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INTRODUCTION 

Much need not be said here in regard to the personal history of the 
two authors-regarding thei1·. (a) date; (b) residence, (~) 'contact ltncl 
relation with other writers; as a ll this bns been dealt with in great detnil 
in the excellent F orewotxl 1\ttA.-<'hed to Vol. I of the S"nskrit Text. F1"0m 
this we learn that om· Authors-who were ]\faster and Pupil~(a) lived 
between 705 and 764 A.D.,- (b) they•<l>ere resiclents of ,11agadht. in Nort-h 
India., from where they went over to Thibet. 

There !\re some points in conncciio" with tbe thit'd J>Oint (c). Among 
the olher wl'iters referred to in the work; ;,:e have the name' Sahanlllbhadra' 
occurring twice in the Text {pages 506 1\nd 508); while the name given 
in the Foreword is • Sail.gha.blutdra', ~tnd the~ mferred to therein arc 
1\lso the 81\me-506 and 508. Which of the t wo is the correct form of the 
name? 'Snil.glutbluulra! would Rpl>el\r to be so,-because we know what 
'Sail.glur! is; while we do not know whl\t 'SalumU.' is. In t-he body of 
the Transh't.tion, however, we luwe retained the form 'Sahantcb}uuln, ' , 
because it "'"" felt that the same misprint, if it is a misprint, could not 
nppea.r twice, and in such close proximity too. It is interesting to note 
that 'Samaniabhadra' i• one of tbe names of the Buddha Himself men. 
tioned in the Amt<••·akl)8a. 

Another interesting point 1-egarding this third point (c) is that while 
the authors del\1 with, name 1\nd make large quotstioos from, the works 
of 8/u!hara and Kwniirila, they do not seem even to know P.rolJhiikara; 
and yet Prabhiikara flourished about the same time as K u>ruirila, if not 
earlier; lLnd his views are really deserring of notice. The reaaon for this 
1>erhaps lay in the fact that ProlJhtl/cara does not materially deviate from 
Shaba.ra, while J(">niiril.a. does deviate from him, ~tnd in his a.ttempt to 
revive the 'listika·pstba', he rendet-s himself open to ditert ~tttack 

from the other quarter. 
The list of authors provided in the Fo•·eword does not contain the 

ul\me of 'Vatsiputra. ', a.nd yet the Author devotes Texts 336-349 to the 
demolishing of the Pndgala-philosophy of this writsr, who is described as 
~~~-- Appa.rently he represents a dist-inct sect ~tmong Buddhists 
known as ' V at.aipldnya '. 'Pndgala' appears to figure very largely in 
the presentstion of this philosophy. 

'fhe Foreword to the Text a.lso provides us with an account of thn 
'philosophy' of om Authors (vide pp. XXXVIII-LID); wheJ-ein '"" 
hn.ve n. connected account of most of tbe important topiC". 

For 1111 tJtis the render i• •-eferrcd to the said volume. 



vi INTRODUCTION. 

Here we are going to put together what details we have gleaned 
from the Text, in coune of the translating. 

Though the above-mentioned Foreword h1111 supplied us with nn 
exbuative list of Authors referred to and Mmed in the Tau«Nmngralm 
and ita commentary, one fa.ils to find t.bere the ne>me of Tiiyin "'ho is 
Mmed, and quoted from, in the Commentary on p. I 2 of the Text,
and &ge>in in Shiintamk.,ita's text itself in Verse 17SR. One wnn<lers if 
'TA.yin' is a title of one of the writers a.lrendy mentioned in the J.'nrewoNI. 
From Text 3820, it would soom as if'Thyin' were only 11110tho•· name for • 
Buddha Himoolf; 1111 Tliyin is here spoken of 1111 'Sat·vavil ','omniscient', 
which epithet can apply to the Buddha only ;-this Aame identification 
is indioo.ted a,lRo in Toxts 3368, 3498, 3501 (which o.gnin speaks ofTti!fitt 
a.s 'omniscient') where the commentary definitely aa.y&--' 7'1iyi7lb bud· 
dluuya', 'ofTtlyin the Bu:ddha.'. 

Under Text 1565, we h&ve a simple explanation of the generally 
aeoepted principle that a .rn~q'" .,111, the Cognition apprehending 
what has been already apprehended by another Cognition, is Ml 
Pram6~-not a valid Cognition. The reason provided is that such 
Cognition cannot be the VTl!~tbe m011t efficient instrument of 
the Apprehension, which has already been brought about by Another 
Instrument, in tho shape of the previou.s C'.ognition; hence the later 
Cognition ce.nnot be regarded n..• li11Tl!f~"'', 11111'11, which name can 
be applied only to what is the .:~~-the '1111flf'!l'11-of tho Prama, 
Approherurion. 

I ho.ve often felt,- as Vijfliinabh!lc.,u also felt-the.t t here was deep 
kin.ship between 'Vedl!.nta' and ' Buddhist Idealism ',-the only difference 
of importanoo being that while the Buddhist Idealist regarded Jfilina, 
like everything else, to be momentary, though real--more real, at 11.ny 
rate, th&n the External World,-the VedA.nta regarded JnliM,-t least, 
the Higheet JMna, 'Coll8Ciousneas', which is the same aa ' Soul', the 
highest Self, to be the only Reality-nd pertnaMm. We have been 
incilined to rega.rd this as an achievement of the Great Shanbrichirya, 
who aucoeeded tbua in reconciling Hinduism and Buddhism and thus 
belp.ing the fu.sioo of the two.-It seems however that this feature of the 
'Ved!nta', this stressing of tbe eternality of 'Jii/iM ', a t any rate, W&S 

older than Shankanicbarya,-if we admit the date usu&lly a.ssigned to 
this great writer. For Shilntar~ita in Text No. 328 d &eq., io dealing 
with ~be philosophers whom he oalls ~tliC:oilll"'llfliJII: *r'lf1<-11(1:, 
deola\'08 (in Texts 380-331) that the defect in the philosophy of these is 
•light, oonsistiog only in their rega.rding o,U J i!IJ:na M 'one and eternal'. 
lto!JQIT'I~\i !l'(tior f>i«<li'lilo«> 1 So, if ShankarA.obl!.rya oome after the 
eeV&Iltb oentury, he can be credited only with having empha.Mtd this 
idea and thereby led to the fusion of the two Philoeophiee or Religions. 

~.: 
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IN'J:ROD110TI'ON. vii 

This belief is furtber etrengtheoed by & reference to the BrahmMidtlhi of 
Mai)Q&n& Mishr&,-whioh ia believed to be e.nterior to She.ok&richirye.. 

Under Text 348 we note ~nother pamllelism between the Buddhist 
&nd Vedanta we.ys of dea.ling with the 'Soul'. We know th&t, in the 
lMt resort, the Vedll.ntin ha.s recourse to the idoo. of .. ~~'llfl, 
the 'S'6Ul • being ono of tbo ..tlli~'l, I~liccblt, things. We 
find the same idee. oxpl'OSI!ed by SMnJn.ra~ita o.nd his commentator 
under Text 348. The qucstion he.ving been put-"If no such thing os the 
Pvdgala exists, then how wu it the.t when e.sked if the Jioa was different 
from, or the same ""• the .&x!.y, the Blessed Lord only voucbs&fcd the 
1\nswer th&t 'this m&tter he.s not been explained'; why did not He say 
Btrtlight e.we.y that 'there Wl\8 no such thing e.s the J!~-a. Soul, e.pa.rt 
from the Body '1"-Tbe only e.nswer given by SMnJn.rak,ita is that the 
intetttion of the Compassion&te One was the denial of Nii.!Wcya (i.e. the 
viow that denies the other world and other Regions); o.nd to this end 
ho &dopted various methods • .-So that according to this o.Jso the Soul 
is something tb&t h811 'not been explained', iq 'ioexplioe.ble', ..,!1A~. 

On p. 16, line 7, we find mentioned & Ka11ya of the ne.me of SilliJIIJmf.IG; 
tho poet's n&me is not given. 

Under Texts 2671-2673 we ba.ve a comparison dnt.wn between the 
Mtmams&k&'s and the Buddhist's idee. of Pralaya, Dissolution. Aooording 
to the former, Dissolution consists in the destt-uction of p&rticular · 
countri"'' and of pe.rticular families or peoples ; and there is no such thing 
o.a Unit-ersa! Dissolution; there is no evidenoo for nny such Dissolution: 
while according to the Buddhist, there is an 'undeniable Destruction 
a.lfeoting e.-en Brahma and others, which affects the Vodo. also; so that 
Dil10luti<Jn consists in "tho withdrawal of the energy of Fire, Water and 
Air, extending horizonta.Uy o..-er the T~a-MaM44M4ra (t), down
warde to the lowest Jimjta. of tbe atmospheric air, and upwards to 
tho highest stages of DllyaM ; which affects Brallm4 and other beings 
also". 

Text 2447 speaks of tbe ParCI8i.i:a8 as perceiving nothing wrong in tbe 
marriage of their mother. Doos this mean 'Widow-marriage' '!-or 
something worse t-Toxt 2807 speaks of these P4rCI8ika8 811 blindly 
&dhering to their custom. · 

In Text 2520 the 'View is expressed that 'attra.ction by the M.agnet 
is due to the ocnta.ct of the invisible re.ys of light emane.ting from the 
M.agJlet and penetnt.ting the piece of Iron '. Doee this indicate the 
knowledge of the f&et th&t all pbenomen& rel&ting to Light, Electricity 
o.nd Me.gnetism &re due to the a.ction of the same 'Force' or 'Fluid' t 

The commentary on Texts 2653-2655, distinguishee between the 
verb&! usage of the • Anp' from that of the' Dravilfo.', 



viii INTROD110TJON. 

Tho two important toobnical terms of Buddhiat. pbiloeopby 
'Pmti8ailkh!l'initodh4' a.nd 'A proti.oaiii:AyrinirotfM.' h"vo been \•&riou.sly 
unden<tocxl. Tho commonly.accepted viow is thAt lhC80 terlllll atnnd for 
'Co!U!()iou•' nnd 'Unconscious Destruction'. Text.. 2748·2740 bring out 
the other explanation. They ""Y- "The two Nirodlw• are not regarded 
ne being of the nature of Dutruaion; becnuso 'Prati.tair.kh1J1i·nirodhn. is 
reg&rded M 'Dissociation, one after the other, from I mpuriti-brought 
About by Wisdom': while Ap>-atisailkhyti-nirndlw. iR that which ""rves ns 
nn absolute bar to the appeamnce of Impurltico"; and thiK latter·, .~ 
ndde tho commentary, is due not to Wisdmn, but to the inefficiency of tha 
causes productive of tno Impurities. 

Text 2946 speaks of Jfinuim&aka.t ne • Prrich)f(•' (ot· Prochya); does 
this stand for' Easterner'! And doe.~ th"t indicate that Mimdtn.s<i had 
its origin in tbo country to the East of NiW.ndn, where 8/r<intaroqita 
is believed to havo taught f This would fit in with oommou belief that a 
thousand years ago, the awaJl land of Mithil& waa able to bring togHh~r 
nim-hundred ?tilmi\msakaa at any ordina.ry gathering of Pandits. 

Tho commentary on Text 3018 tells us of the juice of the 0ro1Jil 
flower M curing jt.undice, when dropped into the e~. 

Text 3486 hl\8 IIC()epted ~he definition of Dlwrmn r\1! 'lli'IM~~. 
~~ . 

Texts 3511-3512 tell us of a Shtilch<i (Rescensional •rext) of the 
Veda.,-known M' NimiUa' which apea.ka of' Blwgavan-Mtmi4altamalj. ',
the 'BIOSKed Lord, the Best of Sages '-explo.inecl by the commentary 
M 8/uikya Muni,-tu~ being' sarvajtia ','omniscient'. 

When I was Mked to undertake the tra.nsla.tion of the TalllxuarigroM. 
and its oommentary, I agreed to do it, with aowe trepidation; because I 
have bad no direct knowledge of the tenets of Buddhist philosophy, 
and I a.m fully conscious of t.he need of !l't•flo<Jr, 'direct ~hing 
from the Teacher's mouth', in a.Jl important watten~.-A careful study 
of the Sanskrit Introduction attached to the Text, however, ga.ve we 
vaJnable information and as I prooeeded with .the work, the way became 
gradually amoothened, and I was enabled to complete the work. 

The work is rather disappointing; it is purely &nd &!moat entirely 
polemical; its avowed a.im being the demolition of all views oontmry to 
the tene!CI of orthodox Buddhism,-tbe doctrinaire P"rt ofwbioh is neatly 
- though not &t all cleady-set forth in the six opening verllC!I of the 
Text. 

t oannot conclude this without thanking Dr.Bcnoytosh Bbatta.chirya, 
the talented Director of the Oriental Institute, for help rendered of 
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INTBODUO\I'ION • ix 

various kinds,-e.nd al8o the Baptist Mission Preu who have carried 
through the printing with their usual efficiency. 

'.MJ.Tn:a..i.'' 
ALt.AllA.liAD, 

Jm11 16, 1938. 

GANGA>.-.ATHA JHA. 
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Vol. II. 

CHAPTER XIX . 

Other Forms and Mea'IU/ of Knowledge. 

(A) 

Verbal Cognition. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author now proooods to show that there are cmly two Moons or Forms 
of Knowlodge, by refuting the various theories regarding their number.

T he Opponent (of the Buddhist) urges the following objection ,_ 

TEXT (1487). 

"lNASMUOD: AS THERE ARE OTHER 111EANS o R FoRMS 011 KNOWLBl>Gll, IN 

TRE SllAl'E oF VERBAL Coo~"lTION .L'<D OTHERS,-WHY HAS THE 

D:€l'INITlON OF Oh"LY TWO SUOH M:JuNS BEEN PROVIDED 1 " 

OOMME.t'n.' All. Y. 

What the Opponent moons to do by this is (I) to point out that the 
definition providod is • t~o narrow', and (2) to indicate that what hM been 
asserl<!d (under Text 3) regarding Truth ' being ascerteinec\ by the two Moons 
or Forms of Knowledge' is futile. 

The answer to this is provided in the following-

TEXT (1488). 

THE REPLY TO THIS IS AS FOLLOWS :-IN FACT, 'I:RERE OA..>;'NOT 1311 ANY 

FORM OF COGNITION EXOEI.'T THE TWO (ALREADY DRSORillED) ; 

13ROAUSE ALL TBB OTRERS THAT RAVE 13EB..'< POSTULATED 

EITHER DO NOT I'OSSESS THE CIU.RAOTER OF THE 

• FORM ol! RrGRT Coo~"lTioN ', oR aR INCLUDED 

IN Tl'lESE T\Vo.-(1488) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Included i" tl~ ',-i.e. in the two Forms of Cognition already 
described. 



742 TATl'VASANORAllA: OIUl'TER XIX. 

WIUit i• moant is 88 follow" :-Tho eharaeterialic of Valid Knowltdye 
is that it ohould ho in conformity with tlte real •tato of things; and this is 
not present at 1\ll in an,y of the others that ba,·e ~n postulated i e\'ety cnSt· 
where this charftcttori.Rtio. i.s present, iA included in Ulb aaid two, and hen<"& 
the othe:>< bavo not been <leserihod sepouately.-{1488) 

The Author now proceeds to show how the other afO·CRIIccl • Mf'RllS or 
Forms of 1\:nowJodgo' n.re twt real Mean." or l?orma of Kuowlodgo-or how, i£ 
they nro real Mon.ns or Forms of Cognition, they aro inclndod nnder the two 
poatulatod by t.ho Buddbi.ot. 

The ndditionol MeaD!! or Forms of Knowledge pol!ited by others are tha 
following :-(I) VerbAl Cognition, (2) Analogical Cognition, (S) Presumption, 
(4) Negntion, (G) Rntiocino.tivo Cognition, (6) Non·approhonsion, (7) Pro
bability, (8) l'radit ion and (9) Intuition. 

A.o rogordl! VerbAl Cognition, the Author St\)'11 as folio""!:-

TEXTS (1489-1491). 

O'lHit!l PEOPLE HAW: DECLARED ' VBJUlAL Coo!llT!OlC ' TO BE " THAT 

Kl<OWL£DOB 01' lXP:EBOJ>P'EIBLE 'l'IIINGS WJOOH lS DERIVED YROI\t 

WORDS "';-.u<D (THEY PROVIDE THl! POU.O\\'INO AOOOl"NT 01' IT), 

_ .. THAT COO!<ITlON IS DERIVED FROM (4) THE ETI!Rl'<AL Sx!<T:&~OE 

AND YRO)t (b) TilE SENTENCE UTTERED BY A TRUSTWORTHY PERSON.

TIIIs OAWNOT B£ 'SwsE-P:&ROEPTION ', BEOAUS'!l THB OBJECT APPRE

lTENDl!ID DY IT lS BEYOND THE REAOB Oll' T!Ul SBNSES ;-NOR CAN 

lT DE ' lNPJJRENO.B ', DEOAUSE IT IS DEYOD> OF THE OUA.RAOTERISTIO 

l>IIATUR.l!S 011 JNll'EllJINCE ;-UN'tiL THE SUBJECT (MINOR TElt).l) IS 

DEIIINITI!LY KNOWN TO BE POSSESSED 011 TUB PRoBANDUM AND 

ALSO 011 TIOI PROBANS, IT CANNOT BB REGARDED AS A CASE 011 

'INI!'El\l'lNO£ • 011 TKAT SUBJECT.-(1489-1491) 

COMMENTARY. 

Shabara-m!min (in his .ilf~ on I. 1. G) baa providod the 
following definition of Vori>ol Cognilion :-" Tbat eojplition of tbiilg$ not 
within ~b of the ..,.,_ whieh proce<>ds from the cognition of wordl! is 
called Verbol" ; wbicb moans tbat the Speci6o Individuality of the woni 
having been epprebendod, the cognition thet followt efter that, in regard 
to things beyond the reaeh of the Senses, is called V erbol Oognilion, bec&U8e 

it is deriwd lrom wordl!. 
" This V erbol Oognilion is of two kinds-{ 1) Procee<li ng from wordl! not 

omtmating from bll.lllrul beings, and (2) Proceoding from the words of t1'1.11!t· 
worbhy pel'ft~ns.-Thia cognition is different from Sense·pereoplion, because 
the object apprehol\dod by it is beyond the rallOh of the sonsGS.-Nor is it 
lnferenoe ; 88 it is dovoid of the • three features •. For in.ttanoo, the object 
oj [ftjt>nntW Oognilion is the Suhi""- (Minor Toro>.) whieh is qualified by 
tll4 <M_,. tJwJt v ""'~~"' to bo proved (i.e. the Probandum),-not merely 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

' 



OTHER FORl!S Alro AIBANS OF lOS'OWLEDGE. · 743 

the Subject by itself, nor the character by itself ; and until the Probans is 
definitely known as ooving the same character and as appertaining to the 
same Subject,-the lnferenoo cannot proceed. That is to say, until the 
presence of the Probana in the Subject is definitely cognised with certainty, 
tOOr. can be no Infere11ce ".-{1489-1491) 

Que8&ion-Why cannot this condit-ion of the definite cognition of the 
Probans in the Subject be fulfilled in the case in question 1 

Afl8Wer:-

TEXT (1492) . 

"hi ~·HE cAsE m QuEsTioN (I.E. nr VERBAL Co<miTION) TnT wmca: 
WOULD BE REGARDED A$ THE St<bjec/. FORAtS TKE object cognued 

ITSELE"; AND UNLESS TRl$ IS COGNISED, ~'llERE OAN BE 

NO IDEA OF ANY CIUP.AOTER (PROBANS) BE· 

LONGING TO IT." - (1492) 

COMMENTARY. 

"In the ci\Se of Verbal Cognition, anything, in the shepe of the Tree and 
such things,-that ms.y be asswned to be the Sui)j<et,-forms t-heob:itct cogni$ed 
itself ; s.s tJ1s.t is what is expressed by the word. That is to say, in this 
case, tJ1e Sui)ject itaelf-nnd not the Subject a8 qualified by tl~ Probandum,
ia the object cognim; and so long a.s the said Subject has not bee11 definitely 
cognised, ho·w can thero be any definite cognition of any chartwter as belong~ 
ing !<> it ? "-(1492) 

TEXT (1493). 

" Al'ID n> TRE SUl!J:EOT W.S ALREADY BEEN COGNISED, PRIOR TO THE 

RECOGNITION OF Tllll PROBANS IN THE SuBJECT (I.E. = 1\lmon 
PREMISS)-TBEN WHAT IS TKE USE OF KNOWING TKAT 

TKE PROBANS SUBSISTS rN IT AND SO PORTR, BY 

VIRTUE OF \VlllOII TilE OOGJ>"JTION COULD BB 

ro.:OARDEl> A.$ Inference 1 "-{1493) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Then agruu, if the Subject has been cognised before the recognition of 
the Minor Premiss, then all attempt to obtain the· recognition of this latter 
would be futile; becalll!e the purpose of the whole attempt is to secure the 
cognition of the Subject; hence, if that has been cognised, what would be th" 
use in t rying to !mow of the presence of the Probans in the Subject ! " 
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Wha~ h8a been otated ia on the basis of b>king it for granted that what 
the opponen~ h8a aMerted ia true. As a matter of fact, the Word ia not a 
propeny of any ruch Subject ao the Pru; .., it ia alwaya fouod in thP place 
"'here the Speaker ia.-{1493) 

It bM be6D shown that (in the case of Verbal Cognition), thoro can be 
no """~~" tn tlle Subject (i .. o. the Minor Premi.,.); tl>e following Text 

, ahows that thoro ia no po6Sibility of concomilanco (between the Probl\na l\lld 
the Probe.ndum, u expreo;sed in thel\Iajor Premitll) :-

TEXT (1494). 

"NO:R OA.N 'l'llll OONCOMlTANCE OF TB:£ W01m Wl'l'll THII objtet lnftrrecl 
(PIIOBAllD11M) BE ASCERTAINED ; TB:£ CONCOMITANCE OF ALL 

Tlll:NGS IS REOQOl."lSED ONLY BY TlJ:£IB JroNOTION· 

ING."-{1494) 

COllliENTARY. 

• A ... l14ined '-recognised with eertainty. 
• Bv their functioning '.-i.e. by uisleMt, by being present. 
What is mol\nt io that it is only what t:<i4U thn~ cnn be concomilan~. 

not wbnt does not exiat.-(1494) 

The eomo id on. io furt11er elncidntecl :-

TEXT (1495). 

" IT JS ONLY WHJIN TXE FJBE ezi8t8 'IVRENEVEB THERll IS &iOXE TRAT 

ITS CONCOIIJT.ANCE IS CLEAJU.Y l'EIICEIVJID, IN mB <asE Ill' 

Q'OESTION HOWEVER, TliEBE IS NO SUOB ClllRTAI!I' IDEA 

AS THAT ' mB THING SPOKIIN OP t:J:i.u ~ 
EV1!R THE Worcl EXISTS '.''-{1495) 

"It ia becnllle of tho well-recognised fe.et that • wherovor thero ia amoke 
there muet bo Fire' that Fire is said to be conoomiwnt with smoke ; there ia 
however no auch concomitance between t.he Word and the Thing (spoken 
of)."-(1495) 

Qut.tlion ,_WI\y la there no such concomitance t 
.A""""" :-



OTB:El!. II'OllMS AND MBA..'!S 011' KNOWLEDGE. 745 

TEXTS (1496-1497). 

" I T DOES NOT EXIST AT THE PLAOE (WHln<E THE WORD IS); NOR AT TilE 

TDIE.-111' IT BE URGED TRAT TBE l!.EQUIRJID CONOOMI!rL'!OE 

WOULD BE THERE IN "91BW OF THE ETERNALITY Mo"D THE 

ALL·PERVASIVE CHARACTER (oF THE WonD) ",-THB..'< 

(THE ANSWER IS THAT} THAT WOULD BE SO WITH 

-<ILL WORDS ; AND FOR THAT SAl>!l!J llEASON THE 

CONOO~UTANOE BEING PEROEI"I'ED IN -<ILL 

OASES, THERE W"OULD lU! NO IDEA OF 

'rHE 1tegative concomitance AT ALL; 

A.'!D l'r WOULD THUS BE l'OSSmLE 

FOil ALL WORDS TO PROVIDE 

THJ;: COtH<ITION OF ALL 

THJNGS."-(1496-1497) 

COMMENTARY. 

"The Thing (spoken of) does not exist at the plaCA> that is oecupied by 
the Word; for instance, the word 'Dates' is heard in one place-the city of 
Pd/aljp14ra for inst.a,nce,-ond yot tho thing,-the dates themselves-<!o not 
exist there. Nor again is the Thing necessarily present at the time that the 
word is present; for instance, the word 'Dilipa' i!J present (uttered) now, 
while the pereon of that name lived lcmg e.go ; and while the word 'Mahii.-
8Cfmmata' is present now, what it denotes is to come in future-.-Under th& 
circwnst.a.nces, how can there be c:oncomitance between words and the things. 
denoted by them ? 

''The following might be urged-' '''ords are eternal and as such exist
at e.ll times ; eo thet things denoted by them cannot exist at a time other 
than thet of the Word; nor Cl\n they exist at a place othor then thet occ\lpied 
by the wotds, as being alJ.per,.,.OOing in chfllracter, words o.re present at aU 
places. Thus, by reason of their eternality and aU·peT1Xl$itte character1 there 
would he concomitance between the Words a.nd the Things denoted by thelll '. 

"If that be so, then, such eurnality and aU-pertX.UJiveneu belong to o.U 
words equally ; and hence it should not bo the caso that particular words 
should denote particular things only ; in fact, any single .word should denote 
e.ll things, as all things would bo present at the place and at the time at 
which the Word is present. 

1 TM negative concomit4n.ce )-i.&. tJze abunce of tl~ Probans wherever 
there is absence of tht. P,.obandum. 

' There t&'Ould b6 no idea ·-no appre.henslott i for the sa,m& reason that 
words ...., eurnal &nd all-pervading.-{1496-1497) 

Recapitulating th• argtnnenb<, the Opponent formulates his co.se as 
follows :-
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TEXT (1498). 

·'Tiros TliJ: VElUIAL CooNrrtox •s not.blfert'IIU-BP.CAUtm IT rs 

nsvorn OF Tllll TimER Ft41urt$ ;-LIKB SB:SSB·l'ERCl:l'TtON ;-

AS IS SHOWN BY Tll'E AllSENCl: of an objtci liJ.:t that." 
- (149!1) 

COMMENTARY. 

"The Propo•it-ion of hia Reasoning io-' Tlte Verbnl Cognition i• m>l· 
]nje,.ence; '-~ b~cn.uMe ·it is devoid of tbe three ft'..f\turM' i~ tho 8talem.4r1t of 
the Probafll (Minor Prernisa) ;-'like Se:t$t·porccptior.' i• the Corroborative 
Instance.-And '88 is shown hy the absence of an object liko thnt' is said 
in •upport o! tho :Minor Prf:mios ; what ilt meant by thio i1 that the object 
o! the Inferonco brot~gbt o.bout by the Inferentio.l Indiee.tivo liko Smoke iH 
tho Subjea. u endowed with the particuler property (Probondum),-end 
any ouch objoct ia oboent in the case of Verbol Cognition."-(1498) 

Sayo the Opponent-' Not beving the Three-foot\.....,, Verbal Cognition 
may not be lnjenn«; but how can it bo regarded M Valid or Right 
Cognition ' ! 

Tbe an&l\•er is a& £oUo""·s :- · 

TEXT (1499). 

" !NAS!>IUOH AS TilE WORDS SPEAKING 01' TKF. Agnihotra AND OTllER 

TIUNOS lliUNG ABOUT UNSRAKEAllLB OOONITION8,-TIOil 

OllARAC71'ER OP llEINO Right Cognition OANNOT liE 

Dm.'IED TO THElll."--{1499) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbo oognitioo is 'unahakeat>le • by reason o! it. being free from doubt. 
and error ; that is, it ia Right Cognition beeat..., there ia no Right Cognition 
sublating it; jua~ in tbo same way as s..-.~ption ia Right Cognition. 

Sayo Sltabara...ami,. (in m. B/14fva on Sa. I. 1. 5}-" The oognition 
derived from tho atotoment 'besiring Heaven one should offer the Agnihotro • 
ie not a doubtful one,-it leaves \1$ in no doubt as to wh6ther Heaven 
is to bo attained or not ;-and when t.his is cognioed with ~rtointy, it cannot 
bo """"U; it is only when the oognition, after hnving oomo about, bocomos 
sublated by tho aubooguent idea tbet • it is not•o ' , that it oon bo called wrong 
cognition ;-the cognition in question however iH never, at any tUn.& or a.t 
any place, found to bo otherwise ;-hence it must bo t"~U· All regerds the 
.... ert.ion of the oommon people,-i! i t oomes from a truoled penon, or if 
it portoin.s to whAt ia ectually perceived by the Senooo, then it is oertninly 
true; if, on the ot.ber hand, it emanates irom an untruat.."t~orthy peraon, or it 
relateo to aomothing beyond the reech of the Sensee,-then having it. eource 

-
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in a human being, it cannot be regarded M right; bocaU80 such n thing cannot 
be rightly known ~y human beings by thomselves ".-{1499) 

In the following Tez~, tlto author proceeda to ol>ow that tho definition 
of Verbal Cognition propound«! in Text 1489, 88 'tJ\1\t Cognition which ia 
derived from the eternal 8ontenoe ',-iA open to tbo charge of being 'im· 
poaible' :-

TE:X:T (1600). 

As REGARDS TRll ' JJ>r2RNAL SENTSNOll'! ', ITS POSSJ:BJLITY AND IIXP:US· 

SIVE..>;ESS (US&FUL.'<ESS) ARE BD'l'JI IMPROBABLI!l ; IIENOE 'mE 
ll'll<ST DE:FJNmON OF ' VliRJlAL CoGNITION ' IS AN 

' IMPOSSIBLE ' ONE.- (1500) 

COIDIENTARY. 

1'here ill no possibility of there being an t eternt\l sentenco ', beca.u.se it 
hno been ostabliollod tbat o.ll things...., in peT'pet-ualftwc; a.lso beca\18& of tho 
reasons tbot are going to be adduood. 

Even if such 'eternal Sentence' were poeoible, i• could not convey "mean· 
il\g (a.nd serve •ny uaoful purpose). 

llonca tho otatemev.t that-" Through tho eternal &utence imporoeptible 
things baoomo known "-io impossible; hence the proposed definition is an 
• impoeoible' one.-(1500) 

Question:-" Why can there be no etol"nal SenU""!" 
.d.tuwe.r :-

TE:X:T (1501). 

Tu SENTENCE !IIA.Y BE • OAP ABLE' oa 'INO.Al'Allt.E'; IN EITDil OASE, 

A.$ THE Olu:tl.AOTER \\TOULD Bll ALWAYS TJIERll, TBll COGNITION 

RESULTING TRJIRRFROM WOULD COME AllOUT (ALWAYS); 

OB IT WOULD N!)T OO:Im .UOUT AT ALL.-{1501) 

COM:?i!ENTARY. 

The 'eternal &ntenco ' ma.y be • oapable '-of bringing about the 
oognition,-or • incapable ' at times ; these two alternatives are poosibla. 
In the former CMe, l\S the aaid 'eapebili~y ' would be always there, ~ha 
Cognition resulting from it would be nlwo.ys there. Thia argument may be 
formulated .as follows :-When a thing bM i!AI capacity to produce something 
unobetructod, it muat alwt.yo produoa thet thing,- for BXNDplo, the final 
causal eonditiono,-the eternal Sentence hM ita eapacity to produce verbal 
cognition unobstructed at aU times,-lleuce this is 1\ lloe.son bMod upon the 
very ooture of the thing. Or it ma.y ha formulat<ld 1\S foUowa :-Tbat effoot 
whoae rouse is present in ita perleet oondition must oome about,-<>.g. 
thb sprout, whoM> Cl8US& (in the shape oi the seed, tbo aoil and the requil!i!A! 
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moim>re) iJ ~t in its perfect condition ;-ilia Cognition rosulting from 
the eten.l SentMoe baa its oeuse always pl'e6ellt in its perfect condition ; 
benoe tbiJI iJ a :Raooon bued upon the very nature of the thing. 

Urulu the other alternAti~t the etunal ScmtMc:e is incapabU. 
(of bringing about cognition),-... the ~;aid 'incapability ' would be there 
&lwa,Yll. any cognition resulting from it wot>ld never come about at aU,
jUllt like the eprout whoee rouse is imperfeet.-(IGOI) 

~ti«. :-"Why cannot the eternal Senteneo convey a meaning (and 
serve a ll.8oful purposo) I" 

A tt#tl.ler ,'-

TEXTS (1502-1503). 

JUST AS HATRRI>, Dli1L11SION, ETC. ARR KNOWN TO BR SOUROES OF ERROR, 

SO ARll CoMPASSION, WISDOlr, ETC. KNOWN TO Bll SOURCES 

01' Ta'OTJI:VUL.'a:SS •• Wlm!UI, 'l'BBN, TllJ:1lB IS NO PERSON 

~ TRE SOURCB, 'l'BBSE TWO ALSO CANNOT BE TKEIU!, 

CoNSEQ~'TLY '1'IIE Sn'TENCB THAT DOES NOT 

B¥ANATE I'RC¥ A. l'EasoN )[1)'ST BJ!! INBX· 

PRESSIVJ: (11SELESS).-(lli02-1503) 

COMMENTARY. 

A verbal cognition cAn serve a. usef-ul p\upose in tlvo ways : olther by 
repl'06enting thinga M tlt~~' ore, or by ropreRenti_n.g things M thoy n.re not i
no third w&y iA possible ;-,-the uae of both thell(l k inds or Cognition have 
their source itt good n11d bad qualities, as ascertained by po8itivo and negat<ve 
conoom.it&nO&. For inRto.ncc, tho ma.n wlto is beset with Lovo, Hatred and 
other bad qunlitieo is found to sey thin~ thot are not tnte, while ono who ill 
endowed with ComJ>G88ion and other good qualities ill found to oay what is 
true ;-the .reoeptoclo of both~ qualitiea.-good and bed-which are tbe 
sot~ or trutlt and Caleehood,-is always a Pel'llon ;-henoo whore thue is 
no Person, there oan be no good or bed qnalitieo ;-4nd when the good and 
bed qualitieo are no~ there, there ean be no Truth or FAIAObood ;-and M 
there iJ no third alternet.ive poesible, tbe statement tbet doe~\ not emanate 
from • Pereon can aorve no purpose at all; tu th6 cause jJ not there; and 
wben the 081140 iJ not thoro, there can be no effoet; if it were, it would be 
caueeleu ; and in tbet oose there could be no restriction of Plaoe, Time, etc. 
in regard to auoh effects ". 

This &rgument is to bo taken as n Rtd~io ad ab.rnrdum ; otherwise, if 
it wero meAnt to bo ronUy true, then it would be eonir~>ry to perceptible 
facta ; because euoh sentences as • One desiring Heo.ven tthould offer the 
Agnillolm ' are nctu~>lly found to convey " definite meaning ; and whAt is 
actually perceived cannot be denied. 

Further, the raot that the sentence is tt•N\41 ia not admitted by both 
parties ; hence the Roaoon is ' J.nadrnissi.ble '. 

.. , 
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St&ted in the form of a Redt<ctio ad Abaurdum, both the arguments are 
fiawless. For inst&noe, if the Vedais held to be • without a. Personal Author •, 
then it must be meaningless (and uselese); as the basis of t:tpresaivetWs, 
in the shape of the Rooson, is not there ; and yet, it is not mea-ningless ; 
- hence it must have a Persono.l Author ;-this is the contingency that is 
shown by the Redt<ctio ad Absurdum.'-(1502·1503) 

In order to further support this Reductio ad Abaurdum, and to refute 
the charge of being COll.trary to Q. perceived fact,-the tiuthor Snt~cipat&S 
a11d answers an objection:-

TEXTS (1504-1507). 

lJ1 IT BE ITROED THAT-" A OEB.TAIN MEANrnG IS ACTUALLY OOMFltlilll:Nl>ED 

}'ROM WORDS, HENCE '.l'RlilY OANNOT BE INEXPRJ!SSIV:& OR USliLESS ", 

--'I'liEN (TilE ANSWER IS TIIAT) SUOR OOMP&EllENSION OAN ONLY 

BE DEB.lVED FROM EXPLANA'l'lONS PROVIDED ; AND IN THE >tATTElt 

OF EXPLANATIONS, IT IS FOUND TIIAT THE EXPOUNDER IS FREll TO 

EXPLAIN TBD<GS AS HE LIKES.-IT MIGR'l' liE ARGUED '.!'RAT-" TBE 

WORD, BY ITS VERY NATURE, BAS THE POTl:NOY TO DENOTE WELL· 

ESTABLISHED THINGS ".-I N THAT CASE, l'l'S !tl:&.-\..~INC WOULD BE 

COhll'Rl'!RENDED ALSO EY ONE WHO .HAS NO :KNOWLEDGE OF THE 

OONV&N'l'lON (llEARING UPON TRE WORD AND ITS DENOTATION)· 

FuRTHER, THE LAID>, WBlOlllS ILLUMINATIVE DY ITS VERY NATURE, 

DOES NOT NEED A CONVEN'l'XON (IN ILLUMINING THmGS). LASTLY, 

AS 'l'RERE IS ANOTBEB. CoNVE!I'l'lON ALSO (BEARING UFON 'l'llR SAJIIE 

WOB.D ), TKERB COULD BE NO OOMP:a:EKENSION OF THAT OTKEJl. '.l'RING 

l!ROh( THAT SAME WORD. EvEN THOUGH THERE BE A CONVENTION, 

TliE LAbll' OA..'WOT 1\LU.'TI'EST ODOUR, TASTE, ETO.-NOlt ()A .. ~ ANY 

SUOR POTENCY (011 WOB.DS) BE RECOGIDSED.-(1504-1507) 

COMMENTARY. 

• No chU •-i.e. If it be urgGd that-'' \VOI-ds ea.nnot be inexpressive; 
and hence the conclusion of the Buddhist is cor\t<ary to a perooivad fact". 

The ttnswer to this is that our conclusion would really be contrary to 
perceived facta if things were comprehended from the lleda itself, without 
the help of any instructions ; as a matter of faot however, the compreheo.sion 
of the meaning comes only through the help of the expotmder relying upon 
Conventions (the conventional denotation of words); and it nev~r comes 
from the Veda. itself independently of Convention. For instance, the 
Mitniimoak<> and others have been found to e.xpound the meaning of the 
Vedtl. in a.c.cordo.nce with their own whim; and it cannot be right for the 
natural denotation of wotds to be dependent upon the whim of man. 
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The followillg might bo urged-" ·rho man does not expound a new 
mearUng through his wbi1n ; he e.x-plains that same natural meaning of wordA 
wh.ich ba.~J been there all aJong. So thn.t your conclusion is clearly contrary 
to tlli• ~rceived fact." 

Ii tllat i~ so, and if too potency to expl'<lss well-established things ;~ 
already tl>el'<l ill t.he Veda by it.s very nnture,-then it should bo po..U))lo 
for that meaning of the Veda to bo comprehended by thAt mtm also who is 
ignorant of the Oonvent·ious. 

Says tile Opponent--" The Veda becomes a meallR of expressing things 
only through the help of the Couvent.ions,-not inde~ndeutly by itself ". 

That onnnot be right. The Lamp anc! such things which are l>y their 
nature endowed wit.h th..e potency to illumine things, do not need any Conven
tions. Ii tllis were not so, then. through positJ.ve and negative concomitanoo, 
the potency to expl'e.<;s things would hQ,v& to be attributed to those Oonven· 
t.ions, not to any natural relationship (bet'\:eon the ,,·ord and its monu.ing). 

' Then agaill, the comprehension of <he meaning may follow from tile Vedn 
as helped by Conventions ; even so. the view of the opponent would be defec. 
tive. This is what is shown by the words-cAs tMre is anotllu Oonvention, 
etc. ete. '- The Conventions set up by the author of the Nirulda are dif· 
fer~mt from tl>oss set up by the Mimamsaka ; and as there is tllis other Con.,.,. . 
tion.,-tb.is lR.ttet could no~ bring about t.ho comprehension of any moo.ning 
other than that indicated by itself; for tho Lamp never illumilles what cMnot 
be illuminated by it--such, for instance, M Odour, Taste and so forth,-witll 
the help of Conventions. 
· Even grant.iug that, on tl>e ground of tl>e other Convent-ion, the Word 
may be app!ionble to (and lead to the comp•·eheMion of) anotl>er tllillg,
no validity could attaeb to the cognition tlms brought al>out.- This is what 
is meant by the words-' Nor can any such potency be recognised •.-If, 
through the s~al<er's whUn, a word bo netunlly applied to another tllillg 
(in another sense ),-then, there would be confusion, and it would not be 
possible to ascertain the exact expressive Potency of the word ; how then 
could it bo possible to derive from it the cognition of the intended meaning 1 

Or, the words of tl>e text may be explained in another way :-The 
natw·al e~-preSltiveuess of the word may be either restricted to OM tiling, 
or applied to several tllings ~nly these two alternative views nre possible. 
If it is restricted to one thillg, then t.he objection (to the Opponent's view) 
it; that-' A.t tJure is another Oonvention, etc. etc!.- If the second o.lternative 
is accepted tbon-'no 8'UCh potency can be recogni8ed',-i.e. on account of 
confusion. 

This has been thus clee!a.red-' II words are restricted to one thillg, then 
there could bo no oomprobension of any o<ber thing (from it): if they are 
related to several things, then there is possibility of tile contradictory tllings 
beiilg •:<Pressed '.-(1504-1507) 

Havillg thus proved that the 6rst definition (provided under 1489) of 
Verbal Oovnition is impoasible,-the Author proceeds to sum up his ergtunent 
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atld lho\v the 'inadmio•ibilit~ ' of tho Probaoa put up by the Opponent 
(under 1499) to tho eJJect that 'it brings fthout unahakeable cognitions' :-

TEXTS (1508-1509). 

Tuvs, INASMUCH AS THERE OAN BB NO COGNITION Oll THE MEANING (Oll 

TBB VBDA),-lJOW CAN THERF. BE ANY ''ONSIJAKEABlLlTY' IN THAT 

OOONlTION 1 h CO'ULJl JlE POSSlDI.Jl ONLY ON THE BASIS 

OP CoNVENTtONS ; AND IN TlilS, IT WOULD NOT BB 

Dll7~BRBNT FROM THE WORDS 0:1!' HUMAN BEINGS. 

IN FAcr, PERSONS WELL-VERSIID IN TIJ.ll SOil!lNOJI 

OF Rll>ASONING DO NOT REOOONTSII Al<Y 

DlnnENCE B~ 'I'RESB TWO.-

]"f' CA...~ BE: ~ UN$H.Al(E.ABLE 1 O}(LY 

FOR THE Shro/riya4 WHO ARE 

IGNORANT OP TBl: WAYS OJ' 

REASONING.-{1508-1509) 

COMMENTARY. 

!f tho Veda is not the work of f\ human 1\\l~hor, then, a.a ehown above, 
tl1ore eRn be no comprehen!iion of its meaning i )low then could the cognition 
brought about by it be 'unshakeable' ! Thtl meaning that ill actually found 
to bo comprehended from the words of tho Vede, rn\lllt bo ono b0$ed upon 
ConventioM, f\S M.a been shown above, under T~ 150,. Benoo it. can only 
bo through Conventions. Specially bocaUJ!8 tho words of the Vedn do not 
diJJer from tho words of human beings ; that !1, thoy do notdilier from human 
assertions . 

Why this lo oo ill exple.ined in the ..-oro.-• [,.foes, pct'OOIV ...U.WToed, ......... 
• Between Ill<,. two' ,-i.e. between wordo in tho Vedn and words 

tlll>llllAting from me.n.-In every way the words can bo brought about by 
men, and honce the Vedic words cannot differ from tho words of men. 

' 11 can b<, etc. elc. '.-In this the Author ridicu.leo tho Shrolriyao 
(Mimllmoa!:a•).-(lliQS-1509) 

Tho oooond form of Vexbal Cognition put forword by the othor porty in 
Toxt 1489, ill that brought about 'by wordA uttered by a Trustworthy 
Paroon •. In this de6nition, the Author dotectAI tbo defect of • Im
poMibility • :-
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TEXT (1510). 

BEO.'OSJI '1'IDI 'TRUSTWORTHY PERSON ' IS NOT ADllllTTED, THERBFORJI 

THll SEOOND DEPINmON ALSO 011" Jf erba! Cogn.ilion IS NOT 

PROP£11.-EVJIN Ill" SUOH A PERSON WERE B1!GARDED 

AS POSSIBLE, THAT A OERTAJN PERSON IS SUCH 

A 01>"'11 OA!>'!<OT BB ASOliRTAINBD. 

--(1510) 

& a matter of fact, the Mim4-.lxu do not admit of a Person 'free 
from defect& ' ; hence no 'Trustwort.hy Ponon ' can bo admitted by them ; 
bow then could the word of IIUch a poraon be WJlid (Right, Reliable)? 

• No k.,omam "-il not proper; i.e. it i1 'Impoaaible •. 
Even if the 'Trustworthy Ponon • bo admitted, it could never bo exactly 

pointed out that ' thia peroon ' ia ''"""""'""11 ; hence be would bo as good as 
non-existent. Then again, booauae there ia no valid means of t.~~eertaining 
whether or not there are certain bad or good qualitiO$ in a certain pen;on,
bocause such qualiti.,. are beyond tbo reach of tbo •enooa,-specially because 
"" for the bodily and vorbal behaviour of men, tl1oy aro somotimes purposely 
misrepresentod,-therefore how could any relianco bo placod upon the word of 
suoh men ! Becouao people with limited vision cannot properly discriminete 
among men. 

TEX'l'S (1511-1512). 

IF IT BE URGBD THA.'1'-" THAT PERSON IS R1WARDlllD AS TRUSTWORTHY 

IN RB<lABD TO DIP.BROliPTUlLE Tli..INOS, \VHOSB ASSERTIONS ARE 

II"OUliD TO BE TRUB IN MOST OASES ",-'.l'BEN (THE ANSWER 

IS TIIAT) THE l!BR.B l'AOT a•• ONli'S ASSlilliTION" BEING 

not true IN SOl!ll INDIVIDUAL OASII, OA.'li"NOT PROVE 

THAT BlS ASSllliTIONS A.RB NBVl:R TRUE ; NOR 

OAN 1'RE II"AOT 011" ITS BBINQ true IN O:t.'"ll 

OASE PROVll THA. T ALL ms ASSlllRTIONS 

ARJl true.--(1511-1512) 

OOMMENTA.lW. 

The foUom"i might be urged-" Even though a man may not be entUely 
free from defect&, ye~ if it has been found that in moot .....,.. his aaerli004 
are true, then such a person ia regarded by us aa ' trustworthy • ,-end not 
any person 'free from defeota ' ;-.nd it ia tha aeoertion o£ auch a 'trust
worthy' person that ia meant in the definition of V..ool Oogniti.on (provided 
by ns~ Hence the definition ia no~ open to tha oherge of being 'Imposeible '." 

This cannot be right; booauae one aaertion of the man has been fonnd 
to be not incompatible with the real 1tate of thinp, it does not neoessarily 

• 

.. 
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follow that all his assertions are true ; because it is ahve.y-a posr;ible that some 
assertion may be untrue. If it were not so, then the definition would be 
fe.lS&.-( I 511 · I 512) 

He.ving thus proved tb&t both definitions of Verbal Cognition are 
defective, the Author points out objections to Verbal Cognition in genera.!:-

TEXTS (1513-1514). 

WHAT IS THll OO~<NltOTION BETWEEN WORDS AND EXTERNAL OBJECTS, 

BY E:\."l'RESSING wmaa: LATl'ER THE WORDS WOULD BE 'TRUE' 

(VALID) ?- THE OONN:OOTION BETWEEN THEM CANNOT BE 

OF THE NATURE OF being tM same in e.ssence,-BEOAUSE 

THEY ARE APPREHENDED BY Dlll'll'EllENT SENSE· 

ORGANS, AND FOR OTHER REASONS. NOll OAN 

THE OONNEOTION BET\VJWN TliEM BE 

THAT OF cme being produud jt<Jm tM 
other ; BECAUSE TIDS IS NOT TBUB. 

NOR IS THERE ANY OTHER CON· 

NECTION POSSIBLE WHICH 

COULD BE TRUE.

(1513-1514) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, betwoon Words and ExterneJ Things, there is no 
such relation as tb&t of samem88 or of being produc.d,- by virtue of which 
reJation, the words e>.-pressi.ng such things would be regarded as true. For 
instance, the rela.tion of sa.mtnesa is not possible between them,- bcco.use of 
such reasons as their being apprehended by different sense·org811S ; i.e. words 
are apprehended by a sense-organ which is diflerent from that by which the 
things are apprehended ; for instance, word is agprehonded by the Auditory 
organ, while tllings are apprehended by tho Visual and other organ•.-By 
' othu reasons ' are included dift&renoos of Time1 Place, Appearance, Causes. 

J{umiirila has argued as follows:-" The argumont that, • one thing is 
diflerent from another because they are apprehended by diflerent sanse
organs ', js not Conclusive ; because in a case where the same colour is seen 
by several persons, the Colour will have to be regarded as diflerent, l>eca~e 
it is appre1l'Jwkd blJ differem .. me-orgam. It might be argued that 'all 
the sense-organs apprehending the Colour belong to the same universt\1 • Eye ', 
so tb&t the Colour is really perceived by o. single sense-organ '. But, in tbet 
ease, though 'Being' is perceived by several seMO-orgo.-ns, yet the Universal 
' Sense-organ ' being one, it would be perceived by the aamo sense-organ, 
and hence have to be regarded as one. For these reasons things have to be 
regarded as same or dijjerenl, according as tb<li.r eognitions are same or 
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differont..--6nd !lot. Recording to the sN:neutA8 or diversit.y of the RCnso-organs 
<:onoented , . 

Tbo actt1al wot·dtt of 1(1t'm.drila are M £o11owH :-11 That which i8 cogniaed 
by more I'Ons.e--organ8 than ono doea not (on t hnt n.ccount) become diverxo; 
for, if it were so, theJ\ Any and e,.-ery object. wou1d have to be regarded as 
dive,.. on the ground of ito boing oognised by the ,...,..,..,"8""" located in tho 
bodieo of dilferenl. pero<>na.-U it. bo urged tho~ • in thi• c&SC tbo "'"""'-organs 
of ftll persons would be of the snme category or ckla, and as such, in a way, 
identical ',-tlvm we could have the same in tbo other CRAG also, the clou. 
1 ~tense-organ ' being one nnd the saroe. The cJa.ss ' Being ' ahto il9 not 
rogo.rded nil diverse, even though it. is Jler'C~ivod by diverse senJJo·organs,
bGco.uso i t ir; &lwa.ys re.cognised as the some n. (Shlokavdrtika-Sel\8e; 
pereeption, 156·167.) 

This bo ... -evor is not. right.. Even when the dilferenee is bo8ed \lpon the 
dilfereoee of cognitions, what. ba.• been urged remains equally applicable to 
what is meant to be proved (by the Opponent.). For insl.nnce, in rogsrd to 
tho cue in question 1\lso, tho iollowing might be oaid :-Tbet the diflerenoe 
among things ia duo to the diflereneo in cognitions is not true (conci\I.Oive); 
for instance, when 8Ewcro.J })Or8ons perceive Colonr, there is divBr&ity of cogni· 
t.iona,-and yet the Colour is not dive~ i if ono·ne88 (sameness of tho Seru::e-· 
orgnno) is assumed on the basis of tho eyeo of ~11 persons bolo•>ging to the 
~&me "elMs 'Eye •, tbon the 80\me sameo .... may be attributed to Colour, 
T..t. and other thin8JI aloo, because even though these Oognitions ore diverse, 
yell they all belong to the ono e/au ' Cognition • ; and this would be a direct 
contradiction of the AMOrtion that • Colour, et.c. cannot be regardod M one, 
-beea\1.. their oognitiono &re different' (found in Shloka1>6rtiloc>---Senso· 
poroeption, 158). 

Thus the "'"wer provided (by Kwnllrila) ia of the nature of a ' Futilo 
Rejoinder •. 

lf it be tuged thllt--" Just a.s, even when there is dilferenco in the 
Specific Indi,~dU&lities, there are certain ehsracl.eristics upon tbe differ· 
•noe or non-difterenoe of which people regard things a.s dilferent or non · 
diftorent. and treat them oo the basis of conceiving of things a.s ono or W\'01"110 ; 
t.l\.is is what we mfl.an by the difference and non-difference of cognitioM " ,
all this would bo equlllly "pplieable to the CMO of Sense.organa also. So 
enough of this. 

' Nor can lM con""'km, de. U.c. ' ;-that. js, the relation betwoon Wor:ds 
and Thiogs expr ... od by them cannot bo that of being prodU«<l bsf IMm ; 
oo this would bo""' en..; because even when the Thing is not !.here, the Word 
may be there, t.bro\lgb the mere wish of the opeaker. · 

Nor ia !.here o.ny other kind of i~ility between !.be two, exoept l.bnt 
of Cause Md Effect ; if nny such wero postulated, 11. would lead to abourdity. 

