, etc. etc.' ;-'alone • ,- without ony other words.-• S'Uild~ly '-without 
any context. 

As a matter of fact, i t is for the benefit of the listeners that words are 
utter<>d,-not because the speaker has the habit of u.sing them ;-and " 
single word could not confer any benefit on the listener, in the shape of reulov-
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iDg hia doubt or i{Dlorance. For instance, if the word did bring about in tho 
lia14nu a oognition free from all doubt, after oetnng o.tlide his doubts and 
misconceh·ed notiona,-lhen it would have conferred • be.ne-6t on him ; 
no such benefit can ho said to be conferred by ony word uocd singly by illlelf. 
-(1168) 

In faot, the tiiO of tho word has its """ only in bolping to ren>o,·e the 
doubt and Ignorance of the listener and bring about his well·aiiOOl·teined 
cognition ; and honce it can be usefully used only in a •ontoneo ;-this is 
\V hat is ehoWJ! in the following-

TEXTS (1167.1168). 

Ill JIAOT, THE WORD IS USED BY UITELLIO!n>"T PERSONS ONLY FOR TRE 

POlU'OSE 01' MMOVINO THE D01T8TFUL AND WRONG IDEAS THAT 
SOXII ON:& HAY IIAVJ: IN REGARD TO A O&RTA.IN TiliNG. 

CoNSJIQU&NTLY, IT IS ONLY WJilotN USED BY SUCK NBN 
AND WKJ!N BRINGING ABOUT 000!-o"JTIONS l'RBB 

I'ROX D01JBT A!oo'"Jl l!ISTAXB 1'11AT Tll1l WORD 

BBOOKES USEFUL.~ll67·11611) 

COMYENTARY. 
' .lrik<> ' ie Doulx.. 
• Some om '-i.e. the listener. 
'In rOQ<Jrd t.o" "'loin thing '-some object. 
t For remo"'ng it, tic. "-i.e. for removing doubt t.md wrong notiorut. 
c !l'lna'-by euch words as • knowa.ble ' and tho liko. 
'Tail• '-by tbe inwlligent porsons.-(1167·1168) 

Xi what tha opponent has said is with reference to the word• in qt~eetiou 
as occurring in a sentence,-then what is soid cannot bo ad.mlttod.-Thi.s is 
shown in the following-

TEXTS (1169·1170). 

WJU.r I8 BBOA.liDED BY DtJLL.wrrrBD PeRSONS AS OPBN TO D01T8T IS 

W1U.r lS • IJXO'L'ODE.D t :BY TJilt WORD IN QUESTION ; OTKERWISB, 
THE UTT&JU..'IO& OP THE WORD \VGULD BB USBLBSS.-lJ' BE 

DOltS NOT REGARD ANY'l'BING AS OUN TO DOIJBT, TKBN 

WRY DOES RB ASK (A-'<OTKER PERSON) ABOUT IT I-
ll' ONB UTTERS A WORD TRAT DOKS NOT 

BRING ABOUT BMllELLISRIIIENT (ENLlORTBN· 

MENT),-RO\V CAN RB BB Bl<GARDJllD AS A 

SANE-mNDED l'ERSON !- (1169.Jl70) 

COM11EJ.'lTARY. 

What ia ' excluded ' by the word ' knowable' occurring in a sentence 
it )Wit that which ie regarded by dtdl·wiUtd ,.,..,_P"tiOnl with dull in-

I 

...... 
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telligenoo,-as open to doubt. Hence it ce.nnot be admitted that in the 
case of words like c knowe.ble ', there is nothing that can be c excluded'. 

'Otherwise' ;-if it does not 'exclude' what is doubted by dull·witted 
persons. 

I t might be argued that-:" Tho listener may ha.ve not doubted anythin,g ':. 
The answer to that is-' If he doe• Mt regard, etc. etc. '.-If the listoner 

has no doubts rega.rding anything, then why does he seek for advice from 
another person ? It is only for aacertn..ining things that one questions 
e,nother person ; otherwise he would be mad. 

It might be a.rgued that-" Even if the listener has any doubte regarding 
a.nything, tha.t doubt cannot be removed by the \t?Ord in question . ., 

Th& answer t.o this is-' If 011e utters a U'Ord, &c. etc. ';- ' Sath8ka.ra' 
is embeUish~, in tho form of tM 1'emoval of tJte listener• a doubt; the word 
that has this 81nbeJli•hmem is one that brings about the a.aid re,..,U ; the 
a. fib;; ' kap ' is added according to P<itlini' s Sii.tra ' Shl4iid vib}u'f4cl '. 

' Bruvan ',-the explainer using the word. 
'H(')W can he, etc. etc. '-That is, he would be insane. Because it is only 

for the embellishment (enlightenment) of listeners that words are used.
(1169·1170) 

Questio-n :-11 What, o.nd in what sentence, is that which is open to 
doubt in the mind of the dulJ.witted person,-whieh is ' excluded ' by the 
word in question ? " 

AnBWer :-
TEXT (1171). 

WHEN IT IS ASSERTED THAT ' COLOUR IS cognisable BY VISUAL PERCEPTION ' 

-TmS CERTAINLY SERVES TO ' EXCLUDE ' (DENY) SOl>IETHL'\'G 

SUPPOSED BY SOh!E PERSON.-(1171) 

'This •-i.e. the senten.e& 'Colour is cogniso.ble by Visual Perception'. 
-(1171) 

Qu.ution :-" VVhat is it that is auppoBed? " 
An.swer:-

TEXT (1172). 

rrBE SUPPOSITION IS]- " IT IS NOT BY THE CoGNITION THBO'O'GR THE 

EYll ALONE TRAT TRE Br.UB AND OTHER COLOURS ARE OOGl>'lSABLE,

B'O'T ALSO BY THE ONE ETERNAL CoGNITION, TBBOUGR 

TBll Ear A.LS0 ."-(1172) 

COMMENTARY. 

The dull·witted man might suppose that Colour is cognisable also 
by the E ternal Cognition through the Eo.r ;-and i t is this supposi tion that 
is ' excluded ' (negativ~d) by the sentence ' Colour is cognisable by the 
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Cognition through the Eye'; the meaning being tbn~' Colour is cognisnblo 
by Cognition through the Eyo only, Ml bl! Cognilion tlu·ough the Ear and other 
organ• '.-(1172) 

TEXTS (1173-1174). 

THE WOilO 'COGNISABLE' IS USED WJI:EN '!'HERE ARE SUCR DOUBTS AS
( a) 'ARE ALL THINGS COGNISABLE AS MOMENTARY, OR NOT 1-

(b) ARE ALL THINGS COGNISABLE BY mE OOONl'l'ION Olt AN 
ALL-KNOWING l'ItllSON t (e) AJIII NIIGATJONS, WBIOH DO 

N«Tr DR1NO ABOUT ANY OOGNt'l'lON, COONISADLE t
(1173-1174) 

OO~IMENTARY. 

(a) • Are all things cognisable as monuntarv. or not ! '-(b) 'Arc r.ll 
things cognisAble by the Copition of an Omnil!cient; Person ! '-(c) • Are 
Negatimll,-wbicb are of tho nature of tbe e.beence of all det~nnining featul'f'•, 
and wWch do not oven bring about a cognition-eognisablo! '-When •uoh 
doubts appear, then, it is said-r a.ll thinp nre cogni1able as mo.men.hu·y j
and they are cogni«<ble by an Omniscient Person ;-and Negntioru< aiM Are 
«>gfti«<ble ' .-And in ..U tbeao what is • excluded '(n•gatived) is theoupposition 
that 'tWng• are oognwb!t ... non-momentary' and so forth.-( 1173-1174) 

QvuliMI :-"la all this aupposition negstived by tbe mere nsl!ertion 
(of «>gftUobility in a certain form) ! " 

AnN<T:-

TEXT (1175). 

TILLT 'tiTIIY Altll oognisabk Ill TKE FORMS ASSJIRTIIO IIOLLOWS ll'ROM Tlm 
FACT THAT lT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT ALL THINGS ARE momentary 

AND SO FORTH. NEGATION ALSO tS oognisab~ AS iUUIOry, AS 
IT ITAS B~ PROVED THAT lT IS 1N TIUT IIOR.'Il.-(1175) 

COM~lENl'ARY. 

• 1" /M/,.,.. <W<n.d '-i.e. as • momentary ' and <be rest; "" all this 
has been established by proofs. 

QUUJ.ion :-u llow is Nega.tion cogniMble f n 
.Ant&Wr :-• Negalion ol#o if t:Og'flinblc·, de. u.c.' ,-• in.ll1/.ujorm t,-i.e. in 

cbe form of ~egat.ion. 
As n matter of factJ even non-entitie.s ru-e a.lso somehow proved to exist, 

hence tl1oy are regnrdod as eogniBable ; ii they were not eo, then there could be 
no usage regarding them.-(1176) 

Sayo tho Opponent :-" Are Words oognUable a4 e~<~neacem (non-eternal), 
or not ?-When thi.a doubt is raised, 1\nd the a.nawer is-' cognisable';-

I 
I 
j 
• 
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if tM man who is ignorant of the context in which tho word ' cognisable • 

hiUJ been uttered, hears only the word • cognisable', there does appear in 

bim some aort of a cognition of a nebulous character.-I! then the word 
'cognitmble' by i t.s$1! (11part from a sentence) had no denot.&t.ion, then how is 

thoro the snid cognition thnt is expressed by it ? " 
.d.n.twe-r :- I 

TEXTS (1176-1178). 

TJuT WORDS LIXB 'KNOWA.B.LK ', 'OOO~'"'JSABLB' SDVE AS TO ~S 

011 l'BODOOI:NG COGNlTIONS (IDEAS) HAVING BBI!lN P&ROEIVED 0!<-:LY 

WHEN THEY APPEAR IN A S:ENTESCE,- Jl', AT SOM£ OTBl!IR TIME, 

TIIEY ARE 1'01]Nl) TO DE OSED ALONE BY TKEMSELVEll, THE IDl'JA 

TIIAT IS l'RODQ'Ol'JD !Ill' ·~mM, IN REGARD TO TKINOS TIUT ARE 

NEBULOO'S, IS IN AOOORDA.NOE WITH WHAT RAS BBBN ll'OO'ND IN 

TKll CASE 011 THBIR 'OSB IN A SENTENOl'J.-IN ltAOO.', IN THB OASE 

011' WORDS LlXE 'JAR' ALSO, IT IS THE SAME; SO TIU.T TJIB WORDS 

'ENOWA.'BLE· ' A..'"'D THB LlXB AlUt Jl1ST LJXB TJlB WORDS 1 JAR ' A..loo"1> 

THE REST.-{1176-1178) 

OOMliiENTARY. 

What the whole of thi1 meo.ns ia as follows :- A• a matter of I net, there 

is no Cognition following 'from tho hearing of the word ('cogniso.ble') by 

iu•lf ; what happens in such caecs is that the man hM previously hel\rd the 
word used in a. sentence M conveying a. definite meo.ning,-80 th&t when 
hooubsoquent!y hoars it pronounced o.Jooe by itself, he ball hie mind inlluenced 

by the similarity of the word in the two ca.o;es, and he oomeo to presume 

that he has understood ito muning. That thia ill to ill ohown by the 
fact thot under this latter p-umpt.ioo, the nebulous and wavering idea that 

the listener has is of th..., aame things which be cognised on previoua occasions, 

wboo the word was used in aontenceo. This is exactly the oamo"" in the case 
of the ordinary words like • Jo.r •.-For inst<BJ'lee, the question having been 

pu~· Shall 1 bring water in a Jar or in the Hands !-The anawer is • In 
tho Ja.r' ; if the man who hears this last word a1one ia ignorant of the context 
in which it has been uttered,- the idea tha-t he h(l8 is in accorda.nce , .. ,ith the 
mooning of tbo word • Jar • thet he hsd understood in those previoua sentences 

that he had heard with that word in them. 
Th\18 then it follows that words like • cogniS&blo' are juat"" denotAtive 

of partieular things as otbor denotative words. Thia io whot is pointed 

out in the Ttzt by the words-' & lhal, <le. <le. '.--{1176-1178) 

It has been argned (undor Tm 980, by Kumiirila) tha~" Rather than 
388\lm& the Thing' excluded •, it i& far better to assume tho thing itsoJf u. 

This is answered in the following-
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TEXTS (1179.1180). 

Tlm STATR)IllNT THAT, "RATHER T!IA.'< ASSUME TIB 'EXCLUDED 'Tm."O 

IT IS i'AR .B.ITTBR TO ASSUMB TD TJIINO ITS"ELi' ", IS SELF·OON • 

TRADICIORY ; AS IN liVIlRY OASE Tlp!RB IS ' BXOLUSIOS OF 

SOWI OTHBB TKINO '. Ttu T THING .U.ONll IS ASSUMED 

\VBIOB IS Jolli.U>"r TO BE Sl'OK•N OP ; UNOB TBBRB IS 

IM:PLIOATION OP THAT WKIOII IS iKIIANT TO BE 

Sl'OUN or ; BUT ALL THINGS ABB NOT 

ll(£ANT TO BB SPOKEN or.-(1179-1180) 

C'O:IWE~'TARY. 

' Thing~. <le. tU. '.-b is on .Enlity,-no~ not a non-entity-meant to 
be spoken of, which i• aa•umod by u.o, on the boaio of aetual cognition. to be 
'denoted ' by the word ; henoo when that iJ apprehended, there ill, through 
Implication, the 'Exelu.oion ' of what is ~ot moant to be opoken of ; so thet 
our explanation o! the word Md ita denotation does not fail to apply in any ...... 

In fact, it is in referenoe exnctly to thoso CMeA whe.f'O doubta ara likely 
to e<i.se in the mind of the dull-wittod poroon that our Teeeher hl\8 mnde 
tho following otat<~ment :-'Raving &AAumed the non.ooyni.tabk, through 
the exeluaion of that, wo havo the il1ferenco of the rognioablt '.--{1179·1180) 

It has been arguod (undor Tt%1 980, by J(umifrila) that-" I nasmuch as 
the idoaliotio form of ~hingo boo beon donled, nothing internal (purely &llb · 

j eet.i ve) can be do noted by words ". 
Tbo nuswar to that i15 a.s follo"'fJ :-

'l.'EXTS ( 1181-1183). 

As FOR 'l'.llll Dlll~"UL Oll Tlllll 1/kalistie form of things,--,ljUOa: DlllNIAL IS 

I>IJ.'OSSIBLE BECAUSE TilE l'AOT IS SIILll·liVI"OI'lN'l'; AS AO'l'C"ALLY 

THERE A:RE Sl!lVflRAL DO'OSmONS WITIIOUT ANY BASIO RRALITY.

! T liAS TO BE AD:>Il'l'TBD TH.t.T TB:J!lRB MUST BE SOMll'l'B:INO IN THE 

IDEA (O.R Coo~"ITION) ITSIILP WRIOB Al'l'EltTAilfS SPEOii'IOALLY '1'0 

EAOB OBJ"BOT ll~-vt:SAOIO BY IT; AND THAT IS PRECISELY ITS 

'NA.l'CTBB' ;-AND TillS &AXI 'NATO'BE' OP THE ID'EA HAS BUN 

SPOKEN OP BY vs AS ' F oRM ' , • Rwn.BOTao br:.&.oB ', • APPBAR..L~OE ', 
'FiotJRINo ', 'MANIP&STATION' '. So TKAT TUB£ r.s oNLY A. niFPBJt.. 
E!<OE IN THB NAUE, WITB:OUT Al<Y UAL DIPJ'ERE!<OE.-(118 1-1183) 

OOMMENTA"RY. 

• lmpt>Ufbl. '-to make. 
Quulitm :-"In what way ia the fact of tbo Thing being of the form 

of the Idea (cognition) eel! ..,vidon~ ! " 

t 
! 
I 
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A.- :- 'A.# actUDUythue aro, tk. m . ' .-In D..,..,. nod other forms 
of cognition, it is found that, even in t.ho absence of arealaubetra.t.um, there ar6 

imposed cognitions, clearly known to tho meanest cowhord,--and this {a.et is 
solf-ovident to every man in hie own experience. It cannot be right to say 
that "in these cases what ia cognia&d. ia the real thing M ex:iiJt.i.ng at other 
plo.eos nnd a.t other times " ;-booouse the thing cognisocl is no·t cognised in 
that form : and one thing ORnnot bo cognised in the form of any other thing ; 

for if it did, then it would lood to an absurdity. 
Further, you ,WJ have to admit that there is some poculiarity in the 

Cognition itself due to the cognised object,-by virtue of wbicb, even though 
<W Oognilion, every Cognition is the same, yet every individuel cognition 

d.iJlon~ from the other, oo that in ono there is apprehension of tba Bl1.UJ, not 

of tba Y ol~ eolour : and on tbio basis there is a d.iJlerentiotion in Cognition.
And when you admit tbia, thon, by implication, it would alao ~ome admitted 

that the Cognition has f<mn. Booauao without ouch form it would bo im· 

pouiblo to definitely asoortain the particulsr nnture of tho Cognition. Honco 

what you speak of as the ' nature ' of th.o Cognition is nothing othor than 
·what we speak of as • Form •, ' Figuring' and so forth ; 80 that the only 

diopute botweon us is one regarding ne.mea.-{1181-1183) 

It has been argued (under T""' 981, by K1n11c2rila) that-" Notbing 
a:cludt.cl is notioed in the aue of such words as ' loam' ftnd the like ". 

The answer to this ia aa f olloW11 :-

TEXT (1184). 

IN THII CASE 011 THE \VORD ' lvam • {THus), TIIERll TS 'naivam ' (NOT 

THVS) \VBICK IS CLBARLY 1 EXOLUD&D'; IN TilE SENSB o• ( .L..~ 
A..NOTIIER KA!<NER '.-(llS-l) 

CO~TENTARY. 

( It is th'U..9-oe.nd fl.()t thtu ', in this wa.y there is the idea. of 'another 
mnnnot • which is wh,o.t ia 'excludod '-differentiated-by the word' iwm •, 

'Thus'; and this ia clearly t\pprehendod.-So that our theory of Ver bal 

Denotation does not fai l to apply to this case also.-(1184) 

In this way the criti.n.m. urged by Kumiirila have been answered. 

The Author now prOC<!oda to •nower those urged by Udd!/(>lol<ara. 
It has been argued (under Tm 982 . by Uddyotal:ara)--" WhAt is it 

that is assumed to be &rduded in the ea~ of the word ' IOrte '• ' nU ' t " 

The answer to that ia 1111 follows:-
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TEXT (1186). 

IN mE OASB OP !'RE WOJU> 'ALL' .U.SO, AS PRBSEl<TED IN ACTUAL 17SAOII, 
THERE Ill SOMliTBIJSO 'EXCL17DED '; AND WHAT IS REGAlWED AS 

ht:EANT TO BE SPOKEN 01! HERE ALSO L~ TB:E ' EXOL17SION 

OP OTHERS '.-{1185) 

COl!MENTARY. 
Her& atao, as in tbB C8l& of words like ' knowable ', the word ' nU ' is

never used oJone by itaelf ; it ie alwa.y& \IROd in a. sentence ; hence wh~t is 
'excluded • by lt would be jlll!t that in teglltd to which thoro may be doubt in 
the mind of dull·witted p<~n~ona. 

'Abhidlauma~ '-meant to bespoken of.-(1185) 

Quution. ~'"What i.s it tha.t is meant to be spoken of f" 
An.BU~tr :-

TEXT (1186). 

'All 'lBISOS A.BE S011LLESS ', • all HBN A.B.B OONE ',-IN SVCH SES"TENO&S, 
WlUT IS Al'I'RBKE~'l>BD IS emirety, AND WHAT IS 'BXOL11DIID ' 

IS A OIIRTAIN liAOTOR.-(1186) 

COilliENTARY. 
Quulion :-" Wh$t ia the la<:tor that io o><eluded I " 
Amwer.-

TEXT (1187). 

Tli:ERE A.RE S170B MISOONOE'PTIONS AS-' ONLY EXTBR.'<AL THINGS LIXE: 
TXB JAR ..l.B.Z SOUI.ot.US ', 1 0}.:~Y SOX:B MEN OA..N 00 ' ; ~'"» IT IS 

THESE TIUT ARII ' EXOL17DBD '.-{1187) 

COMMENTARY. 
It haa been argued (under Text 983, by Uddyotal«<ro) that,-" li it be 

bold that one and tha reot are excluded by tbo word ' all •, etc. etc ". 
Tha answer to that iA u follows:-

TEXT (1188). 

IN THE CASE OI' mE WORD 'ALL ', '1'1111 YJ:OATION OI' ALL PA.BTS Ill NOT
WHAT Ill ME.U."r TO Bll SPOICEN OI' ; B:IINOE T1111 INOONGR11ITY OP 

TBlil ' EXCL11SION 011 l'I'S OWN MliANING ' THAT HA.S BEEN 
17RGED IUS Dl!llll1 SO UNDJ!JR IG!!ORANOE.-(1188) 

COlWENTARY. 

11 it were meant that ,.hM tba word ' all ' is used in t. sentence in tho 
oourseof uongo, there is nogt>tion of all pam,-tben there might be • exclUIJion 
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of its O\vn meaning •.-Aa a matter of fact however, what is held to be 
nogati ved ia only that which is open to doubt by the dull-witted person ; 
how t hen can there be any ' exclu.Ji<m. of its own meaning ' ? 

Tho same reasoning appJies to the case of such words as ' tidi' and the 
like.-(1188) 

I t has been asked (under Tetn 9SG)-" Is it poaili•-e or ·~ivo ? " 
The answer to this is as I ollows :-

TEXT (1189). 

lT L~ NEITRBR Positive NOR Negative; IT IS NEITRER diverse NOR same ; 
IT IS NEITRBR subsiste:nt, NOR '1Wn-8'111Ntislent ; IT IS Nl:llTHlllR 

one NOR many.-(1189) 

COMMENTARY. 

QtteBlion. :-" V\Thy is it not po8itive f " 

A,.,w<r :-
TEXT (1190). 

lN nEALITY, IT DOES NOT EXIST IN THE FORJI{ IN WlCIOH IT IS APPREIIEl-o'"DED ; 

HENCE IT OANNO~' BE POSlTIVll. NOR IS IT NEGATIVE, AS IT 

IS APPREIIENDED AS AN ENTlTY.-(1190) 

COMMENTARY. 

By deluded people it is apprehended aa something e>:te»Ml, and yet 
it does not exist in tha-t form; and as having no external form, it ia not 
Positive. 

QueatiQ" :-" Why cannot it be Mgative ? " 
.A.n.twer :-'Nor ts it negative. because U is appre.he'!ld.til M cm entity'; 

and yet, as it presents i tself as something e.-ctemal, it co.nnot bo said to b& 
entirely negative.-(1100) 

Quealion :-"Why cannot Apoha be of t.be nature of • d.ivexsity' or of 
'sameness • ? •• 

An.ttoer :-
TEXT (1191). 

'DIVERSITY' (Dlll'll'ERENOE) AND 'SAMENESS ' (NON-Dlll'li'ERENOE), :ETO. 

ARE ltESIDB:NT IN emities ; WBJLS THE ' DENOTATION OF 

'VORDS ' IS ENTIRELY .FEATURELESS ; RBNCB 'l."BE SAID 

OHARAOTJDRS liAVll NO PLAOE HRRE.-(1191) 

COMllfENTARY. 

'Diversity and sameness, etc. '-i.e. Difference and Non-difference, etc.
the ' etc.• inol~ding ' being subsistent , and ' non.aubsistent • and so forth. 
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All th ... ""' proporti01 ~ding in EI'ISiliu only ; bo'• oonld t.boy reaide in the 
A.poha whiel• hM ita body .....,ted only by the artist of Conoopt.ual Tbo\J8ht I 

It hM been argued tb&t-" Apo/14 being of tll6 nature or Aelion, ita 
objective lwo to bo pointed out". 

The roaaon put forward i8 not admitted; boea\116 the Apo/14 denoted by 

the Word iM of the -· of a 'Reflected Image ' ; and t.bi8 Re6ooted Image, 
being in the form of t.be apprehended externeJ objoo~ cannot bo a ro.ere 
rugotion. 

For tho ao.mo rea.eon there is no room for the optional alternatives sot 
forth (by Uddyolakam)-Qs to whether it hM, for ita objective, the Oow, 
or the Non-Oow ; 118 it is l\lways apprehended as somothing positive, appertain
ing to tho Oow [hcneo t.be question of its pertaining to tll6 Non-Oow does not 
a.ri..,l.-{1191) 

rt has been asked (under Tt:ct 989}-" Who has attributed the obaraeter 
of t.bo Non-C1>w to tll6 Cow, t.bot it has to bo 'negotived • (by t.bo Apoha) I" 

The ~ to t.bi8 ia as followa :-

TEXTS (1192-1194). 

FoR US TllE WORD DO&S THE 'NEGATIVING 01' 01'BJlR THINGS' DIREOTLY ; 

AND A.ITER TBE negatitling HAS BEEN DON"£ BY THE WORD, IT 

BECOMES Al'PIUliDlNDED THBOUGK ITS 0\VN I'OROJI,-IN Tllll I'OJW 

'ITS NAT1TILE IS liOT TBE NATURE O'B Al!Y1'1IING ELSE ',-AS HAS 

BEEN BXPLAillliD IN' DETAIL (UNDER Text 1013) ; HliNOE WHAT IS 

URGl'lD ON t'l11l PRESENT OOOASION-' WHO RAS A'I'TIUll1JTED THE 

Oru.RAOTl'lR OP TH11 N<m-Oow TO Tllll Oow, Tl!AT lT HAS TO BE 

NEGATIVED t '-IS TliROUGK IGNORAN'OE 01' TJr!l VIEW O'B •rJDll OTlDIR 

P.utTY. As A liATTBR 01' PAOT, THrS IS NOT WHAT IS IIl!LD TO BE 

'NliOATIVBD' BY Tllll WORD omBOTLY.-(1192-1194) 

COMMENTAI!.Y. 

Wba~ has been urpd would have boon true only if the Word bad exp.
' tbe negation of ot.boro ' primarily; as a mattor of fact, bowover, what t.bo 
Word produooo, &not of all, is only tbe Reflected ImAgO of t.be Thing (spoken 
of) ; and i& il only after that bu been oomprehanded the.~ t.h:o\J8h tbe foroo 
of its impliet.tion, tll6 aaid 'negation ' (e.'<elusion) boeomea oomprebandod. 
Apparently this doctrine of ours is not known to the other party, and what be 
hM urged is something insignifican~ beneath notice. Such is the upshot 
of t.be T..:e. Tho roat is euy.-{1192.-1194) 

As rognrdo the optional altornatives put forwnrd-regarding Apoha 
being different or nor~-differe>ll. ond so forth,-al\ t.bot h£18 boon alroady dis
oarded. 

It hat~ boon Mked (under TU~ 997, et t«J., by Uddyotakara)-wbot.ber 
the Apoha w ~or fiOI denoted, ete. ete.-

Tba answer to tbat ia as follows :-

1 
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TEXTS (1195-1199). 

THE ' DSNOTABU.ITY > 'l'.llAT 'rOU ASK ABOUT-IS ' DENOTABILITY ' BY 

WHICH UX>ra 1 Is IT ' DENOTABILITY ' BY THE WORD 'Apoha ' 1 
0J< BY THE WORD 'JAR' AND THE REST 1-As REGARDS TRJI QUES· 

TION-\VHETHER THE Jl.poha THAT IS DENOTED IS lTSELJ' Oli' THE 

NATUll.E OF Jl.poha (NEGATION, EXOLUSION) OR IT IS SOMETHING 

POS!TXVE,-\VREN Wl!l COME TO THINK OF IT, WHAT IS COGNISED IS 

TJIE Apoha THAT FIGURES IN THE 00GNITION.-0UR VIEW IS THAT 

WHAT IS DENOTED BY THE WORD DIRECTLY IS THE ltE:sLECTED 

fuAGE,-AND AS REGARDS ' THE Nl!IGATION OF OTHER THINGS ', LXltE 

THE UNIVlilRSAL ETC.,--THAT IS COM:l':&:llHllNJ)ED ONLY INDXJ<EOTLY, 

THROUGH IMPLIOATlON.-WRAT ALL SUCH WORDS AS 'JAR', 'TREE' 

AND THE LXltE DENOTE IS THE SAID lt:&Ji'LEOTED IMAGE, AS IT IS 

THE COGNITION OF THIS TllAT THEY Pl.tODUOE Dml.tOTLY; AND .ANY· 

THING BLSE, THEY IMPLY O~'LY INDIREOTLY.-TlluS THEN, THERE IS 

NO INOONGRUITY REGARDING THE l'OSITIVB OHARACTJIR; NOR IS 

TRJIRE ANYTHING UNDESIRABLE FOR US.-As REGARDS TilE Alll'BRNA• 

TIV]; OF Apoha NOT BEING ' DENOTABLE ',-THAT WE DO NOT .AOOEI'T; 

AND HENOE THAT IS NOT OUR VIEW.-(1196-1199) 

COMMENTARY. 

As regards the o.lternatives set forth regarding the denotability of ' the 
exclusion of others ',-if i t i.a urged in regard to the term • exclu.sion of others ' 
-then, inasmuch a.s it is held by us that what is denoted by this term 
is something po~titi.,.,-that should not have been urged against us as an 
undesirable contingency. 

Tba.t ia to sa.y, when the question is raised,-aa to whethe1· what is 
denoted by the word is something positive, or the • exclusion or negation of 
others '--and it is said tha.t 'it is the negati<m of others that is denoted by 
the word ',-th()r& appears in the Jistaner the idea. envisaging the 'negation 
of others ', in the form of a Refiected J.mo.ge ; and if there is an idea of the 
nega,tion of positive entities as forming the denotation of tho word, that comea 
only by implication. 

If what is urged is with reference to the words ' JaJ: ' and the like, then, 
what these words bring about dinlctly is the .A.po"M in the shape of the 
Refiected Image, which is denoted by those words in the poBititl8 form., and the 
idea of the ' negation of others ' is obtained by implication; so. that thare 
is no undesirable contingency for us. 

Nor is our view open to tha objection that there would be no resting 
ground or Bno.lity (in tbe assumption of .A.po"M after .A.pc"M); because the 
' negation of others ' is held to be comprehended only by implication,
and hence to be only an appendage to actual Denotation ;-the view thntitis 
not expressed is not accepted by us; and hence there can be no room for those 
incongruities that have been urged against tllat view.- This is what is 
indicated by the words-' As <egarcls the alternative, etc. etc. '.-(1195-1199) 
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It b&a been urged (w><ier Tezt!OOI) that.-"Siugulnrity, eternality, ete. 

eannot be attributed to Apo/la ". 
The aooW<>r 10 thiJI is as follows ,_ 

TEXT (1200). 

Tn£ IDEAS OF * Os-B·NSSS ', 'ETERNALt't'Y' AND Td Ltxll ARE PlTRELY 

Th!.<OlNABY, NOT REAL. H ENCE YOUR J..\11011Tii11\ AT 118 ON 

THIS POINT IS INDICATIVE 011 A VERY mOH GRADE OF 

LEARNINO (ON YOUR l'ART) f- (1200) 

COMMENTARY. 

li ' one·llOM ' and tJ>e rest bad been montionod by us M real, then thenf 
might ba,•o been aome ccmso for your laughing at'"· All a matter of fact, 
howo,-or, it h ... been mentioned by our Teacher only as oomething purely 
imaginary (oubjoctivo, conooptual),-and he has mentionod it only in view 
of common miaconoeived notions. Unde.r tbe circumata.noes, how Q8n a 
learnod peroon find any cause for laughter in this ! On tho contrery, you 
youroel!, by eriticising what you ha,·e not undef8tood, have become an 

object of derisive Jaughter.-(1.200) 

It haa been Ml!ertod (under Teo:l 1002, by Ktmwlrila) that-" for these 
reaaons, the element of the 1U{}(Jlion of o:hor• could be thoro only in the ca8e 
of worda tho.t aro o.AAociatod with the negative pnrtiolc, ate. eto. '' 

The anawer to this is "" follows :-

TEXT (1201). 

EVEN IN OA$118 WHERB THE TmNo ITSBLP IS Al'PRllllliNDED, THll 'EX· 

OLUSION Oi' OTHER THINGS ' IS ALSO Al'PREIIENDBD,-AS IS 

INDIOA'IllD BY 'EII:S POliCE 011 TBll EMI'liASISINO TERM 

(118BD BY Y011); DIIT W1lR1l NO'I', 'I'IIBN, 'l'lm Ell· 

PRASISING WOilLD BB USllLI!SS.--{1201) 

CO~'TARY. 

Tho factor of U>e 'exclusion of other things ' io cogniaed, not only in 
caaoa wMre the nogt\t.i ve term is present ; ablo whero the ncgati ve term 
is not present, tho &6m.G is cognised. This has heon mado cloClr by yourself 
'vhon you onid that ' tho Thing il6<1j i• approhondod •, where you have em· 
phnaicod tho 'itaelf ' . If this is not what you meCln, then that omphMising 
word io useleM. Thus when it is said that • tho thing <uelj is cognisod •, 
it is n.U the more clearly implied that the 'exolUJiion of others • is olllo cog. 
ni.oed.-( !201) 

In the following Text, the other P outy prooeodo to ebow thet the 
· Buddhiot theory of .4po/la cannot apply to a.D .._ __ 
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TEXT (1202). 

" IN Tllll CA.SII oP suCH TER>lS .o.s ' SON or T1fl! BARREN Wou.•N ',

wu&R£ THBlUl L~ NO liX'.rEIL~AL OliJEOT WHICH W011LD BE TilE 

' CONTRARY ' (IIXCLUDED),-WRlllll'!lN WOULD THE 

A 1l0M SUBSIST WJII<lH IS SA ID TO BE Dll· 

NOTED BY IT f "-(12()2) 

COMMENTARY. 

u In the coao of the tenn ' aon of the Bal'l'on Wornatl • ,-thero is no tmeh 
thing M tho &xternal son, which wO\ud be tho conlrary, nnd hence the object 
ol the <=clt.,fon; then wherein would that A,o/14 rest which is said to be 
donotod by ilint term ! It is essential that the~ tho\ud be an entity which 
i• u,., •ubetmtum or object ol the A.poha; M ouch IIUbetratum wo•ud be 
non-diffen:mt from' what ia excluded by o.nothe.r '."--(1202) 

Tho above is arum'OJ«< in tbo following-

TEXT (1203). 

All NON·IINTil'IES HAVE NO FORM, WO.RJ)S APPERTAINING TO THOSE CAJ>'NOT 

BE EVEN SUSPECTED OF BEING DENOTATlVII OJr TRII UN!VBRSAL 

AND SUCH TlllNGS. IN FAOT, IT HAS BllEN FULLY 

ESTABLISHED THAT THEY ARE ONLY INDICATORS 

O'f THE ll.El'LEC'l'ION.-(12()3) 

COMMENTARY. 

Suoh non-entitiOI as th& 'son of t.he Ban-en Woman' hevo no fon:n.
no charactM ;-hen&e words relating to thoee cannot oven be 8\lSpecred of 
being denotative of t.he Unit>eTaol, eta It io only in t.he ot\110 of words relating 
to ontitioa thet there oould be any que<~tion M to whether what is denoted 
by thom ia some form or only a R<lfloction. A8 regards non-entities (or 
Negation•) they aro entirely diflereut from Entitioa, hence how could word• 
RPl)liocl to tho1n be even suspected of pertaining to ont.itioe ? From this it 
ia oiMr that the worda in question hnve no object (donorotion at all); all 
Umt thoy produce is the me<$ Reflection of things ; and tlilil Reflection is 
what is actually apprehended. Thuo thoro io no room for the objection thet 
hna been urged. 

Tho aame i.a further explained :-

39 
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TEXT (12().1). 

WRAT lS I!Xl'RRSSJID BY WORDS IS ONLY TKI! R:&PLEOrlOS TlUT Al'P!WIS, 

J.$ CRI!AT:&D SOLELY BY IMPRESSIONS MAD:& BY Oa.n:Ol'LX$5 

(JWPTY) CONC:&l'TIONS.-(1204) 

COMMEl\'TARY. 

'IVordf '-like' Son of the Barren Woman '.-(1204) 

Those wo1-de however that relate to entitio.e, denote only the Reflection ; 
-tho formal proof for this is stated in the following-

TEXT (1205). 

To WoBos m QUESTION ABll DIJU!,OJ'LY znnESSIVB 011 TRAT 

(Rlln.B.otiON) ALON:&,- BI!CAUSJI TIIBY Al!JI DI!PBNDBNT 

UPON 0o~"nON,-LlX11 WORDS Dl'RRSSmO 

UIAGINABY miNGS.-(1205) 

CO:MMENTARY. 

{The argument may be formula~<><! thlu}-Worda thatu.rodependent upon 
Convention aro expressive of only the Reflection of the Oonceptuol Content 
produced by the impressions made by ohjectlesa (ompty) conceptions,
M for in.stance, words like • the son of the Bauen Woma-n' ;-the words in 
qu .. t.ion-i.o. worda like 'Jar • and the lli<e, which fom1 tho subject of the 
pre8011t disou .. ion. are dopondent upon Convention: and thie is a natural 
roMOn (for holding that they are expressive only of tho Reflection, etc. etc.). 
-(1206) 

Having eotebli&bed his own position, the Author next proceoda to adduce
argument& for rejecting the views of the otbor party :-

TEXT (1206). 

TlBsR WORDS ARE NOT DENOTA.TIV:& OF T1I:B ' SJi'Em:rtO INDIVIDUA.LITY ,. 

AND Tlll!III'EST, TRAT HAVE BEEN ASSUMED BY OTHJ:liS. HENCE 

THl'JSB SIIOULD BR UNDEIISTOOD TO Bill LIX1I TROS:& 

JUST MENTIONED.-(1206) 

COMMENTARY. 

' BhJcU&' atnnde for ' Specific Individuality'. 
' A t1d 14 rut '-includes the Uni .. raal, eto. 
'llenoe • ,-i.o. on acooWlt of their being dependent on Convention. 
• Llk4 thoH ',-like worda •peeking of imogino.ry tbinga.-(1206) 

I 
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The Author ohows tW.t tho two Reaaol1ll Add~ aro not • InooneJutive' :-

TEXT (1207). 

Tlu.T 'l'HEIIB CAN BE NO CoNVEliTION rN RF.OA.BJ) TO 'Sl'.!!CU'JO IN· 
DJVIDUALITY ' AND THE REST HAS BEEN ALREADY J.'&OVJID :s.s:rou. HxNoE THE RJUSONS ADDUCED .uu: NEITILER 

' DOUB1'li'IJI, ' NOR 'CoNOOMITANT wrm TBE 
CONTRARY OF TBJI PROBANDUM '.-{1207) 

OO~IMENTARY. 

It hoo been alrondy proved befo-on the ground of the • Impossibility of Conventio"" • (under Pm 876 a uq.) and on thot of ita • not bearing upon anything else ',-that Convention io impossible and also w.;el668. 
• Pat '- Hence, therefore. 
Tlu two .&4oom are not Doublful or C"""""ila"' will> r.M Contro'!l of r.M Probandun~--;1201) 

In the following Pu:u, the Opponent arguea !.hat the first of the two Roo.soos adduced ia ' Inconclusive ' :-

TEXTS (1208·1209). 

"UNDE.R TRE TllEORY o:r Apoha ALSO, HOW IS CoNV.&:NTION POSSiliLE 1 
How TOO IS IT l'RUITF11l. 1-WK&N IT OL'Il!OT BE KNOWN TO BO'l'H, 

THE SrBA.Kli:R L'<D TO LISTENli.R; AS TIIB lDIIA OF ONE 
CANNOT. RE RNOWN TO TO O'l'HER. W&T TOO WAS SllEN 

AT THE TOtE or THB 114AKINO OF TD Co:!<'VI!lNTION 
IS NOT SEEN AT THII TIME OF THE USll OF 

'!KII WORD."--il208.1209) 

COhfMENTARY. 

"Just 1\8, in the """" of Specifio Individuality and the reat, there io impossibility of Convention and Futility, oo it would be also in the C860 of A.poha; so that, ina.emuoh as t.hore would be no Convention made, tJlo denotation by wordo of the ..tpoh4 &lone cannot be right ; henoo tbo Roaeon addu.oed i.IJ Inoonclusive. 
" HOtQ lOO i8 "fruitful f-That ia, how ia fruitfulness poosiblo-' P<UyO • -tends for the Convention. 
Que&li<m :-Why io Convention not p001sible in tllis C&<IO f 
11 .Afl.ltQfr :-Became it comwt be~ to bolh.- The term 'h•' den.otoa ........,. ; the meaning boing-Beoa,... the Apollo in the shape of Rollection cannot be ono and thosa.mo, M the object of Conv~ntion, for both, tho Speakor Md the Listener. 
Why! 
u Beccua.s £he Idea of one, etc. tlc. ;-peop1e of llinited visio11 e.re cognisant o! only tl1oir own ideas ; no one wit.h limitod vision can be cognisant of tbe 
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idea in another's mind; and in reality tho Apoba jn the form of ReAe<"tion 
is nothing diff....,no from Idea (Cognition); •• that "" betweel\ the Speaker 
and the Listener, what would be known t\3 the 1tabjeet of a Convention could 
not be known to the other; hence whorein could the Con,~ntion be made or 
comprehended f Unlcu the Speaker knows the thing, br cannot make an)· 
Ccn"--ontion relating to it; nor can the Listener comprthend it. If he did, 
it would l•d to obourditice. For inotance, the R~io" of IM objut, 
which is whr.t the Speaker cogni8C8 u figuring in Ilia cognition, is not cognised 
by the Li8t6ner; and whr.t i.o eognioed by the Listener is not cognised by the 
Speaker; asovery mM is cogniiMtooly of wbat&Jlpoarll to himalf . 

.. The futility of Convention il next ahown-' R'hc:U too. t.te. dc.."

Tho Reftection tbr.t waa apprehended at the tinle of the mAking of tbe 
Convention, by the Listener or by the Speaker, is not oppreheuded at the tinle 
of the uso of the wnrd; "" the former, being in & perpetual flux, ha& long 
ceued to oxiotonce; and that which is apprehended at the tinle of tho '""' 
of tbo word 1\"M not 11000 at t.he tlmo of the making of the ConventiOI'l ; &.li 

what w&& approheudod at thM tinle "'"" eomothing ~ntiroly different. And it 
is not right thct UMgo •hould be bo8ed upon n Conwntiol\ Umt rests upon som•
thiug different; os euch Ullllgo would I<>Ad to nbHurclitio•."-(1208-1209) 

This argument is omnvered in the following-

'fEXT (1210). 

EvEN THOUGH EACH l'liRSO!f IS COGNISANT OU WHAT APPR.UIS '1'0 RIM· 

SBLP, YET TJOIRll IS SOMOO'IUNO IN TID'l COONI't!ON OP RX'l'RRNAL 

TliiNOS \Y'HIO.II ll3 COMMON '1'0 DOTH PIIRSONS.-(1210) 

COMMENTAlW. 

As ,. mattor of fact, lho Jo"n of tilo cognition also i• not ncoopted by us 
to bo denoted by wordH,-i.n view of which the impco$ibility of Conventions· 
relating to that could bo r<l&Sonably urged agoinst us. lleeau.se, for us. 
aU verbal uMge is purely il!U~ory, being MOu.mod in accordance with the 
notions of individual peraon~~,~it i.o M illtUJOry and f&lse as the id ... of two 
.-... thet oppe&nl in the man of disordered vision ; 1\11 thet is produced by 
words is a Conceptual Oontont rolati"'l to the Thing, through the arousing of 
the ImprOI!tliona of objecU- concoptious ; and it is the Rcf!oction of this 
that i.s called the 'Denotation ' of tuOrdl, heca\186 it is produced by words,
not bocauM they aro denoted (oxproMed) by them.--So that though, in 
reeJjty, the Speaknr and tho Listenor ""' cognisant of what &ppeers in their 
own ooosci....,_,-;yet i.natanuch ae the roor. of illusion is equally P"""""t 
in both men,-ju.ot ae in the oeae of tha man ,.;th the disordered vision,
tha apprehension tbr.t the two men hr.vo of the extomal object i.s similar ; 
811d yet the ideo in the mind of the Speaker it tbr.t • the thing that I 
oogniso is also oogniaod by this man ' ; tho Listoner also """ the same idea.
I t might he &&ked-Bow it tha fact of both of them apprehending tha same 
thing known to &&eh of t.hom !-The &no\\"er to that is that in reality. it 
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is known to them; nud yet the eource of the IUU8ion being there, equaJJy 
in hoth, there is- al,..,dy explained by ll&--1< mii<W<en usage in accord· 
N\00 wit.h ea.c.h m('m's own appre.heusion,-juat aa in tho o~ao of the per
ception of two moona by t.bo man of disordered vi8ion.-Thus thon, both 
tnen hnving the app•·ehension of tho IJEtme thing, tl10 making of Convention 
ia <1uite poSI!ible.-(1210) 

An oxamplo is cited to illusmto the ahove :-

TEXT (1211). 

JUST AS THE MAN WROSB EYII RAS BERN ATI'A.CKED BY A. DISORDER SAY S 
TO A'NOTliER L'l'K:Q BIMSELJ' THAT 1 THERE ARB TWO MOONS ', 

-80 ALSO 18 ALL VERBAL USAQE.-{121J) 

COlmfENTARY. 
1 Who i1 like him•tlf ',-i.o. to the other man, with disordered vision.

(12ll) 

Nol' iA the Convention futile in this case ;-this is shown in thefoUowing-

TEXT (1212). 

TnB OONCOMlTANCB 011 TilE 0oNVE.!o'TION HAS BEEN AOOIIPTJ!O ONLY ON 
TilE BASIS OF TKE NOTIONS OF MEN ; IN ll'AOT, ALL OOONlTIONS 

BROUGHT ABOUT DY WORDS ARE l111rThiATELY FALSlil.-(12 12) 

COliMENTARY. 

The idea that the Convention is ooneomitont with the two points of 
timo,-that of its making Md the oolll!e<JUent usage,-io admitted only on 
the bw<iB of the apprehension of Re6ection of the Thing apprebanded by tha 
Speaker and the Listener: it is not. really true; the ide&. in fact, is based 
llpon tho !net thnt at tho time of U&f\ge both the Speaker o.nd the Listener bave 
the (foJse) notion that tho thing soon now a.nd that eoon t\t tha tim e of 
c.ho m&king of the CoJ').VBntion are ono and the som.B. 

Que.slicm :-"Why ia this not accepted as being ao in reality t" 
Anawer .~· I njaa. aU CO(!I>ilicm, etc. etc. '.-(1212) 

Bntl. of Ch4ptu XVI. 



CHAPTER XVII 

Examination of the Definition of " Sens.e-pe1·ception ". 

CO~IME~TARY. 
On the oubjeot of tbe llftatt8 of Right Oognili<m, thore Ol'tl four kinds of 

dif!or~nce of opinio11 bearing upo11 (I) their Nature, (2) their Resultant. 
(3) their Objoct, and (4) their ~umber. And by setting aside these diverse 
opiniona, the clear idea of the :Yeano of Right Cognition can be obtained. 
In order to ahow this and to support the idea that ' the Truth is BSMrtruned 
by means of Two Means of Right Cognition which aro endowed with tl>o 
true clJaraCterist:ics of the Means of Right Coj:nition ' (as &88erted under 
Tm 3, of the Introductioo),-tbe Aut her pn><eedl with tl~ follo,.iog-

TEXT (1213). 

TID SENSX·PEROEJ"l'lON AND TIIB OOER'£!<011, \VHIOH OTRERS HAVE PUT 
110RWABD, !N P£0011 Oll THEXR OON'OEPTS,-.O.M NOT AOOIIPTAllt.E. 

TIDY .4Rl'l 01 TIIB NATURB D'f!SORIBEO BELOW.-(1213) 

COl\IME~'TARY. 

'In proof of lheir OO'IleePt8 '-i.o. suoh concopts as-Quality. Substance, 
Action, Univef'861, Tn.berence anrl so forth. 

'Ofkr• '-The Va;.hlfik4 and others. 
'Roam '-MI!Oing to bo deseribed.-(1213) 

' Sense-perception • as • Means of Cognition consist.. of the Eye and 
the rest, and ia (a) ._tual (determinate), or (b) of the natun> of 
' Non-cognition '. Such iiJ the dh-erRity of opinion regarding the na.tu.rt\ 
of Sense·perocption.-'By rejecting ehi•, the A\lthor propounds his own 
definition of it :-

TEXT (1214). 

Senlt•ptrcqJiitm IS FREE FBO!d OO:fOEPTUAL COh"TENT AND NOT ER
IIO~US.-' CoNOEPTUAL Coln'EN'I:' IS IDU ASSOOU.TED WITH 

VERBAL 11XPB'ESSION ; IT IS NOT [BEOAltDBO ASJ THE 
DASIS OF VERBAL EXPRESSION, 11'1'0.-(1214) 

CO~'TARY. 

The charMter of boiog '&Me-perception • i• whab ia predicated of 
thn\Oognition 'vhich has been described as 'frco from conceptual contentand 
no~ erroneoua ' ; as io e'-uy case, it ;. the defined thing (distinguiobiog 

.. 
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feature) that is predicat6d. rrhe meaning therefore io-' That Cognition 
which is free from conceptual content and is not erroneoUA iB Sense~peroep· 
tion '];-as is found in tho CMO or 8\\0h expreseiotlll t\8 I Thn.t which shakea 
io tho AallvaUha '.-Tho thing defined here is Sense-perception ; a$ it is the 
definition of this that forDl!l the subject-matter of the prell<lnt Context. It is 
not the definition of • freodom from conceptual contont and non-erroneous· 
no8S ' that is tba subject-matter of tba Context; by virtue of which this 
latter could be taken as predieat6d in the sentence. 

Tba 'Cognition' ba8 not been montioned, beeeuse it is already implied 
in the rutgntion of ' Conceptual Cont<'nt • ; just 1\8 in tba caae of tba sentenoe 
• Bring th& m.ileh one without the ealf •, where the COl# ia not mentioned. 
"'"it is already implied by tho negation of the calf. 

Quution :-"What is it that is meant by the term • Conceptual 
Content ' (' Kalpan(l. '), freedom from which servco M tho differentia of 
Sense-perception?" 

At1awer :-' OQ'11Cep,ual Oolll-4,11 is idea. as8QCiated with verbal u.pruai<m '. 
Qtu:&ion :-"Is that Kalpon/l also to be admitted, ngainst which, in 

tba character of being the bo1i1 of •oubol ""P"Uiitm, Shankara.svilmin and 
()thera have urged objections in great detail ! " 
A~ :- No; U t• nol th• btui• of t."U'bol e;rprc.uio" ;-'regarded as'

this haa to be taken M undentood. Hence the objections that have been 
urged on that score are not applicable to our view ; becauao wo do not acoept 
tMt view. 

'KlrPt~ ' is verbal e»prtuion ('being spoken of', 'being ntuned '); 
ond the bo.sis for 8\leh exproulon consists of the Uniwrnl, tho Name. S·nd 
RO forth; since thoro can be no opeaking of things without 8\IOh distinguishing 
foature11 as consist of tho Unive~l, etc. 

Tho term 'adi • (ueuora)-in the tw is monnt to lneludo •uch charac
toriaties a.s Doubt and Deliberation, a.. loading to IL880ciation with words et<>., 
And alS<l the assumption of tba apprehender and tba apprebanded aad so 
fort.h. . 

'Abhilapa '-is upreuiw UJOrd; and i t ic; in A generic form; that Idea 
which appears as IL880ciatoo with that word is called' al>llilclpinl'.-{1214) 

Quution :-"How~ it l<DOwn tbattbere iuuch an I do<> (or Cognition) r" 
A,....,.:-

TEXT (1215). 

As A MA'1'l'ER 0'11 ll'AOT, TilE OOONITION THAT IS OAPA.B.Lll 011 OONNEOTING 
TBll 'l'IIING AND Tlll!l WORD AL W A. YS APPEABS AS IU8oci<JU& wilh 

~-erbal t""J'1'Uiitm (word.),-En!N \\'liBN Tllll WORDS-
LIXB '~ ' ..t....."fD THE LIK£-.ARB NOT 

A0Tt1ALLY USBD.-{1215) 

00!\IM:El\'TARY. 

The construction me.y b6 ta-' even when the words Hko tru, etc. are 
not used •,-or as 'which is capable of connecting the thing and the word, 
in th& shape of t1'ee, etc.'. 
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Thls indioaus the Conceptual Content as something directly p<lrcoivcd; 
the said Id"" being recogni .. d by the experience of all living beingo.-(1215) 

The following '!'~shows t.hllt the said Conceptual OonU6t i.o ..-eU known 
as tho sollt'OO of all activities of penons from infan<y onwards:-

TEXT (1216). 

TlraOUGll 'l'II£ OO"'TTh"liANOX o• THE DIPBJIISIG!< LBPr BY TilE OON • 
ST.U."T ASSOCL\TI!<G 011 mB T!m<o Al'D ITS NAXR DURING PA.ST 

LIV:&S,-EVB!< 'l'JI1I: NBW·BOBN INFANT BEOOm!S OAPABU OJI 
AOl'IVITY, BY REASON Ol> THE SAID CONORPTUAL 

CONTBNT.- (1216) 

• .Mild-bhaM' is 1>481 liiiU ;-during u.- th""' 11"" been 'n4m6rtho-· 
bh<imnli ', conJJtant associating of things with their names ;-thit constant 
Af:I:SOCiat;iog Jooves itR 'J1cisand', ImprcsaionA, orco.po.city in the minrl;-through 
the • ant-aJJ« ',continuance of thls eapAc.lty, even tho inlnnt has ideo.s auo<'iated 
with word•; nnd it is tllrcugh tho presenco of thio Conceptual Contnnt (Idea 
...soc;,.tcd with words), that the infllllt becomoo capoble ci acthity.-<~Uch 
u smiling, or~·ing, 11t10king the b~t, becoming pleeaed and oo fort.h.
F'rom thlo effect its cause in the ahop<l of the l!aid Conceptual Oolltent is 
I\88Umed in tho infant. This htLO been thus declt>rcd-' All nctivity in the 
world is based upon words, which even the infant- hM reeot1rse to, through 
the unpreaoions left by past livoa '. 