Ftom all this \VO conclude thnt l.ho Word cannot serve M a vnlid 
moons of cognition of the thing spoken of by it.-(1~13·1514) 

Says the Opponent--" U that is so, tben how is it l.bnt it hat been 
decl&nld (by a Bnddhllt writer) tbet-' Verbel Cognition is not a distinct 
form of Cognition, beeoUM it. prooeeda from Inforenoe ; just aa t.be Inforenc&, 

' 

• ! 
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based upon the character. of being a product, is drawn bY <>ne for hiH own 
benefit, so the word " lso denotes things only through the 11tgoHon of 
others ' ? , 

Anticipating this objection, the Aut.bor proceOOs to s how in what wf\y 
Verbal Cognition is meant· to be included under b ijerence :-

TEXT (1515) . 

FRoM ALL VERBAL 8TATE~lEN'I'S THERE FOLLOWS INFERENCE OF THE 

'DESIRE TO SPEAK' (I.E. Intention, ON THE PART OJI THE 

SPEAKER) ; THIS (INTENTION) IS DEJ1INITELY KNOWN 

TO BE THE CAUSE (SOURC!l) OF TKE WORDS, 

THROUGH DIRECT PERCEPTION ""'H> 

NoN-APPREHENsioN .- (1515) 

CO"-'tME1\'TA'RY. 

1 All u"<Jrds·"-i.e. all t-hos& that are regnrcled as emanating from Juunnn· 
being>;. 

This 'Desire to Speak • or • Intent.iou • is inferred from. the Verbal state· 
Jnents. beca\lse they nre tho effect• of tl1at Desire,-n.nd n.ot b&cau."e 
it is exprmed (or denoted) by it. That the said Desire is the cause of tl•e 
Verbal Statement is asoert.o.ined from the faet that the.t"e is po&tive and 
negative ooncom.it&-nce (between t.hem). 

When it wM said (by tho Buddhist writer) thet 'the word also denotes 
things only as the negation of others • .-whf't was meant by • denot,ing • was 
only itulicating. maleinu knqwn.; that i$1 tl~o explanation p-rovided of tha.t 
passage is 1\$ follows :-Just like t.be Probans • Beca\180 it is a. product', 
it ma-nijut& (indicates) a. thing by meanf:i of the negation or exclusion of 
other things. This llAS to he so understood ; otbef'!hil!e, the iMtance ' like 
the Proba1111 Beca-use it i8 a p2"oduct ' would be one devoid of the Probandum ; 
bece.us., there con bo no denoting of • being a. product • ; as the dtnoting iB e. 
property or function of word$; so that., i1 A..Ctnal €knoting were~ meant, then 
the statement o1 the &asot\ in tho form ' because it denote~ t·hirtgs tJll'ongh 
the negation of othnrs • would be 'Too Speeifle' (hence Ineone\usive).-(1515) 

So.ys tho Opponent:-" Even in regard to the Intenlion. (Duire UJ Speok), 
the word should not be l'(lgo.rded o.s the .llfeons of OogniJicn ; beoouse it eould 
not be the m"""" of bringing abot1t the cognition of a.ny pan·i<:ular 'Desil'(l· 
to Spel\k • (Intention); for, if it were so regarded, it would be not true; as 
in tho case of a. man labouring under a miatak&, a. sta.tement is not· always 
u.ndo1'Stood in t ho sensein wllicl1 ili was intended by the speaker. Nor 
could it be the moons of bringing about the cogniiion of th& ' Desire to 
Speak' (or' Intention') in general; because such a cognition would be useless;. 
The cognition of mere lm.mtion (Desire to Speak) does not serve any useful 
purpose in actual practice ; because no de6n.ite cognit,ion o£ ita meaning 
c£m be obtained." 
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Antici)lftting this objection in the following Tm (1516), tho Author 
Mll<lrtll (in Te:U 1517) the fact of the Verbo.! Exp......;on being nn efficient 
MoaM of bringing 1\bout the cognition of tho partiet~lar 'De•ire to S!J<lak '-

TEXTS (1516-1517). 

"IN 1'lllt CASE OF THB MA.~ UNDER AN ILLu SION, A vERBAL ST&TElmNT 

IS :romm WlDOH JS QUJTE DJFFBRBNT :PIIOX WHAT THE llAN ' DltSiltliD 

TO SAY ' ; SO AL60 IN TlDI CASE OF 1101 ' DESIRI!l TO SPBAK ' in. 
general; JDINCll THE VERBAL STATIIMJINT CANNOT FUJ!OTJON (TO· 
WARDS BRINGING ABOUT THE COGNITION Or ANY DESIRE TO Sl'llA.X) " ; 

-IF THIS JS t1110liD,-(TH11N THE ANSWER IS THAT) THl:RB lS OLEA.B 

DLS'!JNCTION BETWEJ!N WORDS USED BY TlDI lUN u:NDER AN ILLU· 

SION AND THOSI> USED BY m,--x WHO JS NOT lll>"DEB AN ILLUSION. 

CLJivER J1o1XN ARB QUJTB ABLE TO t>JSCB:I\N THIS DJlll'BRJ!NCJI TKROUGR 

THB CoNTEXT ANti SUOH OTHER OlliCUl4STANOES.- (15}6.)617) 

COMMENTARY. 

It must be admitted that ther<> ill cillleronce between words usod by the 
delndod person and those ,_j by the person not so deludod ; otherwise, a 
dilfer<>nco in the e&UIOII would make no difteronce in their e!Ioete. ThiJ! dif • 
fol'eDce clever men ""' quite able to discern, through the Context and other 
cirewnstenees. 

• 1'rokr1t> • stands for the Context in whiob the words are UBod. 
• And other circum81ancu' ;-rus iJ>Cludes the frwlqm from etmfU4ion, 

luJppy facial e>:preuio" and so fortb.-(1~16·1617) 

QuuliOt> :-"Why should there be a distinction among the \VOrds at 
all t" 

.... ....,.,.,_ 
TEXTS (1518.1519). 

DIPIIERBNCII AMONG WOBDS IS DUB TO DJFl7JIBENOlll AMONG TIDIJR CAUSES. 

-JF THIIRE ARB PEOPLII WHO DO NOT NOTIOE THIS Dll7l'ERIINCE, 

THE FAULT IS THlllRS, NOT OF THE INDlCATJVE.-0TJIIIltWJSII, 

THE :B'AOT O:B' MJIRE $U&pecwl SMOKB NOT Ill "VINO l'OR 

ONCE JIR011011'1' ABOUT Tll1l TRUll NOTION Oi' Fl:RE,-
mORT LXAD to 1'lll! CONCLUSION TllA T liVEN WREN 

OOG!USJID Wl'lH Urlllinty, SIIIOM, C.l.NNOT RB 

A TRUJI bDlOATJVll OF Fnm.-(1518.1519) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, tho diltorence is due to tho dilterenco in the Cauae1. 
Consequently, wbon the olfect has boon duly ponder<>d over, it il never 

fonnd to be non-coucamltsnt with its C.uoo ; 10 thet the Word d- beoome 
the m68D8 or knowina the partieuler 'Intention or the Speaker •. 

I 

I 
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If aome people however are """ble to perooive any <Wteronoe in the 
wordt that appear aa indieatives (of the mO<U>ins).~ fault lies with these 
people themaelvos,-not with the Indicative (word). .Beoauee the Indication 
d""" not indieato tho meaning by its me"' p.....,noo,-it doee 80 ollly '"ben 
it ia duly~. Hence tl>e fault liea with t.be peraon o.dd.rcoaed. 

If it were not 80, then, if in a 0>$6 whore tho pn>oenoo of Sm<>u hos 
boon merely suspected in what was really only wpour,-nd henoe later on 
it i8 found that th& Firo indicated by it i• not t.bero, uod it has failed to 
indicate the truo Fire,-it may leod one to the conclusion that even in ca-ses 
whore tbo Smoko has been duly cognised with oortl\lnty; it would not b& 
inclioativo of tho Trlle .Fire. 

P,urt.hor, when t.he entire fabric of verbGt uiie.go i~ regarded M illusory, 
being do1>0ndont solely upon mere somblancoa,-liko tho idea of 'l'wo Moons ' 
tJ\l\t the man of defective vision hall,-how could tJ10 cl>argo of being invalid 
I><> brought, on the bnsi• of fa.lsity only, agajnot tho notion of tha particular 
· Intont.ion of the Speaker' ? Specially when rMl validity ia not attributed 
to dill idea of that particulAr 'Intention '. Thia hao boon thua declt.red
• Wban Verbal Cognition was declared to be lnf-nt.ial, it waa with a ,,;ew 
to it.o indieath._ being dependent upen Convention, and not with & view 
to tl10 roal truth '.-(J618·lol9} 

l'be following '1'- shows that words can be the Me""" of Oogni>ing • the 
Spoekcr'e lntontioo ' in general also :-

TEXT (11120). 

IN '~!ill 0A611 OB THOSE WORDS ALSO, THERII !S NO INOONOI<IIl'l'lt W T!IJl: 

lNPII!IENOII OF nt.£ SI!'Ot.E 'D£Sffill TO SPliiAK' ; l3£0AUSII 11' 

IS ALWA.YS TIOUUl ;-JrOR TIIll PIJIU'OSII OJ EST.ulLiilli-

1NO I'Hil> JIA.OT Oil 11'8 BilliNG PRODOOJID BY THE 

SPEAKER'S BBEATR AND so liOBTH. 

-1520 

COMMENTARY. 

In the ease o! aU words, uttered by deluded 118 well aa undeluded pon!OOS, t"""' i.o no incongruity in the Inference of a geNnll' Intention to Speak' ;
b<cawo ilit olWGy•lhue,-i.e. there is no failure in the goneral premiss. 

It might be argued tbet.--" Tlw! assertion that.-' through the mere 
pr<>~~onoo of aucb a Person,_,. through tbet of tbe Ohinliimat;li gem,
instructi.ooa isaue fort.h at will, even out o.t the waJ..IA: ',-would a.ppear to 
indiooto tbot (as thoro is no speaker, thoro can be no 'desire to speak'), thoro 
m&y be fal.e'ity (in su'cb assertions)." 

But t.bat is not so ; becau.ae in this case also the initial oau.ae lios in the 
' doeire to apoB-k' ; o.s even here the word issues forth only \Ulder the influence 
of the looulty produced by previou.e meditations. For instanoo, whan a 
peraon ha& thoroughly got up a certain Toxt, it so happens that even when 

2 
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hia thougltu are turned towards othor things, he can go on repe&tiDg (auto· 
matically) words and portions of _,......,. of thot t.ext. And it cannot be ll&id 
thot t.ho initial cauoo ol such uttaranoas d<l<!ll not lio in oomo previoua cfforls 
put IOC'th by the man,-because, if it were not oo, t110n, even on perceiving 
(miaconeoiving) smoke, in the vapour issuing from tho oowhord'• pot (&nd 
finding it aa not truly indicating the Fire), one might rogard the roal Smoke 
also to be lalliblo as an indi0$tive of real Fire. 

From all this it follow• thet in all cn...,s, there is no fallibility in the 
Indicativo at all,- whonduo consideration;, given to tho Effect, the Indica
tive, tho Timo, the Placo and other detaila,-nnd hence it is always prollellt. 

Nor can t ile Inferonco (of the 'desire to spook ') bo rogardod as useless ; 
118 i t ..,..voe to prove the faot of the uttamnoo being due to tho breath of the 
Spoaker and ao forth. 

The phrMO 'and so forth ' include~~ suoh conditiotl8 aa tho p"""'n"" of 
defect. (which can oxiat only in the Speaker, whoee duiro is inferred from the 
verb&latetoment~--{1620) 

Saya t.ho Opponent.-" We grant that words ean -vo a.s t.ho means 
of cogniaiog tho 'Dellire to Speak' ; but wbat iB the Mi,.,. P-. wbat the 
Prol>ondum,-wbat too tho well-known relation betweon thom,-by virtue 
of which tho Verb&! Stetement can be regarded .., a lull-fledged 'I'hru-
1~ Inlerence,-and not a distinct Means of Cognition by it.el! ! " 

.A~.-

TEXTS (1521-1522). 

WHEN THE • D£SUUl 'rO SJ.'lllAK. lS THE 'rll!NO 'rO DE i'l/en-ed, TBl: 

l'Rl!OSENOB 01/ 'rliB TlmEE FEATURES IS ~11l'rll ().IJIAR ;-TilE 
MAll IS TKll Minm 1'trm, Wlll!REIN Tlllll PRESENCE OB' 'rHB 

Dxsmw rs TUB Probandum, wmOH lS PROVJID DY ITS lllJrPEor 

IN TU SlLU'.B OF TBJI VlllRBAL STAT:&MlllNT (PROBANS). 

FOR lllXAXPL1!l (THB IN)It!l OP THE lNJtllliiiNOII 

WOIJLD a:s)-1Ai8 Ma" lS ooomuD .t.S ru.vrNo 

HAD 'l'u:E Duirt /() Bpeal< OJr THE TREB, 

-BBOAUSB liE RAS UTl'ERED THE 

WORD • TREE •• ~ST AS I lUD 

DON1! UNDER PRBVIOUS 

CIRCUlo!STANOES.-

(1521-1522) 

COMME.t.'ITARY. 

Tho Mnn is the Minor Term,- where ho is {\.()tually seen ;-the dt.rire tc 
spook ill the Probandum ;-the reiMion consi.etiJ of ooourring in the same 
• chain •, a.s ebown bafore.-Where, ho"W&vor, the epeakor ie not visible, the 
Place would be tbo Minor Term,-<Uld /.M ""'" with cM •aid duire would be 
tho Probandum ; becauae <be place a1oo is one of tbo oauaM of the Won!. ; 
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"" is clea.r froxn the fact that the Word that is hea.rd in places like tha 
mountain·Mve is difierent froxn that heard el..,where.- (1521-15ZZ) 

TEXTS (1523-1525). 

THus THEN, IN OASES WHERE THE OTHER PARTY HA VB Pl:l<.QJD THE PRE· 

SENOE OF THE THREE FlJATURES,-WB PO NOr Rl>GARD THR VliRlUL 

STATEMENT TO BE A MEANS OF COGNlTION.-JN OASES, HOWEVER, 

WHERE THE PRESENCE OF THE THREE FEATURES lS ADMrrl'ED 

.BY THEM, THE li'A<Yr OF ITS BElNG 'THREE-FEATURED ' IS QUITE 

OLEAB..-WBEll.S THE ' DESIRE TO SPEAK ' IS TO BE PROVED, IT HAS 

BEEN SHOWN TllAT THE THREE FEATURES ARE l'RHSI!NT.-SUOH 

BEING THE OASE, TH.lil Word lS AS GOOD A bb:At<S Ol' INFERENCE AS 

THE Smoke,-BBOAUSE IT rs EQUll'PEP WITH THE TIIRSE FIMTOltES, 

AND BEOAlTSE ITS OBJECTIVE IS OF THAT SAME KL>m.- (1523-1525) 

OOMMEN'£ARY. 

'Thus then, ·in cases, tU. etc. '-This means that •. when· the other party 
put.q forward the reason.' because it is devoid of the Three Foo.turos' as against 
t he idea of Verbal Cogaition being inferential, in the sou... of being something 
extel'lll>l,--bis argument is superBuous ; (as we also do not admit tha.t). 

'In oosu howetJer, etc. t~<:.'-This shows that the reason put forward by 
the other party i8 inadmi88ible, if it is urged against the inference of the 
Desire to Speok; because in regard to that, i t hss been shown that all the 
thrtt features art> clearly present.-(l523-J525) 

Entl of Ohapttr X I X (A). 



CHAPTER XIX. 

Sociion (13). 

Anological Cog..uion. 

C0301EZ.."TAR.Y. 

With ro~ to AnalogiMl Cognition, tho Au~hor decla""' "" follows ,_ 

TEXTS (1526-1527). 

'WHAT SOB.TOP A..'i ANIMAL r8 Tllll G<Jmya ! '-oN BELNO THUS QIIESTIONBD 

BY PEOPLE LIVING rN TilE OITY, TUB FolUlSTKR ~lAKES THE 

STA'J'R)Il!NT ' AS TR:E Oow so IS THE Gamya • ; n :rs THIS 

TIIAT IS KNOWN AS Upam4na (AliALOOY).-AOOORDLNG TO 

8HABARA'S Vt:JJ\V HOWEVER, TlUS IS NOT OUTSIDE THE 

SCOl'lil 0~ • WORD • (VERBAL STATEMENT), lUNOB 

IT HAll BEEN DESOI\IUBD IN A"NOTffiil< WAY. 

[Shlo .. va.-Upamana, 1-2.]-
(1526-1527) 

OOMl'tF.NTAl~Y. 

On being aal<ed-' What ~ort of an animal is tho Gavaya ! '-Tho man 
makes tho ot.atoment,-' the Oavayca is lil<O tlte Oow'; i t i• this Verbal Stato
mont that is known aa ' Upamana ', 1 Analogy ', among tho oldor Naiy&yika,s 
(e.g. VcUBy<Jyana, in his Ny(lyabh/Jfya on So. 1. 1. 6~ 

.Aooording to SiooJJarca' 1 view, ns at.atod in hi.e BhMya (on l\l.i. Si!. 1. 1. 5), 
tho cognition brought about by the aaicl st.atomont would be iucludad under 
• Verbal Ocgnition •, and henco tho Means of such a Oognit.iou could not be 
regarded as a distinct Moans of Oognitiou (apart from the Word); with this in 
view Analogy has boon doacribed by him in & diJJeront m&nnbr; he says
' U~t is, Similitudo,-lso brings about the cognition of things 
not in contact with tbo sonsoa ; for instance, tho eight of tho OrMJay4 brings 
about the romambranoo of the Oow '. •-(1520·1627) 

This (Sbeban.'a) vi.- tbo author proooods to expound in the followin3-

• Ou the -t ~of l bio P--c<> lA the s~. tbo .. ia a dilfer
eooo of opinion &mO!Ig tbe Ml""'.....t.w 1-1-. Aecordi.ug to the 1Jjw;imal6, 
tbe mooning of the wortlo of tbe Bhllfya ia tbat • tbe oigM of the Oa.oyo briiJp 
&boot the Ane.losfe&l Cc>pitlon, that the animal - io cellocl • ao.."'YG •• to tbo 
man who, on eeei.og ~Go~ haa remem.boted theCow.-Thilis t-he ume &a the 
view of Vlt&yl,....., which hu boon ooatrcworitd U. tbe SM>taWrtil:a, the 
,.....,;,g aCCO!dil>g to which hu boeo adopt-' U. tbo tnNW&Iion above. 
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TEXTS (1528-1530). 

"HAVING SEEN THE Cow, l'\11im< THE MAN GOES TO THE FOREST AND SEES 

THE Gavaya, BEARING A MANIFOLD COMMONALT:Y (SIMlLTT1JDE, TO 

THE Cow) IN SEV.EBA.L PARTS OF THE BODY, B1JT WlTIJ ROUND:&D 

Nl':OK (NOT WITH THE DEWLAP) ;--r:rm PUtST OOGNll'ION THAT 

HE HAS OF THE Gavaya IS ONE TIIAT Al'PlU'lllENDS OJ>-z.Y ITS 

SHAPE ; AND TIDS COGNITXON IS PURJ!LY pt:rceptitmd. Tru; 
COGNll'ION TRAT FOLLOWS IS IN ~'HE MORE DETERMINAT:e 

FORM-' TIJ.:& S!Ul'E OF THIS .U.'IMAL IS SIJillLAR TO THE 

COW'S' j AND THIS ALSO COMES ABOUT ONLY WREN 

THE OPERATION OF THE SENSES IS THERE ; SO THAT 

THIS ALSO IS REGARDED TO BE perceptiona~. " 

-(1528-1530) 

OO~fMEN'l'AR Y. 

Ha.ving soot\ th& Cow previoualy, the man. later on. goes to tlle forest 
and S6e$ t.he Gava.ya,--of what !iort ?-bearing a miJ;nifold eommonalty in 
sevor<>l parl8 of the body,- i.e. he thinks that m!\lly parts of its body are 
similar,-l>ut wUI• a rounded neck,-i.e. without the <Uwlap (which is the 
distinctive feature of ~e C<>w),-then the first cognition that appeers is of tho 
non·concoptual (non-determinate) kind, which apprehends only the general 
shape of the Gavall"; and this Cognition is pure Perception.-Th&t cognition 
also whicll appears later on,-in the form ' this "ninul,l is similar to the 
Oow '-which is more specifically eonceptue.l,-is a.lso Pure Perception; as 
it is brought ~bout by tho operation of the senses.-(1528-1530) 

The follo"·ing might be ltrged agl>inst the above-' The cognition thet 
a.ppears is through RetnembrA.nce, ns envisaging the .sitnilarity,-e.nd not 
through the operation of t.he senses '.-

Tb.& a.n.cnvel' to this is as follows :-

TEXT (1531). 

"Tll:OUGH TIJ.E SAID CoGNITION API'E.<RS ON THB remembrana OF TBE 

Cow,-YET, ON AC001JNT OF SUBSISTING IN TIJE Gavaya, THERE 

IS l'ROXU.fiTY (OF TliB Bimila.rity, TO THE SENSES), AND 

IJ.ENOE IT WOULD BE \VlTIJIN R.EAOH OF Tlilil 

S:&NSES."-(1531) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though it is true that the said cognition apprehending th& rin>ilarity 
follows after the Remembrance (of the Cow), yet, because as residing in tho 
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<1<2""11<'• it would be in proximity (to rhe .. ,.,...), tho ..Jmilarity wot~d be 
within roach or the --

• Sa,.nidlli' otonds !or IN cil4ttJder qf b<i..g ;,. p~Wimitv. 
'Gd~..U '-is the ""'son for it• being regardod u in :tmJ<%imily; 

the .. noo being tha~u.• the similarity ""'idea in the Gdvava, therefore 
U is in proximity to the oenses.-(1~31) 

Obj•ction ,._,Similarity resides in two thlng'IJ; how t.hen eau it be 
perooivod in tho Gavaya alone (the other thing, the Cow, not being before 
the oy01) I • 

An~Wer .-

TEXT (1532). 

" Lntm THll Uni~~trMl, SIMILARITY RJ!:SID&S n< rT!I J!:NTI&lllTY lN EACH 

MlllltBIIR ; llliCAliSE BV.EN WHEN THE OO·R.ELATIVE IS 

NOT :P:&RCllliVIIl>, Tllli SDfiLA.IUTY IS AOfliALLY 

:PEBOEIVED."-(1532) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term 'Mim<i"llaoot •, means that it is liJ:o tJoo u,.; • ..,,.,z. 
Even though rimilorily lies between two m<>mbero, yet, like the 

Univereal, £t 1'68idM in ite entiret~· in eaclt member; it 13 for this tOQ.SOn that 
even when tho co·relative, in the shnpe of the Cow (in the"""" in question) 
ie not perceived, the •imilar-ily is actually porcoivod in tbe othAr member 
(Gaua!ftl) which is before tho oyes.-(1532) 

The followiog might he urged-' If •imilority wero an entity by itself, 
than it could be porooivod; as a matter of fact, howovor, it is not Admitted 
that i~ is an entity by itoelf • . 

.A.ruwer:-

TEXT (1533). 

"Tmt P-.or 011 Efimi/orily BBIN~ AN ESTlTY O.I.Nl<OT Bll DBNIED ; BECAUSE 

1T I.OfO.u.LY :&XISTS IN 'l'UE POEM 011 T1B PRESENCE IN A THING 

01' 0~-:& Jmr:D 01' S'E'nllAI.. PUTS Snm..u< TO TBOSB IN 

THAT Oi' ANOTKER KIND." (Shlohu>drtika.-
Upamii:tiiJ., 18.}-(11133) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter or !uct, Similarily is a relationship in tho sh~>pe of the 
Inherence, in a particular indi-vidual, of many parts- ln ~he ahape of the 
Horns and others, && existing in the Cow,-in tha particular Individual, the 
Uavaya ;-nd e. Rolatiollllhip is not oomethiog entirely dlllerent from the 
Rol&tivoo; for, lf it were, then there might be the poMibility of there being no 
oognillon of the Rol&tionahip at alL 
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The qualifying term is 'in a thing of anothe< kind •, booat\Se the pre
sence of all common features in things of the same kind is not regaroed as 
8imilarity.- H533) 

The following T.xt shows the <eal fonn, of Analogical Cognition (a<:cording 
to Shabara}-

TEXT (1534). 

" UNDER TRE SAID OIRC!JMSTAl'<OES, THE CoGNITION THAT APPEARS IN 

THE PORM, ' THE Cow IS SIMILAR TO th.is animal', IS WHAT L~ 
OALLED Ana!ogioo! Cogn.itwn."-(1534) 

COMMENTARY. 

'The Cow is similar to this animal that is now seen by me' ,-this cogni· 
tion a.ppeMS in regard to the Oow which is not before the observer (not 
within reach of his senses) ;-and this cognition is what is called 'Analogical 
Cognit~on ', which thus is a Means or Form. of Cognition. 

The following Tezt shows the object that is apprehended by the said 
A naW!fical Cognition :-

TEXT (1535). 

u THUS THAT WIDCH IS remembered1 AND WHICH IS Q.UALJJ!IED BY THE 

(PEROB.IVED) SIMILARITY, IS THE OBJECT THAT IS A.PPREHENDl!D 

BY Analogical Cognitiqn. OR, THE OBJECT 011 THE SAID 

0oGNlT!ON )[AY CONSIST OF TJtE Similarity 
ITSELF A.S SUBSISTING IN THAT (Rl!MEM· 

BIIRED) TH!NG."-{Shlo. Va.-
Upamana, 37.]-(1535) 

COMMENTARY. 

Becauso Analogical Cognition is as described above, therefore tha Cow 
that is ,.,.emb.,.ed and which is qualified by the similarity of the GaV4J1a 
(seen) is •.M obje<:t apprehended by that Cognition. -Or it m&y be tbe Simi
larity itself M subsisting in the Cow.- (1535) 

ObjecJ.i<m. , __ • Simik>.rity is cognised by Sonse-porception,-the Oow 
also becomes the object of Remembrance ;- what then is left to be known,
apprehending which, Analogy would become the Means of Cognition' ! 

An8We1' :-
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TEXT (1536). 

"SfllliURtTY RAVOin BERN Al'I'Rlllil:NDED BY SENRK·PERCIIPTION,

A:<D 1'HE Cow RAVlNG BEEN REl!BliBBRBD,-TIIII TWO TOOIITHER 

(LB. TifF. Cow Q.UALIFIBD BY SIXILARITY) ARE NOT COONIS-

ADLE BY ANY OTHIIR MEANS OF CoGNITION ; 

ln!JNOB KERBIN LIES THE l'UNCTIONlNO 

01' ANALOGY AS A MEANS OF 

COONITION."- (1536) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though the similarity b$8 become oognised by &noo-porception, and the 
Cow also liiUI been .~. yet, tho cognition of lho Ot11D <>• qualifi<d ~ 
!he Similar\lv bao no~ been cognised by any other s.,,.....por<:eption or~-
brance. Honce in the bringing about ol this Cognition lies the operation of 
Analogy M a M<tJ,.. of Copilion.-{1538) 

An example i• oit.od, to illW<trate this:-

TEXT (1537). 

" (FOR INSTANO'&, IN THE OASB OF TilE WELL-KNOWN lNJI'EltENOE 011 

FlR'I! 'PROM Sr.tOU] THOUGH THE Pw.oE IS PEROEIV1lD BY SENSB

PliRO:EPTION, AND THE FlRa (IN 1'HJ! KlTOHEN) IS 

renumbered,-YET THE COOli'I'l'ION OP TKE TWO 

TOGETHER {I.E. THE FIRE AND THE 

Pw.OE IN THE 1itLL), DOES NOT 

CEASll TO '8:B boftrtntial." 

-(1537) 

COM!IIEN'l' ARY. 

For inatnnoo, when tho Plaoo,-the Minor Term- is d iteotly :J1'ruived,
and the Fire ia cognised by R.,..mbranU,- yet, when the resultant Inference 
of the pll\00 88 qualified ~ Fir• appears,-it does not lose iiAI oharoeter of 
the M<Dou of Oogniti<m; in faot it remains a Moons ol Rigl>e Cognition. T he 
same should be the ceae with Analogical Cognition also.-( 1537) 
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h might be asked-Even if Analogy be " M"""'* of Cognition,- in 
what way it it di.otinct from Sensa-perception and the """' t 

Tl10 ~ to this is as foUows :-

TEXTS (1638-1540). 

" (a) AN.U.OQXOAL CooNITION CANNOT BE .RBoAnolio AS Sense-perctp!i<m, 
-UlJOAIJSE IT JS ENTIRELY DEVOID 011 '111>: liUNOTJONINO Ol!' THE 

Sllli8ES. (b) NOR CAN IT Bl'J RI!OA.RllliiD AS Inference, BEOAUSE 

'MlR ''l'JmB"R·Fl1ATOltlllS, AllH NO't' TURl\.E. J10R TNSTANOE, 

THERJilS NO PROBANS HERE (WIDOil SUBSISTS IN TKB 

SuMEOT); AND THII aintilarily 011 TR:E Cow (TO 

TliB Gavaya) HAS NOT BEEN PREVIOUSLY ()()(l. 

NISBD AS SUBSlSTISC IN TRll S1711J1tCr ; 
A.~ 0 THJI aimilarity TKA T rS PBRCBJVliD 

U< THE Gat:aya CA!<NOT BBlNG 

ABOUT THE INPJIBENOJ! Or 

'l'HE Cow."-( 1538-1640) 

COMMENTARY. 

It. cunnot bo right to regard the cognition in question as Puetp~.icm, 
bo<muso it i~ not brought about by tho contE>Ct or the •• ,. .... 

Nor can it be reg~rded ""InjeTt-; 88 tho • Throe Fe&turos' e.re absent. 
For inat6nco, what would be tho • property of the Subjoet • ,l.o. the Proba.ns !
tho 1imilt>rity !-or the Gaoo.ya the.t is soon ! Jf tho limilarity were taken 
to be tho Probo.ru!, would it be the 1imilt>rity in the Cow 1-or that in the 
Gamya t These are the only two altem,.tiyes poo><ible.-Now tho •imilt>rity 
....,;cling in aueh oogwoable things as the Cow and the liko cannot serve .._, 
the Probans, ~\ISO, prior to the perception of the Gamya, that •imilarity 
has no~ been apprehended; ..nd what has not been apprehended cannot 
""rvo aa the Probana ; ii it did, it would le..d to absutdilies.-' Then it is the 
Similaril11 rosiding in tbe Gaoo.ya that could aorve as the Probans, booause 
this oimilarity is apprehended when t~ Gamya ia a .. n '.-The answer to 
that ia that"""" io peroei.W. in lh• Gavaya eanno• &ring abow 11us Inferenu of 
tM Oow: os there ia no co-ordination between thorn; just aa there is nona 
between tho Cow al)d ~he blackness (pereeiv&d elaowhore).-(1639-1540) 

S!IY" the Oppoi'Ul1ot :-After the Oaoo.ya hiiiJ beon perceived, the simi
lo.rity ret<iding in the Cow becomes apprehoniled, and then that similtzrity 
will servo M the required Probo.ru!. 

'fhe Answer to that is as follows :-
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TEXT (1541 ). 

•· THE SUULABITY aESmiNo 01 TKB Cow c.u.""NOT SBRVB "'"' TH1t PBOBA-'<S, 

AS IT .OR:>IS A PART OP THE PRoPOSITION ITSKLY. Tifll GamyG 

ALSO CANNOT SJmVB AS TII11 PROBANS fN'DTOATIVll 011 

THII Cow, AS IT RAS NO OONNEOTION W!Tlt 

TII£ Cow."-(1541) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ioosmuch as Similarity is the object Inferred, it cnnnot Merve as the 
Proban8. 

"In tba~ ....,e, the Gavaya would be the Proban8 ". 
Here &Ieo, tho Oamya cannot serve as the Probe.n8, for want of co

ordination.-(1541) 

SaY" the Opponont.-Tben Analogioal Cognition may not be a ,,.lid 
fonn of "cognition at all. 

A"""""' ,._ 

TEXT (1542). 

" Tmn OOONTTION IN QUIISTION CANNOT BB RBOARDI!lO AS not A FORM 01' 

RIGHT 0oONITION ; BECAUSE IT MAlUS JO<OWN WHAT IS NOT 

ALRIIADY KNOWN ; IIOR INSTANOB, BS.OBE TU PER· 

OEPTION OF THE Gamya, ITS SnllLARITII". (lN 

THll Oow) HAS NOT BEL'< APPREHENDED 

AT ALL."-(1542) 

COMM:El!iTARY. 

That is, before thA! perception of too Oa""V"• there has been no appre 
hension of tho Cow "' gualifl«l by •imi14rity lo !M Oa""!l"; oon.oequently, as 
An&logiool Cognitioo brings about the cognition ol tho Oow o• qualified by 
•imilarily to ""' oa ... ya,-wbich has not b<len known previouoly,-it ia only 
right tht\t it ehould b<l reg•rdod as a valid Mean• ol Oognition.- (U.2) 

The above (Mim<lmsaka) view of Analogical Oognili<m iB refuted in th& 
loUowing Tuu :-
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TEXTS (1543-1545). 

AS TBJ!R.E IS NO OBJJ:<n' THAT COULD DB OOGNJSEO BY TKIS J\1JIANS, IT 

0A..' .. 'NOT Bll RliGAll.DBD AS A ltf tiJM of Cognition.-lT laGHT Bll UEGED 

TIIAT-u TK£B£ IS Tal COl\'"N.ECTION OF TKZ ~U .. NIFOLD OOKMONALTY 

OF component parl8, WHICH IS WJIAT lS cogni4td. ".-BUT commonalty 

ITSIILF RAVING BBEN RBJEOTBD, HOW COULD THERE DB ANY mani· 
fo/dnu4 IN RBGARD TO IT ! How TOO COULD THERB BR ANY 

' CONNECTION ' WITH SUCH >LUIIYOLD 'OO~IMONA.LTY ' f (SAYS THE 

OPPONENT)-" THERB is A MBANS OF COGNITION WRIOR B'RINOS 

ABOUT TKB CoGNITION 01! S\1011 COI'nmcnalty, IN Tlm J!OllM Oll TBJ! 

l.t<l'.IU<J:NOE TRA'1'-CoAWON •• LTY IS A.."< ENTITY AJ,-:0 IS .Al'PBE!Im."DED 

BY SENSJ!:•PEROEPTION, BRCAVSE IT IS OOONISABLE AS SOMRTBING 

OTllER THAN NEGATION ,- LIJ{I!J TilE Unilj'Ue ENTITY" .-[THE ANSWER 

TO TBlS I'OLLOWS IN TU IIOI.LOWING Te:<t 1545.)-{1543-1641i) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ano>logy oauno~ be a ~1eaM of Cognition, be<:a\llle theN> ia nothing tb&t 

iR OO(frt.iled by mean~ of lt,-and hence i~ is like any M.eans other than. the aix 
(that are aeoopted by !·be Mitlldmsaka). 

" But there ia •imilarily, conaiating in the p.-Mence of the manifold 
commonalty of component parts, which ia cogni«d by its m060& ; hence 
tho ~n nddueed (by tho Buddhist) 18 'in~>dmii!Sible '." 

It is not so; in coui"Se of our examination of CommcmUJ.y (Univer&al), 
all oommonaltioa hAve been rejectad ; bov.• then can there bo any • mani · 
!oldness of Commonalties ' T Nor is connection of Commonalti .. possible. 
Hence our Iteuon cannot be said to be ' Ino.dmissible '. 

The following might be urged:-" '!'here ia a ~{eans of Cognition whioh 
eat.e.blishes tho oxiatence of tbe Commonalty. :S:enoe yo\JlC Reaaon reme.iru! 
irwlmi,.,;b1e. The &&id Moans of Cognition is aa follow&-' Tbe Commona1ty 
io an entity' ,-.>d • it is appreheMible by S..nse-perception ',-tbe8e ue tho 
two Pro;po8itionl: the &aaon (Premias) is, • because it is something cogni· 
sable, ot.hor than Nego.t.ion' ; t.bat is to eo.y, it ie oogniaable as something 
which has a. chara.cter other than • non-existence 1 ;-' the unique entity 1 

ia the Corroborative Inotanee ; tbe fP"iJic Indi•idtoolily of lllittgl is the 
'unique entity ' ."-(1543-lMG) 

'!'be IUlliWOr to the above ...-gument ia provided in tbe following-
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TEXT (1546). 

TnE REAsos (PRBMlSS) ll:EJ<J: PUT FORWARD ts 'NOT AUMtSStliLt:' FOR 

THOSE WHO DEOLARJ! THAT ANliTB.INO 000NI$ABLJ! !N TUl'l FOR~! 

Oil' 'ComtoNAIII'Y' (OR UNIVERSAL) FALLS UNDlln 1'HE 

CA'rEOORY OF TILE 'NON·El.,STENT ' . AND IN ~'}(Jl 
CASE OF THE FORMER OF T.HJ'J TWO PllOBANDA 

(PUT PORTH), Tlm PtUIJ<ISS BECOMES PART 

OF TlL1I PBOPOSITION ITSELll.-{1546) 

OO~CME..'ITARY. 

Tho torm 'anl1a' in tho eompound • &imc:in:yd11AG. •, stands f<X' 'what iK 
cognisable '. 

AB regards botJ1 the PropoliLiOtlll put forward,-tl>& Buddhioto hold that 
n..ny Much thing RS 'Commormlty' (Universal) can hAvo no oh&racter 
(exiotenoo); hence they cannot admit the stt\temont that Cornmonalty is 
anything other than purely no>veo:i8"""; so that to thAt extent, the Probans 
cited is 1 int\dm.issiblo •. 

As regards U>e fil'At Proposit.ion,- that ' Commonalty is 1\n onhlty ', 
-in that oonnoetion, the Reason cited lonns part of tJ>e Propollition itBelf ; 
for instance, it. is only an eJUUy that. ean be ' other than non.-ui.ut&t • ; 
Me.- t.ho emily is only the ' negation of the non-existent' ; and it is t.his 
•ame that has been pnt forward, in other words, in the Ptemi88 (Reason); 
and that arune is the Proband1un al•o ; thus the p...,ru.,. form• pMt of the 
.Propooition.-(1516) • 

]\U'ther, because it is of tho nn.t.uro of Remembra.ncc. thorofore, being 
liko any other RemembriUloo, Analcgiwl Oognition cannot ba t\ valid form 
of Cognition. Tl>& following Tezt1 explain how Analojpool Cognihlon is of 
th& natut-e of Remembrance :-

TEXTS (1547-1549). 

WHAT lUPPE)<S IN 'I'HlS OASJ! LS TIUT THBRB AU SOMB l'AJI1'S IN THE 

0aroyf.l'8 BODY WHlOH BRING ABOOT COG:l>"ITIONS SDl11.AR TO THOSE 

BB0110IIT A.BOOT BY Tffil PARTS OW THE Cow's BODY ;-HENCE \VHEN 

TITll Garoyf.l IS SEEN, TID!llll liOLLOWS THE R'E>!R~tBl\AliOII or THll 

PAl\TS OF THE Cow's BODY THAT l!AVlll BEEN SEEN BliJrOIIJIIUlPliATED· 

LY. IT IS FOR TRJS REASON TKAT, TIIBRE DOI!S NOT AlUSII ANY IDliA 

011 THE HOllSE AND OTJOIR AlllMALS, TB.l\OUOll THAT Sl'MlL4lUTY,

B11T IT DOll:$ ABISll WHEN THB Gf.lvayf.l IS SJIBN. 0THEBWISB, IF 

TmiU WEB.ll NO S110H RZll.ll:lf_B.BA.NOB, WHAT WOULD BE THE 

DfUIUUINCE (BE'I'Wl!EN TKB OASB OP THE COlD AND THAT OJ' THE 

Horu) !-(1547-1549) 

COMMENTARY. 

In ibl essence, there is no aueh thing as Similarity ; o.ll thM i.o there is 
that U>ere are Borne parts in tho Gcwoyo'• body which bring &bout the same 
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conceptual notions as ee'l'ta.in parta of the cow's body ; a.nd .simila'f'ity is not 
any dist.inet et'ltity, apart from the said parta which give rise to the anm.e 
conceptioru; ; that this is so is clear from !J>e fact that nothit>.g apart from 
those figures in the conception at all. Hence what happons is that on the 
porception of the Gaw.ya, there arises a cognition in regard to the parts of 
the Oow'a body, on account of the repoated perception of these U..tter in the 
past; and thig cognition that arises is of the nature of .&membranct,-and 
it is not a distil>ct cognition apprehending a distinct entity in the shape of 
Similarity.- If it were not so, then, in rogard to the Horse and other anilnals 
also,-a's tha presence of the manifold commonalty of component parts is 
there,-why should not the idea, of these other animals appoar on tha seeing 
of the Gavaya, in the way as it does in regard to t.he O(YIJ) ? There is no 
difference botween the two .,.,«es, some degree of similarity being present in 
bot h cases. 

'Otherwise ',-i.e. if the parts of the cow'11 bcily had not been seen 
l'epoatedly. 

In the case of the rGS>lltant cognit-ion being of the nature of Remembrance, 
this difficulty doos not arise; ns the Hemernbrance appoe.rs in rege.rd to that 
same thing which has been repeatedly seen before; ns the ca\lS$8 that bring 
·about Remembrm:ce are restricted in thou· scope.-(1547-15<19) 

The following 1night be urged-" Analogical Cognition mo.y be of the 
nature of Remombranoe ; but why sl>ould Hemernbrance itself not be regarded 
o.s a valid form of Cognition ? " 

An.swer .'-

TEXT (1550) . 

l{.EMEMBRANOE CANNOT BB A FORM OF VALID CoGNITION, .BECAUSID lT 

BNV!SAGES WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN. HOW THIDN COULD IT llE 

REGARDED AS A DISTINCT FOBM OF VALID CoGNITION ?-(1550) 

CO:MMEl-.'TARY. 

'!yam '-stands for Remernbranc6.-(l560j 

. Taking for granted that Similarity is an entity, the Author proceeds 
to show that, even according to tha view of the Mim<im.<Ok<>, Analogical 
Cognition cannot be valid :-
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TEXTS (11561-11S53). 

0&, $imi/ariJy MAY 8B AN i:NTITY, RESIDING IN THE Cow, LIKE THE 

0oAOIONA.LTY (OR UNtVlU\SAL); BVEN 80, IT WILL HAVE Bl!:IW PElt· 

OEIVED IN THE Cow STANDING BEFORE THE PERSON BEJ'ORE HE 

SliE.S THE CO· RELATIVE (Gavoya) ; AND AS 8UCH THE COGNITION 

OF THE SATD SIMl.l.AR1'rY I'OLLOWiliO lll'ON THE SEEING OF THE 

Gat:4ya CANNOT ESCAPE FROM BIIINO OV Tm: NATURE OP RIIMEM· 

BJLL>;OE.-{S.oYS THE O'I'RD PA..RTY}-" WHAT HAS BRB.>,' PRB· 

VIOIISLY SEIIN Ill THE Cow IS SuaLARJTY MERIILY BXISTlNO TII:ERE, 

AND lT HAS NOT BERN DI:II'INIT&LY ASOIIIITA.INED THAT IT IS 

snm.AIUTY to IM Gall<lya; W8lLII TR1S LATTER IS WHAT IS APPRE· 

trEliDED BY Al<A.LOOIOAL Cool<mON, WHICH, THOS, IS DIFFERENT 

FROll Rllld:DIBRANOll."-(1651-1553) 

COMMENTARY. 

There may be a real ent.ity in t.b6 thnpo of Similarity ; 1>nd it may be 
residing in everything in ita eutlrety.-But. oven ao, when, before seeing 
the a ..... ya. tho man -· the Oow a Winding before him, he naturally sees the 
Similarity which io imepuo.blo from the Oow ; otherwise the illMparability 
of the t'vo oould not be tl>ere.- And thuo, no the subsequent Analogioal 
Cognition would bo opprobencling only whnt bl\8 been nlre(l(!y apprehended, 
it would not be a form of valid Cognition. 

The following Mgument might be urgod :-" The Similarity seen pre
viously waa met'()ly as ~t&tin{h it wo.s not. Roen in tb& form that • this is tho 
&im.illirity between this Goooya n.nd tho Cow ' ; whilo this is the fonn. in which 
tho Similarity is approhondod by Analogical Oogoition; so that it ~annot 
be regnrded 11.1 being of tho nMttro of Thml~~mbranoo ".-(1551-1563) 

The answor to thi• 108t argument is provided in the following :-

TEXT (1554). 

EvEN Il' THE SIMILARtTll' ILI.D NOT JlZ'IN PREVIOUSLY Al'l'REIIl!ll<DRD 

UNDER THAT· NAME, IT \VAS A?PJl:ZR&NDED ALL TO SAllE, 

IN lTS OWN J'OIUI, WIIIOR 1$ OALL:BD ITS VllltY 

s:u.r.-(IISU) 

OOMME..'fl'ARY. 

Even though the Similarity hu not. been previouoly apprehended undu 
&hal name,-te. as 'Similarity eo eA. Oouoyo. ',-i.e. the animal Cow u .tmilo.r 
1<> IN; GatOya may not b&vo been appreMnded prior to the seeing of the 
GatOya ;-yet in tu.,..,. J-. it hu been alreedy apprehended ; thl>t io, that 
which forma ita """!! ~-ito -ooe, nntur&,-haa been previously apPre
heoded. 

• 

' ' 
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Questi<m-" What is that ownjorm in which i t has been apprehended ? " 
Answer:-' Which is calkd its ~ .. ry self' ;- i.e. th~t which is called the 

t.'MiJ &elf of the Oow.-in .that fonn, which constitutes its na.ture.-it. has 
been already apprebended.-(1664) 

Queation :-11 What if it ha.q been already apprehended ? " 
A.n...9Wtr :-

TEX'l' (1555). 

i\'IERE NAME DOES NOT CONSTITUTE THE ' ESSENOli: ' OF THINGS ; BY VXRTOli 

OF WHICH, WHEN IT (THE NA.M:E) ll.<S l<OT BEEN A.PPRERENl>lilD, 

TRB TlttN'GS COULD BE lt'EGA.ltD:BD AS ' NOT KNOWN ', 

BY PEOPLE WHO KNOW THE TRUE NATUlUJ OF 

THE SELF.-(1555) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Name does not fonn the ' esaenoo • of things ; so that, &'tren if the 
Name. has not been previously known,- if the thing happens to become 
known,-it cannot be said to be ' not known '. Specially for the philosopher 
who holds tha view that Sense·perception is of the nat\u-e of definitely oertain 
Cognition,-it cannot be right to say that the thing, thus known, is not 
known.-(1555) 

TEXT (1556). 

IF ON THE STRENGTH OF THE SLIGJI:T ELE!IIIINT OF V A.LID COGNITION 

(FOUND IN ANALOGICAL COGNITION),-IT WERE TO BB REGARDED AS AN 

INDEPENDENT FORM OF CoGNITION,-TRIIN THERE COULD BE 

NO LIMIT TO THE NIDrBER 011 SUCH INDEPENDENT FORMS. 

0>' CoolllTION ; SPECIALLY AS THERE ARE OTHER WAYS 

IN wmOH SGOR SLIGHT ELEMIWTS OF CoGNl'l'ION 

COULD Bl: FOUND.-(1556) 

COMMENTARY. 

Furt·her, if the mere idea of' being similar ro this ',-this slight element, 
found in .Ano.logica.l Cognition,-were to be accepted as the bssis for regarding 
it "" a distinct Form of Cognition,-tben there would be absurdities ; and 
there could be no lirnit to the number of !onns of Vo.Jid Cognition, such as is 
f~und in the deela.r-ation-' Sense-perception, Inference, Verbal Cognition, 
Analogical Cognition, Pl:esumption and Negation are the six moons of 
accomplishing what is to be ~mplished.'-(1656) 

The Author proceeds to show the Incongruities that the e.bo9e would 

lead to-
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TEXTS (1557-1008). 

\VHES A Llllll OF 'J.'Iu!E.5 ASD SUCB. TIID'GS ARESBIIS, \\'HAT IS ACTV.U.LY 

PERCIIJVJID IS OliLY OJk! T&EE, A."<D YliT SOI<ll IDEA OF THE 8ecmuf 

"J'RBB DEfNO TK&RE, TKERB POLLOW8 TJIB OKnNlTl~ C<)(;}rri•'ITION 

(IN REQARD TO THE >'Ol.UIEII TREE) THAT 'THIS IS THE first';
ANO TKlS WILL HAVE TO DE R.EOAU.DED AS A DISTINCT FORM OF 

CoGN!TlON ; A.S TT DOES NOT DEPEND UFON ANY ELEMENT OF 

'SlMlLARl'rl(' OR <Yl'lt&lt CONDITION~ (ATTENDANT UPON TUE Wl:LL· 

KNOWN FORMS OF COONITION).-b IT IS l>BNIED TN TffiS OASE, ON 

Tllll GJtOUNll TIIAT IT APPREHENDS ONLY WHAT UAS BE&N ALREADY 

APPRERENDIIID,-TJl&N TRI! SAME illlQllT liE SAID IN REGARD TO 

ANALOGICAL COONITIONS ALSo.--{1557-1 558) 

• And nu:J• thi"'JJ '-is meant to include too line or Ant~ and .o ort. 
AM a •nat!M of fact, when ono sees a line or u-,-a long "" ono """" 

ono of tho mu only, t.h""' is no sueh dofinito cognlt.ion ao that 'this is tho 
fir# tree ' ; when however, he notices tho stctmd troo., thBro doos come about, 
in ro!oronco to the former tree, the idea tha.t 1 this iH the fir at tree ' ;-and 
this would have to bo rogo.rded a.s o. di8t.inot fonn of Cognition (oven ii the 
eontontiol\ of tho Mim<ltn8akain regard to Analogicl\1 cogrution wo~ nccoptod). 
-Why !-Boe~uao it i• a fonn of cognition not dopondont upon any clement 
of SimiU.rily or sueh other conditiona. So that, hoea\18& it dooo not depend 
upon Similarity, therefore it cannot ho analogical «>gnilion ;-hoenuse it 
doee not depe!ld upon the operation of the SeWI<II, t.l>brefore it cannot be 
s--~ion ;-boc&Ul!O it does not depend upon an Il\lo,..ntil>i Indicative, 
tb6tofore it ""nnot be Inftnnu ;-hoenuse it doe8 not depend upon Words, 
it cannot be V...OOZ Cognition ;- hoenWie it doea not depend upon any seen 
or beard of fact whieh would be otherwise inoocpli.,..ble, tberofo,... it cannot ho 
Pruum,.n.m .-nd because it does not depend upon the _..lion of Means 
and Obj- of Cognition, therefore it cannot ho Nega~ion.-Thua the,... is 
room for the absurdity urgod in the following docl~>ration-' Thio io prier 
1o thai,-Thio if~ lo thoi-Thio if larger than thol-'l'hio if •'- than 
tlral-&1l t.hoeo cognitions would ha"' to be rognrded as eo m"nY distinct 
Form8 of Oognition,-which is highly undesirablo ' . 

It might bo urged that>-" as the cognition in question apprehends 
what has boon o.lroady apprehended, it cannot bo rognrded as Valid Cogni
tion ",-this condition, of apprehending what hne boon alreody appre
hended, i.s preeont in A.nruogical Oognitions alao. 

The plur&l number in 'AMlogioal Ocgniliom' ia in view of tho fact that 
there aro mnny eueh Oognitions.-{1557-1558) 
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TEXTS (1559-1560). 

WHBN ONE SEES THE Ga1X11J(J, TllliRB A.l'l'BA:RS THB NOTION OB ITS 'DIS

SIMILARITY ' TO THE HORSE AND OTHER ANIMAL'!; WHY CANNOT 

TinS DE A DISTlNOT FOR~[ OF CoGNITION ?-lP IT llll Ul\OED TllAT 

" IT CAJ>"NOT DB SO RmGA RDED DEOAUSE IT IS l.NOLUDED 

UNDER Negatitm ",--'rltEIN, 'tHE SAME IDOHT .Blii SAID 

IN REGARD 'JIO THE :NOTIONS OB I S'DULAlllTY ' 

wmOH ALSO ARB INOLUDBD 'UNDER 'MuTUAL 

Ntt;alit>n '.-41559-1560) 

COMMEliTARY. 

Then again, on seeing the Ga""11"• !.here appear8 the idoo. of illl oUnilari~y 
;n the Cow,-1!olld this is regarded as a. distinc~ Fonn of Cognition; in the 
aame way, when on seeing the Gavaya, there folloM the notion of illl dia
limilarity in the .Hor8t,_,•hy cannot this also be rcgordod M a distinot 
Form of Cognition ! 

" It cannot be regarded M o. dist.inot Form of Cognition, M it is included 
under Negation." · 

That e&nnot be right. 
"Why?" 
Because it envisage~ a pooitive entity; ,.hife NfiiO'ilm envisages & 

non-tity. 
" Dil•imilarity is only ncqo~ion of limilDrilv ; &Od henoo the notion of 

diMimi.larity is reBlly ineludod undor Neption." 
' TM- samo might buaid, ele. elo.'-The.t is to sa.y, if tho mg<~lioe charao~r 

of " cert~>in object is sought to be bsood upon iM being aubjoct to Mutual 
Nogl\tion,-thon the same •o•"t of objoct is found in the 01111& of the notions 
of Simi14rity ruso,-which aro regarded os 'Analogicol Cognition '.-(1559-

1660) 

Quution :- .. Row to f ,. 

.Ant&De:r :-

TEXT (1561). 

JuST AS DISTINCTION PRO~! ' SlMILARITY' IS COGNISED IN TH.o.T OASE, 

SO ALSO IS DlSTINOTION 111\01>[ 'ALL COMMON l'ARTS ' 

COGNISED IN 'rl.IE OTHBB CAS:& ALS0.-(1561) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the ease of the idea of ' diuimilarity ', there is porooption of dijfero.uoo 
from (Le. nogation of) 'Similari~y' ; in the same way, in the caso of the idot\ 
of • Similarity • also, thoro io porooption of differenoe from (i.e. nogalion of ) 
the ~ of all Of>TT~f~Km ParU; eo thot this also C8A be included under 
N<rJGliot>, just like the notic>n of Diutmilarity.-(1561) 

In 811pport of the aamo, o.n nrgumen~ is put forward :-

3 
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TEXT (1562). 

BECAUSE THAT COGNITION WHICH: .>\l'PREllENDS 'THll PRESJINCR OF stveml 
SUIILA.R PARTS ' WOULD ALSO JIA.I.J. UNDER 'MUTUAL NEGATION' ; 

(OTKERWISE) Ill" IT WJIRE THE 'PRESENCE 011 all SThOLAR PARTS ' 

TIIA.T IS COGNISED, THEN THERE WOULD !lE identity.-(1562) 

C0:11IMENTARY. 

' l'lna '- indicates the reason for what has been MSerted above. Wht>t 
is meant is that-bect\us&, in the ca.so of the Cognition of Simikz.r#y, whnt 
is cognised is tho 'prosenee of eeveral simila.r po.rts ~ ,- e.nd not tho 'pros~nce 
of all similar parts ',-therefore this is a. case of 'Mutual Negation '.-Ot.he.t'
wia<>, if all pari& were similar, then tl1ere would be i.dentity,-i.e. the Gat"Oya 
would be the,.,,.. M the 001u.-(J562) 

TEXT (1563). 

SoME PEOPLE HAVE HELl) THE VIEW THAT-" AJ>ri!R !lA VINO BEARD THE 

ANALOGICAL STATEMENT, WHEN ONE SEES THE SIMILAR ODJECT, 

HE HAS THB COGNITION OF CONNECTION WITH TH"E 

NAME,- AND IT lS TKTS THAT IS CALLED 

Analogical Oognition."-(1563) 

C0:11IMEN'l'AR Y. 

'Stmt6 pe<>p~ '-i.e. tho Naiyii.yika.s. 
They have provided the following definition of Analogy-" A.tw.logy is 

tluzt which acoomplwhu its purpose throuqh similarity w a known object.
(Nyl!.ynsiltra. 1. I. 6}-The term 'prasiddJI4SIJdlaarmya ' may monn either 
'through similarity to a. kuown object', or 'through weJl.k.nown similarity ' ; 
-the 1 ~bject ' of 'vhieh this 'similarity ' is kn-own is the Gavaya ;- ' llmru.gh 
this-i.e. on tho bllSis of this,-there is 'accomplishment '- fu1filmont-
of the ' l)urpose '- i.o. of the relation of Name arul Named ; and this is 
A.tw.logical Oognition." 

Otl1er people have expressed the same idea in other words, ,.. follows :
" Certt>in impressions having boo•l left on the mind by a previous Verbal 
Cognition,- thoso impressions bring about. a R&membrwce,- this Remom 
bre.nce lesds to the Cognition of Simi/arily,-from which there follows the 
cognition of the relation to a Name,- this last cognition is Ano.logical Cogni
tion.-Tho 'Verbal Cognition' mewt here is that derived from the analogicol 
statement-<>. g. ' the GatiCI!Ja. jJ; like tho Oow ',~this produces en Impression, 
a feculty in the Mind,-this Impression brings about th& remembrance of 
the said enalogic!>l statement, on tho occasion of seeing the Gavaya. in the 
present ;-on the basis of this R&membrance, there follows a notion of 
Similarity.- ' Sarniikhya' is NatM# i.e. the word ;-this Name is rela.ted to 
the object ;-and the cognition of this & JMaon is what constitutes Analcgical 
Oognition." 

• 
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'l'his is exactly the ....,.. idea. (that hos ooen sot forth in the NytJ.ya 
lriUra quotod above).-(1G63) 

The above view of Analogical Cognition is refuted in the foUO\ving-

TEXTS (1564-1565). 

lF Tm.: r:tmFEO'.r ll>EA 01' THE <elation. to the N am.e IS THERE AT THE TIME 

OF THl'J Bl'lAlUNG Ol' THli1 ANALOGICAL STATE~IENT,---'THEN TIDl 

RESULTANT ANALOGICAL COGNITION APPREHENDS WHAT HAS 

BEEN ALR};ADY APPREHENDED ; AND AS SUCH, IT CANNOt' 

HAVE THE CHARACTER OF A Means of Valid Cog-
ti.ition; BECAUS:B, LIS:E ltBMEUBRAN'OE, 'l:'HlS 

Jl.NALOOlC ALSO IS Xlf;VOU> OF 'l.'Jill TJ.<l) l'l 

CHARACTE.lt OF TilE ' !NSTE'I.IMENT' 

(AND Pr<"'l'liif!h. IS AN !NSTRU· 

MENT, A MEANs, oF · Coo~ 

NITION).-(1564-1565) 

COMMENTARY. 

At the t.ilne that the statement of n.nalogy is hol\rd, the idea of tire 
relation of Name and Named is already there ;-if the same idea appears 
again subsequontly, it apprehends whM has OO.n a.lreo.dy aj>prehendod 
before, and hence-like Remembranoo-cannot be .. valid counuion. 

Xt Jl:l.ight bo urgt>d that--" It mo.y apprehend 'vhat is alroady appre 
hendod, and yet it may be a MeallS of valid cognition ; wh&t would be the 
incongruity in that ? " · 

The nuswet· to this is-• It ill dewid of, etc. etc. '-'£hat is, the • tnte 
cbaracte.r of Instrument' eousists in being the t'M$t elfeclive ca'U86,~d a. 
ca.uae is most effective only when it tends to bring about whAt has not been 
already brought about.-(1564-lo65) 

Tho following might be urged-" 'l'here has been no previous ide& of tire 
relation. of the Na·nu at all; hence the R-ef\.c;on 'beea.u.ae it apprehends what 
is slready appr<~hended' is not admi••iblt " . 

Amwer:-

TEXT (1566). 

lF 1'll:E IDEA HAS NOT BEEN THERE, THEN, HOW lS IT THAT THE MAN 

}L-\S THE NOTION THAT ' TillS IS THE O;B.T£0T whose 
Name I HAD REARD BEFORE ' 1-(1566) 

COMMENTARY. 

Xf the cognition of the relation of the Name had not OO.n tlrero, then 
ther& eo\lld have bcon no sueh cognition, later on, as that ' this is the Gavaya 
whose""""' X had he&rd before '.-(1566) 

A further 10rgumont to the snme effect is ststed :-
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TEXT (1567). 

J.p A liU.N JL\8 loo~VER B::B.ARD OF THE NAME CO!'l0DN"B01 TllEX 1 0)\ SEEING 

Tlre GmXI!JO, Hfl WOITLD Nl!VER BB A.Bt.B TO HAVll TilT. ID&.\ THAT 

'1 ltAD UEARD 1'HE NAME Ol' THIS ANIMAL '.-(1567) 

COMMENTARY • 

.ilvid<flulk4N;>4 )1Q8 IISI!ortod os !ollo":s :-"Of t.ho N~mo, th<• :Unn hnx " 
genoral (vtlg<te) notion through Verbal Cognition,-and it i• tho dcRnito ido" 
of it that ia brought &bout by Analogy ". 

Thio vimv is set forth in the following-

TEXT (1568). 

"WRB.'< ONll IUS JIBAIID 'l'BT. Al'ALOGIOAL S'UTEXENT, AND PERCEIVES 

,TRB SlllliLARITY, HR COGNISES THE REI.ATION (Ol' THE Natllt) 

IN CONNECTION WITH THE P AltTiotTL.Alt 

Ol!.Tl<OT."-(1568) 

COMMENTARY. 

The word ' upayu.I:Wpa, etc. elo. '-ia one who· haa hoa.rd tho at<>toment 
of annJogy.-(leGS) 

The tame idea is !urt.her exponndod :-

TEXT (1569). 

'' TJnl0170ll VBRBAL AssEIU'.ION, THE MAN OOGNLSl!lS THE RBt.A!l'ION IN 

A. Ol!JNII:JUL WAY; AND THROUGH .Al<A.LOOY RI! COGNISES IT AS 

PIIRTAl'Nll<O TO A PABTIOliLAR OBJEOT."-(1569) 

COMMENTARY. 

' ParlleW<Jr ol>jUI '-i.e. the Gavaya. 
The anawor to the above is provided by the following-

• 
l 

. 
• 
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~'EXT (1570). 

WBm< Tlfll REL.>TION OF TR11 NAME JU.S Bl'JEN ooo~nsx::o w OONNEOTION 

\\'ITii ONE TIUNG, IT IS NOT POSSIDLE TO RECOGNISE IT IN 

CONNEOTlON WITH ANOTHER TIUNG ; AS IT WOULD 

LEAD TO INOONGRUITD'lS.- (1570) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Ne.' hM to be construed with ' Yujyatl. '. 
'Yh&u. the relation of the name has been cognised in rogard to ono thing, 

it cannot b& right to cognise tho so.m.e name as applied to another thing ; 
for, if it did, then there would be incongruities.-{1570) 

The possible incongnuty is shown in the following-

TEXTS (1571- 1573). 

WREN A ~!AN HAS RECOGNISED A CERTAIN NAME AS APPLYiNG TO TUE 

111/llt 1oiJJ• th£ wonderful armlet, RB DOES ·NOT, AT ANOTHER Tn.IE, RE· 

COGN'ISl! IT AS APPLYING TO THE li!A..~ WITII TilE llEAl11'Il10L DIADEM. 

-FOR TRESE REASONS, WHI'JN' A MAN HAS COME TO KNOW OF A 

N~!E AS APPLYING TO A CERTAIN CoNClllPTOAL IMAGE RECOGNISED 

AS SOMETIDNG EXTERNAL, AND CALLED 'l'.BE 'UNtvERSAL ',-TBEN, 
EVEN IF HE COlliES TO PERCEIVE THE <Javayo., RE MUST RECOGlS"'SII 

IT AS APPLYING TO THE <Javayo. ITSELF ; A..~D IT IS ONLY ONE WHO IS 

IGNORANT OF TRll DISTINOTION ll:&T\VEE..~ TilE ' PERCEPTillLE ' AND 

THE ' CONCEPTOA.L' THAT REGARDS IT AS 'EXTERNAL '.- (1571-

1573) 
COMMENTARY: 

' Angada ' is an ornam.ent eallod c Ka#(ika. ', Annlet. 
'Ohit.rii1iga.da '--i.s the man who is weoring e. • chitro. '-w()nderful

c a"tigada '-.a.rmlot. 
When the man with th& wonderful a.rmlet has been once spoken of as 

' Devndntta • (by ll&me)-in the statement 'The man with the 'IIX>!Ultrfm 
armlet is Devadatt~ ',-and one, on hearing this, has cognised the name ss 
belongitlg to thot porson,-he does not, at any future time, recognise that 
ezpres&ion 'man with the wonderful bmcelot ' a.s applying to Y aji11J114Lta, 
who is a. 'man with the beautiful diadem'. 

• l(.iri[.a 'is ditultm ;- ' O!Uirukirila ' is the man with the beo.utifuldio.dem. 
For f.J,., "bovo roa.sons, in order to avoid the likelihood of th& incon

gruity, when c. Name has been recognised by a detenninate cognition envisag
ing M external object, as a.pplieable to a conceptually imposed objeot,
then, if he comes to perceive the Gavc.ya, he recognises tha.t no.me c.s applied 
to that same conceptually imposed object,-o.nd not to the e'fl:erna.l Specific 
Individuality of the name of 'Gat-aya' ; and the so.me conceptual Image is 
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what is spoken of t\8 t.h.o • Univorsnl •.-And this is pnrP1~r imRginnt·y, M it 
has been discordod abovo. 

Quution :-"How thon io tJ1oro the idu.• ol tll• external Specific 
Individuality!., 

A_,.:-' 11 u onl!lcm•, <le. <le. '--{1571-1673) 

Quuti<m :-" WI>At ••ould bo the incongruity il tilt> Word (N'nme) 
were appliod to th& Speci6o JndhoiduAii'Y f" 

..4NK~er :-

TEXT (1674). 

J1' lU.S TO BE UNDIDIS'IOOD TIIAT THll IDEA 0 1' CoNCEPTUAL Co!-'Tl!li'l'S 

AND Wottos EJn'ISAGnro SPBomo ll<vn'!D11ALITT£S nAS BR!Ili 

R'&1Jl0'1'2D IX DI!TAIL.-(1574) 

COMMENTARY. 

In ci>ur"o ol our oxnminAtion of the Denotation ol Worde, the idot> that 
Words one! Conceptunl Contents envioago Spociflo Indiviclualities, has been 
rejected in detoil. Honco what ia oxprooaod by tho nnmo mu•t bo t.he con· 
coptuolly impo~~ed t.hing.-{ 1674) 

TEX'rS (1575-1676). 

EvEN IJl' 'l'HEY WIIRE ENVtSAG1lD llll' WOI\DS AND CoNOF.l'TUAL CoNTJlNTS, 

-TilE RESULTAN1' OOGNITION WOULD ONLY llll ·bifereJIIC<!. 'l'HAT 

IT PROCEEDS ll'l\0)1 TIUI 'TJJRF.li·II'BATURl!D J'NOIOATIVE' L~ THUS 

DEDUCED-' Tms ANIMAL, WIIIO}( IS SIMlLAll TO THB Cow. 
IS ONE TO WltiOR TilE NAl\lll Go.txJya. IS APPLIOADT.E,

JUST LlKJI TIIB GatxJyo. WHIOII WAS PRESENT IN 

THE Jof!ND AT TIU!! TIMR WliBN TIIB RBLJIVANT 

CoNVENTION lll!OAMJI KNOWN '.

(1676-1576) 

COMMEl-'TARY. 

We grant-fa< the aake of argument-that Words and Ooncoptual 
Oontento enviBago Speciflo JndividuAiit.ies. Even oo, the Cognition in 
question beoomoo induded under Ifl/uonctJ ; arul Analogical Cognition cannot 
be a diotinot form of Cognition. 

~-:--"How oan it be included under Inference when it is not 
brolJ3ht about by t.bo tltree-foaturod Indicative ? " 

A,.,.__• ~ il pro««J#, ~e. eu:. ' :-' Similari~ to t.bo Oow' is the 
ProbeD$; 'being one to which t.bo name Gat..,yo la applicable • is the Pro· 
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bandum ; and • the Gavaya present in the Mind, in the shape of the Reflected 
<Jonceptusl Content, at t.he timo that the Convention beCil.Dle known ' is 
the Oom>bore.tive Instance ;-11ud the Gavaya perceived ot the time is the 
:Subject, the ~fiuor Tenn.-(1575·1576) 

The following m igM be \u:ged :- "At tho time thot tl>e rele\•t>nt 
>Convention. -in the form 1 Tho Ga.va.ya. is like tho Co"' • .- was made, the 
·Gamya wos not present in tho Mh>d at e.ll; hence the Iustanoo cited is 
inadmissible ". 

The Answer to this is e.s follows :-

TEXT (1577). 

lF .~'r TIIE TIME OF Tm: CONVENTION, TUB Gavayu \VAS NOT PR'ESENT 

l'l\'EN IN THE l\>I:IND,-TK'h"'< WITH I<EFER'l>NOE TO WHAT IS THE 

CONVENTION ~(Al)E 'l".RAT 'lT IS StMlLA.R TO THE 

Cow ' ?-{1577) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Et·en in tho mind '-the term • even' means- ' it is not only not sun, 
·(but also not present in the mind)'. 

If there is nothing that appeo~>~ in tl1e Mind as qualified by similarity 
to tl~>e 00'lv,-then. tt.t the time that the Convention is made in the form 'it 
-is similar to the Oow ',-on w1mt tJling is t.his Convetnt.ioa. based ? And 
yet, such a Convent.ion is actually made ;-hence it has to bo admit~ th91t 
at tho tlme of tl1e making of tl1o Convention, there is aomething present in 
tho Mind which is qualified by Bimilnrity to the Oow.-{15?7) 

So (ar, it ha.. been taken fm· granted (for the sake of argmnene) that 
the ' relation between tbe Name ancl the thing Named ' forms the object 
·Of Aua.JogiCilJ 0ognition,-ond then it bns been shown ehat this Analogical 
·Cognition caWlot be regarded as o. distinct form of volid Oognition,-(1) 
because it apprehends what is already apprehended (whioh face mekes it 
invalid), and (2) because it is inelud&d ,mder 'Inference '.-No\v what the 
Author proceeds to show is as follo'vs :- the Relation ca.n ha.vo no oxistence 
apart from the RelcUivos ;-and the two Relatives in question (the Nome 
and the Named) h&ve both been apprehended by other Moons of Cognition ; 
for instance, at the time of the communieat,ion oi the Convention, the Name 
,..as apprehended by Auditory Perception, and later on the Gavaya stending 
before tho man is apprehonded by Visual Perception ; u.nder the circum· 
stances, what else is there to be known, for knowing which Analogy would 

.-serve as the Means of Cognition ?-
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TEXTS (157S--1580). 

Ir &s li.EKl< PROVED THAT TXJ> REU.1'IOY l!AS NO :&XlSTBNOE APAliT 

l'ROM 1'lff) R:EL411V:&S ;-oN TliE PREVIOUS OCOASION, AT TliE 'l'IMJl 

01' 1'1[!) Col<Ym;TION, TliE NAMJI WAS PEROJ:IV.BJ) BY .AtrolTORY 

l'lmOEf.'TIOl< ;-AND lATER OY TKE Al<JMAL STA NDDIO BEFORE TliE 

AIAN IS SEIIN WITH TI!J.i: E YE ;-APART !'Mll Tlll:SE TWO ALREADY 

TllUS OOONISED, ANY MINGLING 1Jl' OF TJIII TWO 00~ NOT llll VALID 

OOGNlTION. B };OAUSE ANY OTHER COGNITION COULD ONLY RE· 

CAPITULATE WHAT HAS BBEN ALREADY COGNISED; AS IN TJIE CASE 

Oil Tire NOTIONS 011 'FRAGRANT' AND 'S'VEB1' '.-TnOB TliE NOTION 

OJ! mE OONNEOl'ION OF TilE N.UO CANNOT :&SOAPll PJIO>l BEING OF 

Tllll NAT11U OF R.EloCEl!BBANCE.-{157S--1580) 

COMMENTARY. 

What i8 meant is th.nt tho Cognition in qnestion cannOt 00 valid. ns 1t 
approhondo whAt 1188 beon already apprehendod. 

'It M1 been 1)roved '-in course of our examination or tho Categor,v oi 
QIUI!ily. 

Tho following might be tU·ged :-"The two R<>lativOB lnt\Y have hoou 
cogniBOd by t\Uditory and other perceptions : i t ia tho commingling of the 
two thnt io dono by Analogical Cognition ; a.nd it is in thio oommitlj(ling thnt 
lit>8 tho validity of Analogical Cognition". 

Tho a.n&l\'ftr to t.his ia-• Apanjromthue two, eU. tU:! 
'A• in t.M cou of tk notiom, <le. m. '-Tho affix 'oali • lw tho force 

of tbll X..OC..th"O. Tbe sense is that there are such notioi1J! -· Thio tlling 
that I havo poreah-ed ia fragn\ut and sweet ', whero thera it a oommiJl81ing 
of t.biJl81 al.roady apprebonded,-whioh are not I"OgardNI M \"alid ;· ao would 
the Cognition in Question also be. 

• 2'ol • -Thus, tha:rotore. 
'Nllmoyogo, elc.'-the cognition of the oonnootion of th& Name. 
'Con • ..,..pe, <le. etc.'-as already explaine<L-(1678-1G80) 

The following migl1t bo urged :-" Tlw connection of tJJ& Nnmo is no
whore croat<ld through aimile.rity ; wlwt happellfl ia that wlw11 t he thin~t 
na.:rned is peroeivGd_. it is point.OO out tl1at ' this is the Cow ', which is tho 
form given to the Convention; nothing like tJ>i.o hsppen.s whon the thing 
conoemod js not pe.rcoivcd at all " . 

Tba IUUI\\'Gr to this ia as follows :-

' 
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TEXT (1581). 

NOTTOYS 01/ CONN£0T!ON Wl'l"ll NA.fES ARE PRODVOED BY ENDLESS 

l!EAliS, EVEN APART FROM Sll\llLARITY ; AS IR l/OUND TN THE 

CASE OF SUCH NAMliS AS 'Narapa ' (Krno) ANO 1'1111 

LTiill.-(1581) 

COMMENTARY. 

• J.lotioM, etc. etc. '-i.o. notions of the relation of Names. 
'Aoin~.., .... - <#. '- i.o. of 'King' andsuohnan>«~.-{IGSI) 

An example is citod ol the manner in which notiollJI ol Noune• are brought 
about by endless mean11 :-

TEXTS (1582-1583) . 

' l'KAT PERSON IS THE Kill{/ WHO IS PROTECTED FUOM •rm: RAYS OF THE 

SUN DY TRB \VHITB UMURJtf ... t.A ',-HAVING BEEN TOLl) TUUS, 'J"J'Jl; 

)~,LATER ON, S.EE.It SO'OR A PBRSON,-AHD TKB.OUOR TJlB S..U0 

ADVICB, COKES TO HAVE 'MO: NOTION THAT • 'MU.8 IS TRB 

Pl>RSON BEAR[)IO nu: NAME King '.-Now 'I'IUS WOIILD 

HAVE TO BE R'EOABDIID AS A DJSTP.IOT 'fOIW OP 

VALID CooNlTION, AS IT !'!AS NOT BElli< 

BROUGHT All011T IlY Smn.UtlTlf OR ANY 

SUOH CONDITIONS (AS IlRINO Al!OUT 

OTHJIU tr"Ol\!IIS OF OOONITION) .-

(1582-!583) 

COMMENTARY. 

Someone say• 10 another man-' Brother, pie- go !or tlliJ! buAineot~, 
and see t.be King ~ng ~>long "ith many penoono ricling elephants and 
horses '.-The other man BAY»-··_. "Which one among them iJJ the King! • 
Tlw firs~ man repli-' Among them, ~ha~ penlon io i.ho King who io pro
tooted from the Sun'& >aye by the white Umbrella '.-BORriug this inaU\lotion 
in his mind, the man goo.M forward, nt\d when he &e08 auc.h o. person as de· 
soribod lo him, there appoal'l! in his mind ~be idoa th&~ ·'this io t1w person 
ntlmocl King '.-Now, according to you (Natydyika)- thio also would have to 
be rogan!ed a& a di•tinot form of va.lid Cognition-why !-Beca""' it 00. 
no! bun brought aboul by litnil4rily or any I1IU:.h condil~. This obows that 
the said notion is not included under t)l(!l. six woll-known forma of Valid 
Cognitiou.--{1582·1683) 

.&uicidha~ notiooe U1o viow that "~hert> are only Lwo M..,,.. (or Fornw) 
oj Cognilion.; and thoro ;. no objea of Cognilion. ap&~ lrom Specific Indivi· 
duality o.ndCommonalty (or the UniveMial)" ;-and inrolu~tion o£ this view, 
bo puts forward the following arguments,_ .. (a) Percept-ion h!U! ita companion 
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in the Ahapo of" fonn of Cognition in addition !<> In!o1'6Dco,-becauao it is " 
fonn of Cognitiou,-like Infm!lloe.-Or (b) Inforonco llM itAI oompenion in 
the shape of A form of Cognition in llddit;ion to Perooption,-because it is 
A fonn of Cognition.-liko Pcrooption. SimilArly (c) Speci6o lndividunlity 
hu Cor it~ comp&nion a. cognisable objoet. in addition to the Unh-e.l"8tll,
becnll80 it i• cognisablo,-like the Universai.-Or (d) The Univorsal has for 
itK companion, & cogni•ablo object in addition to the Spoci6c Individnality.
beeo.uso it, iR co$(1\ist\blo,-like the Specific IndividuAlity." 

This (vio1v of A viddhak1J11W) is whnt is sot fort.h in ~l>o following-

TEXTS (1584-1586). 

"ANOTllliR PARTY SEEKS TO PROVB THll »XXSTJINOJI 011 ANOTKllR FORM OF 

OOONITION, ON THB STRlilN(lTH 011 lNPIIRl!NOE, TUUS :-PEROJIP'I'ION 

IS OONNBOTEI> WITH A. FORM OF COGNITION DIFPIIRBNT PMM lN· 

l1EUNOB, BltOA.USE IT IS A. FORM OF OOONIT!ON, LDOI OOERKNCE. 

SniTJ...\.RLY L"'tP.BRBNCB ALSO."-

Tms IS NOT RIGHT; AS TBJI PROBANS CITED IS NOT U.'V.UUAliLY CONCO>Il· 

TAl<T (WITH Tll:B PROB.L,"'Dtru); AND SPECIAU.Y liEO.lOSR N()Tlll;O 

IS POT IIORWARD WJUOH WOULD Nl!GATIVJ! T1lll CONTRARY OP TR£ 

OESIR£D CONOLttSlO!il.-FuJl:TB:E.R, L...._ THlS WAY, YOU WOULD BE 

RU~'"NrNo couNTER. TO THE DOCI'RTh~ oP ~Four FoRMS or CoomTxos J . 

Tm; A!ISW&R THAT YOU WOULD HAVE TO THAT WOUI.O ALSO SERV:& 

l!l!RB.-(1G84-lr>81J) 
COM>1E}.t"TARY. 

1 Sm-.{/(l.tam • --conncotod. related. 
Thie is only by way of illustration ; i t should ho \tlldol'8tood to apply 

to tho proving of U10 oxi•tenoo of other co(!nill<lhlo lhi11g1 nl•o. 
Nothing hao been montionod by w1•y of negativing tho Pro ban'" in the 

contrnry of the Prob~>nd\un; honoo there can b& no Tnvari&ble Ooncomitance 
betw .. n the Probf\ns and the Probendum. Consoquontly all that !>as been 
cit:.Nl as the Probe.nA i.te Inconclusive; beeawce t..heir pMSCnco in t.bo contrnry 
of the Probandmn i.o open !<> suspicion. 

Then again, what is asserted goes against u., doctrino that JWtricts 
tbo number of tllo Forms of Cognition to four: aa in tbo way shown, the 
oxistenco of other forma of cognition also might be proved. For instanoe, it 
can be said tl>at.-' Perception has for ifB comJl"niOn a Form of Cognition 
other than In!orenoe, Analogiool Cognition and Vorb61 Cognition,-bocause 
it is a Form of Cognit.ion,-like In!erenoo '. 

Furtbor 00(Jtli44bl4 Tili-ng• have been held to fall under lhru cl"""""
viz. : Univtt«rl, Particular and Partioalar-Univorsnl. '.rhia 1\lao would be 
contravonod : 1\8 in tho snmo way ~be existonoo of other OO(Jtli8ablt Tliit~g8 
also may ho provod. 

What&vor aMwGJ' you may ha.ve to these critic.i.&rna wUI serve~ m:v purpose 
al8o: so enough of this.-(158t-1586) 



CHAPTER XIX. 

Section (C) 

Q,. Pruumption. 

COMMENTARY. 

l'he following hM been tu-god in rogard to 'PrORwnption • (which haa 
been t'egerded M an independent Means or Form of Cognition, by 
!l'lim<lmoaka•) :-

TEXT (1587). 

,, IF A OERTAl~ FA..Ol', OOONISED THROUGH THR SIX MtANS OF COO::ilTION, 

IS IIOUND TO BK OTRitRWISll IN1:Xl'LICAllLE, AND THENCE Ll'lADS 

TO THE ASSUMPTION OF 50MB OTIIltR PACT,~lilS 18 

CALLED ' Arthapalti' 'PRESUMPTION' " .-(1687) 

(KUM.iJULA : 8/llcJ:mxirlika.-AJ>.THlPA'I'rl, 1.) 

COUMEN'l.'ARY. 

In rogo.rd to Timo, Placo, ore .. whon "corl<\in r ... ~ h"" boon duly cogn isod 
through tho oix Means of Cognitiou,-in the sl~ape of Perception, Infcronoo, 
Analogy, Word, Presumption and Negntion,-R,nd it iB Jouncl to be otMrw£8 
it~&&pl~-it a oort&in ol.llQI" fact wero not thoro.~lh&n tho assumption of 
this othor f&et is madn portaining lo what ia not pe""'ptible ;-this IIJOI11Dlption 
la the Means of Cognition enlled • Pro•umption '. 

'Coll&l'-i.e. by ShtlbaMndmi,.; who OGYB (under Sil. 1. 1. 5)-' Pruump
t\on eonaists in tho presuming or something not soon, on tho grou.o.d 
that a f&et already perceived or he6rd of would not be poMiblo witJ>out that 
presumption; for inst.Mce, it is fotmd tha~ DetiOdDII4, who ill alive, ill not. in 
the houoo,-and this n<m·..,istenco in llwl I10U8e (whiob is soon) loada to the 
presumption thot he is somewhere out&do the house '. 

In this paosago, tbo term ' H<!n ' stands for • cogni6ed tJ1rough the 6vo 
means of Cognitiona othor than Word'; and 'lwJa.rd of • atMds for 'cognised 
bymean.s of tho Word '.-(1~87) 

In the following To:&~•, ~xampleo ""' ••~ forth, in ordnr, of P-wnption 
.bMod upon the six ~!eons of Cognition:-
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TEXTS (1588-16811). 

"FoR BXA.U'Ls-(1) THE ASStruPTION OY TRE Bt<Jll<tNo POWER o F FIRE, 

BA8l!D lrPON TilE ptrceit>ed PACT OF IT!I HAVL'<O BURNT A CRRTAP.< 

'!'lUNG ;-{2) THE ASSUMPTION 011 THE mobilily 011 TIIII SUN BASIIU 

UPON TIIE inferred PACT Oil ITS 001!<0 1'1\0K l'LA0£'1'0 l'LAOE.-[8hloktt· 

l/lll'(j(~PtlESUMl'TION, 3) ;-{3) THE P OTENCIES 0>' ALL THI!<GS 

ARI: Pll&SU~OIO ON 'l'HB BASIS OF TH:E 1N£XJ'Ll0ABILITY OF THE 

EFI1EOTS PRODUCED BY THE•t; [.$'hlokavarti.l-a-SHt!NYA, 2('>4) ; 
AND At.L SUCH POTENCIES THAT BECOME OOONISliD ARE SUCH AS 

HAVE NOT BIIEN KNOWN ALRIIADY,-AND TRESII A'RII OOONISRO 

WlTliOUT ANY IDEA OF THE RELATION (011 OONOO~!l'I'A!<CE). "

(1588-1589) 

OOJI!l\IID.'TAR Y. 

(I ) An oxamplo of Presumption ba8ed upon Pu..,X~ l.o the following
HAving pcruiood the foct of burning by Fire, thore l.o l'retumption of the 
p.-nco of Burning Power of Fire. 

(2) AI\ oxrunple of Prowmpt.ion ba8ed upon lnfuor'" it the following
When t.llO fiiCt of t.ho Sun's moving from place to pi..., IWI been inferrod., 
t.ltia Joada to tllO PI'OIUlllption of the proaence of tnobUily in tho Sun. 

(3) 'rho potonoioa of all thingl< "'"' alwt>ys 1>ruum<d on tho bMis of the 
inoxplieabilit.y othotwi"" of tho offect~.pl'odnoed hy thorn. Th.io Prooumption 
(of Potoncioa) i~lf itr bi\!Jed somotime• on l~erception ; o.g . .vhon ono perctiv., 
tho oflcct nnd thonco presume& tho potoncy in tho Oo.nso ;- whon however 
the oftroe is l<nown thl'ougb Inference or somo olhor monns of Cognition, and 
tbenoe the Potency er the c .. u.., is preBUmed, then IJto l'"""tmption is ba.•ed 
upon Inforenoo or some other Means of Cogllition. 

Tho cotnpound 'K4ryUrtM.patti, etc. ' is to bo expounded M ' thoo<> whose 
cognition ill bro.,ghe nbout by the oUterwilo ;....,li<obilily of ~M ejfw ;
(i.e. tbo foce that. tho efteee OBnnot bo explained excepe on the bNWt of the 
Potonoioo) ' . 

H cannot bo Mid that the Potency of tho O..U>O ia 1\lreftdy known ; 
bect\uso tho aaid Potencies thot are cogniaed ore alwo)'l' ouch IIJI are not 
&lre&dy known ; so that the cognition doee not apprehend what has been 
already apprehended ; and honoe this must bo regardbd 88 & Fonn of Valid 
Cognition. 

It might bo argued that-' Poteneieeare alw•y• injtrrod from IJ1e off·oeb!, 
-they nre not pr..,mud '. 

Tho RtlM'•or to this is that the cognitiona in quootion aro broug~ abota 
w ilhout any itlw. of the <elati<ln (of Concomit~moo, ne0088o,ry in nil Inference); 
honoe they eMnot be regarded RS Jnjorence.-(1688· 1689) 

The following text proceeds to show the oaid ab<lenoe of nny idea of the 
BelatW...~ 
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TEXT (1590). 

"THE RIILA.TION OF THESE POTENOJIIS HAS NOT BEEN l'REVXOUSLY 

COGNISED ;-NOR IS IT OOGNlSE]) ~OW ; AND IT IS OlS'l .. Y ON THE 

BASIS OF SUCH COGNl'I'IONS THAT THERE COULD BE THE TWO 

P.ltEM:ISSES."-{1590) 

COMJIIENTARY. 

Prior to the tJ.m.e of Inference, the relation of the Potencies to the effects 
has not been cogniscd,-in the way in which the relation of Firo n.nd Smoke 
is previously recognised in the kitchen ; because th& Potencies are nol per
cq>tiOZt. This ahows that t.horo can oo no Major Premiss (M<Serting the 
Invariable Concomitance). 

' Nor is it cogn-i.sed now '~t the time of Illference ; for the same reasou, 
that they are nQt peruptiblt. This shows that there can be no Minor Premiss . 

Tho effect cannot be regarded as a property of tha Potencies residing in 
the Oause, as thoro can be no ground for this idoo.-(1590) 

TEXT (1591). 

"JN TD CASE OF l'ROVJNG THE POTENCY OF TD EAR, ETC., WHA.TEVE.It 

PUOBANS MIGHT BE l?UT FORWARD, WOULD ALL llE FOUND TO BE ' OF 

UNIQ!'O\VN SUBSTRATUM ' ; AS THE SUllSTRA.TU!>t \VOULD CONSIST 

OF THE POTENCIES TBE>ISELVES, AND THESII AltE STILL 

UNKNOWN."-{1591) 

COMMENTARY. 

tl'hen aga.iu, in t.l. caso where the Potenoi.es oi the Ear. etc. are mude the 
Subject of the Inference, whatever Proballl! (Reason) might be put forward, 
for the proving of the sa.id Potencies. would all ht\ ' of unknown subst.rotum ' ; 
because tho Potencies would oo thair substratum, and these are rwt known 
(as yet). 

From all thi• i~ follows ~ha~ all Potencies are cognisable through Pruwr111· 
ti<m, not through lrtjerence.- (1591) 

TEXT (1592) . 

" (4) 'HE JS CORPULBN'r AND DOJ:lS NOT RAT DURING THE DAY '-oN 

UEA.RING SUCH WORDS, ONE CONCLUl>ES TBA.T THE MAN BATS AT 

NIGH~'; AND THIS IS Pruumpticm. based upon what t8 
lu!ard. "-[SJolo. V a .-P.R.ESUMJ.'TION, 51]-(1592) 

COMMENTARY. 

(4) Presumption based upon Verbal Oogniti<m is thoro when, on bearing 
the words that 'Devadatte is corpulent without medication, &nd does not 
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oat during the d&y ', ono concludos t.ha~ the man eatro beforolumd at night. 
Such an oii&Umption is Prut<mption.-{1592) 

The following might be urged:-' 'l'he idee. that tho Man eats at night 
is derived from the so.id wot'Cls-He i• eorpu!onl and eaiB not durinn 11 .. d<ry
themselv•• [so that it io only & ease of V orbaZ OognUion].' 

Tho nnawor to this ia "" folloW1! :-

TEXTS (1593-1598) . 

.. As A MATl'KR OF i'AO'r, TilE IDEA 01' Tllll NIGHT (A~fO THE MAN liATlNG 

AT NIGHT) CANNOT BB DERIVED IIRO!t Tllll SRN'l'I!NOlil Sl'EAJUNO 011 

THE J)ay (AND TKE MAN NOT EATING); BECAUSE WliAT IS l1Xl'RIIS8ED 

BY THll WORDS OF THll LA.TTBR HAS NO connulion WITH ealin.g aJ, 

'Aighl. NOR IS '!'llliRE ~y CONTRA DIS1'1NOTION WBERI!BY THE 

UTTER COULD INDICATE THE wing al night.-Non CA..~ A. S'&CONO 

(ANil 1'0TAt.T.Y DU'll'ERENT) MEANING BB A'l"l'RTBU'l'ED TO THE WORDS 

(Sl'IIAXXNG OF TKE })ay) ; BEOAUSll THESE ABII ALREADY TAKEN Ul' 

lN :&Xl'RI!SSING ANO'l'ID& lDBA.-Fllolo( ALL THTS IT F'OLLO\VS l'IJAT 

TRE IDEA IN QUESTION (Ov wing Ol niqhl) IS DEIUV'BD .rRO>! A TOT.t.LLY 

DU'J'!:RGNT SENTENCE PRESENT ONLY IN THll MIND OF THE l'lll!SON. 

-THUS TIIIIN, THlS SBNTE..'WE (IN 1'IIE MIND), TltoUGH IT JS NOT 

ACTUALLY VERBALLY EXPRESSED, IS YET DULY OOONISED,-AND IT . 

RAS TO BE POINTBD OUT wJUCH O:!o'li .A.XONG THE ],{BANS OF CoGNITION, 

PEBCB'PTJO~ AND THJI RI'.ST, IT IS \VIII OB BRINGS ABOUT THE COotnTION 

OF TJt~ SAID (UNh'l'OitMN) SEN'MlNOE.- As THE SENTENCE IS NOT 

ACTUALLY SPOKEN, IT COULll NOT DJ! Perception; NOR COULD IT DE 

Jfljcrenu, BECAUSE THII SIINTENOE HAS NEVER BREN FOUND TO 

BE OONCOXITANT WITH THE OTDR Jl'AOTOR; A~D llf, EVEN WHBN 

THIS REL.o\TION (OP OONOOMITAN<llt) HAS }o'J!VEl\ BJ!RN l'EROBIVED, 

THE ~AcTOR CONO'&RNBO WEIU! lll:O~EO AS AN l!.'JBRL'iTIA.L 

L'iDIOATIVE,-TIDIN TKB U'l"l'KRANON OF ANY ONII SENTENCE AOORT 

BRING ABOUT THB OOONITION 011 A'LL SENTENCES; BIIOAUSE ON TilE 

POX:!>"!' OF being 1iiV'tlowl, TBBRll WOULD Bll NO DISTINOTION 

BJ!TW'&EN ONE SE.'<T'IIliO'& AND ANOTBER."-(1693-1598HSkloka
IJIIrtiL-a-.tlrtlt/ipatli, 56-Gl.] 

00!\f:MENTARY. 

There a"' two kinds of m&aning po$11iblo in a sentence-in the fonn of (a) 
Conneet.ion ftlld (b) Contraclistinction; of the.e 'Connection' consists in tbe 

f 
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unillcat.ion or commingliDs of t.binp expressed by the word& liko Milk on4 
W atcr, and ' Contradistinction • oonsi8t8 in tbese t.biOil" oxpreosed atendins in 
the relation of ez.cluder and ~eluded ;-or ' Connectio1t ' COI18i8t8 in the welJ .. 
known roh>t.ion of eoUH and qfftcl,-and ' Contradistinction • in the e«cl!J8i<>n 
of tho unlikt.-In noither of thoae two forms could tho (UJ\8pokcn) sent<>noo 
'Ere oots at night • be tho mol\ning ol the (spoken) ••ntonco 'Ere oats not in 
the d~>y •. For instl\noe, tho word& of tho sentence 'Ere oota not in the day • 
denote the D~ and so forth ; and these heve no ' Connection • with eating 
at nigl~; as the two are enti:roly ditierent. Nor is thero 1 Oontm.distinction •· 
between them ; beeau.ao tho word ' day ' is never used in tho sense of tho 
fltgOSion of ,_,.i9h'-

n might. be argued that--" 'l'lwU M taU <U fliglll b another maaning of 
the srune sente.nee 'He c.te not in the day'." 

Tho answer to this is-' ;N,. con a .ucond meaning, «c. elc!-Thcre 
e-au. bo no assumption of another meaning for tho sumo sentence,~ it is 
outiroly token up in oxp,....ing the idoo of the man "~ eating in the d4y, 
ond hence cannot expl'()68 the othor id"" th&t M eau at nigl". Consequently 
tho idea of the nu>n eating at "iglll muat be oxpressod by &notbor sentence. 

'P..- in the mind '-Thia shows that the cognition ia not Verbal 
''1'1101Jgl• it io 1U>t .. r!>aUy o:eprund ' ,-i.&. even though it is not Verbal, 

duo to worda; as in the ma.nnor ahown above, it cannot bG vcrOol ct>gnition.. 
For tho cognition, then, of the sentenoo--' Ho oat& &t night '-whieh 

U.understood (in thoMind), aomo 'l\1- • will have to be pointed out.; which 
could only be on& out of Perception and tho rest.-And ye• it. cannot be any of 
thoso. Eronee it must be an cnt.iroly diAtinct. Means of Cosnition.-This i3 
wbat is meant. 

T he idea of the requ.irod Monna being ono from among Porooption and the 
root i8 next refutod-'A• tllll •<>•tcnce, uc. eu:. '-Tlw soutonoo oxprw<i.ng the 
idOt\ of the man eating at niglll, not being actually Bpokon, ce.nnot be of the 
nnt.tu'O of Perception. booo.URe it ia not lw:ortl. Nor c.o..n it. bo or the naturo of 
lnloroooe, because there ia no relation (of eoncom.itanco). For inst.o.noe, the 
oentcnce expressing tho fact. of wing at night ha$ never been perceived in 
aaociation with tbo sentence speaking of nt>WtJling ;,. IM doy,-wrueh faet 
alolle could constitute the Nll\tion of concornitanoo betwoon tbo two. Nor 
il thoro eny other InferentiAl Indicative avoilablo. 

It might be argued that, " oven without the perception of any relation, 
it could be regarded as au Infercnt.io.l !n(licativo ", 

'rho t\tlSWer to that i&-' And 1j, even when. m. tlc. '-'J.,ho.t is to say, if 
i t could bo an Inferential lndicauvo ovon when it is not lo.>own to be related, 
then from the u tterance of tho sontonoo speaking of tho man not-eating in 
the day, there should follow tho cosrution of all sontouoco,-not only of tho 
aentenoo speeking of eoling <U nighi.-Why !-Boea11•o. ,.. regards being
<Uooid of .-.latwn, the oontonoo •peaking of eating at niglll doeo not. dilier 
from 1\DY othar sent.ence ; tba~ il, in tbo point. of being Mt-rclol44, allsent.enees 
stand on the same footins.-(169$-1698) 

The following 'l'o:r:~ deacribea the PrOAumpt.ion bosed upon Analogical 
Cognitio•> :-
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TEXT (1599). 

"(5} Tns Cow IS LIKEN BD TO Tllll Gat'<lya,- A COGNITION JS l'RODt'CED 

B¥ THIS LlKENBSS,-THll l'OTENOY L'! THB OBJEOT WIIBREBY lT 

BECOMES Al'l'JlERENDED BY TRAT COGNlTION,-IS 

DBRIV11D ON Tllll STRBNQTR 01' TRB SAitl 

.AliALOOJOAL CooNlTtON."-(1599) 

COMMENTARY. 

(5) When the object, Cow, ialikoned to the Oavaya, there i8 in the Cow tllu 
capocity to be apprehended by the Analogiee.l Cognition ; and tbio capacity 
i8 d&rived from th6 Ar<ngl/a-P....,umption--bas6d upon that .Me.logical 
Oognition.-(1599) 

Tbolollowing ~'ex~.> describe the Pto6UIXlption bll88d upon Prosumpt.ion-

TEXTS (1600-1601). 

"(6) bAS)I'UCU AS THE D£.'fOTAT10l( OP A WOBD CANNOT Jl~ OTH£8· 

WISE DEFTh'liD, W'£ ASSUXE TB:B EXPRESSIVE :FO"l'BNOY 01' WORDS ; 

JSD AS THIS l'Ol'BN~ll' WO'(ILI) NOT BB OTBEltWISII l'OSSDILB, 

\VII DBDUCB, THROUGH ANOTIIER PltESUlolPTlON, T8:& 

ETERNALITY Oll WORDS ; (ShklcaiJilrtikar-AriJI.lipaUi, 
6-7) ;-BEOAU811 \VHAT IS NON·E'l'IIRNAL 

CANNOT BE 1\IILATED TO Al>."Y CoNVllN· 

TION."-(1600-1601) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Ab/oid/14 '- Denotation; i.e. exp"""""g of meaning.-Tbi8 oould not be 
<!ono by words, could not be dofined,-<>xoopt through E"'f''"U'i114 PotenqJ ;
having tbu.s '~' the oxp..-ive potency of Word, it ia found that this 
potenoy would not be othorwioo possible,- i.e. thoro is no other way of 
explaining such a Potenoy,-without recoguising tbo d6mality of words ; so 
that tbi8 oognition of tho eternality of words is also obWned by moans 
o! anothor Prosumption. 
Q~ :-"Why cnnno~ t.horo be Expressive Potency without 

eUma.Ucy' ,. 
A,.,...,..~· .&oowe ~ w non--..al, <k. a.. '.-That ie to ~ay, if 

what was perooived at tbo time of the making of the Convention does .not 
oontinuo to exilJt till t.he time of being uood, then, the making of the Oonvon
tioo would be entirely futile ; as Convention is set up only for purpoees of 
ua11g0 ; and tbo Word that ia P""''Dt at the time of uaage i8 not one with 
which the oonnection of tbo moaning had bean set up at the time of tbo 
<Jonvention. 

i 
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Or, the te>:t may be explained in anot!wr way:-' Tculananyagati(o '
sinoo, of the word existing at the time of usage, there is no di.f':ferenee irotn tht) 
word perceived at the ~ime of the making of the Convention.- How is it 
known that the!'$ is no difference ?-A~r-Because what i8 non--eternal~ 
etc. etc. '-(1600-1601) 

The IoJJowing Te:ct.a describe the Preswnptdon ba..-r;ed upon Negation :-

TEXTS (1602-1606). 

" (7) THE ABSENCE OF Ohaitra Fl\Olll THE HOUSE HA VINO BEEN COGNISED 

THROUGH NEGATION, THJil COGNITION OF THll PRESENOE 011 Ohaitra 
OUTSIDE THE HOUSE WHICH IS ~lARKED BY ms ABSENCE, HAS BEEN 

OITED ; THtS IS TO BE REGARDED AS ANOTHER KIND 011 l'R!IsU•1P'l'ION, 

b<.std upon Negation. [Shlokavdrtikar-Artluipa.tti, 8-9).-Tms (PRE· 
SUlllPTION) IS DJBFERENT llll<)M INFERENCE, BECAUSE THE MiNOR 

PREMISS (PrObans as ·residing in t'he. Minor Te1'>n) AND THJil OTHER 

FACTORS DO NOT FOBM l'ABT Oll IT. WHEN THE obje<;t C<>g'lliSeiZ, 
IS EITHER THE :li{AN CONNI':OTElD WlTR THE EXTE.RIOR (OF TJIE 

HoUSE), OR TJIE EXTERIOR CONNECTED WITH Tl:lll 1\t\N,- IN tlTJIER 

CASE, BOW COULD ' ABSENCE IN THE HOU$11' SERVE AS TJIE PBOllANS 

(B.&SIDINO IN THAT SlJB.TBCT) ?-{Ibid., 10-12].-WHAT IS REGARDED 

AS THE PBOBANS IN THIS CASE IS THE ' ABSENCII OF THE LIVING 

MAN IN THE HOUSE 1 
; AND THERE OAN BE NO COGNITION OF THIS 

ABSENCE wn•HOUT KNOWING HIS l'EESIINCE crutside the HoU8e. (Ibid. , 
19).-AS l>OR l''U:RE 'ABSENCE IN THE HOUSE ',- APART FROM THE 

IDIIA OF ffiS BEING alive-SUCB AllSENCII IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF 

DEAD PERSONS ALSO, AND BENCli: CANNOT BE A PROOF OF HIS pr1!8~ 

O'Ul$ide ".-[Ibid., 21).-(1602-1606) 

COMMENTARY. 

'fhe ab8enu of Oha·itra has been cognilled by the Negation-absence,
of Perception and other Moans of Cognition ;-the HouS<> is qualified by this 
ascert&ined absence ;- i.e. the idee. that • O}l(Jitra is not in the House ' ;-t\nd 
the presence of Ohaitra,-if he is !\live- is cogoiS<ld as being outside of the 
said House ;-thia cognition, in the form • Ohaitra is outside the house ',
has b..,. c~in the BMwa, by Shabar(l$ll{imin. ; that is, only a.s an indication 
of the other kinds of Presumption; e.g. when Devadall<> is alive, if he ia 
not in the house, there is Presumption of him as being ont of the house. 

This is an exa.mple of Presumption based upon. Negation. 
Almost all Na,yiiyi.'l:i'U he.ve itlcluded Presumption under 'Inference'. 

In refutation of this view, Kumarila adds-' Thio is dif!erttu from Inferetu:A>, 
etc. etc. '-lno.smuoh as the Proban.'J, etc. do not enter in't9 it a.a factors-
as its causes-this must be different from Inference ; just like Perception. 
Because the object ol cognition iri this ca.se is either Ohaura qmtlifi.td by the 

4 
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p~ o~<t•i!U llu /l()out, or the p~ QUUidt t.M l•o•u• qualifltd bg Ohait.ra. ; 
in eithor ~. how could the a.bHnoo of ('hoitra, which rosid .. ol..,where 
(inside the Rouse) ..,..., M the Proboln!t I Tllat ;. to AAy, it could never 
serve M the Probft.ns. 

Thc:l\ again. if absence in the Hott8e were A88mned us tba Probt\118,- it 
could bo so asswned Oll ly in one or tho other of t.wo 'wtloys-i.o. o.ither a-s 
llu. oboeno. of t.M li•ing De~ in 11•• HoWlo, or obsenu in 1111> HOWIO 
in gonuuL lu the lormer case, there would be thio objection-th.tt • tl•• 
~ of tltt. living tli(J'ft, etc. etc. ·-· tMre can k no tognition. of thi1 nb.ltenu, 
etc. ttt. '-1~hat iR, th~ cognition or the living 1>4mdalta-the certainty 
regnl'cling it- wol1ld not he pos~iblo \11\til h.ifl pi'Nirnoo ou taide is d <tfiuitely 
known. 

WhAt i.o mean< by tl<i.o i.o that. u.., l'robans in thio e&<e would be one 
thAt i• · iundmissible ', and thAt ii it i• edmil!.o<ible, it;,. !utile. 

Jl the ~econd nlU>rnAtive i.s IICC<Iptod [i.e. ab .. ,.,.;,. t.M Homo in ~·erol 
is t·hE'l p·,·obt'l1~]. t.ho Probfttll( would be Inconclusive ; M cveu when De''l\dat.t t\ 
iFo dN~d. people recogniso hiA a.bsenco in tlu) R ouao. ThiM iR whnt i" .Y1own 
in tho word.H ~ 48 for ptU"' ~ in tht. Hou&e, etr .. eu. '.-' l 'iflymminalU(J. ' 
;,. being a/i ... -(1602-1006) 

\Yi1 h tho following Te:rJs begin t·he refutut icm of tho nbcwo view 
(reg.uding Pre81unption nl4 n distinct Mtanrt of Cognition). 