This Conceptual Content, preoonting the object, uiU!SOciated with ""S''• 
verbel exp._iona and existing only in tbe mbjoctive fonn.- if it were 
oomething «>~,--..ppearo in the mind of Infanta Also, by virtue of which 
in their laur life, they become capable of comprehending the rolevnnt 
Conventions.-(1216) • 

Tbe Author shows again how the existence of the Conceptual Content 
is vom:hed for by Pez<eption :-

TEXT (1217). 

Tlu.T WHIOJI IS CLEARLY OOONISED AT Till: TIME OF REFLEOTION Al'D 
IMAGINATION .<S 17 INTJ:RPBN'&TRATINO THJlM,-cA......,..OT BE 

SET ASIDE BY liJ:RE WORDS.-{1217) 

COMl!ENTA'RY. 

The foUowinll 'l't:a shows thet the existence of Concepfil1~l Content io 
proved by Inference from its etleot in the shape of Verbal Usage:-

' ' 

' 
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TEXT (1218). 

THE CONNECTION BETWEEN WORDS AND Tunms, DUE TO CoNCEPTUAL 

CONTENT, IS ILLUSOl.W ; HENCE AS IT CANNOT BE BASED UPON 

ANYTHING ELSE,-IF THERE WERE NO CONOEP'.CUAL 

CONTENT, Tlllii S.AID CONNEOT!O'N, EVEN AS IT 

IS, WOULD NOT BE POSSlllLE.- (1218 ) 

CO'MMElo.'TARY. 

Any real connect-ion between '\\1 ordr.; and Things ha.-!; been negatived by 
our predecessors, and i t has a lso been proved that it is all illusory. Under 
the ci.reumstances, if this Conceptual Content 'vere not there, then the said 
conncct.ion,~ven a8 it. iB-i.e. even in tho illusory form,-would not be 
possible ; ns tho.t connectiOl'); is based llpon the Conceptual Content ; and as 
ih hss been proved that anything external,-in the form of Specific 
Individ\1ality, Universal a.nd the Jike,-ca.nnot form the denotation of words. 
-(1218) 

Q··uestion ;- " Otl1er people describe the Conceptual Co1\tent not only as 
' the idea associated with words ', but also as that which is capable of being 
connected with the Uni vental, Quality, Action and s;o forth. Why do not 
you accept these ? n 

Answer:-

TEXT (1219). 

SOME PEOPLE HAVE REGARDED THE CONCEPTUAL CoNTENT TO l.lE Tl16.T 

WBlCH lS Oal'ABLE OF BEING CONNP-CTED WlTH THE UNIVERSAL AND 

TilE REST ;--THAT VIEW CANNOT l.lE RIGHT, AS THE UNIVERSAL, 

ETC. RAVE ALL BEEN REJECTED, AND 'J."JJEY ARE NEVER 

PEROEIVED.-(1219) 

COMMENTARY. 

• The:y are mver perceived '-i.e. the Universal, etc. are never act\ta1ly 
peroeive<l. 

This answer has been given on the assumption (for the sake of argument) 
that the Universt>l, etc. do exist.-(1219) 

The said • non-perception' of the Unh·ersa.J, etc. i& further ernphnsic::oed 
in the following-
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TEXT (1220). 

TR:x Umvet~~~AL .L'<D THE am BEING NliVl!ll 'PBIIO'EinD,-Al<D THEm 

CONNEOTtOl< BlltNG !nlVER >LL'\'IYESTED,-BGW O.u< TBlliB 

AS.'lGCUTION \VlTB TlUNOS BE l'OSStB!iii,-AS B.BTWIIEN' 

MILK AND WATEB, ETC. f-(1220) 

COMMEh'TA.lW. 

'Like JW/c arwi Waur, etc. '-When Milk and Water are mixed up, they 
do no~ appear .. parMely,-and hence it is no longer poMiblo ro connect tho 
two; in the same mAnnOJ', even ·if ~he Univol'8al a.nd t.ho rest do exist, they 
never appear aa ctiatingui.shed from their substratum; and henoo it is not 
P<*ib!o ro connee~ thorn ";th their substrt~lum.-{1!20) 

"u then the Conceptual Content in the form or aooociation with the 
Uni,-.-1 i.o not ~hlo, then, ho"· is it that the propounder or the de6nition 
(Diruwtgo in hi.o Nrayamu!:M) has assert~ that 'Conoeptual Conttnt' 
consi8ta in connection with Name, Universal and ao rorlh' ? " 

The An8w.,.. to I hi• is as foltom~ :-

TEXT (1221). 

T1vo XINDS 01r 0oNOllPT11AL CONTENT RAVE lllllllN MENTIONED m THE 

TWO ASSmRTIONS, XN Ot<Dint TO SET PORTII Tl!!l TWO VIEWS THAT 

IUVII BEIIN HELD BY PEBSONS BELONGING TO 0011 OWN 

PARTY AND BY 'l'BOSE B'ELONGING '1!0 OTIDIR PA.RTiliS,-IN 

ORDER TO SHOW wtnCB tS TO BE ... OOIIPTBD AND 

"'RlCB TO BB REJBOTBD.-{122)) 

COMMENT A.RY. 

WhAt io to he reject~ is tbo Concephtal Content in the lonn or connO<'· 
tion with the Univol'BAI, etc. which is the view accepted by the otbor party; 
and 'vhat is to bo ace.pted is the view of our own party that it coooisto in 
4110Cia.tion with name. In order to set forth t.hi11 distinction~ both vie\\'8 
rolatin~ to Conooptual Content have been asserted. 

Quu#on :-u How do you know tha.t it is ao t '' 
Afl.8wtr :-' Dy tlto two assertions' ;-that ta tho words used b:v the 

Teacher' l\l'O l n4n14,iiily&liyojttn4 ',-' connection or MSociation with Name 
and Uniwrfal, et.c.', where both the Na'f'll.e a.nd the Un.iw,cd, stc. ba.ve been 
mentioned, as representing tho two view&. It thie were not intended, t.hen 
the expreasioo used would have been either ' a.ssoeia.tJon. with Name, etc.' 
ar 'e.uociati.on with tb& Universa,l, etc.' Nor ia the onum.e.ration meant to 



~ 

I 

BU)(INATION 011 Tml DEFINITION 011 "SENSE·l'EROEPTION ". 619 

be exhauBtivo; as in t·hat caae tho addition. of • etetWCl' wou1d be mcnninc:less. 

-(1221) 
. 

SaY" the Opponent:-" Coneeptual Content ia a property of the Cogni· 

tion; what fonns tho s:ubjeet·mntt.er of tbo pre.,ent context i8 the view tho.t 

the oaid Conteno i$ abocnt (in &noa·pe....,ption) ; aa it is Sen.se-re-ption tlu>t 

is being considered ; a-nd it is not intended to oxpom\d the o.bsence of the 

Object; aa regards the 'association of Name, Uni.-erMI, etc. •, on tlle other hand, 

it la a property of tho Object, not of tho Cognition. So t-hat what the pro· 

pounder o! the La.t:,atoa lu>a ass4rted appears to be entirely irrelevant." 

Antic,pating t his criti('iam, the AHthor tmpplics the following answer:-

TEXT (1222). 

'fins 'CONNEOTION WITH NAMll, ETO.' RS~IAINS TR:Eli:E Ai'I'IIR HAVIt<O 

ll<lllOATIID ITS OWN IMJWI~UTE CAuSE; lli!~OE TIUI ASSERTION IS 

NOT lRRBLEVANr.-(1222) 

COMMENl'ARY. 

'Anan.ta.ra.m. '-immeditUe-' nimittam '--ea.uMe; and tht.\t cau.te is in 

the form of the .,.,bolly-auociawt Jdu. ;-nd this is called 'conneetion ' 

becau!Se it app&IU'S in o. form envisaging two things ;-ftnd there i.8 no con· 

neetiog of ono tlling by another; as propertie8 of t-hing11 have no function• to 

por!onn. 
The indication of this immediate cause is done in two ways; and why 

this • connectio1\ ' comes in has been explained. 

The compound 'ttlimlidiyojotJli • iR to bo OXJ)!uined ur, • t-ho.t whereby the 

connection of the two thinp is brought. about' ; thore being &huvrlhi com

powld even whon there is no eo-ordination botween the [o.ctore concerned.

Or the compound may be explained on the basis of the a68umption that the 

Cause is apoken of e.s the Effect. The purpose served by this indiroot expr ... 

oion ia <hat it servee to bring out the efficiency of the canae •• bringing about 

OJl eftoot different from othor e.a.usoa. 

(So that the exprouion • t'16madiyojan6 • ata.nda, indirectly, for tbe Con· 

uptual Content ita.elf.H l222) 

Or, the expression 'nbtMjlUyadiyo;'a.na.' may be expl&illod in another 

way (as ata.ndi.ng for .l:alpanO, Concept.\131 Content·, it..,Jf) :- ' Yojana' is 

tho.t wherewith one i1 c<mmc:Ud ;-and this ~ yo;'an4' of • Name, Univer8a1. 

etc. ' would be the same Conceptual Content, explained 0.0 ' Idea 8Jl80ciatcd 

with verbn.l expr(t8t;ion' ; so thn.t there i.e noth.ing. defective in the definition 

propounded by Dinnlga. 

This is what is explained in the following-
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TEXT (1223). 

N.um, UNIVIlRSAt. AND ALL THll REST ARll connuletl i¥y the S.UD 
CoNCEPTUAL Co:t-'TKNT; HXNO& WIL\T IS SPOIU!N OF (BY DnixlGA.'S 

DBFTh"ITION) IS 'I'KB SA.MJI CoNOBl'TUAL CoNTB:<"T WHICII IL\S 
BERN D&SORIDIID AS 'THB IDEA ASSOOIAT.!JD WITH 

VERBAL E..'CPR£SSION '.-(122-$) 

COM!.rENTARY. 

The following TQ1 oupplies another 8MW&r to tho criticism (urged 
against Dinnip'• definition) :--

TEXT (1224). 

011, WHAT IL\S BB~ SPOKEN o• (IN 'I'KB Dllnl<ITION IN QUESTION) IS 
T.trB s ... o Conuptu<U Ctn~Um THAT w11 IL\VB ooRSm.v£s ASSERTED; 

-(THIS INT.ERPRETA1'10N) BEING BASJID UPON TH:& JJADT THAT 
IN ALL OASES TKINOS All:ll SPOKEY OP BY TREia NA.llE 

(THL, BEING TRII MEANING OF THII 00>11'011!10 
'ndmiidiyojanli ').- (1224) 

COMl\IF.l>'T AR Y. 

Q«ution :-" If it bo M asserted ftbove, then how do you explain the 
oxplo.natory words of tlto Teachor ! For instance, be has deoltu'Od 
a& follows :-In the case of Proper nam<'8, like ~illh4, what ia denoted ia 
an object quali&d by a No1114; in 1.be case of common n.ouns like • Cow • 
\<hat io denoted is the object qualified by the Uni"'aal • Cow'; in tho case 
ol adjectives, like 'white ', wbot is expressed il the object qwilified by the 
Qualily of ' whiten ... ' ; in the cue of verbal nouns whet la d&nOted la the 
object qualified by the .d.~io"; and in tbo caoe of words ·~ of aub
etances,-·Hko t atick-holder •, ' horned ' and the like-what is denoted ifJ the 
object qualified by the substance.-By this text the Te..,;her b&s nwde it
quit• clear thnt t~ qU&lified by the qualiGcetions of the 'Unive1'11al ', 
~tc. ""' aiAa separately denoted by words." 

The answer to t-his ia that 'In aU Ql.8U, u.c. etc.'-' In all casu '-i.e. 
oven in ~be MAO of words denoting tho Univei'IJAI, etc.-Who.t is meant is as 
foUowa :--Just aa when Proper namea are pronounced, what is denoted is 
the object qu<Jiljl<d by IM Namo,-<JO olao in the ...., of words exp.--ive of 
the Univ.......,l, etc.,-like 'Cow '-what is denoted ia the object guqliflt4 bu 
thM NorM ;-similarly in all cases [what is denoted is an object qu<JIIftcd by, 
oonn<~cled willo, "nomt].-(1224) 

Qt.'Ution :-" In that ~· how are we t.o oonstrue t.he Instrumental in 
the-words 'f1Uy4 ', 'gu~' etc. (by lhe Unit~U~al, l¥y the Quality) t" 

A n.B'Wit1' ,._ 

I • • I 

I 
• 
l 
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TEXT (1225). 

IT IS THROUGH TRESII TJL\T THE INSTRUAWNTAL ENDING BECOMES 

USEFUL; SO TIIAT THll MliAN!NO COMES TO BB l"ltAT THE CONOB!'TUAL 

CONTENT BECOMES OONN'&OTf.D Wl'l'H THE NAlllll, THROUGH 

TltE INSTRUMENTALITY Oil' THE UNIVERSAL, ET0.-(1225) 

COllMENTARY. 

The partieular thing spoken aa 'Cow' is thAt which iJI conneeUld witJt . 
that Nome through the IMtrumentality of the Universal; similorly, through 
the iDBtrumentality of tho Quolity, oto. It is in this sonoo that the Uni,·ersru, 
oto. become the Imtrumcnt (of Connoct.ion), and thus tho !Mtrumontnl Ending 
bocomos useful. 

Quution :-"It that is so, thon bow are the word4 (of Ditlnilgtl.)
~ nllm.aiiityiidiyojaM '-to be con&truod? '' 

A.,.,_:-' It i• 1/orough thsu, etc. etc.'. That iJI tho words are to be 
construed aa • nam~• j6tyadibhi~ yojana ', ('connection with tho Uni.,.,.8<ll, 
etc., of the Name '). 

• Slyam ' - ThiJI stands for tbe Co"""1"ual Conunt it4101f, which is implied 
by the force of the compound, which is to be explained ao foUows :-' Jat1f{i· 
diyojana' means • jii.lyadihhi~ !Jojana •, • connection with the Universal , 
eto. ' i • ndrrw.jiUy{ldiyojanJl ' moans ' ndm~ jtityadiyojan4 ', • connection ••itl• the UuiveiSGI, oto., of the NMne '.-( 1225) 

Obiocticm. :-"If that is oo, then in the caso of Prop<lr Names, there 
would be nothing to denote the Universal, eto., and bence the oaid explanation 
cennot apply to their case." 

In anticipation of thi• objeetion, the Author provid.,. tll$ following 
f\Q8Wer:-

TEXT (1226) . 

INASMUCH AS THERE \s TIIB UNrVlllRSA..L E:Xl'RESSED Bl' TIDl PaoP:Ein 

NAME, TilE :s:xPLANATlON SHOULD NOT B:El REGARDED AS NOT 

APPLIOABLE TO IT. JT :W..S BEEN ME!<"'EONED S:ElPARATEL'l.' 

OllLY IN VDIW 01' POPIILAB VSAOE.-(1226) 

COl\U.IEl\"T AR Y. 

Wl1at is meant is as foliO'\fa :-Such words os c J?iUha ' which are known 
f\S Proper Names, ~lao take up a • Universal' as thoir donotn.tion, which 
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Universal sub.CJlsts in a.n. ontity restricted within a limited period of time ; 
they denote Aueh a. Universal becam;e they are incapable of denoting any 
object marked by " momentarily fluctuating character, while each of these 
(Proper NBmes) continues to tt"main nttn.ehed to ono entity from birth to 
cleath. If tho Proper Name did not denote such. a Universal, then,
ha.ving been applied to the individual in his childhood, how could it denote 
that same individual in his old age, who would have become a. different 
individuality ?-Even for those persons who hold the view that the body is 
no~ momentary, but lasts for some tjme,- it is admitted that in course of 
thne, the component pa-rts of t.he body go on deteriorating, by reason of 
which deteriora.tion,-or by reason of. ita connection with S\Jcb deterioration 
of the componente,-the body in a. la.ter age is different from that in the 
e-arlier ago.- Even under tl1e view that it remains tho same body undergoing 
development& and changes,-tbe Name that haa been associated with a. 
certain thing at one stage of its development, could not denote the same 
thingwhenitha.sroached a.furtherstegeof development; e.g. the name • milk' 
which has been associated with the l\lilk in the first stage, is not appliC&ble 
to the Curd, which ia only a later sta:ge in the development of milk. In the 
...,e wA.y in the ease of the Body a.lso, the name a.pplied to it in childhood 
could not be applied to it in youth or old age. :F'or theserOilSons, the Universal 
Jnust 1>!' a.dmit,ted (even in the case o! the Denota.t.ion of Proper Names). 

Or, even if there be no such entit-y as the Universal (in this case),--even 
so, our explanation does not cease to a.pply to the ease of Proper Names. 
Because it is only the diverse Individuals that are coneel ved. of as conunon
when thoir diatinet individua.lities are not mea.nt to be emphasised,-when 
t.hey become included under Common names denotative of the 'Univcrso.l •, 
Consequently the Tea.cber propounding the definition under question ha.s 
mentioned the Proper Names separately from Common na.mea. This iA 
whet is explained by the words-' I' h<u bun mentioned separatdy, etc. etc. •, 
In common parlance, tho word • Cow' i& known as a. Common name {denoting 
o. Universal) while the word • Ohilriitigad4 'is known o.s o. Proper Na.me (applied 
loa. single Individual); tha.tis why the two have beenmentionedsepa.rately. 
-(1226) 

The Opponent raiooa the following objection:-

TEXT (1227). 

"INASMUCH AS TU 'EXCLUSION (Apofla) Oll O'l'BEBS ., IS THE ONLY 

DENOTATION OF WORDS, ALL WORDS SROIJLD BE ' CoMMON ' 

Ols"LY. OR, INAS¥110ll AS TllflY ARE DflPENDliNT 

Ul'ON THE Sl'EAXER'S WHIM, TIIEY SIJOULD . 

ALL BE 'PROPER' ONLY."-(1227) 

The 1\llBWer to this is given in the following-

. . 
~ .. , 1 
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TEXT (1228). 

IT IS TRUE THAT WHAT THE PROFESSOR OF THE SOIENOE OF REASONING 

HAS SAJD IS IN ACCORDANCE WITII THE l'Ol'ULAR IDEA OF TI!INGS ; AS 

lT IS ONLY ON TKESil LINES TRAT VERBAL USAGil ACTUALLY 

l'MO:EEDS.-{1228) 

COMMENTARY. 

• On these li-n~ • ;-i.e. under the fivefold divi$ion of Proper Name, 
Universal, Quality, Action and Substantive.-(1228) 

Says the Oppon&nt--" If what is meant by Dix\niiga, is tbe 'Kalpanil', 
Conceptual Content, as understood by the Buddhlstll themselves, t-hen how is 
it that, having asserted tbat 'others have held that things are denoted by 
words 'vh.ioh ha.ve no corresponding objects', be has, la.ter on, ata.te.d hi& 
own view of 'Kalpanil • ? ,. 

The a1l$wer to this is as follows :-

TEXT (1229). 

Th£ said ' Universal ' and the ~ut are notlling di.Jf~ent fr<Ym wh4t is known 
/nj th£se words among people ;-IT WAS WITH A VIE\V TO 

El\ll'HASISE THIS FACT, THAT THE STATlllMBNT ' OTHERS 

ETC. ' HAS :BEEN l\IADE.-(1229) 

COMMEN'.rARY. 

What is meant is as follows :-As a matter of fact, anything in the 
shape of the Universal, as a.pa.rt from the • Individua.ls--'spot.ted cow • Md 
the like--has no real ex:.istenoo,..:-.it is all purely illusory ;-it is with a view 
to emphasise this fact tbat the Teachar haa made the assertion in question,
and not with a view to indicate a. separate kind of ' Ka!panil '. 

' OIMT• '-otber Buddhists. 
'Word& which"'""' no correapondinq ol>jects ',-i.e. words which denote 

only .tl.poha, independantly of any such things as 'Universal ' and the rest. 
Such is the mea.ning of t-he p&&Sa.ge quoted from the Teacher's work.

(1229) 

10 is not only we who regard the Conceptual Content as ' Idea IUlsociated 
with words • ; in fact. others also have got to o.ccept it as such ; otherwise 
there would be no usage in the world.- This is what i& shown in the 
following-
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TEXTS (lZllo-1233). 

EVEN TUOSII WHO AlUl \V~DOED TO Tltll NOTION THAT CoNCEPTUAL 

CoNTENT CONSISTS IN ' OONNEcrtON WtTR Tin U~'IVERSAL AND THE 

&BST •, JU\'S TO A.DM'IT TIIAT rr IS 1 IDEA A~OOUTED WITH 

WORDS '.-()rm:RWtSB, JUST AS TilE TWO OONNEOTED TBtNOS Al!ll 

NON·:&lCtS'l'ENT, SO THI!I:R 0cmMdiol< ALSO WOULD BE NON-EXIS'l'Jl~'T, 

-ALL TI!C(QS Bsn;O OONCBIVIID SEVERAliLY l!AOII BY tTSI!LV; A..~D 

TBJlBE WOULD BE NO NUD JOR POSTULATING TR£ 'CoNCEPTUAL 

Co~"TENT '. .Al."D TKB EESULT 01 TtttS WOULD BE THAT THERE 

WOULD BE NO OSAOll tN TIIB WORLD ; BEOAUSII USAGB HAS 

BEEN JU!OA&DBD AS ASSOCIATED \Vl'M TO Ul((VBRSAL .._,_"D THE 

RBS'l,-ANl> ASSOOtATlON WlTB THE UNTVXRSAL AND THE REST IS 
INSEPARABLII PROM ASSOCIATION WITH WORDS. THus ALO!\'E COULD 

T.llll !IXl'RBSSION 'Sl'OKJIN 07 ' Ul!BD BY THE TEACHER BE :rJIOIDUL. 

-(1230-1233) 
OOmlRNTARY. 

Even when Conoeptnnl Content. il' regnrdod by others n.s ' 1\AAoe:iation 
with Unlvcl"8Bl, Qualit;y, Action nnd Subitance ',-in rc.nlity • ns:;;ociation' 
with Nan~ o.Jono conKt.ituteff the Conooptnal Content. Becau110 t\..fi t\ xno.tter 
olfact, wl>nnovct• & thing"' API>rchondc<l M di .• ungui•llad by the UniverAAl, etc. 
itiJlso only t.brough tbo Namo; if i~ wero no~ so. then-like the approhon.sioll 
of aoveral distinct. thitlg'lt, thoro bo.insr; conneotLon indopondently by i tself,
bow could there bo ony ' Concoptu<>l CoJ\\eOt ' ! And the result of this 
would bo tba~ t he world would booomo dumb.-Tt i• for · this ret\l'on that 
Avon on seeing t.ho nwn. tttith the •lick., one <1o0ft not connect the various factors 
implied in t ho notion of tho 'stiek-holdor', until he recalls the pl\lticular Name. 

JUIIt booou'"' nU suoh coonootion is invnriably concomitant with t l1o 
a81ocialion of v:ord1, the wordo of tho Taaohor-to tho etrcot that • what is 
spoke» of in the ca&O of wordl Uko 'Cow • ;. the thing quali6ed by t h e 
Univel'll<\1 '-become f"-'ilful (have some seMe). Otherwise, without the 
Non~&, how could the (pt.,llivo) term 'is opokeu of • be used !-As the action 
of •peaking (expreMing) belongs to the word.-(1280-1233) 

The following Twown.o up the nrgumeuta in favour of the notion of t-he 
Conceptual Conten~ :-

TEXT (1234). 

Tuos 'CoNCEPTUAL CoNTENT' tS SOlloi:ETKING THAT CAN BE EASILY 

l'BOVED WITHOUT EFJORT, AS 'I'HBRB Ill NO DISPUTE EEOAEDING 

I'1' .AMONG TEAORl!RS WBO TAKE 'EDrR STA..'Il> 

Ul'ON ALL TBOE DOOTRINES.-(1234) 

COMMENTARY. 

The foiiO\\ing Tt.a o.xplai111 what Dlrlnc!ga really means by a9$0rling the 
Conceptual Content in two foma.-
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TEXTS (1235-1236). 

IT \VAS IN VIEW OF ALL= TIU.T mE ASSERTION OF • NAME, UNIVERSAL 
AND '.t'Hlll REST' WAS MADE; AND B:mUliN THE TEAO!IER MADE 

MENTION 01' ms OWN VIEW AS ALSO '1'BE VIEW OF OT.IIERS ; 

WITB:OtrT INDIOATING T:a:El DD!'FERENOE BY ACTUALLY 

SAYING TRAT 'MY OWN VIEW IS SO AND SO'. IT 

WAS FOR TmS REASON T:a:.\.T Bll Str»SEQUEN'l'L'l!' 

ADDED THE STA'l'EMJl:NT TIU.T ' OTHERS 

RAVE :a:ELD, ET0.'.-(1235-1236) 

COM?.fENTARY. 

As to which of the two views is !<> be accepted and which rejected hes 
1>een a.!ready indica.ted by us when we showed thet even ' asaocie.tion with 
Uni"'7e.rsal, etc.• is invariably concomitant with 'association with Name'. 

' 'I'he auertion of Name, etc. '-this is to be construed with 'akarot ', 
• modo ' (in the second line). 

The assertion of his own view e.a e.lao the view of others he.a been made 
for the purpose of showing which is t<> be accepted and which to be rejocted.
{1236·1236) 

Q~~&~ion :-" How then are the words of Ditln<lga in his Nyayamukha 
to be construed f ,. 

An~Wer :- · 
TEXT (1237). 

'THtTS IN TmS WAY IS THE l'ASSAGE FROM THE NyClyamulduJ, TO :BE EX· 

l'LAD<"l!ID. BY MENTIONING THE 'CoGNITION ', IT IS THE 

'IDEA ASSOOIATED WITB: WORDS ' T:a:.\.T B:AS 

RE»N INDI04'1'EID.- (1237) 

COM?.fENTARY. 

The relevant p~>Ssage from the Nyayamt~AA<> is a.s follows:-' That 
C<>gnition of the form of things which, through the imposed identity of the 
qua.lifying and denotative adjuncts, appears as non-deterxnino.ta, in connec· 
tion with eooh of the sense-organa,-is Sense-perception '.- Here the • qusJify
ing adjU!lct ' atando for the Universal, etc.-.>d the ' denotative adjunct ' 
for the Name ; the 'inlposition of the identity of these two '-with the things 
possessing the Universal, etc. and also with the thing bearing the Ne.me.
The • imposition of identity' is mentioned only by way of illustration ; in 
some C886S where the adjuncts are apprehended aa dietinct--.>.g. when it is 
said ' the Universal O<nJJ subsists in this , , ' the name of this is so and so ',
thoro also the presence of the C<>nceptual C<>ntent is admitted. 

Objection:-" It has nowhere been said thet the subsequent resnltent 
lde& constitutes the Conceptual Content ; how then do you get at the idea of 
the said Conceptual C<>ntent (from the wordo of the paasege cited) ! " 

~ 
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A.mwu :-'By ment'io·ning the OognUi.on, elc. etc. '- That is to say, when 
the p""""'ge, in cont<a.distinotion to the Conceptual Content, mentio!UI the 
Cognition as ' Sense· perception', it clearly indicates thet the Conceptual 
Content is a. property of the Cognition. Thus the meaning of the pessage 
comes to he t.his :- That Cognition, which, through the imposition of the 
identity of Name, etc. appeo.rs as non..det<"rminateo, is Sense-perception ; that 
Cogqition, on the other hand, whioh is ~minou is of the nature of the 
Conceptual Content-, and hence it i~ not Senn-psrceptWn; and the implication 
of this is that Conceptual Content coosists in the Idea aasociated with words 
a.s cont<sclistinguished from StnBe·peruption.-In this way the passage has 
presented the Teacher's own as also other people's views.-{1237) 

Or, it m&y he thet in the pessage under reference, the Teacher llM 
steted only his own view.- This is explained in the following-

TEXT (1238). 

0&, Tliiil TERM' vishi-$a?'J.(J' [' QUALIFYL'{O ADJtJNCT ',AS OOOUBBmG IN TilE 

PASSAGE QUOTED FROM TliE Nyiiyamukha, ON P. 372, BOTTOlll) liiAY 

BET~ JJ5 STANDING FOR ' DIF'FEBENTU.TION ', t EXOLUSI~N ', 
-:BY VIRTUE OP WXIOR WORDS :BRING A:BOUT THE 

' Apoha, EXOLUSION, Olo' OTHERS'; [IT XS OA.LLED 

' DIJ!'l'ERBNTL!.TION ') :BECAUSE IT DO»S TilE 

differemiating (oR ezclw!.ing) 011 THE 

U:t<"'VERSA.L, ET0.-(1238) 

OOJ.I!::MENT ARY. 

In the compound ' vishifall<ibhidMyak<iOhodopacliara ' (in tha passage 
quoted from the Nyayamuk}w, in the commentery of Text 1237), the term 
'vishl~?'J.(J • stends for differtn#llti<m, i.e. eo:cluoion ;-and the Word is the 
'abhidhiJ.yaJ:..a, ', denoter, of this ExcltJ.Bion, not of Universal, eto.; and there 
is • imposition of the identity' of this ; in this way is the compound to he 
explained.-{1238) 

Objution :-" If Conceptual Content is ' Idea. associated with words ',. 
then it is something having properties, an object ; it is not likely for one
object to belong to another object, in view of which its negetion or denial 
could he brought about as a property of it ; hence whet is asserted is most 
incoherent. Thus if Sense-perception is ' free from conceptual content ', 
then how is it spoken of by the word ' SenB&·peroeption' ! " 

This is the objection thet is urged by Bherga. Bll4radoli.ja and others, 
who think thet the term 'free from Conceptual Content' is synonymous with 
' inexpressible by words '. 

Tile Author says t·hat this objection has been answered already :-
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TEXTS (1239- 1242). 

CONOE:l'TlJAL CONTENT BEING> HELD TO BE A8 AOT114LLY lJNDZBSTOOD 
AND DBSOJUB:BD ABOVE, 1T IS TKE DEh-u.L OP TRE SAM:&..'tZSS OP 'EIIJS 
Wl'J.'Il S:B..'I'SII·PEBOlill"nON 'l'lU.T RAS BUN 4SSERTJID; A.''D 'I'BIS IS 
NOT INOONSIS'l'ENT \'IITit THB PACT 011 ITS BEING SPOXliN OF BY 
SUCH WORDS AS ' Adhyakfa ' (' Pmtyal.:ga. ') AND THB Lll!ll. lN 
SENSE·PEllOl:PTioN TREllE IS ABSmNOE oF CoNOEl'TliAL CoNTENT, 
BUT ' 00NOJIPTUAL CoNTn"T ' IS NOT 'mE SAME AS ' :EXPRESSED 
BY WORDS '. OrnllWISE, CoLOUR, 0DOUll A.'<I> THE BEST WOULD 
B:£0010 D1l'l'JtRKINATll (.O.S THEY A.liiC ' 11~ BY WOIIDS ').
TiroS TRI!lltE IS NO !lOOM POll WRAT TRI!l DULL-WITTIID PERSONS 
RAVB UllGED.-b Tlllll WOIID 'SBNSli·PBliOBPTION ' AOT114LLY 
DIINOTES SeMe-perception-, TRBN HOW CAN ITS BEING> SAID '1'0 BE 
'PIID lrROM CoNOBPTlJAL Col>."TEN'l'' DE HELD TO BE Da'IIOPEII t
(1239-1242) 

OOMM:El<"TARY. 
'Dmial of tk BOntOnUI • ;-when Dirln<Jgc> aays that • whe"' there i$ 

no Oonooptual Content, that ia Senae-perceptJon ' what he dooe is to deny 
the samene6a of the two; the meaning being [thao Sense-poreoptJon is] that 
Oogni~on which is nol of the ru>ture of the Bt!Jd Oonoeptu.a.l Content ;-it does 
not deny whet is contained in the ' content '. 

This ~ of the flrat objection. 
The aeoond objection aJao ia not proper; beoauae 'freedom from Conceptual 

Content • is not 'inoxpresaibility by words', it ia only 'freedom determining 
concepts •. Even though the Cognition is non.dotenninate, yet it ia regarded 
as expr•s•ed btl word•, by reason of ite being nctually found to be ao expressed ; 
and yet it does not become • de~<>mirum, being. in this reepeob, like Colour 
and other things (which, though expreeeed by words, do not become deter· 
minats on that aooount). This is only by the -y.-(12311-lZU) 

The following might be urged :-" Conceptual Oontsnt may be as 
described. But how does Sense· perception booome proved to bo 'free from 
Conceptual Content • ! " 

A"'""r .--
TEXT (1243). 

Tlu.T SBNSB·PliBOBI'TION IS • PIIEJI :mGK CoNOEPTUAL Coh"TENT • IS 
REOOONISED VBIIY OLXAIILY; SINOB 1'1' IS POUND ~RAT J<VEN 

\VllliN ONE HAS ms MIND ATTB.A.OTJID BY SOM&TIIINO 
ELSE, HE HAS TRI!l PBROBPTION OF THE BLUE 

CoLOUll.I.ND OTHER THINGS THIIOUGR 
HIS SJINSBS.-(1243) 

COMMENTARY. 
This shows thet the l\bsonce of Oonceptu!>l Content is clea.r!y peroeived 

in ono's own experience.-(1248) 
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It miaJlt be W'g$d that-" It is the Conceptual Cont.eDt itoeU attracted 
by other ~ which perceives the Blue Colour aod ot.bor things". 

ANtDCT:-

TEXT (1244). 

Tms· !l.Um CoNCEPTUAL CoNTENT DOEIS NOT APPREIHBND THE SAID 

ODJEOT; BEOA11SEIJ' lT DID, IT WOULD ABANDON THE llllU'liESSING 

011' TRE ' P ..t.ST ', ETO. AND TRElUI W011LD BE 'l'liB 

1NOONGB11ITY OF ITS BBING OONNEOTEID WlTll 

.TilE NA.ml OF TJIAT OBJEOT.-(1244) 

OOMMENTARY. 

If that aame Oooceptual Cont.eDt apprehended tbo aaid objoot (Blue 
Colour, etc.), tboD it would aba.Ddon the signifying or put and other things, 
and would oontain within ils6lf the name of the • Blue ' itaoll. 

Tbe • abandoning of the sigojfying of the put o.nd other things • has 
been -a.d, booaUM the Conceptual Oootent cannot be .-ociat.ed witb two 
.. ta of words. 

The Compound ' tannama, de. • is to be explained ._' There would the. 
inconsruJty of tbo connection of the name of tbo objoot before the 
perceivor '.-{J24t) 

It miaht be arguod that-" In that CI\Se, thoro may be some other 
Conceptual Oontont that would approhond tbo object :-why is not this 
view acocptod t " 

A fti1.0er' :-

TEXT (1245). 

AT TB:I PA.llriOilUll .riXB, Tlll!lUI IS NO OTJmJl CoNOliPTUAL CoNn!NT 

wm<m: IS ASSOOIA'EIID WlTll TRE N.Uill OP TJUT OBnOT ; BEIOA11SE 

TllliBll IS NO noooNI'IiON 01' ANY S110H l'DCBP'JDLll 

CoNOEPT11AL CoNTENT, AND TRE 8IllllJL. 

T.U.'E011S PBESBNOE O:r BO'l'll: OANNOT 

BE DESI!WILE.-{1245) 

OOMMENTARY. 

There o.re two anowere point.ed out in due sequen~ 1) tho opponent's 
idea being contrl\ry to perceived facts, and (2) its boing contrary to his 
own doobinos ; inll8llluch as it involves the presence of two Conceptual 
Contonta at the same time. 

'B@o '-i.e. the two Conceptual Contento.-{1246) 

The following !l'e= sums up tbo subjoot :-
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TEXT (1246). 

AJ3 A MATTER OF FAOT, WHAT liAX:&S Tllll COGNITION DETER~IINATE 
Al'I'liAllS ALONG WlTil THE CoGNITION ITSELF ; HENOE THE CoGNITION 

BROUGHT 4BC:.UT BY THE SIINSJ!S IS CLEARLY 1WT!·dete1'minate 
(FREE FROM CONCEPTUAL CONTENT).-(1246} 

The Opponent might urge tho.t the fMt of the ' determining fMtor ' 
appearing along with the Cognition ca.nnot be accepted. This is the argu
ment put forward in the following-

TEXT (1247). 

lF IT BE HELD T.!IAT " CoGNITION$ APPEAR IN SUOOIISSION (NEVER SIMUL· 

TANEOUSLY), AND THE IDEA OF S:B1ULTAl>1EOUS Al'l'EA,RA.'<OE IS 

DUE TO TilE QUXOXNIISS OF THE SUCCESSION ; AS IN 

THE OASE Ol' TO WHIRLING JnRE-BRA.ND "-

(THEN THE ANSWER IS AS STATED IN 

THE FOLLOWING TEXT].-(1247) 

COMMENTARY. 

The question being raised "" to why the Cognitiona are perceived as 
appearing simultaneously, if, in reality, they appear in succession,- the 
e.nswer given is that • the idea of Bimultaneou.t. e;o. m. ' ; as in the case of 
the whi>·ling flre·l>rand. That is, in the case of the whirling fire·brend, it is 
found tho.t when the whirling is done very quickly, the idea. produced is 
thet of a. single flaming circle; all the several perceptions being mixed up 
Q8 one ; in the same n:umner, cognitions appearing vory quickly one a.fter the 
other, there is the idea of their appearing together as om. 

Or, the term ' alata' ma.y be t-a.ken as standing for the per9eptions of the 
fire·brand,-the cognition being spoken of figuratively as the ol>,iw ; the sense 
of the e.ffix 'va.ti ' remains the same as before, in this interpretation also. 
-{1247) 

The above argument of the Opponent is answered in the following-

TEXT (1248). 

WHAT HAS DJIBN ASSERTED IS THAT THERE IS NO PERCEPTIBLE CoNCEPTUAL 

CoNTENT WHIOH IS ASSOCIATED WITil THE NAME 011 THE 

ODJEOT BEFORE THE JI{AN'S EYES.-{1)- (1248) 

COlii:MENTAR Y. 

What is meant is as follows :7"What is being dealt with is not the fMt 
of the two appearing together, but the absence of Conceptual Content in tbe 
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Perception ; and thia abaenco is proved by the faet that even when a man has 
his mind elaewhere at the time of the apprehension of the objeet before his 
eyes, he does not apprehend the' otherwise appreholl4ible Concoptual Content 
a.ssoeiatod with the JWDe of that object. And tbo Opponent has u.rgad no 
criticism against this. s-uoo, oven if the two oognitiona are actually 
apprehended in suOOMaion,-the Oonooptual Content i.o not apprehended ; 
so that the attaclc does not aft'eet our main pooition.-{lZ48) 

The following Te:a !~how. that the idee of the aimulteneous appearance 
of the two eognitions is entirely miataken :-

TEXT (12<19). 

TlJA.~ TilE SAID IDEA (011 'I'D SillroLTANEnY 011 'I'D O'l'HEB 0oNOEPTt7A.L 

CoNTENT AND TJill 0oGN1TlON) (CANNOT) BE WRONG ~S J'UST • 

BIIEN M.I.DII OLBAB. AND T.BIS SAliiE SDrollr.AliiiiTY 

ll!:TWl'li!:N TIOl OllJEOT AND ~llll CoGNITION IS 

ALSO Qtrnll OLIIAR JIOR THAT SAM» 

BI!:ASON.-(1249) 

OOMMEJ>'TARY. 

'H """""' be wrong '-woh i.o to be the construction along with whet 
he• gone before. 

It. ideo-i.e. the idea of the two "Ppearing e.t one and the same time. 
As a ma.tter of fact, M idea i1 rogru-ded at wro.g whon it i.o annuUed by a. 

velid oognition to tba oontrary ; in the preaent oa.oo there ia no such oosnition 
to the contrary, by virtue of which the idea in queation oould be regarded as 
""""9· 

"How do you know that there i.o no such oognition to the oontrary ! " 

A......,. :-II'hu 1atu ;.... bun m<><U cloor ;-that the oognition of tha 
objeet befooe the man'a oyee appeen at the same time at the mind i.o ettmeted 

by something elsa--U oiiW'Iy perooived ; aod it is this oognition thet ia ealled 
'Senoe·perc:eption' ;-wherefore then i.o there anything wrong in this T
(1.!49) 

n i.o not only that there it nothing to prove thet the ide& of the said 
timwt&neity u """"19,-in fact, there it pzoof to the contrary (to show that 
i t it no1 """"9)· Thl4 it whet it thown in the following-
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TEXTS (1250--1253). 

1N TRE STATE OF TBINGS ATTENDING Ul'ON THE WATCliiNG OOf THE DANCING 

GIRL, THE WHOLE LOT SENSATIONS IS .4.1/l'Rl'lBENDED AT ONE AND TBll 

SAliiE TIME, liVEN TROUGH THERE ARE JIUNY INTERVENING FAOTORS. 

l:F TRIS ALSO 'WERE REGARDED AS A . l\IISTAXE DUE TO TllE QUICK 

SUCOJISSION IN WRIOll TB:& SENSATIONS Al'l'EAR,-'l'REN (THE ANSWER 

IS TRAT) THERE IS STILL QUICKER SUCCESSION IN Tll:E OASB 01' COG NI· 

TIONS l'RODUOBD BY TllE TWO WORDS ' lata ' AND ' tdla. ' WREN 

l'RONOUNOBD TOGETRER; WRY THEN IS THERE NO IDEA 01' SIMUL

T.L'm!TY IN THlS OASB 1- TallN IN A CASE WRERE THE Ol'ERATI ONS 

OF THE MIND ALONE ARE CONOB:Rlo':&D, NO SUCCESSION SHOULD BE 

l'EROJ!:IVED, Bl>OAUSE ALL COGNITION$ (Ml:NTAL Ol'IIRATIONS) OCQUll, 

IN QUICK SUCCESSION AND DO NOT STAY FOR ANY LENGTII OF TIMll. 

So TRAT IN ALL TRESE OASES (011 QUICK SUCCESSION}, NO SUCCESSION 

COULD BE l'EROEIVED. Tal> NOTION 01' Sn.tULTJ.};'EOUS COGNITION 

l!OWllv:llR WOULD BE THE:&!!:, JUST AS IN Till> CASE OF l'EBOBPTION OF 

SOUND, ETC. (IN THE OASE OF TBJI DANCING GIRL).- (1250-1253) 

COMJIIENTAJW. 

Under such conditions o.s the witnessing of the dancing girl, we find that 
each single sensation, even though interven&d by five other sensations, appears 
to be close to, e.nd unsepa.rated from, the other ; for instenoe, at the same 
time that one sua the girl dancing, he also lwl.rs the song and i ts acoompani
menta, goes on tasting the camphor and other spices, smells the sweet fragrance 
of Bowers placed before the nostrils, t<>uc!\u the air proceeding from the fans 
and thinks of making prosents of clothes and ornamen.ts. [Ail this goes 
on siznultaneously.] Thus even when there are eo many intervening factors, 
among t \1& soveral cognitions, there appears the illusion that all thes& appear 
at ono and the same time,- this illusion being due to the quick succession in 
which the cognitions appear ;-such being the case even when there a.re 
several intervening facto!'$, it becomes all the more possible that there should 
be the notion of the lottere being pronounced at one e.nd the same time, 
in cases wh&re two words like ' lat4, and 4 tiila •,--or ' sa f'tlQ.' a.nd 'ra.sa~' 
are proriounced, where the utteranoe of the syllables is so much quicker ; so 
t ha.t in the case of wch utterances as ' 8D~-1"a8a~ ', when the words &re 

hea.rd, th""' should be no recognition of the two different words or the two 
different things denoted by thom.--]'urther, in a oo.se where there is Conceptual 
Content in the form of pondering over several philosophical and literary 
problems,- which ponderings are not interrupted hy het<>rogencouasenso.tions 
through the Eye, ete.,-the appearance of the ideas is extromely quick; and 
hence it would not be possible to form o.ny idea of succession in them. And 
as aJl Cognitions are momentary, and cannot contin\le for o.ny length of time 
they o.lways appear qniekly ; so that the cognition of nothing could be successive 
at a.Jl ;- 'just as in th..t ta$4 oj tM pMception of sound, tJ.,c. ' ;-i.e. just os in the 
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oue of the pereeptioo of sound, tat<te, etc. while -ing the girl dancing.
(l2W-126S) 

AA resar<J.a the instenee of the • Whirling Fire-brand •, it is • devoid 
of the l'r<>bendum ' ;-this is shown in th& foUowing-

TEXTS (1254-1256). 

IN TRJI) 04811 011 TIDI Wllll<LJNO Fmii·BRAND, TI[JI ILLUSION 011 SU.IUL

'UNBITY .u>Pli.U!S IN 'l'BE 110BM 011 THE CmOLI!l ; THIS NOTION OP 

TB11 CmoLII lS NOT DtJ'B '1'0 'IXE OONlo'EOTtliO 011 l'llll V.&JUOUS PER· 

CZPTIO:SS Or TlDl F'mB-BR.U."D AS IT lS WIIIBLBD ROtiND ; BECAUSE 

l'D (oo:sTtlltlous) Cnloui.AJl roRM rs CLBULY P.&RCmVED. IN 
l'A.or, TRJl 8A.ID OO~"llll''NG 011 'l'BE V..UUOI18 P.IJICEPTIONS OOULD 

u DONJ: onY BY R'tYE'MJlltaNCE, NOT :ay DmEor PEltoznros; 
AS NO l':uOEPTION CAN APPREBP:ND Wl!J.T IS PAST AND OO:O'E.

'l'IIJ: OBJECT ALSO OJI TR1I RElaMBB.ANOll COULD NOT ll.'& VERY 

OLEA.R, AS IT IUS .ALREADY DISA.PPEA.RIID ; 11011 THIS S.UU: UA.SON, 

THE A.PPJIA.RA.NCE 011 THE Cl:BaLE ALSO COULD NOT BE V11BY CLliA.R 

(IJI IT WERE DtJ'B TO TBII R :&MEMBRANOJI OF THll MANY OOONITIONS). 

-(1264-1256) 

COMMENTARY. 

When this moo\a.l illusion appeers, it dooa not appear a.s combining th& 
several visual pereeptiona (of the FU..·brand) ; it appears only aa the Seoae·born 
aingle poroeption of the OircuJar fonn, tbrougl1 the force of eertain aceessory 
oireumotenoeo ; that this is eo is clear from the fact that the pereeption is 
quil<l clear; and it 'II'Ould not be so clear if it were acoomp&Died by the 
Conceptual Con-t.. Bec&uae suob combination of ~tiona oould ba 

doDe only by Remembl'1Ulee, not by Seoae-bom Pereeption ; aa the lAtter 
fnnotiona only when the o\>jeot perceived is cl- by, and benee it could not 
apprehend whAt is poet and gone. The object tee of auob a Remembl'1UlO& 
could not be clear ;-why !-because it. will have already disappeo.red.
Henco, aa tba perception of the Whirling FU..·brand, if it 'vore an illusion, 
would bo indi.et.inct;,-it cannot be an illusion; in faot, it ia a tense-born 
regular Percopt.ion. Thus the Inatenee cited by the Opponent is devoid of 
the ohi\TMI<Ir aought t.o be proved.-(12~4-12~6) 

lhving thus eotebliahed-by means of P"'CCJ>(ion itaol!-tho fact of 
' ~o·perooptlon being' free from Coneeptu&l Oont<ont ',-the Author prooeeda. 

f.o ))tO"• it by means of lnftJI'tfW:A' :-

J 



• 

• 

: 

E1Ua!i"ATION Oli' i'Jill DDINITION OF "SEYSE•Pl:ROEPl'ION ". 633 

TEXTS (1257-1260). 

OB AGAIN, WHEN TRiill\11 IS NO BASIS li'OR THE BXISTENO» Oli' A 'I'HJ:NG IN A 
011RTAIN FORM,-TRAT TiliNG IN THAT FORM IS NOT ADAUTTBD AS 
REAL, BY THE WISB. FOR INSl'Al<OB, THE WmTB HORSE IS NOT 
ADliiiTTBD TO BE THE 00\V BJ:OA.17SE THE DBWLAI' AND THE OTHER 
li'EATU11ES OP TBE Cow AltE NOT PRESENT IN THE HoRSE. IN 
TRiil OA.SE OP SENSE·l'I'lROllPTION THERE IS NO Il.BASON l10R THE 
PllESENOE 011 THB ddermi114U clJ4mcter (TRE OllAJIAOTER 011 BEING 
A.SSo<liA'mD WT.llK 0oNOllPT17A.L CoN~"T), WliiOR 0017LD BRING Ali017T 
TIIll APl'IlllliENSION Oli' Tllll 1XING ALONG WITH ITS PROPERTIES. 
-8POTTBD AND OTHEB Cows ARll INSTA.l<ORS TO TBE OONTRA.RY. 
111' IT WBRE NOT SO, IT WOVLD LEAD TO ABSURD OOl!."'TINGENOIES.
TBE" REAsON ADD170BD CANNOT :BB SAID TO BE 'UNl'ROVJIN' (OR 
NOT·ADMITTBD) ; AS TRiil Umv:eRSAL .u<D OTRiilR Q17ALDIYINO 
FACTORS HAVE ALL DEEN REJECTED. NOR ARE THE PROPJIRnES 
OOONTSBD AS APART PROM TIIOSE FACTORS. NOR ARE THERE Al!."Y 

S1701I PBOPEBnES.-{1267- 1260) 

OOMMEl\.-'rARY. 

The argument """Y be th.,. formulated :-When the baaia of the idea of 
a. thing in a certain fonn is a~ent, thet thing is not aooepted by intelligent 
persons to be of tb.e.t form ;-for instnnce, the White Hot8o i& not accepted E>s 
of tb& fonn of the Oow, becauac the bi>Sis of the ' cow-idoa ', in the sb.e.pe 
of the dewlap and other ob.e.ra.oteristics of the Cow, is absent in the Horse;
in the caae of Sense-perception, which is produced on the basis of the speciJio 
object Bl...,- the baaia for it.e being regarded as aeao<)it\ted with Conceptual 
Content (i.e. Detenninete), in the form of the apprehension of the object 
elong with ite properties, ia absent ; and thus there being no apprehension 
of the Oause [the effect, in the aha.pe of its being aeaocia.ted with Conceptual 
Oontent cannot be there J. The Spotted and Black Oowa supply the Corrobora.
tive Instance per contra. La.atly, there is the possibility of the inoongruity 
tha.t all things might beoomo accepted to be of all forma and tha.t the person 
aooopting things would oomo to be regsrded E>s stupid.-SMh iB the upshot 
of the Inference put forward. 

'Korka • is wht.l6 Hor~t. 
' Uni-~1. m. '-i.e. the qualifying factors (pootulated by the :&e.list.s). 
Even if the Univeroel and the rest a.re real entities, our ~n ia not 

'Unproven' ;-this is what il mean' by the word.&-' NDr 11 tM IAing, de.. ' ; 
Le. a.s apart from Colour and the ~ which have been held to be qualified 
by the Properties (Univeraa.l, eto. ). 

Quution: "11 there ii no oognition of Properties as diatinct from wb.e.t is 
quallJlod, then, why should it not be a qualifying fa.ctor f " 

..t- .~· NOt" are ll>Mo any tuch Proputiu '-i.e. as differentiated 
from the thing. 



From aU t.bia it foUows that there is no appreborllion of an;ythin& along 
with ita proportie.. Rene<> the RMson adduoed by ua cannot be said to 
be • Unproven '.-{1257-1260) 

It might be argued that-" Tbere m&y be no quaUfying Properties 
in the abape of the Universal and the rest; the form of tbo word itself wiU 
be the diatinguiabing property." 

'!'he answer to this is as follows:-

TEXTS (1261-1268). 

'!'BE NA¥8 ALSO, WXIOR WOULD BB TllE • Sl>EOIFIO lNDIVIDO'ALin' • OP TllE 

WoJIJ>, <all :!o'l!VER BE DENOTA'l'IVE; AS THE m:u ~ TlDI 'Sl'EOJPIO 

ho""DnJDlJ.AL!n". :axiNG TilE DBNO'Dllt OR TllE DZNOTED JUS BEEN 
ALRI!.U)Y lllUECI'I!D.-lT IS PO& 'l'liJS ltUSON ~T Tllll IDD.t. OB 

Tllll DBNorllll J.N1) DENOTED RA.S BDBN BBOI.BDBD AS SQ)(J!TIIlNG 

SlJPBliD!POSI!lD (UPON m:INGS) ;-WlllLll WRA.T ONII ..t.Pl'l!BlJJini"DS 
BY SliNSB·PBIIOI!ll'TrON IS SOlCBTBING WBIOH IS NOT SO'PllllD11'0SBD ; 
BIIOI.'OSI!l TIDS l'EB.O'.EPTION IS T.HliRB O:!o"LY \Vli:IN TllE • SPEOIPIO 

lNDIVIDO'A.LITY' IS Tmm.R,- I.ND IT IS NOT Tllli&E WliJ!lN TllE 

8PI!OIPIO lNDIVIDO'ALlTY IS NOT Tl!miE-TliROUGB THE INT»RVEN • 
TION OP SOMliTIIING BLSE OR SOME SUOH nlil.t.SON.-(1261- 1263) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can be DD Convention in regard to the ' Speci6o Individuality ',
not even to the 'Speeitic Individuality' of the Word ; for tbo almp1e reason 
that there can be DO connection with Convention at tbo time of -...ge ; and 
apart from il4 'Specillc Individuality •, theta ia no othar form of the Word; 
nor again can the Word bo oonnacted with an;ythin& with regard to which 
there has been DD Convention ; if it did, it would ~ to abourditiea ;-nor 
can there be an,y Conceptual Oontont without connection with words ;
from aU this it fqllowa that the whole idea of the Dencttr and De~ ia some. 
thing 'superimposed '-ilno,ginary-not real 

It might be argued that-" even so, the Perception shall become c>NOcialed 
with Oc>n«pwal Oonunt (Dowrminate) through apprehonding the • super· 
impceed • thing." 

The anawor iiJ that' what one apprih.tnth, tee. e~e. • 
• When it if noe tlltre ',-i.e. through W absenoe,-tho word '~irlkata~ ' 

being construed here ; tha sense being that ' it ia through the aheence of the 
Speci6o Individuality (that tha Pere<~ption also ia ahaeot) •. 