Jn the first plnoo, the definition lhut hns boon provided ;,. not • rroJ"'r 
on&- to•or instAnce, tho definition pro\idod is that 'Pn!dmmption coa'bCi~ts in 
tluo prowuroing of tu> imperceptible !act without which a perooivod or 11<'nrd of 
fnct would not bo poMihla ' . In eounootion with th_iH. the following points 
lu\vo to be eoru<idorod :-H M t ho rolntion of that lm~ptiblt fact with tJle 
pmeirtd and heard off""u heon pel'COivod anywhere. or not I ll it hAA 
been pt'roeh-ed. tJw.u tbe cognition in question beeorner- An ln.jtrttiN. as 
brough< nbout by the per<:eption ol the Mid ReiAtion.- TI tho Relntinn hAs 
no: l>oc-n porcoi vtXl, t.hon, in that. CMO. Ule non·b1lming power or :fi'irt' 1night 
aiKO ho prt&~tm.td, in t ho KOme way M it-6 burnin(J t>Ower h.4: boCt\\lim ~o~o fnr 
a.~ lx-ing not related iR eonccmed. both Mtt\nd upon the xHJne fooHul{.-It 
might be nrgued that.-" in&8lnltch aa Fire has never boon actually fo\Utd to 
be .-eiAtod with ..,..bom>ing -· thoro can be no prr.t11mpllo11 of this 
IAtl<!r ".-But in thnt """"· there •hould he no pruum~ion ol tho burning 
power i\180 ; beca.u!fo Firo has never been seen to bo l\.MOciatOO. with that 
power. Thus it is only w h CJ\ the relation betwoon two things i& woll lo1own 
that, on Meing one of the t-wo invariably eoneoru.itant mombera of that reJa... 
tion, there can be a proAttmption of the other relative ~ wbm this 
hAA been p....,umod,-it ia only through the said Relation; ant\ hence this 
presumption become.& included \mde_r 'lnforonoo •. 

Tho e xe.mpl"" also iliM lu.ve been cited aro not right. Tl>o•• t•xnmples 
hAve heon cited to ahow thAt through four Pruumptil>?18 one cogni81'• the 
Po~m<~t of something known through Pereoption And the other )feana of 
Cognition. 

'l'he author peinta out the defeot that i• common to a ll the•e :-

• 
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TEXT (1607). 

AI' ART PROM THE Pow.t OBJ£0T, THBRB IS NO SUOR THING AS' POTBNOlr ' > 

WHICH OOULD BB OOOlnSBD BY Ml!ANS Olt PBESUMP1'10N ; AND AS 

FOR TlfE P OTENT OI!JBCT, lT IS OOONlSBD 'l"RROUGB 

Pl!ROlll'TlON ITS£LF .-( 1607 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

Iruwnuch 88 Potency iA nothing apart from the Potent objoc~-end 

the Potent object i.o cognisAble by Pen:ep!.ion.-Presumpt.ion would be 
apprehending whet is nlready llppn>hended; and on th&t ground aloru>, it 
could not be n>gnrded as n MenWJ of Valid Cognit.ion. 

The mor\tion of ·' Perception ' in t lilia con.nootion if! only by way or 
illustration.- ( I G07) 

The following 'l'ezu point out lhe obje<>tion.o tb&t are appUonble tpeci..Uy 
to th&t example of Proeumplion which hM been cited as boltd "-""" 
Pwceplion :-

TEXTS (1608-1610). 

JN TRB OAStl 01' SUCH PHliNOMIINA .<S Burning AND THE REST, TRllm 

OAUSR IS AOTITALLY PBROliiVIID IN TIIII ltORM OF Tllll Fire AND Tlll!l 

BltS'I', AND TRBRB IS NOTHING WRONG OR ITNOBRTLIN IN TBIS PER- . 
CEl'TlON i WHAT TJ(EN COULD ' POTENCY' BE, AFABT ntoM TJIOSB 

OAUSli:S 1-!Jt TRB ' POTRNOY ' IS SOMETRlNG DIFFERBNT (PROM THE 

SAID C AUSES), THEN A~ THAT ' POTENCY' WOULD DE WHAT BRtNOS 

-"BOUT Tllil BFFBOT, TKII object (CAUSE) lTSBL11 WOULD NOT BE AN 

ACTTVI! AGENT AT At.t. (0< TIU BRINCHNO ABOUT 011 THAT B1111BOT) ; 

TF, ON THE OTHER lLL'"D, THS OBJECT DO'£.~ B.ROfG ABOUT T.D En.ECT, 

THEN TOE PO'l"ENOY WOULD SOT BE A...VYTillNO DD'PER1:NT ; 

"BEOAUS'E THE OHARAOTRRIS'TIC FEATO:RE Oi' THE 'OBJBOT' IS THAT 

l'r SlfOULO lll'l capablt of fjJectit-t- action ; AND THAT THII OBJECT IS 

$0 OAl'ABLB IS t.l'lARNT ll'ROM PBROBPTION ITSBLF.-(1608-1610) 

OO~lME~'TARY. 

''l'Jw. il noU!ing wro,.g. ek:. ' -This com pound is to be taken as an 
adverb (modifying the verb 'por<:<>ived '). 

If tl>o Potency i$ rognrdod to bo something different from tho object, 
then,-in the bringing about of too effect (in the sb&pe of tho phenomenon 
cited), the Potency being the oftocti,·o agent, the objoct itself would ooaso 
to be an acth-o agent ; which would moan that lbo object ill a ...,_ily; 
..., the ebar&otori•tic of tho E"fllily i.o that it obould be capoW. of efftdi.
actio». 

I£, in order to guard ogninl!t the objoot becoming a non-ontity, it bo 
admitt<ld that the object doos have some action in the bringing about of the 
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afl:ect ooncenl4<1,-thon the ' PotlnlCII' c<>uld 11<>1 bo o>lylhing differ~ 
the objoct.- Why !-Because 'Potency ' ean bo only that form-or nature, 
-hich ill eapable of atreciive aetion ;-it eannot bo Myt.hing eb!e. 

Aa ~ the ,·erbol ~ression • the Poteno)· of the object '-wluch 
impliM oome oort of a differenoo between the two,-t.hat ill me~~nt to diseani 
the notion of any other kind of difference, IUld is used in tltia form only with 
a view to the enquiry a.s . to what • Potency ' ia, ........ nd the iloMWer is tbat 
il U l1lf ob;#CI iUtlf.-(1608-1610) 

The following migbt be urgOO-" O~ityfor tJJK!i!JO Cl<li<>n is not the 
oha.rnoteriatio o{ Potency ; it ia something else ". 

The o.nawer to that i$ a.s follows :-

TEXT (1611). 

TB:IU IS NO M'RANS OF ~OWING ANY OTB:E& OllAliAQrEl<ISTIO OF Poii::M1j. 
. Ev1IN n Sl.lCH ANOTB:Ell CHAl<AOM!RLS'I'IO WERE KNOWN, TIIEllE 

WOl.lLO BE NO USE FOB IT ; AS TB:£ lDROT WOULJ) BB 

ACCOllll'LlSIIBO BY TRB MERE PBJISJrliOJD Olt 

THE ()Bnor.-(1611) 

COMMEN:J'.ARY. 

Thoro ie no means of knowing any other ohara.ctorilt.ic of t Potaney • ,
'vWob Means could distinguish Pouney from • NogM.ion '-in the form of 
l1lf ablenco of llU c<t.!'<'Cit!I.-Evon if such a. cho.nl(lteristio were known, it 
would oorve no useful purpose for men who would bo seeking for tJJ~ive 
oeli<>n: booou8& the needed efiective notion will hove been accomplished by 
tl .. ,.ue,.......i.o. by the very nature-of the Objoot iteolf ;-$11 hes been 
<leclared in the following words: ' To poroona seeking for olfootive actio•>; 
what would bo the use of oogitating over what i& not fit for effective action r 
Cett.o.inly, the young woman boa no need to con8ider whether the impotent 
mM i.o ualy or handsome '.-(1611) 

TEXT (1612). 

b TB'JI OTKER CHAl<AOTElUSTIO Olt 'POTENOY ' WBBJl HliLO TO BB COO· 

NISABLII TKROUOH Plu:sl.lKPTIO!i BASliD l1PON THll UCT Olt THB 

IIDJ!CT BmNG OTRIIRWISE IMPOSSIIlLII,-TW:S CANNOT 

BB RIGHT, ·as THB EFJIBOT IS AQrl.lALLY 

'pR()Dl.lOltD OTB:ERWISE,-AS IT PRO· 

OEEOS l'ROll! 'I'HE 0B.TEOT 

ITSELF.-(1612) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbo loUowing might be U<gOO-" There ia another characteristic of 
Polmcy-that i.o, POI<n<y which ia alw&y>l cogni.oable through the fact of 
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the effect not being otherwise possible; ao th~>t-' being inferred from . the 
effect ' would be the characteristic of Potency ". 

Tllis definition of Potemy e&nnot be right.- " Why 1 "-Beea\la6 IM 
effect i.s actuaUy produced olherwiu,-th!'t is, the effect is produeed oven 
w1thout S\lCh a distinct thing tMf • Potency • .-" How so ? "-I' proceed8 Jr<n» . 
llU> Object it.self.-Beel>use this effect proceeds from the Object-the Tlting
t horefore the existence of the effect ia possible even without the Potency ; 
so that what is the use of a.~wning the Potenc;o...,. a..'l P.omethiug apart from the 
Thing it~;elf ?-(1612) 

TEXT (1013). 

l!'IRE, AS APART l!RO>.t WATER AND OTHER THINGS, tS CLEARLY PERCEIVE!) 

AS CAPABLE 01! burning ; \VHAT THEN IS TilE USE OF THE SAID 

'POTENCY' !-(1613) 

COMMEh"TARY. 

'l'l\EI same idea is f\trther clarified-

TEXT (1614). 

IF IT BE URGED TRA't'--" TJm POTE.~CY IS NOT SOMETHING ABSOLUTELY 

DIFFERENT (FROM THE TmNG),-IT IS OF A DUAL CHARAOTB.R, 

BEIN"G :SOTK '(DIFFERENT AND NON-Oil"FE.RENT) u,..--ll'R'EN 

(THE ANS\VER IS THAT) IT CANNOT BE SO, BECAUSE OF 

SELF·OONTRADICTTON. AND l!lJRTRER, ITS non.-
dijjere:m:-t. (FilO¥ Tl!l! Tu:ING) WOULD JlE COG-

NISED BY PERCEl'TION.-(1614) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged:-" The objection urged would apply if 
we held that the Potenay is something absolutely different from tho Thing ; 
as o. matter of fact, however, we regard it to bo of a dual character, being 
both di.f!erent &ad non·di.f!erent " . 

This cannot be r ight.-" Why I "-Became of self·contradiction ;- if 
it is different, how could it be tum-di.fferem at the sa.me t.ime 1 If it is non
diffeitnt, how could it be di:fferem t There is clear sell-eontradicuon if two 
tnutually exclusive propertiea.--the presence of one of which must mean tho 
nbseneo of the other and """' ""raa,-e.re attributed to the sa.me thing.
In fa.et, being anotJw consists in not being the sa.me) as m found in the ease of 
' another self •. 

Granting tht1ot the Potency has the duo.\ chara.cter,-even so, that Potency 
of the dual character is cognisable by Perception itself ; because the ,..,.. 
difference of the Potency from the Thing is also cognised by Pereeptiou,
and not absoluu dijJOTence only; whereby it. would not be perceptible. Under 
the circumata.noos, the statement that ' Pote'ncy is always cognirsabl& from 
the effect' would become set aside.-(1614) 
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TEXT (1616). 

Tit£ ptru;plibilug (01' P~'<CY) BBJNO THUS l'.sTABLLSRRD,-ALL THAT 

IJ.o\8 BIIBN SAJD (BY T1IE orRJ!R PARTY) RROARDINO ITS NOT 

8£JNO OOO~ABLR BY !NPBRBNOK, DOBB NOT AI'Pl!CT 

US. BEOA USE rN TillS CASB WE DO NOT 

RIWARD T.on; OOONITlON TO UB OP Tlfll 

NATURB OF lnfer-enu.-(1616) 

OOMMEN'fAR Y. 

'£hon a.gl\.in, it has b(..ml. declared (by J{tmui•·ila, tteo n.bovo under 
T•"' 1689) !Jlat " J?o~neios of all Things b&eomo cogniaod through Pre.«unP· 
tJon " And 80 forth; where it has been shown that PoteneiDH cnnnot be 
inferred. That does not affect our position at all.-" Why ! "-Beeaus~ 
;,. tllit cou-of Poteney b&ing ,.,-up~ibk,-W6 do flOI rogard tile oogniti<m 
~ b. of tile noluro of Injonnt:l'; for the simple reMOn thAt InferenCft consists 
of IJl6 eognition ol only ouch things "" are not eogniaable by Pereeption. 

Thi1 ahowa tbet.lh6 arguments addueed are •uparlhto\ ... -(1616) 

H hu been argued above under Tm 1591, tbet '"whatever Reasons 
aze addueed in regard to the Potency of the Ear, etc. would all he such as 
have tboir sub&tr&tum un.bw""' ". 

The IU\8Wor to tJrilt la lhl followl5 :-

TEXT (1616). 

As RE(l•RDS SUOR THINGS AS THE AUDITORY ORGAN AND TUB LU<II 

WIUOR ARE ))lOT AMENABLE TO PEROIIP'l'lON,-'l'HIUR VERY 

llXJSTENOE, IN THE SBAl'E OF j?OTRNOY, IS COGNISED 

BY lNFEEENCE.-(1616) 

00:\IM.ENTARY. 

Ol>jl<li<>n :-" h has been said previously that their cifuti('O io proood; 
.... hy then ia i• ..aid now tbn• their ciotmc& io indieoud ! ·• 

&ply.~ 

TEXT (1617). 

"WHAT WAS AB8£JtTJ!O ON TIIB PRII\'lOUS OOOASION WAS ONLY TB:E FACT 

0~ TJIII Al'PltBliENSlON OF SOU!<D llBINO DEP.BNDBNT ON OTHER 

CAUSES.-oN THE GROUND THAT EVBN WH.EN ITS 

CAUSE WAS TRBR.E, IT DID NOT COMB ABOUT', 

lll':O•OSII SOM~TlllNO ELSE WAS ADSB!IT ; 

-AS IN THE CASB o:r; TllE SPROUT 

AND SUOH TBlNOS.-(1617) 

COMMENTARY. 

Exiot<ln<• ia uot proved run.etly ; what is proved is the fact of Audit.ory 
and Mher Poreoptious, M the Subjeet, being dependent upon other causes,-
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on the ground thn.t when the other cause. of i&S Auditory Pe:l"C$ption,-irl tho 
shape of attention of the mind-is not thete the Perception does not come 
about. TJU:; Argumontis fonnult\>ted as follows :-\Vhen even on the presence 
of something, another thing appears only oooi\Sionally (not alway>~), then this 
latter muat be dependent upon otl1er causes ; e:g. even whou the soB is th&re, 
the Sprout a.ppea.rs only OCct\.Siona.Uy ;-even when the attention of the 
Mind is there, the Auditory Perception comes about only oC<laaionally ; thia 
thus is " Roason based upon the natur;> of things. When this fact of 
being tkpendem upon other caU8u has been established, then it is deduced 
that that other cause must be the well-known Auditory Organ ; that is why 
it is said that existen.ce i8 cognised, in tlU~ way-and not direetl;v.-Henee 
there is nothing lvrong in this.-(1617) 

It has been argued (\lllder Text 1588) that-" From the injcl"1'ed mobility 
of the Slm, the Potency is cognised by Pl'08umption ". 

The answer to this is a.s fo11ows :-

TEXTS (1618-1619). 

WllEN THE SUN RB.<O.R"E:S ANOTHER PLACE, Wl{AT HAPPENS ALWAYS IS THAT 

IT IS BORN (AC:>.6.1N) IN A PLAOE 'OlliFERENT FRO~f ITS OI.UGINAL 

PLAOII ; THIS IS AS l'r IS FOlJNl> IN THII OASE OF THII FIRE· 

FLAME ; A TJUNO THAT REMAINS l'IIRMANF.NT l$ OF A 

TOTALLY DIFFERENT KIND ; OTHF.Jt\VISE SUCH 

REAOH!NG OF A>'<OTHER PLAOE WOULD NOT BE 

POSSIDLII.-As REGARDS PO'l'ENOY, IT JIA.S 

ALREADY BEIIN SHOW'N THAT IT IS 

NOTli!NQ Al'ART ~'ROM TliE THING. 

-(1618-1619) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thia shows that Prestunption is included under Inference. 
For instance, whenever anything ia found to reach another place, i t. is a 

ca.se of t.he thing being born in a plac.e othor than its original one ;-as is 
found to be the case when the firo-fiame moves from one place to the other ; 
-the Sun is found to be reaching another place ; hence this is Gn lnfol'$!lti10l 
ReaMn based upon the nature of things. 

This Reason eannot be ~garded as ( J.noonolusive,; booa.tlse a thing 
t.ha.t remains permanent-i.e. an object that always rom.ains in one e.nd the 
same form-cannot reach another place ; MJ it can never renounoo jts original 
position ; if it does renounce it, i t must be in a new form. born again. Th.ia 
is the :Reasoning sublating any conclusions to the contrsry. 

It might be o.rgued that-" Thi• Presumpt<on hl\8 been cited o.s proving 
the existence of the Porency, not the birth of the thing; how than is it that 
the Presluuption is ""id to be included under this Iufer<>nce ? " 

The al'l8wer to this is-' As regard8 Pottncy, elc. etc.'-{1618·1619) 
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The Author next point• out the objeotioUI! &ll&in." the enmplo of the 
' Fat Devadattt\ not eating in the da.y ', os ilhL'4trnt-ing P.rel'lumption .from. 
whc.t l1a8 bun heard :-

TEXT ( 1620). 

No OEBTADI OOONITION OAN BESIJLT FROM TlOi ASSERTION THAT 'Tire 
FAT MAN BATS NOT 1)01\ING THE DAY 1

1-AS THE SPEAR.£R r-uO UT 

BE •• $.~ERTINO THIS TRROUOJI ENMITY OR DELU~/ON 

. AND SUOH OTHIIR OAUSE.'J.-(1620) 

WhAt this •hcm'l ill thAt tbl're can be no Preoumption based upon \'erht\1 
Cognition.-( 162.0) 

The following might be urged :-"It is not that the otlter """ert.ion i1; 

indicated by the 61'8t KCntenoo, ou tho basiJJ o£ what is exproAArd by it;
it is indicated b,v tho AMert.ion itself; and the a.l\Sertion itJ!elf i,. directly 
peroeh·ed (berud ~" 

The ~·e:- tn thi" is as follo"-s :-

TEXT (1621). 

JE ANOTHElt EX1'Rli8&V:& STATEMENT IS lNDIOATED (IN Pl.lltllUMPTION) 

BY THll PIIIST STATBlOI..'<T, lNOEl'BNDBNTLY OP WRAT IS EX· 

PRESSJID BY JTSBLP,--TRBN THAT O'I'HEB STATEMXNT 

ALSO WOULD Th'DICA'I'E ANOTIBlt STATE· 

MllNT.-(1621) 

COMMENTARY. 

The sentence io oe.id to be 'independent of what i1; expl'681!ed by it' 
when it £unctions by itaelf, not through ito moaning; when the mero &entenoe 
by itself indicatoa (through Preoumption) the other sentence which is 
e~ve of a dellnite meaning,-then IMl OIMr -.....nt oloo 1C>OUl4 
indicato another 1-..m ; thet is, it would be possible for the oentenoe 
OMerting eoti"9 a' night to indicate onother sentence ; as t.h.e condition of 
boing ckooid of relation would be eqmilly presellt in the CMe of all.-1£ then 
it be se.id that tbo indicat.ion iJJ through wlu\tia exprossed by tho R.Nlt8entenoe, 
then the objection urged before remains in foroe.-( 1621) 

In the following TU!, tbe Author antieipetoa and an..wers the intention 
of the Opponent :-

' 

• 
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TEXT (1622). 

lB, TliJI IDEA OF ~V .JUT IS XX.l'ltESSRD BY THB SRNTENOE IS ADMITTED AS 

EllA.'<ATINO PROlol THE OTIUR l'EBSON, OR AS BROOORT ABOUT BY 

ANOTIJ&R MEANS 011 CoOI>"lTION,- TllEN THE COGNlTION OF wlwJ 
is U;prtssed BY TJ!ll LATIIR SENTENOR ~lAY BE REOAR.DED 

AS POLUlWJNO FROM TffA'f.-(1622) 

CO~DIE~ARY. 

Tn ordor to avoid the incongrui ty 1.rg&<i above, it might be l&id thllt the 
dependence of whet i• exproooed br the flnlt sontenco is also ndmitted,
aa ~:nn_nnt.it\g from the other por14on (who hM A.Raorted tho.t I tho ro.t Devada.ttA 
does not t~at du'rlng thft day') who is known to be reliabJo ;--or M brought 
about by another Meano of Cognition-Perception, etc.-whereby it is known 
that the fat Dev,.datta does not eat during the day. 

The &DB\\'tr t.o this is-' Thm 1/i& oogn;titm, ttc. eu. '-That io, tbo cogni
tion of tho fact itself (exprcAAed by the seoond 86ntence) might follow from 
that fact (ex1>re .. ed by the 6rot sentence)-i.e. from JatnUJI along wiiJ> n<>t 

eating in t/14 <lay; and there need be no indicAtion of the .. ..u"" in tho mind. 
And in tht\t ce.se, tbe cognition would become included under Infer•nu, 
and ben<e Presumption noed not be a oepou-ate"""""' of Cognit.ion.-(1622) 

The following T""'lshoW11 how tbo said cognition become• included under 
c lnforence • :-

TEXT (1623). 

WHAT IS OOONISED IS TilE MAN SPOKEN OP AS RllLAT£0 TO eating at 

11ight ;-ON TIDI GRO\TN 0 OF IUS being flU while going wit/wut food 

during tM day,-LJXR ANOTHER PERSON. 

-(1623) 

CObiMENTARY. 

']f/tJ/.1 '-<!pokon of,-i.u. th& Mo.n "" related t<> eating at t~ighl·. Tho 
Probru>JI ia-' because while going without food during tllo day, ho io fa~ 
• like ano/J>er per~~m' ill tho Corroborative Inatanoe. 

Thia i~ a Probans in tlle fo':"' of' effoe~o '.-(162_3) 

Ques,io" ,._ .. How itt the relation or CaW~e and Effeo~ known in this 

case 1 '' 
A""""r :-
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TEXT (1624). 

THAT TKflRE IS jaln1!88 WREN TIIERB lS tating IS :KNOWN WITH CERTAINTY 

TKROUGK POSITI\'! AND NEOATIVI'l CONOOMITANCE ; AND HENCE 

Tllll COO:NITJO!l OP OJ<I'l TIUN(l POLLOWS PRO)l TKI'l 

OTJBR WHICH IS TIJUS RJlLATBD TO IT.-(1624) 

00Ml£E).'TARY. 

The relation of Oa..,. and Effect betwoen Patruu and Eofi~ between 
Pin and .Smoi:e,-il known with cutaint)' ; whereby it is right that there 
ahould be cognition of one t.hing-i.o. IM &litlg-(which is the Oause) from 
another thing-i.e. the 'Fatn-, which il related to the former as ita effeet.. 
But it oannot be rigbt that the cognition of ono sentence ahould proceed 
from another sentence which il not ao related to it; "" if there were 8\lch 
cognition, then there would be incongruitiea.-(1624) 

The following Tt:te •howa '~hat the incongl"uity would be :-

•rEXT (1626). 

How OAN A SBNTIINCB BB COGNISED, WlnCJI lS DEVOID Oll' ALL RELATION· 

SRTl' ! (}riJliBWJSB ALL TRJNOS WOULD l'E OOGNISBD TKROUQH 

A SINGLE TII!N0.- (1625) 

OOM:MENTAR.Y. 

Row can o. senOOnct\ bo cogniwd, whioh ie devoid of u ln.tionship-such 
as tha.t of IIRmono•• and o••igi•~<alon I It. onn never he oogniscd. Olherwis&
if a sentence devoid of nll relatiouship woro cognisod,-from Any single thing 
-in the s.bape of tho J ar for instnnoe,-aU jars \VOuld booome cognised. This 
however does not lmppen. Henoo tbo cognition must be held to foll<>w from 
a definite rolationahip (of <>oncomitAnoe).-(lB25) 

The foll<>wing text further olucid&tol tb& incongruities involved :-

TEXT (1626). 

WREN TKERB lS NO R£LATIONSill:P-OR WHEN, EVlll< THOUGH EXISTmiT, 

THB R.ELATIONSJJJ:P IS NOT DJ:YD"l"l''ELY KNOWN',-0' TO OTHER 

SBNTENCil \~R.II INDIO.O.TBD, IT WOULD BB VNltELtABLE 

(INVALID).-(1626) 

OOM?tiENT.ARY. 

The idea reellyil that there w a relt.tlonship between the two sentences.
But if, at any time, thoro il no rel&tionship betwoeo ono sentence and another, 
-<>r if existent, it il not de6nitely known. and hence is aa good aa non· 
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&xistent,-if, wh<!n the rolatioMhip is no~ definitely lcno""'· if th& oecond 
tenteaee \vere indieated,--euch indication would be invalid ; that is, i.t would 
be n l>Me1ess cognition ; 1\1\d if l>Me1eoo cognition& wero odmHted, th<>n the 
incongnlity of everything being indicated by everything would be inevitable. 
-(1626) 

The following Ttxt nnt,ieipatott o.n. argmnent from tho Opponent.'s Kta.nd· 
poi.n~ :-

TEXT (1627). 

"TK!tRE IS ::<0 SUCH ROYAL IIDICT AS TIUT 'THAT ALONE IS VALID WHICH 

IS RELATED'. How DOltS v.u.tDtTY ATTACH TO PIRCEPTION, lN 

WHICH THBlUt IS NO RELA't'lO>;SRll'! "-(1627) 

CO~'Th'lENTARY. 

'l'he Opponent says :-'1 '.L'ht\t vl\lidity can a.ttnch to only what. iK :related 
CM, u.t best, 00 only & Royal .Ec'lict; there ca.n bo no re0801\ for s uch an idea.. 
For instnnce, if it were not a R.oyl>l .Edict· that • va.lidity can ..tt&oh to only 
what is related ',-how 00\tld tbe.re be any validity in PercoptiOJ\, in which 
tbero ie no Relationship! This hM to be explained ".-(IU7) 

Th<> answer to the above ia provided io the following-

TEXTS (1628.1629). 

!Jo SOMETRlNG UNRELATED OOULU llE COGNISED,-'l'IIKN WRY SHOULD 

NOT TRI<RE lllil OOONITION OP OTirER THINGS ALSO I B&OAUSE IN 

TIIB MATTER Oil heing unrelated, NO DIS't'lNOTION AMONG THINOS 

OA.N llE PEROE!VliD. lN THlt CASE Ol' PEROBPTION ALSO, 

\'ALIDITY RESTS Ul'ON RIILATlONSlfll' ONLY. TJ££ 
VALIDITY OP A OOONITlON CO:SSlSTS 1.'< ITS BIUSO 

in cmaformity (WITH TRB RB.U. STA.TII OP 

THINGS), AND THil:l CO,_"l''RMITY D.El'.llNDS 

Ul'ON TJI£ Pl:ROEPTlO>; OWINO ITS 

BXISTBNOE TO THE Tut..><Cl PER· 

OlillVED.-(1628·1629) 

COMMENTARY. 

U an unrelated thiog could be oognised, then there '•ould be "n incon· 
gruity,-bocause t.here oould, in that oaae, be no diot.inction between one 
thing and another,-tbo abeonoe of relationship h<>iog equally p,_.nt in all 
thioga. You have not. given any &na'\\"et to this contention of ours. 

All for the question- How is there validity in Porc6ption. in which there 
il no Relationship !-it ia ~l&vaut; because no one rep.rds Peroeption to 
be valid, in t-he absence of a Relationship. In fe.ot., even .in Perception, 
validity rests \lpon Relationahip only. 
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The reason lor this is pointod out-' Tho mlidity of" cognition, et<>. etc.'
• Validity' consiats in conf<mnity, which is the capMity to get at tho rel\l 
thing ;, and how oould this conformity be unreservedly admitted in the case of 
Perception, if it did not derive ito own existence from the thing peroeived ? 

-(1628-1 629) 

The followinB Tt:tt explainR what would be wronJt it it were othorwi~~ :-

TEXT (1630). 

NO SUCH 'OO~PORYITY • WITH THB llE.AL STATE OF "l'JJJNGS CO!'fCERNBD 

OA..'i BE OEBTAIN, IN A 000!11Tl0l< OF WUIOlf THE PAl!TICVLAit 

OliJlJOT IS NOT Tllll BASIS, OR IN ONll WIDOH HA.$ NO 

(OBJECTIVE) BASIS AT ALL. OR BLSJl, THERE 

WOULD BE OONPOI<MITY WITH ALL 

(THINOS).-{1630) 

OO?.OIENTARY. 

The compound • atad4/oitul,>' i& to be expounded "" 'na·taddhltul,> ' ; 
• taddhltui> • being expounded AA th~t of which tho particular <>bjoct is the 
(objective) basis; that is, that whicl• is based. upon l<}fMt.hing el8• ;-ill &uch a 
cognition,-and also in a cognition which h&• no objective h&oi&,-i.e. which 
is devoid of all objective baclcground,- tbere can be no • conformity with 
the real state of t.be thing concerned', in all caaoa. "Wbat then ! "-There 
would be confonnity with all thinss. So that the iucongruity ia p~nt in 
this case also.- ( 1680) 

Or, what tho affirmative aentonce 'Devadatt.& is !at and he eats not during 
the day' does is to bring a.bout tho inference n! its own cause, in the ohope 
of the speaker'• pa.rtiou!IU' • deaire to speak ',-thia inference being baaed 
upon the Indioative in tha ohope of the effect of the said desin>; aud then 
it brinss about the idea of tho contnory sentence 'He eats at night ',
but by implication, net directly,-through the infer<Htce of the charncter of 
the Cause,-just as in th& ea~ of smol<e, there is implicat.iou of it4 boing 
due to defect in tbe luol. 

This view i> wbat is oxpou.ndad in the following-

TEXT (1631). 

OR, IT lltAY BE TKAT \VHAT IS INIIBRI<ED IS THE SPEAKER'S ' DIISIRII TO 

SPIIAK ' R'JILATING TO TKE SIIOOND STATIIMIINl'; BY TmS Tl!liRB 

IS OOONITION 01' NZO .. TION FOLLOWING FROM THJI 

A.l'l'IRMA.Ttn ASSDTION.-(1631) 

OO~IENTARY. 

• By this '-i.e. by the Infore11oe of the charo.oter of the CMtAo,-not 
directly; becauae i t is lrom the atlltmative sentenoe that the said 'dosire 

I 
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to spuk' iR npprebended,-.in which 'desire •, the negAtive sentence also 
figure.<. Othorwioe, if the eoting m niglll did not figur<> in the said ' d$ro 

to speak', and mere d<nial of eaJ.ing wero meant, then tbe statement would 
havo been in the form 'Dovn.dat-ta doeR no~ eat • and the terms • fe.t • and 
' dur;ng the day '<would not be there. 

' V£1"lmloo~~ '-tho cognition of the oontrary oentenC<>.-(1631) 

H ba.s been ......ned (under T<%1 1609) that-'· tllll presence, in the 
cow, which io likenod to the Gavaya ', of the capacity to be apprehended by 
that cognition ia eognioed by Analogical Cognition " 

Thia ia reful<>d in the following-

TEXT (1692) . 

THII VALIDITY 011 .'L'<ALOOIOAL CoGNITION RAVINO BEEN REJ!'UTBD IN 

D&TAIL, THE VALIDITY 011 PRXSUJ<l'TtON AlU8INCl OUT Ol' IT 

BEOOMBS REl!'UTBD AS A MAT'l'EB OF OOUBSE.-(1632) 

COllilEN'£Al'tY. 

Even granting the validity of Analogical CognitiOn, the ~ption 
basod upon thet cognition co.nnot be regarded as being a diat.inot Meana or 
Fonn of Cognition, ao it apprehendo wh~t ia alrMdy apprehendod; and also 
beeauBe there i• no &eparato cognisable thing, in tho shape of Potency, which 
could be cognised through it. 

This ia whot ia explained in the following-

TEXTS (1639-1634)'. 

Tml Cow HAS BUN HELD TO BE TilE OBJECTIVE BASIS OF ANALOGICAL 

Coom>rioN; AND IT JUS BEEN R'SLD 'l'HAT mE ol>jective ba8i8 
BRINGS ABOUT ITS OWN COGNITION, BY ITS lll£RI! PRESBNOE. 

UNDER THE CIBOUII4STANORS, WHAT WOULD lll! THE US!l 

ol' nu • PoTBNOY •, .tOR TJIB APPREHENSION wREllEOP 

PltRSVIC"l''ON BASED UPON ANALOGICAL 0ool<'1TIO!< 

IS &EQUIRBD AS A DISTI!<OT ?11~UNS OF 

CooNr.rxoN ?-( 1633-1634) 

COMMENTARY. 

• For IM appre/wm$itm whtreof '-i.e. for the cognition of Potency. 
The rest io oMily unde,.,.tood.-(1633·1634) 

Jt has been argued (under T- 1600) thot,.-" llwlmuch as the Denotation 
or a word eennot be othorwiao defined, wo .......,. the expreaaive Potency 
of Words, eto. etc." ;-where an example haa been cited of a Pr&8\UXI.ption 
baoed upon another PJ:e8lUnption. 

The following Te:a points out that the argument io ' Ineonclu.ive '-

7977 
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TEXT (1635) . 

• -t.'i A l!ATT.£R OP :Jl'AOT, H"""""B~ 11\ TRE AltS£!\C£ Or Mlmnr.t&f. THERE IS 

~01'1IL"'f0 INOOXPATJBLB IN TKB BXPRESSION OF 'T'HlNUS BY 

WORDS: JVST AS TBERE IS EXPRE.'ISIO!I BY SI!CII 

•lEANS AS TilE SHAKlNO OF TRE IIAN!l AI'D 

SO FORTR.-(1635) 

OOMMEN'l'ARV. 

'fhelln ill UO inoompn,tibilit,y in the &Xpl'Of4;1'4 iOn of thinftl' b_r tmch Mn
tltrnal mon.n11 RA th(ll 81~~rki11{/ of the hand, 1oinking of the tye and RO forth; 
similarly, oven in the o.'bsance of tho MmeneM of tho \\'ord (at the time of 
Convention &nd nt the time of U•nge), t-here should bo no iuoompatibility in 
the ""f'rtiiiSion of tiling>< by the Word. So that tho lMtnnoo li111t hM been 
cited ill Jncon.th&8-i\--e.. 

• Smnenue ' llC!te !ftandA for du'Nllily ; 'bo.ing differont' constitutes 
euanueaace; lwnct' • boing not\-diffOJ"(''ut or Mme' conHtitut~ tJcntal.ity.
(1636) 

&.'"' fh<' Opponrnt :-"It has bef.n point<'d out thn.t if tho \Vord were 
not oten'u\J, then it could not continue during t\ll the tim.a iw'tweet\ the 
Couvantion and the Usallt'." 

'rhp, f\ll.M\\'(\1' tO thlllt i~ l\8 foJIOWR :-

TEXT (H\36). 

WHAT !UUlV£.'4 AS THB CAllSE OF TKE RXPRRS.fJTV&NESS OF WORDS IS 

1'8:8 SA>IE:-"ESS 011 THE CONCEPTION, UK11 &hllking ; 
A~D THBRR IS !iO t~COM"PA'ITB1L1TY lN 

TRIS.-{111.~6) 

OO:i\OIENTARY. 

Though the Spccitic Individualities bei.ng all momentary, there can be 
ooncomitanco o•· continuity of them, yot ther<l &ro oomo S!"'cific 
lndividnnHtie~t whic.h Me so constituted thnt, oitJlcr diroctly or indireetl,v, 
t.hey beoomo the cau.so of an illu~=>ory concep t ion of BCJtJWnul; and hence 
becoming oonceivod ns tJlo f(Jm..t, tJtey becomo e:~>prurive, tb.rougb Conven
tion;-' Like Shaking'-i.o. just as Slulking 'io oxprOMivo '.-(\636) 

The Opponent urg88 the objection th~t "the in.otanca of '•hnking • 
that has been cited iA dowid of !M Probandum" :-

• 



' I 

i 
i 
f 
t 
~ 

f. 
t 
• 

O'I'HI':R FORMS AND Ml::ANS OF KNOWLEDGE. 803 

TEXT (1637). 

" TH0$1': ACTIONS THAT ARE SEEN SUBSISTING IN PERCEPTIBLE THINGS 

ARE ALL HBLD :ro Blo; ETERNAL, LI.KE THE LE"M'E£t$ JN THR 

WOBD,- ON THE GROUND 01' RECO(lNlTION."- (1637) 

COMMENTARY. 

"\\1e hold the letters to be otorna.l, on the ground o£ Recognition; in 
the same way, the gestures made by the Rand also are eternal; henoo the 
• Shaking' (of tha Hand) thM haa been cited is • devoid of the P•·obandum ',
(i.G. it iH not non·eternall ; hence that does not fo.ls ify our PremiAA " .
(1637) 

Qtu:stion :-If this is so, and the GE'lstures of the Hand, etc. are ctema.l, 
how is it that t.l\e$0 are not cognised always f 

An.twer (from the Opponent):-

TEXT (1638). 

"THAT TH:E$E ARE NOT APPREHENDED ALWAYS IS DUE '1'0 Tltt ABS8NCS 

OF THE INDICATOR. WHAT W'OULD BE THE 'PR-ODUCER' tTNDEJ'l 

YOlTR THEORY IS REGARDED BY US AS THE 

'!NOTCA'I'OR ' ."-(1638) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Thue '-i.e. tho Ge:st:u.rNi,-1 1:\ro not. {l,pprehen.ded n.lwa.yto~' ;-juR:t as, 
under your thoor~r, the Gestures are not perceived nlwayr.;, b&Ctl..use of the 
ebsenoo o£ the producer,-so, under O\tr vie\v al~o. i t is becauso of the nhsence 
of the indicator; so tht\t the samo explanation i1o:1 nYaila.ble for both of \UJ.'

This is whne t he Opponent meaDB.-(1638) 

The above argument is anaw~ed as foHows :-

TEXTS (1639-1640). 

!T CANNOT lll'l SO ·; SO LONG AS TIUl CAPACITY IS NO'I' OBSTRUCTED, ITS 

COGNITION SllOULD BE THERE ALWAYS; IN TRll A.BSllNOE Oil' TJIE 

SAID CAPACITY, IT SHOULD NlilVER BE TIIERE AT ALL. 

THUS NO' INDICATORS' ARE POSSUlLI': FOR TRE 

GESTURES. As REGARDS ' RECOGNITION ' 

JNDIOATINO eternality, TliAT JIAS 

BEEN AJ:,REAOY REJECTED. 

-( 1639-164()) 

COMMENTaRY. 

'£hero a.r<> only two alternat.ivos possible regarding the capacity of the 
Ge..<\ture!=; which are held to be ' indicated ' by certain indicators :-By their 
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natUI'O: (o) they l\o.ve tho capacity of hringing about. c.ognititinK-~"n' (b) t,ht'y 

do not luwo this capacity. 
If they have the ~d capacity, then the Cogni1ion pr<>ducible b~· lhese 

should be there alwa~t all tiJ'I'\M; bocau.c;.e their nature, bein~t etenull, 
could not be obstntctod by anything ; becau.r;e a t·hing to which {on 1\.C<.:ount 
of itlt Eto.rnality) no pocullt\.ritiM e.nn be added, c.t\n nov<'.r. for that reason , 
be obotrllotod. 

Jf, on the other band, they do not have the capacity, then, in thb Rb.<enoo 
of the cepaeity, the cognition produoible by them oould never be !hero. 
So where would be tlu! UM of tlu! In<Uootor l 

For those reosona, it iJ5 not poSBiblo for the Geatures, which nro held to 
be etern.al, to have any' indicator9 •, If they are non.eternaJ, h.o\vovor, it is 
possible for a new cbaraeter to be produood by tlu! Indicators, and hence 
in this ce.oe. the peesenoo of In<UootiVOR would be logical. 

It hM been asserted t.bet.-" They 1>ro held to be eternal, lik& Lett61>1. 
on the ground of R&oogt\ition ".-Tho answer to that is-' r.l.t regards 
RecognitWn, ttc. ttc.' ;-for tho proving of cumaliti; (the Probandwn), 'Rccogni· 
tion 1wt been put forwud ... the ProbaM ; and t.bio Rooognition ba8 boon 
alreedy rejected under the oxaminfttion o f the Permanence of Thing!~ (Ciwpkr 
VID).-(1639·1640) 

It hM been argt~od (under T~ 1602 et seg.) that.-'' The abHonco of 
Ohaitrn hl>ving been oogniood through Nojl;ation, etc. etc.". 

The answer to thl>t iAI ao follow>< :-

TEXTS (1341- 1343). 

IT OAN"!IOT BE BIGHT TO 02DUOli Tllll JlAOT OF Clr.uT&A BEING OOTSU>E 

Tltll HOUSE PROM TB» FACT Oil lUll ABSENCE TN Tll:E HOUSE, BECAUSE, 

TKJIRB BBINO A OHANCB OF ~S RA VINO DIED, TJill LATI'ER JIAOT IS 

CAP.t.BL'£ OP ANOTKEB ltXI'L.UfATION ALSO.-!Jr IT IS '1'H11 ABllltNCE 

OP TR.I lit>i11g MAN IN TH:E HOUSE TBAT IS IOANT TO BE TH!! BASIS OP 

TilE PaESUMFTION BRINGING ABOUT THE IDEA OF HIS BEUIO OUTSIDE, 

-THIS ALSO CANNOT BE RIOR'f; AS THE EtliMl!lNT OF Clll\TAlNTY 

WOULD BE LAOXINO. WHEN A MAN WITH ORDINARY POWEBll OF 

VISION DOES :SOOT SltB Chailra IN TKB HOOSJI, Hl! CAN HAVE NO 

OXltTAIN CoGNlTION REGARDING HIS BEING Gli~>t.-{1641-1643) 

COMJIIENTAR Y. 

'AMihor a:pla11<11ion • ;-it is pooaible for Oll4ilrn to be abient in the 
House, without being outaido. 

1 

• 

' 
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Tbil! &bows the • Inooncluaive' cbaracler of the R<>eeon pu~ formud. 
It might be argued that-" what io put forward aa the ba.ois of this 

part.icul&r inst.snoo of l'r<><lumption io the ab6enoo of the living Devadatta in 
tho House,-not more abeonoe.•• 

This cannot be right.-" Why ! "-Because the fact of DtvadaU<> being 
alitiC would still be doubtful. So that the P robo.n& would bo opon to the 
de!oct of being 'Doubtlul-bbnoo-Inadrnissible •, 

The ground of uncort&inty is st&ted-' When c> mon, etc. etc.' ;-<IoS thoro 
are no Me&ns of Asoort&ining the fact of Ohaitra being all ve, the ordinary 
ma.n with ordinary poweft of viaion would alwa)'$ be unoottein &bout it.
(164.1-1643) 

The following might be urged-" Even though tha man \vith ordinary 
powers of vision could not have any means of porooiving the fnct of Chaitra 
being alive, yet Inference and the oeber meo.ns of oognit.ion would be ahV&)'$ 
t>vo.ilable for him ".-This ill whet io urged in the following-

TEXT (1644) . 

" THB CERTAINTY REGARDING lQS BEING ALIVl!l BEING OBTAINED THROUGH 

TB:E Word OR OTHliR MEANS OF COONITION1-oERTAINTY 

REGARDING ms AJISIINOE IN THE B:OUSE BilliNG OBTAIN11D 

TB:ROUGII Ntgllti<m.,-DT!E VALIDITY WOULD BELONG 

TO THll l'RES'OXI'riON BASED lll'ON 'mE 

NEG~ON."-(1644) 

QOi\fMID,'T ARY. 

'Through. !M Word '-i.o. whon n. word u ttered by him le heard, or when 
nn v.soetio engaged in austoritioe behind the wall says thet ' 0/witra is alive ' . 

' Tlmmgh Nega,tim> ·- a Means of Oognition,-in the shapo of the 
ab6enoo of Perception a.nd the other Me&ns of Oognition,-the oerteinty of 
Obaitra's ab6enoe in the houso being obt&ined,-it beoom"' known that tba 
abeenoo in the house ia of tho liuing Chaitra :-tbon du. v.!id.ity would 
belong to this Presumption u bMed upon N'egatioo.-{16,4) 

The answer to all this la ae roUows :-

5 

• 
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TEXTS (1645-1647). 

EVl!N THEN, TR» ABSl!lNOil IN TRE HOUSl!l IS OOONISED llROM THE FAOT 

01>' HIS NOT BEING Slll!lN Tlllt01JOR TRE EYIIS ;-WHIOJI SROWS TRAT 

THE SAil) ABS~Ol!l IN TRE HouSfl IS OOONISED Tllli01JGR AN 

Jl.7EBliiNTIAL L"ll>l0ATIVE.-0Nll WRO IS NOT i11 lM ht¥~U4 
IS ALWAYS oul.!id.t of it,-All IS FOUND IN TRE OASJ!l 011' 

THI1 >lAN STANDING IN THI1 0o1JBTY.ARD SBBN BY 

¥11.'< AT 'I'IDI (U.TE; TRB Man iMide tM lwu4e 
PROVIDES 'l'IDl TERM WRERE TRE PJto. 

BANDUM IS KNOWN TO BB ADSBNT.

li'aO>! ALL TBlS IT IIOLLOWS TRA T 

THIS Prt4Umpli<m DOllS NOT 

Dllmllt II'ROM 111/t:rt:nU.. 
-(164tl-1647) 

COMMENTARY. 

This showa that l'~unption is included under Inference. 
For inat&>ce, Ohailra is the Subjoot, the Minor '.l'erm ;-his being ouuide 

ia the Probandum;-' Being alive and yet not boing in tho house' ia the 
Probans, of the natore of an • effect' ;-'the man standing in the court
yard' is the Corroborative Instance,.,. aimilarity ;-'the man in the hou.so ' 
is the Corroborative Insttmce per cliq imiJ...-i ty.-

4 &dona ' ia House.. 
The Invariable Ooncomit&>ce (the Major Premiss) ia incliceted by the 

two lnst&>ces. 
The l'rob!IDA cannot be sllid to be ' inadmiaaible '. Because aboanco in 

tM BOU04 has been cogni.tod by ' the DOn·per<lOption of what should hava 
been perceived, if there' ; M for the man being aliw, this ia aaid to be aa
certai.ned in a.ocordance with the doct~ines of tho other p...-ty. In reality, 
tho Pro bens is douJJiful, a.s tl>bre ia no Moans for obtaining a certain cognition 
of his being ali.... . 

" But it has been aaid thet tbere aruuch moana as the Word, etc." 
In that ceso, if his being alivo has been duly Mcertnined by moans of 

Word, etc., then that is enough to prove his e:n.teme ouuid& ;- what thon is 
there left to be done by Presumption I 

Thus, it is on the buia of the doot.rines of the Opponent thet we regard 
the Probans put forward by us as 'admissible •, and thro\lgh the Probans 
it has been pl'Oved thet Presumption ia includocl under lnferenoo.- (16'5-
1647) 

• 

I 
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CHAPTER XIX. 

Section (D). 

On. • Negation ' . 

OOi\lMENTARY. 

lu regard tA> 'Negl\tion '-AbMva-tho Author sots for!Jl tho following 
views :-

TEXT (1648) . 

" JN TilE CASE OF AN OB.TEQr WHERE THE Jl'IVll 1l!EANS OF COGNITION 

DO NOT P11!10TION 1'0& TU COMPREKENSION OF TIIB l!XISTENOE OP 

THAT OBJEOT,-NEGATION lS THE ONLY MllANS Oll' COGNITION." 

KtnUJULA : Shlo.l:4tdrtihl--NBGA'I'r0N, 1].-(1648) 

OOlii:MENTARY. 

A~ tA> M'tm41118C1k<u, entitiee &ore of two kinds-Positive and 
Negative,-tho fonner being ~ by e:ri- and the latter by 
tl<»l-""iolonct ;-ond they hold th"t every object has two ~ots-tho ..:iB!oro: 
and tho non-c:iolent; thu.a it being acknowledged that the Object has these two 
Mpeci4,-the ~ and the ~-in the oaae of an obj.a-i.e. 
the non.oxistent l\Spect of the objoct,-:~M five M tans of CognW.., ending 
with ' Presumption', do nol f"naion,-for what !- for the compr<l'"ll8ion of 
the oo:iot....,. of 1/kU obi~-i.e. for apprehending lobe uiolero: eepect of the 
objeet,-in the Cl\Se of IIUeh cognisable object, in the ehape of its ~ 
aspect,-' Negation ' is tho only Moo.ns of Cognition. 

This showa only the objoa oogniseblo by this Means of Cognition, not tho 
form of the Cognition itul!.-(164.8) 

Quution :- Whet then iB the form of this Cognition ! 
.A.n.~"Wer :-

TEXT (1649). 

H WllA.'f' IS RJtOA.RDEJ) TO BE - NEGATION, A KB.\NS OJt CoGNITION', IS 

THll NON ·P11!10TIONING OF PEROm'TION AND THB OTIIBR MJI.t.:NS OF 

COGJ>"'ITION; Tms JIUY OONSIST lllTlDllR lN 'TKE NON-MODn'r

OATION oF 'l'IDt SoUL', oR IN TBll oooNinoN o-. .A.N<nmnt 

OllJEOT."-{8hlo.l:4tdrtika-NEOATION, 11).-(1649) 

COMMENTARY. 

Who.t is regarded tA> be 'Negation, a Means of Cognition' is the non
functioning of Pcrceptioli and tbo other Me8ll8 of Cognition. 
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1'bo !A!rm '~,.. • may be taken either as the Gonitim
'!'alput'Uf<J Compound, or as t.be KlinMdharoJ14. 

In OOmAI plaooo tho reoding is 'pnmld~"""' •, in which the mellliing 
of the lAcative ending would be 'among Pramll)M •,-t.be llingulo.r nnmber 
in '"""""~''' being due to all PramD{Iao being reforred to aa a clfUB. 

Thus hall SMI>a,..,_in declared (under So. 1. I. 6}-' Xegation 
"'"'"ato in tho nbeenee of the Mea1111 of Cognition and it givee rise to th& 
notion of a certain unseen object not f«i•ting '. 

Quutio,.._" Who.tis this non-functioning (of the Moan.B of Cognition)? " 
An81"'" _._. Thi8 may con.sist, tic. uc.'-Thil-i.o. the non-functioning 

of Perooption tmd the re~~t,-may bo said to oonaiat in tho Soul in a state 
of 1'08~ not booom.ing modified into the form of tho cognition of the Jar 
or any Buch thing which may be meant to bo donied ;-or it may consist 
in the oognition of the spot on the ground a.s devoid ol the said Jar, ote. 
-(1649) 

Olljet:IW.. :-It is t.be ~ of things thot a called • ..tbMw •, 
• Negotion' ; bow tben can it bo an entity 1 Oert.ai.llly tho aboenC8 cannot 
be an mtity. 

Anticipoting this objootion, t.be M'~ p....-la to pro~ that 
Negotion ia an entity :-

TEXT (1650). 

"THll NllOATlON (~SBNOE) OF THINGS lS APPREIDINDliiD WHEN THERE 

IS NO Al'l'Ill:liiENSION OF 1'BE TIIINGS TIIDMS'GLVl!S; AND IT lS 

DlVIllED UNDER FOUR HEADs.-' Tltlll Plli~VIOUS 
NEGATION' AND 'I'HE RllST."---{ 165()) 

COMMENTARY. 

Il tha ' Negotion of tho Meana of Cognition • were not an entity, then, 
aa a non-entity, it would have no oapocity at all ; so that thoro oould bo 
no oognit.ion or idoa of it ;-nor would there be uy divioion of Negation into 
tbo four kindt of 'Previous Negation' and eo forth. And yet this is no~ so. 
Hence inaamuch as !.bo ldoa of Negation cannot be otherwiao explaiMci,
and as the wall-known fourfold division also of it connot bo otherwise 
accounted for,-Nogat.ion must be regarded as an entity. 

Somo pooplo hold the~ thollo two 'Pre~~nmptions ' afford the proof for 
Nogotion being an entity. 

O~heno however explain thet the sentonoo (in tho Toxt) to tbo effoot 
' !1 il divided under four head8 ' embodieo an Inforonoo ; and they formulat& 
it as follow. :-Negation is an entity,-beoauso it ill divided,-like tbo J ar 
and other thingll.-(1650) 

The following '!'~ proooed to sbow bow 'it is divided under four 
hoad4. :-

• 

I 
I 
• • 
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TEXTS (1651-1654). 

"(1) 'THAT THE Cu:aD IS NOT 1N Tru: l\frLK' IS A CASE OF • PREVIOUS 

NEGATION • ;-(2) 'TRAT TIDl MILK IS NOT IN THE CURD • IS A 

CASE OF 'DESTRUCTION' ;-(3) 'THE NON·ElaSTENOE OJI Tru: 

HottsE IN THE Cow • IS A cASE 011 ':IJ{UTUAL NEGATION'".

( Shlokr•t"drtika-NEGA.TlON, 2·3).-!N TIDS LAST OASll, THE Cow 

DOES NOT HAVE Till! FORM OF THE OTREJ.t, AND lmNOE TruS NEGATIVB 

CHARACTER BELONGS TO IT BY lTSELJI. *-(4) Trul FLAT FOETION 

OF TilE RARE'S HEAD, BEING D}WOID OF HARDNESS AND HEIGHT, 

A::<D HENCE THERE BEING NO HO&'<S IN THE RARE, -THIS IS A CASE 

OF ABSOLUTE NEGATtOlf (Shlokatxirtika-NEGATION, 4).-IF T1fi!RE 

WERE NO SUOII ENTITY AS 'NEGATION' CLASSED UNDER THESE 

SE\'Ji:JlAL HII>ADS OF ' PREVIOUS NEGATION' AND 'l"HE REST,--Til:EN 

THERE COULD BE NO USAGE BASED Ul'ON THE D01FEJlENT!<I.T10N OF 

CAUSES AND EFFEOTS " .-{Shlokatxirtika-NEG<I.T[ON, 7).-(1651-
1654) 

OO:!iiMENTARY. 

Whon ill refore11ee to the eauae-~~ueh 8$ Ole.y or Milk,-p<lople have the 
idea. of the ef!ectr-tho Ja.r or tho Cuxd-not being tltere,-this is called 
' Previoug Nega-tion ' . If this ' Previous Negation ' were not an entity, the 
product, Ourd, would always bo there in the Milk. 

In the snroe we.y, when in reference to the Curd, thoro is tho idea. of the 
l.filk bei>l{l no longer there,-it is called 'Destruction '. If this Negl\tion were 
not au entii·Y then the Milk would still be tber& in tbe Ourd. 

In reference to the Oow, there is tho idee. of its ""' being !M Horse ; 
this is "''lied 'Mutua.! Negl\tion ' . Because tho Cow does not ba.ve tho form 
of tho other,-the Horse-therefore this is call&d • Mutua.! Negl\tion '. If 
this Mutu1tl Negation were not an entity, then the RotSe w·ould be there in 
the Cow. 

When the &t psrts of tho Hare's head nre found to be devoid of gtowth 
and htl.xdness,-o.nd entirely non-existent in the forn:l of Horns,-it is called 
' Absolnte Negation' .- Even though here also, in so far as the nature 
of the things is concern&d, we havo a C8SO of ' Mutual Negation '. (The flat 
Head not being tho Horn), yet, it has been cited aa an example of 'Absolute 
Nege.tiob. •, in accordance with tbe popular notion of it . In common parlance 
whenever 'Mutua.! Negation' is spoken of, the two things &re meo.t:ionod in 
the co-o1-dina.ted fotm-urhis is a. O()UJ, not a horse,; in tho ca.se of the 
negation of the &re's Horn, however, they do not say-' This is the Baro, 
not the Horn '. Il ' absolute Negation • wero not a.n entity, then the Hare's 
Horn would be there. As says Kumiirila (in Shlokavarlika-Negl\tion, 
2.-4}-' If Negation were not a Means of valid Cognition, thon there would 
be Ourd in the ~filk.-Milk in the Ourd,-the Cloth in the Jar,-tho Horn 

* Thi& sentence iJJ not a. quotation from th& S!Uoka-vdrtika. 
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in the Hare,-80ntionco in tho Ea•·th and ot.har aubstnuooo,-Oorporenlity 
in the Soul,-Odour in Wnto.r,-TMto h\ Fire,..-and both Odour nud 'r~L"'te 
Along with Colour, in Ai.r,-Touoh and tho other qualities' in A/.:iis14¥r.
Hc.re t Re.ntieoce' atnnds for tho IO"UU; 'Corporeality' for 10liclity ;-'those 
two '-()dour and Tas~ng with Colour, would be t.har& in Air ;-1\nd 
Colour, TMU> and Odour, along with Touch would be u.e,. in Al:illh<>. 

Further, there could be no dift.,..ntiation into ea......, and Effects in 
the tranii&Ctiona of tJ>e ordinAry world,-i! Negation did not ~:<ist in its 
various fOI'Inl of • Previoua Negation ' o.nd tho rest. For insttmce, one 
wbe want. Curd, obtains Milk,-but one who wsnta Milk does not 8&8k to 
obtain Ourd ; aimilarly one who wants tJ>e Cow does not aecure the Horse ; 
nor doea the man wbo wantAI tJ>o Horaa -ure the Cow. It is in this 
way thet bu!in088 is oarriad on in the world.-(1651-1654) 

The following might be urgad-' Evon if there is this fourfold division, 
l10w does that make Negation An entlly f • 

The "'nawar to this is aa !ollowa :-

TEXT (HIM). 

"TR&SB SllV&B.AL KINDS (Oil NEGATION) OOULD NOT APl'ERT~ TO .. 

NON·BNTlTY; BBNOII NEOATION :MUST BE REGARDl!lD AS <L'l' Entity; 
l!OR lNSTANOII, Tltl!l • NEOATION. 011 Tltll Effect 001-"'SISTS 

IN THE ' l'ltllSII!lCB ' OF TilE Oau.t•. "-[S/Ilol:a!ldrtika~ 
NB<lATIDN, 8].-(1655) 

COMMENTARY. 

The.ro can bo no division of n. Non~8ntily; as division alwa.ys rests in 
entities.-Houco Neqaewn mW!t be nn etllity. 

''What sort of an M\tity cnn it. bo t " 
Afi#Wtr :-' Tho Ncgaewn oj !M EJ!ece, etc. U<:.'-Tbe Pruome of the 

Causo-Milk, for inatanoe-io wbnt eoMUtutae IJ>e Ntga4ion ol tJ>e Elfec
Ourd; and the Pnl!Wlne<> of the Elfoc~-Ourd-1$ what constitutes the Negation 
of the Ca..-MiJk. b ia in this way that Neg~>tion ia an entuy.-{1655) 

The following T~ aeoks to prove, by meetl4 of Jnferonoe, that Negation 
is an ontit.y :-

TEXT (1656). 

" O:a AOAn<, NBoAnoN MAY Bl! KlrOABDI!o AS .o:s emily,-LITal = 
Cow, M'O.,-BKOAOSE I'!' IS Al'l'Blll111ND2D BY EXCLOSIVE .L'<D INOLtT· 

SIVE. llOTIONS.-A~, ALSO BZOAtJSE lT IS COV"Ma.bk."
(8J.lol:a!ldrti.bJ-NI!OATIO:l<, 9].-(1656) 

OO.M"MENTARY. 

'Negation ia an onti~y ',-this the atatamont of tbe Proposition; in 
support of this u.e,. are two Roaaona : ( 1) • booaUH il w apprtkndtd by 
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acluri.,. and incluri.,. 1W)jionf ', and (2) 'buauoc ~ il cog"ioable • ;- ' like 
(/~ Otw1, - • is the Qorr()borati ve Inat.ance. 

Of these, the • inelWJ.ivo Notion' is the idea, in regard to all the four 
kinds of Nega.tion, tha.t • lt is Negation' ;-the l excJuaivo notion' is in the 
form of the differentiating ideo. M ' Previow Ntgculon iJI not Destruction'. 
-(1656) 

1Cum4ri14 hM described throo kinds of Negation :-{1) the 'Non· 
modification of the Soul ' ;---(2) ' the Cognition of oome other pa<tioular 
object •,_..,. declated uoder 7'00( IM9 (whi<>h is a quotation from the 
Slll<>kowni.!:a-Negation, 11),-.nd (3) 'mere cessation (non·functioning) 
of aU Means of Cognition ', aa deecribed by him in t.IWo pou•ge--' Thet 
Cognition is regarded (by the Buddhist) aa Inft:r811U whi<>h is brought about 
by the throe.featurod Prob&ns; but thet Means of Cognition which oonsists 
in not being brought about (i.e. Nogl\tion) ca.nnot stl\nd in neod of o. Oawe '
(Sitlok<lvartika-Neption, ">· 

L\ reprd to this third kind of Negotion, the following '.l'ext anticipates 
o.nd answers "n objection ,....: 

TEXT (1657). 

''IF IT BE ASOD-' How o.u< NEGATION BE A MMM (or Form) of 
Cognition. 1 • -otJR ANSWER 15-WRAT SORT 011 OBJECT IS IT 

TIUT IS cognised llY TT 1 JUST A.S THE COONISADLl'l OBJECT IS 

tiA!galive, so SHOULD THS MEANS (on FonM) 011 CooNrTION 

ALSO DB 11NDERSTOOD TO DB."-[Sill<>kavarlika--
NEOA.TION, 45).-[1657) 

OOM?dEl.'TARY. 

The following point may be raised-How CM • NOf!8tion ', which 
<ousiste in n<>n.appearonct of Peruplibn, be " Me"ne of Cognition ! 

The s.newer to this la-lVh<U sort of Ol>ject i8 it lh<u i8 cogni•td by il! 
The rejoinder xna.y bo-H What is cognised is mgativo in oha.raeter." 
In that case (our anewor wo\lld be that), the ~foone of Cognition also 

ohould be understood to be of the same nature as the Object cogniud ; why 
-then ahould it be Mkod-bow Negotion eo.n be "' Me6n8 of Cognition !
Certoinly it C>8l1Jlot be denied thet the Meam can bo of the eame natare as 
t.bo Objoa.-(1657) 

Q&Bti<m .~Negmi<m mo.y be a Means of Cognition ; but why should it 
be different from Perception and the root ! 

A.mwer:-
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TEXTS (1658-1659). 

" Tml mgati<m of IM MtaM of Cognil.ion ICl1S1' BE DlPPERE-'<T PROY 

P&BOIIPTION A..'<D THB REST,- BIIOA11S& IT IS Sl'OUN OP BY TKE 

NA.Xll' NB<UTION ',-LIRE THB mgalion of cogni401J~ thinga.-
0R TilE N:SOATION (OF THINGS) )IUS'l' BR OOQNISBD 

Tllll011QH A JII:mANS WIDOH I8 011 THB 8AMJI NATURE AS 

lTSELP,-llBOA11SE IT IS SOMETHING OOONJSABLE,-

JUST LIKE THE Pos iTIVE ENTITY. FoR 

TlllllSE BBASONS, TillS M:BANS 011 COON!· 

TION MUST BE 011 A NA.TOBE Dll'Elllt· 

ENT FROll THE p08-itive."

(S'h/okawrtika-NEGATION, 

54-55].-(1658-1659) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 'Noption of Perception and tbo ot.ber Moana of Cognition' must 
be reglloldod as .. Moan~ of Cognili<mdifferent from Perooption and the rest,
boOAuae it a apoken of by the name • Negation ',-just liko the mgalion. of 
oognioal>Z.tllingl. 

Or, tho cognisable object named 'Negation ' may be the eubjeot (Minor 
Term),-tho Probandum regarding it being 'that 'it ia cognisnb\o through 
t> M ~an~ of Cognition of the same nature o.s itself ' ;-' beoaUIIo it ie o. cognisable 
objo~ ' a tho Probans ;-the cogni8able object called ' positive ' is the 
Corroborative Io.etence. From thi8 i t !oUow11 that the Moan~ of Cognition. 
whioh a of the tame nature "" the cogni8ablo • negation • mutt be dittinct 
from Perception and the rest which aro po&itive in charMter.-(1658-1659) 

The above argumanta (of Kt.cmdrilt>, in an pport of ' Negation ' ae a. distinct 
Meono •I Cognuion) a.re a.aswered in the following-

TEXT (1660). 

As RBOABDS THESE .ABOUliDINTS-TBE ' MODIJI<U.'l'ION ' 011 'l'1IE lil'l'lilRNAL. 

BNTI'I'Y (SOUL) HAS EBEN REJECTED ALBBADY ; 'l'1IE BXISTENOE 

OB TH& OONTRAJI.Y OF SUCH A 'MODmOATlON ' OAN· 

NOT BB OCCA.SIONAL.-(1660) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thit ahowa the 'impossibility • of · the firs~ definition of Nlgalion as 
• the non-modi6oa.lion of the Soul' (see Text 164.9). What a meant is aa 
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follo\TB :-By the prooeoa of Proclusion, • non.modi6oation' io aometl>ing 
' ooutrary to modi6eation ' ; it is this, .. "ppearing at certain timee, that. is 
moo.nt to be tho cbaraetori.stio feature of • Negation'. n it woro not thia 
oeca~ional ' non-mod.i.dca.tion ' that ia m.oant by tho process of P:rcclusion, 
then tho thing de6ned would be tber<> at roll times. -Such • non·modi6.eation ' 
is not possible in the case of the Soul ; ao tha possibility of any modifolat""' 
of '"' eternal entity has boon already rojocted. Under tbo circUllllltan-, 
how could thoro be any bMis for wbM is only the contrary of that 
Modification by tho proceaa of Preclusion f 

The '.tall,.. •, 'entity ', meant hero is tbe Soul, which ia qualiBed by 
the adjective 'n"ga •. 'eternal '.--Or, t.bo compound 'flilycuollva • may be 
expouudOO as • that of whiob, the soth:o, oxietenoe, ia nllya etern.al ' ; that is, 
otorna!. 

' Th6 .,.,,....,. of thll conlrary of ouch modijlcatitm' ;- ' tJWJ contrary 9f 
modijlcalion' i.o ...,...nodijloalion;-thia oannot be~; it m- be 
eternal ; as being alwaye of one and the ....,., form, tho Soul i.o one ooly.
(1660) 

'rbe following might be urged-" Non-modijlcation la not of tho nature of 
• ao.tnething contrary to modijloalion ', i~ ia ooly of the net.ure of t bo ' absauoe 
of modification ' ; 10 that the do6nition cannot be impouiblo ". 

The ouswer to this ia ll$ follows :-

TEXT (1661). 

b Wli.A'l' 1S llo!EAJ>'T BY 'NON·MODII'IOATION ' IS Olo'LY 'l'IIE ~ of 
1110<lification,-'J.'BEN, AS THE BN'l'JTY CONOlli.WEJ) lS ETE.RNA.L, 

'l'lDS SllOULI) BB UNDERSTOOD TO BE THE&l:l AT A'U 

TIMES, AS lT :!."BVJtR OUSES.-{1661) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Talprotiqlpom61r0lm<!'-'Tal' i.omodi{i<olion;-' P~' is denial. 
abaenco ;-' m4lra • is only ;-that which haa this abaence of modi6cation 
fot· itA! essenco. 

• 'l'l&.il '-i.o. the • non·modification' in the fonn of • absene& o( modifie&· 
tiono '--..bould bo eJ,.-..ye of ono and t.he same form ; as there can be no 
modi6cntion of t.be Soul...--(1661) 

In the following T.,., the possibility of • non·modil!ceti.on • is tnken for 
granted. and then it is ahown that tha definition is too wide :-
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TEXTS (1662-161U). 

On, TH1!JUI MAY BB 'NON·>IODIJIOATION • or T1lJI SoUL. EntN so, 
TKB DEFINITION IS '''ltONG. BP.CAUSB IN THF. 8TATII 011 SLBBP, 

bWOON AND Tnll LIKE, EVBN TROUGH THlS (NON·HODIIIIOA'I'lON OF 

SOUL) IS 'l"li:ERE, TRE OBJECTS (OJ' OOONIT!ON) ARE TBERE.-IF 

TRRN, THJI 'NON·MODIFIOA'l.ION OP THE SOUL' BE lll!LD TO BE IN 

ltK:r!IRENOE TO THE JAR AND O'I'RER THINOS, ON TH:E OROIIND THAT 

WliBN TlillRll ARE OTHER OOGNITJ.ONS, THE PJ,AOl!l CONCERNED IS 

RIIBN TO lllil JlEVOID OF Tll:OSE THIN OS, --THEN, EVIllN DY TillS liXl'LANA

TlON, WHAT MORE l!AS BEEN SAID IN ADDITION TO WHAT IS SAID IN 

THE SECOND DIIHINITION (OP NEGATION) TKAT liAS Blll!lN SUGGillSTliD, 

-IN VI!i:W \YliEB.ROP THE TWO Dlll!"INITIONS HAVB DBBN l'UT llORWARD 

AS ALTIIRNATIVES 1-{1662-1664) 

COMMENTARY. 
' Wrong '-Too wido. 
• s-and IIIo liko '.-·And the like. i.o moont to include t.hoso condi 

tioll8 whore there ia interception, or the thing i.o behind ono's be.ck. 
. e- "-gl< lhi• •• ~here • -i.e. 6<\lt\ though the Soul i.o thole, nofr 

modified into the form of the Cognition of tho Jar l\lld other t.hinp. 
[Sayo tho Oppolltlnt}-" E>-.n though cognition other than those 

baaecl on real objecte are thoro, thi• is cognition of tho plaoo aa devoid of the 
Jar and auoh roalsubBtenc .. ,-nnd it; i• thia thet is moont by 'non-modifica
tion'; M tbe Soul (under the states) is not modified into tho form of the 
cognition of tho Jar, etc. [and thu.• !·his precludes the oaoo• of sloop, swoon 
and tho lilto~-· fl'tU~Ja ' stands for the Soul.-' A•~u' stenda for n01wtaodifl· 
cation". 

If thi• ia what ia meant (by t!U> first definition), t.l><>n thoro would be 
nothil\g said (in tho llrst d~finition) which differentiated thia definition from 
tho aecond definition (put forward in Tm 1049) to the effect that' Negation 
i.o tho cognition of some other object' ; so that the putting forward of two 
toltemnti'"' viowa would be useless.-(1662-1664) 

The following Tat point& out tha defect in t.he aocor>d definition of 
Nfiplion (put forward under Tm 1649) :-

TEXT (1665). 

lP TIDJ SECOND KIND OP 'NEGATION' \VERB ADMITTED, TlrlllN, WHEN THE 

' COONITION 01' SOME OTHER THING ' WOULD COMB ADOUT, TmmE 

\VOULD 1Hl ' l<EOATION ' OF EVERYT!IINO ELSll,-liVJIN TIUT 

Wl!IOH IS NOT PIIROEl'TIBLII.-(1665) 

COMMENTARY. 

• BtJtn that, ~ uc. '-i.e. things removed in timo, plo.ce and natute. 
'SUJ011d kind of NegaU<m '-i.e. thet in the form ol • tbo oognition of 

eomething elae '.-{1665) 
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TEXT (1666). 

"W IS RAT COClNI~ED THROUGH THE SAID OOONJTION 0}' SOME OTJU:l\ ,-RL'IG, 

TN THE SHAl.'E OF THE l'LACE DEVOID OF THE TIDNO IN QUES1'10N, 

IS THII NON·XXISTENOJt OJI ON'LY THAT \YmOR IS AS OAl'AllLII OF 

BETNO OOONISBD AS TilE OTHl'll TlllNG COONIS.ED,-WHBN 

OTHER OAOSES A&E :lt&t.S.BNT ' ',-IP' THlS lS WHA't' 

IS MEANT (THEN THB ANSWER IS AS lN THE 

l!OLLOWINO Tut].-(1666) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might bo urged-11 What we rnean to prove is not the 
non-exioteneo of •11 that is not perceived ; it ia the non-e:ristenoe of only that 
which is "" capable of boins oogni.sed M the p1a<:e deooid of IM Jar ctnd otAu 
thingl,-i.&. !.bet only which would be peroeptible if it were there. 

' 'I'hrOU{fh the cogn.ition of some other tiling ',-i.t>. on tho cognition oltho 
plc.co dewid of t.M Jar and other lllings."- (IGOG) 

Tbe .._ to lobe abeve ia "" loll"" .. :-

TEXTS (1667-1670). 

(UNDER TB.E OlRCUMSTANC.ES) THE 'NON·EXISTBNOJ!' SHOtJLD BB s.uD 

TO BE OF Ol>"LY THAT :PEBOEPTION WHlCII BNVISAGES 'OH< l'ER· 

OEPTIBLE OllJ1<CT,-NOT OF OTHIIRS; AS Tl!AT WOULD Jlll JrALSli.

How TOO IS IT KNOWN THAT fM. cogr<ition. of fM. otiltY thing ltAS COME 

ABOUT1 WXEN COONITIONS TR.EllSELVES A.RB NOT PERClWTr8LB t 
bIT IS KNOWN TimOUOH PRESUMPTION, THAT TOO IS OJI TIDI NATURll 

011' CoONlTlON,-lfOW TIUN JS IT lTSlllLJI COON!SED 1 IF ANOTBER

PRESUMPTlON IS SUOOBSTED, TIUII THEBll IS AN llll!'INITII Rl!ORESS.

b TJIB 'N.IOATlON 01' OOOlt"lTlON , IS AN I::M'ITY, T-HB I N£0A1liOY 

011 THE COO~""ISED OBJECT ' ALSO SHOULD 111!: THE SAlOl. Ul>'DRR 

THE CJRCVMSTANOES WRY DO YOU NOT INCLUDE 'NEGATION' u:NDPJR 

' PERClll'TION ' ITSELJI!-(1667-1670) 

• Shalcyada,.hana • is that thins tho Poroeption of whioh is poMiblo, i.e. 
what is peruptib~. • .ti.bh4 ' is form, Aguro ;-henoe what is meant io $at 
Perception which onvisaget the perceptible thing. 

• Nol of otllu• '-i.e. of Inference and tbe rest; bet>& use what ia cogni$ed 
through these io imperuplib~ ; and the ~bo<>nce of tl>Mo i& not foUovred by 
the absenoo or negation of things removed in time, plaoo and natura ; oo ~hat 
tOO absence or negation of these would be f1<lse (if brought forward aa bringing 
about the Neg<llion of these things). Hence there would be no """"" in 
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adding tlui torm • and tho rest ' in th& phraoo • nogntion of Perception and 
the rut'. 

Fwthor, if • the coption of a thing other than thot' wero definite n11d 
oertnil\,-thcn it must be admitted thot it prov"" tho absence of tho conntor
entity. Ot.horwiae, if the Negation wore proved M merely uimng, thou 
it would moon thot tho nogation ill queetion haa beoomo cognised by aU 
men, through tho Mid • cosnition of tho other thing' appearing in any one 
penoon only. In that ceae, bow could tho Mlm4t....J:o, who regard>< Oogui
tion as im~ptible, beoomo cognisant of thot 'Coption of another 
thing' !-He would n&ve< be able to cosni&e it. 

'lj tlarough Pruump~ion' ;-'if it is cosniaed '-this haa to be construed 
bore, from the Contaxt ;- hM beon IUII6tted in the statement-• As thare 
can be no idea of tho objoct that is not oogni&ed, tho cosnition of tho thing 
is inforred from the inferential indiCfttivo in the ahepe of the Ideo. of the 
thing ' ;-here t.ho tGrm • inferent.iel indie~~tivo' atonda for ho.tumplion ;
and • cognition of /M tlainl)' moo.na thot ooption which con be explained 
otherwiao than on the bMia of the laid Prooumption ;-' infOI'I't:d' stnnda for 
t¥nitely cognind. 

In that caao, aa this l'roawnption nlso would be a Ooption,-it has 
to be explained how it is itsoU oopaed. 

If tho nnswer be that "it is copsod through anoth&r Pl'8•wnption ",
then, there would be an infin.itG regresa. 

Thou again, if tl1o idon of Negation being an entity is admitted, then, 
just as the • negation of tho Moo.no of Cognition • i• an entity, the 'nega
tion of t.ho objecb cogni~~ed ' also should bo an entity ; and in that co.se,. 
being an entity, why cannot Nogation bo regf\rdod t\8 cogni.sod through 
Porooptiou itself ! In tlu•t CMO thoro would bo no need for postulating a 
distinct Moous of Cognition foL' tho Cognition of Nogotion.-(1667- 1670) 

The foUowing Tu:! support• tho aa.mo idea of Negation being ineludod 
under Percopt.ion :-

TEX1' (1671). 

Tli:E 'NWATION OP THE D'.I'EOT' CONSISTS IH TBE PRESENCE 011' THE· 

CAUSE; AND THIS LA't"l'IR IS OF A NATURE DISTINCT FROM THE 

01'HER, AND IS APPBBH:IINDBD BY PEROEPl'lON 

ITSELJ'.-(1671) 

OOlloOIENTARY. 

It baa beon doclarocl (by Ktlm4ri/D himself, R06 Pe:rt 1656 above) that 
• The Negation of the ellect oonaioiAI in the P.....,noo of the C&UII6 ' ; and thie 
' prosonoo of tho Cause ' il of a u.t~ter--<liatinet from the Effoot ; 
and it is apprebooded by p...,.ption i!Bolf ; liO !het what other aspoot of 
• Negation ' ia loft to be oosniaed, for t.ho aako of which Negation would be 
a distinct Meana of Cognition ! 
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This ougument may be formulated as follows :-When one Meens of 
<:ognition has no eogni.sable objeot other than that. ol another Means of 
-Cognition, then it cannot be a distinct Means of Cognition ; -e.g. a 8WCifh 
l\{oons of Cognition,-' Negation' b"" no cognisable objeot apnrt from what 
ie cognised by Perception ; hence the W<swnption of such a distinct ll{eans 
-of Cognition would be fo.iUng in the fulfilment of the wider oondition.- (1671) 

The Opponent urges tho 'inadmissibility ' of the R-on adduced in this 
.argwnen-

TEXTS (1672-1673). 

u AS A 1\tA.TT.ER OF FAOT, IN TKE CASE OF EVERYTHING WHICH IS ALWAYS 

eo,-\stent IN ITS OWN FORM, AND non-existent IN THE l'ORM OF OTHER 

TUINOS,-IT IS ONLY A OER'fAIN ASl.'Eor THAT IS OOONISED 

Tlll\OUOlt O"&RTAI.N M&ANS AT CERTAIN TIMES ; AND IT IS 

ONLY WHEN TIIII txi.!tent (l.'OSITIVll) ASl'IIOT IS TO BB 

COOmllBD THAT P.&MBl"l''ON ..U."l> 'IX!lllltST OOMB 

IN; A.ND WllltN THll non-~ (NECATIVll) 

.lSl'l!or IS TO BE APPB.III!m<"l>BD, THll 

Ol'J:IUTION 01' THE 'NON·Al'l'.BAB• 

.lNOJI 01' PEROEl'l'ION ~"l> THE 
.REST. (I.E .• NEGATION') 

OOMES IN."-
(1672-1673) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Tbeto would have been no object left to be oogniaed by N<9Qli<m if 
objecta had only one aepect; aa a matter of feet, bow<>ver, objecto have two 
aapeote-tbey are ~ (pooitive) in their own form, aod ~ 
(n&gativo) in the form of other things; there thus being two aepecte of e"W)' 
object, there iJ; only a. certain ,..poet of it that is cognised through a certa.in 
Meo.na,-Gll ,..pects are not oognioed by all Mea.ns of Cognition. 

"This sl\llle ide&is further explained-' It is onlywM»IM Positiw Qlp<Ct, 

~le. etc. '-When the Poeitivo aspect o£ the Object ia approhonded, then 
thore ia tho operation of tho llvo Moans of Cognition, Perception and the 
reet,-e.nd not of Negation; whon however it is the Negative aspect that is 
moant to be apprehended, then there io opera.tion of tho ' non-appoo.ranoe of 
Perception, etc.',-i.e. of 'Negation '."-(1672-1673) 

Our Reason wonld have been ' inaclmissibl&' if ono and the ,_., thing 
had both (positive aod n&gativo) ohata.cters; a.s a m&tter of !aot however 
the preaence of two ohara.ctero in the same object iA inc.ongrnoua.-This is 
wb .. t is shown in the following--
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TEXT (1674). 

lT 18 TilE form (CJ.~Ptd) oflk Thing ilulf TIU.T 18 OLD TO BE 'DIF· 

F£B.UTI.AT&D'; IT IS IN THA'l' SAJO I'O&K T&T IT BXISTS, ~~ 

IT IS IN 'l'HIS IIOBM TRAT IT IS :PEROEIVliD.-{1674) 

COMMENTARY. 

When tho thing is 'differentia.ted.' from anothor thing, it ie not it\ nny 
other fonn ; in fnct it is differentia.ted i» its oum form ; honce it ia the f""'" 
of tJoo lhind iuc!f which is apprehended as <lifferontinted from the other thing ; 
t\8 it rema.it\8 in ita own fonn. That form h1 whioh it ia diflerontio.ted,-in 
that fonn, the Thing is ruways exillenl, never ...,. . ..,~ This thing is 
pe~ived in the fonn in whioh it is differentiated from other thinp; so that 
thoro i• no e.pprehension of a.ny second form or upeot of that thing.-(167<1)' 

H bao thua been shown that the poetulating of the two forms ( .. pects) 
of unng. ia incompatible with Perception ; the following Texta al>ow that it 
ia inoompl\tible with Inferenoe :-

TEXTS (1675-1677). 

WHAT IS CA.l'ABLll 011 EPIIEOl'IVB AC'l'l:ON IS SAID TO BE 'EXISTENT',

OTHER TliA.N THAT IS SA.ID TO :BE 'NON-EXISTENT 1 
j TRE TWO OAN• 

NOT liOO'ST TOGETHER IN THE SAhll!l SUBSTRATUM, A.S THEY AllE CON

Tl\ADICTORY.-" BUT THE SAME TXING >lAY BE capable 01/ TIU.T' 

lJ1111EO'I'IVIil ACTION WHICH· IT OAN ITSBLF A000Ml'LISII, BUT INCAPABLE 

011 ANOTKER (Eliii'EOTIVFl ACTION) ".-!T IS •l'OR THIS REASON TRAT 

TIDI DUAL CHARACTER CAN J>.'EVER SUBSIST IN ANY SXFGLE TlltNO . b 
IT IS 80)1~0 ELSE THAT IS REGABDBD AS 'XFOAPABLE ' 011 THE 

OTK&R AOTION,-THEN THERE ARE TWO TlllNOS; AND THE DUAL 

CHARACTER DOES NOT BELONG TO ONE AND THE SAME TlllNG.

(1675-1677) 
COMMENTARY. 

(A) That whioh ia eapabl& of effective a.ction ia 'exiatent ',-!or 
oxamplo that upeot of the thing whioh ia rege.rded u ' exi.otent' ~ 
what ia hbld to be 'non..OO.tent' is not eapablo of elfoct.ivo action ;-bane& 
thia ia & :Reaion based upon the nature of thinp. 

(B) Thinp that e.r& mutnally contradictory can never ooexist in the same 
thing,-.g. Lig)lt and Shade, or Hoot and Oold,-th& tei•tem and non· 
eooilum Mpootll nre mutu~lly eontTndictory ;-<10 the idea tha.t they coexist 
is contrary to o. univOtSnl proposition. 

The Opponent urgos the objection tha.t tha Rooson Gdduced is 'inad· 
.miulbto '-" TM ~ame thing. etc. etc.-That is to aay, one and the same 
thing ia wpabU of the effective action whioh can be accomplished by itself, 

I 
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and o.Jso incapable of that effective action which can be accomplished by· 
others ; hence the Probans based upon tho capability f<Yr effeaiV6 acti<m can
not bo admissible ; because the thing is not admitted as capable of eiflcient: 
adion, in regard to such action as can be a.ecomplished by oth.,..,. Nor 
is there a.ny cont.J:'adiction between 'existence • and 'non-existence', o.s tho· 
two a.ro in. roferonce to distinct aspects of the thing; for instance, the 
thing is co.lled 'existent, inteferencetosucheffectiveactiona.sean beaceom
plished by itself, and that same thing-not another-is caJJed 'non-existent ', in 
reference to such action as can be accomplished by others ; there would have· 
beet~ 'contradiction' if it had been called 'non~existcnt' o.lso in reference 
to the action accomplisbod by itseli." 

The answer to thia is as follows-' A• a malt<" of fa<:l, etc. etc.' ;-That 
same thing which is ' capable ' of the action that can be accomplished by 
itself, is 'incapable' of that which can be accomplished by others ;-e.ud it is 
not any other thing. Things do not differ through difference in their ,..,J.a. 
tives or through difference in words ;-because the thing is impartite. 

'Tat • stands for 'ta8m6t ', 'for these reasonS '.-Ji'or thue reasona, the· 
dual cll.arader can never belong to the same thing. 

1f it bo held that-" the aspect that is incapable of such o.ction as can 
be accomplished by others is different from that which is capable of effective 
action,._ This is wha.t is introduced by tho words 'If it i8 something el.st, 
etc. etc.,. 

The answer to this is that th<"o are lwQ thiYif/8 ;-that which is 
capable of effective action is one thing, and that which is incapable is the 
second thing ; so thnt in saying what you bo.ve said, you have a.sserted the 
existence of two tlliYif}s, and not the dual aspect ol one and the same thin,g.
(1675-1677) 

The following te:c: points out defects in the third defi.nit.ion of 'Negation ' 
put forwa.rd-that i t consiata rnerely in the abst-nU of Means of Oofll';tion. 

TEXT (1678). 

Tlm IDEA Oli' 'NEGATION' ))EINO AN ENTITY HA VINO lli!EN' l'l<EVI011SLY 

AOOBPTED, WHY IS IT DESORIBED TO BE jeatureJess?-(1678) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Pntriowly auepted ,_ in the assertion that t Negation consists in the· 
non-modification of the Soul or in the cognition of something else ' 
(Text 1649). 

• Featurdus ' .-It has been assorted (by Kumarila, sec under Text 1657)• 
that-" Just && the cognisable Object is negative, so should the ?.leans of 
cognition also be understood to be" ; from which i t is clear that the Means 
or Form of Cognition consists in the apprehension of the Object ; hence it 
cannot be right to attribute tbo eharactsr. of 'Means or Form of Cognition' 
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to what is entirely featureless ; this is what is meant; a.nd this so,mo id~?n is 
going to be put forward again (in the following Teat).-{1678) 

This same idea is further explained-

TEXT (1679). 

TlJB OBJE<n' THAT IS Fli.ATUltELll>SS ))RING DEVOW OF TB:B FORU OF 

COGliiTION, OANNOT lll!: A Means or Form of Cognition ; AS Tms 

IS ALWAYS OF THE NATURE OF Gognition.-(1619) 

COMMENT.AJ.W. 

'ThitJ '-i.e. Mea.ns or Form of Cognition. 
That which is not of the nature of the oog!Ution of things cannot be " 

'Means or Form of Cognition ',-e.g. the Jar a-nd such things ;-and Negation 
is d&void o£ the nature of the cognition of things ;--hence thoro is non· 
apprehension of the widar character (which must mean the absence of t.he 
less wide che.racter).-{1679) 

The following might be w-ged :-"The Eye and the other orgnn.s are not 
of the noture of the cognition of things,-and yet, &a they serve as C&\laea 
bringing about the cog!Ution of things, they are called 'Jl!oans of Cognition ' ; 
the sa.me would be the case with • Negation , also ; so t-bo.t the Reason add\tced 
is not true (Inconclusive)". 

This is the orgwnent anticipe.ted aud answered in the following-

TEXT (1680). 

IF IT IS Ull.GED THAT-" NEGATION IS A Means of Gogniti<m. BECAtTSE

LJ:KB THE EYE, ETO.-IT SIIRVE$ A$ THE CAUSE Oll CoGNITION", 

.....JflmN ( OUB ANSIVER IS THAT) WRA'l' IS :ENTIRELY 

!IBATln!JILll>SS OAN NEVER SEIW:£ AS THE 

CAUSE Oll ANYntiNo.--{1680) 

COliiMENTARY. 

It is not right to make 86Sumptions on tho basis of the figm·ati ve idea 
of being the ' cause of oognitiou ' ; because what is entirely featureltlS$ aud 
hence dovoid of all ee.pacity, cannot be rightly regarded as a Oause. If it 
were so regarded, it would cease to be jtaturelua; and further, as what is 
fee.tureless cannot be specially related to any p<>rticular time or place, if a 
cog!Ution were brought about by it;, it would never coo.se at nll.-{1680) 
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TEXTS (1681-1683). 

THEN AGAlN, RiliNG DEVOlJ) OF THE FORM 011 CoGNITION, ROW WOULD 

TRE 'NliGATION' BE Al'PRERENDED 1-!F IT WEJ.l.E RELD TO Bll 

APPRli>RENDRD BY TBlil ABSJINCE-l.E . NEGATION- OF TRll COGNITION 

RELATING TO IT,--TIIEN THERE WOULD Bll NO END (TO TRE ASSUMP· 

TION OF SUCH NEGATIONS).-b, Tlll!N, THE NON-EXISTENOE 011 THE 

OognitiQt> WERE APPJ.l.EtmNDED THROUGH THE A:BSFlNOE 011 TRE 

cognised lhi"'},- A.l!ID THE NON •EXISTENCE OF Ttm cognised tJti"'} 
WERE APPREHENDED TliROUGR THE absence of OognitiQt>,---'rHJ!BE 
WOULD BE MUTUAL INTERDEPENDENOE.-IiENOE THE J!ACT IS TRA.T 

WI!A.T IS THE Perupti()t> OF OJ:<"ll THING IS CALLED Ttm N on-peteepticm 
OF ANOTHER ;-AND THE SA.ID Percepti()t> OO~OJS ABOUT BY ITSELF, 

BECAUSE BY ITS VEJ.l.Y NATURE IT IS not-dad: (SELF-LUJIIINOUS).

(1681-1683) 
COMMENTARY. 

Then again, what is itself ?Wt known cannot bring about the Cognition 
of anything else ;-if it did, it would lead to absurdities ; this has been already 
explained i so i t hM to be explained in 'vha.t wo.y l Negation • itsalf is known. 
It cannot be cognised by itself ; as if it were so, then the 11egation, or o.bsence. 
of tl10 object also would be cognised by itself, and there would be no need 
for post\llntiug e. Means of Cognition in th<l shape of 'Negation ' ; os this is 
meant only for the purpose of bringing about the oognition of the negation 
of the objeet,-nd this negation of the object will have been cognised by 
itself, l ike the negation of tM Means of Oogoition.-Nor can it be regerded as 
cognised by it.<J own Cognition, beca.use, ex hypothesi, it is 'devoid of the 
form of Cognition • ;-how then collid it be cogniaed by it• own Cognition I 
It is only what is of tho neture of Cognition tbl\t C<lJ\ be so cogniaed. 

It might be argued tho.t it could bG l<nown from another ,,.gae;, of the 
Means of Cognition bearing upon itsolf.-But then there arises tha qu .. tion 
-how is this latt<~r Negntioll known ?- If it were held to be due to yet 
~~nothor Negetion,-thon thoro would be an in.flnite rogross. This has been 
thus declared :- 'Otherwise tho non-existence of tho Object is kuow11 
through No11-npprehension, and the non-existence of the Apprehension is 
known by llnother Non-apprehension; so thoro is a.n infinit-e regress'. 

In order to avoid this Infinite ~-.it mny be held that the Cognition 
of Negation is due to the absence (Negation) of the Object.- But in that ca.se 
tl!Ore is mutua.! interdependence. · For instence, the Negation of the Means 
of OognuiQt> is cognis<ld through the cognition of the Negetion of the Object, 
and the negation of the Objea is oognised through the Cognition of the 
negation of the Means of Cognition; thus the defect of mutual intordependence 
is quito clear.-Thus you aro roduoed to thnt condition where the thrust of 
the Javelin throws out the Eye-ball ! · 

From all this it follows that the Noo-appr&MNion of one thing consists 
only in the appr<Mnsi<m of another thing,-and 'Negation ' need not be a 
Means of Cognition clli!erent from Perception. 

6 
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The following might be urged :-"How ;. that o~ of one 
thing known f What hat been urged against tha Cognition of N<9<Jlion would 
apply to that alto ". 

The ...,_,. to this is that-' !M 10id Pucopeion, ac. ac. '-That is, the 
Perception of the one thing becomes oognisad. by <ueV,-not through any· 
thina else ; hence in this case there is no Infinite Resr-.-" Why f "
Because, by iU w::ry nalwe~-in its own fonn,-ft il tl<>t·do1'k,-i.e. it is of the 
naturo of Lighl (which is seH-luminous).-Nor would ocgnition through mere 
pr..._ loo.d to inoongtuitiea, aa nothing else (excopo Cognition) is of the 
nattu-e of Ligh< (i.e. aeli-luminous).-(1681- 1688) 

Quulion :-"Why ahould there be this hootility towards tbo appro. 
henaion of Cognition through something else I " 

Ani'Wtr .-

TEXTS (1684-1686). 

AJ3 A. MA.Tl'B:B 01" FA.OT, Tllll A.l'l'UliENSION OF CooNrriON TJDIOtTGH 

SOXI!:TJIINO ELSJI IS NOT POSSIBLE IN .L'IYWAY,-mmEll (<>) 'fllltOUQH 

TllE brn:aD'IlA.L L><DIOA.TIV1!,-oR (b) TB:ROUOB .u<O'm:EB COONI· 

!110ll (P.cBOilPTION),-oR (c) 'fHROtTGR l'ltESliVITION .-THE!u: BEING 

A. POSSIBILITY OJ' OBJECTIONS BEING JUISED .O.OA.INST 1\J,L THESE 

TRR2Ji, THERE \VOtTLD BE SEVXRA.L lNFnnTJ: R:J:O:a:&SSES CRB.EPINO 

IN POR YOtr.-{IT l'>!UST BE ADMI'l'l'BD THERDORE TH.o.T) AS AMONG 

Tll!NOS BQtrALLY OA.PULE OP lllllNG APPRllllENDED, 'l'la: APPRE· 

RliiNSION OF ON1l LEADS TO THE DEFINITE OOONITlON TIIAT THE 

OTHERS ARJ!J Mll--e.t'istent.-(1684-1686) 

OOMti!ENTARY. 

(1) Somo people hold that Oognition is ocgniaablo through the Inferential 
Indicative ;-this Inferential Indicative being either in the form of the idea 
of a thi.og, or in tbot of an Action, or in that of a thing peroeptiblo by the 
,..,_ or oomo mAni!eot object, and ao forth. 

(2) Otbora hold tboo Cognition is pf'ceiwd through another Oognition,
and noheli-ocgnised,-becauso the operotiou of anything upon it.Rif involves 
an inoongtui<y. 

(3) Otbora again hold tbao it is ocgniaod through Proaumption besod 
upon t.bo inoxplicabili<y (otherwise) of who< ia duly known ; i.e. the idea of 
a thing being known \Vould be inexplicable if tho Oognition of the thina were 
no> <bore, the Oogniiion itself being by ito noture duU (non-intelligont, dark). 

Thus bh .. e three tJ!eories have been put forward. 
Now <bore being a possibility of objeotiona being broughb up against 

eaob of those three theorie&-relating to the Inferentiallndie&tivo o.nd the reet, 
-..ob ea-' Row is tho Inferential Indicative itself Jmo-.n I •, and so forth, 
-lhtro will bo .. ,.,.al Infinil4 .!Ugrt8•u ....._,."9 in :-For inatonco, the 
lnforentinl Indicntive and the res> could not be ocgniaod until Oognition 
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is cognised; hence its cognition shou1d be sought for from somewhere else; 
-~>nd for thM a.Jso, it would be necess~>ry to 1\&ve rec<>ur&o to ~>nother Jn. 
ferential IndiCQtive a.nd so forth. This same procese being urged against 
each of the three theories,-there would be an endlese Infinite !Wgreas. 

From all this, the right conclusion would be that the apprehension of 
one thing brings about the Cognition of the non-existence of other tbings.
Wben one has to deny the time and place of things, the negation 
(denial) is made of the perceptible thing• themselves, as it is these latter 
that stand on the same footing as the thing that has been apprehended; it 
being impossible to deny anything else. If """""'" ... were denied, then all 
would b& denied,-M has been soon before ; because all things become 
included under 'what is not-that thing-which is apprehended ',-e.coording 
to the principle that 'what is not the same as one thing is another thing '.
(1684.-1686) 

Qtuation:-

TEXT (1687). 

"WHAT IS THAT one THING ON THE OOGl>"lTlON \VlllllltEOP: THE SK'lr IS 

COGNISED .6-S nl()()1lolu8 1 How TOO IS Tu:& absence Oll' 

ALL S011ND COGNISED ANYWHERE 1 "-{1687) . 

COMMENTARY. 

[Says the Opponent]-" When a man notices the absence of the Moon 
in tho Ak/Jsha., there is no appreheusion of any one thing, by virtue of which 
it, could be said that from the apprehension of that one thing follows the 
apprehension of !he 1101>-txisttnce of other thiT¥~• ; specially as there is no 
such real thing as Akiisha which could be apprehended as devoid of the 
Moon. Even that Aka8ha which others have postulated as something real 
is beyond the reach of the seuses.-Then ag&.in, when at a eorta.in plaeo the 
a~•ence of aoun<l is noticed,- from the apprehension of what om thing does 
thet follow !-It cannot be urged that it follows from the apprehension of 
tho spot on the ground concerned ; because the ground is not oquaJ to the 
Sound as regards its parceptibility,-because the ground is visible, while 
the Sound is audible ; e.nd what are meant to be mutually related in the 
present eontext are things that stand on the same footing regarding their 
porceptibility.-This is clear from the assertion that 'one thing is otl>er than 
the other when both o.ro rolated to the same cognition and yet a.re not depend
ent upon one anothar '.-Nor can the eognition in question be said to proceed 
from the apprehension of Time ; b&ea.use there is no such eategory as ' Time ' 
apart from tho other cat&gories, whose apprehension could be there. The 
Time that is accepted by the other party is a.Jso something beyond the senses ". 
-{1687) 

The answer to the above is as follows :-
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TEXTS (1688-1689). 

As A. KJ.n£11 01' FA.OT (ALL TilAT IS l'BJWBIVED IS) TBE JftJM of Lighl 
and Shotk, wmCR THE OBSERVER REGARDS A.S ' ~M ' ; ANYTIIING 

A.U~T llltOM TIIA.T IUS ~0 E.USTENOB; NOR 18 IT PBRCEIVED.-L'< 

T1B OASII 011 IM a/Junce of all Sovnd4 ALSO, ITS COONITlON 

IS DUll TO TKE NON •l'EBCRP'I'ION Oll ITS IlP11EOT ; AND 

THIS NON·l'RROEP'I'ION IS OOGNISilD ULTIMATELY 

TR&OUGH THE SELP·OOGNTTION 011 OTHliR 

CoGNITIONS.-( 1688·1689) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Of tAo m<>~• of Light ana Shatlo ' ;--ruld--' on tho porception of ' ;
thi• IAm-.nliM of Light and Shade-is rogardod b:y the observer as 
• AkdohG ', nothing apart from tha.t. For instanC<t, during tho dn:y or night. 
the man perooivll8 the • A/Wsha • to ba 'like aappbiro • or ' like tho Cloud • ; 
and for the other po>rty, the A/Wsha ba.s neither colour nor shepo. 

• A11vt}ling apart/""" tlJaJ • ;-that is, anything like t.ho A.~a poottulated 
by tho other party ba.s no existcnoo apart from the ..Ud Mau of Light ana 
S!a4de; and if it does exist, it is not perooptiblo b:y tho ..,_, 

At regards the absence of aU sounds alao, it is oognisod tl>rOut:Jl the non· 
opprol•o•'"ion or its oJJcet in the shapo of Autliw'll Oognitlon; a11d this n<m· 

appr<Mnlion is cognisod through the apprehe!llio11 o! the Vi""'! and other 
Cognitio111; oo that ham nlso tJlere is tho appr<Mn~ion of 011<1 thing, in the 
oliApo ol t.ho appr<>he!llion of these othor Cognitions. 

&ys tho Opponont :--" All cases of the existonco of tho OaWJu nre J\Ot 
covorod by tho exiotonce of the Efle<>t, by virtue of which tho oxiotenoo of th~ 
Elfoot, on its oet!llation, would preclude tl~e exiotonce or the Onlllle nlso. That 
iliio cannot be tho oaso is due to the fact that Can11011 .,., not alwo.yo etlecf.ive 
(oven though preoont)." 

[.8.11....,.}-We do not say thet all ooses of tho oxistenoo of the Cause 
are cove<ecl by the existence of the EJJeot; whAt WO MY is u .. t. porticu/Qr 
""'*'of the u!otonoe of the Cause,- wbot;e eJJeotivo.- iB never obetmcted, 
__....., t.bo8e that are meant to bo excluded by tho noo-oxistenco of the off<a 
(auditory J.>ereoption),--not the existonoe of all oa,_. For instance, even 
in a caao whore the approba!llion of tha bare p/Q<:o brings about the cognition 
or the al>HftCO of the Jar, what bringo about this hotter cognition i• tho non· 
apprebelllion ol the ojJO<t in the sW.po of the apprehon~io» of the Jar ; bee& use 
the al>1eneo that is cognisod is only that of the Jo.r which w<>uld ho.vo boen 
porctptil>lo (if it woro thero),--o.nd not of all Jn1'11. And what would be 
thatwbiohisperuptiblo! Thatalono\vbose cnpncityhas not boen obstmcW. 
:Sooauso Ptrcoptibility hns been described o.s o. pnrtioular ciloracw,-and 
who.t ill tho character of a thing must be porceptiblo. Othorwise, here also, 
e.U 08001 of the E:i8tenco of t4 Jar would not be covered by the Appr~ 
of the Jar ; and hence the o.bsenoe of tho non·p""""ding l110tor could not lead 
to tho ab<enco of the "~ factor ; and ther& would be no cognition 
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of the Clb#enco of the Jar. It is for this reuon that in all cases, the 
non .. pprohenaion of the ehara<:ter of the thins IMda to the thing being 
reprded M ~ In l'OGiity however what hae to he peroei~-ed is 
lobe -~ of the efftd (which Ieeds to the cognition of the 
non-exi.ltonco of the Oa....,).-{1688-1689) 

Th<> following T"'"' proeeeds to ohow tho 'Inoonolusive • charactet of the 
Reeaon-' becmuoe it is spoken of by the nruno Negati<m [therefore Negation 
should be regarded as different from Peroept.ion and the rost' ; see 
Teo:' lOGS):-

TEXT (1690). 

TJJ.US, IT Dllll<G ESTAJILISHBD mAT NEGATION IS liSSBNTIA.LLY Jli'OSITIVE 

l!N'TITY, Tlm MOT 011 ITS beitiJ} spoken of /ty /k name Negation IS 

NOT INOOMPATIDLB WITH lTS Bl!lNO lNCLITDBD (UNDER OTJ!:&R 

.IOA .. \'<S OR FOIWS 011 COONYTION).-(1690) 

COMMENTARY. 

' TA.u ',-!.o. under the principle that • the porooption of one thing is 
,.hat ia callod tho non-perception of other things ' aod so forth. 

• TMJo.e~,, etc. etc. 1-Even when • Negation' ia included under 'Percep
tion', the fact of ite being spoken of by tho name • Nogotion' doee not 
become incompatible. 

'!'hie shows that the Probans put forward by tho Opponent is not absent 
wboro the contrary of the Probandum is present.- (1690) 

TEXT (1691). 

As REOARDS THll CONTlill<TION (UNDER Tut 1669) THA.T "NBG4TlON 

l<VST BB OOOl>'ISliD BY A MltA..~S WBICB IS OB Tm1 SAlOl NAT'OlloE 

AS ITSELI' ".,--TBIS IS I:X'l'UlELY StJPER.I'LVOOS; 4.S 

llVIIN IN WH.~T WE ASS'BJIT TBllllll IS TIIAT 

,..,_of natur~-(1691.) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Thtre il Uaae .ametu88 of nature' ,-the ' non·&pprehonaion ', in the 
ebnpe ol the nppreheusion of something else, being negotive in charooter. 

In this oo=oction, some people urge the following objection ,_ .. The 
cognition tho.t on visages morely the absonce of things' cnlUlot be included under 
Perception and the rost,-because i t envisages only the absenu (negation) 
of things, while Perception and the rest onvisoge positive things ;- nor 
can it be rogarded as invalid,_,. it is in conformity with the roal stete of 
tbinge. When you (Buddhists) postulate the abaoluto dest.ruction of things, 
you cannot dony the ab#nce of tlt.ing1." 
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What baa been e;q>la.ined above dispooco of this objection al8o. In the 
oaae in quootion, wbM the particul.or Conceptual Though~ onvisageo is -
pvro oeption devoid of an specifications of time, place, otc.,-it envisages 
the qualiflod Negation in U!e form that at a certain place ' the Jar is not' ; 
and that it is 10 is dW> to the fact that tha Place, e~ have the cepacity of 
boiDg perceived. Thus it is that Negation i.a not regarded aa a di.atinctl\Iee.ns 
or Fonn of Cognition ; becaW!e what is conceived io only ouch empty pl&.ee 
as baa been apprehended by Pe~eption.-Evon if there wore apprehension 
of pure, unqUAlified, Negation, the cognition apprehA>nc!Jng it could not be 
regarded aa valid, because it would be envisaging a fi<»H.Uily; and an oon· 
aidoration ol U!e validity of cognitiona, by rnen seoldng for effective action, 
relates to <n~ili .. only.-What has been urged U!orofore is benooth notico.
(1691) 
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CHAPTER XIX. 

Section (E) . 

On ' Yukti' (Ratiocination) 

and 
'AnupaWhdhi' (Ncm.-AppreMnsion). 

The author o.rgues as follows, in c.onnootion with 4 Ratiocination ' and 
'Non-apprehension' (as distinct Means of Cognition) :-

TEXTS (1692-1695). 