Qtlucior> :-" Whdn ia there absence of the Specific Individuality ! " 

J 

• 

I 
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A11- :-' Through tJu imei'Wft4ion, etc. etc. '-The term • some suoh 
reason' stands for the diat.ance of tim~, P.laee and so forth.-(1261-1263) 

The following Text ndducoo another proof for the &&me :-

TEXT (1264). 

TJm NA.TUBll OP Tllll BLOll .urn OTB:&R '.m:!NGS, BEINO Th'DIVD>UALLY 

SPECII'IC, IS INOAPAliLJ: OP &•:VINO ANY CoNVl!N'nON IN :&BOUD 

TO tt ; 'ERE 'PD.OJ:PTION Oi' THESE THmGS, TB:J:B.D'O'll'B, 

c.u<NOT BE ASSOOJA.TBD WlTR WORDS.-(1264) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlw! fl<lt~ence-<>/ tJu Blue and otlwlr U.ing1 ia such that no 
Convention can be made in regw to them. 

The question bein&-" why ia it so? ",-tho answer ia 'being •n
dil>idually qJ«ijic ' : that it, it it incapable of being ~t at the time of 

uaage; and Convention ia for the purpose of usage alone; hence there can 
be no Convention in regw to it. 

F'nrtber, the<$ is Convention only when the thing concerned has nlready 

become cognised,-not while it remains uncogniaed, unknown; and until 

tho Poroop!Jon has come about, it cannot apprehend tho Bluo, etc. ; and as 

soon as it has oome about, it would (according to tJ1e Opponent) o.t once 
aaooclato it with words ; but at tho time that tha Paroop!Jon notuolly appears, 

_,d aJao at the time of the apprehansion of the related verbal oxpression,

the perceived thing, being momentary, cannot be preoent, and henoe the 

Perception cannot apprehend it: by what then, and with what, would the 
Word be associ&tod t ~all thia it ia clear thet tJu ....,..,.. oj tJu Bl"" and 

oilier U.ing• u i11<XIpoblo of ho•-ing ""11 oon.....no.. in ft90rd lo U. 
' Of/Mu '- i.e. of the Blue and other things. 
' Oan?Wt 0. as10ciat<d, etc. elc. '-i.e. the verbal expr-lon oannot enter 

into it. 
The argument may be formulated thus :-When a thing is such that no 

Convention is known in rogard to it,-there can b& no ' dotorminate' Percep· 
tion of it,~.g. the Vurual Perception of Odour ;-<>nd the Perception of the 

Blu&, etc. is ouoh thet no Convention is known in rego>rd to it,-henoe the 

id"" of the Peroeption being ' determinate ' would involve a notion oontrary 

to a wider proposition.-(12M) 

In t,he following texto, the Author sets forth the ' inadmiaaible ch&mcter ' 

of the Reo.sonputforww by himt<>lf (under Texts 12~1-1260),-thia cri!Jci.sm 
being urged from >he standpoint of the Dig<>mbara (Jnino.) philosophar, 

Swnali:-
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TEXTS (1265-1267). 

"N.oa (Ul<IVllBSAL) .U."D Tlil: REST MAY NOT BE THE DIS'IINOUlSHINO. 

PROPERTIES Pl!BOIIIVJlD, cr THE OBJEor (OP SliNSJl·PEROIIPTION) ;

BVl:N SO, TIDJ REASON PUT FOR\V.UD DO.llS NOT O.EASB ro BE i1Uid
mi44ibk; BEOA.trSJ: IF THERE IS NO Al'l'REIDINSION OF Tilll T:B:n<G 

AS DISTINOUISl{ED FRO)! OTBER TBJ:NGS, TDBN, THERE \VOtrLD EITRER

Bll AN .oi.PPMRENSION OP Till! Tll:mo BY ITSELF ONLY, OR NO Al'P.RE

llliNSION AT ALL; AS IN TIDJ OA.SE Oil THE JA.R,-11' TIIRRE IS NO 

APP.REU::SNSION OF TBE J AR AS DISTIN0171SJIBD !tROll! OT!Dil.R JARS, 

'I.'IIIIN TllliRll LS EITIDIR A.PPRERElQ"SION 0.1! TIDI JAR llY ITSilLl! ALONE, 

OR NO .oi.PPRJIHENSION OF 'tilE JA.R AT A.LL."-(1265-,1267) 

CO~"TARY. 

Sum<Jti clelcribeo all things as existing in t1oo fo~ Universal 
aDd the Particular; tho Universal again is of two kiDd.--ono doU.rmined by 
the Partioula.r, o.g. the • Cow', and the~ not so dOW:mincd (ooooeptual), e.g. 
• BeiJ>& ', ' Enti~y •. That Universal which exiata only in the ~n<d 
(non-conceptual) form ia of only one form and is ""'enable to ...,.._lt«1l 

Perception (Perception free from Conceptual Oontent), in the form of mere 
obm-tolion, purely IUbjeai•-e I<WzJitm; while the othet'-i.o. the Universal 
del«!nined by pnrt.iculars-is amenable to 0~1141 Porcept.ioll.-such is 
Sum<Jti' 1 ochomo of Porceptioll. 

K"m<lri/4 however dcecribes the Non-Oonoeptual Percept.ion, purely 
subjeotivo Idoat.iol\, aa apprehending the 'Spooi6o Inclividut>llty' of the 
pt>rt.ioular (or Individual); nnd the Oonceptuo.l Perception a.a apprehending· 
the 'Universal'. · 

Sumoti. in ox•mining the nature of Perception in the form of purely 
IUI>jecli"" I<WzJi<m aa poaitod by Kumarilc> and others, hu azgued thus
" Ono who holdo thia view ahould be aoked the" foU"'ving quootion.- In this 
Peroeption, is t.ho Thing before t.ho eyeo of tho obeorver apprehended purely" 
by itoelf, a.a ~ by its own form which is impoooible anywhere elae ! 
Or it it no~oo apprebcded !-If hesaysitisno~ooperceived, tbenouraaswer 
to him ia aa follows :-If chore is non-a~ oj tM 'l'Mng in o jurm 
dl6tinpilll«l from other things ;-that is, in a form diltinguished from a 
thing othor than the intended thin&,-i.e. the form or character of tho 
intended thing which is not present in the other thi.ng ;~if there is non
apprehonoion of the Thing as qualified by such a form,-thon, either there 

would. ,. Q1>pr~ oj IM 'l'hing {eulj on!y,-i.e. the &aid Thing even 
without tho nhernctor impo8$iblo in other things ;-or, if ovon this is not 
&pprehonded, then thoro would be no perception of the Thing e.t aU.-' A s· 
in tM COIO of IM Jar' ;-this cites en emmplo. 

This OXtlmple is explained in the next text (1267) :~"In the CASe of the 
porooption of the Jar, if there is no apprehension of the Jar in the form that 

is impoqible in enotber Jar, to which it may be oomparod,--'then either 
there would be apprehension of the Jar by itaoU alono,-thout any quail· 

' . 

I 
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fication as that of being of silver or of copper and so fort.b ;--<>r, if there is 
no apprehension of the Jar by itself, then !.here would ha no apprehension of 
»ny Jar at all,-not even of t.be one intended ; so !.bat there would be no 
apprehension of t.be Jar at a!l.-In the same mann•r, in the case in question 
if the distinguishing chataeter is not apprehended, there would eit.ber be 
apprehension of t.be thing alone by itself,-or there would be no apprehension 
at all; there could be no escape from t.bese alternatives ".-(1265-1267) 

[Sumat•'s] Pt<1W1X1k$<> (Criticism) against u.• thus would be as follows:-

TEXT (1268). 

"IF PERCEPTION lS REGARDED A.S APPREHENDING THE THING AS DIS · 

TING17IS!tED FR.Ollf OTHER Al'PJUlBENSDlLE Tl!J"NGS,-TBEN TillS 

COGNITION WOULD BE Conceptual (fuT.BRMINATlil), Jl1ST LIKE THE 

COGNITION OF THE TREE AND OTHER TBINOS."-{1268) 

COMMENTARY. 

" If Sense-perception is intended to be apprehensive of the Thing as 
characterised (distinguished) by a character not found anywhere else,
then it becomes Ooncoptual ; because it apprehends t.be thing as characurised 
or qualified by some character ; just like the Perception in the form 'This is 
a troo •. "-( 1268) 

The following argument might be urged against Sumati :-' Thare is 
no such thing as t.be Thi119 ittelj \vhich could be appreb»nded "" que.ii6ed 
by a character ; what there i8 is only that gualijied thing which is held by 
you, and also by me, to be t.be Particular (or Individual); it is this only that 
exists and is apprehended '. 

To this Sumati me.kes the following answer :-

TEXT (1269). 

"THERE IS NO PARTICULAR (OR il."DIVIX>UAL) WIT.IIOUT A TOUOB OF THE 
U:t>liVERSAL. b THIS IS .NOT TOUOHED IN THE APPREHENSION, 

TIIEN THE P AlvriOULAll, BEOOI\IING DEVOID OF Bl!liNG, 

QA.'rnOT BE Al'PllJilBENDED."-(1269) 

COMMENTARY. 

" The term 'm<itra ', ' itself ', in the Opponent's ste.tements stands for 
t.be Universal, that which is called ' Being ' ; and absolutely independent of 
this Uni<•ersal, there is no Particular (or Individual) which could be appre. 
hended.-Itmight be said- ' Under your view there may be such" Universal, 
but this is not touched at all at the time of the apprehension '.-Our an.•wer 
to that iF~-If thitil not q'l>ite ekar in the apprehe...ton, that it dm to its hamng 
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bocomo ~ of &i119 :-that is, if, at the titne of apprehension, tbe said 
Univerta! 'BeiDg' i.o not touebed by &ose-peroeptloo,-od the Partieu.lac 
(or Individual) ak>oe i.o apprebeoded.-t..Mn t.bi.s Pameu.lat' by itaelf, if 
apprehended al; aU, would be devoid of e.xinauoe, aa devoid of the character 
known aa ' Being ' ;-6nd thus it could become charaot.~rleu ; and as such 
could not be apprehended by Seus..-perception, becauoo it would be devoid of 

&if19,-having loat its Being or Existence, and becomo like the 'sk-y
Bower '."-(1269) 

TEXT (1270). 

"T!lll .6-S&lllBTION TIIA.T Tllll CoolnTtoN APl'REllliNDS A gualified TRINo, 
AliD YBT IT I8 :trOT Ooncept-uo.ll'Ml'LtRS ORI!lAT TEMERITY IlfDEBD I 

CB&TAINLY, NO ' QtJALIFI0.6.TION • IS l'OS&I&Lll EXOl!lPT 

TIIROtJOJr CONNEOTION WITH QtJ.lLIIIOA· 

TIONS."-{1270) 

OOW.IENTARY. 

"From aU t.bi.s it loUOW$ that your assertion-that tbe Copitlon appre
hends a gtMJii/1<4 object, and yet there is in it no Concoptwol Cont.snt implies 
g:eat temerity on your part, in making an uaertion oppoaed to aU canons 
of RigM Copition." 

Tbia euma up the criticism against the Buddhist doctrine. 
"The Roo.aon for this is provided, in the worda-' Oft'lainly no qualij'oca

ticn, etc. etc. '-that is to say, just aa a IIU\n does not become o. 1tick-lwW.er, 
without the lllck,-<~o a thing cannot be gtMJii/1<4 without connection 
with gualiJicali0118.-llence that cognition which npprehondl the quallilcations 
ia ' OoMePtual' (with Conceptual Conwnt). 

"Tho argument moy be formulat<ld aa follows :-The Apprehension of 
the quali.Bed thing, which is undor diapuw, v 0~-becawe it appre
hend~ a quali.Bed thing,- like the 0081\itiou 'Tbia it a piooe ol Cloth'."
(12?0) 

The f oUowing Tuc prooeeds to answec tho above critlcitmll of S""""i :-

TEXT (1271). 

WKIIY TRB COONI'I'ION IS HBLil To APPilEBI!l'D mE Qll'..t.Lll'IlW TRINo,
rr I8 BY lll!lASON OF ITS APP&ERE~'"DlN'G TU T!DJ<o AS DIP

li'E&JilNTLI.'I'ED FBO~I OTRER HOli!OOEN'BOII'S AND II!:TEBO-

GENBOUS 'IHlN(!S,-A..'fD l\'OT OP Tllll OONN'EOTION 

OF QtJA.LIFIGATIONS.-{1271) 

COMMENrARY. 

IJ what it maau~ by Sumat•'• Reason-' becauao it apprehends the 
qualified thing ' i.o tha p""""nce of a quali.Bcation which it something distinct 
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from itself,-then it is t inadmissible' ; because for the Buddhist, there is 
no such thing as the ' qualification •, through connection with which the 
cognition would apprehend things along with qualifications ; according to 
the Buddhist, what ia apprehended is only the Thing itself as differentiated 
from homogeneous and heterogeneous things ; and it is by roo.son of tllis 
latter apprehension that tho Cognition is said to apprehend the ' qualified ' 
thing.-{ 12 71) 

Qms.tion :-''Then are all such expressions as 'qualified', • being 
distinguished', 'qualified chara.oter ', and so forth purely negcui•-e r" 

A118Wer ."-

TEXT (1272). 

WHAT IS >!EA."''T BY 'BEING Q17ALIJI'Illl) ' (I>ISTINGUISRED) IS ' I>IFIIERENCE ' 

-NOT THE connection of quq.lijiuc~iOM. Btl'l' .TilE IDEA ALSO 

THAT ' THIS IS di/ferem 'IS NOT COGNISED AS A.SSOCU.TED 

WITH WOBDS.-(1272) 

CObfllfiDl'T.AR Y. 

' Differe'IW6 '-i.e. Differentiation (Preclusion) from homogen.eous and 
heterogeneous things ;-<\nd this is not anything different from the thing 
differentiated ; it is tba thing itself which is spoken of in that form, through 
the exclu.sion of other things, when this exclusion is moont to be emphasised. 

The following might be urged- " If there is alw&ys the apprehension 
of the Thing as distinguished from homogeneous and heterogeneous thing<~. 
then the Apprehension becomes ' cleterminato' (Ooncaptual) ; because it 
appe&ra in the Verbal form 'This is different'. Otherwise how could it 
apprehend the 'differenca ' , if it appeared in any otbar form ? When a 
certain apprehension appe&ra in one form, it cannot be said to apprehend' 
another ; if it did so, it would lead to an absurdity." 

't'ho answer to this is-' But 1.116 idea al8o, etc. etc.'-(1272) 

Quu&ion :-''How is it then tha.t it is said to be I diffol'ent' ? n 

Anower :-

TEXT (1273). 

IT IS ONLY AFTER THE THING HAS BEEN APPBERE.'iDED AS TRE ' NEGATION 

Olr ALL THINGS OTHER THAN ITSELF ',-'l'RAT THERE APPEARS 

THE CoNCEPTUAL CoGNITION .IN THE SAID FORM. 

-(1273) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Sval>hlllllil '-other than its own self.-When the Thing has been appre
hended ~ tile negcuion of-as differentiated from-all other things,-e.nd 
when tba (non.concaptue.l) perception in the specific form of tba Blue has. 



ap~.-t.bcm there follows the Conoeptu&l Conten~ aaoociated with 
the worda • it ia difleren~ '. If this were not ao, theo. it would be aomethiDg 
of the natwe of pwely -bal expreosi~n. or the oooenco of the thing a.s 
aaoeiated with the verbal &xpreooion, throuch which tbe thing could be aasc>· 
oiated mth the name • diflerent' or • non-difl._t ', IIOd apprehended as such. 

From all this it.followa that our Reason ia not 'in11<1miMible '.-(1273) 

In caeo tho :R.I1180n odduoed by tba Opponent--' bocauao it. appreb<lnds 
a. quoJi6ed thing '-is based on th<l idoa ~hat through ' negation ' (differentia· 
tion) iteolf tho thing becomes qualifttd.~von though it. bo not qualified in 
tho eonso of being connected with a qualification in the shape of some other 
thing,-eve.n so OW' Reason cannot beoom& • Inconc1usivo '.-Tb.ia ia what is 
1hown in the following-

TEXT (1274). 

OniJIII PliOl'LE liJllGARD TBll UNIVEBS.U. AS NOT DISl'INOIJlSKtD BY 

QUALD'lO.l'nONS,-WHICH tn."IVEIISA.L TlmY REOUD AS A.l'l'IW· 

ILBm)ED BY NoN-OONOBPTVAL PlutaEnxoN. WB.U' 
IUS BEBN URGED IS APPLlOA.BLll TO 'tll.l'l' 

ALS0.-{1274) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Universal ba.e boon h<lld to be of two kinds-( I) diatinguiebad by 

q\Uilitlcation.o, and (2) not distinguished by qualitlcetions. That 'vhich is 
not. distinguished by qualiJicat.ions has boon held to bo apprehended by 
Non-conceptual Peroeption. 

' 'l'o cMI '-i.o. to the Universal.-Hence the ohargo of boiUC appre
hended by OonoepWAI Porc&ption would apply to tbeeo alao.-(1274) 

Q-uutioft. :-41 Bow ao f " 

.AnftOrCr :-

TEXT (1275). 

Tllll UNIVli:BlUL IS IIEOOGYISED AS • DISTING17ISJIJlD. J'BOM THE PAll'l'l· 

017LAJI; lJliN(Jll 'lXE PE:IIm:PTrON OJ' l'l' WOULD ll.t.V» TO BE 

IIEO..:&DliD (UliDER THE OPPONENT'S OONTE:iTION) A8 

CoNamTUAL.-{1275) 

COMMENTARY. 

That ia understood to be the Universal which ia 'qualified '-i.e. dis· 
tinguiabed '-from the Particular ; if it. wer& not ao, thon thoro would be no 
Universe.!. at all, if it were not excluded-diatinguiahed-lrom the Part.icula.r. 
-Such being the oaae, the P&reeption thet apprehanda this Universal, as 
-di~ from the Particular, bocomea ' Conceptual', aa it apprehends 
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·sometlili\g that is q!Ullif<td. And yet, nccording to your view, this cognition 
is net conceptual ; hence your Re ... cu is itsel! Inconclusive.-{ 1275) 

The said Sunuui him.•elf, anticipating the objection that his own Reason 
·becomes 'Inconclusive' by the case of the Universal, has a.nswered it. This 
answer is shown in the following-

.TEXT (1276). 

·" A THING IS OA.LLED ' UNIVlllltSAL ' WHEN IT IS A.PPBERlllNDED WITHOUT 

DISTINOTION ; lmNCllllT IS NOT l!.XORT TO BEOA.Il.D TBll UNIVEBSA.L 

A.S SOMilTBINO DISTINGUISHED FROli THE PA.:RiriOULAB." 

-(1276) 

COMME:!:<"TARY. 

There is no 'Universal' apart from the Particulars, by virtue of which 
on bein"g apprehended it would be amenable to Concepturu P erception; in 
fact, it is ouly whon the Particulars are apprehended without distinction 
that they are calle<l 'Univera.e..l • ; that is to sa.y, when they are not cognised. 
each in its own distinctive form, they are called ' Universal '. Consequently, 
bow could the Uulv&rsa.l bo 'distingulsbed' from the Particular•, by virtue 
of which its apprehension would become 'ocnceptual '.-{1276) 

Que8tion :- How then can there be a clear division between the Universal 
and the Particular 1 · 

A n8Wer (provided by S"mati) :-

TEXT (1277). 

"WIIEN TIIESJI (PABTICULAltS) .A:aE OOONISlilD AS S1MII,AR·OR DISSDIW,AR, 

THEY INDIOA.Tlil THlll EXISTlilNOlil IN THEMSELVES, OF TilE 

ORARA.OTER OF TBll ' UNIVERSAL ' OB THE 

'PABTIOllLAB '."-(1277) 

COMMENTARY. 

H ThOSG same Particulars, according as they are cognised as similar or 
dissixnilo,r, become spoken of as 1 Universal ' or 1 Particular ', respectively 

41 
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and in this '"'Y they bring about a di>ision botween the uoe of the two 

n.o.m.es, • Universal' a.nd 'Po.rticulo.:r '."-(1277) 

Tbe above eriticiBm of Sumal~• it answered in the following-

TEXTS (1278-1279). 

b TB:E SAJD ' SIMILA.lUTY ' .&ND ' DISSUIILABITY ' .utJl li:ELD TO J!E 

DIUEJ!JlNTIATIID, THEN TRB nor 011 THll UNIVERSAL J!BING DISTIN

OUlSIDID DO¥ 1'llB PARTICUL.&.B.S BR¥.Ul<S ol.S l!BFOU.-b, ON 

TBE OTHliR JUl;''l), Tl!EY AltJI! NO'l' HELD TO J!E Dll'Flll\E..,'TL\· 

TDD, TIDIN, !lOW O.&N TJill OLlllARLY AlARitED DMSION 

l!B POSSIJ!Lll, WlTllOO'T GROSSING BAOil OTII.lilR 1 

1'B:ERE IS NO OTIDR WA.Y IN WBICK 

TBEY COULD J!JJ OONOJ!IV:!lD.-

(1278-1279) 

OO:m!ENTARY. 

• Di.f!t:r..Uwt.d ' :-Not mixed up ; i.e. tile Universal boing one thing and 

the Particular boing another ~hing. 
That the Unive:sal it diatinguiabed from the Particular it said only by 

ny of illustration; in fact the Particular al.ao it diatingW.bed from the 

Univonal; as both these ht>ving distinct cbo.ractera o.re clearly distinguished 

from one onotber. 
• The fad, • •-· .A..,~' is unmi=i. This has been declared by t.be 

eamo Sumari in t.be following words-" The Particular it peroeivod only as 

infused with the ohareotcr of moh Univenale M • Being' and the like, not 

otherwiae; hence it is only right tbet wbet is quu.lijWl should form the 

object of a qualified (dot.enninate, conceptual) Perception; 88 for t.be 

Univen&l, on the other band, it is oap&ble of being peroeived indepeo.dent.Jy 

of nU Particulo.N; and hence there con be nothing inoongNous in its forming 

the object of the noa-coneoptual Perooption ".-This elee.rly ma.rkod di.ttinc

tion would not bo there. 
It might bo argued that-" It it not lu!ld to bo eitlu!r diatinguisbed or 

undittinguiabed." 
The MSWor to tbet is-' How"""' I!IC. el<l. '-A$ a matter of fact, nmong 

thinaJ ao related tbet the p<'6SODOO or obsenoe of one must imply the obolenoe 

or prM<Onoe o! another,-M negation of one ~ insep&r&ble from the affirma

tion of another; consequently, there con bo no other a.Uernative.-(1278· 

1279) 

Then again, to spook o! the Partioulars 88 apprehended • witbout dia· 

tinction' involves a. contradiction in terms.-This is what it shown in th& 

following-
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TEXTS (1280-1281). 

OF Tlm p Al!.TICUL.OR TmNos THl!RE IS NO OTHllR O.IIA.RAOT.ElliSTto ElCO.Ell'T 

THAT OF BEING t PARTIOULA..R' (OB. ' DISTINCT') ; BOW THEN . CAN 

THllRE BE ANY Al'l':f<l!lmNSION OF Tll.ElM WHIOR DOES NOT 

ENVIS&Olil THll ' DISTINCT' FORM 1 EVEN IF THlliR FORMS 

ARE ENVISAGED, TREY. ARE Al'l'REBENDEO ONLY A.S 

DISTINOT PROM OTIIlilR PARTICUL.Ul$ ; SO TliAT 

ntEIR PlilROEl"l''ON WOULD BE ' OCNOBJ1TU A.L ' . 

-(1280-1283) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is no ' Particular ' apart from the various Things. If then, t lte 
Partieular were not envisaged in the apprehension of the Universal, ho;v 
could the various Thin!!$ be apprehended 1 That is tc..,y, being non-di.fferent 
from the nattlre of what is not apprehended, the Particulars also would· be 
not-apprehended. 

If it be held that the various l'hings are apprehended,-then, if these 
forms are env:ise.ged,-e.nd are apprehended,-t.he Particular a.lso would be 
apprehended, being, as it is, non-different from what has been apprehended. 
So t.hat, in regard to t.hese variou things, the Cognition that is held tc be 
apprehensive of t.he Unive1'8az'tt1rnB out· to be conc&ptual.-(1280·1281) 

Further, it may be that the Universal being ·non-different from the 
Particulars, it ma.y not be 'distinguished ' from those; even so, the Universal 
would certainly he ' distinguished ' from such feattlreless non-entities· ns 
t.he 'Hare's Horn ' ; and it would t.hus become apprehensible by Conooptual 
Perooption; and yet it is ~ot so; hene$ your reason remains' Inconclusive •. 

This is what is pointed out in t.he following-

TEXTS (1282-1283). 

TIIlil UNIVERSA.L IS COGNISED AS ' DIS'l'INOUJJlBED ' (DISTINCT) llRO~l THll 

feat:urdts8 TlllNO ; HENCE FOR YOU, IT SB:OULO BE COGNISA.llLII BY. 

CONCEPT1TA.L PERCEl"l''ON.-!Jr IT BE UBGED TIU.T .. THE UNI· 

VERS.A.L CANNOT BE REOA.BDElD AS dMtinguiihed PROM A 

NON·ElNTITY ",--'.rl<BN (WE ASK} IS IT 0!1 THll SAJ>IE 

NATURlil AS THE NON·llNTl;l'Y 1 b NOT, THllN . 

WRY IS IT NOT .ADMITTED TIUT IT IS ' DXS· 

TlNOUJJlBED ' llROi\t IT 1-(1282-1283) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged:-" There can be no distinction made 
between the Universal "nd the Non-entity;· nor oen there be any similarity 



between them. Because that is supposed to be a. tu>n-emity which is not 
anything; and such a thing cannot be either ' distinguished ' from, or simila.r 
to, the Universal. If it '~ere. it would be an .Entity.-Even if the Void-i.e. 
the Non-entity-were 'distinguished ' from th& Univor.sa.l, then aJ.so it 
would be ao entity; because a non-entity cannot have the character of • being 
distinguished • ; end without the character of 'being distinguished' o. thing 
CIIJlllOt be regarded as ' distinguished '.-Nor can the Non-entity be 'simil.e.r' 
to the Universal; as oven so it would have to be an ent.Uy. A non-entity ca.nnot 
ha.ve a form similar to something else : and unlass a thing has o. form similar 
to another's, it cannot be rega.rdod as 'similar • to i t ; as otherwise it would 
lead to on absurdity.-B:ence relatively to the Void (Non·entity}, the Universal 
cannot be said to be either dwingui8he4 (distinct) or Bimilar. Because when 
one thing is either distinct or sinrila.r in relation to another thing, then this 
11\tter also ha.s to be regarded a.s distinct from, or sinrilar to, the former. If it 
were not so, then the others also could not be perceived as distinct from, or 
simil~ to. it.-Further, there is no such thing as 'non-entity' n.po.rt from 
em·ity; when a.n entity is· not found to be another entity, it is called 'non
entity ' in relation to it ; how then could it 00 1 dist-inguished ' ? " 

All this has been <>rgued by Sumati ; as ago.inst all this, the Author 
proceeds to urge as follows :-

TEXT (1284) . 

.As A MATTER 011 FAfYr, Ill Tl!ll OAs:E OF TIJE entity ALSO, lll!liNG 'DIS· 

TINGUISRED ' CONSISTS IN !tOt being that Bamt ; AND AS TB:E 

'ONIVl:ltS.U. IS not the same AS THE NON-ENTITY, WRY 

CAN YOU NOT RE(URD IT AS BEING ' DI$-

TING'OJSRED 'J!'l\OM THE NON·ENTITY 1 
-(1284) 

OOMMENTARY. 

In the case of the emity also, when it is 'distinguished' from Non·emity, 
this ' being distinguished ' is not anything different ; it is only the negation 
of wmen/!88 ; the m&l\ning being that it is not the same as the other ; a.nd 
this can be equally so in the case of the Universal also, in relation to the Non· 
entity, like the Hare's Horn. Because the Hare's Horn is a 1lQn.-entity in 
the sense tha.t it is not Cl\pable of any action whatever ;-the Universal on 
the other band is not regarded a.s so inco.psble ;- so that it<! being diBiinguiBhed 
from the Non-entity is qnite clear. That there should be the distinction of 
the Universal from ·the Non-entity, and yet the Non-entity does not become 
an entity,-thet is nothing very important. 

Aa regards the Non-emity, the 888ertion (mado by Sumati) that it ia nothing 
dillerent from E.uity end so forth,-itis olea.r that the writer has not pondered 
over the meaning of his own assertion : Because when it is said thl\t ' a.n 
~tity is notfound to be another entity ' , the fact ofit<! being ' distinguished • 

·· ·• t<= it.becomes a.sserted; beco.1l.Se it speaks of itA! preclUBion from it.-All 
.. ·""· , . . 
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that has been urge<!, therefore, is only tbe effect of blindness. Hence we 
desist-from further argumentation.-{ !28') 

The \IJ)shot of his wbole argument is stated by the AuUtor in the 
following-

TEXT (1285). 

FRoM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT WHATEVER CoGNITION Al'PEA.ll.S IN 

REGARD TO THE' SPEO.lll'IO INDIVIDUALITY' 011 THINGS Al'PERTAJNS 

TO WHAT IS BEYOND THE RANGE OF WORDS AND IS 

HENOE n<m-corn:eptual.-(1285) 

COMMENTARY. 

With the following Pexu, the Author pr~eds to pr&.•ent tbe view of 
l(wnariU.; a.nd thareby indicates the chat-go against his own Reason (Premiss) 
-put forward (under Tt:U 1257 above), to the effect that • when there is no 
basis for the existence of a thing in a cer~in form, that thing, in. that form, 
cannot be admitted as real • ,-that it is part1y ' inadmissible ' a.s not present 
in o. po.rt of the Subject of the Reasoning :-

TEXTS (1286-1288) . 

" AT IIIRST THERE IS ONLY A pre-cogniti-on, WHICH IS non-conceptual, 
LIKE THE COGl-<"lTION OF THE OOANT AND THE DUMB A.l-<'1> THE LIKE ; 

-IT IS BORN PURELY OF THE THING (COGNISED); AT TRAT MOMENT, 

NEITHER THE UNIVERSAL NOR THE PARTIOULAJ< OHARAOTER IS 

APPREHENDED ; ALL THAT IS Al'PREBENDED IS ONLY A CERTAIN 

INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS THE S1T.8STRATUllt ·oF BOTH THOSE CHARAOTERS . 

-(ShJcJcavartika-Sense-percepticn, 112-113).-SUBSEQUENTLY, TRE 

THING BECOhlES APPREHENDED ALONG WITH THE PROPERTIES OF 

THE 'CL.I.sS-CHARAOTER' AND THE REST; AND TBE COGNITION ALSO 

BY WHICH IT IS TRUS· Al'PREHENDED IS REGARDIID AS ' SENSE

PEl!CIIPTION. '.-(Shlokaviirtika--SENSII-PEROEPTION, 120) . "-(1286-

1288). 

COMMENTARY. 

All sense-perceptions are made here the Subject (of the Argument); 
and the sense is that the Premiss (of the Buddhist)-that 'the basis of 
c<>neeptU<I!ity, in tha shape of the apprehension of the thing qualified by 
quali6ca.tions, cannot be there '-ia not admissible. Booause, as a. matter 
of fact, except in the initial P..re-eognition, in aU other Sense-perceptions. c the 
apprehension of the thing as qualified by qualifications ' is present.-II the. 
B uddhist puts forward his Premiss in reference to the Pre-cognition, then the 
a.:rgument is superftuous. 

Such is tha view of the Opponent (K.,miirila). 



• .ut. tM cognil~ of tM in{am and tM dumb • ;-i.e. like the infant's 
cognition, and like the dumb pen10n's cognition.-• And IM ru1' is meant oo 
include the man in a swoon. Tbo only point or oimilarity in all theoo cases 
io IM oboenct of CJUC><ialion ttNh V>:>l'd4 '. 

• Pwdy ' ;-what is meant by this • purity ' is [~nm from the two 
Unive,...lt. 

This same ide& is made clearer in !.he aooond text (1287)--' Ntilher IM 
Uni•.,.,al nor IM Parciwlar, ac. tic. '- The ttnn 'Particular' steads for the 
intonne<Uat& Universal, ' Oow 'and the like; and ' Uni,.,~<~l' for the Swnmum 
Genue, 'Entity' nnd the like.- ' Th• B«bstratum of botll tllose' ;-this indicates 
the pure thing. 

'Suhnqu.ntly, tic.'-This mak88 olonr !.he partial 'inadmia8ibility' of 
the same Premiss. • S~y '-i.e o.ft&r the &pprohension of the o.ppre.' 
hension or t.ho pure thing,-hat cognition, by whinh the thing ia apprehended 
along with the qualifications of the clasa-eb&r&cter and the rest, is also 
rePrdad 88 'Seneo·perooption '. 

'By tM clGu-<Joaroder, t.tc.'-This indicotoa the approhenaion of the 
Thi11g 88 qualified by qualificatioD& 

Thie ahowo t.h&li the aoid cognition apprehende what h88 not boon alroedy 
apprehended ;-and also that the Premiss (of the Buddhist) it inodmiosibJe.
(128&-1288) 

TEXT (1289). 

" AGAIN 4-'<D AOA.IN, AS li!ORE AND MORE CoNOBPTUAL CoNTENTS OOME 

llf, TilE RE !fOLLOW FURTHBR Al'Prum:JINSIONS, llf OONNEOTION 

Wl'l'lt Tl{]!) SAM» ; k'<D ALL THIS IS REG.&JIDBD AS ' SliiNSB

PEBOEP'l'ION '."-(8hlol:avcir!i.i-4-SJIIN8lii-

P:El10llll"l''ON, 126).-(12~9) 

OOMMENTARY. 

• Again ond again' ;-i.e. at the third and oubeoqueni moment.. 
'TAu• foli<>w furthor appre.Aensions ',-i.e. ounh as apprehend whet h88 

not been already apprehended. 

'In con,~aion with tlu «rme' ;-i.e. in accordance with tho connect-ion 
of !.he eeneo·Org!ID coneerned.-(1289) 

The following might be urged (againet Kumdrila) :-If, at the first 
operntion of the Sense·organ eoneerned, the Thing doee not appear as equipped 
with all ite proporti"" in the shepe of the Univ01'$8.1 and the reet,-tben, it 
should not eo appear even subsequently; as tho ciroumtt&nooo are the 
same in both --. 

'Jibo answer oo this ia provided in the following-
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TEXT (1290). 

" WHEN .6. liLI.N RE'rURNS FROM BRIGHT LIGHT INTO AN INNER BOOll, 

TBINGS DO NOT ~T TBJIMSELVES TO HIM nDIEDIA.T:&LY 

Ul'ON 'HIS ENTRANCE ; BUT l'BA..T DOES NOT MEAN Tll.oi.T LATER ON' 

HE DOES NOT l'EROEIVE THOSE THINGS BY mS SENSE· 

OlWANS.''-(ShlokatJilrtika-SENSE-l'EROEl'TION, 126). 
-(1290) 

COJ\IMENTARY. 

' UflllU '-i.e. ft-om bright light. 
The .construction is ' U{ttUlt praviqf.amatratwm ', 'who hav-e just come i.n 

from bright light'. 
' He does Mt perceive, etc. etc. '-The particular intona.tion implies thet 

things a.re actually apprehended by the sen. .. ·organs.-(1290) 

Having thus cited the E>.-ample, he applies the same idea to the case 
in question ::.._ 

TEXT (1291). 

"JUST AS, IN THE FIRST INSTANOES, HE l'EROEIVES A liERB SEl\liiLANOE 

OF THE THING AND SU'llSBQUENTLY HE PERCEIVES THEM IN TIIEil< 

TRUE FOR)I,-$0 ALSO WITH THE PROPERTIES 011 '0x.A.SS· 

OB.ARAOTER' AND THE REST."-(ShJokavartika-
SENSII-l'EROEl'TION, 127).-(1291) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the inner roorn, the ~Ia.n apprehends the mere semblance of the 
'thing; lo.ter on he apprehends the thing more apeciflcally M ' blue • a.nd 
so forth ;-in the St\llle m.a.nner in the ease in question, having, a.t first 
1>pprehended the thing in its mere outline, one would subsequently come to 
have the Perception of the thing equipped with the Ola.ss-cha.racter and 
-other properties. So that there is no incongruity at all.-(1291) 

If such be the case,-end a.ll tho coguitions that appear after the initial 
l're·cognit-ion are valid,-then, in a. case where the man has bad the · pre· 
-cognition of the thing, and then closing his eyes, conceives of the thing as 
-connected with the C!asa-cha.racter and other properties (1>8 the Oonceptus.l 
·Content), then, inasmuch as this latter apprehends things not apprehended 
before, this also would have to be regarded as Senu-perception. 

The answer to this (from Kumarila) is a.s follows :-
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TEXT (1292). 

"Jp ilTER HAVING PIIB·OOGNISJID TIIB TlllNO, THB MAN CLOSES HIS 

BYES 4ND TliiiN I!aOSES OONOIIPTUAL OO:O."TBl<"TS,-TliiS LA.'l'rER 

WO'O'LD NOT Rll ' SzNSE·PEROBPTIOll' ' ;-BliOAU$11 lT IS NOT IN 

.O.OOGRDL~OII \VlTH THB OONNll<n'ION (OF THE SEYSE· 

ORO.o.NS), "-{S~rlika.-SENSB·PERO&PTION, 128). 
-{1292) 

OO~'TARY. 

• Booing fWO-COV!t;.d '-i.e. ba\~ appNhended by Pre-cognition. 
• Egu ·~be ooootrued with • cl""'"' '. 
' I' w ""' in .......a.._,, ~ ~ ' :-i.e. i~ hao not been brought about 

by the contacl. of the ooooe·or;an ooneerned.-This hao been thus asserted 

by Kvmllri/a.-" Thus then the ~ of conceptual content being 
simila:r in the two cuoa, thet cognition wh.ioh follows upon the oont.act of 
the sense·o<gan hat the ohtractu of ,_.pcrcq~ion ;-this is well-known 
11mong people, even without any do6.nition ". (Shi<>kawrtika-sense
porcept.ion. 254).-(1292) 

To all theso argumonta of Kumarila, the aMwet' is aa follows :-

TEXTS (1298-1294). 

WHAT HA.S DEEN Ul\GED lS NOT RIGllT. Jp TBlil Cool<lTION IN QUESTION' 

APPERTAINS ro TBE SPEOIJrro INDIVIDUALITY Oli' THB TmNo,
TIIBN, liVEN ON Tllll APPRliBliNSION OF 'I'BE UNIVliRSA.L AND 

OTBER PROPERTIES, IT 8B017LD REMAIN E'RBJI FROM VERBAL 

EXPRESSION. BI!OA119B IT HA.S BIIBN PROVED BEPORD 

TIUT TIIB SPIIOlli'IO lNDIVID'O'A.LlTll' OP TIDNGS 

O~'NOT DE DBNOTilD Bll' WORDS ; liENOB TilE 

OOGNlTION TIUT RESTS 'O'PON TJUT 

K1TST Bll PRBII l"ROM 0oNOIIPT11.AL 

CoNTBNT (AND ASSOOUTION 

WlTII WOB.DS).-{1293-1294) 

OOMMENTARY. 

'Eve" cm 0.. appnAINion, de~ '-The word 'even • means • e~ll
gNnting thAt the Ulliveraal oxiN ' . In reality, the Ulliversal, etc. having' 
been already rejected, bow .Ould theN be any validity in the apprehension 
thereof f Well, gNnting that they do oxilt, oven 10, on their apprehension, 
the Cognitiono tba~ appear out.oquect.ly to the illitial Pre-oosnition, hAving 
only the Specillc Iad.ividuality of Thingt M tbeir object, mua~ be free from 
Oonoeptual Content; juat ... the Pre-oogllition is. Because the Ulliversal 
and other propertiM hAve boon bold to be not-diftet'OU~ from the Specitio-
Individuality. . 
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The argument may be fonnulllted as follows :-That Cognition which 
apprehends the Specific Individuality must be free from Conceptual Content, 

-like the Pre-cognition ;-the Cognition that is held to be the subsequent 

Perception doee apprehend the Specific Individwlity ;-f!o this ia a natural 

rouaon (proving ita non-conceptual character). 
This argument iJI only in the nature of a &dt<etio ad alnurdt<m.-The 

~n cannot be so.id to be Inconclusive. BecaUM>, tbet tbe Speoi6o 

Individuality cannot be denoted by words has alreody been proved in tbe 

Ohapterdealing with the • Exclusion of other Things' (as forming the denota
tion of words). 

Ncx is the R""""" Contradictory; as it is present in aU oasee where tbe 
Probandum is known to oxilt.-{1293-1294) 

10 might be urged that-" The Reason is InadmiBSible, "" it pertains to 

the Universal only ". 
The answer to this is M follows :-

TEXT (1295}. 

b TKB Ul!iTVEBSAL A.LONB WERE Al'PBEJIENDED, THEY TBll QtrALIFICA.TlON" 

{PROPERTY) W011LD Bll SOIIDmllNO ABSOLUTELY DtSTINO'I' ; .U."D 

'1'BlS IS NOT WlU.T IS AOCEPTABLE TO TBll OTHER 

PAATY, AS ASSJlBT:BD (BY JmrSELP).-(1295) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Tl~ qualification wou/4 be oomelhing ab8olutely diltinct •-from the 

Thing qualified. 
• Thil i8 ""' a<cept<Jble to IM otl><r party ',-i.e. this abeoluto distinction 

between the qualification and tbe qualified. 
'\ How do you know that it ia not acceptable t" 
_,__:- 'As baa been ..-rted '-i.e. by himse\f.-{1295} 

Que.t~ion :-" What is it that has been asserted by him ! " 

Amwer :-{K11m4ril<l says 1\8 below]- . 

TEXT (1296). 

" lJr TBll QUALIJ'IOATION Wlllllll ABSOLUTELY DISTINO'I' FROM THE 

QVALII'IED, TBEN ROW 0011LD IT BRINO ABOVT IN Tlllll qualified 

A 000!\'n'ION IN :uliiiPINO WITH ITSlii3? "-{8flloka-
1>Cinika-S:L"fSE-PEROEPTION, 142).-{1296) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho term • absolutely ' hl\8 been added in view o£ the fact that some 

sort of indirect distinction is admttted; inasmuch as his vlow is tht\t the 



Uni-.1 ond other quati6cations are difl'erent aa well aa oon-clifferent (from 

the quali8ed), but not absolutely different., or abaolutely non-cliff0<e11t. He 
baa aooerted aa follows :-" As their eognitions ""' diat.inct., Colour, etc. 
cannot be one and t.be same ; what is held ia that tbey ""' one 88 well as 
diverse, 88 ooneeived in tbe fonn of 'Being' (when tbey aro one) and in the 
form of • Colour', et.c. (when they are diveffil) ".-{Shlokauarlika, Sense· 

percoptlon, 16~).-He has again userted that.-" For ua, tho U niversal 
a.nd t:.ho reet nro not other tba.n t:.he Individual "-{Shloka11<'1rlika, Sense· 
perception, 141).-' Paratvam •, 'difference', hero sto.nda for • other than '. 

'In ktoping witJ1 il8t!j '-i.e. tinged with the form of the qualifying 
fnctonl ; M t:.he qualifl<alion is so called only becauae it brings about the 
apprehension of t.be quati8ed thing which ia tinged by the qualifying foetor ; 
otherwise, it would not be a qualification at all; 88 it has been deola.r&d 
that--' The Quati6cation is so called beeause i t oolours tha quali6&d thing 
with it. own oognition '.-{1296) 

The following might be urged:-" As a mattA>r of faot., tha subsequent 
•osnitioot on~ both (tha Uoivenalas won aa tha Parlieula.r), inasmuch 
aa what thay apprehend ia the Parlicular "' ~ by IM Uni..,IGl ; 
so that they oannot be &&id to apprehend t.be Specific l ndi vidnauty only ". 

The answer to UU. is as follows :-

TEXT (1297). 

ONJ: AND TilE SA~IB OOGNI'I'ION CANNOT OOliJ.>IUiliEND liOTR TRB SPJ:OIJIIO 

L~DIV!Dt1ALITY AND THE UNIVBliSAL ; .8J:OAU8B, Ill StJOR A OOGNl'I'ION 

WllRE 'CoNCBPl'lJAL ', THERE COULD llll NO OOMPRBIIENSION 

O:r TIJI'l :rGR!dllR,-oN mE OTIDIR HAND, Ill rr Wllll'Pl OlXEJI-

WISB, THERE COULD DJ: NO OOMPRBHENSION 011 THE 

L&TTER.-{1297) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not right that ono and the aame Ooguitioo ahowd ·apprehend the 
Specific Individuality as wollaa the UniveraaL- BecaUIO, would tha~Cognition 
be Con«plualor Non-""""Pluall If it were O<>n<>Oplual,-Doterminate,-then 
t.bero could be no apprehension of tha 'former ',-i.e. the Speci6c 
Individuality.-If • OlhmuiH ',-i.e. if it is Non·OC>nUplual,- thon thoro could 
be no apprehension of thQ 'lau..- '-i.e. of the Univorsal.-( !207) 

I t hna been proved that if the subsequent Cognitions apprehend the 
Speei6o Individuality, they must be • Non-conooptu~l '.- The Author now 
proceeda to ahow tbat,-oven granting that the said cognition& ore • Oonooptnal ', 
sa tbay wowd be apprehending only what has boon alreedy apprehended 
(by !.ha previous Non-oonc<plual Oognition), no ualidity oowd attach to tho98 
n..-'"-· .......... ~:-

'! 
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TEXT (1298). 

ON ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING NO ABSOLUTE DIS'l'INCTION (BE'NVl!EN' 

~·HE UNIVERSAL AND THE Sl'XOIFIO I'NDIVIDVALITY),-IF TliE 

UNIVBRSAL AND OTB.ER PROPERTIJtS HA. Vll BECOME A.LRliADY 

APPRJmENDED BY TIDI t:N1TlAL Cool.'lTION,--TKEY ~ 

SOliSEQ'O'ENT COG~'Tl'ION WO'OLD B'P. APPR~"DING 

ONLY \VllAT liAS llliEN ALREADY APl'REKENDED,-

AND lT WOVLD T.IIll'S BE LIXE 

REMEliBRANOll.-{ 1298) 

COMMENTARY. 

The UniversoJ and the rost are not regarded as nbsolutely distinct from 

the Individual ; u has been declared by l(umlirila (in Shlokall<lrtlka, Sell$e· 

perception, 141) that-" The Universal and the reet are not aeyt.bing other 

than the Individual". Under tho circu:a!.8tanooe, ae tho Univeraal and the 

rest will have been already apprehended by the initial (non-conceptual) 

Pre-cognition, the subsequent definite (conceptual) cognition of the same 

Universal and the~ would be epprehending only what has been already 

apprehended.-...!. thus being like Remembronoo,-it must have to be 

regarded as inualid. 
This argument may bo formula.ted o.s folloW1! :-The Cognition appre· 

handing what has been &lroady apprehended cannot be valid,-g. Romem· 

brenoe ;-the Conceptual Cognition following on the wake of Perooption 

apprehands what has been already apprehonded ;-banco there it perception 

of a eharacter contrary to tho wider notion (of ve.lidity).-(1298) 

LSays the Opponent}-" If the ROMon adduced hero it that " the 

Universal, eto. ...., o.lroady app~ded ao differentiated from all imposition 

(Doubts and Maoonooptiona),-thon it it one thot it • not-admitted ' ; if it 

moana that they 11re apprehended somehow, then it ia Inconclusive, in view 

of the character of Inference ". 
This is the argument that ia set forth in the follo,•ing-

TEXTS (129&-1300). 

" (AT THE lNITUL STAGE), THERE IS ONLY A VAGUE IDEA G .. SJIVERAL 

VNIV:ERSALS, AND Tn::&Rlll IS NO DBl'lNITE IDliA OF ANYTIIING ; 

mB DEYI:NITJI IDEA OOX'ES ONLY LA!rBR ; AS 1'IIIS APPBEIDINDS 

THE THING £$ DU..:mlKNTUTJID I'ROll .o.LL JXPOSl'l'IONS 

(DoOliTS AND .M:lscONOIIPTIONS). JVST AS 

OOERENOE A l'PREBEN:DS THE Oll.J&OT AS 

DIFFEREN'UATBD I!RO!I IMPOSITIONS, SO 

ALSO DOBll T.IIE (LATER) DEF!l."ITB 

CooNlTlON."-(1299-1300) 

COMMENTARY. 

" At th& lint atoge, the Thing is apprehended by Pre-cognition only in a 

vague, not in the well-defined ronn ; the well-defined cognition com.,. only 
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latet, and this is valid, as it apprehends the Thing a.s differentiated from impo. 
sitions,- like Inference. For instance, after the subject, Sound, has been 
apprehended by Perception, there appears, thro\lgh tho fact of its being a 
producl, the well-defined (inlerentieJ) idea that it is non-eternal; and this 
subsequent Inlorentia.l Cognition of the non-et<>rnaJity of so\lnd is valid ; 
in the same manner the subsequent Perceptiona.l Cognition becomes well· 
defined when it apprehends the thing a.s differentiated from impositions. 
On this point of well -defined cognition apprehending things differentiated 
from imposition. you also do not bold a. different opinion; as is clear from 
your assertion to the following effect-' Between well-defined cognition and 
impoeed cognition subsists tha relation of the annuller and the annulled ; and 
it is =derstood that the well-defined cognition becomes operative on the 
thing being diffetentiated from impositions '."--{1299-1300) 

The answer to the above is as follows :-

TEXTS (1301-1303) . 

.AJl A l!AT'l'BR 011 JIACT, THE VALIDITY OF INFBRENTIA.L CoGNITION DOES 

NOT BEST 11:PON ITS Al'l'R:&B:&NDING A TIDNG DIFFERENTlATIID FliO>t 

IMPOSITIONS ; Ill THAT WERE SO, TliEN RE>ffiMBRANOE .ALSO WOULD 

HAVE TO Bll REGABDIID AS valid. WHAT REALLY IU.l'PENS XS THAT 

AFTER TllE 8ENS:&-PEROIIPTION (OF A OERTAIN THING) TBERE Al'PEAB 

OIIRTAIN IMPOSITIONS (DOUllTS AND MlsooNOEPTIONS), AND IT XS 

BY REASON 011 SETTING ASIDE TRESE IMl'()SlTIONS THAT INii'BRIINTIAL 

CoGNITION HAS BEIIN BEGARDIID AS VALID.-Tms IS NOT POSSIRLE 

IIOR YOU ; B:&OAUSE IN THl!l OASE 011 .SUOH OOGNITIONS AS ' THE 

WBlTE~OW-WALKING'-A..F'r.ER TB~:' S~NSE·PEROEPTION, NO 

Wl'OSITION IS FOUND TO Al'PEAB, WHIOH OOULD BE l<"EGATIVED (BY 

TilE SUllSEQUllNT VALID CoGNITION).-(1301-1303) 

COMMENTARY. 

The validity of Inference lies in its precluding the imposition that has crept 
in, o.nd not merely in precluding an imposition; in the latter case validity 
would attach ·to Remembtance also. In the case of the (initit>l no,._c:on
ceptual) Perception being foUowed by the c<muptual pereeption of the ~ white
cow-walking ', the!"$ iJI no preclusion of an imposition that has crept in, 
because no such imposition ha.8 actually come in. 

u How do you know that it has not come in ? " 

..AMUter :-'In the cas& of auch Cognitio?'l4, etc. etc. • ;-when a Concept 
does come in, it does not r<lalain uncognised ; hence, being capable of being 
eogoised, if the Imposition is not cognised, it follows that it ha.s not come 
in at all.--{130!-1303) 

All this has been sa.id a.fter taking it for granted that the Univorsal and 
· tbE> rest do exist. Now the Author proceeds to show that in reality, tha 
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Universal and t·he rest do not exist at all, &nd hence the Perceptio~ a.ppre· 
)lending them eo.nnot be e<>nUJUual :-

TEXTS (130~-1305). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, Ul>TJERSAL AND THE REST DO NOT EEST, RITHER 

AS NON-DIFFERENT, OR AS DIFFERENT, l'RO~I (1NDIVIP11ALS),- BY 

VIRTUE OF WHIOH THE CONCEl'TUAL COGNITION OF THOSE COULD 

HA V:& THE OHA.RACTER OF ' PEROBl'TION ' .-(a) [THEY 

CANNOT BE THE S.L\lE AS THE 1NDIVID11ALS) BECAUSE 

T!IER:& IS NO COl\ll'REHENSIVENESS. (b) [NOR OAN 

THEY BE Dill'FI':RENT FROM THE INDIVIDUALS] 

BECAUSE THEY DO NOT Al'Pl!J.Ut AS Dnnr:ElR-

ENT FROM THE lNDIVIDUAL.-{C) 

(NOR OAN THEY BE BOTH DIFFER-

l!:NT AND NON-DIFE'.&ro:NT) 

BECAUSll Differe?U;~t and 
Mn-difftre?U;~tALWAYS 

REMAIN MUTUALLY 

EXOLUSIVE.-

.(1304-1305) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Universal and the rest (if they existed) could be either (a) non
different from the lndivid\U\Is,-or (b) d ifferent from them,-or (c). both, 
differeot and non-different. 