(A) """-"T T~mo CO'IES • ~ow .L.<iA =• • ~ vT \VlliN THIS THING IS T.Bl!RE, AND IT 

DOES NOT 00~0! ABOUT, WREN IT IS NOT THJIRE,-'l'BRBEFORE IT 

PROCEEDS FRO)! THAT ",--THIS IS OALLJ;D 'RATIOCINATION'. THE 

SAGE OJw.raJca HAS DECLARED THAT IT IS A DIST!NOT Mli:A.NS OF 

COGNITION ; BEOAUS.E IT CANNOT BE INFERENCE, AS NO CORROBOBA· 

TIVE I NSTANCE IS AVAILAl!LE ".-

(B) "WID:J~ A CERTAIN THING IS COGNISABLE BY AN APPRIIHENSION,

TlmN, FROM THE AllSENOE OF THAT APPREHENSION, ONE DEDUCES 

THE NON-EXISTENCE OF .THAT THING;- THIS IS REGARDED AS' NoN 

APPREHENSION '.-THIS ALSO IS A DISTINCT l\{EANS OF COGNITION, 

AS IT DOES NOT NEBD A CGRRGilORATIVE INSTANCE AND OTHER 

FACTORS. IN IIAOT, IN THE INSTANCE ALSO, NON-EXISTENCE WOULD 

BE OOG!-"ISBD BY ~fE~~S OF THIS SAME 'NON-APPREHENSION'." 

(1692-1695) 
COMMENTARY. 

When a thing is cognised as being the effect of a oertam thing, on the 
ground of i ts being produced only whan IJ>e :U.tter is p~ent,-it is reganled 
as a case of ' Ratiocination • .-As it is eot'loCtptual, it cannot be Perception ; 
nor can it be Inft:rtnt:.t, as there is no Corroborative Insta.noe ; and if there 
were an Instance, then also the notion of being an <Jject would be duo to 
being produced only when the other i s pr~; and in support of that, another 
inst<>noe would have to be sought for ; and so on and on, there would be 
an infinite regress.-Hence this is a distinct Means of Cognition ; so says the 
sage Olu:Jmka, the medical doctor. 

Similsrly. when there is cognition of the non-existence of a t!Ung d&rived 
from the abnnce of it.B appre.heNi<m, i t is a case of 'Non·apprehension ' ; 
and the reasons for regarding this also as a distinct Means of Cognition are to 
h<> found as m the case of' Ratiocination '.-(1692-1695) 

The above is refutod in the following-
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TEXT (1696). 

Tm!RB IS NO RESTRICTION REOARDINO TBll OOOl>"l'l'lON OF CAUSE AND 

E~>n:OT, AND THB oooNmoN o• NoN-:aXISn:NOB ; .u."D XN THll 

OASES CITBD TKERB IS NO DIIFY.BRBNOE B»rWEBN THll 

PlwBANS AND TRII Pl!oB.I.l<DO'X.-{1696) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound • K4'1/0k6ta(IQI4, olc. • ia to bo expounded u the • prali· 
paUi ', cognition, of 'KllryoJ:IJttm.al4 ', t.bo relation of Cauae and Effect, and 
of 'abh6to ', 'non-oxilt.enco ' ; t.bo cognit.ion of the relation of Oauso and 
Effect is aaid to bo by meana or • Ratiocination •, and the oognition of • non· 
e.:riatence by meant of Non-appt6hension '. 

'A..-yllm '-in the two casee cited-of 'Ratiocination ' and 'Non ..appro. 
he!l$ion ',-there is no difl'erenee between the Probana and the Probandum. 
--{1696) • 

How there io no dif!orenco is shown in tho following-

TEXT (1097). 

Till: RELATION Oll' 'CAUSE AND EfEEOT' IS NOTRINO OTHER THAN THAT 

ONE THING IS 1'1\0DUOED ONLY wmm TilE OTHER IS TlD:lRE ; 

NOR IS non-e:.istence KNOWN TO Jlll ANY TF[fN(I OTlfltlt 

THAN TIDl 'NON·l'IIROEPTION' Oll' WRA.T IS 

Pl!ROJII.'TlBLE.-(1697) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of • Ra.tJoeint\tion ', thore ia no difference between the 
Proba.no and IM Proba.ndum; bocaul!e t.be rea8o" (Probans) is tho fact of""" 
thing b&ing prodll«d only whtn IJ10 OIMr <• there,-tbe rtlation of oa,... and 
BJ!td is the Probandum ; and wo t!nd no difl'orenoo between these two; the 
two are synonymous, like the terma • "'"' • and ':pijd4pa • (both moo:ning 
Tru). 

In the"""" of ' Non·apprehenaion 'alao, thnre ia no difl'arence between the 
CaUS& and the Ef!oct. For in~tanoo, if more ab~e~W» of a~ is meant 
(by 'Non.apprehenoion '), then u nothins lik& it is lqlown, it would bo open 
to the Intinite Ragrooo and other objoctiona nrgod above. If, on the other 
hand, the 'Non-appreheDiion • of a thing is only the 'apprehn!l$ion oi some· 
thing else', then it booomeo included under 'th& Non..apprehension of what 
should hevo boon apprehended • ; and this dooa not prove the -~. 
whinh io oognisod by Perception itaolf. It is for this reaaon that the toxt 
has declared-' Nor u~t~. c1e.- '--{1697) 
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It might be argued tl\1\t-" what are mol\1\t to. be proved o.re not the 
Rekuion of Oame and E.f!ocl and Non-..,i81e""" themselves, but the ordinary 
usage regOl'ding these." 

The anowor to this iB aa follows :-

TEXT (1698). 

FoR TR:m Paovmo oF Tm: o.u>ADILI1'Y o:r llEING usED (aroxEN oF, 
:Rl!!OAlU>ED) AS SUOli:,-TREBIIl IS 1'11ll EXAMPLE 011' TirB 1'KINO 

OOOl<ISIIlD A1' TBll TWJ: OF '1'KB Co!>-v&.'n'ION.--{1698) 

COMMENTARY. 

' TadblultJUvyavahiirtJ '-ia the ' vyavalu1rCJ ', uso.ge,-of tho • bMM ', 
character, of • eau&& and efl'oct' o.nd 'non4 exifitonce '.-ThatiJJ, what-js moont 
to be proved is the capacity of being spokon of aa expreuod by a certain 
name.--{And in this w&y, the two Me&DS ol Cognition beeomo ineluded nnder 
lnferenco}-Tho argument. being formul"l<ld M follows:-

(A) Tl>lngs thet, by their nAture, are porceived after the operation of a 
certain thing, o.re oapablo of being apoke.n of no the 'effoot' of that thing,
o.g. the thil\gt perceived at the timo of Convont.ion: the Jar is found to be 
perceived only after the Operation of the Potter; so also Words o.re fonnd 
to be perc<~ived only after the Operation of tbe Pal&te end other portions of 
tb6 Mouth ;- this being & Prob&ns b&aed upon the n&tun> of things. 

{B) Similarly in tbo caao of • Non.approhonAion ', if - il wbbt is 
meant to bo proved, thon the Inferential &!u!orung may be formulated as 
follows :-When oortoin thinge capable of being "pprehendcd o.ro not a.ppre· 
hended in certain places, they are to be spoken of as n<m·..,i.Um in thoae 
pl3ces ;-...g. the Head of the Hare is one that C81l he spoken of ... a place 
wbbre the Horn isncn-tzt'414m ;--d as rogarda the doctrine of ' Universals ', 
it is found that the 'Universal ' and other ••togoriM postulated by othed, 
which are hold to be peroept.iblo, are not perceived at all in indioridualt
like the spotted Cow for ln.otsneo,-which are •upposed to be the 8ubotra.tum 
of the said 'Universal ' : so that here 'Nou~.n.pprebe.nsion' iR in the very 
nature of thC>IlO things. Aa regards the lndividuals,-the opoued and other 
cows-thOM are duly perooived, benee these aro not rejected ... ~. 

Nor oan the Prob&ns bo laid to be ' Inconclusive ' ; because the idea 
tbbt there is only maniful4lioro (by the Cause, of wbat already ox:istl) is going 
t~ be rejected. 

I t il only on the basis of these faots that things are spokel\ of l\8 ' non
existent •. 

Nor ~ tho Probans he laid to be 'Contradictory', ... it iB actually 
present in 1>11.....,. where tbe Probendwn il known to be pro&ent.-(1698) 
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Section (F). 

Q,. ' Bllmblw.t!a. ', ' Proliahility ' . 

COMMENTARY. 

" 'SambhavtJ ', (Probability) aerves to bring about the cognition of t he 
com~ of tM Aqgr'9f.lt• after the Aggrepto iteell ha.a become cognised. 
For instance, the idea of ' a hundzW. ' follows af~ the exitteoee of 'a 
thousand ' hes boon cognised. This eannot be Inference, u tbero ;.. no 
Corrobora,tive Inst&noe avtillable." 

The objection against this is set forth in the following-

TEXT (1699). 

i!.J3 A MA'l'rlllt OP PAut, Tlll!l MEl<ll:ElLS 01' 'I'HE AGGllllGATE Allll TIIII OAUSES 

or THE ml!A or 'I'HE AoonoATE ; JBNCE THE COOJ>'lTION o:r 'I'll% 

PliOBAlllLITY 01' ' A IIUNDIIBD ' PliOODOili'G PIIOV: 'IIUT OJr ' .i.. 

Tl!OUSA.l\'D ' 18 ONLY PliODUOBD BY TliB L'<liERI!:l\"TUL 

INDIOA'l'lVB.-(1699) 

COMMENTARY. 

Because the Aggrepto i.a not something ap&rt from the comp<n14PIU of 
tM A~-<md u- components are the oauoo (basis) of the very notion 
of tho ' Aggrepto ',-therefore the cognition or ' a hundred' that proceeds 
from ' a tbou.aand ' i.a only a """" of cognit.ion produeed by tho Inferential 
Indicative, in the ahepo of E.fft<i.-{1699) 

End of Socti<m (J'~ 
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CHAPTER XIX . 

Section (G). 

On ' A i!ihya ', ' Tradition ' and ' Praliblui. ', ' I ft tuuicm '. 

COMMENTARY. 

There are otbenl who reprd 'Tradition', etc. aloo aa diatino~ Means of 
Coption.-Of these 'Tradition • ia that Means or Fonn of Coption whose 
original promulga~r cannot be diaoemed, but haa come down through a 
long-continued o.ssertion ;-e.g. 'A yakf(J resides in this Bnnyo.n·tree '. 

'Intuition' is thn.t cognition indic&ti.ve of the exieteneo or noo.~oxistenoe 
of things, which appoon auddonly without any restcrictiotl8 of Time or Place; 
e.g. when the virgin baa the notion 'my brother will ocmo to·day' ; and 
thie does come about ; henoo it is valid cognition. 

The objeetion to the above ia aet forth in the following-

TEXT (1700). 

4 Tlt.ADI'l'ION ', 'INTUITION' A..ND 'I'HB RES"r ffi I'OtTND TO BE FALSE 

IN MA..'<Y OASES ; HENOl!l TRJlSE OA..NNM JlE Rl:OAIIDED A.S ' MEA..~S 
or RIGHT CoGNITION ' ; AS S!IOB A.SS17Ml'TIO:lf woULD LliA.D TO 

INOON'GRUlTIES.- (1700) 

OOMMEI'<"TARY. 

The phrase • <uvi !M rul ' includes '~tion' and otbera; tbeae alao 
are regarded by 80D1& otbora u • Means of Right Cop lion'. 

• Wou/4 lead 1o ;,..,.gruiliu • ;-e.g . .Dream-Oopui"" might be found to 
be true in a ""rtain .,... and there by come ~ be regarded u a valid l!oana or 
form of Cosnition.-(1100) 

]J]nd of Seaion (G). 



CHAPTER XIX. 

Section (H). 

Summing vp. 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thus rojoot.ed tJI other M...,. or Forros of Cognition. in detail, 
the author briefly prooeedo to diacard them (and thus = up the 
question) :-

TEXT (1?01). 

0Jt, ALL Tmll El'I'ORT Ill OUT 01 PLACE ; SINCE TIIINCS EXIST r.; 

TWO Jl'ORMS ONt.Y-VIZ. : PBROEPTIBL:B AND 

I~!PERC.EPTIBL'Il.-(1701) 

COMMENTARY. 

Things 1\1'6 of only two kincl-Porcoptible &nd Imperceptible.-(1?01) 

Obfution :-"There is nloo anotbor kind-which ia both Perccplibl6 and 
Imr><rcopta,z,, and wl>ich is noithor Ptrctptib!e nor Imperetptibl~." 

A?t.9tnr :-

TEXTS (1?02-1708). 

ANY OTlnlR KIND IS NO't l'OSSiliLB,-IN THE SRAPll OJ BoiJ• Pen:~tib~nd 
Imperetptible, 011 neither Perctptible-nor-lmperceptih!e. BECAUSE 

IN ANY SINOLE TimiO, BOTH adion AND i'IU.ICtiO'II WOULD Bll SELl'

OONTRADIOTORY. Tlur 'tlJJNO IS CALLED 'PBROBl'TnlLE' WlUOH 

l'BODUCES ITS COGNITION DIRECTLY (IMMliDIATELY) ; THE OONTIU.RY 

01! TlUS IS REOARDBD BY TJDJ WISII, AS 'OO&ROBPTIBLB '.-NOW V:&B

BAL 0ooNl'l'lON, A.i ... ALOOIOAL CoGNITION AND 'Ill» REST OAl>"NOT BNVIS

AGII 'tliB l!ORMER (PJ!ROBPTIBLB) TBINQ ; AS IN THAT OASB TREY 

WOULD BEOOIO INOLUDI'lD Ul<Dl!ll 'Pl!ROZFTION ', OR BE 11UTILE, LIKE: 
Rloa:l!BRANOII.-Evl:N Ill' TIBY liNVISAGII lmperetplibk TmNGS, 

IN WllA T WAY OOULD ANYTIUl'IO BB m."VISAQBD BY ALL ! lJ! DIBBCTL Y 

(nDaDIATl!LY), '1'lBN TRI! TIIJXO WOULD NOT B.B 'lMPEBOEPTIBLB ', 

B~O LUOTLY LID: TKI'l PERCEPTIBLB TaniO. lJ! TKB COONl'l'IONS 

ARB DI!PD.'n'C!IT tll'ON 80:1a'1'11n<O :&In: (I.J:. iftdirul, mediate), WOULD 

TKB OOONI'liON BE RIILATED TO IT 011 NOT BJtLA'l'ED ! WoULD 
IT D."VVSAOl: dutiMtion OR NOT t-b lT ABOSE OUT O.P WllAT IS 

Ml rtlattd, TRBN Tlii'lRE COULD B:l NO RESTIUOTION ; AND IF IT 

.-
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ENVlSAQES diatincticm, TlOI>N THERE COULD BE NO INV AlUA.BLJI CON· 

COMlTANcE. IF, LASTLY, TR1I CoGNITION BNVlSAG&S AN imperuptible 
TfCING,-IS BA.SJID Ul'ON A BELATED OBJJ!~AND DOES NOT ENVISAGE 

DISTINCTION FROM IT,-THEN IT IS OLEA:RLY ' INFERENCE '.-(1702-
1708) 

COMMENTARY. 

I t cannot be right for any ono thing to contain within itself a. mixture 
of mutua.lly cont;re.dictory properties ;-if it did contain such, it wou1d cease 
to be one thing. For inst&noe, that thing is ca.lled : :Poroeptiblo ' which 
brings about the cognition of the thing as it exists, directly,-i.o. without 
the intervention of the InferentioJ. Indicative or such other me&ns of cogni
tion. On this principle, such eognitions as • Sound is momentaty ' would 
bo one envisaging an impucoptible Thing. One o.nd tho same thing cannot · 
bo regarded as both ootive and inactive as rega.rds anything ; by virtue of 
which anything could bo both-Perceptibl<>-and--lmperup!-ible-ns producing 
and not-producing a cert.n.i.n cognition. 

Nor can a. thing be mither-Perceptible-"12()1"-lmperceptible; oooauso in 
rega.td to anything, the ntg<U·ion of one cho.ro.ctor o.lways implies the ajfirma. 
t ·ion of the contrary eha.racter. If there t\re more things th.n..n one, then thore 
is no incongruity in there being both action and inaction in nny given case ; 
e.g. the a.ction and inaction of Ool<>ur and TabU (both) in regard to Visual 
Perception. Nor is thero uny incongruity in both adit.m. and i?tQ.CtWn of 
even one thing, if it is in reference to more th.inga than ono ; e.g. that of Oolow· 
with reference to both Visual and Auditol"y P&reoption.s.-It is in view of 
thi$ that tl1o !f.1C%.t sa.ys-' In any single thing, both act·ion and inaction would 
'be self-ctmJ.radicto'1! ' . 

For aJl these rea..'>Otl$, things are of only ttoo kinds--{Percepliblo and 
Imp<>reeptible). 

Now, if the Word and othor Mcan.s of cognition '"e-ro distir\et llfeam Of 
Co!]'Aition,-tho-re could be only two o.lternnt.ives re.gntllin.g them-they 
envisngo eiLhor (a) the Perceptible Thing, or (b) the Imperceptible Thing. 

They cannot envisage tl\G Perceptible Thing.-" Why ? "- Because in 
that case they would oo liable to become included under ' :Perception ' ; 
as the Verbal and other Cognitions, in thAt e&S$, would envisage those same 
things that a.re envisa.ged by Percoption.- It might be urged thatr-" the 
other Means of C<>gnition bring a.bout the C<>gnition of the thing conoorned 
after it hM ooen onvisa.ged by Perception " ;- the answer to tll8t is that 
' ;~ would be futile ' ; that is, apprehending what is already apprehended, the 
Oognitions would oo inoo!id,-lil<e Remembrance. 

Undor tho second alterne.tive also (that Verbal and other cognitiollll 
envisage Imperceptible Things)-when the Imp<>roept.ible thing is cognised
would it be cognised directly, or ·indir«Lly, through the intervention of soma
thing else t-It cannot be cognised directly; aa, in that easo it would oo 
like any percep!-ib~ thing and would cease to bo imperceptible. Because it 
is co.lled • Imp<>rceptible ' only booauso it does not prod\tCO cognition.s directly ; 
if then, i t were to produee cognitions diredly, how could it be called ' lm· 
perceptible ' ? 
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If the cognition of the Impuooptible thing were produood through 
~he int.ervention of aomot.hing elso,-(1) would it bo produced through the 
in~ontion of something re/oUd t.o it I (2) of oomething not ro/aud 
to it t (3) would it envif11186 diatinct<on t or (') envisage non-dil!tinc
tion t-Tboee four altornati- lto1'0 ~ble.-A.a 11n example of cognition 
envisaging di.stindi.m, there ;. the oognition of a particular Fire-produced 
by Leave& or Gra&a, produeed through 1m0.bo in gorten:rl- An example of 
cognition envisaging """-diftin<:~W.., thoro ia the cognition of _,.. Fire as 
excluded from other unlike thiJl&s, produeed by Smo.l:o.-Now if thia latter 
cognition were brought about by the intervention of • thing (Smoke) ""' 
rtlau.d to the thing concerned (Fire ),-tbero would bo no ...,triction at all ; 
anything might bring about the oognition of anything.-If the oognition 
en vis-se dlolin<li.m, then thoro would be no Invariable Ooncomi.tance between 
the Probans and the Probandum; aa thoro would be no concomitance regarding 
the qualifying fact.or; and to that extent, tbo Probana would be Inconclusive. 
-If then the cognition env~ ........ti.:in<'ion, then it would be included 
under , Inference '. 

All thia ia wbot ia urged in the T-· Ij, l<utly, U.. Cognition, et<:. ete. ; 
-<Jnd do& not •n~~ di.tlindion, fie. ete. '.-That ia, devoid of a.ll tinge <'f 
distinction, enviaaging the mero object ao excluded from all unlike things; 
e.g. the cognition of more Fire, from Smoko.-If the cognition in question is 
of thia kind, then it ia olearly I'lljerence, "" brought about by the puception 
of Relation,-111 the cognition of Firo, from Smoke.-(1702-1708) 

End of 0/iapter XIX. 
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CHAP TER XX. 

Examination of' Syiidvada' (Jaina Doci;rine) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been declared in the Introductory bases (T"tt, 3) that the • True 
Doctrine ' is ' not mixed up with an,y foreign element, to the smallest detail ' . 
-In support of this idea., the Author proeeeds with the next chapter ; and 
starts off with an objection (from the standpoint of the othar Party) :-

TEXT (1709). 

"AS A MA'ITER OF PACT, EVERY ENTITY l!.<S MORE n1AN ONE ASPl!CT,

LIKE THE GEM SAPPmRE ; WRlt 'l'Hl'JN SJJO'OLD T1lJ!,RE llE ANY 

INCOhCPATI:BIUTY A.l\IONG 'EXIST:B'NOE ', 'NON~ 

EXISTE:NCB' ANI) THE REST! "-{1709) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted (under Tezt 1675, above) that 'What is co~ble 
of effective action is said to be ..,;.,eem,-othar tho.n that is said to be ...,. 
e:xistent,- the two cannot e:tiat together in the same subst-r&tUlll., as they a.re 
OOntTa.dictory , . 

Against this, Ahrika (a Jaina writer) and others urge the following 
objections :-

" Every e.Uity ho.s more than one a.opect,-the <JeMral and the ParticulGr ; 
just like the lustrous gem which ap~ to be of variegated colour; why 
then should there be o.ny contradiction (incom~tibility) between d:i.unu 
and non-exiBtence,- in view of 1Vhich it ~ said that • the two cannot CO· 
exist in the srone substratum ' !-The term • CUU ' in '8Gdddi, is m.eant to 
include 'activity &nd inactivity', 'unity • and so :forth ". 

Though this objection has been already refuted undar Te:r;t 1676, by the 
sentence • Nanu W<Utaddhi, tee. ', yet it has been introduced here for the 
purpose of expounding the matter in detail, or for setting forth a fresh theory. 
- (1709) 

For proving the Gt:nUal and Particmor character of things, Ahrika has 
formulated the following arguments in due order :-
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TEXT (1710). 

"!Jr AN ENTITY \V£Rlt -~to (ENTiltBLY DDIPBRENT PBO><) 0'1'llEB 

:JNTm&S. 'IX£.N .IT WOtn..D NOT DU'l":Elt FaO.W: TU 'SJtY .. FLOWER.' 

ON THE M'Bl1R RAND, IF IT \VER£ ENTIRELY DEVOID 

01' 7W>HI[U<Ilily (DlYPEBENCB), Tlll!N IT COULD NOT 

BE BllOABDED AS ANYTHUIO DIJ'-

FER&NT PROM THOSE THIN OS ". 

-(1710) 

COMhffiNTARY . 

.. If a certain thing spoken of-the Jar, for inat&nc.n,-wero 110H9u.al 
lo (i.e. dif!oront from} aU other thini!I',-Buoh as tho Cloth and tbo liko,
i.o. if it \VCII'O ahmys oxeluded (dif!erentiatod) from tboao,-thon there would 
bono di!Yoronco botwGell tho Jar and the 'Sky-/lower'; 1\11 it would be always 
dif!erentilli:Ald from all othor thin~!~'; and .. thing theta alwa)l* difforentiatod 
f~ oil other things ean have no other stet<> "''" thot of the 'aky-Oower '. 
CoM&quonUy, ono who is not willing to admit the equality of that thing to 
the 'alcy·fto\vor ', mnst admit that it is oqual (similar) to other entiti..,, 
in boi~tq on onlily ; benoo this general chorector (oommoru>lty), in the ahape 
of the univenoal 'entity', has to be admitted. 

H m1>y bo lll!ked-" In what "'"Y thon i& there tho Porllador ! " 
'l'ho IUl&Wor i&--' If iJ wore onlir-.ly devoid of M>HqOOiily, lhm il ccndcl 

not b• re(l<lt'tkd Of d;!Jtrt11/, from those lhings.-11 tbnt aamo entity, Jar, 
woro doV.id of non·oquali ty to othor thin~!~' Uko the Oloth,-i.e. if it 
wore not non-equal to them,-then the Jar could no~ bo TOgardod aa 6nythins 
dif!orout from tho Olo~h. otc., iu the form-' This ia Jllr, that is Oloth ' ; 
ju.st liko the spooific individut>Uty of tl\iulll' ;-nnd yot, na a mntto•• of fnet, i t 

·d..,. diUot from otbor things ; hence it beoomee ostabliahod t.hot it has the 
PorlictJar cl1nrnotet l>lso.--{1710) 

TEXTS (1711-1713). 

"!Jr TlDI INTBNDBD :&NTI'fY IS ENTIRELY M/.-eqlUil TO OTKEB 'I'IIISGS, 

TllEN lT OEASES TO BE AN enLilg; 110B THAT WRIOH IS liXOL11DED 

:FBO~I ' Enx'I'Y ', WHEBE OOULD THEU Bll ANY O'IHBB 

~TlON, liXOEn flQII.-ezis{ena,-AS Dr TilE OASE OF 

'1'111: • SKY-FLO\VER'? Taus TilE!<, OJn WHO 

\VISHES THE Eh'TITY TO BE NOT-EQUAL TO 'I'IIE 

• SxY-n.owER ', MUST AOOEPT Tlllll Um
VlimSAL • ENTITY • AS 'rllB OBARA.O'l'lm 

OOMMON TO ALL entities. u_ 

(1711- 1713) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Tttzl4 set forth another argument in favour of the view 
that evory ontity has a oommonolly, a general cho.raoter :-

.. 

.J 

• 
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TEXTS (1714-1716). 

u b IT \Vim.£ NOT AS ASSBl'trtD, TJl&N, TO WKA.l' WOULD TWS 'I'AO'l' BE 

DOE-THAT TBll OOM>tON NOTION 01! 'ENTITY ' DOES NO'l' At'l'EAlt IN 

CONNECTION wrTli Tilll 'Cnow's TEETH', wllll.E tT <~!,WAYS Al'PilABS 

AS RESTRICTED TO Enlilit8 ALONE 1-JF IT BE UUOED TIIA1~' TBE 

SAID RES'l'RIOTION IS DUB TO &imilarity ',-THEN OUR ANSWER IS 

TBAT, TBAT SAME (SIMI!.ARITY) IS WRAT WE CALL' Co~rMONALTY '.

Tms SAME BEMAltX APl'LUS ALSO TO T1D1 vtEW TIIA T ' TB:£ SAID 

Jt%S'I!lUcrtON 1S DV£ 1'0 A OERT.t..IN CAPACITY IN Tll2 !fATUltl: OP 

Tlllll'GS '.- Absol..U. dif!tre-nu. (DO» OTHliR XNTITI£5) TB:&REJI'OBB 

JS NOT l'OSSmLB POR ANY ENTITY ; BECAUSE ENTITlES DO NOT DIJ11ER 

l!ROM EACH OTH!Ul, ON TilE POINT 01! BEING 'JINTITUI:S '."-(1714-
1716) 

COMMEN'XARY. 

• If it 'Were net, etc. uc. '-U r.n entity were • not.-oquQl' to-different 
from-every other entity,-then how is it that the common idea. of 'being 
an enlily ' i& found to appear only in conneetion with the J nr and auch things, 
a.nd not in connection with t.ho ' erow•s teeth ' {tuwi other non~ntities) ? 
Tha baaia for thi& haa to be 6xplained. 

I~ might be urged that;-' Uio b...U for tbilllioo in U>e •imilarity (amoug 
entitiea) '. 

Thon it bocom .. eatablishad that that aamo Sir~>ll4rity is the ' Com· 
mono.lty ', the Common chn.rn.oter; • similarity • being Kynonymo\\R with 
' Oommonalty' (Common elta.ro.oter). 

It migM bo expl~inod that;-' the suid comprehenaiv<i potoncy S\lboiats 
in ~ Jar and other omltiu ot~ly, and not in the Crow'• Teeth and such 
MrHflliliu ; honoo ' the oap6City of the nature of thing>! • i• what forms the 
b6eia of the notion in question '. 

Tbia view also is di.oponaad with by what haa been jua' explained ; i.e. the 
anawor to this is the samo aa that to tha viow regerding' Similarity' ; beceU86 
t.ha aaid t:4pocity may bo regarded aa tha roquired ' Oommooalty '. 

From all tbia it followo that, .;,.. tM form of 'ontiliu ', all things-the 
J..,. and tho nl61;-are fll)t-dljferem from one another.-(1714-1716) 

The following T•xu provide roasons for aooept.ing the ' difference ' 
(parli<:ul4r character) of thing>! from one another:-

TEXTS (1717-1719) . 

._ I• rn SA.ID D"'TITY wz.az Z::NTl.BB'LY DEVOID OB OISSrun •'RJTY :PROM 

·TKB· OTltEB STANDARD lt:S1Tl't'&S,--IJ"HES TBA.T ~"1'lTY WOU'LD ~OT 
BE DD'FEBBJoo'T FRQH THESE; TIIJtRS WOOLD BB OOlll'LBTE NON· 

DIJFBRENOS,-AS FROM TllEIR OWN SELVJ<.~. WHAT IS OALL»D 

'DlSSJMILARITY' IS ONLY A FORM DJl!FSRENT FR014 TitOSE; l'!ENOll 

7 
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Tllll IDEA THAT 'THERE IS ftO di8&imi/o...Uy, AND ¥ET THE TBil<G IS 

diJitrtm' WOULD ll''VOLVE A SELl'.OO!>-rRADJOTlOI<. CoNSEQtJBNTLY, 

WDN ONE HAS TO AOOBI'T SOME SORT Ol' difftrenu .o.MONO TH:INGS, 

HE HAS TO ACCEPT 'DISSIMILARJTY' ALSO, AND TII:ENCE ALSO TK& 

'PARTICULAR' OHARAOTER O:t TJnNGS."-(1717-1719) 

C0:\11\lE~"T AR Y. 

'.Scandar<t ontili,. '-the Cloth a.nd tho r .. t (to which tho Jnr is being 
cornpl\l·od).- ll the J~r wero entirely devoid of diMirnilnrity to those other 
thinga-<lloth, etc.-then, thcro being no difference botwOOJ\ them, the Jnr 
co\lld not be any thit>g different from tho&O things ; a• it would bo non
different from it.. like tbe form of its own sol£. For illlltl>nce, whAt ill cnJ.Ied 
'dissimilarity • io only thot form of tho Jnr which io diftoront from the Cloth, 
.:.....othing o.put from that form ; hence to say that ' t.l>ere ia diuimilarity 
in tho 014th, ate., o.nd yet there io 1\0 dijfort:fll:ll from t.bo Jar', \vould involve 
self-coot.radiction ;--u 'difference • and 'dissimilarity ' are synonymous 
terms.-(1717-1719) 

BaYing th\111 .. t&btished the fact tb&t every entity hM tho two-fold 
clll\ract.ar-tho Gtmtol o.nd the Particular, the Jaino. prooeoda to show thot 
tho81' two M~ta """'" "" the bo.•is of \lllago ft..o from all ccwu8ion :-

TEXTS (1720-1721 ). 

"THI! IINTITY IJ.'SELF IS ONLY <me IN ESSE!ICll, ll11T IS UEOARDED A$ 

HA VINO SIWERA.L ASPEOl'S ; AND THESE ASP£0'1'$ ARE THERE IN 

Tllll JIOl).M OP llEJNG APPll:EHIIN'DED JlY indtui~ AND 

eulusi~ CoGNITION$; Tllll :tORhO!R ONBS, JliiiNO 

incltuiV!, ARE SPOKIIN 011 AS ' CoM'MON ' 

(UNIVERSAL, GENERAL), WHILE THB 
LUT£:8., BEING eultUiot, ~ CALL'BD 

'PARTICULA.lt '.-(1720-1721) 

CO~'TARY. 

"'£he roal truth ol the ma~ter is AA follows :-Like tho glol\ll\lng &pphirt>. 
every entity, while being ono, has soveral atrp&cts; oC these aspoctli!, some are 
apprehended by indtlli"" notions, and othora by -luoiv• notions. Those 
t.hM aro approhondod by •iridusive not.ions Are indtllive <>nd honoo spoken of 
M 1 Common ', \vhilo others, which are apprehended b.v indu.criw notions, are 
e:ulmiw and l\enoe said to be ' Particula1' •. Tho incZ'UiiW notion. appear~ 
in the ono n.on--di.ttinctive foun of 'En.tity • ; while t-M e~tdwit14 notion appeat~ 
io tho dl"incliw form 'this is far, not 0/oll• '. " --{1720-172!) 

Tho followilig Toz/4 proceed to rofut" the nbovo JaiM view:-
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TEXTS (1722-1723). 

h TUE 'GENEML' AND TitS ' PARTICULAR' WERII O>' THE NATURE OF 

EACH OTIWl\, COMMlNOLJNQ AND CONFUSION WOULl> liE INEVI· 

TAllLY.; liENOl'l IT CAl'NOT liE POSSillLE THAT EVERY 

ENTJTY HAS TWO ASPEOTS.-JF THEY ARE NOT OF THE 

NATURE OF EACH OTHER, TKES THEY ARB 0[\.J!RSE 

(TWO DISTINOT 'l'lllNGS), AND RE.'ICE lT DOES 

NOT POLLOW 'fl!AT T.HEB.E .A.B.E I TWO 

Alll'EOTS' (01' A SINGLE ENTITY). 

-{1722-1723) 

COMME:!-.'TARY . 

'£l1eru are two nlterno.tivea poKSiblo : ( 1) '£he 'Oonor11l' ill thet aam& as 
tha ' Particnlnr ' and (2) The ' General ' is O<>mothing diflerent from the 
• Particular '. 

In tho former case, the Particular and the General boh!j! of the nature or 
ono another, there wou.ld bo com.ming.ling and confu.oion : tho ...,.u.lt o r which 
would bo that it oould not bo discemod that '!.ha i.o Cenera.l and that is 
Particular ' : which me&na thAt the"' cannot bo two Mp&et• of the samo 
t\ntit~·· 

Tf, in order to aYoid tho confusion, the latter altomativ-e js acoopted, 
ovc>n HO, the t"·o being rogorded ns not of tho nature of oooh other,-there 
·would be 'divensity '--diftereaco of nature betwoon tho C:eneral flnd tlle 
Vorticuhw; thu!i theta would be no confn&on bet.wuen tho two, onl.r if tho 
two wore entirely different.; but. oven S(),-e,·en whet\ the two nro different,
there are t1c.'O lhingl. aud uot lwo as~ct1 of one thing. 

•rhe following might bo nrged-" E""ell when thore has come about a 
diflorence in the nat\.,.. of tha General and the Particular, th& entity that 
oxi.Rt~ iu th.o fonn of the Ooneral and the Particular i• ono and the same n . 

This howc,•er will bo " oontradiction in tenna. For instance, if t.be 
(;on61'al and the Particular ~ rege.rdod ""' fUJn-difforem from one and the 
oomo thing. how could thoro be a.ny difloronce in the nature of those two 
theJY\15olvru~ ? Being non·diflorent from. one and the s~uno thing, they must 
bo uon·difi'P.l'ent from onB i.\nother,-like the nature of nny 8ingle entity. 
'\\'hen however the difleronco between th& naturo of tho Gonornl and tha.t of 
tllo .PnrticuliU' is aecoptod, l hcre could not he any oin,glo thing that would 
be non-diff&rent from thOtiG t'vo ; because being non-diJJerent from tbe two, 
what is menut to be OM would have to be regardod llll 11.,.,-like the form of 
the General and the form of the Particular. 

From all this it folio"" that t.he assertion that "every ontity bas two 
Mpeeta" im·oiW8 self-controdiction.-(1 722-1723) 

'£he following Textl put forwe.rd th& ";ew of Swnali (t\ Jflinn writer of 
tho DiQambara Schoul) :-
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TEXTS (1724·172S). 

"TBOUOK THB E:<TJTY loU.Y BE OF O:sll NATUllE ONLY, YBT IT CAN RAVE 

DtFP&&&l>T PROPERTIES; TKERE COULD BE NO INOONOR111TY r.l" THE 

tB&SENOII OF DIII1'ERENT STATBS (OP TJm SAME 'l'HINO) ; \VDICR 

1.~ FOUND, FOR EX.,lltl'LE, IN TH1i OASJI OP TIDI l'OTBNCIRS 

OF TKII ACTIVE AO.BNOIES ;-NOB CAN TKEBII BE ANY 

. I ~CONGRUITY IN WHAT IS ACTUALLY SJIIIN ; AND 

IT l$ ACTUALLY SEEN TftAT liVEN THOUOR 

TJiE GENERAL AND THE PARTICULAR ARII 

ASPECTS Ol' ONE AND THE SAME 

THING, YET IN ACT.liAL l'RAOTIOAL 

LlPlll THERE IS DIF1'BliENOJil 

B~WEL~ THEM.''-

(1724.1725) 

COlOIENTAR Y. 

Suma.ti hAB ofrrred the following explanotion in connection with the 
obj«:tion urged against tbo Join& doctrine:-" t~ bae been urged that ii the 
General oUld the Pnrticular were no~ regarded M different, there wo\lld be 
confu&on.- But. thio does not affect the eaae at all. '£hough, by reaaon Of 
their being <>f th• .. me nature there m"y bo confn.sion,-thoro OM be difrerenoo 
in tJlo.ir propertiee,-t\8 ia found to be tho case with the potoncio~ of Active 
Agen.ci014. F'or i.nst.nnee, thoro a:r& flluch expres.s.i.ons l\& • Bal4h.t.ako 1Jidyotatl', 
'The Cloud llMhOII' (where the Oloud appears t\8 the notive Agont), and 
• BaUJ/u,k/Jdvidyotale ', 'f'it\Shcs from the Olouds, (whore tho Cloud appea.rs 
"" the Source, the Ablative); in such cases we 6.nd the potencies of the 
active &gencios varying through the diven<ity of tboir eflecta ; even though 
they .being &11 of the nature of • sub6tanoo • there i.a a certain amouat of con· 
f\lsion. Jl this i.a not admi.t.ted. thet; would be quite eontruy to common 
experience"" well M ocientific (Grammatical) princlpl ... 

Then agajn, thera ean be no incongnrit.y llrged ag&iMt what. is actually 
seen. For inatl>nce, in the ease of the General and tba Particular, though 
!.bey are aopectA of one and the same thing, and AJe quite distinct end never 
confouaded, yet, all praetical bu&ness i.a O>ctually found to be carried on on 
tba btulia of their diffe:en~.-ThA> eompo=d 'blud4ZDkay41rlJ' i.a to be ex. 
pounded u ' Practical business on the basis of difforonee • ; and t.hia ia carried 
on. thou,gh the entity ia on& only embmcing both too Mpeota.-The orgw:nent 
rnay be forrnulat<>d as follows :-WhA>n any one thing it ttet>t<>d M diveTSe, 
it i.a on the bll8is of the dive)'Sity of its propertics,--oe in the case of tho 
Potencies of netlve agencies ;--,-the idM of the Genom\ o.nd Partio\llar being 
M poets of one and the same thing involves trel\tment of the thing as diverse ; 
-this it a ROMon based upon tbe nl\ture of t.bing~~.-(172<1·1723) 

The abo,•e argument ia answered in tbe following~ 

.. 
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TEXT (1726). 

IN PAOT, 111' T.U:B THING HAS ONLY ONE FORl\t, IT C.4 . .';h"NOT HA \'E DIY ERSE 

PROl'E:RTtES ; A DIVBltSI".rY 'l'HAT IS NO'l" A. CREATlON OF FANCY 

IS WHAT IS CALLED 'PLURALITY '.-(1726) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that the Reason adduced by the Jai1u1. i$ • con.lrtldit:tor,\·' ; 
i.t1as.much ns it proves the controry of what is intended to bo pro,·od. Fol' 
instanc:e, whot the other party intends to p:r:ove is nal divel"ility of pro perties i 
but no such 'diversity of properties • .--which is not a croatiol\ of fancy
is proved by the Roo.son adduced; a..<s • one-ness ' oi the t.hi.og itself is admitted; 
and what is onB entity cannot b& compa.tible with Dit.-ersity; RH Diversity 
is what is CAlled ' Plurality ' ; and how can " tiling that is Plural b<> ono ?
(1726) 

The Corroborn.tive InlltAAce .that ll&S been cited (by the Jain" writer) 
is 'dovoid of the Probandwn \ a-nd the Probans also is one that is oott
comitant with the contrary of the Probandum.- ·t Jtis is wh.ftt is Rhowu in 
the following-

TE.li:T (1727). 

As REGARDS THE POTENCIES, TRF.IR DtvERSITY IS >r&RJ':L \" A CJl&ATION OF 

THE SPEAXER'S ' PES!lt"E TO SP.IMK' ; HERE ALSO NO DIVEMl'l'Y 

O.'L.-.q BP. REASONABLE m WllA.T 1$ ESSENTIALLY ON.E.-(17Z7) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged (by tho oth&r pa.r~)') :-" E,·e11 though 
DiveYsity ia what is ca.Ued 'Plurality' ,-why shonld Ruch real Plurality of a 
single entity be inoompatible,-by virtue of wllich the :Reaaon is said to be 
• contradictory ', as proving the contrary of th$ desired eoncht..;;iort ? " 

The answer to this is ., follows :-

TEXTS (1728-1729). 

THINGS ARE SAID TO BE f ONE , WHEN IT IS SAl.J) t TIUS IS THAT ' ; \VJIER~

A.S TJIEY ARE SAID TO BE c DIVERSE , \Vlllt,..~ l"r lS SAID ' TKIS IS 

NOT THAT '. Being that AN'D Not being that THUS BEING 

MUTlTALLY OONTlUDIOTORY, OA.<'rnOT, IN AN"Y 

WAY, BE ATTRlltUTED TO ANY <me 
ENTITY.-{1728-1729) 

COMMENTARY. 

When it is stated categoriCAlly that ' thi.~ is that ', then the things are 
said to be ' one , ; a.ct in the case of ConsciO\lSnoss and Spirit. On the 
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other hand. wl10n the identity between thinJPl is doniod, they l\t'O Mid to bo 
• di\·er'M('I. dilf~t '; M in the case of :\latter and Oontcionsnese. AM it is 
ilnpo.<oihl~ for both affirmation aod denial to pertain to MY ono thing. there 
iR eleal' cont"'cliction between • Unity • and 'Pli,U"&Iity '. which tve b&'ied 
respeeti\-el~· upon the ~d identity aud difference. Hwce Any diversity 
of propcrtie• of ,. ldngle entity can be onl.v a creAtion ollnnoy.-( I i28·1729) 

QuM11'on :-" \\'hy ~hould there be contradiction between (dft\tity anCl 
Diffcronro (Alllrnu~tiou and Den.iaJ) ? ,. 

A'11f'IL'e~· :-

TEXT (1730). 

Al"tnU•fA'tiON AND DKNIAL ARE lfUTUALLY OONTRAOIOTORY; A$U THEY 

CANNOT BE MAUE BY ANY SANE·}flNDJID PERSON, IN RECOARL> 

TO Ol<E AND THE SAME TIIDIG.-(1730) 

COIDIENTARY. 

The following might be urged- " What is tha boaia of tho ow<~mtption of 
the di..,.•ily of pror-niu f There must be " distinct buil for it; otbRn,;,., 
there would be ronfuoion among thinJPl. Hence it lollowa that that whieb 
wonld be th.tt diltlnct bnt<is wonld be the reAl 'cUvonlity nf prop<'rti.,.' !or 
\UI. n 

Th6 nmrwcr tn this is ua follows :-

TEXTS (1731 ·1732). 

WJIJ!lN AN l!l<TITY, EXCLUDED FROM SEVERAL LlKB AND 11NLtKE THINGS, 

IS DT9BIIREN'fiATBD FROM th.is AND 111111,-TllAT IS OALLBO 'THE 

OIVRRSITY OJI l'MP.ERTIBS '. JN TIOS WAY EVEN A SINGLE 

TKIN(I MAY BS II.,!IJUm&i TO HAVE NUMBBR.LIISS DIVERSE 

FOR.\IS ; BUT IN reality, NO SINGLJI T){TNO OAN REASON· 

ABLY HAVE TWO FOR.\fS.-(1731- 1732) 

OOIDIE~'TARY. 

The compound '«<jiUiva. <1<:. <1<:. • is to be expoundod M-tllere ;., first 
a l:tm>WIMrayo com[)OWld between 'Wee and t.nli.U' Md ' .. ...ul' ;-and 
from tlwe tho entity i• • =lud<rd '.-Wll<ln such a single entity i.• dif· 
forentiatod from lilil and lh<V,-Iik& and •mlike thing-thil! is what forms 
tho bnoU. of tho idoa of the • diversity of properti"" '. Thus, inaamuch as 
there can be Bn B*lUned 'PluraJity ',- there Ct\n be no reason for postu
lating a •·ea I du<duy of form for any single thing. 

~rho particle • api • implies tha.t there would bo • superfluity • in the Jaino. 
write.r'B ~rgmnont il what were meant to bo provGd wore the rnero fuct of the 
t hing havit~g in a general w,.y, a diversity of propertioo.-(1781·1732) 

The following migM be urged :-" 'l'he argument urged (by tbo Buddhist) 
i8 Ineouei\U\i.ve, in view of entities. like Nara4imha and others ; tho\1gb these 

• 
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beings are of a. single nature, yet tbe real presence of the dual character (Half 
Man, Half Lion) is not found to be incompatible". 

The answer to this is a.s follows :-

TEXTS (1733-1735). 

SUOH &!<TITlES AS NarasimJia AND OTHERS WHICH HAVE BEEN DE· 

SORIBED AS liA ~0 DUAL CHARACTERS,-IN THEm CASE ALSO Tlll! 

DUAL CHARACTER IS NOT REAL. As A 'lATTER OF FACT, Narasimlw, 
IS OF THE NATI1RE OF AN AOGREGA.T.£ OF MANY ATO>!S, .A.~D IS NOT 

ENDOWED WITH ANY Ol<"lll ln<"IFORM FORM ; WllAT IS variegated 
(VA&I011S) OA:t."NOT BE on.e,-AS IS FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE COL· 

LEOTION OF SEVERAL KINDS OF OlrnS.-lF TKIIRE WERE ONE FORM, 

THERE COULD NOT BE A DUAL CHARACTER AND THE CONSEQUENT 

APPEARA.._~OE OF SEVERAL SHAPES ; AND EV:BN IF THE SMALLEST 

PART OF THE BODY THAT COULD BE COVERED BY THE LEO OF A FLY 

WERE RIDDEN, THE BODY COULD NOT BE SAID TO BB NOT-RIDDEN.

(1733-1735) 
COM.t'IE~'TARY. 

'fhe torm 'ddi ' include• the glcruning Sapphire. 
'Sa • stan.ds for NartUim.ha. 
' Sa'YIJU>ha '-is aggregate. 
• Naik!l.rilpavdn •-not. having a aingk form. This shows that the 

In.o;to.-nce cited bl' the Jtt.ina writer is not one ' admitted ' by the opposite 
party i as for the Bauddha, NarMimha is no~ one ccm.posite whole, lle boing 
only an aggregate of many atoms. 

The a.nthor cittts the reason for denying the so.id onenu8-What is 
-variegated, cannot lie one ; e.g. t\ collecf.ion of several kinds of gem.q: ;-and 
Nara8i.ml1a ha..1 a. va.rieptctl form.--So tha.t the Jaina. roo.soning involves 
an idea contrary to the na.tnre of things. 

Tho fact that • if it were one, it could not have a. dual character a.u.d 
.con.se-quontly there would not be a.ppoa.t'ance of several form& •, provides an 
argomen.t agairu~t the said ' unity , ;- this argument bein.g based on the 
fa.ot the idea of • dive1'8ity ' ia based entit·ely upon the appearance of diverse 
for:ms. 

• I! any Ol\0 part of the body were hidden, th• whole might become 
hidden' (under tbe Jaina'• idea) ;- this provides nnother atgument against 
the conclusion of the Jaina writer; because i t cannot be :right that one a.nd 
the same thing should have the contradictory cho.ractcra of being 'hidden 
and ~if1{J 1101 hidden at t-he same time.-(1733- 1735) 

Qt.t.Utio» :-"If Naraa-imha is only an aggregate of many atonu,-t.b.en 
how is it that there is an idea regarding him a.'i being a sh)gle eut.ity with a 
.duo.l character ! " 

Amwe'· :-
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TEXTS (1736-1737). 

BY '11JEJR VERY NATUJtB, TKB SAID ATOMS ARE TID! BASIS Otr THE RF.COO~"l· 
TION THAT m:VISAG"K$ TK£ S..u.nh'iT PflATilllBS OF '!'KJlilfan AND Tilt: 

Lion. ;-AS XS Ct:BAR Pl\OM TITE J!AO'r 011 ITS ARISU<U FRO .. 

A l'ARTIOULAll I DBA. IN TRlS S.Uilll WA">!" AlUI Tllll VARU!· 

GATED GEMS AND OTHER OASES DISPGSBil 011.- TltB 

VAlliliGATED CB.AltACTER, BASED UPON TIIB 

PRESENCE OF SEVERAL POB.MS, IS CKR· 

TATNLY XNOOMPATDILE WITH 

Ullity.-(1736-1737) 

The ltoeognition that euviMges the lentnffiJ of the b«<y of the ~fan on<l 
the Lion (in tho body of Ncmuimha),-of thnt tho only causo or baois contists 
of the atoma (composing those features); whnt then, woulcl be the uso of 
.... uming the am1po1iU whole (Body) ! 

If it bo osked- Whonco \his • nature • of the Atomo 1-Tho nnswer i.&
• .48 i• c~r frt>~>• t/u fa<l of iu ari•inr~ out of a parlicular Idta' ; i.o. ""'"""'o 
it. proceeds from a. particnlf\r ca•uso; tho • pe.rtiC\tlar ido,\ • in thiK caso ia in 
tho shnpe of the pa.•t. <loe<l looding up to tho particulnr eLate of exi•tonoe, 
e.nd also tl>e factors nnd other parts of t.ho body poeulinr to the p<U'Iiculnr 
animal-spociM. 

'\nl&t iwl boonsaidrognrdi11g the .,...of Naraoimhaaltoserveo; todi•pose 
of the case of tho glittering gems, etc. ;-find it i• not u-ry to criticise 
thom .. parl\toly.-(1736-1737) 

n haa been argued (by the Jaina writor, under 1'""' 1716) that-" in 
the form of entities all thing» ...., not.<lifferont from ono nnotber. "-Thi.& ill 
amwered in the following--

TEXTS (1738-1744). 

'BEING A.~ EN'l'Ifl'' IS SAID TO CONSIST XN 'CAPACITY POR EliPEOTI\'lr 

A.CfiON ' ; D' TlOS W:B.R£ A..LI.-:PERVASIVE, THEN :BVEAY 'l'BJNO WOO'LD 

BE CAPABLE Oil' DOING EVERY THING. Qll."'ERALLY, ONE TJ.IDIO 

IS KELD TO BE PRODUCTIVE OP ANO'l'IIER, ONLY liY REASON Oli' 'rRE 

:Plt.ESB'NOB, n\ lT, OZ mB CAPACITY FOR THAT AOfiON; D TK'EN, 

mAT OA.PAOITY IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN ANOTJIIIIt THING, WRY 

SHOULD NOT TBIS BJI l'RODUOTIVJ!) Oi' THE SAME 1-IF THE ' BLlT.E ' 

AND OTHJIR OBJECTS Tlll!MSELVBS ARE HELD TO CONSTITUTE 

THE ALL·EMlllUOING CBA.ll.6.0TBll 011 ' ENTITY ', THEN THE white 
Al-"D yellc1o THINGS ALSO WOULD DO WRAT IS 001\"E BY TilE Bl.u 
Oloo"'E; .&..ND IN T.HA.T OASB, THE WHOLE l]!f"&VViS.B WOULD BEOOlCB 

A SINOLE ' ENTITY ', DEVOID OP A SBOOND ; AND THUS JT WOULD 

.• 
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NOT Dll T&UE TILI.T A SINGLE THING HAS SEVEBAL ASPECTS.-b THE 

Bl1re, etc. THEMSELVES DO NOT CONSTITUTE 'ENTITY' ,-A...~D TlliS rs 
Ll:KE 'l'IJE 'BEING ' (S<Utva) POSITED BY ' Ka'l]!lcla ',-THEN IT CAN 

NOT DE AS YOU HOLD, 'l'HAT ONE THING CANNOT HAVE SEVERAL 

ASPllOTS; AS Tlll>BE WO'OLD BE O~EAll Dll'FEllENOE.-FORTHER, WliAT 

OONSTITUT~S ' DIFF£RENOE' AMONG TRINGS IS TKE VRESENCE OF 

OONTRAR.Y PROPERTIES, AN_D NO OTHER KIND OF " DIFFEltlilNC£ ' IS 

HELD TO LIR BETWEEN ' BLUE I AND c YELLO'V I. Tms SA~fl~ 

CONDITION IS P:llESENT n:ETWEEN THE ' GENERAL ' A..~D TR£ 

'PARTICUI...A..R'; lltO.A.USE wl'i::rLE 'l'RE FORMER IS c XNCLUSIVE ', THE 

LATTEB IS OTHERWISE. WKY TliEN SROULD NOT ' DIFFERENCE ' BE 

ADMITTED AS CLEARLY LYING BETWEEN TIIEM ?-{1738-1744) 

COMMENTARY. 

'l'he ' Entity ' is said to be ~bat which is ca.pe.blo of e.ffcc:t.ive nction,
nothing else.-1f this capacity is pre<;ent in all things, then every thing 
·would be capablo of cloing overy thing. It is only in. this sense that things 
nre hold to he productive. This capaciJ.y t.hen. being equally pres;ent in 
nU eases, nuytlUng might be produced out of any-thing. 