(1) The first alternative cannot be right; !><cause there i8 no comprehtn
ai~B; i.e. there is absence or negation of pervasion ; that form is called 
'Universal ; which pervades over se.ve.ral things ; there is no s uch ' perve.sion ' 
among individuals, whereby they themselves could become the 'Universai' : 
if there were such pervasion, the entire universe would come to be of the 
same form ; so that there could be no Universal at all ; sa the Universal 
must subsist in several things. · · 

(2) Nor is the aecond alternative possible {i.e. ·the Universal, etc. cannot 
be di.f!erem from the lndividua.ls]; 'btcause lhty tU> not appear aa di.f!trem 

· from lht In<Utridwla' ;- the term 'bhtd<U ' atends for Inditridual8 ;-and 
what does not appear cannot be ptrcei..d.. This has been thus deQiared
' Individuals do not pervade over one another ; there is no other pervasive 
entity ; how then can anything be differentfrom Cognition f' 

(3) Nor is the third alternative possible; • becauulht two "iews of di.f!ertnU 
and ?Um-diJ!erence are mutually exclu.tive ',- that is to say, when two things 
are mutually exclusive. the negation of one must mean the affirmation of 
the other ; and difference and non·difference are so mutually exclusive, 
because the nature of one is S\ich that it must preclude the nature of the 
other. Hence there can be no third alternative (in addition to differenco 
and non-difference).-{130,-1305) 



Sap the Opponont :·-"If SeDB<~-perC<>pt.ion is non-c:onuptua~ how is 

activity carried on on ita basis ?-'This ia e. me&na of bringing MppinbSS ', 
' this is " soo:roo of unh&ppinE>SS ',-one alwaya mo.l<es up his mind definitely 

on th..., lines and then betakes himself to activity for the securing of the 
former and the avoicling of the latter.-Futther (under your view) there can 

be no idea of In!e~ or In!e<red ; beeouae at the time of Inferenoo, the 

character in question, u alao the mbject wherein it ia sought to be pro'oed, 

must be aucb as have been previously cogniaed in a definite form ;-and they 
co11ld not be regl'rded M definitely cognised by a Perception that is itself 

uncertain. Nor could it be regarded M cognised by Inference ; tl8 that would 

mBM an infinite regretll of lnferencea. Tbero is no third 'r.teona of Right 

Cognition (for tho Buddhist, oxoopt Perooption and Inferenco). So that 
under your view, tharo would be an end to &11 forma of activity.-From 

&11 tiU, and on the baeia of the Reason tbet 8Ctivitiea N-e ..ctuaUy oemed on 

on the basis of Inferenoo, etc., it becomes establiahed tbet. the idea of Percep
tion being non-<On<IOPIW>l ia ruled out by In!ereooe ". 

To one who would ..-guo thus, the Author oflera the following answer :-

TEXT (1306) . . 

As A lolATr.Bit Ol! JIAOT, EVEN TBll ,.,.._pltull l'EBcEPTION IUS TBB 

l.'01'11XOY TO BIUNO ABOUT THE "Coli"OliPTIIAL Coh"TE!<T ; XINOB 

THROUGH THAT, IT BEOOYES A l!AOTOR lN ALL AOT!VlTY. 

-{1306) 

OOMMENTAlW. 

' T~h th<U '.-That is, through the Oonooptual Content, the N<m-con.

ceptw:ll Perception alto beoomes tho eauae of definitive cognition and thereby 
becomes • r...tor in all ..ctivit.y. For inatanoo, oven though Sontie-poreeption 

is • free from Conooptual Content', yet, whenever it appea%11, it appoara as 

qualifying, through the mauifeotation of ito fonn in oon&ciousn-, tho Thing 
poroeived-like Fire, for instance aa differentiated from all other homo

gonoous and heterogeneous things ;-6nd u this percoption approhends 

one definite thing with e. well-de6ned form.,-6nd is also aecompanied by 

the idea of the thing ae cliflerentieted from other homoganoous and hetero

geneous things, -it renders m&nifost, in that same thing, oert&in pooitive . 
and .,.Uve conoop-uch u • this is Fire '.-' tlri.s is not a bunoh of 

flowora ' ; as tbeoe two oonoepts .re only indirectly related to the Thing 
ooneemed. they ore not reg..-ded M valid, oven though thoy are in porfoet 

accord with the real state of things; and the ~on for this li68 in the fact that 

itl involves the unification of what is sun and what is ocmctived, and ae euch 

cannot be regl'rded M the apprehension of what is not already approbended, 
(and hence valid~ 

It is for the reuon atated above tbet the non-eonooptual Porooption, 

being the cause of the Mid two concepts, beoomea the cause of the inclication 
of a third kind of neption alao. For inotanoo, wbono..-er a cognition appeara 
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in regard to enythiilg, it envisages it becauso it beers ite semblance; and ae 
anything other than that thing is not peroeived, it distinguishes the former 
thing from all olse; in coOAeotion with all things, there o.re these two poles
whae is perceived and whae is or.Mr ehan the ~rceived; consequently it is 
indica.ted that there is no third a.lternative. 

" If that is so, then, if the Subject,-Sound, for instQ.Jlce-ha.s been 
apprehended by Perception itself, the inferential concept of n<YI•·tUrn<Jlity 
that appeers in connection with it cennot be valid". . 

That does not affect our position. Even though the Peroeption be 
brought about, yet that aspect of the thing alone is said to be ' apprehended •· 
(by. the Perception) in ~rd to which the resulto.nt definite cognition is 
produced and which alone il.nds iteelf to activity; while that o.spect in 
~d to which it is not able to produce o. definite cognition, because of th& 
operation of an imposition based on m.isoonoeption,--even though such an 
aspect might be apprehended as fit for lending itself to activity, -it is regarded 
to be as good a.s not-apprehended ; and it is in rego.rd to this that, for the 
purpoee of setting aside the said imposition, Inference becomes operative· 
and hence valid ;-no such validity can belong to the Conception that follows 
in the wake of the Sense-perception; as in the latter caa&, there is no setting 
aside of any imposition that ho.s come in. 

Quueion :-" What is the reason that, though the apprehension appears 
in regard to the form of the thing w.hich is different from that of all other· 
things, yet the resulto.nt Idea is not certo.in and definite. f " 

Aruwer :-The reason lies in the fact thet it is dependent upon other 
causes. Merely because a thing hae been apprehetwiM. it does not follow that 
the Idea in regard to it is certo.in and definite ; because it depends upon other 
causes, in ~e shape of repetition, the man's intereat, th& vividness (of the· 
original perception) and so forth. Just as, when one hae the same person 
e.a hi& Father and Teacher, when he sees him coming, the definite idea 
in his mind is 'My Fathtr is coming', not 'my Teacher is coming '.-(1306) 

BM.tJivikta and others, who to.ke exception to the idea thet ' the non
conceptual Perception leads to activity through bringing about the OonceptueL 
Content •, bring forward certo.in arguments ;-these are set forth in the 
following-

TEXT (1307). 

" TliE non-~t'IUJI OANNOT. BRING ABOUT THE CoNOEP'l'UAL CoNTENT,

(a) 1lEOAUSE TlUlil< OJIJEOTS .ARE DIPPEREN'T,-AS IN THE OASE 

OP 'I'RE OOGNITION OF CoLOUR, MO,-AND ALSO 1lEOAUSE. 

IT IS non-concept'IUJL.--IJXE '.!'HE EYE, ETO."

(1307) 

COMMENTARY. 

The cognition produced by the Senses (which is non·conceptuel) cannot 
bring about the conceptual cognition, which is ment&l,-(a) because their 
objects are different, as in the case of the cognitions of Colour, Touch, etc. ;
and.also (b) because it is non~lua.l,-like the Eye and other organs. 
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In support of ih& ROMOn • ~use thoir object& are difieren~ ', ih& 

inst.ence cited is • cU tn tM cast of lho oogn~ of colour, etc. • ; and in support 

of the Re&~~on • Becauso it is non ..conceptual ', the instanco cited is ' l'~ the 

..... de. '-(1307) 

The following Text point& out the defect& in tllb abo~ reesoning :--

TEXT (1308). 

TlmRE TS NO INCOYPATIBILlTY BBTWEEN TJill CoNOlll'TVAL Co!:.""l'JI.'<T 

AND Tllll SAID REASONS ; NOR IS THERE DIFBERBNO» IN THIIIR 

OBJJWTS ; AS TB» OBJ'EOT Al'l'RJIIIllliDED BY = 
Ollll TS TBll SAlOl 4S 1'lU't Al'Pru:Jil!NDBD 

BY TBE OTBJIR.-(1308) 

COMMENTARY. 

Both tllb ReasonB edduc:ed (in the prec:eding Tm) are • Inoonolusivo • ; 

., no incompatibility has been indicated between tbo Reasons end tbo 

contra;ry of th.o conclusion aought to be proved by them. 

'Anayo/1 '-<>f the two Reasons. 
• Nrw il tMt. differon«, de. "" • ;-that io to say, evon thou&h tbo 

Coneeptua1 Content is objective (hu en objeet), yot tbo aasertion that 'their 

objoets aro diftoront' i• 'inedmif!Siblo'.-(1308) 

In reality however the Conceptual Content io not obj<ttivc, it is without an 

object; bonoo the Reason cited io an tbo m- inedmisoiblo. Tbis is abown 

in t.ho following-
TEXT (1309). 

IN IIEALirY. T.BE CoNOEFl'O'.&L CoNTEl-"T PROOEEDS Wl'rllOO'T A. 'IT 

Ol!Jl!orlVE BASIS ; IT IUS NO OBJEAJT AT ALL, WXIOII OOU'LD 

DIFli"ER 11JIOM ANYTIIING ELSil.-(1309) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Tm abows "tha~ tbo Corroborative Inatanoo (cited by 

Bhavivikta, in 1307 abovo) "as in tho case of the cognition of Colour, etc. ", 

i• d&void of the Probandum (Q>e character sought to bo proved) :-

TEXT (1310). 

AMONG TJill OOONITIONS Oil' CoLOUR; SOO'ND, ETO., MO'TUAL OAUSAL 

JIELA.TION lS AOtVALLY P lii!SUT ; BENOB TBJI WSTA.NOR TIIAT 

IUS BEEN Ol'RD IS O~""B IN W111011 THE PJIOB.t.l>"DO'K 

TS NOT KNOWl< TO EXIST.-(1310) 

COMMENTARY. 

-As among the Cognit.ioo.s of Colour, Sound, etc., mental causal relation 

. ia Mt.u>Jiy prosent,-oonsisting in tho fact of thoit following in the wl\ke of 

ono .anotbor.-(1310) 

• 
1 . 

i 
f 
I 
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Again, the Text ie going to show that the reason ''Because their objects 
are different" (cited by Bhavivikta in Teo:t 1307) is Inconclusive, by reason 
of its presence in a thing where the Probandum is definitely known to 
be absent:-

TEXT {1311) . 

INASMUCH AS BETWEEN T.B:B Oognition of Fire AND T.B:B Oognition. of 
Smoke, ~ IS THE RELATION OF CAUSE AND EMOT,-THE 

SAME COULD BE POSSIBLE IN T.B:B CASE IN QUESTION 

ALSo ; HENCE TBlll REASON CITED IS FOUND 

TO BE INCONCLUSIVE ALS0.-{1311) 

COMMENTARY. 

'EtaBmin.' sta.nds for the R-eason cit.ed-u Beco.use their objects are 
different ". 

The Cognition of the Middle Term ' Smoko • is the cause of the cognition 
of the Major Term ' Fire' ,-even though the objects of the two cognitions 
a.re different. The same may be the case here (with the non-conceptual and 
the conceptual). So toot the Reason adduced is Inconolusive.-(1311) 

Having thus proved tho fact of Sense-perception being ' free from Concep
tual Content ', the Author next proceeds to &-"!)lain the use of the other 
quo.lification, ' not erroneous • (in the definition of Sense-perception pro
pounded by himself under Text 1214) :-

TEXT {1312). 

THE EPITHliT 'NOT-E11EONEOUS ' RAS BEIIN. ADDED FOR THE PURPOSE OF 

EXCLUDING SUCR ILLUSIONS AS THOSE OF THE ' • E.esho'l)4ra/c4' 
(HA.m.-TUFT) AND THE LIKE ; AS TRESE ARE NOT REGARDED 

AS ' V A.LID COGNITION ' ON THE G110UND OF 

THEIR BltiNG 'ERRONEOUS '.-{1312) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ' not-erroneous' should be understood as 'not incongruent • 
-and not a.s ' having for its basis a. form as it really &xista , .- If this latter 
were meant, t hen, as under the view of the Y ogiic.M.ra (the extreme Idealist) 
there can be no real b.ui8, the dellnition, thus interpreted, would not be 
applicable to Sense-perception a.s accep~d by both theorists (the Real.ist 
SautrtJmika o.nd the Idealist Yogachara).-As regards 'being non-incon
gruent,, what it means is ' the presence of th& capacU.y to envisage a. thing 
which is capable of the intended fruitful activity ',- not actually envi84ging 
it; a.s obste.cles o.re likely to appear ill the actual envisaging. · 

• • Kuh/n.f.4ro.ka •, • Hair--Tuft •.-It is not clear what. is meant by thia. It is 
supposed to stand for tho idea ono has on closing the eyes of tuft.a of hair floa.ting 
in the regions of the eye; which idea is • erroneotl8 •, e.a thoro ia no real Hair· Tuft 
there. 

42 
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Qumion:-"If that is so, then let there be only the qualification 'not 

e-rroneous , ; what is the uso of mention.ina: the 1 froodom from conceptual 

content • t .. 
A.71QW<Or :-That cannot be right;· "" in that case the inferential concept 

•lso would have to be regarded .. s ........ ,. .... ption.-{1312) 

TEXTS (1313-1314). 

SOMliPEOPLB ru.n HELD TIL\T ILLusiON IS PURELY menlaJ. BuT TRA.T 

IS NOT SO; AS IT IS POVl<D TO .&.l'PJU.Jl ONLY WBEN RE SENSE· 

ORGAN IS PBESE!IT (AND OPERATIVE) AND TO OBA.Sll 

WREN TU1ll LATTER (BECOMES DISORDERED, CEASES). 

a IT WB.RE PVRIILY MENTAL, IT SBOULD OllA.SE 

LiltB THE ILLUSION REGARDING A URP.£.~"r, 

})VEN wtalf THE DISORDER OJJ' THR 

SENSB·OROAN JIAS NOT CEAS.IIO ; 

A.>m Y.IIT IT OONTIN11BS TO BE 

PERCEIVED QUITE CI.2A.BLY. 

-{1313-131') 

OOMMENTAR Y. 

Th8 ide& of tbceo ' some people ' il tl•at it is not necessary to add, to 

the definition o! Sense-per«-pt.ion, the qualifying torm • not erroneous' 

(for the purp<>96 of excluding Dlullion whiob, being ptu:oly mental, can never 

be • Sense·perception '). 
Ago.inst tbia viow the following might be urged :~ranting th&t Illusion 

is mtntal; even ao, it is not necessary t.o add t:he qualifying term • not 

erroneooa ' ; because what the person propounding the definition tinder 

revie•• wanted to do was not to provide a dofinit.ion of only that • Sen••· 

percept.ion' which is brought about by tbo Senge-organs, but also of tbot 

Sense-perception which appeera in the Myatic and wblob is purely mental ; 

a.s in this latter Droam-oognition also is non·ccnceptu&l, as it appean quite 

distinctly ; and yet it is not' non~erronoeu.e' ; hence for tho exclusion of this, 

the addition of tlto qualifying torm ' non-erronoous ' is llecoosary. 

This is true; but there ore Illusions possible tbrot~gb the Sen&e8 also 

(and they are not always mmtol) ;_hence tho aeid viow of 'some people' is 

not right. 
Tbo author explains bow Illusiona may be seniiO·born- ' Bm th.oJ is 

nol 10, etc. m. '.-The illusion appeM$ onl,y when the Senae-organ ii there, 

and wben tbo Senae-organ ia ill any way disordered, i.e. burt-tbo Illusion 

-; whieh ahowa that like any other aenae-bom cognition, this Illusion 

of tbo 'Re.ir-tuft' and the liko also is Sen&O·born. 

Further, if the Illusion belonged entu·oly to the Mlnd, then tho montol 

aberration would be the aolo cause of the IUusioo, and hence the Illusion 

would ceo.se on the .....,.lion of the ment&l aberration, though the disorder 
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of the Sense-organ may still be there.-The illusion rega.rding the serpent 
and stt..ch things is cited as an exampl&. 

Thet the Illt18ion should not be very clea.r is anotber incongru0\18 
possibility cited. What is mixed up with Conceptual Content cannot bring 
about a. very clear apprehension of the Thing ; as the said Content operates 
only through the presentat-ion of the Universal (which i~ always vague).
( 1313-1314.) 

The following t.a:t~ sets forth the objection of the other party :-

TEXTS (1315-1320). 

" (a) AJ; REGA.BDS THE REASON THAT 'TJ'IE ILLUSION IS THERE ONLY 

WON TJIB SENSE-ORGAN IS THERE ',-!N ITS DIREO"T SENSE, I'l' lS 

! NADftOSSmLE ; AND IN I'l'S tNDTRliJCT SENSE, IT IS !NOONO:CitrSIV.B ; 

AS IT IS PRESENT IN REME>tDRANOE ALSO.-(b) AS :8-EGARDS TB:Jil. 

REASON ' ILLUSION IS AN ABERRATION BROUGRT ABOUT BY T1IE DIS· 

ORDER OF THB SENSE·ORGAN ',-THAT IS CLEARLY FOUND ALSO IN THE 

OASB OF BFFECTS PRODUOED INDIItEO'l'LY,- POR EXAMPLE, IN THE 

OASE OF THE Mule AND SUOR TRINGS.-(c) As REGARDS THE IDEA 

TRAT ' ALL MENTAL ILLUSIONS CEASE AFTER REFLEOTION ',~WS 

ALSO IS not !I'Uife tr.u (INOONOLUSIVE), IN VIEW OF SUCR IDEAS AS 

' ENTITY ' AND ' UNIVERSAL'. lF lT BE HELD T.W.T THESE NOTIONS 

DO OEASB ON THE SUBSEQUENT NOTION THAT ' THESE ARE NOT FOUND 

IN THE SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY Oli' THINGS ',~HEN THE ANSWEJ.l. 

lS THAT SUCR CESSATION lS POSSIBLE ALSO IN THE OASE OF SUCH 

ILLUSIONS AS THAT OJ! 'Two MooNS '.- IF IT BE URGED TRAT THE 

existence OF TH&SB DOES NOT OEASE ',~HEN', TO SA.?o.llll MAY BE 

SAID IN REGARD TO THE NOTIONS Ol' TUB U~'IVllRSAL, ETC. ALSO

As REGARDS THE ILLUSIONS REGARDING GoD A..'ID SUCR OTHER 

BEINGS, APPEARING IN PERSONS WHO ARE BENT UPON BELIEVING IN 

Tl'IEM, T!DilRE IS N'O CESSATION AT ALL, EVEN ON LISTENING TO 

MILLIONS OF REASONS ; IN FACT, THESE DULL-WlTTI!D PERSONS 

DEOLARE THAT TIIESE REASONS A.BE NO REASONS AT ALL."-(1316-
1320) 

COMMENTARY. 

(a) If the fact of Dlusion being there only when the Sense-organ is there 
is cited as a Reason in the direct sense, then it. is Inadmissible for one or 
the other of tbo two parties; for the other party, it;., not proved that Illusion 
;,. produced directly from the Se~e-organs ; as that is exactly what is still to 
be proved. On the other hand, if it is meant in the indirect sense, that tho 
Jllusion being there only when tbe Sense-organ is there is cited as tbe Reason; 
-then it it; Inconclusive ; bOe&\tse such indirect ~oncomitance with the Sense
organ is present in Remembrance also (which is not regarded a.s Sense
born). 
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(b) As regruds the Premiss that 'the lllUI!ion is an aberration brought 
a.bout by the disorder of the Sense·organ,'- that also is I nadmissible in the 
direct sense ; and if taken in the indirect aensi>, this a.lso is Inconclusive ; 
""' in the ca.se of the Mule, which is born of the :Ma.re from the Ass,-i!.ll the 
embryonic stages in"""'ene between· the contact of the animals a.nd the 
birth of the MulO-<!.nd i t is only when the fina.l product is subsequently 
found to r esemble the Ass that the idea comes about that it is born of the 
Ass ; but that does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that it is produoed 
from the Ass dmctly. 

(c) The assertion th.o.t "Mental lliusion ceases on reflection ' is a.lso 
InconclUI!ive,-in view of the ideao of Emity and Uni<,.r8al'. That is, 
for you the Buddhist,- who, relying on :&osoning, hold that there is no such 
thing as the Universal,-the generic idea that there is in regard to things 
liko the Jar being • entities ' or ' univers.a..Is ' does not ooa.se a.t o.ll.-If you 
think tbat-u when O}le comes to reflect over them, the said ideas do dis
appear, through such notions a.s • these idea.s do not appertain f.o the Specific 
Individuality ",-then we say that this is no a.nswer et all. In the case of 
the Illusions regarding 'Too Moons' and the like,-when one comes to 
ponder over them, they also cea.se through the notion that • these do not 
appertain to tbo Specific Individuality ' ; and yet these do not bocome 
'mental'. 

It might be urged that " the exi8U?IU of these does not cease ". 
The sa.me may be said in regard to the notions of the Universal, etc. 

also; as the~ of these also does not cease.- (1316-1320) 

The following TetXts I!Jlpply the Author's enswer to the above 
arguments :-

TEXTS (1321-1323). 

TB!! IDEA OP THE l!.LUSION :BliliNG THERlil Wl!EN TH1I SEJS'Slil-ORGAN IS 

THER1! CANNOT :BB SAID TO :BB 'llU.DMISSillLE ',m l'l'S DmEOT S:&NSI!. 

BECAUSE THERE IS NO INTlilRVENTION BY Al<"Y UNmSTAKEN (RIGHT) 

NOTION ; AS NO SUOB INTERV:&.'I'ING l.UGBT NOTION IS l!Vl!l\ A.Pl'Rlil

BEl>'"DED.-EvlilN Wl!BN THE AlAN BA.S ms MlND NOT TIT.BNI!D TO 

CY.r:IIlilR 'IIDNOS, BE BA.S TRI! CONTINUOUS PEROEl'TION OF ' TWO 

MOONS ' ; WBIOB SHOWS TIIAT THE PRODUCTION (OF THE ILLUSION, 

BY THE SENSlil-ORGAN) IS NOT ind,irect.-As REGARDS THE IDEAS OP 

' EN'I'XTY ', ( UNl'\l"ll!RS4.L J A..ND so FORTJI,-WHEB.E T.'EmRE IS TBB 

POSSilliLJ.TY OF TKiliR BlllNG RETRAOTBD,-QESSATION IS QUIT!! POS· 

SlBLE, lF TilE PERSON SO \VISBES. So ALSO m THE CASE OP Tllll 

IDlilA RELATING TO GOD.-{1321-1323) 

COMMENTARY. 

'OanMt bolnadmiuib~ ',-i.e. it must be admissible.-Why !- Because 
~ere is no intervention by any 'U.llmietaken notion-of the Om Moon.;-

' .. 
. . . ' 

.. 
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~use while it would be cognisable if it WeT$ there, no such notion is cognis«l 
at &ll 

This same idea is mo.de clear in the sentence--' ~ when tM man, etc. 
etc.'.-' Oontint.U>U8 '-is to be construed with' perception ojtM qtwo MO<m.8 '. 

For this same l'&a.SOn the Premiss, that ' illusion is an aberration produced 
by the aberration of the Sense-organ ', aJ.so is il.Ot ' Inconclusive '. As 
this also is not interrupted,-in view of which the case of the Mule would 
render it false, inconclusive. 

As rega.rda the notions of 'Entity', 'Universal' and so forth,-wheu 
the person retmcte them by hie own msh, there is oossation of these also. 

But in the case of the Illusions like that of the 'Hair-tuft •, there oan 
be no retraction a.t will; hence ou.r premiss is not Inconclusive. 

It might be a.rgued thot-" even in the ea.sG of Perception through the 
Senses, thero can be cessation at will, by clo~ing ono's eyes for instance,. 

The Visual Percoption does not cea.se immediately on the appcomnce of 
the wish ; in f&et what is brought about by the man's wish is only the closing 
of the eyes ; and it is ouly when the Eyes have ceased to function thet the 
Visual Perception ceases. In the case of mental DJUBion, on the other hand, 
it ceases directly aft.er the wish of the man; hence the two cases &re not; 
analogous. It has to be borne in mind tha~. when the Eyes are fixed upon & 

thing, even though the man may not msb to look at the thing, the thing 
is actually soon ; so that the wish hse no direct influence upon the Vi.•ual or 
other Perceptions.-(1321-1323) 

TEXT (1324). 

THERE ARE O'l'Bllla8 WHO DEOLA.RB THAT-" NOTIONS LIKE 'TRE YELLO'V 

CONOH-SlUJLL ',EVEN TROUGH ILLUSORY, AliE VALID,-INASli!UOR 

AS THEY ARE NOT INOOl!GRUENT \VITR EF!l'ECTIV:& 

ACTION."-(1324) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are some people belouging to our own pa.rty (Buddhiste) who 
do not wish to have the qualification ' not-erroneo\u; ' (in the definition of 
Sense-perception); ~UJ!e (thoy erguo that) even the illusory ide& of 
the' Yellow conch-shell • is Senst-peruption. Beca.use it cannot be Inference, 
a.s it is not brought about by an Inferential Indicative. And thet it. i• voJ.id 
is clear from the fact that it is not incongruent with reality. It w$.$ for this 
~"%SOn that the Te&eher Dinnaga did not introduce this quaJification- ' not 
?tTOneous '-in his defi.nition of Sense-perception. Error, IUuaion) 1{1"11ora:ncet 
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"Injen:,...,_these he has mentioned as having the ' Semblance ' of Perception, 
which allows M1at the de6nition intended by him was tlmt 'it is free from 
Conooptual Content and ia not incongruent with t.he rool state of things '. 
He bllS also incl\\ded the ' taimiram' (among the Semblanooa of Perception), 
where 'timira (Darkn!'ss) stands for ignorance :-as found in such expres...qons 
e.s • Timiraghna.iklta mandan<im' ; and that which proceeds from Tim.ira
Ignorance-is' Paim-ira ', i.e. iJ'1.COn.g7'Utnt.--(1324) 

The a.~ver to the above is provided in the following-

TEXTS (1325·1326) 

Tms OA.NNOT BE RIGHT. THE E.11Y.ECTIVE ACTION A. V.ULABLE IS NOT 

IN KEEPING WITH THE FORM APPREHENDED. OTHERWISE THERE 

WOULD BE INCONGRUITIES ; AS IN THE COGNITION WHERE 

THERE IS API'EARANOE.OJ! ~·HB Hair AND SUCH THINGS, 

THERE IS COMPA.TiiJILITY, THOUGH ONLY WITH 

THE LIGHT (WHICH IS NOT A.PPREHENDJID) 

AND OTHER DB-TAILS; HENCE THE VALIDITY 

OP TlJlS WOULD BE IRRESISTlBL:& 

(UNDER THE 0Pl'ON"ENT'S VIEW). 

- (1325·1326) 

00lL1\!EN1'ARY. 

The validity of a cognition is of two kinds-(1) when thore is com· 
pat.ibility with the app«>ranct, and (2) when there is compatibility with tha 
Apprehe.,ion.-In the case in question (of the idea of the 'yellow conch· 
shell'), the' a.bsenoo of incoogruen<» '-(i.e. compo.tibility)- is not in accord
ance with the appeara:nct, ns whAt appears-what is apparent-is the yellcw 
conch·sholl ; and yet \vhat is found (on tonchiug) is not the yellow thing;
nor is ita compat.ibility in accordance with the appreMnai((n, beca-use i t is 
the 11ellow thing· itself that is apprehended as capable of o. particular fruitful 
activity ; and yet no fruitful ac~ivity ill that form is actually found.-Nor 
can there be validity even when there is compatibility with what is not 
apprehended at all; as that would lead to o.bs\U'dity ; as in the case of the 
cognition of the Hail'-tuft also, wbst is actually got at is only the light (whose 

· roflections create the impression of the Hai.r.tuft).- (1325·1326) 

If you think that " though the apprehended Ool<YuT is not obtained, yet 
the ;hape is certainly obtained 11 ,-then our auswer is as follows :-,. . . 

•. 

I 

l 
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TEXT (1327). 

Tui!IRE CAN BE NO 8Mpt APART J"ROM THE Ooltmr; AND WITH TJ.tB APPARENT 

CoLOUR, THERE IS NO COMPATIBILITY (IN THII OASB 

IN QtiESTlON).-(1327) 

COMMENTARY. 

This i& easily understood.-( 1327) 

The Author now aums up hie arguments :-

TEXTS (1328-1329). 

IF, WITROOT REGARD TO TRill :VO&M Oil' TBINOS, validitlj \~ERE PRES\IMED 

ON TRE GROUND Oll MIIIRll COMPATIBILITY WITH Jl'RUITPOL ACTION, 

-TllEN H OW WOOLD TBJS NOT CONTllADIOT StiOR ASSER-

TIONS (OP YOURS) AS THAT 'THE DltiflNlTll OOOl<lTION 

OJ!" THE 'l'Bili"G IS IN THE Jl"Oltlll O:r Tmt TIIINO ' t-
As REGARDS THJ: POSSIBILITY OP 'QO)[l'ATl· 

BILITY ' (IN TilE CASE OF TilE NOTION Or 

THE • YELLOW OONOR-SKELL '),THAT 

OAN ONLY Bll THE RESULT OF TRill 

l~IPRIISSION ( o~· A PREVIOOS 

OOONITION).- 1328-
1329) 

COMMENTARY. 

Validity cannot be pl"Mumed morely on the bMia of the comp&tibility 

of effective action, without n>gard to the fonn ; "" in thot C68e the cognition 

in the form of the thing itl!elf might have t o be regarded aa invalid. 
' z .. !M ft>rm of 1114 thing '-i.e. in the form that appeo.ra in thA cognition. 
c Stu:h aasertionB M ' ;- thla is meant to ahow that the presumption in 

quostion would go agl\itl8t. such 1>880rtioM of the Te&ober M -' A8 tho form of 
tho thing figures in tho Cognition. in that form is the thing right!:-" cognised'. 

As reg&rds ' compatibility with effective action ', (in the Otule) in question, 

it abould be undsrstood to be tbo reault of the Imp..sion left by previous 
apprehensions. That ia to aay, the idea of tbo 'yellow concb·ahell ' is the 

elfeot of the Impression left by a previou& apprehension of the ' white conch· 

abell '. And the • compat-ibility with effective action ' (that haa been said 
to ha pNlSOnt in the taae);. due to this Impression.-(1328-1329) 

l'be Author now proeeodo to abow bow the character of ' Senoo-percep· 

tion ' bolongs to the Sell.llatlon of Plaasure, etc. :-
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TEXT (1330). 

THlt RIIA.so:tmG TBA.T IS 1!SED IN PROVING THE NON.(l()NOBPTUAL 

C!II.I.JUOrB8 OF THE COGNinONS PliOD1lOJID BY TKE MENTAL 

SJ!NSE·OliGAN, ALSO SERVJIS TO PBOVB Tllll NOli ·OON • 

OEPT11AL ORARAOTER OF THE SENSATIONS OP 

PLEAS11RE, E'l'0.-(1330) 

COMMENTARY. 

''.l'ho RlliM<>ning, etc. '-tha.tis, thoargumont bMOd upon the impossibility 
of Oonventioo.o and so forth. 

Even though this Reasoning has nowhere ~n urgod apoc:ifice.lly in 
rogard t.o montal cognition, yet the Roo.ooning thet baa ~n urgod in regard 
t.o Oog.litiona through other Senso-organa,-in the ahape of the impoosibility 
of Convontiono,--ia eque.lly applie&ble t.o Mental Oog.litiona a.lao. 

Or, the • mental' cognition meant hero may be tho cognition of the 
l(ytti<>, which is going t.o be referred t.o lat.or OQ. The lUontol Perception 
has not been defined hero, as ita cbaract.or i.o well-known t.o Budd.hilta. 

What tbe 2'*" mOQDS is thet the fact of the Buddbiat view of 
tlle Hnoationa in question being not &nn\~lod by any meeua of right 
cognition, hat boon fully explained by the Toaohor; bonco wo do not liOek t.o 
prove it horo.-(1830) 

The following Tt:c:t aeta forth the Vai8hlfi~-a viow (regarding the exact 
noturo of the aensationa of Ploasure, ote.) :-

TEXT (1991). 

"1'R:BY (~, E'l'O.) ARE NO:s"·UPRIIHENSIVl!l OP ANOTW!R Tlm!G; 

ROW Tll:m< ClAN TIIEY OARRY THEIR OWN COGNISANCE WITH 

TRBiol f IN PAar, 'l'.Bl!Y BECOMll OOONISABLII ONLY BY 

1'RII OOGNmON WRIOR SOBSISTS IN TRJ1 .S.Ua: 

81TBS'l'RAT1!M AS 'J.'B"EVSBLVES ".-b TillS 

IS !1:ROBD-( 'El!l:.V THE ANSWJIR IS AS IN 

THE FOLLOWING Pt:W].-(1831) 

OOMJUE.i'l'T AR Y. 

" It ia not only thM they a.re not aelf-cogniaed; they are notopprehenaive 
of any o:rternal thing either ; that is, they are of the Mture of Cognition. 
In fMt PlOt\SW'e, etc. become cognised only by that Cognition which subsists 
in the eame aubatr~tum 118 themselves-i.e. the Soul". 

Such is the doctrine of the Vaia~.--(1881) 

The above ..,;.,. i.o anawered in the following-
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~TS (1332-1339). 

As A MATTER OF JIAOT, P!.BASUBE. ETO. ARE PELT tMMBDIATBLY AP'l'ER 

THE PERCEl'TIOl:' Oll' THJI EXTJIRNAL OB.TEOT ; WIIY IS IT THAT THEY 

ARE ALWAYS IIJILT AT THAT SAME TIME 1-l't IS MOARDED .65 COO· 

l:'ISED BY MENTAL PBROEl'TION ; BUT THIS ' PRROEPTIOl:' IS NOT 

THEBE AT THII TIMJI ; AS COONITIONS RA Vll BIIBN DESCRIBED AS 

Al'Pl!lA.lt!N'G in 81~Um (NOT AT THE SAME TIME).-lP IT BE 

'O'lWED THAT "IT IS ONLY SIMULTL'aOUS birth 011' OOONITIONS THAT 

IS NOT ADMITJ'ED, NOT 1'B:Eta SDlOIJ.rA.~~OUS eziltenu, ,--TH:E'N 

TilE &~SWER IS TlL\T THEIU OAN BE NO (OONTU."UED) txi8te>lu 

OP ANYTBJNG ; AS ALl. THUIOS RAVE BEEN PROVJID TO BB MOMl:NTARY. 

-!F IT BE UROED THAT "THERE IS AN ILLUSION 0:6' SIMULTAlllllTY, 

DUE TO THE QUIOK SUOOESSION OF THE OOONl~'IONS ",--TIDS ALSO 

IUS BBEN REJliOTIID ALRBADY.-lF THE PLIIASUBE, ETO., WERE 

AMB!<ABLE ONLY TO ltEMBMBRANOII, THEN THE IIEELING COULD NOT 

BB VIVID (AS IT IS).-IP IT BE ASSUMlllD '!'RAT THE SAID ILLUSION IS 

:m TH.:E FORM Olt 1 AOU"BABLB' AN"D ' DI$..-\.G'Rlt~BLZ ',-'111EN IT OOM&S 

TO THIS TIUT THll BXJST.m<OE 011 !'LEAS OBE AND P .illf RlloSTS IN 

'I'KEMSBLVES (~"D m:BY Altll 'l'RUS SEl:.P·OOOl>'ISED).-WBJ!N THE 

MYsTics cooms:z:, BY S-aNSE-PEROEPTION. THE P'Lu.stJitS, ETC. 

OF OTHER PERSONS,--TXEN, ON ACCOUNT 011 TH1l SIMILARITY OF JlX. 

l'BRIE.~OE, THEY WOULD THB)ISELVES BE UNHAPPY (AT TIIE U'NlLU'PI· 

NESS 01' OTHBR l'liOPLB). Foa YOU, THlli PliELINO 011 PAIN CONSISTS, 

NOT IN THE BXISTBl<Olll 011 THE PAIN ITSBL'II', DUT IN Tliii COGNITION 

OF WIDCH TRAT PAIN IS TR11 OBJBOT ; AND THAT IS ANOTRJ:J!.' 0K.uN '· 
-Tin: SAME APPLIES TO THJlil."J'EJ!.ENOE 011 ANOTHBR PERSON'S PAIN 

ALSO, AS L'fiiEB.ENOE HAS BllliN DESOJ!.IBED (BY OTillUIS) AS objecti~ 

(wr.m OJl.llCOT), AND NOT PU'ltELY Sflbjecti~ (NOT TOUOHING OB-JEOTS). 

-(1332-1339) 
COMMENTARY. 

It is meant to show that the Proposition (of the Vc>flhitika) is contrary 

to peroeived facts. 
When, as o. matter of fact, P!ooi!UJ'o, ete., ~>re approhonded at the same 

time M the Cognition of the external object upon which they reot,-then 
by -.hieh particular cognition subsisting in the $1!.me oubetratum as them· 

$6lv"" would they be apprehended !-Certainly not by that ViBW>l Cognition 

of the external object; u thi8 -t& upon the external object, while Pleesure, 
eto. ,.... felt within aod ea oueh they are bold te be cogniaable by mental 

Cognition only. And yet at the time concerned there can be no mental 

Oognit.i~n ; beeause the theory held is that Oog:nitioM ap~ in succession. 

ono after tbe otber. 
lt might be held that-" it io only tho birth of Cognition.o that hO$ been 

held to be in. .tUUtB.tion., not thelr exisUn.u ". 
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That ce.nnot. b<! right; aa it has been eHtablishe<l that all that is born 
has only a momentary existence. 

A$ regards tll& e..xplanation that " there is only an illusion of simult.aneity, 
due to the quickness of t.he stteceM.ion ",-this hM boon alrea.d~· refuted. 

Then again, under the view suggeste<l, the clear perception o'f Ploosnre 
and Pain, in the form of joy and grief, '''Ould not be possible; heca.nso thB 
view held is that Ploasmro and Pain, envisaging Conceptual Contents, are 
apprehended only by Mental Perception ; and nentnl Perception is Ooncep· 
tua1 ; and what is conceptual cannot m&ke the appearance o"f tl1ings quite 
clear. Under our view on the other ha.nd, what is regarded o.s ,9enRt.-perccyJ. 
tion is that which is brought about by the Cognition brought about by the 
SeDS<~·Organs, which is aided by the objoet coming into existence immediately 
after the object of tho sa.id Sen.•e·perception. 

Further, if Plea."-l.l'O and Pain were actually apprehensible, their ma-ni· 
festat.ion would be a.~ something sepa.rate, aa in tho case of the Blue and 
other things ; and ye~ if they were separated from the cogni~ion, they coul<l 
not be fel~ n.s agreeabZ. and <li81Zgruabk. 

It might be argued t.hat -u RS ther~ i~ no diff'er&nce from tho Cognition, 
the idea. of .ayruabk:ne88 e.nd disagruabknt88 m\1st bo wrong''. 

In ~hnt ca.•G i~ become.. established that t·he existence of Pleasure o.nd 
Pa.in rests in their own cognition; becau.'ie Pleasure and Pain have no other 
form npa.rt from what i• agruabk and disagruabl~ ; and if it is admitted 
that th<> Cognition ho.s tllis form, then it also becomes admitted that Pleasure 
and Pnin also are of the nature of Cognition itself. Any other form not 
being admitted, it cannot be admitted that they are mere illu..;ons. 

'Agreeab!A!' is that which i'i fa.vouro.ble, and the opposite of this is 'dia· 
agreeable '. 

The term 'and tho rest' (after 'Ple-aau.re ') includes Irulifference.. 
If then. the existence of P.Jea.cmre, etc., consists only in the appearaoe& 

o£ their own • Chain' ,-a.nd it. is not accepted that the same couatit.utes their 
apprekn8itm also,- but it is held that their apprehension m us~ consist in 
the Appearance of the C'Ognition regarding t.hem.selvea,- then, in that case. 
~hen Mystics a.pprehend the Pleasure, etc., of othor 1~rso11S, they should be 
Just as \mhappy as the pel'sons actua.Uy experiencing the Pain, etc., and it 
is not open to you to r;ay that Hit cannot be ao, as they belong to r;eparate 
chairu , ; because you do not ru:lmit that their continuance consists in the 
fact of their appearance in the same ' eha.in • ; what yoU a.coopt is only tho 
a.ppearanoo of the OognitiOI'l of the Pain ; and tho cognition is present in 
the • chain ' of other people also ; so th"t the incongruity remAins. 

JI, aa the cause of Plen~ur&, etc. you ncoep~ both,- then, iD.asmuoh 
a.~ the Pleasure, etc. would be ptes&nti in their own • chains •, it becomes 
proved that they aresclj-cogniud. In thi~S way,' presence in one's own chain.' 
serves to distinguish them from those ' present in other chains 1

• 

Que.stion :-"If Pleasure, etc. are of the nature of their O\\'ll cognition, 
then, how can tho said incongruity of mystic perception be tu-ged e.gainet 
those.::-Mlmamsaka.t for instance,-who do not admit of a.ny myllics ! " 

1 ; 
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A......,. :-' TM .,.,114 app!iu, etc. etc. '- Exoopt Buddhiats, t.boro are no 

pbiloeopbers for whom Infenmoo ia, in reality, devoid of objedi~itr ; benee, 

for one who inf..,• the Pain of other pen~ons (juat.., the M)'l!tic who porceivca 

it), there would be the same experiencing of po.in-[ao tho.t the •aid incon

gruity would be there All the so.me].-(1332-1339) 

TEXT (1340), 

(SAYS 87tankai'M!!<imi .. }-" I'LllASURE, rro. ARE Al'PREIIENDED 01>'LY AS 

c PLEASU'Rlll, ETC.' ; TBSY ARE NOT APPREHENDED AS 1 OOGNlTlON ' ; 

CONSEQUENTLY LIXll THE JAR, E'TO., TliEY OANNOT 

BE Cognilion."-(1340) 

001\IMENTARY. 

Sloa>lkaramlmin "'Y" :-"Pleasure, etc. cannot be of the nature of 

Cognition, because t·hey ore never spoken of aa ' Cognition • ;-just like the 

Jar, etc.".-(1360) 

Tho objection to this view i• 08 follows :-

TEXT (1341). 

lF DI!l'll'ERENOII IS TO BE ACCEPTED ON 'tHE BASIS O'B CoN VENTION, THEN 

Coo~'"I~O~ I1"SBLLI' MAY NOT BE SPOKXN OF~' CooNlTION ',-A..."'\D 

ON THE BASTS OF !l'IUT, ~OONITION WOULD BEOOliE 

NON·OOONITION .-(1341) 

00!\Jl\IENTARY. 

If d.ifferenco of nnturo were bo.sod upon Convez\tion (l.&. the uso of worc:le, 

which io purely a matter of Oonvention),-then. there m&y be some ()118 who 

might .et up the Convention that tho Cognitibn should be spoken of u 

' non-cognition ', o.nd in aecordo.nco with this Convention, Cognition would 

beoome Not-cognition, for you !-(1341) 

TEXT (1842). 

b IT BE UJIGI!:D THAT-" B EING CLEARLY 07 TKE :t<ATtJIUI 07 LtOII'X, IT 

COULD NEVBR BE AS. ALLEOED ",-THEN, YOU ARE .BACEl> WITR 

THIS OONTINOBNOY-IS NOT ALL THIS Tllii SAMB IN 'mE 

CASE OP l't.BAstJRII Al<ll PAIN ALSO f-(1342) 

COMMENTARY. 

H the viow ie that--" Cognition, l>eiJl8 of the $ture of Light, oan never 

be non-cognition f) ,-then the answer iiJ that an this is equally there in 

tha ceae of PIOMure and Pain altlo. 

The Reason also is falae, 'Inconclusive' ; so thia is no~.-(1342) 
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TEXT (1343). 

As REOAltDS ~ .MYSTIC'S CooNl'l'lON, \VII Al!JI OOL'<O TO DllSORIBII IT, 
ON THII BASIS OF SPOTLESS ll.lilASONS, AS ARJ81NO OUT 011 TIIfl 

OONTEMl'LATION OF THINGS ANl) BEING FME l!ROM 
CoNOBPTIIAL CoN'TllliT AND ERROR.-(1343) 

OOMMENTARY. 

• JV e are goi-ng ~ ducribe ',-undor the chaptor 011 Tltt Omni8Ciem · 
B•ing.-(1343) 

The Author n- procoed.& I<> ~ Mido tbe diverei~y ol opinion regnrding 
tbe' Fruit' (ultinu.t< effect) ol 'Sen.so-peroeption • ae a moans ol Cognition :-

TEXT (1344). 

Tlm cogniti<m. of lht. object IS HIIW TO Blll TilE ' IIRlJlT ' 011 TRE MBA.Ns 
OF CoONITION,-WllliN T.trE ' MEANS OF 0oONITION ' CONSISTS 

Ill THE 'S.urm-"li:SS OF IIORM' (BliTWEEN TIDl Com<ITION 
~"I> TBll Cooms'BD) ;-on Apprelumli<m of il«J/ 

IS TilE FB1JIT, A.'<D TJIJI MEANS, IN TIIIS 
OASll, OONSIS'l'S Ill 'OAl'ABI• 

LITY '.-(13\14) 

OOMMENTARY. 

(a) When the external object la whl>t is C<>fl"i4«l,-then the oognltion 
of that object is the .Fn.u, and SarMnOII of j0rm tho Moans, of the Oognition ; 
as even in the case of the self-oognlt.ion, the Cognition is of the same form 
as what la eognised.-(b) When what. ia ~is of tbe noture of Cogni&n, 
then tbe • apprehension of itself' is the fruil, and eopoOility the Meom, of 
the Oognition. Th6 8t!oid cc.pabilily belongs t.o the Oognition only which 
c&rrios with it the eognlsability of its own !unction; by virtue of which 
~uy, it is Cognition alon&-and not the Jar and suoh things,-that 
apprehonda it&elf ;-honoe it is by the instrument.ality of this ct>,llObilily 
tbat Cognition is found t.o be otlj"f111Jni/uUAI.; hence CapabUily is said t.o bO 
the 'Meo.ns', thelnstrumont, of the Cognition o! the Oognition itoolf. This 
has been thu• doole.red-' The Oognit.io.ll.ll of OognltioM themsolvee, being 
neither the one .nor the other, a<e cap<lblo of such self-apprehension; bene& 
their oape,bility is the Ins~..- (Means) and they tbems&lv08 nre the 
~and their own apprehension it the f,.U '.-(1844) 

,In tho following the A\lt~ sots forth the object.io'.' urged by .(l:um4r-Ua--.. 

r 
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TEXT (1345). 

•' JUST AS, 'VREl< THE OU1'T.WO WEAl'O:N" STRIKES AT TJm knadira-TREE, 
THE RIISULTAlfT (}ut DOBS NOT A.l'PEAR IN THE Pa/a4h4-TRBE,-

IN THE SAME WAY NOWHERE IN THE WOBLD IS TilE 

( OU1'TINQ) .AXIl liOUND TO RE THE SAMJil AS 

THE Cm ITSli!Lll " [ Shloka.Wrtika
SENs»-l'BBOl!PTION, 75).-

(1345) 

OOliMEI.'ITARY. 

The Bawidlw. has nddr<>SMd the following argumen"t to the puson who 
a~~~erted thet the Mcano of Cognition WM different from it.o .Froil :- 1£ there is 

difforonce between the Mel\ll!l of Oognition and its Fruit, then the objective of 

those two-the MeaM of Cognition Md the .J'roit of Cognition-~>lso must be 

different ; Md yet this cannot be right; when, for lnstl\nce, the cutting 
weapon, the Axe, ill struck M the Khodira--. the Ota doee not appear in 

the PaU!oha-Uee; hence it must he admitted that the objective of both is 

the same and hence there Is no difference between them. 
n is in answer to this thet Kumarila saye-" II one who d&6ir&s the 

objective to he the same abould declare the )JOIUUI of Cognition to be the 

same aa its Fruit, then he would he &etting aside the well·knOwn distinction 
between Cause and Eftoct ; juat 88, when the cutting weapon strikes at 

the Khadira-tree, the O..t doO& not appear in the Pald•ha·lru, so eJso no
where in the world is th.e Axe found to be the same ao the 0\lt itself " (Shloka· 

t!llrlika-Sense-porception, 74·76) . 
The word ' Ohloldana ', ' Cutting weapon'. sronds for tJuu by which some

thing .. cut.- (1345) 

The following T..S ouppUoa the answer to this argument of Kwniiri14'• :-

TEXT (1346). 

Tll:a DIS'l'INoriON o-, ' CJ4U811 AlfD EFFECT ' DOES NOT RIIST 17PON THE 

S"CJliSTRATUM 01r TRAT DIS'.tiNOTION ; Coo:N"ITIO:N" Rliln:O FOMILESS, 

'l'BE SAID DIS'l'INOTION OA.'mOT JlE l'OSSIBLE.-(1346) 

COMMENTARY. 

The apprehension of Blu.o io not tho apprehension of Y.UO..,-this dis· 

tinetion in the oogrution of things io based upon !.ha...,_".., of form. nothing 

else ; so that the distinction of C.uoe and Eftoct io made through t.h& relation 
of tchal il diatinguilhtd and 1<1hot diolingui.nu, not through the relation 

ol the Prod"""' and Prodt..., ; because the relation of the .Ac:ti11g .Ag<nt, 

the l1Vtru1m11t and the rest ia not reoJ ; because all things being momentary; 
they cannot h&vo a.ny action. When the Oognition io produced in the form 
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of !.M Object, it appe&rs to be characU>riAing the object and boooc aclive. 
Heroin lioo t.bo oelioo of the Cognition in pr<'8Cnling lba objoct,-not in 
ruars ioV&riablo coocomitanoo. For instanee, tba sprout d.,... not """"" to 
ba invariably concomitant with the seed. Thu• tba Cognition iteelf cunnot 
ba tho M filM of Oognition.-lt is for this reaoon thet the nature of the Mtan8 
of OO(Jtlition is atatod through the di.•tinction thAt it i• tho C<>gnition with a 
fMm,-not the fomaltu Cognition-which i• the MMn.' of CognHion. This 
distinction too should be uodorotood to be mado through the Conception 
tbet folio,.;, in the w~tke of the Cognition.-( 1346) 

'l'he following Too:t shows that the Buddhist view is not nullified by 
common &xporioncG :-

TEXT (1347). 

Tiros THBN, TU (OOlOlONLY KNOWN) DISTINOI'ION (BIITWliEN THB 

CooJ<moN All .i!Ctan.t AND Cool\'ITION AS J'ruu) IS l'OIIELY 

DU.OINAJIY,-AS . IN TU CASE OP TKll BO\V. TKB 
DlBnNCTION OA.liNOT Bll XELD TO Bit BASED 

UPON TR£ BBLATION Ol' THE Produ.ur 
and Produud.--{134 7) 

COMMENTAI<Y. 

In connection with the Bow, there ore such notions as-(a) • The Bow 
piea·008 ', (b) 'Ho pierces wW• the Bow', (c) 'tho arrow proceeding from 
the Bow, piorooo •,-whore tho ~-o Bow is spoken of "" (a) • Agent', 
(b) 'Instrument, and (c) 'Ablative ';-and thie dittinot.ion is only imaginary 
(not real);' o.nd yet j t i& not incongruous; so it is in the caso in question 
1\lto.-{1347) 

TEXT (1348). 

WREN 'l'ID! OOlllPAOT :rtllli.E OF 'l'ID! WOOD IS RBNT A811N1l&B BY THB 

CUT or To Axli, THB An rs (POPULARLY) O.&LLBD Tml ' CUT • 
ONLY Wli:BN IT JU.'TERS INTO 1'BE J'DIU ; AND IT IS IN 

TillS WAY TllA.T TllEB.E IS .41M71UI (BET\VZBJ< 

TD .AxJi AND THB CuT).-{1348) 

CO~IMENTARY. 

When tho Clltting of tht Trees with tho Axo comes to bo oxamined, 
i t is found that the cut consists in the entering of tho Axo into the wood. 
fibre; and this cnlranco is a property belonging to the Axo itoeU ; so that in 
this B61Ue thoro la tamonOIIS between the Axe and the Out ; and thoro is no 
inoongruity in this.-(1348) 

Tbo ~~&me idea ia further elucideted :-

I 

I 
' 
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TEXT (1349). 

WHEN ONCE 1:'Ul: DISTINCTION HAS BEEN l!ADE,- IT MAY BE ASSUMED 

TO BE OTHERWISE ALSO ;-IT IS ONLY THE FOJ.<){ OP THE 

DISTlliOTION THAT IS SPOKBN OP CN THE FORM 

OF THE Producer and Produced.-(1349) 

COMMENTARY. 

Kumiirila ha.. in his .SM<ika••irtika (Sense-perception, 78), in the words 
" The Cognition can be the Meo.ns as bringing about the o.pprehenslot\~ etc. 
otc.,.- ba.sed the distinction between the Meara.s and J'ruit on the relation of · 
p,.oo_,- afld P·roduced. And in this there is nothing incompatible with our 
view. As our Teacher has declared as follows :-' The attributing of the 
name P·ra.tyakl!a to the Eye and other ca.usu i.<J not incompatible '.-All 
tha.t. we Al\y is a..~ follows :-It iB es.~entia.l that in the beginniag the relation of 
Cause afld Effect can b& hased only upon t-he dist-inction previously made ; 
until the clifreronce in. the Oogniti<mB hn.s been distinctly recognised, nothing 
can proceed on the ba.CJis of the difference in objectives; and for the recogni
tion of the difierenoo a.moog Cognitions there can be no basis other than the 
.,..,.,... of form; and from this it follows by implication t ha.t tho samenes• 
of form is the tnost e,Qlciem inst·rument ; and it is on the basis of this samenu8' 
of form tho.t the Cognition proceed• to prompt people to o.otivity ; and the 
faot of the prompter bl\ing tho Moons of Right Cognition can be determined 
only by ono who is seeki1lg to engage in the activity concerned; o.nd not 
merely as a whim. It has been thus declared-' Every wise person seeks to. 
determine wh.a.t is the proper rne~ns o£ cognition and what is not so, ooly for 
the purpose of some fr\\itf.,! "ctivity '. It is for this rea..o'l. t-hat that faetor 
a lone in the Cog1lit-ion hns to be brought out by which it serves to prompt 
men to activit.y. But in drawing the distinction between the Me.a.ns of 
Oognition and its /ffiil on the basis of the relo.tion of Producer <>nd Produced, 
there is no recognition of that ~• of form which is the only prompting 
fa.otor ; eonae.quont.ly the said distinction between the Mea.ns of Cognition and 
its frui t on the said basis would be a.bsolutely ueeless. This is tho rei\SOn 
why the Teacher had recourse to a figurativo (indirect) interpretation, as 
he felt that the determining of the charo.eter of the Means of Cognition on 
the said bosis cannot teke any part in the prompting to activity. 