Further, is th.& •t;:ntity • t.l1e snme as the Blue, the Yellow and other 
t.hinw-? Or h; it something di.fferent ?- If it. is t.be same, then, nR it woo1d 
bo all-pei-va.sive, even t.he white nnd yellow could bring a.bout the colouring 
in the cloth thl\t is brought about by the m.,.-Then again, there being. 
no other character or nature possible, the entire Universe wonld becon1G a 
ainglo conglomeration. of things ; an<;t tllis would upset the proposition tht\t. o. 
~:~inglo entity l:uu; :.;evcral aspects.-If on the other band, the • ent.it,:o· • is 
something diffe•·ent from the Blue, etc.,-like the ' Being' posit.ld by l(at)li4a, 
-i.e. jn.•t"" K~ ha.s po•tulatecl the ' Entity ', called • Being ' ,-as some
thing different (from t.he particular thiltgs),-t-hon it becomes 1\U the more 
unroo.son,.ble to attribute • Plurality ' t<J any single thing ; "" in this ease 
there ,~~ould bo clear absolute difference. 

Then again, ~ny two t.hings ore 'different' only when they hav$ C011trary 

poperties,----e.g. 'El~ and Cold ;-the General and the Particul"r w·e found to 
ba.ve contrary properties ; because while the. jorm.tr is ' imlmit.'8 ', the la.tte'T' 
i8 otherwiac; 'o&Mrwi.se '-i.e. not-inclusive, 'eXclusive '.- If, even on tho 
pt:ose.nce of contrary properties;, diffcronce. were not admitted, then there 
would be 110 difference even between the Blue and the Yellow, which is 
admitted in some way, by the other pl\rty ;--Kumarila himself having 
declared (in Shlokavartilw-8ense Perception, !58) that-" AA their cognition& 
0.1-e diftereut, Colour, etc. ca.nnot be one and the same" ;- where it has 
been declared that t-here is difference among the B!ut and other thin!l".
(1738-1744) 

The o.uthor put.~ forward-from Kumirila's point of view-t..he objection 
against the Buddhist nrgmnent, the objection t.hat the R•ason put- fo"""rd 
is 'Inconelnsivf!' :-
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TEXTS (1746.1746). 

"As m 'I'HB CASE 011 TJU1 VarilgaUd Ook>ur, o:sE )IAY EMPHASISE ANY 

O:SB COLOUR AS HR OHOOSES,-BBOAVSB TB11 COLOUR IS V A.RIEGATBD,

IN TJil! SA.JJB WAY 'DIP'lfltRENOB' OR. • NON·DllTBRE:SOE ' OF A~~ 

B:STITY )I"[OHT BB BMPHAS!SBD.-(8/Ilokatdrti.in-lJ.rti, 

/)7.58).-WREN A TRINO 01' A MIX:BD OHAJU.CTBR IS 

COO~'~ISED SllfO'LT~-&OT18LY, TJJ:IN ALL DIS'I"'NC-

TlONS UK£ r DIPII"&&L."f<3 ', 1 ~' A...ND 

SO :fORTH, DISAPPBAJI.--(Jbid., 62·63)." 

-(1746·174.6) 

COMUENTARY. 

'KalmOfa·tKm.J.O '-is the 1.-"llrieqal«l colour.-In thi8 case one oon fix 
upon. M he wil'lhefl, upon any o£ the aoveru.l coloun present-regarding the 
thing oithe.r n.s Blue, or YeUow or Rtd ;-in tho same manner, in the case 
of the Entity which ha• • varie(lolul or mixed clwooter,-being .:tillem in 
its own fonn, R>nd abco ncnt-e.:a:;,lent tn the lonn of otl1er thinga,-o.nd a.Lt;o 
having the t.wo·fold charnoter of tho Ooi\Ort\1 ond the Particnlar,-ono can 
fix upon Unt'tu or Diwrsily, l\H ho likM. ~'hrm n. man wishes to €\mphaaise 
Ute dive~ity ·Mpect, thon ho fixes upon tUvc-raily; and whan he all at on.co 
cognise• a thing "" being boLh Gcnornl ancl Pt~rtioular,-thon nil that hllSI 
been urged regarding it. dijferenco or nor>·diffe~·enco, etc. d.isap~a,.; i.e. it 
does not apply at all ; be<muso whnt I• ci<>Orly oognioed through Perception 
is the thi1>g of the mixed oharnctcr. The objection that IIAs been urged 
regarding tho thing being dijJeren£ or wm-diJ!er•nJ., etc. etc. is "" follows :
(<>) The Get1•ral thing being Mr>·diff.,..nJ. from tho Particular things in the 
sho.~ of the Horse, etc. should alBo have n diversity of fonns like those 
particular things ;-(b) U\& Plll't.ic\llar thingo, b..U1g ntm·d.iffererot from the 
Gelll!l'al, all Particular thingo si>Otlld become the sruno, like the General 
thing ;-(c) how could difft:I'•MO and MIWiifforence, which are mutually 
eontradiet<>ry, reoido in the General and the Particular I The other objections 
are such .,._Unity and Pluralily being mutuaUy contradictory, bow can 
one and tbe same thing be G•mral 88 w•ll 88 Particular 1-(1745·1 746) 

b might be argued against the above (argument of Kumiirila'•) thot-
'If so, then in all • .._, there would be cognition of tho Mi:ud (Jhc.racur. 
and it would not be Rueee:ui vo &nd simultaneous •. 

The IUIBWor I<> this (from Kum6rila'a point of view) may be"" follows :-

• 

: 

i 
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TEXT (1747). 

W KEN A THING HAS SEVBRAL FORMS, ONE lirA Y EMl'HASISE A.'fY ONE 

ACCORDING TO IDS OWN WIDM, EITHER SUOOESSIVBLY OR SIMUL

TANEOUSL'Y; 'l'JUHt.~ OAN BE NO O'l'ta!R WAY WITH 

VERBAL EXP.lr&SSIONS.-(1747) 

QO)~fEI-<"TARY. 

A.- a matter of fa.ct. in t.h(\ cMe of e\rerything whether itA • OE*.aer&l ~ 
and ·Particular' Mpeet8 are empbn..iised~ one A.fter the o cher or simul· 
tanoou•ly, depends upon 1116 w~h of the S~ker : so t.hat wben one wishes 
to speak of the • exi.8tence' And the • non-e.xistenee • n"pect• of ~ thiog,
or tho ·General' and 'Particular' AApcets of it.-«itnultaneoullly, be em
phAAises Us form in that wa~'. It he wishes to speak ~~:ucceMi.vely, oua: after 
the other, of tlw 'existonco ' and • non·e.xistenoe ' Mpoot8, or the • Oeneral' 
aud • PnrtiCllla.r ' nl:'pecto~~-.thon ho ernphasisos t.lmt fonn. In fact, o.ll its 
foriDH &re wnplU\.qiscd 8UeOOAAlvely nnd s imultaneously (ns. one wishes),
jWib liko tJ1o Emerald o.nd ot.hor gem• in" ~13..._, of jewels. 

It may be asked-' Vfhy CAnnot it b6 indicated in "' wa.y otl\ot than 
!IUCC&88ively or simnlta.noousl_v t' 

The answer to that .u.-• Th4n can be. .w othu tMy, ek. eu·. '-i.e. no way 
other than • 6\lcxessively or N.m.ultaueously ' . 

'Vit!hi '-is tmy, mtllood.-(1747) 

Tho followillg Te.Tt nnAWOl'8 the above arglllnents (of Kumarila) ,_ 

TEXTS (1748-1749). 

!T OANNOT BB AS EXPLAINED ABOVE. THAT WHAT IS ' V ARlE(}ATBD' 

CANNOT BE' ONB 'HAS J'US"t BBEN POINTED OUT. 'V AJltE:GA.'tJON' 

CONSISTS IN 
1 SBVBllAL PO&MS ', AND IT O.L"'l N"&VBR BS OON"· 

CO)([T~'"T WITH ' ONlTY 1 .- ALL THE RZAL .OB.M:S 

THAT THERE MAY BE 011 A OERT.UN TRINO WOilLD 

BE SO MA~'Y (DI'Pi'ERENT) TIDNGS; AND TUB 

TRI!l(l IN QUESTION ITSELF REMA.IllS Olo't.Y 

ONE.-(1748-1749) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea. that 1 a, single entity it~ va.ticga.ted ' iuvolvos a. eorttmdiction in 
terms, as already explained under Ttzl 1734 ft-bovo: and the reason for this 
iB that t.bo term ' variegated ' itoelf connotes Plurality : and betwe&~> 'Unity' 
and • Plunility' there;,. ' eont,..diction ' eon..ating in t.bo fact of t.bo J>"l6"'1CO 
of one implying U... •wnco of the other. ConsequenUy ono thing cannot 
luwo several real forms. Even if it hAd.-this fact would not prove the 
plurality of the single thing : "" aU thAt it would meo.n would be thAt !.here are 
so mo.ny things come abo\lt : but thAt o.lso only if th0110 forma could bo proved 



to bo real. llnt. in no Cl\86 cnn Plurality holong to wlu\t' j,. O?lt, AA the t.wo 
are mut\mlly controdictory.-{1748·17~9) 

It 1..,. been ugued (under Te>:t 1712. above}-" For that which I••• been 
excluded from ' Entity , , whorf'l could thru"t\ be any other potrltion ! " 

Tht> mtawc.r to this is ns follows :-

TEXT (1750). 

lF A OBB.TAIN Tlfn\0 \\rBRE BXOLUD_..O l!'ROM ONB ' Jt..lo{T'TTY , , IT WOULD 

BE D'EVOID OF SA~lB.N--gSS 02'\UY \\~JTR THAT SNTtTY' ;. IT W0(Tt0 

.NOT DECOhfE L1KE THE' 8KY·FLOWE:R, ;-.&.Cl tT WOULD 

STILL Jll!l CAPABLE OP :&lii'ICIEh'T ACTION. 

-{1750) 

OO~mENTARY. 

1f wlw.t iM cit-ed rut t.he Ren.'«m is ' oxelusiotl of all entitit\8 • ,--fmd 
similQrit;· to the • •ky·ftowor • i$ meant to ho proved by it,-then the RMson 
is 'inadrnU«ible • ; beeau8t' the t::'tclv.sion of the Jar trom aU entiUu, mnnot 
be odmHted ; all that can be admitted is that it is •xcluded or d.iff.,..•ntiatl'd. 
from thing>! other than itAolf. 

If, cm t.ho otl\er hnnd, the ReMon n\ea.ut; to be t\dduc~d is oxchmion 
from 10me tlaintJII. then it i~ ':Cnconclnsivo '. 

For in.otnnce, tho Jar, excluded o.- clifferentiatad. from tbe 0/011• and 
otller thing>~, could be recognised only 1\3 devoid of oamon""" with the Cloth, 
and it could not be roeognisod M t\~lutely de,·oid of essence (exi•t~nco), 
""o,·eu "" thu• excluded, it would ho <aJ>ablo of tf11dtnt ooion.-(1750) 

The following T m•abow the • lncot>olullive • eharactu of the Opponent's 
Reason:-

TEXTS (17151-1752). 

As A biAT'rllR 01/ ~"AOT, Tltll capabk (POTilNT) FORM 011' ONE ENTITY DOES'· 

NOT RH81D1l IN OTJDJR ENTITI:ES,-Bl!OAUSE THJ!l :&PPEOT PRODUCED 

A..'fD TJU! I'OIUl 01' TilE .AniUIRI.'<SION AJll!l I'OUND '1'0 BE 

Dll!YBI!.B~"T Ab'l> SO I'OR'l'H ; THIS IIAS BliEN IIXl'LAINliD 

Bllli'OR.l!l.-' THAT' A CERTAIN IINTITY IS NOT THII SAMJn 

A.q TRE OTIOIR ',-THIS ALONE CAN FOLLOW l'RO>I 

TilE EXCLUSION (OR DIFi'E1UllNTIATION) Tlfl!l'RE· 

!'BOX ;-AND NOT TK& 'W.&ar Ol" ITS B.EfNO 

A NON-ENTITY DJIVOID 011 ALL PRO· 

:PERTtES.-{17111-1752) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the charac!M of • Entity ', co01iat.i03 of capoci<y for •ffet:~..i ... Cldion, 
were somethiog embracing all • onti.tico • coUeetively, thon alone could the-
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tJung differentiated from otl>eq be Mid to be feature! ... (non-axistent),
t.he 'entity ' being something that is cll$ractorised by capacity for effective 
action. As " matter of faot howe\·er, tho 'ce.pablo (or potent) fon:u of one 
·Ontit.y-the Blue tor inatnnoe-eruu1ot fo!ubsist in other thinge:,-lik& the 
while nnd the rest; ao 1>M been expl~ined under Teo:t 1740. 

Quut·ion :-"Why cnunot it subftislt in otl1er things t " 
AniWOr :-Beca.UBO the effect produced is different, ond tho form of 

Ap1>rohension (Ideo.) ia different- 'fbe term • Upolambha' here •t"nds for 
Apprellttvion, i.e. Cognition ; and '"irbhii8a ' for tho form of that Cognition 
(i.e. t.he Idea). 

The phrase 'and ao forth' ot.anda for diVOI'!!itieo of birth, of existence, of 
<Ieo truction, et.>. 

For these r&a.SOM ft.ll th&t • non·oontact '--differentiation- !rom another 
Ol\tity can prove i8 only that • the entity in question is not e!-,. ~<J.me as this 
Jn.tter' ; it cannot prove it to bo devoid of properties, a. mero non-entity. 

14 Why f H 

Because the capacity for &,/Te-cUve adi<m, which oon.Rtitut&A the esscnc.e of 
'Entity', is present in it.- (1761-1762) 

Objection:-" II thoro ia absolute difference among ent.itie8,-how can 
there be such all-emb.racing notions as ' this is entity •, • thia is entity ' (in 
reganl to all things) ?-bow too can there be any difference betw....n tha 
Entity and the 'sky-flower •, e~.-if t.ber6 were no sinWNity f '' 

.A.1"LL'Wer :-
TEXTS (1753-1754). 

''TtiE CONCEPTION B:S'l'NO TKI'lli'Pl 'l'lUT' Tl'fAT ALSO IS OAl'AllLl!J Olll!lFEEOTIVll 

AOI'TON ',-Tlll>Bl!l WOITLD Bl'l Tl!LS IDEA THAT' IT Ul AN tnlity' ;
Tm;J$ TRElllil WOULD B~ Slr.IIJEOTrvE SIMU <RITY OONSISTOW 

lN 'DlPJ'BRENTIATION FROM WHAT ts INOAPABLE ' . 

Tu:os, Jl\T'L'< THOtJOH TIU.IU: Ul AliSOLt1TB D~· 

l'EBENOB, TII%BE Ul A SOJIJECI'IVB rimilarity ; 
~, TKUS AN ' a}I.'"TlTY ' BRING ' EQUAL • 

TO OTJIBlt. RNTlTIES, BECOMES DIS· 

TIJQOtJISHIID l!BOM THE ' SKY· 

l"LO\VBR '.-(1753-1754) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Dif!tren#<Uion from IM Inct>pablo' ;-'the inoopa.bloa' IW!ant are such 
non-entities as • the son of t.ho Barren Woman ',-thoro is • differentiation' 
from theoe,-i.e. t.he enti~y ia not the OCJ!M as theoe. 

Beeauoe the subjective Similarity ia there, there.fOtO it cannot be admitted 
that "If an entity were not equal to other entities, it would not differ from 
the aky-llower "-{ao .....,rtod by the Opponent under TU~ (1710~ 

In the following Text.o, the Author seta forth tho objections urged by 
Sumat> (against the Buddhist point of view) :-
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TEXTS (1755-1767). 

" lF THE 11'01UI IN WHICH A CERTAIN TlillHI IS OtPFERENTIATEO FROlr 

OTHER TBINOS,-HOMOOENEOUS AND RETEROOENEOU5-WERE THE 

SAM"B IN WBICB IT IS 1imilar TO 1T1tE HOMOCENEOUS THINGS,

TBlt.'i IT SHOULD BB RBCOCNISEO AS SilloO.LAR TO THB RETBRO· 

GENEOUS THINGS ALSO ; AS THE ~IL\1 WOULD .BE TIQl SAMB 

IN BOTH OAS&S.-AJ< D Yll'r IT IS NOT SO JUWOO:!o'lSED.

liJn<OB lT l'OLLOWS THAT TH£ YORM IN WKICB TH1! THING 

18 not rimilar TO TKB HOYOCB~"'BOUS THINGS, AND 'l'IU! 

I!OBM" IN WKICK IT IS limi/4r TO THBSE,-Ml!ST Bll 

Dt:nBRBNT PBOIII ONE .L'IOTIIBR."-(1765--1757) 

comlE:O."TARY. 

Sumoti argueo "" follo"i. :-
'"That fonn in which 1\ ~rtein thing he difJerentit\tNI from. homogenOOus 

and heterogeneous thi~,-H. iu tMt AAme fonn. it w('ro 1imilnr to the 
homog<>noou• thingl<,-theu it •hould bo roeogni•ed AA • imi!ar to tl>o bctero· 
gonaotu; thin~ also ; AA tJu~ ronn would be tho ~SAme in hotlJ CA.Ms.- And 
yet As a matter o£ fACt, it i~J 1\ot. MO rocogniKOO.-Hence it follow~'! t.ha.t tha.t 
fonn in which it is di11lmilar to th& homogcneonB tltinW',--,and t.llftt fonn in 
which it is aim/Car to theKe things.-betwt-en tht-~o two forrnli, t.here muftt be 
difierence.-It might bo AAl<ed-' wl\Nl it. i.w homogeneous to Uuvn., how can 
it be di11imilar ? And if it is cll~irnilt\r to th(\Jl'\, how cn.n it hfi'l h01nogeneou., 
to them f 'l'ho two tlrf!l r.c>tl.tradiot.or,v '.-Thifl however doerc uot afteet our 
position. BccattKO tho other pal'ty re-gm•dR ew~r~·thing $A ha,·ing two A.Specte;, 
the General nnd tho 1>111rticuln.t·; honce in thf\ 1 OcnerAl' BApect, ••11 things 
a.L"G tmid to bo 'homog&ncottH ' to tht\t thlng, whil~ in ita 1 Po.rticuli\r ' ttRpect, 
it is heJd to be • hotorogezlOOtu~' ; Rnd in thfs latter f'CnJte, it is said to be 
di.i8itnilar ; so that the ubjootlou urged d oei'J not A fleet the position. 

'rho cornpound8 ' Sau&anciparavcrsfli • J.Jt8ndlt ror the 'Sama1m •• tho 
Hotn,ogmtotWf, nud the 'aparll ', Oonh't\ry,--i..e. the Heurogtn«rt4B.-Tho 
""""is oaoily hltolligiblo, heuoo it i• not exp!J\inocl in dotnil.-( 1755-1757) 

ThiK iK A.ILRwored in the followiug-

TEX'£ (1701!). 

IT IS I.N THAT SA~l£ PORM TIIAT lT 18 U'NOBRSTOOO 'TO UE similar, BECAUSE 

THE OAUS.S OF SUOH UND&.R'ITA.l<DfNO IS PRESENT, IN" TU& SIIAFE 

OF BBINO TKB 0 AU8& OP ON£ AND TKE SI.HE CON-

CEl'TIO!I, AS DUTBilE:STIATINO TIII!SE PROM 

OTHER TIU!<G9.-( l75ll) 

COMliENTARY. 

It ia in the oamo form that it i• said to bo • aimilar • ,-boeau."" they form 
the bAAis of tbc BIIIDO oonoeption. \Vhtlt is meant is that those tbat do not 
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form t.be basis of the same conception are t.rea.tecl a.CJ 'dis..:;imilar ',while· 
those that do serve M that b""is are regarded as '•imill\r '.-{1758) 

Qu.eslion :-"Why do not all things become t.he btl~i.':l of tl1e same C'On· 
ceptiou,-the difference boing equall.v present in 6 n f " 

An.swor :-

TEXT (1759). 

IT IS ONLY CERTAIN TRINGS THAT CAN SERVE AS TilE I)ASIS OF ON!! AND 

THE SA)IE OONO:&PTlON,-'rRE RES"tRIOTION ll£:CNG DUE ~"0 TilE 

CAPAO!Tl( OF THE FORM OF 'tHINGS, EVEN WIDlN TRERE 

IS DII!FBRENOE,-A$ IS :FOUND IN TRll CASE OF 

THE Sense-orgaWJ AND THE Amrta 

AND THE LIKE.-{l 75fl) 

COJ\IME~'TARY. 

~o quor;t.ion can be rAised regarding the nat ur~ of things--such a-s
why should Fire, a11d not 1Vater, burn or be hot? All that can be l'OO.SOua.bly 
o.s kod iR-to what is this nntnre due ? For, if the na.ture of things wcro not 
d uet to auy Ct\\lHe, there could be J\0 restrictiOl'l, which wo\lld lead t-o incon
gruit.ies. Hence i t should be Slftid thnt it is duo to its own c.o.uiW ; bn,t then 
the <tnest.ion would be-to wha.t is that due ? And so on and on it WO\.lld 

go ou to a bogim1inglac;s series (o"f Ct\lL.:;es). 
'Akqa' is sense·orgao.- ' Amrtli • ia the horb Gu(ltlchi,-' and the like, 

goes with each of the two. 
\Vbnt is meant i~ tbnt it if.t only the GUi,lUchi. and ot.her herb~ that bavl) 

t.he capacity to allay fever ~md ot.her diseases,-not other t.hings. And it 
i" t he Sonse·Orgl\11, t.!1e ohjoct, the Light 1\nd Attention t.hat hav~ the capacity 
to produce pa.rt.icnlo.r cognit.i.ons. 

In the !S-f\.mo wn.y. it is only certain t·hings to which belongs t he eapaeity 
to bring t\bout a. singlo eot\cept.ion. 

Or, Uto ttlrm : akqa ' mo.y staml for the V ibhitakc' fruit ; and the term 
'nud the like' 8""" with the whole compO\tud.-{1750) 

In the following T~. the objection iF> rai~cd that- "the Corroboratiftg. 
Instance cited cannot be admit-ted " :-
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TEXTS (1760-1762). 

·" HOW CA.N 'l:H.E EYE :BE PRODUCTIVE OF THB OOGNITION OF THE Bb~te 

AND OTHER THINGS,-IF IT I$ HELD TO HAVE THAT FORM ALONE 

WHICH IS DfFFERENTaTED FROM THE Blue AND OTHERS ! IN FACT, 

J UST AS THE EAR IS NOT BIIGARDED AS PBODUOrJ:VE OF THE COGNI· 

TJON OF Blue, ETO., ON ACCOUNT OF ITS BEING DIFFE.Rlil.NT :FROl\( 

'rilE Blue, etc. WRIOH ARE PRODUCTIVII OF TilE COGNITION OF Blue, 
ETC.,-SO ALSO TRE EYE SHOULD NOT BE REGARDED AS THE CAUSE 

{)F THAT COCNITION.-How COULD ANY OTHER THING, WHICH IS 

DIFFEREJ:i'T JIBO)! THE PRODUCTIVE CAUSE, BE PRODUCTIVX OF IT 1 
- FRoM ALL THIS FOLLOWS Tit& CONCLUSION THAT THERE MUST 

BE lNCLUSJ:VENESS AL.~O AMONG THINGS." - (1760-1762) 

CO)!MENTARY. 

"If the Eye be held to be that which ha.• a. form txclwive of tho Bl!u, 
·etc.,-ond not any that is inclmive ; this is what is meant by the particle 
' eva. •, 'alone. ' ;-"--ir); that case the Eye cannot be the ca.use of the perception 
of tho Blue, etc. ; becauS& it has been differentiated (excluded) from what is 
productive of that percoption ;-when a thing has been excluded from the 

·Oau. .. of o. certain thing, it cannot be the Cause of thet thing ; e.g. the Eo.r 
which, being difierentiated from tho Blue, etc., which are the e&UJ!O of the 
perooption of the Bhte, etc., is not the cause o£ the perception of the Blue, 

·&tc. ;- the Eye also is (tx hypothesi) differentiated from the Blue, etc., which 
are the cause of the perception of Blue, etc. ;-hence thore is the possibility of 
an apprehension cont-rary to a. universal truth. 

As a. matter of fa.et however, it is not so [i.e. the Eye is not non-pro· 
ductive of tho perception of Blue, etc. ).- Hence the tr\lth should be otbarwise 
than this; that is, when one thing is productive of another, it cannot be 
excluded from the nature of being so productive,-e.g. the Blue, which is 
productive of the perception of Bl~. cannot be excluded from it.• own n&ture ; 
- and the Eye is Mtlmlly productive of the perception of the Blue, otc. So 
-this is a Reason based upon the nature of things. 

In the same way Bl~. <le. may be made the Minor Term in the 
Reasoning. 

From all this it follows that there is i1lclwivenoss among things. 
l'hus through the contrary of the Redw:tio a4 absurdum, it has been 

shown that the example cited is not admissible.-(17iro-1762) 

The following might be urged-" The thing could be excluded from the 
othar things and yet be productive of the Cognition ; so that the &d~io 
.ad. Absurdum is Inconclusive u . 

This is what if< an.wered in the following-
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TEXT (1763). 

"JF IT WERE NOT AS ABOVE, THEN, 'DIFFERENTIATION ' llllliNG TKE SAMJ!C 

IN :BOTH OASES, WHY IS NOT THE Eu ALSO BEGARDEJ) AS l'RO· 

DUOTIVE OF THE COGNITION OF BLUE, liTO.,-JUST LIKB 

THE EYE, WHICH ALSO IS DIFFERENT FROM 

THE CoLOURS I "-(1763) 

COM:MENTAR Y. 

" Tho possibility of the Ea.r &!so being rogarood as tho cause of the 
cognition of Bltu, e~ is a. proof of the contrMy of the conclusion (arrived at 

· by the Buddhist} ; but the difference is the same in both oases. The difference 
tb.-t thoro is between the Eye and the Blut is the same o.s t he dif!eronco be
tween the Ear n.nd tho Blue. ; i.e . t.ha Ear .is as different from the Blue, etc. 
""the Eye i• " .-(1763} 

The answer to the o.bove arguments of the Opponent is aa follows :-

TEXTS (1764-1775). 

TH.Iil ' EXCLUsiON ' (PIFk'EBENTIATION) 011 TR1l Eye, r.:rc. PBO~r THE OaWJe 
(Ol' THE COGNITION 011 BLUR) IS NOT ADMITTBD, \VIT.HOUT QUALU1l0A· 

TION. BECAUSE THE NATURE OF THE EYE, IITO. IS ALSO REGARDED 

AS TRE Oau.se ; AND IT IS NOT POSSIBLE FOR ANYTHING TO BB 

t EXCLUDED , Flt0)1 ITS OWN NATURE ; U' THERE WERE ' EXCLUSION ' 

011 A THING FROlf ITS OWN NATURE, TRE THING WOULD :SIICOME 

DEYOID OF ALL OHARAOTIIJ.l.. WHEN ' EXCL~SION ' IS Sl'OitliN OF, 

IT IS E.XCLUSION FROM ANOTHER CAUSE TRAT IS MEANT; WliAT 

IS MEANT BEING THAT THE EYE IS n.ot of the form of t1uzt other 
CAUSE ;-AND THIS 15 QUITE ACCEPTABLE TO US.-IT IS NOT 

THAT WHAT IS l'EODUOTIVE 011 THE COGNITION IS DESCRIBED 

PRECISELY AS IT EX:!STS. lN FACT, ALL COGNITIONS l'ROOIIED 

FROM THEIR OWN SPEOrFIC CAUSES. Ill, ON THE GROUND OF 

TlllUlt :BEING OF TJIE SA:&lE NATO'ttE, THEY WERE REGARDED AS 

A SINGLE l'BODUCTIVE CAUSE,-THEN, AS T.HE SAID NATUIU! 

ITSELF IS TIIERII (AS THE CAUSE), WHAT WOULD BE THE USE OF OTHER 

AUXILIAl<IES ! - IF lT :SE HELD THAT-' ON ACCOUNT OF DEFECTS 

IN OTHER FARTIOULARS, THE ONE (NATUBlil) IS NOT PBODUC· 

TIVE (OF THE CoGNITION) ',-TREN (THE ANSWER IS TIUT) THOSE 

CAUSES ARII incapable (OF :SEINGlNO ABOUT THE COG:t."lTION IN 

QUESTION), :SY EEASON OF DIFFEllllNCE. IF THERE WERE NO DIF· 

lllllRENOE, ROW COULD THEY :SE DE11EOT1VE !-JUST AS, EVEN WHEN 

THERJ'l IS DIFFERENCE-AS AMONG PARTIOULAB THINGS,-EVDRY· 

THING IS NOT THE CAUSE OF EVEJ.l.Y OTHER THING,- IN T.HR SAME 

8 
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WAY, •vz!\ THOU OR THERE WOULD BE NO Ot:FPERENCE lN 

'Pr.VJV.LJ'I'Y ', YET THERB WOULD liE RESTRIOTION (OP ONLY SO>IE 

OAOSltS llltrNOIN(l AliOUT SO><B El'IIBOrS). EVEN \VKliN THERE IS 

DltrFBitENOB, IT IS O:>fi.Y A CERTArN TBINO THAT WOULD BE PRO· 

DUCTIVE Oil TKB PARTICOLAR BIIPBC'I' BY RBASON Oil ITS NATURE. 

IN TUB OASE O.P ' l"SCLUSIV"ENESS 
1

, liOW OOULI> TKB ONB TKTNG BE 

l'l!.ODUOTJVB AND NON·PRODCOTIVE Oil Tlill SAM.E ONB TJIIN(l !-
111 THP.RII IS OlJIIIIIJ<F.NOII IN THlS CASE ALSO,--'l'llll DliiJIBRENOE 

~tAY JIB TRI!RF.; BUT 1$ TlUT DI>')'ERIINOS >"ROM THAT TfrlN(l ONLY 1 
'fiUUt.E OAN BE NO DIPF'ERENOB Al~A1,1' EJlOM TJUt I INOJ.llSIV.R , 

(PROD110TlVl'l OAUSR); AND THIS IS NON·l'R0Dt10TIVE. IN !!ACT, TIJA'l' 

ALONE 18 A RBAL ENTITY Wl!JOJJ.IS OAPABL£ Oil lllrll'EOTIVE ACTION ; 

AND THlS ENTITY IS 11011·inclU8ive; AND 1/RO~! WHAT IS incltulive, 
Tl'lll EUEOT IS NOT PRODUCED. !N PACT OIFPI!RENOE A.."D NON· 

DD'FElUL'<OE CAN 8£ N01'-D!AGINARY (REAL) OSLY IN RELATION TO 

TllA.T PORlf OR NATU'RE ll\ Jti:P:S.JlE~CE TO WHICH THE IIIAN HAS RE

OOUR.~£ TO J.OTIVITY. Or8ER\YISB TK£ DltrPBRBNOE LS '!'HERE JlY ITS 

VDY 'NATURE\ A.."\» TRB 'OX..'fEBA.L' CllAlt.AOTER ALSO IS TltB'RB 

BB:JNO DUB TO ' lt.'t.CLUSION '. TKB Tlll!fC JTS8LI' tS NOT 'INOLU

SIVB ' (OOMPRI'l!IIDISI\TJ!) ; AS 1!< TRA T OASB TlfBRI! WOULD !IF. MOST 

n<OONOBUOITS AOTIVITIJIS.-{1764-1775) 

COMMENTARY. 

l( more ' cUilorontiation from the chnrn.cter of tl>o produetivo' is put 
forwcu'Cl without nny qualification, as tJ1o Probans, tllol\ it c<>nnot be 'ad
mitted'. BocaWIO as " mntter of fn.ct it iiJ not ndmittod that there is 
unqualiAod 'dilforontil>tion ' of the Eye, uc. from tbo olmrnctor of beiDg 
productiV&; for the nature of the Eye, ot.e. alao is rog...-dod M productive ; 
why should then there be nny such restriction a.a thAt tho effect must 1\lways 
be produced by llli• Cause, not by another f Tlais O..UJO may produce it. 
and the other may also produce it; we - no incoognrity in this. Under 
the citCIJDljltancoe, if the • differentiation of tbo Eye, etc. ' meant were 
without .-rvation of any kind, then thoro wol~d be their differentiation 
f'rom their own nature, which would mean that they aro 'devoid of llAture or 
chru-ncter ' (footurel001). It is ior this nl680n that thoro oon be no differenti&
tion of things f'rom tJW>ir own nature. 

I f t.Mn, ' the differenti&tion of the Eye, etc. ' mOMt in bo tho Probans 
be th&t f'rorn other productive oo.uses (of Oognitionr-thon their OWll nature,
then tho Probo.nR ia 'inconclusive ' ; as in th&t Of.\.qo what. irt differentiated 
from t.ho other nature may not be of thAt n!•luro, but it nood not coMe in be 
productive (of the cognition); be<:auae everything io produotivo, in ita own 
form, not in the form of something elso ; and from tlmt n<U,., .• of U.df in 
which it iJJ hold in bo productive, it has not boon difforontiatod ;-why then 
should it ceaie in be productive ! So tha.t the Proban.t put up is folmd to be 
' Jneonoluei vo '. 
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tf then, what is mee.nt by 'no~ having t.be n&turo or ehnractor of a 
ootta.in thing • is exclusion by way of 'contl"adistinction ',--then the argu· 
ment i.a superfluous ; because • different-iation of ch&.racter' among tllings 
n:mtuaUy ia what i.a &dmitu.d by both .-uos. 

Th& compound 'atajj4na.l:artlpatoam' io -t<> bo tbua axplained :'-' Thllt 
Olkr ctl""' ' iJI the Oolow.-there ill Uu\ nl\turo or form of tbi.a,--which i.a 
' atajjanakarilpa ',--<UUL tJuu whicJ• do•• not po11 .. 1 thio fom• or character of 
eJ., othar Oauu (Colour, oto.) ;-that is, it bno nob tho s..mo chMI\Ctor er form 
ea Colour, oto.--Qr, it mn.y be tt\ken as o. KarmadJlllraya firat &nd then com.
poutlded with tho negative t<>rm l\8 Bohuoriili.-Or ngnin, it mo.y bo taken 
M " t.hroo·m&mborod BahuoriM.-[Tho sorlflo rom11ins the anrne under all 
those oxplnunUon.s~ 

Thoro e.ris.,. the foUowing question:-" In the bringing about of a 
cortain o!foot,-why should tha independent (wunixod) productive character 
bo attributed to the Eye, etc. thamselves, by virtue of which tb..., nlono 
could bo reetrioU<l to that effect ! " 

The answer to t.bi.a is that '1,. fad, aU cognitioow rw-d, et<. etc.'
Thia aorvoe also to an.'!Wer the objoetion urged to t.be effoet that-" the <lii . 
feronoo of the Ear from the cognition being the ....- 1\8 that of the Eye. 
why abould not th& Ear bo rogMd6d as proclucti., of it t ".-Thus then 
tbo • naturo • of t.h.i.ng8 being res-trieted, evon when thoro is difference.. it iA only 
one ~hing that is productive, not the other. Thoro is nothing incongruous 
in this. 

If than the Eye, etc. wore regMded 113 productive, on the ground of their 
hn.ving a. common character, though difforont,-thon that one nature of 
thoro would bo productive and hence the only en,,..; which would moan that 
the of!oot p rocoocl.o from that al<>M ; and in th~t ooso, tho otl\or contribllta<y 
oo.use~~ would ht\vo to be regarded as usoloss. 

If it bo u.rgod that " the ono Ca\1110 ctmn<>t produce tho effect, on a.cc<>unt 
of clofoota in othor particulars ",-then thooe pl\rticul.,.. that ar& rogardod 

• "" ' defeoli vo' would bo incapable, impoUnt,-\Ohy 1-0v ,.....,,. of dif!trence ; 
i.o.-bocout~o th8y are different from that comprohcAAivo ' nature ' which 
hM boon "'S"rdod as capable (of producing tl\AI olloct in qooetion) ; and if 
what is inmpabl4 happen to bo dofooti\·e, then that cannot hamper the 
production of the eftoet; ao in that case anything migM _.., to bo produced 
at nil. 

It mi,qht bo nrged thet-" we do not regMd the General and Particular 
aspects of things to bo absohttoly distinct, and honoo tho Ree.aon put forward 
• by reoson of <lifforonoo • borom'"' inadmiuil>lo ". 

'!'lw answ(lr to tlus is os follows :-If there lVOl'll no <lifforenoo, bow c<>uld 
thoy bo tf4ectioo ! That is, if the Particular~ aro non·differont from the 
General, thon it 11ltould not bo said that • '111\0 ono thing irs not ptoduotive 
by rooaon of the defe.ctivo clmracter of pnrtioulars'. Hence, when t he 
G&rntral is there in i ta perfect form, those Particulf\1'8 thn.t are non·different 
from thot GeMraL crumot bo dcfW.i~Jt. Whon b<>tweon two things, ono does 
not o.lwo.y!l share the fats of tha other, they cannot bo of the same 
4 n&turo '. 
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FurM\er, the incongtuity urged is there in your ctJse al~o: 'Prese:mce' 
or 'Inclusion ' being th& same in o.ll things, why does not. everything pro· 
duce everything ? Just as, in your case, though the Presence or Tnchmion 
is there in all casos, everything does not produce everything, so it would 
be in our case also. So there is no ioree in this. 

Then again, even when the difference is equally prosont in several things. 
· it is only one thing, not others, Hta.t produces a certain effect ; and this might 
be due to the restriction on the productivenes.'i of things,-on the principle 
that the ' nature ' of ono thing is not the ' nature' of the other ; and thN'E!! 
can be no incongruity in this. 

When however, the productivene..'iS belongs to one eomprehenflivt- entit.y, 
- then one and the srone entity would he produCtive as well as non-product,i vo. 
- how could these two mut\tally contradictory a.ftirmati.on and denial sub-
sist in the same entity ? There could be no incongruity if they subsisted in 
differen~ entities. This is what is meant by the words of the!.<>,_' Ekasya, 
etc.'. 'How co·uld ·the one thing be botlt. productive and 1Wtt-prod-uc-tive, etc. 
etc. •. 

The following might be urged-" We do not regE>rd anything to be 
absolutoly cotnprehensit.-e. (inclusive), ou ncco1mt of which thoro would be 
tho incongruity of the same thing being both productive o.nd non-productive 
of an effect ;-whAt we hold is dlat U1er& is difference o.lso ; RO t.ho.t non· 
produelivenu8 would not be incongruous ". 

There may be dif!eren<'-; but i~ has to be explained whether this dif
ference from the 'productive' nature is meant to belong to the aeme com· 
prehen.~;~ive 'prod\tCtivG nnturo ', or to another. It cannot belong to tha.t 
same; beeat1se thero can be no exclusion (difference) of a thing from ita own 
nnture ; as in ~hat case it would become nature-l<u (devoid of its charact.<>r). 
Nor can it belong to a.nothe.r; if it is d.ifl'oront, then, as it would be of the 
ptod\lct.ivo uature1 a.nd tl(lt imperjut1 it could not be regarded o.s non· 
p•·oduct!ve; if it were, that would lead to an absurdity. 

We grant that that sa.mo thing may be different from ita own nature; • 
even so, the incongruity of one and ~he srune thing being both product·ive and 
n<m-proctuctive remains unanswered. For instance. even when the difference 
ia there, it could not be effective in bringing about the one effect. in question. 

'Tlw.re can be no difference a.parl jr<Ym it8 inclus-ion (or comprehensive· 
ness); in fact, it would be that same inclmion; so that the incongruity of 
the same thing being both producti•-.. and non-productive would still be there. 
-The term ' anvaya' (Inclusion) here stru1ds for that which is comprehtMivo 
or in.cl1l8it~,-i.e. t.he prodw::tit.'& nature-.-The pa.rt.icle ' nanu ' is meant only 
to emphasise what is said. 

Then again, it is found from positive and negative concomitance that the 
Effect is produced from Partioula.rs only,-hence these Particulars thorn
selves should be regarded "" a&$0Ciated with Spooific Individualities, which 
latter therofore do not neceasari1y indicate the 'Universal' or General 
Mpect of things ; becaus& the cha.rac!Alr of the ' Entity ' conaists in capacity 
for ef!euive actWn. Under the circumstances, whether the Gtmralia diflerent 
from the Speci6c lndividuali~y-or non-different from it.-does not con-
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cern t.ho man who seeks only for effective action and who is not concerned 
with .the said di:f!erence or f'UJn·differt;nct; as a matter of fa.ct, when t.he 
Man seeks for effective action, ho has reeoW"Se to that which he COn!liders 
fit for thAt action ; and he ponders over t.he difference or non -difference of 
only that thing ; o.nd he does not ponder over them simply because he likes 
to do i t. 

• Otherwi8e ;-i.e. if Dif!erenu (E"Xclnsiverie.sa) and N(Yil,·differtnce. (Ineon
clusivene!IS) are not regarded "" real,- then, of the thing capaboo of ef!eait~e 
action, t.here would be real dijjerence, or exclusiveness, in its own form.~nd the 
Gtneral or inclusive eha.raeter would be there, through the 'oxclusion' (of 
all other things), which would be det<>nninod by the Conceptual Cont<>nt. So 
that there would be no dispute on this point. 

It is or~ly to thia- extent that the man seeJ<ing for activity has recourse 
to the considcratiol'l. of Dijjt:rence in general ; a,nd whore would there be any 
need for hi.s con .. ~idering any au.eh General entity as is not capable of 
eflecti vo action 1 

It might bo argued that-" The thing itself may bo the General,-(the 
compreh.eru;.ive factor),-why assume exclusion. at all f " 

The ariswor to that is-' The Thing it8eJf, etc. etc. '-That is, ii the form 
of the Cloth wero pN>$<>nt in the Jar, then the man seelcing to carry Honey 
or W a tar wght take up tho Cloth ; and there wonld be other such incongruous 
activities. The other likely incongruities meant are all things being produced 
o.nd destroyed at the srune time and so forth.-(1764-1775) 

It may be that other people also, like the Buddhists, accept the view 
that ~the various Generalities (Universals, Commonalties) are assnmed on 
the basis of things from which a certain thing is not not-<>xcludod, and these 
Generalities embrace the Particular$ (Individuals)'.-

In view of this, the following remark is made :-

TEXT (1776). 

JN CASE Ta:E 'VAB!EOATIID OHARACT:&B' 011 THTNGS Sl'Oiti!N OF RUJIJl.S 

ONLY TO CONCIIl'TUAL CllEA'l'ION (FA..~CY),-THEN WHAT WOULI> 

lll! THE DIBFIIRIINC:& IN '!'HE ASS:&BTIONS MAD:& llY 

' Vipras *, 'Nirgranthas' AND t Kdpilas' ? 

COMMENTARY. 

' Variegated characltr '-Difference, Diversity.-(1776) 

The following Teas set forth Kumil.rila's view 01\ the subject:-
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TEXTS (1777-1778). 

" Wn£N 'I'HF. Por IS BROK>ll< U:P AND A DISH IS MADE (OF THE SAME 

GOLD), THE MA..'( WANTING TUE :FORXEl\ BECOMES SORRY, WHILE 

TRE MAN W~TlN(J TJIE LA'ITllR 'BBOOMJ!S CLAD, WHILE 

011:11 \UNTINO O>"t.Y Tlllt OOLD RllMAI'NS ~"l!!UTRAL. 

Tli17S TllJt TRINO HAS THREE ASPEar5: AJm TUE SAro 

'lllRE.& lDEAS WOIILD NOT Bll POSSIBLE lP 

TH.ERE \V'£1t£ MO ?80DUartON, OONTI• 

NUANCE AND Dl!STRUOl'ION OP 

TIIINOS." [ShWaoorlika-Va~t~J. 

~- 21-22].--{1777-
17?8) 

COmfENTARY. 

K•mldriln argtiOI .. follom~ :-" TnMn\\lel• "" all things are capabl~ of 
heing born, continuing to exist ond being dMtroyed.-thoy ho.ve tlll'oo 
nspool8. That thiA lA oo i• ohown by tho fnet thot • oingle thinp: can bring 
n.bout. three effoo:ts: For iMtt\J\ce, when the Pot is broken up nnd mR.de into 
n. Dish, 10orrow is produced in t.ho man who wnnted the foM'1'\0r, while 
pleasnro iR producod in ono \Vllo wanted the ll\tt.er, while t·hort' iA indifference 
in the man who wanted only gold. !I Ute thing 1•1\d only one Mpect, then 
tl1e idea produood by it would be ol only ono kind, not of t.hree kinds. 

• Vardhamcinaka • ond 'Ruci11Jka ' aro pnrti01tlor kinds of utelll!il•.
(1778) 

The following might be urged (ngninat J(umllrila)-If it i6 admitted that 
the Entiey hM throo Mpoctl!,-ovon so, how doee it follow that the three 
t>Opects conoist of Doot.rllction (Oonti.nunnoo and Production) I 

An8Wer (f<om Kumc7r>la) :-

'l'EXT (1779). 

" As A MATTER 011' I'AOT, TllliRII OAN BE NO Somnu Wl'l'ROUT dtJJtructi<m, 
AND TBEB11 CAN BE NO HappintM WlTR011T production.; AND TH:ERB 

OAN BE NO Ntulralily WITHOUT continUGnu. IT JS IN 

THIS WAY THAT TRE UNlVEBSAL (OOM· 

)fO!<ALTY) IS 'ETBlll<AL."-{811lol:avd'rtil:a 
-VaMvcfda, 23).--{1779) 

COMMENTARY. 

• 1' i• iR "'U tclCiy, Uc. de. ' ;-Becwmse t.he:re can be no indifference. 
witliiJut Oontinuanoe. thot'efo..-i.e. on o.ecow>t or the invariable oon
comitanoe between Nout.rality And Oontinunnoo,-tha Unive...,.l-' Gold • 
is understood to be eWilal.-{ I 779) 

Tbe &IIIIWer to the above t.rgument3 of Kum4rila i6 as follows :-



BLUIINATI ON 011 'SYADVADA' (J'AJNA DOOTJin."11). 859 

TEXTS (1780-1783). 

THIS IS NOT BIGHT; BEOAUSB OP THE ABSENCE 011 A OOMMON SlTBSTRATUM; 

PRODUCTION, 0oNTINUANOB AND DESTRUOTION CANNOT HAVE TH£ 

SAME SUBSTRATU)I ; JO& IF TlmY HAD, IT WOULD I:NVOLVll TilE PR.ES

BNOE AT THE SAMB TUf'& OF ALL THESE MUTUALLY CONTRA DIOTORY 

PROPER'l'IES. ALL TH1S WOULD BE FREE PROM Dlll'lllOULTIES UNDER 

TRB DOCTRINE ov ' PzBP&-TUAL ~LtJX ' ; ro:a wxy SHOULD ANY 

MAN BE SORRY AT THE ABSOLOTB DESTRUCTION Oi' GOLD IN '1'BB 

.OIUl OP THE POT f WHY TOo SHOULD TID!RII BB A.'<V JOY AT 'l'RE 

PRODOOTION Oi' Tli:B GOLD IN THE NEW l!ORM OJ' THE DISH f As 
.OR contin-uanu, THERE IS NO~'ll, ?F ANYTlliNG AT ALL.-{1780-

1783). 
OOMMEJ.'ITA:RY. 

TJltJ principal senteneo iR • because. of t.he abaMJee of a common aubstratum' o 

this is oxplain.ed in what follows-' Production, Oontinuanct'·, etc. etc.-If a 
• inglo entity had the throo E\8poctl! of Production and the rost,-then it 
would moa.n that all tJ"""' throe-Production, Contirmanco and D&atroetion
aro there in the thing at ono and the same time ; and yot it cannot be 
po810ible for tbese mutually oontradictory propertiee to be pr-t in anything 
at. one and the Mm& time ; aa OU\erwise. they 'vould not. be cootradictories 
at all. 

Quution-" How then oon t.bore be the three notiona deecribed r" 
In answer to this the T"' ahowa how thi$ is pooaible-' .AU thi•, .u. elc. ' 

When the Goltl in~ •lu>po of~ Pot is destroyed by itl!olf-\vby obould 
any man so W1l.nting it be sorry for it r Wby too, on the production of a. 
new thing ir> the shape of the DW!h out of the Gold, should ono be happy ! As 
for cot~tinuance, tJ1are can bo no sucb thing for anytJung of the nature of 
Cold ; "" both Production and :Oostroct.ion aro abaolute \vithout any oon· 
neotion with anything (paat or futur&).-(178()-1783) 

Quution :-"If that be eo, thon bow is there the fooling of lndiffonnu r " 
A. nl1«<' :-

TEXTS (1784-1785). 

WHEN THE DULL-WITTEO )I AN P£ROEIY£S THE TWO THINGS MADE OF GOLD, 

li.E LOOKS Ul'ON IT AS A GASB OF THE APPEARANOJl 011 SIMILAR 

PRODUCTS AN l> TllEREllY COMES TO THINK 011 11: AS SO>fETHING 

LASTING . .:._lF TJI:m GOLD ITSELF HAD A LASTING POID!, THEN 

THAT FORM, IN THB SILU'B OF TUB DiM, OOULD Bll 

FERO:BTVBD IN ITS PREOBDI!<G L'<D SUOCUDINO 

STATBS ALSO ; OR ELSE, THER.B WOULD BE 

DIVBRSITY.-{ 1784-1785) 

CO~I!tfE~'TARY. 

Wben the dull-wittod man porceiv~ the two thinp~b& Pot and the 
Dish-made of gold,- though perceiving it, he is not ablo to diatinguish 
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between the characters of the two ~hincs. being deceived by the appearnnoo 
of 11n0Uler llimilar tbing,-and ~hen he has the idea of boinq 1imilor pro
ducu, which is the cau.ae of hill illu&on, he concludOfl that tho Gold 11.., 
continued to remain all the timo. 

'Sam4ndparabhiiwna' ;-though tho oommon charnctor ol being nO{JCJiiOn 
of not-gold, the two· articl"" nro regarded na tho sruno or aimillll' ; and tho 
man rogard8 it na a ca.se of the birth of two things with a common oharoctN·. 

Quueion :-"How do you know that the man reglll'd& the gold "" IIOmo· 
tbing l .. ting, on 8COOunt of boing deceived by tho appoo.rllnoo of common 
producte ;-;md not on account of tho gold being TOOlUy lasting t " 

A"""" :-' If IM go/4, c1c. uc. •-u eternAlity did belong lA> the gold, 
then t.he.OW.alsowould bo porooived in tho Pot, which is perceptible. 'Otlltr
wiH '-if tho Dish is not porooived when tho gold is in tho ot"to of the POl. 
which obould be porceptiblo,-or if the Po: is not perceived when tho gold 
is in tho stnto of the Dish, which should bo porcoptible,-thon thoro is clonr 
difforenco between the two {Dish And Pot) ; 1\nd a.s the gold is not-different 
from them, like its own natuto-tho gold also bocomes diverse. I t is in 
viow of all this thst the Text 8!\yl-' Or e!H, tlltn would bo div<r1it11 '-

Under T'"" 1717- " If IM Nid ontitu, etc. etc."-<> Thloaon bM been 
put forward in proof of the Diverse cbare.cter of thincs· 

The only objection we lmvo to nrga ,.gainst thst is thet it ia aupodluous 
[proving what is alroedy adm.itted).-(1784-1785) 

l!:nd of 0/IIJ'PIOT XX-



CHAPTER XXI. 

Examination of the doctrine of ' T raikiilya '-' Things 
continuing tc exist during three poi11t8 of Time.' 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 4, the Truo Doctrine has been called • Immobile'; the 
Author pro.-is to support that ide&. 

TEXT (1786). 

ON '.!'HE GROUND 011 TKB GOLD CONTlliUING 'l'O lll!l 'I'll:& SAlOl, WHEN 

IT COMES TO BE R:&GARDIID AS SOM»THHNG l'BRMAN:&NT,-sGJI[]; 

BUDDRTSTS ALSO HOLD (ON '1"10! BASIS 011 TillS) '1'llAT 

THE THING (BY M'SELl' PERllA..>on!T) PASSES 

TllROUOH DIVERSE STATES.-(1786) 

OOMME~"TARY. 

The Buddhist Dootrino is that • there is nothing that h8a continued 
oxiBt.enco ' ; against th.ie, the following objection is u:rgod :- 11 How oe.n i t 
be SAid tha-t 'there ia nothing that has continued exi1tonoe '-who.n as n. 
matter of fact, some Buddbi818 (of the Vaibhii$ika.-R<!ali.t tie·Sohool) also,
liko Dh4n>I<Slriita and ot.bert-hAve acoepted the view th&t an object COn· 
tinuoo to oxist at three poinl8 of time, throngh ite diverse etetea ;-this 
vi.ow is held on the analogy of "the GoW. (discussed above) oontinuing to exist 
(in the otete of the Pot and thAt of the Dish) 1 " 

This same ide& i• further expounded in the following t«m :-

TEXTS ( 1787-1790). 

"JuST AS GOLD DOES NOT ABANDON ITS COLOUR, BVBN WltJIN TliEBE ARE 

DIIIIIBRENCES IN TTS STATB,-SIMILARLY UNDER ALL ITS STATES, 

TIIII El>"TITY DOES NOT All.oi.NDON ITS O!URACTBB OP ' SUBSTANCE'.