Thus when the distinction h!18 once been made, it may subsequently b& 
explained on t.be baai• of the relation of Producer <>tid Produced ;-and there 
would be nothing objectionable in that--{ only the initial distinction hM to 
be lll3defirst, and hence i t cannot bl\ due to that rclation).-{1349) 

The following Texu •ets forth the character of the • Frnit' as proposed 
by K"mliri/4 :-



672 

TEXTS (1350-1361). 

"TJm ' FRmT ' OONSI.STING m THE APP~SION Ol' TKE oB.JEor_, THE 

OJUIU.CI"ER OJ' 'I'II::B 'MEAl~S OJ' CooNI'I'ION ' MOST BELONG TO ~T 
GOBS DOIBDL\TELY llliJ'O&lllT. lblfOll lP TW1 (JooNtTION liiiiiELD 

TO BE THJl ' )f:aul"S ', THEN THE ' FltOIT ' MOST llll SOMETHING 
ELSB.-lT OA.NNOT llll RIGHT TO ATTRiliUTB TKPJ OIIA.IlAOTllll OP TRll 

'FII.OIT' TO TRll SELB-~OOGNITION (llY Tltll OGONITION), AS TillS IS 

OOING •ro Bll llEl!UTJ;ll LATER ON. NOli OA.N IT BE RI.GHT TO ASSIIIIT 
THAT THll 'MEANS' CONSISTS IN THB J'ORM OF TilE ODJ&01' (000· 

NISIID) ; AS IN THAT OASE THERE WOULD BE A DIVIIRS!TY OF OBJEC
TIVES" (8hlokavartika--$ENSII-PEROBPTION, 78-79).-(1350-1351) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Wll<u gou, lie. tk. '-i.e. th6 Eye and the other oonoe-organs. 
' PM FruU m"" be aomah&!g tlBe' ;-in the fonn of J'9edillg or OCIJUWing 

or ign<>riflg the thing cognised ;-this also boa bo6n d601&1'6d by Kwn4ri14 
bimsolf. 

& reprda 'oelf-recognition ' (by t.be Cognit.ion), tb&t hoa been refuted; 
hen08 that canno~ be regarded as the 'Fruit' of Right Cognition. 

If the fvrm of lhe objw be held to be tb6 lJ"""" of Cognition, tb6n the 
objoct.ivea of the Means a.nd the Fruit would be diftorent ; for i-oo. th<l 
form of the ob;fw would be something external (o!iiwivo), while tho self-recogni
tion of the Cognition would have the fonn of the Ooguition itself (which is 
purely tubjwivo).-(1350-1351) 

The nbpvo argument is a.n.•wered in tho following-

TEXT (1352). 

' 8~-RilOOONlTION ' 0A..lffl01' BE DE~'DlD ; AS TIU.T \VOOLD ll<'VOLVE THE 

lNOONOROI'!'Y OP 'DI:Ellll BEiliG NO CoomnON AT AIL.-NOR 
0J..N TBl!l OB.TEO'l'IVES BE D.IFPBRlmT; ..S 'SEU·REOOO!'UT!ON' 

A8LO IS KELD TO BE TliE OOGNrnON OJ' rm: 
OIIJ"EOT.-(1362) 

COMMENTARY. 

In aeoordanoo with the m&>c.im-' Ho who has no 6pprohonaiou of SoDSe
poroeption can have no perception of anything '-thoro wo\lld bo inooJl8XUity 
of thoro being no peroept.ion of anything, if the oofj)lition of the cognit.ion 
itself wore donied ; henoo thia • seU -recognit.ion • cannot bo doni eel. 
· Nor can it be right to hold that tha two cognitiona hi'VO two difteront 
obj&Otive&; bocauae 'solf-recognition ' l>l$o ia hald to be tb6 cognition of the 
cbjw, becaUie it i.o tha oftoct of that, not becauae it conoiat.e entirely of that; 

~ · 



i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

i 
I 

I 
I 

EXAMINATlON OF TB:E DEFD<lTION OP "SENSE·PEl!.OEPTION." 673 

88 it has been explained that the self·rooognition ha.s the same form. Hence 
there is no incongruity at all.-(1352) 

Shanka•·aatdmin urges the following IU"g\lment :~ 

TEXT (1353). 

" As A MATT!m OF J!'ACT, TB:E MlM.'I'S OF CoGNITION MUST BIUNO ABOUT 

AN' EFFECT OTB:ER TB:AN ITSELF,-BEOAUSE IT IS AN AOTIVB 

A.GENT,-LIKB 1'RE HA TORE'!'" ;- IB' THIS IS URGED 

(TREN Tli:E ANSWER IS AS FOLLOWS) :-(1 353) 

COMMENTARY. 

"The Means of Cognition must be one thet brings about an effect 
different from itself.- bece.use it is an a.ctive a.gent,-like the Hatchet, 
etc."-(1353) 

The an.'iwer to the o.bove is as follows :-

TEXTS (1353-1 355). 

Tn:E ARGUMENT IS J!'UTlLE ; AS A DIJ!'PERBNT ' FRUIT ' !L\.S BBEN ADMITTED ; 

AND IN ACCORDANCE W1'l'H REASONS ALRBADY BXFLAINED (UNDE& 

Text 1348), TRERE IS NO ' DIJ!'FERENT ' FRUIT AT ALL.-As 

REGARDS Tli:E MEANS OF CoGNITION BEING AN 'ACTIVE 

AGENT ',--THAT IS NOT ADMISSIBLE BY US, rE' WJ;tAT 

IS MEANT BY lT IS TIIAT IT IS productive; IF W!L\.T 

IS llf})A.><"'T IS TIIAT IT IS TKB Regulator, Tli:EN 

THERE OAN BE NO OBJECTION TO IT; 

AND IN TlL\.T CASE Tli:E REASON 

BECOJ\I:ES ' !NCONOLUSIVl'J ', AS 

IT INDICATES NO I N CON· 

GRUITY.-(1353-1355) 

COMMENTARY. 

'F'1JJM.e. ',-because it seeks to prove what is already proved; inasn::luch 
88 .different 'fruit ' or 'effect' has been already admitted in the form of 
' characteri.a&tion ' (speci6cation).-The pn.rticle 'hi' connotes rea80n (for 
whet is S&id). 

The corroborative instance cited-'like ~ Hatchel. • ,-is one that is 
' devoid of the Probandum ' ; oocauae it has been already shown thet th& 
Hatches is the sarn& 88 the Ota (vide Te:tt, 1348). 

Tho premi.s&-' because it is an active agent '-is 'inadmissible' if what is 
mea.nt is thet it is productive of its effect; il it is meant thet it is the Regtdatqr, 
-then thet i.a accepted by us. 

43 



674 TATTVA.SANOilAllA: CIJAl'TBR XVJI. 

But even if it is mMnt. that it ia the &gulator, tho Reaaon is IneonclltSiv&, 

88 tbon is no in<ongrui~y (indicat4d). 
U • activity' m ~ral b& wha~ it me&nt, then also the ~"is Incon

olUllivo, 118 there ia no inooogrnity indicatcd.-(1353-1355) 

Objulitm :-"If the Cognitio11 were of the form of the Objeot., then 

the .......,.... oflk obj"' might oonstitute tba cban.cter of !ha ' Meana of 

Cognitiou • ; as a matter of fact, however, the Cognitioo tbet is brought about 

is only of "form oimilar to that of the Objec~. and of the same character ;

hence it cannot be 118 RUggested ; just 88 the Colour an<l Ta.1te cC <> t hing 

belong to a category quite different". 
This is what is a~>licipated and o.Mwered in the following-

TEXTS (1356-1357). 

lP IT lllil Al!GURI> TIIAT-" Tllll COGNITION CANNOT HAVE TilE SAME 

l!ORM AS Tllll OBJ'EOT APl'R'IlB'BNI>BD,-llBCAOSB lT BELONGS TO A 

DJ:rnRBNT CAT&OOBY,-LDU: TilE OOGYlTION OP CoLOOll, 

TASI!'E, :&TO.",-{TIIEN THE Ali'SW'I!ll 1S A.S JOLLOWS)-

IN DUB AC00lll)ANCE WITH OUR DOOTRINB WB HAVE 

Ol&AIU.Y lilXPLA.INEI> TJilS AND ALSO OTRER 

TBINGS IN OOORSB OJr OUR RJ!JJ!OTION OF 

'1'BJI IDEA OF A f'ttll OBJ'EOT llBINO 

A.l'PRERENDBD.-( 1356-1357) 

COM!o!.EN'rARY. 

We who...., followen of the doctrine of ldooliam roo.dily aooopt what 

ho.8 boon urged; it dooo not affect our position at all. In fact., the objection 

that you have urged ago.iust the objec~ apprehended has been on!~· indistinctly 

(vaguely) stated : while this is exaot.ly that wo ho.vo stated quite o\oa.rly, 

while e'X&lllining-i.e. roject.ing-t.ho idco-oonviotion-that thoro ill some

thing nal t.hat is apprehended.-(1356-1367) 

Q....,ion :-" What is that cleor statement in proof of your doctrine f ' 

A 'f1..I'Wer ,"-

TEXT (1358). 

IF m:BBB Wl!1IB ABSOLUTl! &a>MMU of ftm~~, TRBN Oogniti<m WOULD 

:S:.COOlC.& N~iti<m; AS WOR PAB'l'lAL samtntu of form, TIU.T 

W011L'Il MAXE EVERY COGNITION' APl'REllllllNSlVll 

Olr lllVBRYTIUNG.-(1358) 

COMMENTARY. 

• ANolute """"'""' oj !"""' would consist in the fact of the Oognit«m 

, l;>emg 'excluded • from exactly those homogeneous thi"81' from which the . · .~ 
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cognised object is ' exclud&d , ,-while ' partial s.a:rneness ' would consist ia 
• exclusion' from only a. few of thooo.-(1358) 

Quution :-" If that is so, then, why ba.s the w.liduy of the Cognltiot> 
been so id to consist in its being of the aatM form as the Object ? " 

An.twer :-

.TEXTS (1359-1361). 

BuT UNDER THE DOOTRINl!l OF THE REALITY oF THE ExTERNAL WoRLD, 

TIDll'OSSfBILITY OF THE Samene83 of form HAS TO BE ACCEPTED ; TRAT' 

IS WHY IT RAS BEEN MENTION:&D.- UNDER THE DOCTRlNE, liOWEVER, 

oF CoGNITION BEING A MERI'l REFLECTED lMAGE,-EVBN IP THE Cog
nition DIPPERS FROM TIDl! CC(Inised OBJliCT, TilE samene& of form 
BELONGS TO ~·RE REFLECTION; AND TilE COGNITION OAN BE ONLY 

PIGIT.RATIVl!l.-LAsTLY, FOR ONE WRO DOES NOT ADmT THE COGNI

TION TO llE THE RECEPTACLE OF THE SB>fBLA.NOE OF TI!ll OB3ECT, 

-THERE IS NOT EVEN THE SAID Mlll'r:O:OD :POSSXDLE l'OR THE COG

NISING OF THE EXTJIRNAL OBJECT.- (1359-1361) 

COMMENTARY. 

'It W, etc.'.-' It' stands for 'the possibility of the sa·meness of form',. 
or the 'form ' itself. 

• Nirbhiisi ', ' Re;/l.uttd l<mage ' :- ' Nirbl&dsa ', ' Reflection', is sam~ 
of form with tM ol>jut; and that which ha.s this someness of form, is th& 
• Rejlecttd Image ' . 

' F-rom tJu t:()gni8ecl obiect ',- i.o. from the &:\.-ternal object;. 
' Belongs to tile Rojlection ',-i.e. to the Ref!oc<ion in the form of tb& 

Cognition. 
'Sattw>tUJJ of form ',- with the ohjeot. 
' Figurative ',- Indiroot, Secondary. 
'Ooonition. '-i.e. of th& object. 
' Ruepto.cle '-substratum. 
As regards th& divergenoo of opinion rega.rding the ol>ject of Cognition, the 

Universal ns a real entity ha.s been .. !ready rejeet&d ; hone& for Pere&ption 
wbiob ha.s been regard&d a.s having a.n entity for its object, there ca.n be no 
other. object except tho Specific lndividwility, a.nd this ha.ving been &!ready 
point&d out a.s being got at by implication, no special effort ha.s been made 
for setting aside the said divergence of opinion. 

Some peopl& ba.ve argued as follows (against tho Buddhist 's definition 
of Sonso-perooption) :-"The definition suggested is not a proper ono; 
the dofiniHon put forw~>rd is tha.t of the MeaM of Oognuion, with the view 
that other people may, through that definition, come to understa.nd wha.t th& 
!\lean.~ of Cognition is, and then regulate their a.ction accordingly ; and it is not 
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put forwl\rd only for satiafying a whim. And (in so far .,. t.he propoaed 

definition ia concerned) the knowl&dgo that SenM-porception ia • froo from 

Con<eptnal Con.tent ' and all that cannot, in ordinary life, either prompt a 

man to aoti..nty, or make him deoiot from it." 

This ia not right. The nature of things oennot be mad& or determined 

according to o11e'a wish ; by vittue of which ono could frame " doflnition 

600ordingly ; wll6t has to be dono, however, is to ~ko t.ho thing as it stand&, 

aod to put forwl\rd a definition embodying that particulo.r aspoot of the 

thing which ono wiahe8 to bring out. For axamplo, one pointa out 'rough

ne88 • as " oh&nctoristic of the Earth. If it were not thus, then the definition 

put forward might be open to the charge of being an • impoasiblo' ooo. 

As regard& S.n,.-1)eru~ion, there is nothing olao to indicate ita character, 

except • freodom from Concoptul\1 Content • and 'freedom !rom error'.

For insta.noe, it must be ' free from error ', b&eause it is & .Zkl mea.n.a of 
Cognition; and it must be • froo from Conoeptuol Content ', becaute it directly 

approbenda the Specific Individuality of things ; and it hu been proved 

that th8 Spooillo lndividu&lity iaoomA>tbing in regard to which no Convention 

can be m&da, o.nd hence its cognition must be h·eo from a8sociali<m wilh ...,..U. 

-It is for this reason that all intelligent per11ona regard this do6nition as 

Mtirely in aocordance witb roMon. 

Nor ia it truo tll6t t.his do6nition cannot bring about either act.ivity, or 

desisting from activity, OD the pert. of intelllgent pon10ns. For inatance, 

in connection wit.h such oognitiona aa--{o) t.holcleo. of the Jor, the action of 

Throwing up, t.ho Unit'eTIIOl, t.heNumberandsoforth, (b) thoideaofRecogni· 

tion, and (c) · tho idea of the 'yellow conch-shell ',--eome per110ns have been 

lod to regard all t.hese as 'Senso-perooption ',in accordance with tho de6.nition 

provided by other partios,-o.nd tb&ll they find that all these are either Oon
ceptuol or ~. and t.hen,-in aceordanco with the doflnition provided 

by us,-thoy ooncluda thot tl- cannot be 'a.-. perception' ; thereupon 

they deciat from (give up) tbe notion thet Number and the root. are real 

ontitiu ;-&nd thoy also conclude thet wbat u an entity ia only that Specific 

Individuality-of the ' Blm' for inst..nce,-,vhich ia inexpressible by word&, 

and hence t.hey beteke themsolvoa to activity toward& t.hat.-How oven tho 

non-con<:Opltlal Cognition can load to activity hat been a.lroady O%plainod 

before. 

Says tho Opponant :-"If t.hia i8 eo, tbll!l let t.hore be • sin&Jo item in the 

definition-' froo from Conceptual Content', &nd '!reo from error' neod not 

be oddod. Bocause t.hat fact alone which is alroady known prior to the 

intended activity, should bo put forward as a definition for the benefit 

of persona dosiroua of undertalrlng activity in accordance with tll6t definition ; 

and no unknown thing; as the latter is as good u non·e:riatent.. And aa 

a mat-ter of feet, any certainty roprding 'lroodom from error ' oannot be 

thoro until it hat been found te be compatible wit.h t.he fruitful activity 

1-"'dortaken ; in fact people with limit<ld powers of perception l>te not able to 

~~>:tein the trut.hfnl character of a cognition, exoopt t.hrough the porooption 

ef ite praotioal effect; because for auoh persona the capacity of things can 

~ be info.:rod from ita eftoct.t; it haa been shown a_bovo thet • trutbfnl. 

• 
l 
! 
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neoa '-i.&. conformity with the roalatete of things-of the Cognition oonsiste 

only in ite capa<>ity to make people O<ltually get at the thing cognised. So 

that if this conformity wore lo&rnt only subsequently, it would oerve no useful 

purpose ; as after that. there is no further activity." . 

J1118Wer :-There i3 no force in this objection. It lu•e been &!re&dy 

explained th~t it is neccss&ry to &dd the qualification ' {roe from error •, 

in order to aave the detln.ition from the defect of being ' too wide • by reason 
of the poeaibility, under the dotlnition, of notions like th- of the ' Ho.ir

tuh ' , oto. being regarded M WJlid oogniti<>n.- As regarda the azgumont that 

befor& the activity hM a"tuaUy taken place, people with limited powen; of 

vision have no means of ~ning the truth of the cognit.ioo.-t.hio also 
i3 Inconclu.ri..,. Where is then> any sueh hard Nld fast rule that people with 

lin:lited vision cannot Mcertain the capacity of Anything ! If that were so, 

tlton, they would be unable to be certain of anything ; whieh would mean 
~hat thoy a.ro unconBcioU8 beingJt; beca.use even anima.ls ond infants. through 

repeo.ted experience. come to htwo their impreRJJiona o.rousod, a.re able to 

feel certain that ' this thing brings pleasure ', ' that other brings pain '• 
and o.re found to act accordingly,-<wen before their pre~nt a<>tivity,-and 

then avoid the precipioo Md take to the mother's b...,...te. Also in the case 

of people who o.re constantly thinking of e<>mething that hM never existed 

bef0n1, and have their mind disturbed by excessive desire, grief, feer and so 
forth, ..... ven without remembering any points of Wnilarity, eto.-it i3 found 

that the more repetition of tho vivid idee hM the capacity to bring about 

tho cognition. In a ca88 where there is no repetition, tbore alone,--not 
overywbet._;,s the potency to be only inferred from its praotic&l eftecta. 

This same explanation applies to the certeinty t>ttaohing to the perception 

of In!orential Indiootives, like SmokO; M here also, tho oftect, in the shape 

of Smoltt, is, by ite very nnture, something entirely different (from the 

Fire), and the certainty regarding its difference i3 due to repo&ted observation, 
whereby tbe idea of the Inforontial Indica.tive also beoomee poeaible, and 

consequentJy there is no rejection of Inferenoe. 

Says the Opponent:-" The repetition would be there only after the 

tlrst activity hM taken plaeo ; it has to be e:<plained how lllal tlrst activity 
comes &bout,,. 

Answer :-That activity prooeeds from the doubt.ful cognition. 
Quuti<>n :-"How can tbo Perception which gives r ise to Doubt have 

any validity 1 " 
.;t.....,.,. :-How can there bo vnlidity in the Perception that brings about 

certainty ! 
" It is dua to the fact. that this Peroopt.ion brings about a dotlnite Cognition 

and the mM seeking for it tokee up his activity." 
Thia aame may be said allo with regard to Perception leading to Doubt.. 

Even though in thi3 <>NO, the cognition is oontrary to the form of what 

i3 oought after, yet it ia not in that form that the Per<:eption leads to activity, 
because what is so cognised ie not what is wanted; nor doee it leed to desisting 

from activity; because it is only wbon there is cognition of the thing ae 

clesircd that there can bo any a<>tivity on the part of tbo mnn. Otherwise, 
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from Perception leading to Doubt, no one could act or desist from noting. 
But this does not so happen ; on tho contrary. it so happens that that 
Mtivity is all the more powerful which proceeds on the part of persons who 
-do not appr&hend any evil consequenoos from the activity in question. So 
far oa this aspect js concerned, there is no difference between the Perception 
loading to Doubt and that 161\ding to Certainty. It is only where tlte 
Parception brings about a cognition entirely contrary to !·he thing cognised, 
-or where it brings about no oognit.ion at all,-tha.t ~here is no activity Of). 

the part of the insn aeeking for somet.hing; and hence it is only this Per. 
ception that is invalid,-not any other.-(135~1361 ) 

E1Ul of tM Chapter on Stme"f"Tception. 
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CHAPTER XVIII. 

Inference. 

COMAtENTARY. 

TM Author prooeeda to oW.t.e lbe definition of Infuet~ .~ 

TEXTS (1362-1363). 

lN:rERE.'<CE IS HELD TO :OE 0!' TWO KINDS, AS DIVIDED INT0-(1) For 
om'a oum benefit, AND (2) for the benefo of othera. (1) lNli'&RENCE 

' FOR ONE'S OWN :OENIIJriT ' CONSISTS IN THE OOON11'ION 011 THE 

I:NI1ERRED OBJECT DERIVED JrROM THE TllR"SE·I1l!lAT17BED 

PROBANS ; AND (2) lN'JrliBEN011 ' llOR TltE BliNl!>JrlT 

OF OTBE1IS ' CONSISTS lN THE STA.TRMBNT 011" TKJI 

TRREE-'PE4T17BED PRoB4NS. TluT PROB4NS 

WHICH JUS ONLY O!U OR two Jr:EATVBBS 

(OVT 01' T1IE NECl!SSAJ<Y Tmu:11) IS 

REOAJ.U)JlD AS A 'SEMliL.C!OE 

011 TRE PROBA..NS.'.-

(1362-1363) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inference is of two kin~ dividod into 'ior one'• own benefit' and 
'for the benefi.t of otho"' '.-The former should be \lnde!'lltood to be th&t 

Oognit.ion of the inferred objeot which is derived from 'IM thru-f-...-.4 
ProbaN ',-the Indicative thAt fulftls the three condit.iono of (I) 'being 

p.....,nt in the Subject •, (2) ' being present in thet wherein tho Probendum 

io known to be present ', Md (8) • being entirely absent whore the Probandum 

i3 known to be absent' .-The lniorence ' for the sako of othen ' should 
be understood to coDSist in the verbn.l expression of tho a&id th.roo-footured 

Probn.D3. 
Quution :-"Why has not the definition of the Wrong Inference been 

provided f 11 

;~....,.,. :- ' ThaJ Prol><>N whW., etc. etc.'-' Sound ia otornal, (a) bec&use 

it io " product., and (b) because it io oorporeal, and (c) b-uae it is non
cognisable' ,-in this Inference only one of the 'three feetunoo ' io present 
in Mcl>; e.g. in (a) the character of bsing a Prod !Id fu!Sls the oingle oondition, 

of beinq prounl in IM 6Ubjtt4 (SoiUld) [while it doea not fuiJU the oondition 

of bsinq prt~m whore IM Prol><>ndw" ul:noum to bo PT-"'· aa the Probandum, 
E-lity, is known to be p-ont in .A/W$ha, Soul, eto., which &re not 

P·roducl8 ; nor does it fult\1 the condition of bsing absent whtro 1/tt Probandum 
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;, oboenl, aa the Probandum, E-lilfl, is absent in the Jor, where the 
ebaraoter of boing a Produd ia no1 absent] ;-{b) the obaraoter of boing 

~1, fulfils ooly the second condition, of being pr610nt whore the 

Probandum is known to be preooot and does not fullil the flrflt condition of 
being p~ont in the Sul>joot (Sound), booa\1&& Sound is nol corporeal ; nor 

dooc it fulftl the third condition ol boing ~ wM.ro IM Probondum;, abaom, 
ae it ia no1 ab8onl in the Jor (which la corporeal) wbere the ProbMdwn 

(.Eternality) it known to be aboent ;-and (c) the charaetor of boing non

..,.ioobl4 fulfils ooly the third condition, of being aboent whore the Proban

dum (Eternality) is known to be abient (e.g. in the Soul, ete. which are 

~) [and it dooc not fulfil the other two oonditione, as it ia not present 

in the Subject, Sound, which ia cognisable; nor it it prNent wbero the 
Probandum is known to be prNent, e.g. the Soul, eto. whioh aro cognisable]. 

-Th- fullilling only two of the three conditions ere the Probe.ns in th& 

following argument-' Sound is non-eternal,-(a) becatlBe it ia visible, (b) 
b&Ot\uso it is audible, and (o) boca.us& it is incorporeal • ;-where reepeotively 
only the following conditione are not fulfilled-(o) 'Becauae it is visible • 

d0011 not ful61 only the condition of being present in the subject; (b) 'Booause 

it ia o.udible ' does not fullil the only condition of being preaont whore the 
Prol>N>dum is known to be ~t ; o.nd (c) 'Beco.uae it is iMorporeo.l ' does 

not folfU the only oondition of being abient whore the Prob$odwn is known 

to be aboent.-This has been thua 6Xpuued 'Sound is eternal, beca.,... 

it ia a product, because it is corporeal and because it is non-cogniaable ;
aod Sound is non-etern&l, bec6u.ee it ia incorporet\1, because it is audibl& 
and booauao it is visible '.-(1362-1863) 

In the following T~ the Author setAl forth the objection urged by 
P&rcut>c~mifi -~ 

TEXT (1364). 

"Tm1 OIU.RA.Ol'EB OF TIDl V .u.m Ji>&oBA.NS IS FOUND IN WlU.T IS 'IM

POSSIBLE OTJDlRWISl'l ',- AliD NOT WREN TillS CONDITION IS NOT 

J'OLYILLED, EVEN WXIN' TRE '~ J1BA.TOR.ES 1 ARE 

PRESENT. HBNO» TICE 'TIIREE-FEATURED • 

PROBANS J.IIE IMPOTENT (INFRUO-

TUOUS).''-(1364} 

COMMENTARY. 

P4lroltdmin argues u follows:-" The Probene is valid only wbon it 

ia found to be 'olherwise impooe:ible' ; and not when it hao the ' three 
foatnrea '- Booeuse it ia found thet even when the Probans boa the said 

·three features, it is not Vl\lid, whon it does not fulfil the oondition thet 
it i1 • otherwise impoS9ible'; o.g. ln tho eaae where tho ProbaM is cited in 
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the form ' Because he is the Son of so and so ' [thereforo he m ust be dark]'. 

Consequently tho ' throo-featured • Pro hens 8l"e infructuous, inefficient". 

In the term ' ~ impt>Uil>/4 ', the term ' otherwiee ' ttands for 

' without the Probandum • ; thet is to say, th&, valid Prohons is that which 

exists in the Probandum only.-{136') 

In the following Tezu, Pcitro.mimin justifie8 tho view thot the tn1e 

Probo.ns is tho.t wbioh has the one olt~rocterietic of being 'otberwiee impoe· 

alble ',- by showing in deteil thet thoro is poeit.ive as well as negative COD· 

ccmitenoo (betwe<>n the dellnitioo. and the thina defined) :-

TEXT (1365). 

" 'l'Ju T WHXOR IS ' OTHEB\VISJI Dll'OSSIBLl! ' IS HELD TO Bll T1D1 Pl<oBANS, 

WBlLE TlllS IS Oloi~Y ' ON:E•"fBATUltJ:D t ; IT MAY O.R MAY 

NOT Bll REGARDED AS '1101J'R.Jl'liAT(IRliD '."-(1365) 

COMMENTARY. 

'o,...joa.turtd '-Thet which lte8 only one charocterlst.ic, thet of being 

~ otberwiso imposaible ' ; that alone--oone ot.her,-is regarded as ' Probans ', 

by ordinary men as well as by investigators. Through Pr<!sumpt.ion thit 

aamo character implies tho throo features of ' Being present in the Subject ' 

and so forth ; and ho.noo it may be rogo.rded at 'four-featured • ;-or it may 

not be so regarded, becaute in several <:ase6. the Prohons is found t<> be 

v"lid evon when it 11118 only one or two or threo le..tures. 

Iruuanuch M c being otherwise impossible ' is it11 one ohe.ra.cterietio 

feature,-it is called 'one-featured • .- Alona with • being otherwiae impoe. 

sible ', if it is found to exist in like things and not to exiat in unlike things, 

then, it becomes 'two-feo.tuted ' ; and when along with • being otherwise 

impouible ', it is also existent in like thinaa and also to be absent where the 

Probandum is known to be absent, then it is • thre<>·fe&tured ' ; and it is 

not called ' three-featured ' on account of the presence· of the three features 

of 'presence in the Subject' and the roat (mantioned in tho Buddhist's dellni· 

tion) ; because a ~ of this latter kind cannot bring about a valid 

cognition.-( !365) 

"Or, the Probans ia apokeo o! as 'ono-featured' in view of the one 

character of ' being otherwise impoesible •, because this is its principal charac· 

teristio ; o.nd it ia not spolcon. of in torms of the other features of ' presenoo 

in the Subject' and the rest, because th6Se latter a<e eeoondory, or because 

tbey do not serve any ueeful purpoee."-Thit is wbat is shown in the 

following-
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"JuST AS .u<ONO PEOPLB, 't1a >LL~ WHO JUS t/uu SONS tS SPOKE!< 01!' 

AS 1 BA VINO OQ SON '_ ON A000Ulf1: OP 'TKI ON'B· SON .BEING A 

GOOD SON,-80 IT SROULD BE UNDIIBSTOOD IN TKE 

PRESBNT INSTANOE ALS0."-(1366) 

COMMENTARY. 

Says ehe other party :-On acoount of the relation of Inv~riablo Con· 
cornitance, eho ohnracter of the Prob&llS should bo rightly attributed to the 
• threo·lenturod ' n-on only. 

Tho answer to this (from P~mi») is as lollom :-

TEXT (1367) . 

•• As .. liUTTUL 01!' PACT, TKE £ELATION 01!' L"'V.uw..BLB CoNOOlLt'UNOE 

IS NOT ~~ m TKE • THRBE·PEA'l'tTRIID ' RE.t.SONS ; IT rs 

Rl!J.U.Y BOUln> 0'-'LY IN THOSE REAsoNS WBIOR ILl. VB 

THE 0!<11 OlUJUotltRISl'IO PEA.TURB Olf ' BZINO 

omERWISll IMPOSSDILE ' ."- !1367) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho compound 'ot>yal}u!8ambh4oa, et<:. • is to bo oxpoundod as 'thOlle 
Reasons in whom there ia the single charMtor of Ning olhtrtviltf imp~.tible •. 
- (1367) 

Tbo same idea is re·affirmed in ehe following-

TEXTS (1368-1369). 

" TEAT ALON"S IS THE TltU1! PlloBA...'<$ WlllOR JUS TKE OlURJ.OTZR Olf 
I BBL.VO OTHERW1Sll J)(P()SSI]I:LE t ; AS 1'08. OOIUlOBOIU.TIV.E 

INSTA...'fC.£8, TII.BY liA Y B.E mBBB, OR T.ll'BY MAY NOT ; AS 

THEY ARE NOT TKE MEcLvs. b TBll OK.I.lUCTBR Olf 

'B£INO OTHERWISE nt:POSSIBLB 'IS not THBRB, WHAT 

IS THit VSII OP TKE ' THREE 111!ATURES ' 1 AND 

11!' TO CHA:RA.OTliR 011 ' B:&INO OTKER-

WlSB IMPOSSIBLE 1 is THBRB, WHAT 

JS THE USE OF THE 1 THREB 

nATURES'! "-(1368·1369) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Corroborotiw !Ntancu ',-in the form aimilarily Md di11imt"larity. 
''l'N:r/ an Ml tho M<Gm '-<>I proving the Probandum. 

• 

• 
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I~ would bo better to read the second line of I 369 before the firot. line.
(1368-1369). 

The following To.>:$ proceeds to show thAt there can bo no Invariable 
Concomitan .. in the ' three-featured • Probant1 :-

TEXT (1370). 

"THE RliASONlNQ I.N TBB JroR.\1-' HE MUST DB DARK, BECAUSE BE xs· 
TJ'lll SON Olr SO AND SO,- Lilt.E OTKER SONS 011 mS WHO ARE 

II'OUND TO BE DARK ',~ONTAJN'S TllB • TlDl'JDB i'JilATtJREJ), 

PROBANS, AND YET IT CA.."'NOT LEAD TO ANY VALID 

DEFINITE CONCLUSION."--{1370) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Texts, it is shown, by a number of oxampJ..., thet it is 
only the ' ono-featured ' Probon1 thet has the requi•ite capacity (of leading 
to a ve.lid conclu8ion) :-

TEXT (1371). 

" A:'< EXA!Ifl'LE 01' THE One-featured PltOBANS \VJTROOT CORROBORATIVE 

INSTANCES, WE HAVE IN TJ'lll REASONING-' POSI'tiVE A.}.'"D 

NEGATIVE & ... TITlES ARE ESSENTIALLY ~8te11l--

BBOA.17S11 THEY ARE OAPAJlLE OF I)EINO APPltE· 

BllNDED SOMZHOW '."-(1371) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Reasoning is in tbe form 'Positive and Nept.ive entities are some
how ~ bec&tl8e tbey are apprehensible somehow '.-In this oese there 
are no external ,corrobomtive Instan-. either of aimilarity or difiSimilarity, 
either in the form of " mtement or in the form of actual things ; boceuse all 
things have boon included under the Subject (Minor Term) 'Positive and 
Neg&tive ont.itieo ' ; and there is nothing apart from theae. Aa reg&rds the 
character of t being pre8ellt in the Minor Term '. this i8 ' otherwite impossible •, 
e.nd i,s nothing apart from this latter ; hence the Probantl here is 'one· 

featured'. 
' SOt'Mhow ',-under some such term a.s 1 Cognisable ' or ite Bynonyms. 
1 Are uscntiaUy t."':'istent •,-' somehow' h.a8 to 00 COIUitrued with this 

nlso.-Honoe tho full Rell.8oning is-' Becau•e they n•o somthow apprchemibk, 
therofore they e.ro somehow existent '.-(1 371) 

ln the following Te>:U, e-xamples of tho 'two-footured' Probans are 
cited:-
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TEXTS (1372-1379). 

"(l ) 'Tml Sftalh4-idiicMaM (HA:RE•lol.\RDD) Ill NOT N-Moon,
BltOAVSE IT IS Sl'OD.'< OP AS TB:!! MO<M. ;-B:EBW WJl JUVE A 

• TWO·RATVBED • Pao!l~'<s.-(2) AlJOTitlllt IS TB1lS STATED :-' I 
Tllllllt TJUT Tlllll PAIN OP J>!Th-:1 IUS B!IEN OAVSED Bl! THll J'ALLING 

INSEOT,-BEOAIISB ITS APPEARANOll WAS J'ELT ON THE TOVOR OP 

THll l'.U.LING INSEOT '.-(3) 'lN BRINGING ABOtrr Tllll Ei'FliOr IN 

THll SILU'E OlJ' TilE PEROEPTlON OlJ' 0oLOVB, Tllll EYE IS ENDOWED 

WlTRA 17NIQOIIPOTENOY,-B1!0A1JSE !TIS USED li"OI!. TliATl'VBPOSE,

OR, DKOAOSII 0oL01JI!. IS FOTJND TO BE ,I.OTOALLY l'EROEIVED BY ITS 

Mll.t.NS '.-(4) 'Tla SO!IL, THll JAR AND OTI!JilR Tllll<OS ARII SOME· 

KOW :ISSII~"TIALLY mm.e:ti.fteftt,-BIIOAVSB TliEl! .l.RII SOMEKOW INAP· 

PB311ENSIBLII IN A.l<Y WAY, L1X1! TKII H ORNS 01! TIIJI HAR!I'.-(5} 
'EvB!I TIDl HAR!I's HoRN A.lm SOCK TKINGS ARII SOiolBIIOW l!<XISTliiNT, 

-BIIOA11811 T1U:Y ABB SO>IEIIOW ll'l'IU!li1'<SIBLB,---rost' LIKE TIIJI 

SoUL, TKll J.u AND SUCH 'I'IDNOS '.-(6} 'IT Ill VNDlmSTOOD Tll.U' 

YOlJI!. PA'rlalt IS IN TRIS II011S&,- BIIOA11SE l!OlJI!. UTIIER'S VOI<m 

IS JIUliD IN 1XB I1011SB '.-(7) IN TKE OASB 0:1' WOBDS, LAMPS 
AND SVOR TKINOS,-l'I IS POmiD THAT TIIIIY ABE AOTTJALLY Th-niOA· 

TIVll (01' TKINOS) 1'RROOGK TilE <IKAR.<OTliR OJ' 'Bli!NG OTHERWISE 

DIPOSSIBLJI', EVEN TKOOClK THllY DO NOT RBSlDB IN TRJl S011JE0T 
(MINOR TBR~!).-HEN<m FOR VS, IT IS 'IXE ' ONJl.·li'IIATVBIID ' 

P.aOBA.'<S TJUT SIIOULD BE I!.EGARDED AS TKJl lNDIOATIVE (PROBANS), 

-QN TilE GROUND OF ITS BEING TKE MOST Il!POM'ANT ; WHAT IS TKE 

USE Ol' A89llltiNG 511011 OIIABAOTBRS AS 'RESIDING IN TilE 81JBJEOT ' 

AND SO PORTa l "~137Z.:l379.J 

OOMMENTA.RY. 

The propooit.ion may be stated eitber in the form • The Hare-marked is 
not Non·Moon ', or 1 Tbe Ha.rtH:~arked ia tb& lloon '; and tbo Probans is 
'because it ia spoken of by the ...,u.lcnown popula>- D&mO Moor. •, or 
'because it ia apokeo of aa tbe Moon ' ;-the Corroborative Iuatanoe ,.. 
diaaimilarity beillj! ll!lpplied by the elod of emth and ll!lch ~ 

(2) Another Probans is next mentioned, which ia • two-f ... tuted. :
• 'rhia pain of mine has been caused by tb6 falling inaect,-becaUlle ita appear. 
anoe wu felt on the touch of the falling insect • ;-i.e. tho '1l<ioya •, appear· 
anoe, of which wao 'prali/4bdha ', fele, on the 'opor~ho ', touch, of the falling 
in.ooct.- The feminine tlflix • /llp' is not added at tho ond of the compound, 
booauso it is intao.ded to be a. common factor. 

(3) (Another &mmple}-' The Eye hM the potency of the most elicotive 
inatrument in bringing about the appreh..,.ion of the Colour oxiating at the 
P"*>•>t time,-bacauso, while it is not damaged, it is that which ia used a.s 
I·M Iuatrument, by a man who desires to see Colour 1\nd aota intelligently ' 
-<>o-' beoauae it ia actually found to bring about the cognition of Colour' ; 

I 
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t he Ear, etc. being the Corroborative Instance per dissimilo.rity.-' Xuya '
of the Colour. 

In all thea<> three Reasons, there being no Oorrol;>orative Instances ptr 

Similarity, they have only two jeatur ... 
(4) (Another example}-' The Soul, the Jar and other things are some

how essentially non-existent,-beceuso they are somehow not-apprehended,
like the Hare's Horn '.-In this cese, there is no Corroborativ& Instance 
per dissimilo.rity; as 'the Jar and other things • include the entire group 

. of Positive Entities and they have . been mentioned in the Proposition as 
"e8s~i4Uy non-&xistent ; and the negative entity has been put forward as 
the Instanc»; and apart from the ' Positive , and the ' Nega.ti~e ', there is 
no third cetegory,-wherein it oould be pointed out that the exclusion of 
t he Probandum. implies the exclusion of the Probans. 

(5) [Another .example}-' Things like the Hare's Horn are somehow 
essentially· existent, as they o.re somehow e.pprehensible • ;-the absence of 
the Instance per dissimilo.rity here aJso may be explained as above. 

(6) [Another example}-' This house is understood as having your father 
within,-beeause your Father's voice is heard '.-Here also tbere is no 
Instance per Similarity ; hence the Probans is only ' two-featured '. 

(7) In the ca.se of Words, Lamps and such things, it is found that, even 
though they do not subsist in the Subject (Minor Term), yet they indicate 
(make known) things, in the same wa.y as the Inferential Probans in the shape 
of Smoke, etc. Words and Lamps a.re not properties subsisting in the Jar 
and such things indicated by them ; and yet the Thing is actually apprehended 
through them ; hence in tllis case the two conditions are present-that 
of ' absence where the Probandum is known to be absent ', and ' being 
otharwia<> impossible' ; hence the Probans here is a. 'two-featured ' one.
(1372-1379) 

The following Xezt supplies the &nswer to the above argument& of 
PcitrMvtimin :-

TEXT (1380). 

Is THE l'BOl'OSED DEFINITION ~lEANT TO BE GENERAL 1 O:a, m MFE:&· 

l!lNOE TO A particu14r Su:8JEOT ON \VXIOl! KNOWLBDOE XS SOUGHT 1 
., OR IN REFEBENOE TO THE Instance 1-(1380) 

CO~fMENTARY. 

The proposed definition of the Probans is thet (it is ' otherwie.e 
impossible', which means that) it •hould not ea:i8t apart jr<Ym the P,.obandum; 
-(1) now is this meant to be gener&l (applicable to aU Probans) ? Or is it 
me&nt to be &pplieable to any particular object ! a.nd in the latter ease, (2) is it 
meant to be in reference to a particular object in which · the existence or 
otherwise of the Probandum is sought to be known ! Or (3) in reference 
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t.o tbat object which forms the CotToboralivo IMtance.-Theoe are tb& 
altenlat.i- ~bl6.--{ 1380) 

The following Tut points out objectiona againat t110 jlrll. altorn~<tive :-

TEXT (1381). 

JF IT WBRll UNDERSTOOD TO BB ge-neral, TH11N, WltAT WOHLO BB INDTOATED 

WOULD llll Tilll liXJSTliNOE 0~ T!Ul PROBANS IN Tlflll OBJEOT 

\l'lU\RE THE PIJOBANDUM Ill l'BBSENT ; AND TT WOULD 

NOT AOOOMPLISR WHAT IS SOUORT TO DB 

ACOOJIO'LISHED.-(1381) 

COYMENTARY. 

Tbe mere fact of ita ""' ciaing apari !,.,. IM Ptobondum,-withoot 
the other fact ol ita existing wa-.ver the Probandum io known t.o exist,
dooo not JUke • visibility '-{which dbu 110t cill apart from IAo Ptobondum, 
Non-.umolily; hut io not present in allcaaes wa-. Non-etornelity is present], 
--doet not prove the Ncn-dom4lily of Sound.-:S:once the Arot oltemative 
cannot be right. 

• 11 wuld ""' a<oomplW•. !te. <le. '-that io, it oould not eetl'blish the 
deeirod conoluaion regarding the' p....,nce of tho Probond\un in the object-. 
--{1381) 

Q·uulion. :- " '\Vhy so t ,. 

A""""" :-

• TEXTS (1382-1383). 

Fo& JNSTA.N<n, ' Vl'.SiliiLJ'l'Y • rs KNOWN TO»& JNSJU'.U.ULE (NOT EXJS1'1l'G 

u.utT) raox ' DEST&uanoN ', m A OBN:BRAL WAy ; A...'VD YBT rr 

(VISillTLITY) OANNOT l'ROVI! l'r (DRSI'RUOTION) TN SoUll1l.-

JJ, TKJ:N, IT BE SAID Tl!A.T l'l'S PRitSENCB JN TilE OBaOT 
I8 MBANT,-TJIEN", IN TltA.T OASJ:, aND BR YOUR 

VTJIW ALSO, THE PlWllL~S BECOMES ' TllllllE· 

JliATURBO' AS BEFORB.-(1382-1 383) 

COMMENTARY. 

'T<U '-Viaibility. 
c 2"CII1JO '-of Deatruetio~ 
' Canra.M prow U •--cannot indicate its preaence. 

• 

I 

l 
I 
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It might be said that.-" in order to guard against the laid objootion, 

roCOW'S$ may be had to the quali6cation that the Probans should be actua.lly 
present in the object " .-In ~het .....,, under your vio'v ftlso, the Probans 
comos to have the samo ' throo-foaturod ' character that it had under ours.

( 1382-1383) 

QtuStion. :-"How lfO ? " 
.An.noer :-

TEXT (1384). 

' Bllh'iG OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE ' INCLUDES POSITIVB AND NEGATIVE. 

CONOOMlTANOE ; AND Bl:' ITS pre&ence ;,. t.ht object ITS PRESENCE 

IN TRE 2>fiNOR TER!t D:&OOMES ADMITTED.-(1884) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Pooilive Oe>n<:omilonce '-ia ,,...,.... ,.,,_..,.,. IM Probond""' u know» 

to be ,..._.c. 
'Nega~i.,. o.,..,.,.;l<lnco '-iA a1>eon<e ..,.._. the Probondu,,. u lmoum to

be obNm. 
'Satiuhraya '-is admi••ion, i .e. acc~plonce.-(1384) 

The following Tnt shows that there is no incompo.eibility with the· 

opinion of our Groat 1'ooohor :-

TEXT (1385). 

A S!MlLAR ABBREVUT1!!D DEJPINUION HAS BEEN Th'DIOATIID BY OUR 

TJIAOHER ALSO ; WHO SAYS TBA.T 'TRE PRoBANS EXISTS IN 

TKB CoGNISAllLll ODJIIOT AND IS PliRVADl!D BY A PART 

011 IT '.-(1385) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Grlihy<Jdlla~ • ,-i.e. 6Xiat.in3 in the oognilobl<s objod,-i.o. the objeet 
in which the Probandum ia oought to be pro~'<!d ; i.o. in the Minor Term.

(1386) 

The following T...U point out tho objections against the second alterna· 

Live noted above (under Tnt 1880) :-
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TEXTS (13S6-1388). 

b mB P&Ol'Osml DEJD-'l'I'IOl< o:e 1'Bll PltoBA.o'<S IS liOIANT TO BE 0111l 
TJUT IS rom."'D IN THll i\lnl'oa TEBJ~ olll.Y,-'rKZl" mAT SillE 

Mm.&l!S OP CooJttTION WBICH IUS MADE mll l'Roll.o.NS XNOWN WOOLD 
JoUKll Xl<OWlf THE PltoJLU."'DUM ALSO. b Tllll l'Roii.U."'DOM DOES 
NOT JIE001o!E XNOWN, ~ THll PRoBANS J.LSO OANN01' BECOMfl 
IU'OW.N. TlroS THE PRoBANS WOULD Bll tJSliLESS, TIIE PROBANDUM 

llAVING llliOOM!l XNOWlf BY OTRBB l!l>ANS.-Tllll!!.ll WOULD BE rBE 
lNOONGR11lTY OP 'JIIU1't1AL INTIIRDEPENDENO.!l' .ALSO, IJI 1'lilll Dll· 
JINI1'll OOGNITION 011 TilE Plto:&ANDUM :FOLLOWED PROM TliE 
PROBANS ; AN17 :OB'I'WI!EN TIIESJI TWO, mll OOQNlTION O:e Ol<ll WOtJLD 
:SE DJ:PIINDENT UPON TIIE COGNITION 01' THll OmEB.-(1386-1388) 

OOl!MENTARY. 

The Prob&nl may be defined as being m.oparabio from 1M Ptobandwn 
m IM Minor Term ...zv,-ea asserted in the foUo-..ina word._,' The c:har&eter 
of tbe Prob&nl ia bold by otbe<s t<> exist in tbe lnat6noe and to be not. oeen 
apari. from tbe Probandum ; in my opinion however, it ia /MJ too\icl> dou 
...- e:iM in !M Minor T.,. opan from !M hol>ondum; the foUowers of 
Shabotc derive thio knowledge from Preoumption, and the followers of 
BhikfU, from Inference; for us, Inference ia oomothing to\6lly dif!erent, 
like Nar<Uimhc. (having a. dual chare.cter) ". 

[In thie paeeage}-' Dhonni1<i '- In the Minor tonn ;-i.o. tbet in which I 
the oxiatonoo of the Probandum is sought to bo proved ;-' Amun<i '-i.e . . 
what ia eought. to be proved. That which'-\n~lo of .,Wing in tM Minor I 
:I'm" aparl from !M P1'0l>ondwn ;-this is me&nt. to be the definition (of· . 
1?robene). ' 

If eucb be the definition cl <be Probana, then that eame Meens of 
<:cgnition by, which tbe Probans would be known 1o4 ineeparable from the 
Probondum, aa existent in the object where tbe Probendum ia eo\J8ht to be 
provod.-tbet oame 1\leana of Cognition would have made known tbe 
Probandum al8o (ae preoent in the 1\linor Term) ;- 10 'that the Probans 
.....Wd be entirely uael-. 

If tbe Probandum ia not known, then lobe Probane aloo ia not known ; 
because tbe Pro bene bee been defined 84 what ia preoant in the Minor Term 
insoperably from tbe Probandum ; and thie in.Hpal'<lbaily from tM Probandum 
-cannot be known if the Probandum is not known ; 10 t.het the Probenduxn 
would rcm"in ' unknown ', boco.use the oognition of ln.ieporobilily depends 
upon the Cognition of both. 

It might be urged th&t-" The Probane may be known by other rneans 
<>I cognition" ;-tbon what ia the use of the Probans, t.he Proh&ndum having 
become known already ! 

Further, if the definite cognition of the Probendum were dependent 
upon the Pro bens, then there would be the incoJl8tW ty of mutual inU1"· 

~·-· 
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. Quution :-" Ho'v ? u 

.thtatiiOr :-'If the tk/mit~ Oogniti<m, etc. etc. • ;-the cognition of the 
Proba.ndum would be dependent upon the cognition of the Proba.ns,-as 
theroin alone lies tl>e t\Se of the Probans,-and the cognition of the Probans, 
\Vhich i• characterised by inseparability from the Probandum, would be 
dependent upon the cognition of the Probandum ; thus there would be clear 
mutual inter-dependence '.-(1386- 1388) 

1'he following TOXl-tekes note of the third alternative set forth above 
(under Te:xt 1380) :-

TEXT (1389}. 

EVEN XF THE PROBANS. WlilRE KNOWN AS EXISTENT IN THE 00BROllORATXVE 

INSTANCE, TRAT WOULD NOT BRXNQ ABOUT THE COGNITION Ol' THE 

PROBANDUM m THE MINoR TERM. BEcAUSE tTS 

INVAlUABLE CONCOMITANCE ~L NOT RAVE 

BEEN .DEll'il<lTELY COGNISED ALL 

OVER.-(1389) 

COMMENTARY. 

'In. the. Oorroborati'Ve l'Mtance ',-i.e. in the objeot that serves as the 
Corroborative lnstance,-which object is different from that in which the 
Probandum is SO\>ght to be proved. 

'If it were .t"MWW'~ ',-i.e. if the Probans were lmown. 
What is meent is &S follows :-If the inseparability (concomitance) of 

the Probans is hold to be in the object which forms the Corroborative 
Instance,-<>nd which is something different from the Mino>· Term, in which 
the Proba-ndum is sought to be proved,-and not ' all over '--everywhere-
along with the Minor T onn,-then how could such a Probans bring about the 
cognition of the Probandum in the Min<>r Term f 

Why it could not bring it about is explained- ' Beca""" its i>>t>Ori<Wl~ 
concomitance, etc. etc. '.-(1389) 

With the following TOXl, the author procood$ to point out defects in the 
examples cited (by PdtrastXimin., in Texts 1371 to 1378) :-

TEXT (1390). 

As REGARDS Tlrlll PROBANS THAT HAS BEEN I.'UT FO.RWA.RD (UNDER 1371), 

IN THE FOlm ' BECAUSE IT IS Al'l'E'ElnlNDED SOMEHOW ',-

T.liB OBJECT oF TIDS l$ NO'l' OP~N' TO UNCERTAINTY ; 

'ICENCE IT IS USELESS.-(1390) 

OOMMEN'l'ARY. 

As regards the Probans that has been put forward, in the form-' Boeanse 
it is somehow apprehended ',-this is absolutely futile; as its object is not 
open to doubt ; thet is, it aaserts what is already known ; and what is already 

44 
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known cao.noe be tbe objective of the Probans ; it is only a doubtful nmtter 

eh&t la dealt with by the Probellll ; beeau.so • a Rooson is otaled only in 

reforonce to what is doubtful '.-What. too is known only in an iAoloted form 
oannot. be the substratum of tho Probans; as the Probandum would be 

nlrendy known (\mder the definieion propo\mded by Patmmmln).-{1300) 

It might be urged thot.-" bore nlso wllat fonns the object of the 

Prob&no la what is open to doubt ".-The answer to that is M follow" :-

TEXT (1391). 

Tlu.T TilE POSITIVE ENTITY IS ES8JIN'l'IALLY l!XlSTEl'lT IS Kl'O'VN TO 

ALL PERSONS; THEN BOW IS IT $All) THAT IT IS KNOWN 

'somel1ow' t-(1391) 

COMMJ!JNTARY. 

When all persons somehow know it for certain that the Positive Entity 

lt existent, why do you atete your Proposition in the form 'The Positive 
Entity ia ...,..,., .. tzilt..U. !-

• Tod<itmal""m '-being _,tially existent. 
Tbo mention of the 'Po.itive Entity' is only by way of illuatralioo. ; 

the N'9"1iue Entity ill also mean>. 
• '8~'-ie. in the fonn of 'being cog:nisable',-it is known for 

oort&in that all tlris is tzi1t.m; honoo tbe Probans ia aboolutely futile.
(IS9l) 

It might be argued that.-" tho &~id fact ia not admitted by the Sankl•ya 

end otbo111 ; hence it is sought to be proved ". 
The answer to that is aa follewa :-

TEXTS (1392-1393). 

EVEN VlfDBB Tltt DOOl!llllfB TllA.T " ALL 1:BJNGS A.JlB O:r-"E u ,--oN 

AOOOUNT OF 'l'BE DIVERSITY IN TBJ; NATURE Oll THE MODmOATIONS, 

WlUT IS JIIAlHJlESTJID IS ALWAYS IN SOME DEJ!"INITXLY OIJIAR 

IIORM. EvEN THOSE WliO REGAltD .ALL THINGS AS ' I!"BATO"IIE· 

LBSS ' (DEVOID OP OUARAOTE!l), ALWAYS HAVE 

B.ECOUBSE TO SUOH QUALIFlrlNG TERMS AS 

' TRULY ' AND THE LIK.E.-{1392-1393) 

COAIMENTARY. 

' The doctrine of all thin&* being one ' is the one that is held by the 
&II.I:Al/(14; for those who teh their otand upon this doctrine, wha~ ill man;. 
footed-apprehended-is &lwaya in tome definite form. 

Quulion :-"How so t u 

A,_.~· On""""""' of, etc. etc.. '.~· na.t.m oj t/14 Modifi<>Uion8 •,
i.e. in the form of Modi6.,...tions. 

• 
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The tcnn 'adi • ia meant to include the 'unm.ixod (Pure) Primordial 
l\fnttor, consisting of Plof\R\U'e, Pa in, otc. 1 aud 'the Spirit.a ns distinguished 
from one n.noth.cr, and frorn Primordial Matter'. 

'E..,. W... '-i.e. tbo Miitlloyamil:tu, Ideallsto.-Tbeoe also, in MOcrting 
the 'featurolessntlSS' of 1\11 things, alw&y• &dd the quali!yin,g term ' truly', 
and they do not aosort them to be absolutely •o : be<:'"'"" they do o.drn.it of 
their being p1·oduced at looot .in tbe Ideation. 

'Troly '-i.e. strictly logically. 
Th& term '4di , includos such qualifying terms os • in reaJity ' ond thB lil<o. · 
In fa<:t it must be odm.itted by all men that tha fact that a tA;ng is 

"""'""""'u~um is qu.ita certainly recognised.-(1392·1303) 

TEXT (1394). 
0TJI1'1RWISE, IT CAN::<OT BE ADMl'ITED TUAT ':rr IS SOMEHOW APl'RE• 

RE::< DE]) '.-IF IT IS U8al}e THAT IS S01JOHT TO BE PROVliD,
THBN SOlllETIIING WID.L KNOWN SR011LD II'OBM TBI'l 

CoBRODORATIVI!l WSTANOI!l.-(1394) 

COMMENTARY. 
' Othm.uilf ',-i.e. ii "hat haa been just eaid ia not o.drn.itted, then-the 

:Probo.ns-in the fonn 'because it is som ehow apprehended '--oiUlnot be 
admitted. 

:Previous to this tho defect pointed out in the statement of tbo other 
port.y wa8 that it was futi/4: it is now pointed out that it la inadmillib/4. 

If i t is Ueago that ie moont to bo proved,-then the Corroborative lnatanco 
could bo found in the caeo where the use bad been made: and in this COBO, 
the Probana would beeome 'tJuee.f.,.tured '. Otberwiao, if thoro were no 
Corrobor&tive lnatance, the Usa.ge al110 could not be known.-(139') 

The following To:<~ points out tbo defeot in the aeoond Reaaoning put 
forth (by P4ln>ndmin, in T""' 1372, wh.,.. the 'two·foatured' Probana is 
&XompliJied) :-

TEXT (1395). 
AB REGARDS ' BEING SPO!OlN 07 AS TB:£ MOON ' , TJilS IS :PRESlll<'l' ALSO 

tN' TKINGS Wlll!lt:B 'lBll P:8oBJ.N1)1J){ IS KNOWN TO Bl: PBESENT ;-
OR IT 18 ALSO SOJII:BTIMES l'BJilSElNT tN' TRB M (111 ( WRO 

IB Sl'OKlilN o:r AS TUB JliOON), OR m Ollmphor, 
Silver ANl> S110ll OTREB 'DDNGS (wmOR ARE 

ALSO CALLED 'JliOON ').-(1395) 

COMl\IENTARY. 
'M~kl '-i.o. in Man.-(1395) 

Ol>jection :-"If " three-featured Proben11 ;., poi!Bible, for the proving 
of the 'Moon', then how is it thet your Taaoher haa aeeert.ed that, when a 
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man doclaros th&t tbo Moon is nol tho Moon,-for tho proving of its boing the 
MOO!> against o11ch a pe..,.on. thoro e"n bo no Inferenoo,-as he bM assorted 
in the following ~-·In the CMO where there enn be no Inferanco on 
accoont of the thing in queotion being 1<ni~. it is excludod by its contrary 
which is well known in ita verbe.l form; ,vben, for example. it is said th&t. 
!ha H~ is IM Moon bc<o- it <• an tntitv; in a """" like this there 
is no ltlinor Tc.rm • ! , 

In anticipation of t.hiA objcetion, the following answer iwl been 

providod :-
TEXT (1300). 

Tll:&aB W011LD llll 'Ul<IQI!lt:SI!SS ' ONLY 11' 'mJl PltoBA.!<S WERll 1\IE.U"T 

TO :pll()VB • li.OON·N"ESS'; AS, IN TJC8 4 .BSRNOE Oil' A..~ WELL

KNOWN JIAOT REOA.BDINO IT, lT WOULD BB liA.SBD 

Bl<TIRBLY OlON TIIR I<ATORJI OJI THE 'I'IIDW 

ITSBLV.-{1396) 

COMMENT AllY. 

• 1' would be baH<l entirely, etc. ' ;-i.&. it is in regard to thB Probnns in 
the ahe.pe of the ex_isteJtce or non-existence of thing~', that t Uniquaness' has 
been ass&'tod,-not in rog<U<i to a Probe no in the form of a well-known fact; 
hecauso in tho c .. e of the latter, "" it i• dependent upon the wish of the 
speaker, the n00088al"y ooncomit.t\nco wonld n.lwaya be thel'e. The Inference, 
without • Corroborativo Inoronoo, boa been Bpok&n of only in tbo case where 
tho other party holds " different opinion ond donies all experience, ..nd 
consequenUy cannot bo convinood of tho thing being tl1e Moo» on tho b...Us 
of any woll-koown faot,-nor is thoro nny Inferential Indicative (Probans) 
bt>SOd upon the oopncity of things by which the Moo»-n<BB could he provod 
in reference to tho Bart·holde:r,-bocauso tho 1u..mo 'Moon' is ba.sed upon 
the mero whim of the a~Jcor and is not an inherent property of the thing 
concernod. Thet this i8 so is cl.e&r from tho following st..tement-' One who 
does not wish to attribute Moon-noes to the Haro-/101der,-wb&t •ort of well
known cognition could ho want I It iR foe this roi'&On tbot the Infe-rence 
a.ddressod to him has to bo 1ritbout a Corroborative Instance, •nd henco 
unique, 'too specific.' 

In plnee of ' chandrolt:(ll6dho"' ', 'To prove Moon..-nu.r ', some text'i 
,.o&d • oehandro«ld11a!li ', • to pro1·o that it is not-Moon' ; and mth this 
roouiing, the explan$tion would bo M !ollOWl! :-Where the other p<1rty iwl 
asserted thet • The HaNJ.Jocllhr i8 not tho Motm, boeause it exists ',-when the 
Probans, • becauae it cxiota •, hot.a been cited by that party for proving the 
• Non-moon-cbancter •,-then. the pe1'110n who prooeodo to IUlSwer him by 
proving tho 'l\loon-cherncw ', hu • reuon why ho ca.onot put forwvd an 
Inferenoo of • uniquen...,' ; and it is this rouoo that. the Tead>er bu indiOI>ted 
by aaserting that. • where, on aocount of uniCJUOII"S'', there ia no lnferonee, 
et.c. et.c. ', which refen to the aboonce of ..u Inferential Indicatiw in the 
shape of the cba:eeter ol the tiling conccrnod, u ap..rt from any well-known 
ft>et (which could bo cited~--(1398) 
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The following Te:U point.a out the defeet in the thil'd 8l'glllUCilt (put 
forwaro by Plitrti$V<imin, in To= l37S, regiU'ding the • falling insect'):-

TEXT (1397). 

THBlUJ IS NO DISTINCTION PRRO:E!Vl:D BETWEXN ' Dlllli'G DROUGR'l' 
ABOUT DY THE FALt.niG INS:EO'l1' AND 'RAVING ITS Al'Pl:AR.WO:E 

.FELT ON TKB TOUCH OF Till! F.u.t.ING JIISl:CT '.-(1397) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Thue is "" tiillin<eiAm pu-co>l>td ',- between the Proba.ns (Premiss) 
a.nd the Proposition (Conclusion): th~t i• , the Probans is " part of the 
Proposition itself. In tho CMO in queotion, whl\t is mront to be proved is 
tl>e f~>et of the Pain being duo to a part icular inoect,-end ~ho srune fact is 
Mwrtod, in different words, in t l>e Probans (Premiss). Honce there is no 
difference between the Premiss and the Conclusion.-(1397) 

The following might be urg<.'d :-" If the epithetfCJili,.g ill not intToduced, 
ond the Probans (Premia) ill stilted in the geDMa! form • boo& use it.a appeora.nce 
ill folt ',-then the Premil!R cannot be a part of the Collcluaion." 

AMtDU ~ 

TEXT (1308). 

'FALt.lli'G ' MUST BE MADB A QUAt.tFIOA'l'ION Ill TliB PROBANS ; OTHER· 
\VISB ' l NOONOLUSlVENBSS ' (F ALSITY) WOULD DE 

!NRVI'l'ABLB.-(1398) 

OOMll&'ITARY. 

The qualification must be there: otherwise the Premia would bo faJsified 
by reforonee to the Pain cauMd by other inseet.a.--(1398) 

TEXT (1399) . 

l1r WHAT IS MEANT TO BB PROVBD (ASSERTBD IN TUB OONOLUSION) IS THAT 
lJBTWEEN 'l'l!B TWO (THE PAJN AND THE lNSBOT) THllltli IS THE 

RELA'l'ION OF OA11SB AND El!Vl!CT,- WBIOR HAS BEEN FOR· 
GO'l'rEN,-THBN TKB PaOBA.o'IS WOULD DE 'TlllUlE· 

FEATURED ', AS THBBI!O WO OLD BE A CoRROBORA· 
'1'IVE L'<STANClt PIIOVIDED BY PREVIOUS 

l:Xl'Jlllm<CE.-{ 1399) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be urged tl>at "what ia meant to be provod i• the relation of 
Ot>use and Effect-for the bonoflt of one who has forgotton it,-then, in 
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tbat c:aoc. the Prob&ns would beoome • tbn>e-fealured ', all the Corroborative 
Instance would bo provided by such well-1..-nown .,._ M that of Smt>u and 
Fins.-( 1309) 

The following Tm supplies tbe answer to tho argtanont stetod (by 
P4t.......tmin, in Text 1374) regarding "the EyOil having the peculiar potency 
for bringing ~bout the effect in tbe shape of Oolour-porcopt.ion ". 

'l'EXT (1400). 

As A MATT&'& 01' 1'1.0'!', THE Vll&Y ~ Ol' TKE EYE,-WBIOH IS THE 

SUBJEOr-IS STILt. ~OEIITAIN ; AND TltB i'IIOVINO Or THIS 

(EXlSTL"OII) CA.>n<OT B11 RIORT,-AS IT WOUt.D B:l 

OPEN TO TB% .DUECTS OF 'JNA..D)IfTSSlBILITY * 
A.'ID '1'RB REST.-(1400) 

COMMEl<"TARY. 

Thoro i• & stop after ' oo' (in the second lino). 
'Ifl<ldmiltibilily a714 the rul ' .- Tbe term ' &nd the roet' include~ 

'falsity ' e. net 'controd.iction •. 
What ia meant is that if Eriaunu is to be provod, thon the P robans 

put forward is open to all the three defects of the Probc.n.e. For inotence, 
if the character cited ., the l'robans is oometbing pomtivo, then it is ' insd· 
miseiblo' ;-i.f it is both (positive &nd negative), then it ie 'IneonciUJiive • ; 
-if it i.o mgoli010, then it is ' contradictory '.-This het boon th\UI declared
' The positive property is not admittod; botb positive and negative would 
bo Ineoncluoivo; and the negative one w<><lld bo contradictory; bow then can 
E~ be pro'-ecl ! ' 

H what io aougM to be proved is tJu pol"""lf ;,. tM E,., tM Sllhjm, 1<> 
bl'i?tg about vi1utll f"U'"plion~.-e""-en. so, inasmuch ae 'potency ', ' existence •, 
etc. ""' aynonymoWI, the proving of Pouncy would involve the proving of 
Eri«enoe.-on tbo negative aspect also, iU&Smucb M tbo Potency, being 
beyond the reacl> o! the senses, would not bo well-known, tho Probans would 
beoomo fllllaeious, M having no well-/mown subetratwn. 

Similnrly, the Probans, in tbo fom> • because of the porcopt.ion of Colour ' , 
would bo somothing not present in tho Subjeot, and honco it ahoulcl bo 
underotood to be ln<r<lmiuible.-(1400) 

Quution _........_ .. How then con you also prove the exi.8tenco o·f the Eyes 
and the other ae.nse--organa ? 11 

A""'-Y:-

r 
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I 

• 
i 

! 
I 
' I 
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TEXT (1401). 

J3UT SOMETD!l!S, EVEN THOUGH COLOUR AND OTHER THINOS ARE TIDIRE, 

VISUAL PERCEPTION DOES NOT TAKE PLACE ; Er!lNCE lT IS 

UNDERSTOOD THAT THAT (PERCEPTION) ALONE OA.'WOT 

BE A REASON (FOR TKEl EXISTENCJl OF THE 

EYE).-(1401) 

COMMENTARY. 

~ Sometin~ea ',- when, for instance-, the Eyes are closed. 
We never seek to prove the existence of the Eye---directly as ' this is 

the Eye' ; what happens (according to us) is tJ:l$t it is found that the Percep
tion appears only when certain things, in the form of Colour, etc. ore there, 
-and it is so fonnd that it is present when these things are t.bere. and it ia . 
absent wheu they n.re absent ;.-and what we seek to prove is th9.t the 
Perception eould not have those things &lono as its ca.use,-that it must 
have some other cause ; so thet tho SulJjea (of our Inferenoe) i8 the said 
Perception, which cannot be said to be 'unkno'm '.-Wha.t this oth$r ea. use 
is comes to be spoken of as the ' Eye '. 

The basis of our conclusion is tl>e practical notion of diversity.-(1401) 

The following might be urged:-" It may be that, in the manner shown, 
the Perception rnay bG the Subject ; even so, the Proba·ns remains only 'two· 
featured ' ". 

The answer to this is o.s follows :-

•rEXT (1402). 

THE SPROUT IS AOTUALLJC FOUND TO EXIST AS RA VINO ITS BIRTH IN· 

Slll'Al<A.BLY CONNECTED WITH ITS CAUSE ; AND Tll:IS IS ALWAYS 

AVAILABLE AS THE CoRROBORATIVE INSTANCE; THE 

INSTANCE PER DISSiliiiLA.RITY IS TOO OLBA.R 

(TO BE STATED).-(1402) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Imeparably connected with its Oa~ '-invariably concomitant with ita 
Cause-is the birih-&ppearance, coming into existence-of the Sprout. 
Things like the Sprout, having their birth dependent upon their Cause and 
hence coming into existence only occasion.a.Uy, are possible a.s the Corroborative 
Instance (in the proving of the Visual Perception as being due to the Eye) :
tbe argument being formulated thus :-Those things that appear on the 
presoilee of something else, only occasionally, CE'nnOt be rego.rded as produced 
from thet alone, they must be regt.rded as dependent upon other eauses,
for in.t)tance, even when the soil and other things are there, the Sprout 
ie found to appear or not to appear according as the seed is there or not there ; 
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-even wl10n Colour, etc. ..,.. there, the Visual Pereoptloo. "PJ*.tl only at 
certain t.iln.., """"""ing as the EyM nre clooed 0tr not clooed ; benoe in the 
CNO of the deni&l of the Eye. the argument would point out thet the said 
deni&l would bo cooll'ary to a wider propotlition; while in the ....., of the 

aaertillg or tbo exi>tenoe or the Eye, it would oont.ein " natural ~n.
(1(02) 

The Te>:l now tnkoo up the arg<unent put forw"!'' (by Pci1T(I8t;(i?ni1>) 
under To:tl 1375, to the offect that "the SouiMd tho .Tnr nre somehow non

existent, ate. eto ''. 

TEXT (1403). 

Jl\' l'IIOVIN(} TKAT 'l'liEl JAR AND OTHl!lt TJill\'(}8 ARII " SOMEIIOW NON

ExtSr»NT n,~ PROBANS IS FOUliD AS, J'N A PRBVIOUS OASB, 

TO Bfl 'Jrol'ILII' AND ALSO 'INADMJSSIBLII '.--{1403) 

COMMENTARY. 

He .. l'lao, tbeze would bo proving what is ..._dy admitted; aa the f,..t 
of the Jar, et.e. being '80m0how non-existent' is olr011dy lldmiUecl. 

In CMe it is not admitted, then the Probono a loo, in the form 'because 
it is not apprehended', cannot be admitted ; 10 that the Pro bono becomes 
' InAdmiiSible •. 

In this way, the defect in the Probans may be pointed out,-just as it 
wns in oonneet.ion with the a.rgumeot SO<lking to prove that the things in 
question IU'e ..-.isUnl.-{1403) 

It hal boonru-gned that.-" there being nothll\g wJ .. ro IM Probandum ;, 

k""""' k> bo abH.U, there ea.n be no Corroborative Inotanoe ~ dil•imilarily " . 
-The answer to that is u foUOW11 :-

TEXTS ( 1404-1406). 

RltaJ! A.L80, 'l'ltUli IS A CLEAR CaBl!OBORATIVJliNSTANOX flU diuimi/mUy; 
TIU T SAla :IOltJol Ol' TBl! THINGS BEOOioi:ES 1/te thi11g ~ tM 

Probolldutn u L'1WIDil 11J be <&bum.-b 'l'llll l'ROVI!<O o• TliEl 

OBARAOTElt OP 'BB!l<(} SOMEROW l!IXI.Sn!<T' IN R.XOA'BD 

TO NON -BNTlT!ES.-TB.ERE. WOULD BF. 1 'PRO VINO 01' 

WRA.T lS ALREADY AllAtrl"'l'BD • ~ ALSO 'lNA'J)~ 

>1ISSIBILITY ', AND TliE CONOOKITANOF. 

OF THE CONTRARY OHA~OTER lN 

THAT WAY.-(1404-1405) 

OOMMENTARY. 

That form in which the J ar, et.e. are apprehended,-if their oxistenoe in 
thet form it aooepted by ~hem, then, in that.-. that aame charaeter would 
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a.lso serve as the ltwtance per dtsaimilarity; because in that character, the 
Probans-' being unapprehended '- will have ceased to exist. 

Similarly in the CMe of the arg<unent regarding things being 'somehow 
existent ', the defect of 'futility ' would be present. 

' Niriitrna.Jtu '-i.e. in non-entities. 
' Concomitartee of the contrary character ' ;- i.e. the ' contrary chara.cter •. 

- in the shape of the cessation of tlte Probandum.-would b& pervaded by 
(concomitant with) the absence oj 1/u> Proban•. 

'In thal way '-i.e. by the possibility of the Instance per dimmilarity.
(1404·1405) 

The following Text• point out the defects in the arg<unent propounded 
(by Piilra•vllmin), in Text 1377, regMding "Your fat.her being present in the 
hourie, etc. et-c. n : - • 

'l.'EXTS (1406-1407). 

WHEN THE PRESENCE OP THE FATHER JN THE HOUSE IS SOUGHT TO BE 

PROVED BY THE HEARI'l<G OP TilE FATHER'S VotcE,-TRE 

PRo:SANS m THIS CASE IS OL:EA.ll.LY' 'I'J'I1l.EE·PEATVR.&D '. ·As, 
SuRELY, AT SOME TTME PREVIOUSLY TilE OONCO~llT· 

ANOE OF THE VOICE HAS BEEN PERCEIVED ; IF IT 

HAS NEVER BEEN SO PERCEIVED, THEN THE 

'l:NADMJSSIElLITY ' OF THE PROBANS 

WOULD :SE (ll.RESISTIELE.-

(1406·1407) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Tasya 1 :-t.he voice as belonging to th& Father must certe.inly have 
been heard before. If it hnd not, then the Probnrm would be inadmissil>k.
( 1406·1407) 

The said thru-jeatured ebaraoter of the Prohan.• is shown in the 
following:-
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TEXTS (1408-1415). 

b TIUT B011SB WKEREIN TilE FA.Tlll:llllAD "BUN YOOND B:UOllB,-AlfD 

ALSO JN TBAT WBERBIN BE HAD l!OT BED YOOND BEYOB£,--'l"IIU<l! IS 

THE CONOOM!TANCB, l'OSJT[VE L'<D llltGATlVB, CLEA.&LY PEBCEIVED. 

-AS Rl!OABDS THE WOllD, IT DOES NOT MAJal K.NOWN ANY EXTERNAL 

OBJEOT AT ALL ; BBOAOSB IN T>US OA.SE, THE OBA.BAOTRll OF ' BEiliG 

OTIIEl\WISJl IMPOSSIBLE' IS NOT Pll!lSENT; THE WORD OAN ONLY 

Bll Tllll INDIOATOll Oil' THE ' SPEAXI!R'S WISH ' (TO SPJ!Alt OF A OER

'£AIN TRTNG). Jp TlOS {SPEAKER'S WISH) Wlll.lll llBANT TO BB WHAT 

18 EXPRESSED DY THE WOl\D, THE.'< ITS DIF!l'tmli:NOE IS QUlTB CLEAR. 

BEOA11SII WllEN TIIE ' SPIMKBR'S WISH ' IS NOT THllllJI, T1IE WORD 

OANNOT BB 11SBD.-AS REGAI<DS TIIE LAMP, IT DOES NOT MAXB 

THE Blue AND OTHER TBINOS DOWN BY DEOOM!NQ TIIB WDIOATIVE 

(INn:tlltl<TI.U.) ; ALL THAT IT DOES IS TO lUJ<l! THINGS CAPABLE 01! 

BI!INO COGNISED ; .U.'n IT IS OYLY IN THIS SBNSll TRA.T IT 18 OA.U.BD 

A • lOAl<S OF OOONl'l'lO:s" '. Ol>'LY IN OASB THE WOBD WlUIB AN 

lNFBltlll<TlAL lNDIOATn'E, WOULD IT BE NWJ:SS+PY TO CONSIDER 

D' lT PIILFILS THB OO"'DmONS OP B.Jm<O prutnl in /k Subject 
(MINOR TEmc) Al<D SO FORTH. OTIIJ:&WlSE, Wl!Y OA..NNOT T1IE 

SAME llll tl'llOI'lD IN CONNECTION WITH THE EYE AND OTlll:R ORGANS (AS 

1\!JI,Ufs OF CooNrTioN) t-EVEN TxmovoJt TBE OIIA.RAOT£R oil' ' BEING 

OTHERWISE Wl'OSSIBLE ', Vwil>i!ity CANNOT PROVE A:ti'YTRINO, 

11NLIISS IT IS PRESENT IN Tll1l S11BJEOT (MINOR TERM).-TlluS ' ONE· 

ll'EATOl\liD' PROBANS ARE ALL IMPOTEN'l'.-lN TROSB THAT RAVE 

BEllll CITED AS ' ONB•IIEAT11RED ' i'ROBA."'S, Tlilll PRl!JSENOPl OF two 
FliATO'RltS BIIOOMES CLEARLY L'l'DIOATllll; AND Ill TROSE TIIAT RAVE 

Blll!lll OITJID AS 'TWO·PEAT11RED ', THE l'RJlSENOE OF tJtrtt ll'ZA'l"'R1!S 

BIIOOM:ES OLBARLY INDIOADD ; BECAUSE BVBBY l'RoB&liS MVST 

BE$mm IN rn Subjta (wmOH TIIXRRYORl!l rs AN .ADDmONA.L OOl!.-ni

TtoN THAT JroST BE F11LnLLED).-b IT BE AROITIID TIUT "THIS 

PllA.TORB IS ni'I'LII>D BY TBl! CR.U!AOTZII OF being oiJatnoiu ;m. 
pouilJk ",-'TRAT O.tu.'<NOT 1l£ SO ; BEOA11SE Ill TD a...SJ: OF Solll!o'D. 

THOIIC:R VUihilil!l MAY BB O'l'H:.£RIVISE DI!SIRIIll, IT JS NOT Pll!lSENT 

Il< SOIIND (WJfiOH IS THE S11BJEOT).-{1408-1415) 

COMMENTARY. 

In tho CMO of Words, the chamct<r of being ot/,.,..,;,. impo.~tib4 ronnot 
bo ndrrUssiblo,-in rc!oronce to e:rlernal #hinga; bocauMo it cam1ot sorve as an 
Inferential Jndicntive of these Jatter,-being, as it is, dopondont OJ).tirely 
upon the Speaker's wiah.-If the said olmraoter is a08ortod in the oe.ae of 
words, in referonoo to the object that figures in tbo cognit.ion (brought about 
by tho worda),~n, there """ &11 the thru feature& present, u in the case 
ol BfM"- (indicating the Fire). Because, if the Spe&kor'e wiah ia not there, 
words cannot be UIO<I. the use must be regarded a8 t.ho offoot of that wish; 



I 

699 

a.nd as such it is indicative of the t.hing F\pokon of, just a.s t·ho Smoke is of 
l!'ire ; and this is accepted by \IS ; but not as being •"P"•••i•~ of the thing. 

As reg('rds the La,.P, it is noi admitted to be even the Indical<>r like 
Smoke; all that is admitted is that it has come to be popularly regarded a.s t·h• 
Indicator (making things known) by reason of its making the Jar, etc. 
(objects cognised) capable of bringing about the cognition; but the words 
are not inferential Indicativea; hence any discussion as to the Indicative 
subsisting in tJle Snbject cannot ariae in this co.se. If it did ariae in this case, 
then why could not the same discus .. ion arise in the case of the Eye and the 
rest (which are the means of Sense-perception, not Inferemial Indiootives) I 

'Otlterwile, etc. etc.' ;-this 8\llUS up the subject-matter under considera
tion. The sense ia that, even though ViBibility is invariably coneomita.nt 
with non-.urnal>ty, it does not prove this n<m·tUrnalily in Strnnd, 

Thus then, inasmuch 66 in a11 cases, the condition of subaisting in the 
.Subject mw,-t be present,-by admitting this a.s " necassary condition, thO.e 
Probans that have been cited as • one-featured,, must, nooa~arily, becoxo& 
' two-featurod \~nd those cited as ' two·fea.tured ~ must become ' th:rOO· 
featured •. Thus, on account; of the necessi ty of ~ubai8ten.ce in th6 Subject, 
it i.• the one-featured Proba.ns that are really impotent. 

It ca.nnot be right to argue t.ho.t--" such characters as Btd>sisting in the 
.Su/>1ect are all impli~.d by that of 'being otherwise impossible', and honce 
they cannot form so many different indopondent characteristics of the 
Probans "-because the other party has himself asserted that there is the 
character of ' being otherwise impos.~ble ', even when ~istence in tJte Svl>ject 
is not there, in the following passage-" Through the character of being 
otherwi6e impo••ib~ the Lamp and other things are actually indicative of 
things, ..,.,,. tiwugh ll~t-y do not reeid• in tile BUhject (Text 1378, above)". 

In ths case of V.isibility,-even though ' non·etent.ality 1 is ' otherwise 
impossible I ,- visibility does not subsist in the Subject. So that in every 
way what bM been asaerted is entirely doubtful.-(!40s-14.15) 

It hM been nrg\led above,-under Te:u 1370-that "in the case of the 
ReA.soning ' Re is dark because ho is the soxi of ao n.nd so ', even though f.he 
Probans ht\s all the tMee features, yet it is n.ot conducive to certainty of 
cognition n. 

The answer to that is as follows :-

TEXT (1416). 

!N ~BE CASE OF SUCH PROBANS AS ' BECAUSE ID'.: XS THE SON Oll SO AND 

SO ', THll OONTRAB.Y BEING OPIIN TO DOUJIT, THE thre£ CONDI· 

TIONS AlUl NOT PBBSENT; BECAUSE 'VlU~' IS CITED 

IS NO'r ll<COMl'ATIBLB WITH THE CONTRARY. 

·-(1416) 

COMMENTARY. 

It mey be possible that the child may be the son of the man and yet 
be twl dm-k ;-there being no incompatibility in tllis, the absence of the Probans 
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wliere the Pn>llandum is """"'" to be absenl U. opeu to doubt [and t.Jus is one 
of the three features]; so that the Probana is not ' three feat-cl'; hence 
the example cited (by P4trtl4Wmin) is not rolevant.-(1416) 

The following might be urged-" C..rtainly there i• in.compalibilily ; 
even when there is no difference in the cauAe, ii there were difference in the 
ef!ect,-theu the Elffect would be causeless ". 

The answor to thls is as follows :-

TEXTS (1417·1418). 

EvEN WHEN THE ORILD IS BORN OF A OllRT.!.lN PERSON, THBBE IS ALWAYS 

A. UKELmOOD OF DIVERSITY IN ITS FEATUl<BS, BY REAsON OF THE 

PllCO'LLIJ<l'nllS OF sUOH CAUSES AS THE 'DESTINY' (OF THE 

OlllLD) AND l'OOD (OF THE J?.o\RENTS) AND SO FORTH.

FuRTHER, (a) WllAT IS OlTED AS THE l?ROBANS DOES 

NOT CONSTITUTE THE nature (OF THE l?ROBANDUM); 

(b) NOR IS THAT ITS Effect; (c) NOR IS IT OF 

'X'KE NATURE OF t THE NON-PEROBPTION 

Of! TO P:ERCl!l.'TlllLE' ;-AND Al'AR:r 

FROM THESE (THREE) THERE IS 

NOTHING THAT CA-~ MAKE 
Tlll>l PMllANS • INFAL· 

LlDLB ' (TRUE).-
(1417.1418) 

COMMENTARY. 

Through such causes as !he peculiJJrily of pa81 good duds (Destiny) and 
eating of hot food ' and otht\1' diverse circumste.nces, diversity in the feat\U'eS 
of the child-<!llch aa fairnu• and the like-are possible ; wherefore then 
can there bs &ny incompatibility where a diversity in the causes U. well 
known 1 

Then again, the Premiss-' Beenuso he i.CJ the son of so and so '-is not 
a. 'natu.rnJ' Reason,- as ' being 1\ produet ' is (in tho proving o£ non· 
tttrnality) ; in the latter case, ' being a product' Cl\n ll.tlovo no othor charn.cter 
savo t.hat of ttot&--eltrnality; wh.iJe in the cnso in question it is not that thert"t 
is no ot.her character for ' being hi~ son ' ; because the a.ppella.tion of ' his 
son ' is a.pp1i00.,-not on the gro\lnd of the son being dark, but-on the ba.sis 
of the aggregate <lf five ingl'edients (<lf which the body of the child consiste). 
-Nor is the Prol>a1l8 one based on 'effoot'; &8 th0re is no causa.l relation 
known to subsi•t (between Btitl!J hi.• ..,. and Dc>rknu8).~Nor (le.stly}, is it 
of the nature of the 'Mn'f'trctption of t·h• perceptible ', aa what is cited is 
in the positive form ; a.lRo because there be ing no inc<>ngruity between the 
two, the Probans cannot prove the Mga:t:ion of comp1aion8 other than the 
Dark. · 
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Apart from theoo three t.hero can be no Infer<>ntial lndicativ&,-because 

of ~he abeoneo of • Invariable Coneorrutanee ' (in all othor eM<>o); without 

Invariable Concomitance, thoro can bo no proper 'indie:otivo • character ; 
for, if there wE~re, it would lead to £tbe:urdities. 

Thus then, what has boon cited ia J\either a. 'Probans', nor is it~ three· 
footurcd '. How thon eoultl there be • Infallibility' in it I . · 

• Non.-poruption of the perceptible '-is the non-approbolll!ion of some

thing which fulfils all the eonditiot\11 of apprehen&ibility.--{1417-alS) 

In tho following Tau, the author sets forth e&rtain objectiOM agaiDst 

the • infallibility' put forward aa constituting the character of the true 
Inferential Indicative:-

TEXTS (l<H9-1421). 

" THE SAID ' !Nli'ALLTIULlTY' IS SEEN IN OTHJ!R OASES ALSO: F OR 

JliSTANOll, (1) Tl!E :SLOOllllNO OF TilE LlLY AND THE Rl$11 IN THE SEA 

HAVE TH:ll RISE Oll' Till! MooN FOR TKElR 'INDICATIVE'. 

(2) FRoM Till! PRESENCE OF SUN·LlGB'l', TR» PRESENCE OP 

SHADE ON Tllll OTKER SIDE IS INPEJIRBD.-{3) WBEl< 
TRE HALP-BOllNT WOOD-PIECE IS SE.£!< IN THE 

DAll:K PRO>! A DISTANCE, IT BRINOS Ul' TKE 

lDEA. Oll' SMOKB.-(4) Fao~t TliE BISE 

OF TRE Krtti"" (ASTERYSM) IS 

IN>'BRRED THE PROXIMITY OF 

~·lD:l Rohi?)l {A.STERISM)."-

(1419-1421) 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) From the Rile of the Moon-follows the inference of the Blooming of 
the Lily and the Rise in the Sea. 

The term • ddi • i.o JM&nt to include such .,._,. as the Blooming of the 

Lotus inferred from the Rise of the Sun. 
(2) From the pre90ncc of tiUJl-light, ther<l follows the inference of the 

ehndow on the ot her side. 
(3) When from a disto.neo ono 8008 in the darlm088 11 half burnt piece of 

wood, he infers the pr-nee of smoke. 
(4) From the ri.&e of the aetarilim Krttikll, ono infers the proximity of 

the astarism Bohil'i ; 3ince it io well known thet the nsteri.omo rise in the same 

ordor in which they """ onumoratOO. in the list beginning with A.ohoini. 

All the6e are not included ~>mong the three kinds of Probans (mentioned 

in Text& 1417-1418). Why then •hould it be .......tee~ that ther& can be no 

'InfaUibilily' in any Probens other than those of the aaid three kinds T

( IU9-1421) 

The answer to the above is M follows :-
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TEXTS (142'2-1423). 

TKll B£OO)nNO Al<D Till! BEST, WRBN I'RODUOED, ARE PBODUOED AT 

'lH1I SAJa Tnlll AS, .um I?ROX Tllll S.L'l:E PABnOtiLAB OA. tiSXS AS, THll 
SAID (MOON-JUSJ!, liTO.). So TJIAT HERB Wll DO IUVE TIU! 

n<¥lU\I!NOII 011 Tllll CAuSE I?ROM = El!PEO'I'. Ill' TllliR'£ 
W:m&.BI NO SUOH STa!CT RELA.T!ONSHIP1 TH"!:N' lWElll."· 

TlllNO COULD BE IN'FERRIID FROM llVliBYTlfTNO. 

---{1422-1423) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the t&id Blooming a.ul tM rut-Blooming of tho Lily, Riso of the 
Sea tU><! the Blooming ol tho Lotus tiDd the Shedow and Smoko-1\t'e pro
duced,-in what way !~ IM sam& time a8 the oaid Moon-ri.oe, Sun-ligM and 
the Hall-burnt Wood-piooe,-which are 1..-nown to bo the ofloota of the !!8me 
0."""" ;-thot il to aay, thet which is the cause of the Moon-ri.oe, etc., which 
appeu at the aame time a.a the Blooming of the .Lily and other phenomena, 
booom .. allo the auxiliary ..,.,.. in the bringing about of the Blooming of 
the .Lily, etc. ;-tbo aaid Yoon-riso, etc., while lea.clina to the inference of 
their owo ooUOM, leod to the ini~ oJso of the efloct. Ap~ at tho 
samo timo, in the lorrn of the Blooming of the Lily, etc. ; and tboy do not do 
thia d.iroct.ly. In this wey, the Probans in the case in qu011tion is one be.eed 
upon the oheta<>tor of tho ' Eflect ' -

That this is ao bao to bo admitted ; because if the Probans woro to lead 
to the inferenoo of thiJl81! without some such relationahip, then they might 
load to the inforonco of ru>ything and everything ; bocauao tho ab.oence •! 
reladoMhip would be equally present in all things. Hence in tho caaes in 
qu .. tion also, some aort of relationship bao to bo pointed out ; and this rela.
liolllhip ... n only bo ono of Cause tU><! Effect""' just oxplainod.-{14o22-H2S) 

Quution :-"What tort of relationship is thoro bot>Voon the Pwn:imily 
of IM &hit~i-cuurilm and the Rt'M of IM Kr/#i~ I " 

A""""' :-

TEXTS (1424-1425). 

A PBOULUB A'J'MOSPJI'£BIC OVBRBNT IS THll causE OJr TID Rile of tk 
Krtt~m; '1'11AT SAltfJ, IN OONTINUATlON, ALSO BECOMES 

TKll OA11Sil Oil' TIIll Proximity of tk Rohil)i·Aif.eNm. !IENO'£ 
ITS OOON'ITION IS HELD TO BE DUE TO THB OOGNITION 011 

TJIAT ; AND TIIBRE IS NO OTIIEB OOGNITION 011 IT 

WKlOlf IS INDBPEND'£NT.-(1424-1421S) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Pmbl&.ail-jana '-is Air·current. 
Bore alao there il Inference from a particular Prob&na whiah ia dopendont 

upon the tame &wciUary circumstances. This h&o boon tbua docla.rod-

I • r 

I 
I 
I 
! . 

J 
• • • 

I 

.! 



INFERENCE. 703 

' Being dependent upon one and the same set of M1..x:iliary circumst.ances is 
wha.t leads to the inference of a. particular ca.uso of a. pn.."rtieular thing,-ns is 
found in t.he CMO of Smoke which is a product of haU-burnt fuel '.-(1424· 
1425) 

Objection:-" In the easo whero the Reflection leads to the Inference of 
the object reftoeted,-the Probans cannot be incl\lded under an,y of t·he three 
kinds of Proban.•,-bocause the Reflected Image is a non-entity (and has no 
real existence) ; hence the definition provjded. by you is too narrow". 

The answer to this is as follows :-

TEX'l' (1426). 

'l'HJJ: INFB'Rli:NOE OF THE REFLECTED OBJECT l'l!.OCEEDS ON THE BASIS 

OF THE INFERENTIAL INDICATIVE XN THE SHAl'B OF THE 

REFLECTION ; TIDS IS ONLY RIG:H'l' ; AND THE INDI-

OATIVlil FRO!I WHICH IT PROCEEDS IS NOT 

DIFFDSNT FROM THAT WHICH RESTS 

ON THJI NATURE OF THE 

'EFFECT ' .-(1426) 

COMME}.'TA.JW. 

In the following Text the author sets forth the objection from tbe 
Opponent's otendpoint .~ 

TEXT (1427). 

"THE REFLECTION CANNOT BE AN ENTITY, BECAUSE TWO THXNGS CANNOT 

EXIST TOGJITHER AT THE SAME PLACE ; TKEN ROW CAN IT BB 

REGUDED AS AN Effect, WHICH MUST BB SOUETRING 

REAL ",-:or THIS lS URGl'JD ('l'llliN THE ANSWER 

lS AS IN THE FOLLOWING Text).-(1427) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the idea that the Reflection cannot be an entity, the Reason is
two thi1l(Js ""'"wt emst k>getMr; the Reflection is perceived as occupying the 
same place o.a the reflecting surface of the Mirror, and it is not possible for 
the forms of two things to be seen at the same place; as there would always 
be an obstecle; hence it eennot ba possible for any two things to exist at the 
same place. :Hence the idea must he regarded as illusory. 

Or [there may. ba o.nother explanation of the Text}--Two thi1l(!• cannot 
eml together at the ''""" p~ ;- which two thi1l(!8 !-The surface of the 
reflecting mirror and the Reflection of the .Moon ; the surface of the 11tirror 
oeeupioo one point in space, and the Reflection of the 1\ioon occupies a different 
point in space, inside the Mirror ; like the water at tbe bottom of the well. 
When " thing is produced in one place, how can it ba perceived in another 
place ? Hence it follows thet there is no sucb Entity ns the Reflection ; and 
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tbo perooption ia due to the foree of the attendant circumste"""" :~nthink· 

ablo indeed are the diverso rorces of thing:< ~1427) 

The abo\"O objection io answered u follow":-

TEXTS (14.28-1420). 

EvaN THOUGH 1'JDI CHARAOI'XR OF THE ' ENTITY ' DOES NOT BELONG 

1'0 THE R :li:FLBCI'ION AS A OORfOitEAL OB.JECl', Y£'1' HOW 

CAN THS CoGNlTIO!i BNVI8AOINO THB RELllOl"tON BB 

REOARI>BD AS Objtc1Ju8 ? ANI> IT IS TUIS LATTER 

(Coo~'tl'lON), THAT IS IIBOABDED IJERE All TII:E 

• EnBOT • AND THE 'J.-fut:nlial L'<I>IO.,TIVE • ; 

ANI> TUOUOH ITSELF WITHOUT A l!ATElUAL 

BASIS, TIJB CoGNITION APPBARS 

t1Nl)!:R TKB IN1'Ll1E.'<OE OJI THE 

Rlli'LBOTED OBJECT WlllOH 

IS TIDll<Eli"OnE noo.mo. 
BD AS IT:i Ga•UJe. 

-(1428-1429) 

COMMENTARY. 

It i• only tho Cognition of tho fonn of the Reflection that is rogat<lod as 

tho ..rf«:t, and hence the Inrerenti&l Jndieativo, and not any aumal objoet 

in tbo shape of tho 'R.olloetion '.-(1428-1429) 

Obj«:ti<m :-"It ha$ been aa.ortod under 'l'f:IU 1363 that-' [fljennt:efor 

1114 ""k6 ofolhu• oonsists in tho stotomont or the three-featured Probanl •.

Why has this boon so a......,rted, when other people have describod tile Infennct 

for 1114 - of olht,. as coMisting or the ste.tomout of tho • Proposition •, 

'Final Conclusion' and t Re affirmation' also?" 

Thi_s is what is ant,cipotod and anowered in tho following-

TEXT (1430). 

TID; lnferena for tlat Mkt of other& IJAS BUN DBSORDIED BY 01'IDll<S 

All ' TilE STATEMENT Otr THE Pl\OPOSITION AND THE REST ' .

B UT, NOT BEING AN L><TEOl\AL PART OJI PROOll' (' PBOV-

JNO '), Till! PlloPOSrTJON IS OP NO USB.-(1430) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbo authot rejects tho Mid viow of other pooplo, in tbo word&-' Bus, 

not, fk.. etc. '.-• 84dltana ', • Proof', {here) staods for the pt'Ofling ; i.e. the 

cognition of tbo object to bo cogniaed ;-the Proposition is not an • iflkqral 

part '-i.o. tho oa~f the proving; this is what is meant by the compound 

• CU<Idlaa11411gohliiUam •. 



n<"FERENOE. 705 

Not boing an ·inlegral part of the proving, the Proposition is of no use, 
Md hence need not be stated. 

' Oj no 'USe' ma.y be explained as not a cau.s~; in which CMe, the phrase 
would form pMt of the conclusion set forth here (which would be that the 
Proposition is not a cause of the proving).-(1430) 

Qm&ion :-" How is the Proposition not an integral part of the 
Pr<>t.'ing ? " 

Amwer :-

TEXTS (1431-1433). 

FoR WANT OF RBLATIONSBll.', TaE PROFOSITION CANNOT BE RIGHTLY 

REGARDED AS PROVXNG THE THING direclly ; NOR CAll IT BE RIGHTLY 

BEGARDED AS DOING IT indireclly, BECAUSE IT DOES NOT INDIOATE 

WHAT IS rOSSrBLE.-lF IT BE REGARDED AS PART OF THE proving, 
ON AOGOUNT OF ITS PRESENTING Tlllll Oll.JBOTIVE OF TilE PROBANS 

AND TliE PRoBANDUM,-Lmll THE STAT!;M:IINT OF TJIJI CoBROBORA· 

TlVB lNSTANOE,--TDN IT WOULD BE Lmll WORDS OOJ>'VJ;YXNG AN 

()RDER, AND IN VIEW OF THIS THE REASON GIVEN WOULD BE FALLI'.BLE . 

.AND AS lllERELY THE OBJECTIVE WILL BE INDIOATED, THE SAID STATE· 

li!ENT OF TilE PROPOSITION WOULD BE USELESS ALS0.-(1431-1433) 

COMMENTARY. 

'It does not inclicate w!Ull ie probabl~ ',-bec&\1S6 it only Rta.t&s what is 
meant to be proved. 

VVhat is meant is o.s follows :-As words have no connection with things 
t.he stat<m>ent of the Proposition cannot sarve any directly useful purpose ;
nor indirectly, like the 8talement of lilt Proban., because it does not indicate 
what is possible ;-as declarecl ill the following passage-' They made the 
asscrt.ion o£ t.l1e Minor Term, for the purpose o£ int.imat.ing their intent;ion,
which shows where the doubt lay ; heneo it does not r;erve an.y direct.ly useful 
purpose in the twtt"'l proving; and ""' it states only what is meant to be 
proved, it cannot .ttelp indirectly either'. 

Some people hold the following opinion-" The Proposition has to be 
stated,-in the same way as the Corroborative lnstancB is st&ted,-beca.use, 
.even thongh it does not form a part of the Inference, yet it presonts the 
objective of the Probans and the Probandum ; as declared in the words-
4 Since the two forms that remain aro shown in the Corr~borative Instance • ; 
that is, the statement of· the Corroborative Instance, even though it does not 
form a separate factor of the Inference, i• yet stated for the purpose of show· 
ing the two features of t;he Prob&n&-Other than the featttte of St<WiSI-ing 
in the M ifWT !l'erm ". 

The answer to these people is provided in the word• ' Like the Oorroborative 
Instance. etc. etc. •.-' Word8 conveying an. order \ -such AS 'Do thia,!-Provo 
-the Sound to be non-eternal •.-'the tenn 'M~ • includes words conveying 

6 r«}Ut8t and so forth. [Under the opinion put forward) it would be necessary 

45 
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w put forth aueh ""'J>l"'$8ions also; on the ground that in the Bbsenca of these 

also, it it not possibl~ w propound an Inforence all on • auddon. 

'U..UU' ;-becausa the Probandum would become cogniaed even wi•hout 

it. For in.ettmce, if the inference is stated simply as • whatever is produced 

i.~t non·oternn.l,--and SO\U\d is produced ', the cognltiot\ como~ o.boutl that 

• Sound ia non-eternAl', oven without the stn.tement or the Prot>osition.

(1431- HS3) 

Quulio11 :-"How tll<lll can there be any distinction mode regarding too 

'Sapakf(>' ('Toot in which tho Probnlldum iA known I<> bo p,.....nt ') nnd HO 

forth? n 

[Thil io tho question oteted ill the following]-

TEXT (1434). 

u HOW TJU!N OAN TJti:-':R.E :BE A..~Y DlSTlNOTION !\!AD~ REGART)JNO TllE 

'8~' ('THAT wHEBJIIN Tllll PaoBANDUbt rs KNOWN TO 

J!l:l.'lST ') A.'I'D SO FORTH, WHEN TKII SUBJ'ECT (MINOR iinru) 

IS .NOT A.crO'ALLY STATED ! Tu:x 'TKREE·FBA.TVJU'.S 
1 

ALSO ~'NOT BE THERE; AS THAT TOO IS DBPEN• 

DENT Ul'ON THAT "-IF THIS IS URGIID [THEN 

THE ANSWER TS AS OIVIIN IN TRJ! 

FOLLOWING Tat]. 

OOIDIENTARY. 

u That, is to say, 'SapokfQ' if:t the nrune given to that object which is 

similar w U\e Minor Term, in tho sense toot wbot i8 sought to be proved 

(the Prob~>ndun>) is prOBent in it; and that wh$-e thoro io no such similaritr 

i• called tbo • tJ«Jpa!:p • (or ' Vipa!:p '). Il tbe Propoo!ition were noe stated, 

tllen the • three features • (of tbe Probl>na), which is dependent upon tlw.,

i.e. upon that which is the suh8tr&tum of the 'Swpokfa ',-would not be 

there, aud the entire ft\brio (of Inference) WO\Ild beeorne aho.tt.ored to piocos. "

(1434) 

The a"""" to the abovo is as follows :-

TEXT (1435). 

IN THll l\!BRJI STATEMBNT O'F THE PROOF (INPEilENTIAL), THIIR'& IS NO 

DlSTI'NcrtON MAD11 JlBOA.l!J)ING TW: ' &.pak#a ' .L'I'() THE II.BST. 

IT IS Ol>"LY IN .. SOlBNTn'IO T'llUTISB, TIU.T THEY ARE 

l)lSTINO'OISBl:D AND DMDED l!OR TIDl l'UR· 

FOS11 O'F (11XPLA.ININO) TID'J USAGII. 

-(l43G) 

COllMENTARY. 

Thot ia to say, even a barbarian who knows nothing of tbe distinction of 

~ SCJ>pak/14 • etc., when it ie etnted to him tho.t 'where there ia amoke, there ia 
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Fir6,-<UJd there i• smoke a~ thio plaoe ',-he l!J'ft81"' the I'O"itive and negative 
concom.itsnce between Smoks and Pire, and hence com~ to recognise that 
• Fire js there' ,-without; knowing anything about the 'Sapakfo, ' and other 
dct.nilo.-Henee it follows that at the time of the actual proving, there need 
bo no diotinction as rego.rdll t ho ' Sa'fXJI<fa ' and the ...,.t .. 

Q·uestion :-u \Vhere then itt thik di"ltinct.ion made f ,. 
A114W<1'-In a Scit:nl~ Treatise.-{1435) 

Or, oven at the time ol the otatcment of the proof. if tho said diotinetion 
w01'6I'!Uide,-there would be nothi03 in it that would be incompatible with our 
view. This io whet i.o explained in the following-

TEXT ( 1436). 

EVEN Wl!EN IT IS BASED UPON THII SUllJ'l:CT·MATTIIR IN QUESTION, 1~' 
IS NOT INOOMl'AT!l)LII; THlll .DTSl'OTANT DOES NOT STATII 1'1111 

PROOF EVEN P'OR TIDl OTKER l'ARTY, ALL Oil' A 
SUDDIIN.-(1436) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the statament ol the Proposition i.o not made at the time that 
ono 1\ctnally propounds the Prcmi~, yet if the said distinction is made in 
rcgnrd to tho matter \lfider di.oputo,-i.e. the Subject-there i.o nothi03 incon
gruous in it.-Nor ea•> it be urged that "at tbo time of tho propounding of 
t.he PtclniRS (Rea.'4on, Probans), there is no matttr undu cli8ptae ";-becatt.'\61 

0 \ '(11\ for the other party,-Lo. for ono who makes the &tn.teJnont of th& Proposi
tion.-tho disput.ant doetf no& put forward hi& PremiHfl, all oj a Bt«ldcn.,
without t•oference to some Hubjeet under co·nsideratlon.-( l436) 

The quest.ion ariJJe8 still-u 'l•he object whose pMticulnr character one 
"iahM to ascertain may be the subjoct under eo1\$ideration ; e\·tm so how can 
thoMid distinction be made in refarenee to that. subject und<'r cousidel'ation ! " 

Th<- answer is provided in tho foUowifl3-

TEXT (1437). 

THII char<Uter of reaiding i1l tht Minor Term (Subject) FOLLOWS ITS l'RE
SI!:N'OE IN TRll 8 UBJEOT WllOSlil ORA1L1CTER IS MEANT TO BE 

ASCERTA.INED; AND THE 'Sapak~a' IS 'l'llAT WIDOR IS 
SDIJLAB TO THAT SUBJECT; A..><D TBJo: • VipaJ:~. 

IS TllA T WHERE THE. SAID CHA..&AO-

TER IS AIISENT.- (1437) 

COMME.!\'TARY. 

This is eesily underatood.- (1,37) 

The ' Upanoya •, ' Reaffirma~ion ' (as one of tho five Members of the 
Syllogism) has been defined os ' tha~ which, on the strength of the Corrobora-



708 

tive lnst&lcO, re-to the Subject 011 bei"'t so, or n& being m>t M> '-(Nyiiya

ciitrcl I. l. 38).-' This Re-affirmation i• not the....,.., of proving the conclu

oion. as io only acrw.s to make clear the sense of tbo Probans adduced. being, 

o.s it is, like a aecond affirmAtion of t.he Probans '-web iH the authoritative 

•tatement or Dinooga in reg•rd to thi8 Re-affirmation.-Bnt IJ/ulvivikla 

and others hnvoru-guod as follow•. in order to show that (without this RcaJYlnn

nt.ion) the function of the Proban• itself would remain unfulAlled :-" Tho !net 

ol the Probana oubaist.iog in the thing where tho Probandum is known to bo 

preaent;,. not made clear by tho ·- of 1114 Probarv, which comM just 

aft« the stotemont of the Propooition ; because the former only mentions the 

Reo.son-' Sound is non-etern.al, beccuue il i1 a proc/Ud' ;-&nd whethtr this 

ebarncter: of ' being a product • aub8iJrt.s, or d~B not eubsisst, in Sound, this is 

lciU'nt only from tho &affU'm1Jtior>.- Or the &ajJ!rtootio» m&y be rogn,.ded M 

serving the purpoeo o£ providing R4·prum.tment; when the Probans iR Hto.ted 

at fust, it pointo out tbo presence of tho Probsns-o.g. 'boiog a product '-in a 

genua!, MquAiilled, form ;-ll~en the Corroborative Inotonce is rit«<, where 

it is shown that the said Probans is invariably ooncomit<t.nt with the 

Probandum ;-so that when, after those, the &affi,.,..lion i~ steted, it brings 

about the R•prt8Cnlm<nt of tho Probans with tho qualification that it is 

invariably concomitllnt wi.llr. the Probanclum.-' So iA Sound A product'. Thu~ 

inasmuch a.s it in<Ucota a particular feature, it i~ not o. mere repetition''. 

The MSWer to this is as followa :-

TEXTS (1438-1439). 

lir THERE IS NO STATElii.ENT 011 TII1J Propositi<m, TRIIRE o.I.N BB NO STATB

~T 011 TKB Rtlll801> (l'IIOB.L"'S) ; .cm coNS1tQ17liN1'LY, TKEIUI NliBD 

Blt N"O STA TBXE>;'l' 01' TBll Rw.ffirmali<m, JOR mB PURPOSJI 011 

n."TWATINO THE BXJST~CB (OP TID!! PBo:a.urs IN THB MINoR 

fiRM, Soli.IEOT).-MmRII PR&SENCE (oF TKB PBoBANS 

IN TIU'l Strn.TEOT) RA VINO BEEN STATllD AT FIRST, 

AND Tlll1N, Ill ITS JliVAJUABLB OONOOMlTANCE 

(WIT?t THE l'IIOBANDlllol) IS SURSEQ11XNTLY 

P01NTED OUT,-BY TIJlS ALL THAT 

JS INTENDED BllCOKES ACCOM-

PLISHED ; SO THAT THE Reprt-
sentment WOULD Bll llN-

TlBBLY USELESS.-

(1438-1439) 

• For lhe purposo of inlimaling tho e:>:imnct '-of the Probans, in the 

Subject, Minor Tenn. 

What ia mOMt is "" folio,.. >-Tho necessity ol the stetement of the 

Proposition having boen negatived in tbe manner shown above,-if tbe 



n.'""FERENOE. 709 

sto.tement of the Reason is to come qfte,r that, then it cannot come in at o.H; 
and $..'1 a consequence of t·hi$, there should be no stat.ement of ihe Re··afftr"rrw.· 
tit>n., a.~ thi• has to be preceded by the statement of the Ree.soo.-If the 
Rtaffirmation is made for the purpose of showing that the Prob"ns resides in 
the Subject, t.hen some other purpose will have to be asserted "" following 
from the Statement of the Reason. 

It might be urged that-" The purpose served by it i• the intimating of 
tho fact of its being the Reason." 

That however cannot be accepted ; beca.use what would be the use of 
this intimat-ion of that £a.ct., when the proving of the Probandum is actually 
accomplished in another way- as expla.ined previously ? Consequently, 
barring the intimation of the fact of the Probans subsisting in the Subject, 
no other purpose can be pointed out, for the Statement of the ReMon. Thus 
t.hen this fact of the ProbaM subsisting in the Subject having be<>n already 
indicated by the Statement of the ReMon,-if the Reaffirmation is ags.in 
made for tht\t same purpose, i t is clea.dy proved that it is a needless repetition; 
how too could the Proban.~ be 'inadmissible'. without such Rea.ffirrnat.ion ? 

As for the Rtpruontmem, that also is useless ; because t·he rnere fact of 
the Probans subsisting in t he Subject having been p"'viously asserted by t11e 
Statement of the Rea.~n,-and the invariable concomitance of the Probans 
·with the Probandum a.l!io ha.ving been already e.sserted,-what is wanted. 
would be ,.Jready accomplished ; so that the affirmation of the same thing 
over oga.in would cleady boor the imprint of a. needless repetition. Where 
then would thero be ' inadmissibility 1 of our Reason in this case also ?

( 1438·1439) 

' Nigarnana 1
, ' Final Conclusion ' (the fifth member of the 6ve-membered 

syllogism) ha.. been defined a.• ' the Re·stntament of the Proposition on the 
basis of the Statament of the ProbaM' (Nyiiya8Utm 1. I. 39). What is meant 
is that whert it is re.at;serted that "Therefore Sound is non-eternal ',-the 
word ' theref'Oro ' implies the potency of the Probans as shown in the Corro
borative In.-,:tance, nnd tJlon 011. the basis thereof, there is reas!iertion of wha.t 
had been otatad in the Preposition ;- this re-assertion is called the ' Final 
Conclusion •. ' Nigarna.na ',-the exact connotat-ion of the term 'n.igamana • 
being that wherwy tlte Propoltilit>n., the Pren>i8s (slatemenl of the ProbaM), the 
OortoboraJ.ive. lmtanu a.nd the Re-ajfi'NYiation are connected, sf,ntog together, 
as serving the same purpose (Ny4ya-bh4,ya). 

As a mattar of fact however, when (e.s shown before) the statement of 
the Prop<J#ition itself is not there, how can the"' be any statement of the 
F·inal Oonclu.f~ which is only a. reiteration of th& PropoBition t Hence 
the Final Conclusion aanuot form part of the Reasoning to prove the con· 
o!U$ion.- On this subject, the Revered DirmAga hM made the declaration 
that ' Inasmuch as the Filial Conclusion is a. mere repetition, it C(\1\0.0t· be the 
means of proving anything ' .-Against thie, Udllyotakllra and others, ,mder 
the above Sittra, havo argu&d thus:- " There iA no repetition here, b&c&tlSE" 
the Proposition stares the Probandum e.s to ~ prot.'ed, while the Final Conch\. 
sion states it os proved; and without the Final Conclusion thore co.n be no 
p1'()1)i1tg ; becanse tmtil t·h.e.t is stated, the suspicion regarding the trt1th of 
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tho other Fact.ort of the Rasoning dOM not entirely_,. M to whether or 

not Sound i• ..... uy non-eternel (for in.'ltenoe) ; hence for the removal or 
thiollll.8picion, the Final Conclu.'lion has to be oteted oer-ately ". 

'l'ho onsww to UU.. is "" follows :-

TEXT (1440). 

A~ A )!A1'rlm OF FACT, TRE PROVING IS ACOOMPLISRED BY THE FORCE · 

011 TRE STATBW:NT 0)' T1W miiEE·IIIIATURED PROilANS; CON

SliQUElNTLY, THERE CAN IJE NO SUSPlOlOII RBOARDINO THD 

OONTRA.RY CONCLUSION; RBNOE nm STATB· 

)fliNT OF 'l'llll FINAL CoNCLUSION 

IS USELESS.-(1440) 

COmtENTARY. 

Wh<"n it bao been dollnitely ....,.,<Wned that in Sound tbero is present 
the ohnriiCter of • being a product. ', whieh has beon obowo to be invariably 
concomitant with 'non-eternality ',-bow can there.be any suspicion of its 
contrary, • Eternality • t When t.ho fact of a cem.in 1\tblotence being sur· 
rounded by 8aming 6re haa boon duly A8Corteinod, no oone man ean over 
ouopeet tho prooence of coolnu• in that eubl!teneo. [Even if thoro were any 
•llch ouopicion] it could not be set liside merely by t.lto otatement of the 
Final Conclusion, without any reMon•.-(1440) 

JlvicldhakartW hM argued osfollowa :-" A singlo idea oaru1ot be expressed 
by divor~ i.8o1nt6d assertions ; hence for bringing about the connection 
between theAe &S~Jertions i t is neoos.-w-y to stn.te th& Final Conclusion n . 

Tho answ&r to thi• is aa f ollows :-

TEXT (1441). 

As A MA'M"BR OB BAOT, JT IS ONLY BY OOW.."E<l'RD ASSEll'I'IONS TJUT All 

IDEA 18 BXl'llESSED j B11NOE l!'Oit T.IIJ) PtriU'OSE 07 BRINGJNG 

ABOUT TIDS OONNECI'rON, IT lS NOT NECESSARY TO 

STATE THE FINAL CoNOLUSJON SEP.AJUTELY. 

-(1441) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whon the faoe of the Probans being connected with tho Probandum by 
the oolation of ,.n>tnu• or by that of Came and BJJec~, haa beon eoteblishod,
than· t.lio JtateJnont of il>l p~ce in the Subject and i ta invariable eoneorn>t
~oe (wftli'the Probandwn) as connected together, bring about, by implioation, 

. tb,e ainglo Idee., in tb,e ahaJle of tbe decired Conclu.oion. Even though the 
stet-ta are ioolated, yet they are. connectod, and ... oueh together lead to 
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the deo-ired end. Consequently it i~ not necessary to stato the Final Conclu

sion for the purl"""' of bringing about tho aaid connection.-{1441) 

TEXT (1442). 

80"11 l'EOPLII UOLD THAT lN!rERENOE IS OF TWO KINDS AS FOLLOW8-

(A) Thal b<ued upcm ~ruiwd porticultm .u.-n (D) fhal b<utd 

upon gemraliu.d rtU!lionship.-(1442) 

cmtMENTARY. 

'Some. peop1e '-K-umarila &nd others. 

They describe Inference aA of two kindo--(1) thAt b .. ed upon perceived 

particuiM!, and (2) that besed upon generalised relAtionship.-{ 1442) 

Quelli<m :-Which is the Inference bMed upon the Perceived PMticnlnrs! 

_.t..,..,. :-{Oiven by Kwndri/4] :-

TEXTS (1443--1445). 

(A) "That ba8td upon the rtU!lioMhip of Fctived Particular# is AS 

liOLLOWS :-!T SO liAl'l'ENS THAT, IN THB CASE OF TWO PAI\,TICULAU 

TH1NGS,--811CR AS THE Fire PRODUCED BY B'O'RN!li'O DIIIJlD COW

DUJ!<O, AND THll Smoke PROOlll:DlNO :I'ROl>.t THAT Fm:£,-THE OBSERVER 

HAS THll COGNITION OF TUB TB'lNOS,- AND THEN SUllSJi:QVENTLY, 

ON GOING TO ANOTlll!R l'LACB, TBllt OBSERVER HAI'PBNS AGAIN AJ<D 

AGAIN TO Rli:OOONISE IN OTKER PLACES THll l'RESilNOll OP TUB SA.Ml' 

Frn11 THR0110H THE INDICATION OP THE SAME SMORII SEEN Bli:FORlJ ; 

A._'ID D1111 VALIDITY ATTAOIIES TO SUCH OOQNI'r'ION (BY REASON Olt 

ITS BEINO RASED Ul'ON THB PIU!VIOITS PERCEPTIONAL COONITION), 

AND IT BECOMES REOOONTIIIID AS A MEANs OF CoGNITION DlSTYNOT 

PROM PERCEPTION ; BEOAI1SE IT BRINGS ABOUT TB11 COG!<I'TION OP 

A TIIING (FIRE) TEll EXISTI'JNOE OP WHICH HAD BEEN IN doubl. IT' IS 

THIS '!'HAT HAS BE:SN DESORlBllD BY J7indhya!>Min AS lNll'»RENOB 

ba8td upon lk perctiwd rtkUWM!aip 011 P ABTIOUL4RS ". -f Shloka

txfrtika-lNPEEENOl:, 141- 143].- (1443-1446) 

Whn,t is meant is M followo :-First of a ll, the man bOA 110ticed throngh 

Sense·poroeption in a certain plAce a particuku' Fire and & porticu/ar Smok&,

Bt & later time. he goeo to another pWl<> and again snd again .- the same 

particular Smoko, and then infers tl1e same particular Fire ;- this is Inference 

l>a«d "~»" the puoeption (of the relation•hip) of Particular•; it ia oo called 

becs\1!16 it b&s lor itA objective the previoualy-~ved Particular. Thio 



712 

cannot bo regarded as invalid on the ground of apprehanding what haM bet-n 
alreAdy apprehended; because there is an additional factor ~nt here, in 
tha shapa of the re>oval of the doubt as to whether or not the Fire is still 
thoro.-Thill is the oum tot& of what Kwnarila means. 

We now ~ to explain the words in detail-

• Tluu b<ut<t upon u .. rtlalitmlhip of ptr<Oived PMtirularo '.~wstio»
• What relntion11hip' !-The answer is aa followo :-SIWJbaraiWdmin bM 
•tatad the definition of Inference as foUowa :-'When the perception of on& 
factor of a well-rooogniaoo relationship leade to the cognition of the other 
factor or that relntionship,- which latter is not in contact with the man's 
sen80-organt-Uii8 second cognition is what is called Inj•rt11<• (Inferential 
Cognition). 'fllill Inferential Cognition is of two kinds: (1) thAt based 
upon directly perceived rolation.ship, and (2) that. baoed upon • goner&liaoo 
relat.ionthip. As &n example of th& former, we have the inferential cognition 
of FiJ'O following from the cognition of Smok& [which is b._t upon the relation 
of invariable concomi!6noo betwoen a particular Smoko and a partioular 
FiJ'O parooived in the lcitcllen) ; and .,. an example of the oocond kind oi 
Inference, we have the caoe where, finding that the Snn cbangeo its poaitioo. 
wo infer that it mo-,-<>n the ground of our experience that in the case of 
Devadatta it ;, only by moving that he changes his poaition (which 
exparienoo h01 led to the generalised rol&tiooship between moving and change 

of po.titiM> in general).' (Shaba,.,..Bhdfyo, on I. I. G, TrciMialion, page I G). 

ln connection with this, Kwniirila, with a. view to oxpl..;ning the nature 
of the Inferonco txu.d upon lfl<. puuivecl ro/atiDMhip of Particular< has tlS&d 
the words-' PlYUyak¥Jdr~14$amlxmdham, etc.'. (Te«~ 14(3.)-This is to be 
construed M ' Tlw Inferenu bawl upon t/10 rolation111lip of perooiwd Particular$ 

-they expln.in 8JJ follows' ;-The words • they oxplnin ' ha.ving gone before 
in the preceding text (u\ the Shlok4varlika). 

In connection with the two particular lhing.-Fi<o and Smokl>-the ob· 
server'"'' formed the ide& of the new fact<>r in the shape of dry cowdung,-the 
idea being tMt ' these two things FiJ'O and Smoke are tho effect of the burning 
or dry oowdu.ng • ;-«oDd then he has also formed the idea o( the p&rticnlar 
spot in the obapa of the Hill,-the idea being that' theoe two things. Fire 
and Smoke, exist on the Bill ' .-Tb& compound 'II""'<Jyfndhano ' meana 
' that of which dry """"'nng is the fuel', and the compound 'tadclUha ' 
meana • that of which that is the plaee' ;-.nd those t.wo eompounde qualify 
the ' vlfhlf" ' the ' two particular things • (Fire and Smoke) ;-the 'dtii ' 
otande for other p•rticular fuels in the shapa of the woode of the various 
trees, Sarjo, Sarala,, Sallaki and the rest,-and also other Fires ;-there 
arisoe the cognit.ion, in regard to these ;-the Loeative being OOill!trued by 
' spUtt.ing up' the words ;-such perceptional cognition becomes apprehended 
by the obsorvcr ;-that s&me observer, through the ind,joM.ivo in the shape 
of the same Smokt M seen in another place and at &noth.er timo, cog;o.i.ses 
the same .Firo ; and this happens again and again ;~this oognltion thus 
booomoa one that is distinct from the previous Peroopt.iooal Cogn.ition.-Or 
the oonatruetion may be 'be cognises Fire on the basis of the p>cvious oogni· 
tion '.-The compound 'Sandihyamdm, etc.' is to bo interpreted as' the cogni-
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tion of that thing whose prMenee w Q.S in doubt--a~ t,o whether it it there or 

not' .-This Inference bM&d upon the relationship of peroeivod Particulo.rs, M 

dC8Cribed above, hM been spoken or b>• Vindii)IOm•in ao ' Vi8hlfGIO<lr#4 ', 

• Inference in relation to Paniculars '.-( 1443-1~45) 

Tho other kind of JnJerenoe, the 8fim<in)IOJodTf(Q, that baled upon 

(!Onffllli«d R<imionohip, is next deseribed-

TEXT (1446) . 

.. THOUGH i'HE OO.Ell.ENOJI BASED Ul.'ON OENERA.LISJID Rlu.ATIONSIDP 

001l'LD BE BUMPLinED ON Till! BASLS OF IJMiller Fire AND 

o;nother Smoke,-YJVr THE OOEBENOE CITED IS THAT 

OF Tllll ' SUN MOVING ', AS TinS IS BASliD 

ab&olulely UPON 0£NERALISJ!l> RELA· 

TIONSUlP " (Shloka-1!4.-lN • 

l1ERIINOE, 145).-{1446) 

OOMMENl'ARY. 

The author or the BM.f114 (Shabar&) has cited tho Inference of the 

motring of ll~e Sun from ita change of ~ili<m !Ill sn example of Inferenc• 

baud upongemraluw RW:u.ionehip. In re~ord to this, the following objection 

might be raised-' In relerenco to anot.hor Fire and another Smoke (other 

than thoee actu&lly perceived), there c&n be Inference on the hasia ol common 

chara&1"; and this Jnferenoo of F ire and Smoke would be bated upon 

generaliwJ &lation~l& ip ; w bile t-hese Smoke and Fire were proscnt in hitc 

mind olready, why did be give thls up and cite the """" of the Sun ,...,;ng 

ne an example of Inference ba&ed upon generalised Relationship ! ' 

AnticipQting this, Kumariia offera the explen&~ion-' T/oough !Mlnftrence, 

.u:. e:c. '. That is to sa.y, when the Inference based upcn Gonor&lised 

RelatioMhip could be cited, on the basi8 of other Smou and Pi"' 88 OOITObor-&· 

tive lnot.nnoos,-the author of the Bh4wa bo.s cited the oo.se of the Sun, 

in eonsidoration of the fact that the molrifli7 of !M Sun is imperceptible at all 

times, and hence for cognisin& it, the only mee.n.s a...Wablo is !M lnfer.

bo«d upon g..-ali•w Rilt>lihn•hip, and not that bo«d · upon Ptr~iv«J 

Particular~; hence ho ·wished to cit.e a CMO li1co that of tho Sun which Vi'RR 

purely and unaUoyedly one ol Inference based on Generalised Relationship; 

ond be did not cite the case of Smou and Fira. "" in thi• """" the Inference 

nood not olway• bo ono hasod \l(lOll OeneraiL•cd Relation•hip.- (1440) 

The object-ion to the abeve-mentioncd claaaiRcation of I nference is &a 

follom!:-
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TEXTS (1447-1448). 

L>l"ASMuca AS IT u..s :sEEN PROVED THAT 'l'lllll'ETUAL :nux ' xs ALL· 

EMBRACXNG, THIIRII OAN :SE NO INFERENCE OF WHAT HAS GONE 

BEFO'l.U:,-l3Y ITSELF.- lF IT BE ARGUED THAT 11 THE SAME· · 

N"&SS IS ASSUl\CilD ON THE BASIS Oil' THE SAMENESS OF 

THE C!urn "-TJJEN (THE ANSWER IS THAT) 

NO SUOB SA.MEJ'ESS CAN l(AVll A.'<Y RliAL 

~XISTENCE ; AND WHAT IS MERELY 

ASSUMED CANNOT BE A...'i ENTITY.

(1447-1448) 

COMMENTARY. 

' AU-embracing • ,-i.e. embraeing all snch things a.<s Fire, Smoke and t·he 
rest. 

It might be argued that.-" Even though the individual things are 
momentlU'y, there would be sameness (unity) of the chain or le,..iu." 

The amwer to that. is- ' No BUCh same·nt&B, etc. '-'rhat is, this 8am.enesa 
would be something aa8u.nw.l, not real; so that in reality, there would 00 no 
continuity of existence for a·nything; under the circtunstances. it ca.nnot 
be right t<> say ' by the observer remaining at that plac» ', or ' by that same 
rnean.s' and so fort·h.-Wha..t too is merely assumed cannot be an entUy or 
thing ; hence there would be no sense in the word.'i 'becatMtl it i8 a cognition 
of a thing who.., e>:islence wa.9 dou.bld' (M used in Ten 1445, by Xumari/a).
(1447-1448) 

The following might be urged-" When the Inference wM described as 
ba.ted upon. Perceit>td Particular8, it wes on the bMis of the as8Un'1.ed, not 1'tal, 
aameness. ,, 

The anRWer to that is a.• followo ,_ 

TEXT (1449). 

A COGNITION d~wid Of objecl8 IS NOT ADllllTTli:D BY YOU; AND IF THE 

IJ>FliRENCE !{AD .L'I lUIIIUmed. OllJEOT, IT WOULD 

CLliARLY BE del.-oid of an object.-(1449) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged ,_" Though the Individual is tleeting 
(momentary), yet the Universal is something not fleeting; and on this bMis, 
the 8ame11U• or unity would be na~ and the Inference would not be de•-oid 
of an object " . 

Too answer to this is as follows ,_ 
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TEXTS (14.50--14!55). 

ll' WHAT IS )fE·ANT IS 'l'RA'l'--" BVEN ON THE DESTRUOTION OJt 'l'BE 

INotvrou.&..L. THE UNIVBnsAL PBRSISTs ",-TliEN, TKAT OAl-o"'NO'l' BE; 

BECAUSE EVEN IF THJI UNIVRRSAL BXISTEl), TJ:[AT ALSO WOULD 

O&B.TAINLY BE COVERED BY THE ' PERPRTUAL FLux '.-FURTHER, 

ON WHAT GROUNDS RAV11 YOU ASSEB.TEO TIJll RllSTRIOTION TH.AT 

"TKBSB SA..M:E T'WO PARTiotTLA.BS WHOSE: RELATIONSHIP HAS tl~ 

OOO:>'ISEo BY SJtNS:J;.J'ltBOEPTION, :£TO. ETC." (TBX'r 1443) 1-TIIE.'< 

AGA.IN, HAVING ONCE OOONISED A THING BY Ml!ANS Ol' bTERRNOE, 

I.F THE SAME THING IS COGNISED AGAIN BY MEANS• Ol' lN:FJ:RENOE,

WR"Y IS NOT TilLS Lo\'l'TER REOAROED AS VALlO 1 WHAT IS THE 

P.llO(ILIARJTY IN TRJI PR:.&VIOOS ONE (Wll!lRE:OY IT IS BEOAl\oED AS 

VALID, AND NOT TIIB LATJoJB. ONE) 1-IF IT BE UROED THAT-" THE 

LATER. ONE IS NOT REGAROED AS 11alid BEOAUSE LIKE RRMRMBRANOE, 

IT APPRBHENDS WHAT RA..S ::Ult:L'i ..u..:a.EADY A?:PllEKBN'DED ",-THEN 

WHY IS NOT ~ PRJIVJOtiS lNn:Rx:NOE ALSO BEOAJIDED AS THE 

8.UI:E 1-IF IT BE ARGUED THAT-" IN THE FOIUCRR L'<FERENOE 
TII1UIE IS TilLS ADDmONAL PEOtiLIABITY TlUT IT SETS ASU>:t 1'BE 

DOUBT THAT HAS SET IN DO'IUNG THE INTEBVAL/'-WlCY ts NOT THE 

SAME IN THE LAT'l'l!lR ALSO 1 JI:ENOE IT IS TIDS LATTER ITSELF THAT 

S&TS ASIDE THE DOUBT AS TO SOMETHING DJUNG prt8tnt or no/. 

prMtnt: AND RliNCB THI>l GENERALISED PBRCEPTION IS RlMI.t.Y WRAT 

IS INDIIll.'ENOBNT.-(146()-1(55) 

COMMENTARY. 

' .!Jqei '-The UnivM~Al. 
'Even if '-i.e. granting thl\t ouch" thing e.• the U,.i.,.roal exilota. 
The other party rega.rdo the IndividU&l and the Universal u identie&l; 

how then ean tho Unlvortal c.ont.i.n\1& to ex.ist when tbo Individual is 
dootroyod I If it did, thon, h&ving different fateo, they would havo to be 

roga.ded as distinct from ono onothor. 
'lf it e>Jist8 '-Thi.ll 1\lao io only by way of being granud; M in -Jity, 

the Universal having been onoo £or all rejected, how could it exist !-' If it 

ex.iata '-Le. even i.f it existed ;--it wou1d be in 4 perpetW\1 8ux ' ; 8.8 the 
'perpetual flux' hu boen proVfld to be all-embracing. 

Fnrthor, when a thing hM been onoe cognised by moaM of &n Inference,

And later on. the seme thing (Fire) ia cognioed by &nother Inlerenoe drawn 
from the oame Inferential Indicative Proban.•), (Smok~).-why has not this 

lattor Inferenoe also been eit.ed u one ba8td upcm Perceiue<l Parlicular•,
whon tho qualification of ht\ving been ' eognil!ed by J>oreeption ' is conai<lered 

desirable ! 
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h might be argued that-" It has not ~o 110 "'garded a.o it apprehend• 
what has been alroady apprehended". 

That ce.nnot be right.; as the same apptieo also to what i$ booed on 
p.,.i ved Partioulano. 

"In tho eaoe of that based upon Perceived Por ticulors, there is this 
additional peculiarity that it has set at rest the doubt that hM appeared 
d\lring the in.tcrvo.l." 

. ·rru.t cannot be right ; ao this arun& peculiarity is also p,..sent iu what is 
based upon the !nfeM'ed Parliculm-•. 

Thus ft•om all thm it follows that when all tl\i•>gs at•e in a 'perpetual 
llux ', the on~y Inference possible is th<rt ba8ed upon gt>W'Oiiled ReltJ.tioMMp, 
not any ba•ed upo~ Perceived Particulara.-(U:S0- 1465) 

TEXT ( 1456). 

Sot>UI SHOR'NIIOHTED PEOPLE HAVE ASsERTED TI£AT "JN FFCRENOE TS 

. NOT A M'J!ANS OF RIGHT CooNl'l'tON ", TH0170II, DY TKBSE VERY 

WORDS, TIUIY OFFER 1lr Tnffi OWN 'DESIRE TO SPEAK' (INTBN· 

TlON, IDEA TN THE MIND, AS SOMETH[N'O TO Jlll INFERRED 

FROU THOSE WORDS).-(1456) 

OOMMENTA'RY. 

'SorM peoplo '-the followero of Brh<upali and othero. 
'Through tltuo """" t«mi• ',-i.e. by the word.t • tnJ....,...,., io not. s 

moan.o of Right Cognition '. 

Thi8 shows that tha MSertion of thess peopl• iovoh-eo soll-oontrsdiction. 
For instnn~. whan A man makes a statement to another per&on. it is on 
tbo i>Mi• of tbo und01'8tandiug that • tbe idea present in ono'• mind m under
stood from tho wordo l1e usee, which are fn4icolive or that idoo' ; eo that 
when the people denying Inference make the •tatement,- by thi• otatement 
itoelf-they ndmit the fact of Itlference being o. Means of Right Cognition;
and yet thi• Mme he doni"" by tho •tatamont that 'Inforenoo io n<H a Means 
of Right Cognition ' ;-and this is •elf-contradiction. 

Thio objoction is going to be further explained !Mer on.- (1450) , 

The 0114rl!llittu urga the following arguments (ogoinot fnforence, ao & 

M8&111 of Right Cognition):-

I 
•l 

1 
I 
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TEXTS (1467-1459). 

"Jnfertmefor Ont.'8 own 811ke CANNOT BE RTORT,-BECAUSE lT VI BROUGHT 

ABOUT BY TKE THREE·FEATUR:P.O lNDIOATIVE, WHIOII IS SUBVERSIVE 

OF WHAT IS DESIIIABLE,- LIKE WRONG CoGNITION.-NOR OAN THE 

PRESENOII 011 'MU! 'Tlm:&E FBATURES' IN '.mE L'<DIOATIVR BE 

REGARDED AS TRI: MBANS 011 lJ-TBRENOE ; AS THEY ARE l'B.ESENT 

ALSO WHERE THJIRII IS NO lNirERBNOE,-JUST LIKE TBE ' Two FEA· 

TURIIS '.-FURTJ!llll, THE CONTRADIOTION Oir L~IIER:ENCB 18 POSSIBLII 

IN BVBRY REASONING ; SO ALSO Tmnul IS POSSIIIILITY IN BVBRY OASB 

OF TKE Th"JJERRlNG OP MUTUALLY OONTBADICTORY OONCLUSIONS ; 

A:lll> THERE IS POSSIIIILJTY OF PINl>INO A REASON WHICH IS CON. 

COMITANT (NOT·SEPARARLB) WITR THE OONTRARY OF TRE DESIRED 

CONCLUSION (DEDUOIID FROM AN 1NFERIINOE)."-{l457-U59) 

OO~'TARY. 

Inference for one'• own .m~ cannot be right,- because it io brought 

about by t.ho throe·fentured I ndicative,-like the Wrong Cognition. (Here 

i• a Wrong Cognition bMed upon a three·featured Indicative)-' The eye 

C\nd othor organs ""' for the purposo of oth<>r peraons, beeaUJ<e they are 

romposito things ; like tho Couch, tho &at ""d such things ' ; thia io a wrong 

cognition, boing •ubver8ive of a dellirable idea, but brought about by a 

three·fen.turod Indic.n.tive; nnd l ike this the ln!e.renco in quBAtiou nlso is 

brought about by a throo.featurod Indicative, and honoo it must bo wrong. 

Nor can tk """"" of tk Tl1reo Pealuru in 1M Indi.oatiw be tk tMiU!A 

of lnft:nn#; because, like tho Two Pwvru, they ""' p~t t.lto where 

t·here ;, no Inference. 
Furbhor, in every roasoning, contradiction of Inference would bo p088ib1e ; 

for example, it wo\lld always be po811iblo to put forward the J.nferonoo that 

'Tbe intended Probandum cannot reoide in t.ho Subject (Minor Tenn), 

beeauoo it;, a pert of the aggregate of all these Mvetal faclon, Uko the form 

oi the Minor Term itself ' ;-e.nd thia would put an end to all Inforen001. 

Then again, in all CMe8, when an Inference haa boon put forward, there 

is alw&y& a possibility of Mveral undoairnble oontingenoiee being put forward ; 

for imtanco, when the Inference hea boon put forward that 'Sound ia non

eternal, because it ia a product. li.ko the Jar' ,-110me one might oot up the 

argument to the contrary, U...t • ju.ot ae the reaeon t.88erted provoe the """" 

eterMiity of Sound, 80 does it also prove the fact Of its not being the quolity 

of .if.k!JBI>a ', and 80 forth. 
LMUy, in every 01\80, it is pooaible 10 find a RM~m tJw ia concomitant 

with IM CO"'""Y of IM duind Oond~ ; for instance, the inference having 

been put forward, that • Sound i& non..,temal, bocaUBO it is a produot, like 

the Jar •, aome one may put forward the following reaeoni.og \vhich ia con· 

eomitant with (and proves) the contrary of tills conclusion-' Sound ia 



718 TA'lTV ASAitGilABA : CJIA.I'Titlt xvtii. 

elemGl, bec&u.te it is perooptible by the Ear, like the univen•Ji Sourod ' . 

Sove..,.leucb examples may be found in the Tatlt.V/ik<l.-(14~7-1469) 

Bhorlthari "'1!""" (against Inference) OB followo :-

TEXTS (1460-1462) . 

.. ColiDlT<ON' PLACit AND Tun: BitiNG Dlllll'li:RitNT lN liEO.iliD TO 

ornEREN1' PoTENciEs, THE coGNITION OF TmNos BY MJIANS ov 
lN¥1!1111!101! IS NOT ATTAINABLE.-EVllN IN TTIE OA.Sll 011 A THING 

WHOSE POTBNOY IS WELL-XNOWN, TB.AT POTI!NOY BECOMES 

UST1UOT80 Ill REGABD '1'0 PARTICULAR ltJTIIOTIVB ACTIONS, BY 

BBOOMil!O llELATED '1'0 PARTICl1L.<R 'lHil!OS.-EVliN WBJ:N A CERTAIN 

OONCLUSION HAll BBB.S DEDUOltD Wl'I'H O&BA T OA.IIIt, PBOJII AS 

ll<vERXNOlt,-lT liiA Y BB l'BOVED ro BE OTK"&IIwtlll!l BY OTKitE l\lORE 

INT&LLIOE!<T A.VD 0LJ1VEB PERSONS WEU..VEIISEO Ill THl! ART OP 

REASOtllliO "-( Vlilct.f'I'P'Idiya, p. 16).-(14oo-1462) 

OOM~ffiNTARY. 

~rho potency of things varies with their Condition, Ti.rne and Place ; 
hence no doAI\ilo conclu• iol\ can be got at rego.rding them by means of 
Inferenco ; fot· instance, it is not poRsiblB to bo convinced that c Devad&tta 
i• unohle to boor the burden, because be i • Dovndatta, liko Devodatta in the 
•tate of childhood ' ; here there is " possibility of the man's potency 
havhtg chtmged, hence the reasoning beoomea 1 ind&cisive •.-similarly, 
dif!on>nce in the pl4cc makes a dil!erence in the t&llto, otrength and ripening 
of the Amalald, the Kllar;V.ra and other fruit& ; henoo it o.nnot be Brl!tled 
that.-' all Anonloki frnits are astringent., liko the Am<llaki I am taating now.' 
-Sirnilnd.v dif!.,..nce of lime leads to \viationa in the cooln- and other 
properti .. of tho water of the weD, and hence it canno~ be right to arguo tbao 
• all wator i8 cooJ ·, and so on. 

'AvtUI/I(IdiiiW.J:<Wncim' ;- the Genitive ending · goes with • bhld<it' : 

•>nd tho Gcnith .. in 'Bh<ioonam' goes with 'pro.Wdhi '. 
'£hen apin, the Fire's capacity lo burn, which i• tMnrfuted in the oo .. of 

Urnll, is Het Mido as a.ga.lnat the mass of clouds ; and thoro can be no such 
reaaoning as-"rru, mosa of Clouds is burnt by Firo, beoauso i t is earthy (I), 
like l·he gro .. '. 

Furt.he1·, when ono 1nan has proved a. certain fact, another man, more 
clevor, proves qui to the cont.to.ry of it ; this cannot be clo&rable.-(1460-
1462) 

Another writer argue8 ao follows :-
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TEXTS (1463-1467). 

" f nfertm(;e for tl.f!- benefit of another CA~""NOT BE A MEANS OF RIGHT COGNI

TION, BF..OAU!>E IT IS ONLY A REITERATION SO FAR AS THE SPEAKER 

HIAI.SEL"i' IS CONCERNED ; AS THE MAN PUTTING FORWARD THE 

lNFERIINO:l! DOES NOT HIMSELF DEBIVE HIS KNOWLEDGE OF THE 

THING FROM THAT INFERENOE.-FOR THE OTHER PERSON, TO WHOM 

THE INFERENCE IS ADDRESSED, THE COGNITION SO l)JiltlVED CO~O!S· 
~·0 BE for hi& <mm sake; BECAUSE WHAT Dili'FERENCE IS THEltE 

BETWEEN THE COGNITION DEltiYEJ) THROUGH THE EAR AND THAT 

OBTAINED Tl!ROUOII TirE EYES ?-So FAR AS THE OTHER PBBSON IS 

CoNCERNED, THE STA.TB~lEN'r (oF THE I NFERENCE) CANNOT BE 

REGARDED AS Jnfe>·ence for the sake of anotJttr; BECAUSE IT FALLS 

\\-"!THIN THE CHAIN OF COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY THE EAR. AND 

BRCAUSE lT IS A MEANS OF COONITION,-LIKE THE SENS£·0BG-AN .-· 

NOR IS THERE ANY DIRECT INDICATION OF THE OllJECT XNFEX<RliD ; 

HENCE, LXX:& THE IDEA Oil THll: RlllLATION OF lNVARIAllLE CONOO~IIT·· 

A.NCE, IT CANNOT :SE A 1\l:EANS OF RIGHT CoGNITICN.-lF IT BE 

EXPLAINED THAT-" IT IS CALLED for the sa~ of anotJu1r, BECAUSE 

IT LEAl>S TO THE ACTIVITY 01!' THE OTHER PERSON ",-THAT ALSO• 

CA.'INOT llE X<IOHT; BECACSE {IN THIS WAY), THE Jnfertm(;e for <me'S 

own bPJMjit ~LSO llllGHT llE REGAX<DED AS ' FOR THE SAKE OF ANOTHER ' 

( AS THAT ALSO lliGJl.T LEAD TO THE ACTIVITY OF OTliER PERSONS)."

(1463-1467) 

Inference Jqr the sake of other8 cannot lX\ a mean.~ of right cognition,, 
heoouse it is only n. reiteration, so far ns tho speaker hirruoeJf is eoneerued. 

A~:~o regards the ot.her pe11>on. to whom the Inference is addressed,-for 
hiro, t.h.e cogn.i tion so dori ved f.urns out to be fm· hi a OU."n bent fit ; w bat difference 
is there between the cognition of " thing deriv•d· thro\lgh the Ear and that 
derived t.hrough tho Eyes ? Just as, when ono's Vi~;ual Organ is operative, the 
resultt\nt cognition ie not spokon of as being 1 for the benefit. of others • ,
so also it cannot be spoken of as such i! the cognition is derived through 
the operation of the Auditory Organ.-The terro ' dar<hana' stands for the 
v;.,ua Organ,- tho term being derived as 'drahyatl anena ', 'that whe...,by 
a t.bing il1J aeon '.- 1 Samvit '-stands for cogni-tion·. 

Similarly, eo far e.s tbo other person is concerned, t.o whom the Inference 
is addressed, t.he statement of the Inference cannot be said to be for the 
8/>U of ot}..,.• ;-bece.\ISO i t falls within the chain of cognitions produced by 
the Ear,-or because it is a means of oognition,-like tho Sense-organ.- 'l'he 
compound • ShrotrsanW.niid i ' contains the statement of two reaaons ; and 
• yatlv;J indriyasya' cites the corroborative Instance. 

There is another a.rgwnent o.lso :-So far as the other person is con.
cerned, the statement of the Inference in q\leation cannot be said to bO 
' for the sa-ke of another ',-beca\tSe it does not dirc.ctly indicate the object 



inferred,-Uke the <ognition of the relation of Invariable concomitonce.
• 'l'onnlll '-i.e. because it. d- not <tirectly indicate the object inferred. 
What. Is meant. ia that. beca1.se it is not <tirectly indicative of tbe intoned 

objeet, therefore tba statement cannot be reprded u a means of Right 
Cognition,- it. being like tbe Cognition of the relation of Invariable Concomit.
anoe,-i.o. tho • Invariabk 0011b1mila"'"' between the Probans and the 
ProbMdum ; and the cognition of an lndicotivo which ia ao related t.o tbo 
Probll.lldlun (is not by itself the ~feans of Right Cognition). 

If it be explained that." it is said t.o bojor IM bencjU of ariOlhm;-b&caum 

it JoadB to tho activity of t.he other person ",-even so it cannot be right; 
because in that aonse the Inference for one's own benefit mny also bo for tM. 
~t oj o:Mr~; beoou.~Je ' another ' is n relative te.nn ; just liko the term 
• other aid~ •.-(1463-lt67) 

The above arguments are answered in the following-

TEXT (1468). 

Wm:." TJU: b7UBNCE IS SPO~ OP AS ' BROU011T ABOUT BY '.l'llll 'l'lmEJ;. 

F:&ArtiHD UDIOATI\'E ',WHAT IS li:EA.o'1T TO BE O!DIOATED IS THAT 

IT JS OOKPATfBU: {WITH 'IXE REAL STATE Of Tllll<OS); 

.L'1D TlilS SAl<E (compatibility) IS WHAT OIIAB.AO· 

T.ERJSES THE VaJid 00!/"llition ; WllY 

TBEN JS lT DENJIID 1-(1468) 

COlll.li!ENTARY. 

Firat of all, the author points out the ' contrndiotory ' cru.racter of t.he 

Prob608 in tho firat argument. propoundtd in '1'~ 1457-viz.: • Booause it is 
brought. about by the throo-feat.ured Indieativo ".-• What w mwm ;. tJvu 
u io cotnpatibk, </<:. <1<:. • ;-that ia, what is moant to bo indicet.ed is that 
it ill ocmp6tible; tbaaense being that, becanse tba cognition that proooeds from 
tba Three-featured Indicati•·& is indirectly appurtenant t.o tbe tbing <onoom
ed, it. ill not inoompa:ibh, just. lik6 Sens&·poro&ption, u baa baen ll8llerted in 

tbe following otatemen-· In.a.smuch a& tbe Probans and tbe Probandum 
are indirectly appurtenent t.o tbe Thing, nnd are entirely free from any 
wrong notions regarding it., there can be nothi~~g dooeit.ful about. it.' 

· '1'hi4 """" • ;-i.e. eomp<Uil>ilily; "" has been thus docltued-' The ocgni. 
<ion that la nOI motnnpalil>k is right. (or Vl\lid) ' . In the coae of Sense-per • 
.ception alao,-ven for one who admite its validity-thoro i8 nothi.ng that 
can be point.od out ... determining its wlidily,-xcopt tbis lll>ume of~~

p<>til>ilily; and this same condition is present in tho CMe of the cognition 
proeooding from the lhrec-j«Uttr<d Imlioolioc; why then ia the validity of the 
cogJiition broughtabout. by thoThroe-featured IndiC<J.tiveaoughb to "be denied, 
011 tho gro1md ot Ita being brought about by tbo Throe-foatured Indicative 1 

What ill indicated by this ia tbo inoongruity between tbe Probandum 
and the Probena ( ... put forw&ld by tbe Opponent (in lt57). For inatonO&, 
-where tbere ill tbe character of being brought lll>out by tJv, IIIJ'U-fealwod Indioa-
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tive, t.hero is abS'ence of incom.patibility ;-and whero tJtoro is absence of ineonv 
pa.tibllily, thoro is validUy; and validity and ·invalidity t\1'0 mutually exclusive, 
- the incompatibility coMisting in the fact that where the one is pLxment 
t·lle other cannot be present and where U1o ono is ~ant, the othet· ia prosont; 
•o tlu\t by implication tho Proba~>• put forwrud by the Opponent is • Con· 
traclictory '.-( 1468) 

The following Teo:ts proceed to •how thut tho OorrolxJl-ativo Instance 
(oitad by the Opponent in 1457, thut of • Wrong Cognition') i• • devoid of the 
Probaudl.l.m , :-

TEXTS (1469-1471). 

WHEN THE' WRONG CoGNITION', AS' 81JBVERSIVll OFWli:A'rlS DESIRABLE', 

IS SPOkEN OF AS BEn;•-a ' SllULAR ', TJflil t SlltllLA..R!TY ' MEANT 1.\lUS'L' 

BE ONLY THAT OF THE VIEW Ol' THE F.ll?.ST PABTY,-AND NOT root 
SIMILARITY ; BECAUSE AS REGARDS TKJ< REAL STATE OF TIUNOS, 

THE COGNITION IN QUESTION HAS BEEN DEFINITELY FOUND TO BE 

Ml incompatible; IN FACT, IT IS lN VIEW OF THIS FACT THAT IT IS A 

VALID AIIGUM:ENT AGAINST WHAT IS' DESIJl.EO 'BY THE DJSl'UTANT.

TU!JS TlOll R EMO'N ADJ;>OOJ'JD IS II'OU,ND TO llll ' CoNTB.ADICTORY! ;

Al<D THE CoRROllORATIVE I NSTANCE ALSO IS J10UND TO l}lil DEVOID 

OF THE PnOBANDOM.-L'I THE SAME WAY, J'N THE SECOND ARGOUENT, 

THE PROBANS IS 'l'NADMISS!BLE ' .-(146\l-1471) 

COMMENTARY. 

A~ proving tbo contrs.ry of what is desired by the disputant-, the cogni 4 

tion in question must be valid ; otherwit;e, if it were meo.ut that all cognition!'< 
tu•o invalid a.nd a.t all t.imes,-in rego.l'd to Mothor Probandum,-theu, ~uch 
iuVl1-lidity might affoct Sense-perception n.lso. In fact, it hns boon spoktm of 
t\S ' wrong Cognit.ion ', only in reference tu the view of the First Party.
The term • pUrvapak~ • .hero ~tands for the 'pakl;a ', vicw--Q£ thA 'pUrva •, 
tho First Party. On.e who holds the view that tho Eye and tJ1o rost appel'
taiu onJy to "" objoo< which is ei!SentiaUy incapable of any additional feaourea 
imposed ·upon it,-it is only in reference to tho view of Such a. party that 
the Cognition could be spoken of as 'wrong' ; beoouse (under that view) 
the Eye, etc. have boon proved to be the Cktuae of mnuy fleeting cognitiono. 

' Q()mraaicJ.ory • ; because the character of ' being brought about by the 
Three-featured Indicative, is never present in Any invalid Cognition;
and when the oognit.ion so ·brought about is valid, then the sn.id cha.ractur 
i~ pro~rent in that samo Cognition which is 'subversive of what is dtsir:od' 
(by the Disput.tl.nt). 

Sa.ys the Opponent :-" When an a.rgumont to the contra•·y i1l urged 
&gainst the Ma~rialist, t.hon the Corroborative Instance cannot be on.e that 
is admitted (by both p!\rties). The opponent does not admit the validity of 
the Gognition of who.t is subversive of what is dosired ; o.nd what. is not a.dmit
tod by either of the two parties cannot ~;er¥o Wl l* Oorrobora.tive !n.t:Jt.a.11w. 

46 
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In fact, the law is that what is equally ncbnitted by both partios-thnt oJJonu 
can be c-ited against the a-rgnm.OJ\t of either party ... 

'fh.o answer to this ia as follows :-;-Though the o.t.hor ptl.l'ty lu~ not 
oot.ually admitted the validity of the cognition~ in·so mur1y worda,-yet, thu 
absence of ' '""'mpotibility has to oo accepted, ..,; that. ennnot. be denied : 
and t.hoS& who accept that, have tacitly accepted the ooli<lity alw, in so fur 
as the real state of things is ooucerued ; consequently, the • eoutmdietion • 
wt we have urged is in regard to the real at<Ut of things, not in regard to the 
t,heory of the other party. 

. Or, the Opponent's Reason mn.y be regarded us • oont.raclictory • on thu 
ground of being indicative of t\ contradictory Reason. For inatn-neu, t.bu 
'contradictory' Reason would bG in the form-' VVhat is not incompatible 
is ,valid,-e.g. &nse-pereeption,-the cognition brought about by tho three· 
featured Indicative is con>patible; [henco i t must. be valid]' ;-t.Iui 
would oo Reason based on the nature of the thing itself. Tho Reason hero 
put forward c.romot be 'Ino.dmissibJo •, for, if .it were not admitted, then tho 
Subject would become footurelo$>1 and there could oo uo Reason t>t all (indica· 
tive of validity). Nor can it bo ' Inconclusive ' (Doubtful),-rn~ tb~t. would 
mt1oke Soru;o-r)ercoption also in.valid. 

' Asadhyata ;-i.e. the Inl:rt.6nce wo\ald bo dovoid of t.he l;lrobundlun. 
' In tl~ 8CGOM argum.ent' ;-i.e. iu tho argtuneut "nor <:nn tho prowucu 

of three featureo, etc. etc. ' (urgod under Text 1458). 
' The Proban.9 is i.nadtni8aible.' ;-beetm~ it is not pro1;011t. tlnY'.,.bow 

whe•'O tho (valid) Inference is absent. 
'In the same way '-i.e. by the reasoning ~cd upon tllo pr.,.oncu of 

Tluoo-foatures, otc. etc.--{ 1469-14 71) 

The following Text provides the auswor to the u.rgwneut urgod (uudor 
1459) :-

TEXTS (1472-1474). 

EXPONENTS OF THE TRUE REASONING RAVE ALL DECL.mliD TllAT THAT 

REASON AtoNll IS OAl'AllLE OF FROVlNQ TRE CONCLUSION WHOSE 

RELATIONSHll' (WITH TKE PBODANDUl!) IS KNOWN WITH OliRTAlNTY, 

-8UOH RELATIONSIDI' BEING EITHER IN THll NATURll OF samene.>.s 
of easena OR OF bei111J an effect ;-AND AGAINST SUCH A PROBANS, 

THERE CAN DE NO SUCH I>Bli'llor AS T.ll'AT 0~' ' llllnfO CONTRAliY TO 

L>(Jl'ERENOE' ANI> SO FOR1:11. BECAUSE NO SUOH lNPERENCE COliLI> 

BE i'OSSlBLJI Ell:OEJ.>T THROUGH easential /la1MM88 OR bei111J the ca!Uft. 

MUTUALLY OONTRADIOTORY PROPERTIES OANNOT UIILONQ TO THE 

SA~ THING. CoNSEQUENTLY THERE CAN llE NO I'OSSIIliLITY OF ANY 

P.60D~NS WlUCH MIGHT llE OONCO>IITANT WITH THE CONTRARY OF 

THll DESmED CONOLUSION.-(1472-1474) 

COMMENTARY. 

'A.gowt 8U<h a Probon• '-i.e. in a ' Probo.ns that is related through 
"'~"" .,.,,..,,.,,. and through being '"' effect. 

·• 
·l 
' 
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• E-xcept through essential samtnt88, or beifl{l the cattse ' ;-i.o. except. 
through being the 8ame-, or bdng lM Oa.U8e,-there can be no Probans 
(Inferential Indicative); if t.here were. it would be fentlU'&le.as and not 1\. 

Pro ban.• nt all. 
It hn.s been argued that-•• What is meant to be the Probandum is not 

pro•ont in the Subject (Minor Tenn) ". 
The answer to thAtt is tha.t, if t he Probandum is not prer;ent in the 

Minor Term, then the aggrego.te (of the 'Three features') o.s n. whole is not 
pre.c;ent in the .Probans ; henee on account of the a.b.-,ence of a part of ths 
o.ggrogate, such a. Probans would be clearly 'inadtnissibte •. 

It ha., been argned that-" in th& case of o.ll Inferonoos, thoro is possibility 
o f particular Inferences to the contrary ". 

This is not right.. Bee&uS& that alone is e&Ued • Oont<adictor;v ' which is 
found to prove the contrary of the de!=;i.red Probandwn ; and no particular 
cn.se is meant to be the Probnndum (in the nrgument under dispute, which ia 
in reference to the definition of Inference). As a matter of fact, in the CMe 
of A.n Inference based on the na-ture of things, there lk no poR~bilit~r of t.lwro 
OOiog 0.1\Y (valid) Prob~AA provitlg tho contn.wy; bocn.nse in the smno thing, 
two mutuO:lly cont.rndictory propert.ics cannot cocxist.-(!47Z-1474) 

It has been argued (under 1470) that-" on account of tho diversity 
of O<mdili<n•·· Place and Time, e1c. <le." · 

The answer to that is a.q foHows :-

TEXTS (1475-1477). 

AS A MATTER OF 11A.OT,lNFl'llt:&NOII PROOIIEDS ONLY ON T.IO!lllASIS OF THINGS 

wxosE 'INmoA.TIVE oHA.RA.or:&:tt • rus nEEN PROPERLY A.SCERTA.lNED 

BY RBP.IIA.T:&D EXPERIENCE; ALL ELS:& IS REGARDED AS 'NOT ll!· 

FIIRENOE '. SO Tl!AT EVEN THOUGH THE POTENOIES OF THINGS VARY 

ACCORDING TO T.IO!l VARIATIONS 011 CoNDITION, Tn.I:E AND PLACE, 

YBT THE OOGNITION OF TIIll!GS BY MRANS OF !Nl111RENOII IS not 
unattainable.-AND WHEN A CERTAIN CONCLUSION HAS BEl'lN DEDUOIID, 

WITH GREAT OA.RII FROM AN lNFERENOII,-IT O.U.'NOT BE PROVED TO 

BE O'l'HERWISII>, II>VIIN BY OLIIVERII>R l'llRSONS.-(1475-1477) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only the well-ascerto.ined Probans that i.!f held to be tnuy indicative, 
- not one that is doubtful; e.g. when the presence ·of Smoke is only 11U8pecld, 
in regard to Vo.pour, it doeR not lea_d to n. certain Cognition of the presen<m 
oi Fire. 

Qtlestion :-"How does the certainty of the Probo.ns come t\bout ? .. 

Answer-By 'rtpeotcd. experience :-a.c; ia found in persons weH-vcrsed in 
tho Rcience of goms,-in regard to gom.s. That is to s~y, porsons who are 
C'onver.snnt. witJl th('l nnt11re of tho thingt-J eonee:r-ned, do discern the rtal 
Smoke from Vapour: "nd whon they proceed to n.ct ruler disc•rnment, they 
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do actnally find Fim.- ThnR thon, i1UUt1nurh M tho well-di800med Proban.o:r. is 
never found to lail,- tJ1o cognition of things ia not urultta.iuoble through such 
Probruuc,~ven tJ.ongh the t.hingJc '-ary with variRt~ow. of Condition, Piaoo 
and Time.- And when a thing h"" boen wou ...... rtained bymeanJ! of woll.dis
cemed ProbnnA,- it can nevu be JMde othot'\\;80; e.g. when the pre!';('noe of 
Firo h88 been weii·Moorlruned by """""' of the proi!Cilee of Smoke, the Fire 
eann<>t be proved to be ot.horwU... (i.e. ebeent.); M one Md th" ..ame tlting 
eannot havo two cont.redictory chemctent. 

It h88 boen atg11ed (in commentary on 1400, e14.) tbat--"Do.adatta is 
not C8Jl8ble of beftring " hutdon in his childhood, el4. etc.,-<md tbo Fire 
burning the Abhropo/Olo, ot.c. otc ". 

But in all thaoo ..,_, there is no proper l'nlllon. at all ; M tbo ' 1-hree 
footures' are not. p..-nL. Thn mere fi\Ct. of ""' boing ,..,.,.w.d cannot lend 
to tl10 idea of u., Prohnn11 boing excluded from U10t whoro t.bo Probnndmn 
is knnwn to bo ebocnt; "" lwt boon tbu• declared-' Exehwon from thnt 
whoro tho ProMndtU'I'\ is known to bo nbf!ant cannot follow from mere non 
poreeption.' In !net, the reelit.y of Invnrieble Concomitance followg only 
from tho prMonce of the rolatioMhit> either ol ....mial Bamenuo or of being 
If .. effect; M hM ooon tlmo declon-d-' Eithor fi'Oll'l the relationship of Cnuso 
And Etl'oo.t, or on tJ\o tei'Jt.ricti.vo nnturoof tho thing concom&d. there is definit~ 
Invnrin.ble Ooncomitanco,-nnd th.iH [ollowlll from l'oreertiOI\, not from Non· 
perception'; and in tho case of the nrgumontA citod, noi.thor o£ t.ho two 
relotioMhiti8--0f e8sential •• ,..,..., or of boing th4 effect-is prosont.-(1476-
1477) 

Tho followinJt mijtht oo urgod- " How is it lmowu thot tJto woii
Moertn.ined Probn.J\111 nevt\" fniiA f Thoro iR no rcAAOn why this Rhon1<1 be so." 

Tho n-nswor to thiR iA nil rollowH :-

TEXT (1478). 

(a) THERE OAl< lll'J NO NATUIIll (OR 0RAIIAOTBR) WITHOUT A NATURE 

(OR Cn:AN.CTER); (b) NOR OAN TlmRll Bll E11PEOT WlTRO'CIT A 

CAUSll. BllOAUSll (OTKJIRWlSll) THERE WOULD BE THE 

INOONORO'ITIJIS 011 (a) 'DEVIATION IIBOM NATURE', 

AND (IJ) 'CiuSELESSNESS '. AND WITHOUT TR:BSE 

TWO (RJ!LA TIONSRll'S) TllltRJI CA.'< BB NO 

TNFI!JUtNCW.-(1478) 

C'O~Il!Eli.'T AR Y. 

_ Tbero nro only two kindA of Probo...-{1) Nature of tho thing and (2) 
Being an Effect i 'non-appreborudon • bein(l included undor • :!'fature ' . 
And t.he<w> two kindo of Probnno are not poooiblo except where there is a 
Probendum, called 'Nature' end 'O•.uae ',-by ronoon of which there oould 
be ' fallibility' (falsity) in tho ProbenA. 

"Why is it not. poMiblo t " 
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'Be«aWit. otliorwi8e, et~. ctc.'.-Thoro is oopute.tive compounding between 
'bJIAda' nnd 'animittaJ4 • : t.hc Ket\88 la that. the Probans which forms the 
Nmun of f.he thing would ce.Me to be its 'natu.ro' ; a.ud the Probe.us which is 
nn •D«t wo11ld oomo to be willlout """"; and yot no Proba.ns is admittod 
whjch formR nf".ither t1'K" • nntnra' nor t.he • effect' (of tho Proba.ndum}.
r.xoept when t)lo('re iR no t'Onnootion nnct when there iA no Invariable Oon
oomitnn~ 

• TV itlunrt 11~..- two • ,-i.e. u · nM Uf'O ' nnd M • e:ftoet. •. Tho word has 
the D11nl Ending.--{1478) 

1t ho~ OO..n Rl'!lllrd (11ndor 2'oa 1463) thnt--" the> Infenn .. for another'• 
bent>/il ronnot ho vnlid. ~te. oto. ". 

T)\c\ Rrut\\'(\r to t hiR iR AA rotlowR :-

TEXTS (1470-1481). 

TilE STATI':M'ENT Ol' TKE TJmBE·I'l'lATITI\111) PROBANS HAS BEEN DESORtBED 

AS ' lNVJtRf:NOE I'OR Till! llENlU'IT Ol' ANOTHER ', ON TilE GROI1N1> 

011 ITS BIIJNO JNl>IOATtVE OF WliAT JS POS.!ItBLE,-WITn BEl'ERIINOiil TO 

TRJl OTJIIIR PIIRSON ADDRJ!JSSED. BI1T TIDS 'INFERiilNTIA'L OHARAO· 

TfJR' OAN ONLY DB 'SECONDARY' (1"1011RATIVII) AND OONVEN· 

TIONAL. HBNaF. THE JIAOT 01' ITS BEING 'INDIOATIVE OF \VliAT IS 

POSSIB'LE' OANN'M 'LltAJ) TO ANY INOONORI1ITY.-JF OOBRENCE IS 

NOT A lli:FlANS OF RronT COONITtON, TIIIIN' YOITR ASSiilRTION Is usELl!SS. 

lNnJIED NO JliSPt/'rANT EVER OO~!PRIIJrni<DS WHAT YOI1 W!SII TO 

SPJIAK OF.-(1470- 1481) 

COMllfENTAHY. 

The stat.1Mnl (of tho Inforonoo) hAll boon opokon of M • for another's 
benefit', in reference to tho other per8on ; henoe it cannot be open to the 
l)bjeetioo \lrged ngoinllt itA being in roforonoo to tho 8peakor himself. 

Even in r&foroneo to the 11•~-. the other peroon. as there is the setting 
forth of the three·f&atured Prob•n~~,--<U>d on that aooount, it leado to the In
ferenoe.~r on aooountof Convention~-it hM been spoken of as • Inle.renoe '; 
this name • Inference' being opplioablo only to what is indicative of what i• 
poeaible. Con.oequently, thoro can be no IUOh inoongruity M that of the Senoo· 
organ, or the oognition of the relation of Invariable Conoomitance, being 
regarded ... 'Inference for another'• benefit' ; aa in thooe -. tb6ro is 
no 'indication of what i• pol8ible '. It is for this aame rea.oon that thi• 
Inferonce diftef8 from the oognition based upon actual Perception. For 
in~~t&nce, the oognition of the Tndientivo, Smoko. is rureetly brought about by 
V'18ual Poroeption, not by Auditory Poroeption ; "" what iJ! direetJy appre
heoded by the latter is the Word (uttoled by the l\Ian) only ; and tha Word 
iJ! not the indicative of the oxternal thing (Fil'$), in the way that Smoka is; 
beeau0<1 the Word i• "'lated to the opoakor'• wioh to 8P<fJk (which is sub
jective), nnd honco it can have no rolntion (of invariable conoomitO!lC<') with 
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anything external (objective) ; all tha~ tha word d01'8 i• to indicate the 
~oe of Smoke; and it is through Oon,·ontion that it brinjp~ about. the 
oonoeptuel Cognition (~ated with word.o), and bonoe, in ref.,.,neo to the 
external thing, it oomes to be described aa boing • for the benofit of others'. 
And >Obon whet ia meant t.o be understood is only the Speok<r'l wW> lo ~. 

then it tum.o out to be • for tbo Speaker's own benefit'. Beeau"" it i• held 
t.o be indicative of the Spoaker'• wiah to speak of wl1at contains tho Smoke, 
whicb i1.1 the effect of the Atatement in question ; it. ia 'indicative '. not expru
litl6, of it; beon.u11e no other cognition is comprehondod from it. 

' Your tusertion is u.teltss ' ;-i.e. the a~Acrtion thnt "Infnronco iA not 
tho moons ot right cognition ".-Because na n. mattor of fact., from tllo said 
•tat&nent, no porsou to whom it is addressed, eompMhond• what you wish 
to apoo.k of.-This sh0'\\'8 that your assertion invoJvOB • ~otf .. oont.rndiction '.
Thio hM been oxpll\inad ptOviouFly.-{1479- 1481) 

Pwondara hM argued as foDows :-"What ia known M lnftrtme4, in 
tho ordinary world, ia admitted by the CMrvaiM.t aloo ; whllt U1<1y dooy •• 
that fonn of In!eronee which people have ee~ up, bo.\-ond thR.t known in 
common experience ". 

Tills i8 anticipated ond e..nswe:red in the followin::--

TEXTS (1482-1483). 

Jp IT DE URDRD TIIAT-" WIIAT IS ORDili'AnlLY KNOWN AS TilE 

lNPERl!NTIAJ, lNDIOA TIVE IS AOOEPT}~)) DY UB, DUT not WHAT HAS 

DIIIIN SltT UP llY OTl!BBS ",-THEN (TIDI ANSWER IS 1'1IAT) EVEN 

TRll ORDINARY :MA.'< UNDERSTANDS WHAT IS TRll '0AU811', RTQ .. OF 

'l'la Efltd, de.; Al>'D IN RIIALlTY, TIUS IS ALL TIIAT TKll ]\fASTERS 

OP Tllll SomNo:s OF REASOl>ING ALSO HAV!t DBOLARIID. So TIIAT 

WHKN TJill ORDINARY (POPULAR) IDIIA IS AOOltPTIID, WIIAT IS IT 

'!'RAT BEOOlOS J!XCLUDED ¥-{1482-1483) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho oonAtruct.ion is--' the ordinary man undon.tn.nd8, etc. otc. •. 
• B.ffecJ., etc.' ;-•Etc.' is moant to includo tho 'nRturo' of tho thing.

Simllo.rly in 1 Oarut, uc. ', the ' na.ture ' ia monnt to bo lnoludcd. In both 
cn.~~os tho Plurnl number has been used in view of Jndlvidua1 th.inga. 

Thus thon, t.l>e Inferential Indicative which is >mdomtood by ordinary 
men to bo >'Oiated through tbe relo.tionohip of • Naturo ' nnd • Efloct ',
is jual> whnt hM been spoken of by uo as tbo ' Probens • ;-<>nd wl1en you 
""""P~ thio, whnt io it that you discard, for which you Rfll denyLng the 
charaot.er of • In!etOnCC' !-{U 82-1483) 
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I ~ might be ...-guod U~atr-" No Inforonoo is t>dmi~~ by us at t>U ;-but 

t.bu uthor ~y have ncwpted it as " Moans of RisJ>~ Cognition ; and in 

viu:w of thia Jattcr, our 8.81iCr'tion is not ~less ". 
Tho ant!wer to tbis i11 o.g folJowe :-

TEXT (1484). 

].p TfilS (1Nl'ERENOE) IS .NOT A M&.'IS 01' J{.~OWLBDOE, T1IEN WRAT DO:ES 

THJI OTIIJIR l'ARTY UNDERSTAND BY IT "!-Qg WUAT SORT TOO 

WOULD TUAT OOONI"riON BB WlUOH HAS lllUlN lHtOIHlliT 

ABOUT BY\YliATISNOTA.MBJ.NSOJ10oONITION! 

-(1484) 

COMMEN'£ARY. 

How hl\vo you oomo to the conciW!iOn that your opponent hna l\(:(:<)pted 

Inforenco M a iiJOilllll of Knowledge ! Tbe idea of another man cannot be 

known by &use-perception ; and for you thero is no other Means of RisJ>t 

Knowledgo whereby you coldd derive a definite Cognition ! 

Evon. if there be auoh u. definite Cognition ; evon I!O, if whtl.t thu othor 

pnrty I\OCO[>ta iQ not a moaN! of Cognition, then how dO<ls his opponent know 

what it moows ! The uooopting of & Moows of Knowledge ca.nnot be a more 

whim. 
It misJ>t be argued thatr-" JWJt u u m&n wresta tha sword from the 

bands of his onomy and by that samo owoi:d fells the enomy,-in tho •am• 

wuy the Athoist takes up what the other regards as" Moons of RisJ>t Cognition 

and then by that same •tto.cks his opponent ". 

The answer to this ia-' Of 1D1Io.l M>rt, etc. de. • ;-what is meant is as 

follows :-If, throusJ> dohwon, the othor party b&s accepted M Moo1111 of 

Right Knowitdg•, what i• really - a. ll1oons of Knowledge, then, how can it 

be possiblo for one to bring about the risJ>t Cognition in the mind of that 

pe.rty, by moons of whAt i• no' a. Moans ofl~ght Cognition, aa right Cognition 

io the only resultant of tho. l\fee.ns of Knowledge f Oort.ainly; if a man b&s 

t..ken up, u ~word, wl\1\t ia "'*~-600ther m•n oannot t..ke up that and 

strike the other with it. The eXNnplo cited therefore ia not o.nalogous.

(14.84) 

.Aviddhakaf"(la b&s ugued thus in the Tauro~<k4 :-"It m..y be 88ked

• By means of this MO&Ill of Knowledge (Inferenco), whet is the idea thet is 

eonveyed to the other por110n f lt ia only wl\1\t is Mmitted by both po.rtit18 

(the Spot\ker and the peroon &ddre...OO) that can eonvey any idea '.-But 

this is not right. Beco.\1.6& Inference ia in the form o! o. verbal atf.\tomeot i 

nnd it is not a Moons of Right Cognition for the peroon making t.ho •to.te

meut; and yet that person eonveys the idea (oxpress<>d) to the othor person; 

as his solo oftort is towl\rds tha eonveying of the idea 10 tbet other peroou; 

hence the Mee.n.s need not be admitted by both p&rtieo ". 

This ia tbe view put forward in tho !oUowing-
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TEXT (14115). 

u lN•.EBBlfOB, OONSISTINO OF A VERBAL STAT.Kll.l::!NT, lS NOT A MB.ANS 

OJr KNO\\'LIID<lll JrOR THE SPEAKER; H11 ONLY OONVXYt; TflB IDEA 

TO TUB O'lJIER PARTY BY ~"'8 Olr TIIB· ffrATEdNT." 

-(1485) 

QOMMEN'rARY. 

' lie '- i.u. tho $J){tnkor. 
' TfM ' - by mOOI\8 of the Inference cooaiat.ing of tbu vorbnl atatumone. 
'1'hu o.bovu vimv is controverted in the following-

TEXT (141!6). 

A OZRT.on< Mlwls OF KNOWLliDGB JS HELD TO BB Mt .o M MM of 
KMwl.tdge OliLY WB1L'< IT tltJu 1Wt BBniO ABOV'l' TIUl OOONITION 

OB WJIAT 18 SOT ALBEADY KNOWN ; AS J'Oit. INSTANCE, 

1'llll L'IPERBNOE THAT YOV llA VB PliT JrOll· 

WARD, WBlCH OONVBYS NO WBA '1'0 

THE Sl'EAKER.-(1486) 

COMJolENTARY. 

Whon a statement ia sn.id to be ' not a Mo(l.l\8 of Know1odga', it il':l trot oo .. 
caUJW, it oonve~ th.o idoa to the Speaker,-but botu\.UKO it dOl'd not convey 
ooy inlonnat.ion t.hnt is not already known. AB rognrdi! wllvoying the idoa 
to the Spellker, it is of course there. In the e..•e of yonr Jnforonoo (tugU· 
mont) on the other hand, it oonveys uo ide~> to tho Speaker. Hence the two 
- a"' not analogous.-Otherwiso, what is llrgod would be something 
admitlod by both parties. 

From all this it follows that that Meana ol Knowledge which ill not 
devoid of rouon m ... t bo "ccepWd by ftll pan.ioo "' ,. Moana of Right 
Oognit.ion,-jwot like Scnse-peroeptiou.~H86) 

End of Ohaptor (18) un bljerenu. 

End of Volume I. 
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Infon'Od Particular&, 715. 
Infinita Rogress, 9·7. 
Infcrontial Imlic&th·e, HS6, 511, 5~5, 

679, 690, 699. 701, 726. 
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Inhorittmce., 484, 488. 
Injunction, 692. 
I-prineiple, U, 26, 27. 
Instance per dit:ll'fimilarity, 88. 
In&trument, 668. 
lntelligont CauaB, 86. 
Intelligent Beiug, 90. 
Intolligtmco, 170, 17 L 
lntervolved Whool of Cnu~tion, 1, 

15, 16, 314. 
Intuition~ 497, •543. 
Intermittent Action, 90. 



734 

[n,·tuiabkt Coc\eotnilan~ 
662, 683. HO. 

r.u. ... m.trf""· !J. 

Jnf/01, GSG. 
Jnitttin.i. 00, ::!61), 44G. 
Jui,llJ, 204, !00. 
Jloo, 14.. 
Jil/ql, 58:1. 
JMM, 161, 17G, 3~7. 
• Tilt!J01 t;2~. 
Joint Cognition, 10. 
Jujubo l!ruit., 146. 

K•damban, 103. 
Ktadamba Rower, 270. 
Kalpoll6, 614, 610, 623. 
Ktal4, 268. 
KalJ116f0, 603. 
Katf(ida, 318. 
Kopill_l, 25. 
Karakn, 16!. 
Karlm, 033. 
Knrma, 17, 103. 
Kannio J\cM:idno, OJ. 
Kfi#icl, 358. 
KOJlfd!JfiM, 478. 
K61f", 161. 
J(&i]IO!I<lr<Utll, 067. 
K11<1dira, 600. 
Knowablo, 607, 001. 

83, 84. 03, 

'l(ilo' dono~lng improbobUily, 103. 
King'• oflloor, G!O. 
Kodrooo.....t. ~'1). 
K ... pa,..,.,riM·&pl<lli, 224. 
Ktuik4. 701, 702. 
Kt«tw'l, 2-&5, 2-C6, 3r.8. 
K¥tt~il:u, 2-t5, :ue. 
K1Uflcirw, 1ao. 111. 182, 1ge, ~3. 215, 

:!86, 307, 308, $13, 4;1~ 493, 498, 
Gl7, 627, 6.1:!-, ~3. GU, !53, 557, 
~G. 661, G62, M3, 504, 66li, 566, 
660, G70, 686, 1!86, fJK7, 688, 689, 
601, GD2. 603, 004, 60~. 506, 697, 
601, 602, 603, 60~. 630, 045, 646, 
647, 64.8, (W.Q, 068, 6UO, G7l, 711, 
7U, 713, 714. 

Gal:f<>(W>, 610. 
I.akf"II"-Autbor of, 668. 

, ,. -H6twnukha. his 
work, 15"10. 

Lemo and Ul hu I. 1 tJ.'\. 
lAmp. :!83. ISM, 6U1!. 
I.Ar!le. 3~7. 
Latau&. PoW.tcy. li.i. 
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Nniyii.vika, 83, l4rt, 157, lOG, 203, 

370, 47S. 
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Padtal·i, 590. 
Pad(Jrtha, 416. 
PMldy, 29. 
Podiirthapro.vulm, 331. 
Po.!Me, 369. 
Pci~i, .478, G99. 
ParticlCA, 026. 
Ptn·t.ic.ularA, 74, 4_03, 548. 
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Rop..,oontmont; 708, 709. 
R&velation, 22. 
Right Dootrino, 16. 
Rock-orystol, 179, 323, 3!6. 
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4.0'7, 423, "31, 432, -&60, 471, .no . 
6!"7, 528, 631, 53:!, 637, 6'77, 678, 
603, 600, 709. 

Ult.imatoludividual.ities, 402:, «6, 44U. 
Ulc.imato Good, 98. 
Uncommon entity, 512, s:U. 
Unbe1lef, 22..&.. 
Uniquon- 692. 
Uneloan chan\cter, «8. 
Unrnau.ifNt, 26, 27. 
u,_; Foroe. 134, 392, 393. 
Unmodiftablo, 31, lO:l, 202. 
Unlrorm EnUty, 14U, 542. 
Uni...-1> and PanioulaN, 467. 
Unh·ersal ])ifllloJution, 72. 
UJ\Cte&ted, Z28. 
Unive:rsal, 74., 227, 2.81, 31S. •02, 41 7, 

418, us, 431, 43!, 433' 
4.34, 435, 439, 443, 477, 
484, 485, 496. 6 12, 622. 
MO, 5t8, 554·, 663, 668, 
677, 682, 633, 587, 696, 
604, 807, 609, 617, 618, 
633, 64.0, 6U, &49, 660, 
675, 10f, 715. 

,. Great;,~'· 
.. WgheaO, «2. 

Unpro"-en. 8.5. 
Unthlnkoble, 180. 
Upa/alxllli, 387. 
Up8dhi, 17. 
tlpon!&ya, 707. 
Upanifado, 161, 213. 
Uuae, 470, 473, 091. 
U<p6da/), 5U. 

Voib-. U.Z, 301, 490. 
V aM, 586. 
v.~~.3B0,461,637,6\4,664,666. 
V o:rf(i, 685. 
Vclkyopadly<>, 119,718. 
V olidity, 663. 
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Va)id"Cognition, 720. 
Va.riega.tod character, 228, SOO, 420 . 
V tuubnndllu, 2U. 
fl<iUlpulrlyo'• DoolriDe of Soul, 217, 

228. 
Vdsand, 3~0. 
fled«, 110 . 
Verbal Ex-preuiOI\ 1 53, 414o, 614-, 

, Oognit.ion, 278, 511, ~97. 
Verb ' to bt ', •&6. 
Verbal c.r..ua~ry. 678. 
v~. 388. 
Velocity, 388. 
Verbs, 523. 
V iiMnavadir>, 405. 
VindllJIUV4titt, 87, 713, 714,. 
Vindllyo Mount.W, 114, 161, 377, 

435. 
Vipakfa, 106, 707. 
Vipina, G84. 
Viaibitity, 686, 008, 699. 
Vish~lodtf/4, 711, 714. 
Vifl>u. 22, 138, 

Visual Cognition, 77, 109, 110, 491, 
638, 558. 

Vi3ual Peroept.ion, 599, 881,695. 
Vision of tho BodJr of Being, 180 . 
Vislzllf<J, H O. 
Vi•hllf<Jtw, 026. 

Viaoldlty, 388. 
Viau&l Perception, 630. 
Volition, 61, 199. 
Void, 41G, 844. 
Vyctvrut, 206. 
Vy4(1i, 4.18. 

White B:o.,.., 633. 
Whoel of Causation, 1, 2, 14:. 17_, 19. 

20, 21, 22, 23. 
Whirling Pirf>.b...,., 832. 
Wordl, 606, 816, 686. 
' \Vord·aound '~rigin or tha \Vortd, 

liS. 
· Word-blgboat, 118. 

, -:F..Menee of, 118. 
" -122, 518, 638, 589. 
., -Import of, 4.44. 

Word and IDdioative, 883. 
Wor1d-Eif&et of Sound, 131. 
Wrong CogAitioo, 278, 717, 721 . 

Yama, S:Ui. 
Yellow Oooohahell, 881. 
Yogo, 28, 61, %16. 
YogdcM,.,., 857. 
Yoga .. ena, 264. 
Yogln, 129. 
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Gaekwad' s Oriental Series 

CATALOGUE OF BOOKS 

1937 

ORIENTAL INSTITUTE, BARODA 



SELECT· OPINIONS 

Sylvain Levi: The Gaekwad's Series is standing 
at the head of the many collections now pub
lished in India. 

Asiatic Review, London : It is one of the best 
series issued in the East as regards the get up of 
the individual volumes as well as the able 
edJtorship of the series and separate works. 

Presidential Address, Patna Session of the Oriental 
Conference : Work of the same class is being 
done in Mysore, Travancore, Kashmir, Benares, 
and elsewhere, but the organisation at Baroda 
appears to lead. 

Indian Art and Letters, London : The scientific 
publications known as the " Or~ental Series " 
of the Maharaja Gaekwar are known to and 
highly valued by scholars in all parts of the 
world. 

Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, London: 
Thanks to enlightened patronage and vigor
ous management the "Gaekwad's Oriental 
Series" is going from strength to strength. 

Sir Jadunath Sarkar, Kt.: The valuable Indian 
histories included in the "Gaekwad's Ori
ental Series " will stand as an enduring 
monument to the enlightened liberality of 
the Ruler of Baroda and the wisdom of his 
advisers. 

The Times Literary Supplement, London : These 
studies are a valuable addition to Western 
learning and reflect great credit on .the 
editor and His Highness. 
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GAEKW AD'S ORIENTAL SERIES 

Crltlc:al edltlons of unprinted and or iginal works of Oriental 
Litera ture, edited by competent scholars , and published 

at the Oriental Insti tute, Bnroda 

I. BOOKS :PUBLISHED. 
Rs. A. 

1. Kiivyamimiirhsii: a work on poetics, by Rajaaekhara. 
(SSo-920 A.D.) : edited by C. D. Dalal and R.. Ananta
laiahna. Sastry, 1916. Reissued, 1924. Third edition 
reviaed and enlarged by Pandit K. S. Ramaswruni 
Shaatri of the Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1934 . . 2-0 

'l'Joi8 book 1148 been set <U a text-book by several Universuiu including 
Benare.s, Bombay, and PalM. 

2. NaraniirliyaQlinanda : a poem on the Panr«~io atery of 
Atjnna and Kr?ua.'s rambles on Mount Gimar, by Va.s
tupll&, Ml.n.iater of KinR V!radh&vala of Dhol.k&, com
poeed bet,.-een Srunvat 1277 and 1287, i .t., A.D. 1221 
and 1231 : edited by C. D. Da.lal and R. An&ntalaiahna 
Sastry, 1916 . . Out of print. 

3. T arkasangraha: a. work on Philosophy (refutation of 
VaiAOflka theory of atomic creation) by ! na.nda.jMna 
or !nandagiri, the famous commentators on SMika.rlt
o!lrya'e B~ae. who fiourisbed in the hitter hill! of 
the 18th century: edited byT. M. Tripathi, l017. Out of print. 

4-. Piirthapariikrama : a drama describing · Arjuna's re
covery of the cows of King Vir«~a, by Pra.hlldanadeva, 
the founder of Palanpur and the younger brother of 
the Paramara king of Clumdr«v&tl (• state in MArwir), 
and a feudatory of the kings of Guzerat, who was a 
Yuvar«ja in Srunvat 1220 or A. D. 1164: edited by 
0. D. DaJ&l, 1917. . . Out of pri?!l. 

6. Riltfnln4havamsa: an historioal poem (?tfahAkivya) 
deecribing the history of the B&gulaa o! M.ayiira.giri, 
from Rll'~rauc;lha, king of Ka.nauj and the originator · 
ol the dyn&ety, to NarAya.na Shah of Mayuragiri, by 
Rudra K&vi, composed in Saka 1518 or A.D. 1596: 
edited by Pandit Embar Krishn.runaoharya with Intro-
duotlon by 0. D. Dal&l, 1917 . . . . Out of print. 

6. Ll6giinu&iiaana : on Grammar, by V4mann., who lived 
between the Iaet quarter or the 8th century and the 
ftnt quarter of the 9th century: edited by C. D. 
Da.lal, 1918 0-8 

7. VuantavUiisa : an historiaal poem (~la.hlk~vya) d&o 
soribing the life of VastupAla and the history of 
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Guzerat, by Bilachandrasiiri (from Moc;lheraka or 
Modbera in Kadi Pl-ant, Baroda State), oontemporary 
of Vastupila, oomposed after his death for his son in 

1- 8 Samvat 1296 (A .D. 1240): edited by 0. D. Dal&l, 1917 

8. Rilpaka,afkam: six dramas by Vat&anlja., minister of 
Pa.ramardideva of Ka.linjara, who lived between the 
2nd half of the 12th and the 1st qu!\fter of 13th con-
tury: edited by C. D. Dalal, 1918 • • Out of print. 

9. Mohnparajaya : an allegorice.l drama deeoribing the 
overooming of K~foha (Temptation), or the oonver· 
sion of Kumlrap , the Chalukya King of Guzerat, 
to Jaiuism, by YaS&bp5la, an offioer of King Ajaya •. 
deva, son of Kum&rapala, who rel)tlled from A.D. 1229 
to 1232 : edited by llfuni Chaturvij&y&ji mth Introduc-

2-{) tion and Appendices by C. D. Dalal, 1918 

10. Hammir amadamardaoa: a dram& glorifying the tw<? 
brothers, Vastup§l& and Tejabp§!&, and their ~ Vtra-
db&va!& of Dholh, by Jayasimhaaiiri, pupil o VIr&-
ailri, .nd an ACAry& of the temple of Munisnvrat& 
at Broach, composed between Samnt 1276 and 1286 
or A.D. 1220 and 1239: edited by C. D. Datal, 1920 .. 2-0 

11. Udayasundaril<atba : a romanoe (Campi!, in proee and 
poetry) by S<>Q~ala, & contemporary of and patrooiaed 
by the three brothers, Cbchittarllja., N~g&rjuna, and 
lvfum.mu~ir&ja., successive rulers of Konk&o, composed 
between A.D. 1026 and 1050 : edited by C. D. Dalal 
and Po.odit Embar Krishnamacharya, 1920 ~ 

12. Mahavldyiivlcjambana : a work on Ny~ya Philosophy, 
by BhaHa V«d!ndra who lived about A.D. 1210 to 
1274 : edited by M. R Telang, 1920 2-8 

13. P racinagu.rjarakavysailgraha: a collection of old 
Gn1.erati poems dating from 12th to 16th oenturiee 
A.D.: edited by C. D. Dal&l, 1920 ~ 

14.. Kumarapalapratlbodba : a biograpllical work in 
Pr«lqta, by Somaprabbichirya, oompoaed in &mval 
124.1 or A.D. 1195: edited by Moni .Tmavijayaji, 1920 7-8 

us. GiiQakiirl.ka : a work on Philosophy (PIAupat& Sobool), 
by Bh«aatvajii& who lived in the 2nd hall of the lOth 
century : edited by C. D. Dalal, 1921 l-4 

16. Sall~illlmakaranda : a work on Music, by Nttrada: 
edited by M. R. Telaog, 1920 •. 2-0 

17. Kavindriiciirya Lis t : list of Sanskrit works in the 
collection of Kavtndriio!rya, a Beoares Pandit (1656 
A.D,): edited by R. Anantakriabna Shastry, with " 
forewotd by Dr. Gangaoatha Jha, 1921 . . . . 0-12 

18. Vllfibatrhyasiltra : Vedic ritual (domoatio) of I be 

•• Yajuzveda.: edited by Dr. R. Shamasaatry, 1920 . . Q-10 
' 19. 1Akbapiddha11 : a collection of models of atate &nd bri· 

vata dO<iUmellt&, da.liing frtnn 8th to 15th oe.otnriee A. • : 
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edited by C. D. Dalal and G. K. Shrigondek&r, 
19U M 

20. Bhavlfayattakabii or Paiicamikaba : • rom.nce in 
Apabh.rarilst. language, by Dbant.plla (circ:G 12th oen-
tury): edited by C. D. Dalaland Dr. P. D. Gune, 1923 6-0 

21. A Descr iptive Catalo~ne of the Palm-leaf and Im
portant Paper MSS. in the Bbandars at J essal
mere, compiled by C. D. Dalal and edited by Pa.ndit 
L. B. Gt.ndh.i, 1923 . . . . . . 3-4 

22. Para!Juramakalpasiitra : t. -work on Tantrn, -with corn· 
mentery by R~me5va.ra : edited by A. Mnba.deva 
Snatry, B.A., 1923 Out of prim. 

23. Nltyotsava : n supplement to the Pt.rMurllmakalpa.sGtra 
by Um~nt.ndanitba : edited by A. 1\ft.h.ndeva Snatry, 
B.A., 1923. Second revised edition by Swami Tirvlk· 
rt.mt. Tirtba, 1930 . • . . . • 6-0 

24. Tantrarabasya : t. -work on the P~bbAkar& School 
of Piirvamlmlm~. by RimAnujAcArya: edited by Dr. 
R. Shamaaastry, 1923 .. . • Out of print. 

25, 32. Samariifl~a""a : t. work on t.rehiteoture, town
pl&nning, and engineering, by king Bhoja of Dhara 
(11th oentury) : edited by Mahamahopt.dh.yayr. T. 
Gal)t.pt.ti Sh.aatri, Ph.D. Dlustrated. 2 vols.,l924-192S 1()...() 

26, 41. Siidbanamiilii : a Buddh.iat Tttntrio text of ritut<la, 
dated 1165 A.D., consisting of 312 smnll -works, corn· 
poaod by distinguished -writers : edited by Benoytosb 
Bht<tt.a.oharyyt., M.A., Ph.D. illustrated. 2 vols.,l925-
1928 14-0 

27. A Descriptive Catalo~ue of MSS. in the Central 
Library, Baroda: compiled by G. K. Shrigondekar, 
M.A., and K. S. ~mi Shastri, with a Preface 
by B. Bhe.ttacharyya, Ph.D., in 12 vols., vol. I (Veda, 
Ved~J?t., and Upani~). 1925 6-0 

28. MiinasoUiisa or Abhilal;litiirthacintilaull)l : an enoy
clopaldio work treating of one hundred dilferent topics 
connected with the Royal honaehold t.nd the Royal 
court, by Scme§varadeva, a Chalnkyt. king of the 12th 
century: edited by G. K. Shrigondeka.r, M.A., 3 vols., 
vol. I, 1926 2-12 

29. Nalavlliiaa: a dramt. by RAmaoha.ndrli8Gri, pupil of 
Hemaohandre.siiri, describing the Pa~J?Ika story of 
Nalt< and Dt.mayantl : edited by G. K .. Shrigondeke.r, 
M.A., and L. B. Gandhi, 1926 . 2-4 

30 31. Tattvasad~raba : a Buddh.iet philosophical work 
' of the 8th oentury, by SAntarak~ita, .a Professor at 

Nl!.landtt with Pai!jlka ( eommentery) by hie disciple 
Kame.la8lla, also a Profeasor at Nl!.landlt : edited by 
Pe.ndit Embar Kr:ishnaornich.!irya with t. Foreword 
by B. Bhatt&eharyya, M:A., Ph.D., 2 vols. , 1926 . . 24-0 



Rs .... 
33, 34. Mlrat-1-Abmadl: by All Mahammad Kban, the 

last Mogbul Dewan of Gujamt: edited in the origin&! 
Persian by Syed Nawab Ali, M.A., Professor of Persian, 
Barode. College, 2 vols., illustrated, 1921l-1928 . . 19-8 

35. Miinava!lrbyasiitra: a work on Vedio ritual (domestic) 
of the Yajurveda with the Bhl,ya of ~~vakra: 
edited with an introduction in Sanalait by Pandit 
RAiliAkrWina Harahaji SAstri, with a Preface by Prof. 
B. C. Lele, 1926 5-0 

36, 68. NiityaA§stra : of Bharata with t.be commentary of 
Abbin&v&gupta of Kaebmir: edited by :M. Ra.nulk.risbna 
Kavi,M.A.,4 vols., vol.!, illuBtmted, 1926, vol. IT, 1934 ll-0 
Vol. I {t>Ut of prim). 

37. Apabbrarbhkiivyatrayi: consisting of three works, 
the Carcarl, UpadeS&rasayana., and ltllaavariipakulaka., 
by .Tmadatta. Suri (12th century) with commenta.riet: 
edited with an elaborate introduction in Sa.nsk:rit by 
L. B. Gandhi, 1927 . . 4-0 

38. Nyiiyapraveh, Part I (SaDskrlt Text): on Buddhist 
Logic of Di.On&ga., with commentaries of Baribhadm 
SiiriandP!r8vadeva: edited by Principo.l A. B. Dhruva, 
M.A., LL.B., Pro·Vioe-Cbaneellor, Hindu University, 
Benares, 1930 4-0 

39. Nyayapraveia, Part IT (Tibetan Text): edited with 
introduction, notes, appendioea, eto., by Pandit Vidbu
sekha.ra Bhatta.oharyya, Principal, Vldyabbavana, Vis· 
vabbarati, 1927 . . 1-8 

40. Advayavajrasaoaraba: consisting of twenty short 
works on Buddhist philosophy by Adv&ya.v&jr&, a Bud· 
dbist savant belonging to the 11th century A.D., 
edited by MaMmahop!dhyltya Dr. Hampmsad Sastri, 
M.A., O.I.E., Hon. D.Litt., 1927 ., 2-C 

42, 60. Kalpadruko8a : standard work on Sanskrit Lexico· 
grapby, by KeN.va: edited with an elaborate introduo· 
tion by the late Pandit R6m&vatem Sharma, 
Sahityacharya, M.A., of Patn& &nd index by Pandit 
Shrikant Sha.tma, 2 vols., vol. I (text), vol. IT (index), 
1928-1932 . . . . . . . . 14-0 

43. Mlrat-1-Ahmndl Supplement: by Ali Muhamm&d 
Kban. Translated into English from the original 
Persiau by Mr. C. N. seddon, I.C.S. (retire4), and Prof. 
Syed Nawab All, M.A. IDustrated. Corrected reissue, 
1928 .. .. .. .. .. 6-8 

44. Two Vajraylina Works : comprising Prajiiopiyavini8-
cay88iddhi of Anailgavajra and JfiADA8iddbi of Indra
bhiiti-two important works belonging to the little 
known Tantra. echool of Buddhism (8th century 
A.D.): edited by B. Bhattaoharyya, Ph.D., 1929 . . 3-0 

46. Bhivapraklbna : of SlmdAtanaya, a comprehensive 
work on Dr&maturgy and Rat.&, belonging to 
A.D. 1176-126(); edited by His Holiness Y &dugiri 
Yatilaja Swami, Melk~ and K. S. Ramaawami Sutri, 
Oriental l.Datitate, Baroda. 1929 7-0 
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46. Ramacarlta : of Abhinandt>, Court poet of Hllrt>varsa 
probt>bly the same as Devapllla of the PAla Dynasty of 
Bengal (cir. 9th century A.D.): edited by K. S. :&ama- · 
swami Saatri, 1929 . . . • . . 7-8 

47. Naiijarlijaya§obbil~a.Qn ; by Nrsimbakavi alia& Abhl· 
na va Kalidlaa, a work on Sanskrit Poetics and relates 
to the glorification of NalljarAja, aon of V!rabhupa of 
Myaore: edited by Pandit E. Krisbnamaobarya, 1930 5-0 

48. Na~darpaQa : on dramaturgy, by :Ram&e&ndra Siiri 
with bia own commentary : edited by Pandit L. B. 
Gandhi and G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A. 2 vols., vol. I , 
1929 4-8 

49. P re-Ditiniiga Buddhist T exts on Logic from 
Chinese Sources : containing the English translation 
of SaJDA/Utro of !ryadeva, Tibetan text and English 
translation of Vigralaa-11!/(ltNSrl<mi of NAgtlrjune. and the 
re.translation into Sanskrit from Chineae of Upiiycihr· 
daya and Tar.I:M.Uira: edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tucci, 
1930 9-0 

GO. Mirat-1-Ahmadl Supplement : Persian text giving 
a.n aocount of Guzorat, by Ali Mubammad Khan : 
edited by Syed Nawab Ali, M.A., Principal, Bahaud· 
din College, Junagad.h, 1930 . . . . . . 6-0 

!H, 77. Trl~a~tl§aliikiipuru~acarltra: of Rcmaoandra., trans· 
lated into English with copious notes by Dr. Relen 

52. 

53. 

M . 

55. 

M. Johnson of Osooola., Missouri, U.S.A. 4 vols., vol. I 
(Adl~varu.oaritra), illustrated , 1981 ; vol. II,l937 26-0 

Daq.<)avlveka: a comprehensive Penal Code of the 
ancient Hindus by Vardham~na of the 15th century 
A.D. : edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Kamala. Kwu• 
Smj"titlrtha, 1931 . . 8-S 

T athiiQatagubyakn or Guhyasamiija : the earliest and 
the moot aothorit.e.tive· work of the T&ntra School of 
the Buddhists (Srd century A.D.) : edited by B. Bhatta-
cha.ryy&, Ph.D.,1981 4-4 

Jayakbyasarhhltii : an authoritative PAiicarAtra work 
of tbe 6th ~ntury A.D., hlghly reapeeted by the South 
Indian Vai~~a.vas: edited by Pandit E. Krishnama,. 
charyya of Vadtal, with one illustration in nine colours 
and a Foreword by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1931 . . 1~ 

Klivyiilailkiirasiiras amaraha: of Udbha~ with the 
commentary, probably the same as Udbba!Miveka of 
Rijln&ka Tilaka (11th century A.D.): edited by K.. S. 
R&maswami Sastri, 1931 . . . . . • ~ 

56. Piiriinanda Siitra: a.n ancient Tlntric work of the 
Hindus in Siitra form giving details of many practices 
a.nd rite& of a new Sohool of Tantra: edited by Swami 
Trivikr&ma Tirtba with a Foreword by B. Bhatta-
charyya, Ph.D., 1931 3-0 
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57,69. Ahsan-u t-Tawarlkh : historyof theSafawi Period of 
Persi&n History, 15th and l Oth centnriea, by Has&n· 
i·Rumlu: edited by 0. N. Seddon, I.O.S. (,.elired), 
Reader in Persian a nd Maratbi, University of Oxford. 
2 vola. (Persian text and translation in English), 
1 93~34 . . 19- 8 

58. P admaoanda Maha klivya : giving the life hlsWry of 
Rubbade'Va, tbe first Tl:rtba~kara of the Jaioas, by 
Ainamcbandra Kavi of tbo 13th oentury: edited by 
H. R. Kapadi.a, lll.A., 1932 1~ 

59. Sabdaratnasamanvaya : an intereeting lexicon of tbe 
Nln!rtba cl- in Sanskrit compUod liy tbe Mamtb& 
King SabAji of Tanjore: edi!Ald by Pandit Vi~~hala 
Sbtrl, Sanskrit Pa~bUlla., B&roda., with a Foreword by 
B. Bhatt&charyyt., Pb.D., 1982 u .o 

61. Saktisati~ama T antra : & voluminous compendium of 
the Hindu Tantra comprising four books on KAII, T!rA., 
Sundarl nod Obbinn&mastA: edi!Ald by B. Bhatte.-
ob&ryya., M. A., Ph.D., 'vols., vol. I, K!llkhal)\fa, 1932 2-S 

62. Pnjiiiipa ramitiis : commentaries on the Praj Dli.pira
mitA, a. Buddhist philosophical work : edited by 
Giuseppe Tuooi, Member, Italian Academy, 2 vols., 
vol. I, 1932 . . • • . . 12-0 

63. Tarikh-l·Mubarakhshahl: an authentic Md contem. 
pora.ry account of the kings of the Sa.iyyid Dynasty of 
Delhi : translo>ted into English from original P enia.n by 
Ka.mal Krtshnn Bnsu, M.A., Professor, T.N.J. College, 
Bhagalpur, with a. Foreword by Sir J ndune.th Se.rke.r, 
Kt. , 1932 7- 8 

64. Slddhiintab lndu: on Vedli.nta philosophy, by Madhusii· 
dana Sarasvatt with commentary of Puru~ottama.: 
edited by P. 0. Divanji,l\U.., LL.M., 1933 u -o 

66. I~taslddlti : on Ved!lnta philosophy, by Vimuktlltma, 
disciple of Avya.ydtmll, with the author's own comment · 
ary: edited by M. Hiriyanna, M.A., Retired Professor 
of Sanskrit, Maharaja'• OoUeg~. My&ore, 1933 14-{) 

66, 70, 73. Sbabara-Bhiioya : on the Mlmimsli. Siitrae of 
Jaimini: Translated into En.lllish by Mt.bimahopidb. 
yi.ya Dr. Ge.~natb Jha, M:A., D.Litt., etc., Vice
Chancellor, Uruveraity of Allahabad, in 3 vol&., 1933-
1936 43-0 

67. Sanskrit Texts fro m Ba li : comprising a large num. 
her of Hindu and Buddhist ritualistic, religious and 
other text& recovered from t he islands of Java and B&li 
wit h comparillona: edited by Profeaaor Sylvain Levi, 
1933 3-8 

71 . NiiriiyaQa Sataka : a devotion&l poem of high literary 
merit by Vidyik&ra with tbe commentary of Pttlmbara: 
ecli!Ald by Pandit Shrik&nt Sharma , 1935 . . 2-0 
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72. Riija_dharma-Kaustnbha: an elaborata Smrti work on 
Ri)adh&rma, Ri.janlti and the requirements of kingz, 
by Anantadeva.: edited by the late Mahamahopadbyaya 

Rs. A. 

Kame.IA Kriahna Smrtitirtha, 1935 . . • . 10-0 
U. Portu~uese Vocables in Asiatic Lanauaaes : trans. 

lated into Engliah from Portuguese by Prof. A. X. 
Soarea, M.A., LL.B., Baroda. College, Baroda, 1936 . . 12- 0 

75. Nilyakaratna: a. commentary on the NyJ.ya.ratno.mi!.lii. 
of Plirthasllrathi llfisra by Ra.mllnuja. of the Prltbh!tko.ra 
School: edited by K. S. R~>mMwami SMtri of the 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1937 4-8 

76. A Descriptive Catalo~ue of MSS. In the Jaln Bhan-
dars at Pattan : edit<>d from the notes of the l~>te Mr. 
0. D. Dala.l, M.A., by L. B. Ga.ndbi, 2 vols., vol. I, 1937 8-0 

78. Gal)itatilaka : of Srtpati with the commentary of 
Siqlhatila.ka, a. non.Ja.in work on Arithmetic with 
a. Jain commentary: edited by H. R. Kapa.dia, l\!.A., 
1937 . . . . . . . . 4-0. 

79. The Foreian Vocabulary of the Quran : showing the 
extent of borrowed words in the aa.cred taxt : compiled 
by Profe880r Arthur J efferey of the School of Oriental 
Studies, O.iro. Slwrlly 

80. Tattvasa6~raha : of S..ntara.kfita with the commen· 
tary of K.nma.Ja.Sile. : tr&nelated into EngMh by Maha
mahopadhya,ya Dr. Ganganatb Jhll., 3 vole., vol. I, 1937 17-0 

81. Hamsa-vlliisa: of Hathsa ~U~~hu: forma a,n elaborate 
defenoe of the .. arious mystic praotioes a.nd worship: 
edited by Swami Trivikrama Tirtha and Mt'hnmaho· 
pa.dhyn.ya Ha.thibhai Shastri, 1937 5-8 

IT. BOOKS IN THE PRESS . 

1. Niityasast ra : edited by llf. Ramakriahna Kavi, 4 vols., 
vol. m. 

2. Miinasollasa or Abhilallitirtha.elnt.lma~i, edited by G. K. 
Sbrigondekar, M.A., 3 vols., vol. IT. 

3. Alathkllramahodadbi: a. famous work on Sanskrit 
Poetioe composed by Narendraprabbe. Siiri at the 
request of Minister VastupAla. in 1226 A.D.: edited by 
Lalobandra. B. Gandhi of t he Oriental Institula, Baroda. 

4. Siiktlmuktavali: a weiJ.known Sanslait work on 
Anthology, of Jalha,a., a oonlamporary of King K~~"a 
of tbe Northern Yii.dava Dynasty (A.D. 1247): edited 
by Pa.ndit E. Kriehnamaoharya, Sanskrit Pil~h&SIII!i. , 
Vo.dtal. 

G. Dvi'idaS!Iranayacakra : an ancient polemical treatise 
giving a resume of the different pbilosophlca.l systems 
with a refutation of the same from th& Ja.iu atand· 
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point by Malll\vAdi Suri with a commentary by 
Simbuuri Gani : edited by Muni C..turvij&yaji. 

6. Krtyakalpataru : of I..akamidbara, miniBter of King 
Govindacbandra of Kana.uj : edited by Principal K. V. 
&ngaswami Aiyangar, Hindu Univo:sity, Benarea. 

7. Brhaspatl Smrtl, being a reoonatructed text of the 
now loet work of Brhupati: edited by Principal K. V. 
Rnnguwami Aiyanpr, Hindu University, Benarea. 

8. A Desc riptive Cataloeue of MSS. in the Oriental 
institute, Baroda : oompilod by the Library staff, 12 
vols., vol. n (Srauta, Dhanna, and Grhya Siitru). 

9. Madbavanala-KamakandaHi: a romanoe in old Western 
Rajasthani by Gaoapati, a Klyaetha from Amod: 
edited by M. R. Majumdar, M.A., LL.B. 

10. Tattvopaplava : a ma~~terly criticism of tho opinions of 
the prevailing Philoeopblcal Schools by Jayarashi : 
edited by Pn.ndit Sukhnh>lji of the Benares Hindu 
Uni vcrsity. 

11. Anekantajayapataka: of Hnrihhndm Suri (c. ll20 A.D.) 
witb his own commentary n11d 'l'ippnnw by Muri· 
chanclra tho Guru of Vn.didovl\ Suri: edited by H. R . 
Ka.pu.dia., M. A. 

12. Parama-Sam hita : 1>n nuthorirotive work on the 
Panchnrntra. Rystcm : cditoo by Dewnn Bnhadur S. 
K•·ishnnswnmi Aiya~~g~~r, of MndrM. 

Ill. BOOKS UNDER PREPARATION. 

1. Prajfiiipiiramltiis: oommentarics on the Pmjiliipara.. 
mitil, a Buddhist philoeopbical work: edited by Pro£. 
Giuseppe 'l'uoci, 2 voU.., vol. 11. 

2. Saktisaogama Tantra: comprising four books on Klli, 
Tliril, Sundo.r!, e.nd Cbbinnamast~: edited by B. 
Bbattncbe.ryya., Pb.D., 4 vola., vols. ll-lV. 

3. Na~yadarpaga: introduction in Sa.nskrlt giving an 
acoount1 of tbe antiquity and usefulness of the In· 
dian drama, the different theoriea on Rasa, and a.n ex
&mination of tbo problema ra.ised by the text, by 
L. B. Gandhi, 2 vola., vol. n. 

4. Gur jararisavali : a ooUection of several old Gujarati 
Rilsas: odited by Meam. B. K. Tbakore, M. D. Desai, 
and M. C. Modi. 

5. T arkabhiifil : a work on Buddhist Logic, by lllolqikara. 
Gupt& of tbo Jagaddala moll&8tery: edited with & 

Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Embar Krishnama.
charya of Vadtnl. 

6: A Descriptive CacaJoane of MSS. in the Oriental 
inatltute, Baroda : oompilod by tho Library st&lf, 12 
vola., vol. III (Sm:rti MSS.). 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 
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Rs. "'· 
An Alphabetical List of MSS. in the Oriental Insti-

tute, Baroda: compiled from the existing oard cat&· 
logue by the Library Staff. 

Nitikalpataru : the famous Nlti work of K3emendra: 
edited by Sardar K. M. Panik.kar, M .A., of Patiala. 

Cbhakkammuvaeso : an Apabbramsa work or the Jains 
cont&ining didactic religious teachings: odited by 
L. B. Gandhi, Jain Pandit. 

Samriit Slddhiinta: the well·known work on Aatro· 
nomy of Jagannatht. Pandit: criticaiJy odited with 
numerous d.iAgmma by Pandit Kedar Nath, Rajjyotisi, 
Jaipur. 

Vimalaprabhii: the famoWI commentary on the Ki!A-
oakra Tantm and the most important work of the 
Kalacakr& School of tbe Buddbista : edited with com. 
pariaons of the Tibetan and Chinese veraions by Giuseppe 
Tucci of the Italian Aoadomy. 

Nl~pannayoaiimbara T antra: describing a. la.rge 
number of m&Q~nlM or mngio circles and numerous 
deities : edited by B. Bhattacba.ryya.. 

Basatln-1-Salatln: a contemporary o.ccount of the 
Sultana of Bijapur: translate<l into English by M. A. 
Ka.zi of tbo Baroda College and B. Bhattacharyya. 

14. Madana MabiirQnva: a Smrti work principoJly dealing 
with the doctrine or ICarma.vipn.ka composed during 
the reign of JlfAndhAtll son of Mo.dana.pAia. : edited by 
Em bar ICrisbnnma.oharya . 

16. Trl~a~tlsalakapuru~acarltrn : of Hemaoandra: trans. 
lated into English by Dr. Helen Johnson, 4 vols., 
vols. Ill·l V. 

16. Vivada Chintiimar,tl: of Va.oluUipati M ism.: 110 authorit.>.. 
tivo Smrti work on the Hindu Lnw of Inheritance: 
translated into English by llfahamahot>adhyaya Dr. 
Gangu.natha Jba. 

17. Brhaspatltattva: a. Saiva treatiso belonging to an oarly 
· stratum ofthe Agamic litoraturo written in old J avanese 

witb f:;anskrit SlOkaa intersproad in the text : odited by 
Dr. A. Zei.soniss of Leidcn. 

18. AJJU Bhii~ya : a standard work of t.bo Sudd11advarh~> 
School: translated into English by Prof. G. H. Bhatt, 
M.A. of $ho Ba.roda Collogo. 

19. Apariijitaprcchii : a voluminoUJI work on architecture 
and fine·arta : edited by Mr. P. A. Manko.d, L.C.E. 

20. Qetublndu: thef&moua workofDha.rmakirttion Buddhist 
logic : edited from a MS. discovered at Pattan by 
Pa.ndit Sukholalii of the Bonares Hindu University. 
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21. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. jn the J ain Bban-

dars at Pattan : oditotl from tbo note.. of the late Mr. 
C. D. Dalru, M.A., by L. B. U~>ntUJi, 2 vols., vol. H. 

For further partioule>ra please communicate 
with-

Tms DlllEOI'OR, 

Orienl4l bulittm. .&rot/a. 
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THE GAEKWAD'S STUDIES IN RELIGION AND 
PHILOSOPHY. 

Rs ..... 
J. The Comparative Study of Rcliaions: [Contents: 

I, the eouroes and nature of religious truth. II, ouper
natursl beings, good and bad. m, the eoul, its nature, 
origin, and destiny. IV, sin and suffering, salvation 
and redemption. V, religious praetioes. VI, the emo
tion&! attitude and religious ideal&] : by Alb&n G. 
Widgery, 1\!.A., 1922 15-0 

2. Goods and Bads : being the subst&noo of a series of 
talkll and discussions with H.H. the llfaharaja Gaokwad 
of Bnroda. [Contents : introduction. I, physical values. 
11, intelleotu~>l values. Ill, rosthotio tralues. IV, 
moral v~>lue. V, religious value. VI, the good life, its 
unity o.nd att&inment] : by Alban G. Widgery, 1\f.A., 
1020. (Library edition Rs. 5) 3-0 

3. Immortality and other Essays: [Contents: I, philos
ophy and life. Il, immort&lity. m, morality and 
religion. IV, Jesus and modern oultnre. y, the 
psychology of Christian motive. VI, free Catholicism 
and non-Cbristian &ligiona. VII, Nietzaohe and 
Tolatoi on Morality and &ligion. VIII, Sir Oliver 
Lodge on aoienoe and religion. IX, the v~lue of oon
fesaiona of fa.ith. X, the idea of resurrection. XI, 
religion and be&uty. XII, religion o.nd bi.atory. 
XIII, principles of reform in religion]: by Alba.n G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1919. {Cloth Rs. 3) . . . . 2.-0 

4. Confutation of Atheism : a. tra.nalation of the Hadi8-i-
H!Uila or the tro.dition of the Myrobo.lo.n Fruit: trans
latedbyValiMohammadChhanganbho.iMomin,l918 .. 0-14 

Conduct of Royal Servants: beingaoollootionof verses 
from the Vlramitrode.ye. with their tr&nBlations in 
Enaliah, Gujr.rati, e.nd Maratbi: by B. Bbatt&oharyye., 
M.l., Ph.D. . . . . . • . . 0-6 



SELLING AGENTS OF THE GAEKWAD'S ORIENTAL SERIES 

England 

Messrs. Luzac & Co., 40, Grent RuSiillll Street, London, 
w.c. 1. 

Messrs. Artbur Probsthain, 41 , e-t Russcll Street, 
London, W.C. I. 

Messrs. Deljlbton BeU & Co., l:l &. 30, Trinity Street, 
O&m bridge. 

Otml4n1J 

Messrs. Otto Harrassowitz, Bucbhllnillung und Anti· 
quariat, Queratraaae 14, Leipzig, C. 1. 

Atalria 

Messrs. Gerold & Co., Stcfanapl&tz 8, Vionne. 

Calcutta 

Messrs. The Book Co. , Ltd., 4/3, C..:Ollcge Squ&re. 

Messrs. T backer Splnk & Co., 3, Esplo.n&do East. 

Benar~ Oitv 

Messrs . Braj Bhusan Das & Co. , 4JJj5, Tbnthari Bazar. 

Lahore 
Messrs . Mehrcband Lnchmandass, :Sanakrit Book Dep5t, 

Saiu Mitha Street. 

Messrs . Motilal Banarsldass, Punjab &nskrit Book 
Depc>t, Said Mitba Street • 

.Bombav 

Messrs. Taraporevala & Sons, Kitab Mahal, Homby 
Road. 

Messrs. Gopal Narayan & Co., KAlbadevi Road. 

Messrs. N. M. Trlpathl & Co., KAlbadovi .Road. 

Poorw. 
Oriental Book Supply Agency, 15, Shuk:r&war Petb. 
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