JF IT WERB NOT SO, TKEN TB11 OOO""l'I'ION 011 PAST AND PUTUBE 

THINGS WOULD BE OBJZOT·LJtSS.-How AGAIN, lSIT TJlAT ITRAS BBE~

ASS"BRTED BY Tayi .. TltA.T CoomnoN BE.STS 111'0~ THESE TWO 1-
HOW AGAIN IS ACTION, WRIOII IS P AST AND HAS NO IIUBTRER 

BXISTENOE, HELD TO BE PRODUOTIVB 011 B:ZSUIIl'S 1 How TOO 

COULD MYSTICS RAVE TITB DISTINOT OOGNITION 011 PAST AND l?UTU&E 
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THINGS AllE NOT TKII OBJEOTS OF )[JlllE 'NEGATION 01' S1111STA.'<OE ', 

-8EOAUSE THiillf AR'E INCLUDED 11NDER TIDl OHABAOTER OF THE 

'STATES', ETO.,-J'UST LIKE THE PRESENT THIN0."-(1787-1790) 

COMMENTARY. 

Among tho Buddhist writ.en (referred to undor Text 1780) are t.ho 
following:-

(I) Bhadani<I·DharmolnUa-tbo upholdor of tho vie"' thAt while th<
thing undergoes cban- it romaina oubetantially t110 •amo. Ho otgUe;t 

"" lolloW1! :-When a oert&n thing ha.s entered into its eouroo of oxillton<X'. 
th.ore is ehR.nge only in it&moda of existence, not in the .tubstance; for iMtnnce, 
~ho •ub!Jt&nco Gold undergoos •ovornl chnnges through which it com08 to be 
co.llod tho ' armlet', ' neoldot. ', ' &llr·ring ' Rnd "o forth,-but thoro is no 
chnngo in tho Gold itself. In the so.mc w&y, the object is Romothing diftoront 
from the Future. and other 'moclos '. For instance, when a. cortoin objoct 
obondous its • future' 'Mode t\nd roa.chcR tho 'present' Mode ;-e.nd \vhen it 
r&noun..., il>l • p"""'nt • Mode, it"""''""' tbo 'paat' lllodo,---..nd ycttbo Object 
i U.Oif dooa not ehnngo ; as throughout the three Modo$, tbo liM\6 chAracter 
of the 'substance • continuM. If it. were not RO, the ' future', • pt'OISOtlt' 
&nd • pl\St • objects would be entirely differeot from ono anot!IOr.-Wbat is 
it tbot io meant by the tonn • bMm •, • Mode •, bore !-It ia t. particular 
qualit.y on which tho notion~~ of 'PMt,' etc.. are based!' 

(2) Bl&adanta-GIIOI'Iki>-holda thnt tho chnngea undergone by tbo Object 
ru'O in itll character. Ho arguoo "" follows:-" When the Objoot hM entorod 
into its COlU'Se of Gxistence, it is sl\ld to be c past', wllon it hna tl1o charac
ter of tbo • p118t', but is not ontitely doprivod of tbo cbarl\ctor of tho 'futuro • 
and tho ' pl"6SQJ\t' : for o.x:amplo, a man ma.y be attached to one woman. 
b11t be uood not be disgusted with othor women. Similarly when tho Objoct 
io 'future • or ' present • [it has those charaetors, but io not ontitely de,·oid 
of the otbor two charactors]."-Tbe difforenoo betw- this view llnd. the pr&· 

violl!l ono i~ thRt under thi8 view thinp are spoken of as • (MU't ' on account 
of the nctt18l presence !'f " pnrt.icull\1' charaetor. 

(3) Bhadanla-Va.rumitra-ho!do t118 view thnt tbo chsng011 undergone 
by t.llings i~ in their a8ped8 or atatos. He argues as follow8 :-"When 
f\ thh\~ ht\8 entered the cot\1'80 of existence, it is spoken of variO\lSlr, nccording 
to it• vnrying iupe.cu (or oonditions); nnd those <•nriat;icns r~lntc to th• 
cupect, not to the 8!Witanco : "" the S11b8tenoo rotn!\iM the onme at all throo 
pointiJ of time. For example, when the el&y eounting-pioco ia·plaood in the 
pi~ of UniU, it is denominatod • ono', vi'ilen plaood in t.be place 
or Hundred~, it is denominated • hundred •, llnd. 1in pll\00 or ~nd•, 
it i• douominatod a • tbo\186nd •. Similarly when the lhinj; i• in t.ho ~tl\te 
of nctivit.y, it is called • present.' ; and when it has ceAAed from activity, it 
i11 ' paet ', and while it has not become active at all, it i.8 'fut-u.re '. So that 
thi"i!' ore spoken of in t.ecordMoo with their Btatu, as in the 0680 of the 
clay counting-piece, whore there is no ebonge. in the nature of the SllbSteneo ; 
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only different denominations are a.~sigri.od to it in accordance w ith ita varying 
posi tion, which makes it indica.tive of varying nwnbers " . 

(4) B'llddha-deva (a writer of the second century A.D. )-holds the 
view that the changes are due tc chaQ.ges in ' Relativity '.-He a.rguea as 
follows :-" When a.n object has entored i ts course of existence, it is called 
one or the other in rela.tion to what has gone before and what is to. come. 
For instance, the se.me woman is called 'mother ' as well &"i ' daughter ' ; 
and the usage in question is also dependent upon the p<Ut and the jW.ure ; 
when a. thing has something before it, but nothing after it, it is cBned' future' ; 
when it has something before it and also something after it, it is called 
1 pre..':Sent'; and when it has something after it, b ut nothing before it, it if; 
called ' past '., 

All theae four Buddhists are A•li·V<id-ins, RealisL' (upholding the view 
t.hat things have real and permanent existence),- co.Ued respectively : (l ) 
'Modo-ehangors ', Bhiiva-V<ldin, (2) La~a(lav<ldin. 'Oharael>er·ch9ongers ', (3) 
Ava.stiW.tddi.n., • A.spoot-changers' and {4) An'!}athO.nyathika, 'Relntivo chn-ngors' . 

(1) Of these, the first (Diu•rmatrat.ar-the Mode-dtanger) does not differ 
from the Scitikhya, who holds the • Modification' theory. So that tho refuta.
tiOll that ha.• been put forward against t.he Sii.nkhya is applicable tc this 
Buddhist Realist. For instance, wo\tld the •modi5ea.t·ion' come about without 
the o.bandou.ing of the previous mode Ol' after its abandon.rnellt ? If the 
former, then there would be comingling and confu&on oi t he Modes. If the 
lnttor, then that would be incompatible with the permanent exi.st.Anoo of 
things. 

(2) As regards the second view (that of Gho~aka),-here also t.here would 
be the same comingling o.nd confusion; o.s all t-hings rna.y h.a.vo oJl characters. 
As regards the man (fa.lling in love with one womat>, which has been cited 
as on example), he is apoken of a.s • attached • (or 'in love 1

) on. account of 
the appearanoo o£.Attachmtnt, which is o. totally different tiring; and he is 
said t.o bo 'notd.i.Mgusted 1 , '"'"·hen there ill mere n.ssociat.ion (meet·ing together) ; 
ill the case of the ordinary thing howevo1·, there is no appu:traract of the 
'character', nor the mere n.ssociatiOl\ of 'character ',-which would con
s t.itute t.he ' attaiwnent' of it by the t.hing ; os, if it were, then like ' n.tta.ln · 
1nent. 1

, the • cha.:ract&r ' also would become somethit\g different from th~ 
thlug. Thus tJtere m no analogy between the two cases-the Ca!:IO it'l question 
and thM of the example cited. 

(3) As regards the third view (of VMumit•·a),-tbat the changes in f.hinga 
tu"tl dne to vo..dations in their WJpect8 or Slates of <JCtivity,-its refutation is 
going to he set forth in 'detail below. 

(4) Auego.rds the fourth view (that of Buddhadtua), it involves theinoon· 
gruity of three atatu occurring under the same ttaM. For instance, un~er the 
' Past ' state, the preceding 1\nd the succeeding momenU. would be ' past ' 
and ' future ' and the 'middle ' moment would be tho ' present I . This 
cl'iticism against this is quite clear. 

The Ext<mination of the • Idee. of things continuing tc exist during the 
Three Points ol Time • proceeds in the Text, only with reference to the 
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lhlnl among the "bove view&-(i.e. the view of V04Umilra, tha~ the ehanl!"" 
in t.hi.ng8 are due w the variations in their 11<1101 of Mtivi~y).-What has 
boon RIAt.ci in conneot.ion wit.h t.he example of Gold (under Te:&U 1786-1787) 
is only .., indiMt.ion of t.he t.beois of all ~beoe writerll,_.w. it ia not in strict 
roferonce w the view of D~ only (t.ho flnlt of t.ho viowa desc-ribed). 
This i.o cle&r [rom whati.o going to buaid (under Te:a:l 1791)-' AA regatdB the 
cliot.inotion among thingo due to their ota~• of activity, etc. etc.' ;-om1 
under thll view of Dh4Nn<W<ita t.he di.otinctioll i.o not baood npon •tntC!! of 
activity; it is only tmder Va.rumitra'B view that it is so. 

'rhis viow (T'a~Umitra'a) is a.s follows:-
11 I£ tho ' Past. ' a.ud t.ho ' Future ' we.ro not there, t.ho1\ such notions o.s 

• Thero lived Mallllaammata •, ' 8h4t\kh4 is going to bo nn nil-world sover
oii!:n' n.nd 110 fort.h,-which involve the idea of whn.t- ie p<U' nnd what is 
going 1<1 bf-would bo entirely baseless; in fact, tbo Object not being tbllre, the 
Idea also could no~ be t.hore ; because in regard to the ceoe of everything. the 
Idea is in tho form in which the Object i.o cogni.oed ; 10 that if the cognise<! 
Object i.o not there, tbare il nothing thet could be apprebendod by the Cogni
tion; hence there would be no Cognition (or Idea) at aU. 

"F\uther, t.heBI.-lOnebasdeclarod t.het 'Every cognition i.o prociuood 
on the beoia of two thingo.-Wbich t100 thing• !-The Eye and the C<>lours 
and t.ho Mental Funet.ion '. If then t.ho Past and the Future are not tbero, 
the cognit.ion bued upon these would not bo on lhl b<uil of two thiniJ• ; so 
thet there would be incompatibility with the scriptures. 

" Further, " past act could not bring about ita fruit, if it were devoid of 
&08onco nnd devoid of existence, at the time of t.ho appearo.nco of the fruit. 
as tho Muao of that fruit would not he thero ; what i• non-existent cannot · 
have tho oapac.it.y to produce an effect; M 'non-oxiatonco' conaiats in the 
ah•enu of all capccity. 

"Thon n.gn.in, aucb. ideas as tMA.ndhAna Dov-adatta. lived', ' tho world· 
sovereign Sballkba llball be i.\faitreya Tatbigata ',-which appear distinctly 
and ~ever&lly in the mind8 of Mystics, in regard to the Put and the Future, 
could not be pc>lllible ; 1\1 there can be no distinction among tbingo thet are 
non-e:titknl. 

" From all this it follows thet paiL and fw.~~n ont.itieo, like Shri/wr,a 
and ot.hen, e&nnot be regarded as mere 'negationo of aubetance ',-because 
they have been declared as '1<1 bo inclwWI "nder lhl 11a1U '.-The Blessed 
Lord has declared as follows:- ' 0 B/o.iklus, if t.he Past form bad not existed, 
then the noble 8hr4oalca would not have heard and been entirely in
differont rega.rding put forms ; hence, because thoro i.o a Past form of 
things, therefore the noble 8hraooka. has beard Md has thua become indifferent 
w the Past. All this 80veraUy would !><> much too detailed ; hence thus 
wht\tovor form has boon past or is in futurt,--ell this i.ll apokon of briefiy o.s 

Colour-pha.10 '." 
In Mie compound (in the taxt)-' A.dhfJtlaa>igroh4, etc. etc.',-the term 

' ad/100«1>\groM ' at.ando for Colour, etc., in the 80no& that they are ' included 
undor tbo f.talU •. 

The 'Etc. • inclndeo ' Sensation ' and other Pbeleo. 

, 

1 
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The second ' iidi ' implies the further """"on ~hat &ll these have been 
taught as oonsisting of suffering, transitory as a. whole, devoid of the Soul, 
~"d so forth.-(1787- 1790) 

The following might be urged:- ' Like AkMha, all things are always 
existent ; hence there ca.n be no idea of the Pa8t, etc.' 

The a.nawer to this ill as follows :-

TEXTS (1791- 1793). 

u lN THIS CONNECTlON, TKER::0 SJ:lOULD BE NO SUCH COGITATION .6-S '1'0 

HOW THIS DIV:ERSlTY IN THE stale.! COMES ABOUT. :BECAUSE TRIS 

DISTINCTION AMONG THE STATES IS CONCEIVED 0~ 'l"HE BASIS 011' 

t<Ctivity. THAT WHICH IS ENGAGED IN ACTlVITY IS CALLED 'PRESENT'; 

THATWHlCRRAS CEASED 'FltO:U: AC":rrviTY IS CALLE'O 'PAST 1
; AND THAT 

WffiClt HAS NOT YET ATTAl:NED ACTIVITY IS CALLED 'FUTURE'.

THE 'AOTlVITY ' OJ1 THI"NGS SJmV.ES ONLl( TO 'l'ROJEOI'' THE RESULT, 

NOT TO PRODUCE IT. AS THERE CA.l"' BE NO SUCH ' PROJECTING ' IN 

THE CASE OF PAST TKINGS, THERE IS NO POSSmiLITY Ol!' AOTlVITY 

IN THEM."-(1791- 1793) 

COMMENTA.R Y. 

Tho vArious states are determined through n.etivity; that which is 
engaged in n.ctivity is 'Presont' ; tha.t of which the activity haa ceased is 
' Past' and t-hat which has not yet attained Activity is 1 future ' . 

Ob-jection:- " V\rlU\t is it th&t is mea.nt by 'J(QrUra. ', 'Activity', in this 
connection ?-If it is operation, in the shape of seeing and the rest.~.g . 
... ;ng and the rest "re the • o.etivity • of the Eye and other organs,-llinee 
the Eyo suo, the Ea.r hear a, the Nose smells, the Tongue W.U..,-..nd Cognition 
also is tho Oogniser, as it is that which cognises things; and thus Oolour, 
etc. becomo perceptible by the Senses ;-if this is what is meant by 
' activity •, then, even 'vhen the ].+fan ha.8 been born, if the Eye, which shares 
the late of the body, has no activity, the men (or the Eye )-could not he 
regarded o.a • present '.-Secondly, activity ma.y he hold to consist in the 
giving (producing) a.nd receiving of thelruit,- for instance, the ca.u and ot.her 
properties of man, which are born along with the Eye, a.re the result (fruit) 
of hurna.n effort; the Vil!ual organ (Eye) or the supervising Deity, or 
Vibration brings about human effort; and it is by reason of bringing about 
this result that the Eye heoomes a ee.use, and hence com06 to be spoken of as 
1 present •.-Under this definition of 'o.etivity ', even PQ8t things, being 
held to bo prod\letive of all-embracing results sh..nng the same fate, would 
ha.ve to be regarded as • Fresoot '.-Thirdly, it me.y he held tbet the 
• Activity • meant here is tha.t which gives and takes all sorts of resulto.
In that case, the Pa.st, being tho cause of some part of auch results, would 
have to be regtu'dcd as ' Half-present • ! " 
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I u view ol this objoct.ion, .icMN;a SaluJniabhadra ha$ offen!d tboloUowing 
oxplonntion :-What i• called tlte 'octivi~y' ol things is the potency o l 
projecting t-he Rcoult,-not of produci1l!l it; tho PIU!t. and othor things, which 
are only partial canBOf.l, do 110t project the roAult; it is only in tho 'present' 
at.>to that the Rcoult io proju:ttxl (thrown out) by ita cause. Nor can thoro be 
'projectio11' of what hM been olready projocted, as that would load to "" 
in6nite r<gtcSil. Thuo thorc being no ' activity ' possible in what i• • Jl<lltt •, 
tiX're can be no conluaion in the cbaraeter of o.- (Past, Future and ~t). 
-(1791-1793) 

Tho loJio,ving T6l:l• onswer tho obovo t\rguments (of tho Roulist 
Buddhist) :-

TEXTS (1794-1796). 

Tlu:s:E PEOPLE WJl.L HA. VB TO A Dlll"r TKA. T THIS ' aCI'lVlTY 1 IS ElTilBR 

DIPFBRDT PROM, OR THE SAM.E AS, THE OB.TBCT OONOltBSBD ; AS 

THERE OAN BE NO OTHER WAY IN WJI10ll IT CAN REALLY BXIST.

Jp IT TS SOMI!TITTNG Dilll'ERENT ll'liOM TJTE OBJECT, TREN Tllll PAST 

AND F UTlTRE STATES OF ' PRESENT ' 1'1IINOS WOlTLD HAVE TO BE 

REGARDED AS ltOB.Ml.ESS,-BBOAUSB TKBY ARE 'CAUSES 1 AND AR.E 

I EXBBLLIS.HBD ',AND so FORTR,-LIKla TJfB AOTIVITY. OrRltRWISB, 

TK£ TIUNOS WOULD BB BV:£RLASTfNG ; AS THE 4 FOIUC ' WOULD BE 

TDEBB ALL 'Dill T'UlB; A..o.'-n APART DO~t THIS, THERE 18 NO OTHER 

OIIARACTERil!TIO Ol' TIDl 'EVZRLASTTNO '.-(1794--1796) 

OOM.l\1ENTARY. 

The soid Activity will hove to be regnrdod by thOilO peoplo either as 
d.ifforont from, or tho IWne..., tbe Entity; !\11 thoro can be nothing apart from 
bot.h 'cli.ftcmmee ' and 'non-difference', as t.hcle are mutually exchudve; the 
1\ft\rmation of one being invariably concomitant witb the denial of tha other ; 
Md thoro is no othar way in which tbe thing oan exist. 

11 tben the Act.ivity is something dif!trtm' from the Entity, than the Past 
ond Future •tates oC Prooout things would havo to bo regordod oo ' formloss •, 
-booouse of thoir boing caU8C8 o.nd being embeUWled,-like the Activity.
'£ho term ' and so forlll' is meant to include ' boing an entity ' and so forth.
OlhenDiso-that is, if, they wore not formlooa in tho P...t ond in the Future,
than, all 'ombollished ' t~ would hove to be rogorded as etomal ; ao tbe 
'form' (or Nature) would bo at..-ays there; ond t.be 'eternRlity' of a thing i.• 
nothing more than boi"'J alu;ay• tMT-e ; as declared in the following word.o
• The learnBd mon regard that Fonn a& eUNIQI which is never dtlOtrOY'J<l • .
( 1794-1796) 

The lollowing might be urged :-" 11 eterfU>Iity i.o a potency,-then how 
con tha two Roason&-' being cau.se' and 'being embellished '-<>~Cape from 
being not incompetible witb the contrary of tbe Probeodwn ! " 

This is answered in tbe lollowing-

, 
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TE:X.'l'S (1797-1798). 

TB:El IDEA OF Tl'IE ETERNAL THING being a ca11.8e HAS ALREADY BtEN 

REJECTED BEIIQRE-QN THE GROUND Oll' TilE lMPOSSIBILlT'lr OF ITS 

EFF;ECTS APPEARlNG ;EITHER SUOCllSSIVELY OR SIMULTANEOUSLY. 

As FOR being embeJlisMd,, TIDS IS CLEARLY IMPOSSIBLE rn 
AN ET;ERNAL THING.-WHEN 'ACTIVITY' IS DlilSCRIBED 

AS SOMETRING l>:nrFERBNT FROM THE ' PH'.A.Sli!S ' AND 

OTHER THINGs (POSTULATED mr BUDDHISTs), 

THERE IS THE IRRESISTIBLE CONTRADIO-

TlON OF YOUR OWN DOCTRlNES.-

(1797-1798) 

COMl\IEl\'TARY. 

'BcjoN; '-i.e. under tho chapter on the 'Permanence of Things •. 
All thAt is ' embellished ' has been held to bo non-eternal, hence the 

cho.meter of being ttnhdl;ahed, cannot belong to an oternal entity ;-this is 
clearly undcrAtood. 

Further, when the ' Activity' is described as something differen,t from 
the 'Phase•' (Skandhtu) nnd the • Inner Rocepta.cles' (AycUan<!f),- thot<l i• 
clear contradiction of your own (Buddhist) doctrine; ns the Blessed Lord has 
declared as follows-" All thingo, 0 Brahmal)a, are included in the Five 
' Phases ' &nd the Twel vc ' Receptacles ' and the Eighteen ' Substences '. "
(1797-1798) 

·TEXTS (1799-1800). 

!F, ON Tl'IE OTHER HAND, TB:El 'ACTIVITY' IS not different FRO)l TH il 

ENTITY, THEN, BEING lNSEPAltA:B.t.E li'ROM 'l'HE ENTITY, IT WOULD 

BE THERE AT ALL Tnfl':S, J11ST LIKE THE NATURE OF THE 

E~TlTY; AND IN THAT CASE, THE DIVISION AMON'G 'J'll}<j 

STATES OOULD NOT BE MADE ON THE BASIS OF 

THIS AC'I'IVITY ; AS THERE COULD BE NO SUCll 

DISTINCTION AS TRAT BETWEEN cee8ation, 
AND 11111>-altainme"t, OF THE SA.lD 

ACTIVITY.-(1799-1800) 

OOM11!EJ.'<TARY. 

If the Ae~ivity is hold to be non-different from the Entity, then like the 
nature of things, it would be insep&rable from the Entity; the Activi ty also 
wonld be something existing at &11 tirnos ; and in that case thoro conld be 
no such distinction &rnong stetes as that-that which has 001\sed from activity 
is 'PMt ', that which is stiH aetivo is 'Present', and that whioh has not :;·et. 
atteinod Activity is 'Futuro'. Because if the Activity wero distinguislu>blo 
into 'o.tto.ined • and • not attained • ,-then alone could the said distinction be 
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J>OS."~ible ; t.he sn.id distinguishing however is not possible ; because there can 
be no such distinction in the case of what i~ a.hvay~ present in the same for1u 
-( 1799-1800) 

TEXT (1801). 

OR (CONVBl<SEtY), BECAUSE IT WOULD BE NON-DrFFEBENT FROli THE 

ACTIVITY-THE ENTITY, LIKE THE ACTIVITY, WOULD BE DEVOID 

OF THE 'PREVIOUS' AND ' LATER' CONDITIONS, AND 

WOULD HA VB ITS SOLE EXISTENCE IN THE 

twiddle (PllESENT).- (1801) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, being non-difterent from Activitlr, thB Entity al$0 would Ju"~e 
onJy such oxistanee O..'i is devoid of the previous and later ond.s,-like Activity· 
itsell. 

The oompolmd 'Pii.rvUpara, etc.' is to be explained as 'that which h86 
its nU-sole exi.sten--in tho middlo,-being devoid of the two ends of t.he 
' previous' and the ' later '.-(1801) 

In the following Teru the Author laughs at tl>e other party for expotmding 
mutually contmdiotory doctrines :-

TEXTS (1802-1803). 

ACTlV(TY IS NOT TRERE A!.WAYS,- AND THE ENTITY IS DESCRIBED AS 

BEING Tlf.€1\E AT ALL TIMES,-AND YET Ta:E AOTIVITY IS SAID 

TO BE NON ·Dllo'l'ERRNT FROM THE ElS'TlTY ;-cERTAINLY l'HIS 

IS OONDUOT \VORTHY OF A DIV:nn!l BEING I-EVEN IF IT BE 

HELD THAT TRli> EXISTENOII OF THE STATES (IN THE 

ACTmTY lTSELF) IS DEPENDEJS'T Ul'ON OTHER 

ACTIVITIES,--THB SAME QUESTION WOULD BE 

EQUALLY WELL RAlSElD AGAINST THAT 

VIEW ALS0.- (1802-1803) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under th.e circumst&noos, i t comes to this tha.t the Entities, Co1our and 
t.lto rest, do not e>:ist at &11 times, as they are non-different from Act.ivity. 
This is shown in the Text--' T IM Entuy, elc. etc.' 

For the following rea.son also the Activity must be something different 
from the Entity- ' And IM Activity is rum-different, etc. ttt.' . 

' Divine Beings '-God and ths like; who Mt a.nd live independently, 
not minding what is proper and wha.t is impropor ; and just o.s their beha.viour 
is unreosonable, so also is the conduct of the philosopher under review. 
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Then again, if the Activity itaelf is regonled aa • futuro •, without another 
Aotivity, then it&hould not be said that the stntes are determined by Aotivity ; 
as that would not be true: inasmuch as in the ease of Acti'Vity itael! its 
' futuro ' and other stetae are determined on the b&sia of its own exiatence : 
and in the oome manner the ' futuro' and other st&teo of Entitios al110 eould 
be detorminod on the baais of thoir o"n exi!lt.ence. 

In order to a.void this objection it might be held tha.t, in tho ca.se of 
Activity al&<>, there would be another Acthity, whiob would be the det&r· 
mining factor.-But in that caae al80 the same quoetion-&O to its being 
difterent or non-different from the former Activity,-would arise. And this 
would be opon to the furtha.r defect that it would involve an infinite regreos.
(1802·1803) 

It heA been pointed out that if the Activity is non·difterent frcm the 
E1ltity, it must be there at all tirnoe,-liko the form or nature of the Entity 
iiA!eli.-Bhadanta·Saha11l<Jl>Mdra baa offered an answer to that, which i.' 
anticipated and answered in the following-

TEXTS (1804-lSO:S). 

' ' Pl\OPERTIJ:S DISTINOT FROM TRII ENTITY RAVE ALSO BBEN POITND TO 

Q.UALU'V IT ; :J;"OR DlSTANOE, THE QUALITY' OF ' RESIST AN CB , " ,-

IF TliiS lS 17RO:BD, THIS CANNOT B:&LP THE lU.TTEB UNDB& 

DJSOOSSION; SllOH OHARAOTBRS AS THAT OF RESIST.L'<Oll 

AND Tll1l LIXE .UUI NOT PRESENT lN THE ENTITY 

AT ALL TU.!ES; TliBY RJ.VE BEBN REGARDED AS 

OOCASJONAL ; BBOAilSS THE E!ITITY 

ITSIILP IS Pl!.OD170ED lN THAT WAY. 

-(1804·1805) 

COMMENTARY. 

" As a matt&r of fact, Properties diotinot frcm tbe Entity and yet 
qualifying it have been found; for example, the ch3ract.er of Ruillanco 
and the like found in Earth and other things. Tbeae thinglt-Earth, etc.
M Oaugonu,~re all the sama; and yet theao are found to be • reoiatant ' 
and ' non·reaiatant •, • similar ' and 'disaimilnr ',-thu8 being qualified by 
properties whiob are dilltinct from the form of the things tbemselvee. In the 
aamema=er, the Entity oould be qu.alilled by Acl.ivity, which may be 
dlfterentfrcm the Entity itsell." 

This expl&nation will not help the present topic. T ho topic under con. 
aidor&tion io thi&-If the Activity is regarded as non·different from the 
Thlng.-tben there con be no diatinction in the Acti'Vity which. bei.ng of the 
aoune nature aa the Entity, could not serve to det.ermine the diatinction 
among the ototes (as • Past', eto. ).-As regards Earth and the other things 
(that have boon cit.ed by Bhada7ll<I·Sahantabhadra),-they are diatinot frcm 

9 
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ono another by -..on of their being associated wi•b mutually di,..,rgent 
cbaractera,-e.nd hence it is that while some are' rMiatant. ',others are ~non· 
resi8t&l).t.'; aa ia found in the ease of • Sensation', etc.; but it is not that 
t.hoM samo are • o.ou.reei!Jtant ~ which are • reeistant' ; and thi.8 for the Mme 
reeaon t.b&~ there ia no comprehensive entity in the form of • Caregory ', br 
vir1.ue of which the qualities of 'Resist&noo ', etc. could be oCCMional. In 
fRet, what happeM ia that the Entity itaeU, whjch it impart.ite. and is 
'excluded from like and unlike t.hinge ',---U produ«d in that. way. For 
thooo roMOM it is not right that any property, ot11or t·lmn tho form of rlre 
Entity it.Holl, ohould distinguish any single Entity.-(1804.·1806) 

Qtuation :-"How then is it t.hat there ia such an expro88ion aa ' Ril]>asya 
oapt"<Ui(lhai!!Om ', 'Resistance of t.b8 Form •, whero tho two appear as different 
!rom on& anothar,-il a property non-different rrom a thing co.rm~t ser~:e to 
di.ttinguish it' t .. 

A"'11UU :-

TEXT (1806). 

I T IS THll E:<UTY I'I'SELF, WREN IT DO&S NOT I:<DIOATII 'DIYI'IIREXCE 

FROiol OTHER THINGS ', THAT IS SPOKBN 01' BY TJDI WORDS ' IT IS 

01' TKII I'ORK ' ; JlJST AS ' DISPOSITION ' IS SPOJQ!N 

OP AS 'OP TJDI MIND '.-(1806) 

COMMENTAlW. 

• Whe:n i' does not, ero. etc.• ;-that is, whoh it. ignoros tho difforcnco from 
other things. 

• S;pobn of 01, ele.'-i.e. 8J! if it were something di!Teront. 
'It. i• of eM form, eto.'-' It ' sttmds for' Resi&tanoe '. 
' By ll~ word.r ',-i.e. by the exprossion ' ~i8tonce of the Form '. 
An example is cited-' As Dispolilion, et<. et<.'. 
The term • opi ril<l' should be undentoOd in the cumulath·• seru<e.

(1806) 

The aame writer (Bhadanta-Sal\4nt<Jbhadra) hM argmd u follom< :
"Activity ia not eometbing different from the Entity,- it is not found to 
have any n~>ture apart from that.-Nor ia it the Emity only ; b&esu.oe even 
though it forms ita very nature~ yet it is noo.-oxistent at ti.mos.-Nor is it 
~ partieulM (form of it), as the Activity has had no previous exisumce. In 
fact, the 'Act.lvity' is like the 'Choin • (Serios): tho conaecutive birth of 
the Entity is et~lled tho 'Oha.in' (or S&rie8),-aud yet it is not something 
diffor.,nt from the Entity, as it is always apprehonded M not·S&p!l.rate from it; 
nor ia itl tho Entity only, as in that ease even a eing.lo • Moment' wo\lld ha.vo 
to be regu.rdod as the ' Chain' ;-and yet with all thio, it cannot be said thnt 
tbe Obain doeo not exist; b&eause its effect& are found to oxiot.-{Similar 
is the caao with' Activity '}.-All thia has been thus MIIOrted-' It ia admittoo 
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that there are effects of the Chain,-nnd yet the Olwin, as such, i& nowhere 
existent (by itself, apa.rt from the Entity); similar should be nnderstood to 
be the cose with ' Activity as bringing a.bout tbe 8tate8 '." 

The answer to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (1807-1809) . 

• Ill' THE ' ACTIVITY , IS DESORIBED AS ' NEITHER SAME NOR DIFFERENT ' ,. 

LIKE THE '01IAIN ', BTC.,-THEN IT BECOMES PURELY 'ILLUSORY ' ; 

AND THUS BEING PURELY IMAGINARY, .LIKE THB 'CHAIN', l"l' 

COULD SERVE NO USEFUL PUI<POSE IN I<EGAIID TO A..~Y 

E1111E01'; AS IT IS ONLY A RBAL ENTITYTIL~TIS CAPABLE 

OF EFFEOTIVl! ACTION. THus TBllN, AS 'J.9re 

PBESENCE OF Tlnl ' ACTIVITY ' WOULD NOT DE 

REAL, ANY DETEBMINING OF THE STATES 

BASED UPON THAT 'ACTIVITY I 

COULD NOT BE reaJ.
(1807-1809) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Like the Olul-in, etc!-the 'etc.' is meant to include the 'Aggregate' 
and such things.-

T h& ' Chain ' is incapable of being spoken of as either difieront or 
non-different from the links of the chain; hence, like the 'Pudgala' (Body) 
it is fea.tureless, devoid of fonn ;- in the same way the 'Activity • in question 
also wotUd be featureless ;-when there is some feature (or fonn), it is necessary 
that it should be either different or non-different. Thus then, the Activity in 
question being purely imaginary, it could not serve any useful purpose in the 
bringing about of any oftoct; just like th& ' Chain ' . The ' Chain ', whieh 
is purely a. creature of faucy, does not serve any useful purpose towards any 
effect, becAuse it is featureless ; and the appearance of an effect is inseparably 
connected with some feature (or character). Hence it is only an entity, 
which has the form of e. c link in the chain ' tha.t is capable of eff&etive action, 
-not the imaginary 'Chain'. From this it follows that the 'Activity' in 
question having a purely imaginary &xiatence,-there can be no roo.l pre<;ence 
of it, either be·£ore or after. e.nyt.hing, and consequently any notions of the 
distinct 'states ' detennined upcn the basis of suoh Activity must also he 
im<Jgino.ry, not reaJ.-(1807- 1809) 

Says the other party-" It may be that the Activity has " pnr&ly 
imaginary existence ; and hence the distinction of the 8tatu based thereupon 
may "\so he only im<JgiM"!! ;-what is the harm in that 1 " - This is the 
view taken up in tbo following-
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TEXTS (1810-1815). 

Ji'irslly, THE .AOTrVlTY IN QUESTION OONSISTS IN' !rllll OA.l'AOITY TO TBlJOW 

OOT ltEsOLTS' AND IS O.APAliLI!J OB ll:miNG SPOIOIN OJ; BOW OAN IT 

lli!J SAID TO IUVll AN IMAGINARY liXIS'l'ENOE, WliEN nDI OJ.l'AOITY 

011 TlliNGS IS AN ENTITY 1-SwmdJ.y, THE 110IDf TJL\T IS ADMITTED 

TO Ill! BRINGING AliO'OT StrOll EPPEO'l'S AS burning, cooking AND THE 

LIKJ!,-IS THIS SAME J'Olt.M KELD TO BlJ IN T.Bll t PAST 1
1 

1 PRESENT ' 

.O.'D 'I1'01"'Rl<' STAT1t9 1-b IT IS TRE SAME, HOW OA.>; aaif!ify, 
inactivity ~'D c:t&!llli<m of aaivity BELONG TO TKE ENTITY TBA T 

IJAS .t. SINGLB 1'011)( t-How O.ll< THESl! illOT'OALLY OONTILADIOTOBY 

MODES BB PBBSENT IN WHAT IS ONLY 01le elM undiffennti4le/. 1-
b IT IS ABGVED TJU.'l'-" BEOA'OSE IT AB.u.'DONS ONll • STA.Tll • AND 

nD1N TAIOIS Ill' ANOTJDIR, TRAT ENTITY CANNOT BI!J 'ONDIF· 

I!IIBENTIATliD, wmou l'A.SSIIJS TllllO'OGB Tlm STA.T.BS ",--'1'11XN '1'HII 

QOliSTION ABISEB-.ABI!J TBESI!J ' STATES ' DlF.IIIIJllliNT I'ROM '1'HII 

ENTTTY 1-[Tm: OTHI!JR PA.RTY ANSWliBS}-"No; AS IN TIIA.T OA.SE, 

Tllll ENTITY W01JLD NOT BE AN AOl'IVE AGIIJNT. BEO.t.'OSE IT IS 

ONLY TKBOUGH TJm XXISTliN<XE OJ THE ' ST.t.TJtS ' THAT 'lD liXlSTIIJNOE 

01! THE E1!l'E<nS IS APPRBHI'OO>ID."-(1810-1816) 

COMMENTARY. 

You (Snh...,to,bhadr~) hAvo explained that tha capaeity of ontit.ies to 
throw up their effect& is wbot ia meant by 'Activity • ;-no,v, how e&n thi& 
oapacily to thr<>W «p •f!•cu have a merely imaginary existence ! l'hat is, 
it con nover be so. Consequently the distinction of the 'sto.tes • bMed thoro· 
upon ahould also be accepted ua real. 

Further, the Form of Fire ia found to be one that ia caJ)<lble of such 
efficient actions os those of Burning, Cooking, oto. ;-is thio the ..,e that 
continues in the ' Past' and othar otsteo ! Or iB it dillerant ! If it retnaina 
the ..,.,-then how oan such contradictory properties u ' activity •, 
' irulctivity' and ' cesaation Crom activity ' beloDg to the laid fonn which 
ia ono llt>d the some, totally undifferentiated ! - And it ia only through the 
~noe of those properties thot the Entity could havo ouch states as the . 
'Future', 'Present' o.nd 'Po.at' reapectively. If, even in tbo presence of 
contradictory properties, tho entity remained the same, thon all ldoo.s of 
DlJJoronoo would become uprooted, and the entire universe would have to be 
regarded os ont only. And such ....,......, would mean that all thiii8J' should 
be produced together at ono and the ..,e 'time. 

It might be argued that-" By virtue of tha variations undergone in thA 
proceoa of abandoning one ot&te and taking up another,-tbe Entity in the 
t.hrea otatee is ""' entirely vndifferemialod ". 

Bu' even so, are t.heae atstea difloren' or non-different (from tha Entity) l 
Thia has got to be explained. 

&ya the other Party-" Tboy are not differant ;-i.o. they do not differ 
from the Entities.-' Why ! '-Because, in that case the Entity oould not be 



Bx..utiNATlON ,OF Tl[E DOO'rB.INE 0.1' 1 TR..UXILYA '. 873 

an active agent ; i.e. it would be inactive ; u through po.itive.and negative 
eonoomit&nce, it haa been a.9oertained that efficient act.ivity (caUI!Ol ellici&ney) 
to produce olloeto belongs to the 6l<ltU only. [Hence by being dili_,.t from 
the Statoo, the Entity eonld not be an active aaent]".-(1810-1815) 

The objections against this l80t view [that " the St.attl8 are not di.J!orenl 
from W>o Entity "]are pointed out in tha !oUo,ving-

TEX TS ( 1816-1820). 

Row 00 TKESE PEOPLE ACCEPT TEe» VIEW TRAT TllEBE IS NON•DIF.FERENCE 

BETWEEN TRII ENTITY AND Till! STATES t-Tmnr (THE STATES), 

NOT HA VINO BEEN IN EXISTENCE, COUII INTO EXISTBNOE AND 1'RJ!N 

BEOOM"Il DBST110YED ;- HOW THEN OOULD THEY BE TB:B SA>!B AS 

TK& ENTl'I'Y 1-L~ THE MIDDLE 'STATE ' , TIIB ENTITY IS 'AC'riVE ' 

IN ITS OWN I'ORM,--'TKE..'<, AS 'l'HE SAM:B II!OIUl PERSISTS IN 0TRBB 

T\VO STA.T.ES ALSO, HOW COULD ' AOTIVITY ' AND ' CESSATIOt: OP 

AortVITY' BE TK£Jt.E IN THESE TWO STA'rBS 1-b lT IS 'AcrtV£ ', 

IN 'l'KE I'O!Uo( OP SOMETHING ELSll, THXN IT OBASES TO BE ACTIVl: 

AOAIN .-b, LASTLY, IT BE HELD TlUT THE FIB:£ AND OTHER TBJNOS, 

IN TKE PAST AND FuTURE STATBS, ARE Dlli'l'EllJ!lNT FROM TltE SAME 

IN THlll PR:ES:BNT STATE,--THEN IT IS TRVE TKAT THERE WOULD B E 

NO BOOM FOB THE OBJECTION THAT COMINGLING AND CO,"'l'USION 

WOULD BE INVOLVED ; BUT EVEN SO, AS THE EI<TlTY IN THB ~UDDLE 
(PRESENT) STATE BECOMES C.nABLE Oll ll'ltOlTll'UL AOTION ONLY 

WlUIN IT OOli:ES INTO EXISTENCE AFTER THE TIMlll DURING WBIOB: 

IT WAS NOT IN EXISTENCE, A.'i'D ABT:m& RAVING OO>tll INTO EXISTENCE, 

IT DOES NOT CONTINUE TO IIXIST,--TRIIRII WOULD BE NO CONTINOlTlC 

Oil' IIXlSTENCII II'OR TRE ENTITY.-(1816-1820) 

COMMENTARY. 

Bow can any one accept the view that t.he et.atee are non-different from 
the Ent.lty t-No one c:an aceept it.-BecaWM> the Stateo come into existence 
1\ftor having ~n non-existent, and after having como into exiatonoo. they 
become deatroyed ;-while nothing like this happena to tho Entity ; because 
it hu been held to be existent at all times. Unclor tho cirCUIDBtanoeo, having 
been non·exiatent, then coming into existence a.nd then oee.sing to exist,
how conld the State$ be tho same in essel\00 aa tha Entity t - They can nelfer 
be so ; becauao, they stand upon entirely different footinga.-Othorwi.se, 
being tho a~Ut~o as the Ent.ity, W>e States also would h~>ve to be rogo.rded "" 
existing 1>t all times,-jtwt like the nattU<> of the Entity ; because they are 
non.diJ!orent from W>e Entity; or (conversely) tho Entity it8elf would have 
to be •ego.rd&d "" eubjcct to non·e:oi~nu bojore ezi8tt""" nnd so forth,-like 
the form of the St&tos. 
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Even grnnt.ing the M&\unption that the States are oon-difforont from tl•e 
Enti~y,-tho objection b8oecl upon ~attributing to thom ol mntually con· 
tradietory propertioo alill...,...;ns ,manswered. For inat6n.,.., when the Entity 
is in the ' middle~ (Proeent.) ste.te.-iA it. activo in iu own form f Or in the 
form of Aomothing el .. 1 

If it i11 active in its own form, thon, 1\8 that sa1ne form would bo thm·o in 
the Put and Future 1tnte8 arso.-how eouJd this fonn of tho activ~ entity 
become active and inactive f 

U it io active in the fonn of aomot.hing else. thell it 08"""" to he ACtive; 
and honoo hecomea a non-entity. 

Thus it. is clear thR.t it is not right to say thn.t the Mme form iN there itl 

the PMt and Future &to.tea also. 
If then there it oomo other form (of ~Entity) in these Statea,-tl1en, 

under t.hia view, theJo would be no room for the objection that it involvos 
the oonfu•ion and comingling in the orune thing of mutually contradictory 
p roport.iOA of Activity and Inaetivity,- beeause the Entity would not be the 
eame. But (the other difficulty will remain, tbet) if the Entity, Fire, which 
is capeble of such aotion M Bun~ing and Ooolcinq, comoo into &xi•teneo altor 
having been "'"'-"i4U"'- and having coma into exiJotonoe, it di.lnpf>OIU",
this i& inoompet.ible with the doctrine of the permanent existence ol the 
Entity; hoceuso there is no continuity of existeneo.-{ 1816-1820) 

The !allowing might ho urged-" It ill true that tha Entity. not being 
eapebl& of action befoM it hocemoa capable of aotion, and having become 
capable of action, it - to be ao ; but oven ""· in these Past and Future 
sto.toa •loo the Entity i• tho"" all the I!Ame, though not capable of notion ; 
so that 011r theory is not inoompntible with the ide" of tho Entity being there 
a.t nU t-imes ,. . 

The anower to this is •• follows:-

TEXT (1821). 

As A J\IAT'I'llR OF PAOT, THAT 'ENTITY ALONE IS REAL WHICH lll Mpa/>lt 
of GCIUm; ~'<CE rROM THAT WRJOH lS NOT SO IN TKll TWO STATES, 

-NO lll'TECT CA..~ PROOIIED.-{ 1821) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Thai. alom '-which ia capeblo of action. 
' 1 .. IIIo '""' -.. '-in tha Past and Future Ktet.oo. 
• Thai. U>hW. io 110110 '-i.e. not capeblo of action.-{1821) 

Tbo follO\ving might bo urged :-" In the C81!e of •uoh ' Past' ontitiM as 
the 'Partial (or divided) cause', capo<ity for adion ia octually hold to he 
there ; hence the eonciWiion tbet • no olfect can be prodnood ' """-OOt be 
admit-ted". 

Tbo Mower to this ia as followa :-
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TEXTS (1822-1828). 

SUOII A pAST ENTITY WOULD BE ONE TIUT HAS COME INTO EXISTENCE, 

NOT RAVING BIIEN TIIERE BIIFOB!l, AND AS SUOH IT WOOLO OLIIABLY 

BE ' P&ESEINT ', -JUST LUtE ANY OTRER ' PRESENT ' ljl'fTITY' ; ALSO 

BECAUSE IT WOULD BE OOOASIONAL.-111 AN ENTITY HAS NO CAUSE, 

IT CAN BE ElTllBR ETERNALLY EXISTENT 0& NON·EXISTENT, 

B&OAUSE IT WOULD NOT BE DEPENDENT UPON ANYTHING ELSE. 

THAT HOWEVER, WIDCH HAS ITS EKISTENCE DEPENDENT UPON A 

CAUSE MUST BE CALLED 'PRESENT '.-TIIEN AGAIN, OTHER 

PEOPLB llAVE POSTULAT:SO TllAT 'MODIJI'JCA..TION' Oli' FOR.'-!, ETO. IS 

DII>PER~NT IN CHARACTER FROM 'P&ATlSANKHY!NIRODHA ' (DIS· 
SOOtATION FROM IMPUAITIES BROUGHT ABOUT BY TRANSCENDENTAL 

KN'OWL:&DGE), A_NJ) OTHER ' ETERNAL VlU'tl'l'lE$' ; .6-Nl> TlttS t MOl>l'B't· 

CATfON ' OB IIMBELLISHJI!ENT OF FORM AND OTHER THINGS, COMES 

.<BOUT THROUGH BmTH, EXISTENCE, ETC. ; NOW WHAT IS THAT PEC11· 

LIARITYBY PRODUCING WlUCH, BIRTH L~ SAID TO BB 'PRODUOTIVll' OF 

THE THING 1 Is IT SO~IETHmG non-different FROM THE ' UNBORN ' 

IIORM l OR different FROM IT 1 IF THE PECULIARITY IS 'Mn· 

flifJerent FROM THE FORM, THEN THERE OAN BE NO 'PRODUOTION ' 

OB IT; AS 1'1' WOULD, IN THAT CAS.E, BE TORE EVEN BEFORE THE 

' BIRTH', .TUST AS AFTER IT. As FOR A different PECULIARITY, 

THERE CAN BE NO SUOH,- DEOAUSII BY REASON OF Tlll$ DillllliR!lNOE, 

THEilll CAN BE NO !.<ELATION BETWEEN THEM. FU&T!reR, AS IT 

WOULD NOT BE E::UST.£NT BEB'ORE, IT WOULD INVOLVE THE NOTION 

THAT THE EFFECT \VAS NOT EXISTENT (WRIOH IS INCO~IPATIBLE 
WITH THE Ol'l'ONBNT'S DOOTRINES).~IMILARLY IF THERE WERE 

' REVERSAL OF CHARACTER , ' ' CONTINUANOE , A.ND f DESTRUO'I'ION ) 

(llllOUGllT ABOUT ll;ESl'EOTIVELY BY THE E>1BELLISHMENTS OF 

'DEcAY', • STAJHLitt 'AND 'NoN-ETERNALITY '),._orn OBJECTIONS 

'BASED U'rON Tlmt:R.BEING' DIFFERENT ORNON·DIFFEBEN'X' ',' DEOAY' 

.,ND TIIE REST, WOULD BE Al'PLIOABLE TO THESE ALS0.-(1822-1828) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Just like any other prMtnt Ji}nl.ity '-i.e. any other Ent.ity whose 
' p1·Ment ' charo.ctcr is not disputed. 

1 AlBo becaUBe i t wo1dd be occa.sional' ;-this also goos with ' it would be 
PrttJent ' . 

The Rei\Son here pllt forward cannot be regarded as Irrelevant. Because 
as a matter of fact that thing is called ' Pre•ent' which hAs been produced 
by the 01\ui;Al J,ink (or Factor); and what iA occasimulLmust owe it$ birth to a 
-GAu~J FMtor ; boea.use for that which hAs no cause, there are only two condi
tions possible-perpetual existence or non~existenoe i for the simple roason 
that its existence is not dependent upon anything else i hence what is 
-occAAionoJ must have an existence tha.t is brought about by~ Co.usa.l Factor,-
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and thUJI it beoomeo eotabUabod ~be.t, that whioh hM ita existence broug.bt 
about by a Oe.-usal Factor must be • Pro8ont'; that is to sa.y, '&i11g P~nt ' 
is invariably concomitant with • being OOCMi0!\1\1 •. 

F'urtber, if t.ba Entity is really objootivoly • 1'881. • and • Future', then 
all 'EmbeUiahmonta • (or lllodilioat.iooa)'would be everlasting; and iu th.n.t 
ca.so., there would be no diBorence bet.ween Form, etc. and tbe • Dissocia· 
tion from Impuriti .. by tr..,_,dontal knowledge' and otlwr 'eternal 
\"erities '. 

It might be argued t.bat. it iJI only t.ba Form and oucll tbing>o a.• are 
8<>tually found to be embelliabod (or modi6od) that. can be reganled 
A8 'modified '-no~ AhW!a and t.ba ot.bar Et.ernal Verities; so that there 
would be clee.r difterenoe bet.ween Form, ote. and t.he oaid • Eternal V eriti.., ' . 

This is t.he view t.bat has been bold by ot.bar poople. 
This however co.nnot be rigb~ .8ecaUM tbare are four marks of nwdif=· 

lion-(!) Birth, (2) Decay, (3) Exiatenee, ILnd (4) Non..,!Alro~Llity. Among 
t~ Birlh produ""" tbinp, E:Nuneo leads to their continuMoe, Decay 
I01Lcl$ to t'*' dOOILdonc&, ILOd Non-.-lity doetroyo them; hence among 
tb&oe, the functione of Producing and t.ba reet havo been hltld to be present. 

Now tba qu&Otion ari--Wha~ iJI t.bat P&euliarity which Birlh produces 
by virtue of whieh it oom&O to be opokon of aa • productive ' of tile Form, 
eto. !-Is this Peouliarity •omething diJJerent from tba Form, eto. I Or 
non-different from them I Theoe are the only two possible alternatives. 

It cannot be twn-differem from Form, eto. ; beoause tho PeculiMity in 
question would, in that oaeo, bo an accomplished thing even before the 
functioning of • Birth', and aa such it would bo incapable of being brought 
sbout,-just aa after ita nocompliabmont ; what is alroady an accomplisbod 
entity oannot bo brotlghb ~bout again; if i t were, thon there would be "" 
i uJlni to •ogress. 

Nor can a Peculiarity bo brought about whioh is different from the Form, 
eto. ; boesuso 118 it would bo different from t.bam, tbore oould be nothing to 
determine that • thia P&Culiarity bolonp to that Form'. For inatanoe, tll6 
relation between them cannot be t.bat of Identity,-e.s they """ held to be 
diJJerent; if tbay are not hold to be diJJorent, tbon the above objections come 
in. Nor can the relation betwoen them bo t.het of one being produced by the 
other; as tbo production of tll6 thing is due to Birth itoel!. No other kind 
of relation is possible ;-thoeo of oonl<linu and contai..C being includ&d under 
t.be.t of being pt'oduced. If t.hen t.he ,..,lation of being ,.,.Sucod from it is hold to 
subsist between tbo said P&ouli&rity and Form, eto.-thon, as the Peculiarity 
would be eapebl& of being produced bytbbFormitaellalone, it would be pro
duced at all times from t.bat alone ; and und&r t.ba ai.roumatiLO-. what would 
' Birth' do to it; !-It migbt be orgu&d t.be.t " t.he Form produ- tbo l'&CU· 
liarity, ~h Birlh ".-Th& answer to that is t.bat it cannot be rigbt that 
there should be any depeodenoe upon t.ba Birlh which can render no help 
at all. Ot.barwio& it would load to ILO abowdity. If the Birth be beld to 
actually render aom& h&lp, th&n in regard to W. Holp, tba queetion would 
oris& "" to its being diflarent or non-different and so fortb,-jWit aa it ari.sea 
in t.he 008e of tba P&OU!iarity ; and this would le6d to ILO infinite regress. 

I 
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From all this it foDowa that if there is difference, than there can be no 
relat.ionahip. 

Further, if it be held that the said • Peculiarity • did not exist before,
then it would moan the acceptance of the view that tbo eiJoot be$ been non· 
&xi8tont (whiob is inconai.otel\t with the opponent's dootrinos). 

Similarly, if Decay brings about a reverBal of ch4racter,-and if Existence 
brings &.bo\lt $ta/>i!ity.-nd if Non·etornality brings 1\bo\\t ~ion,
tben the question regarding tbeoe-' Reversal', eto.-boing difforont or non· 
different, will arise, as it orooe in oonnection with Birth ; and aD tha objectiona 
thon urged would .bo applicable in the case of theose alto.-{1822-1828) 

TEXTS (1829·1830) 

TllESB, t BlltTH I AND TJIJ: 1\"&S"r, ARE. :rtt.ODUOT'IVE 01' 'I'u::B~ B.J'I'EOTS, 

IN AOOO&DA.NOiil W11'K Tilll LIMITATIONS OF TRill& NATUliE; 

AND THIS OAPAOITY Of THJ::U\S IS TIDIRE BFlFOrnll AS WELL 

AS AFTER; TJnS POTENT J'ORM TRUS BJUNO 'fHJIRE AT 

ALL TIMES, WHY SHOULD TltEY NOT PBOOEED 

W11'R TltE AOTlVITY IN KlilEl'INO WITH TKEl& 

NATUllll t AT TRE STARTING 011 SU(!J[ 

A~TY TK£RE OAN BE NO LtMlTA• 

TION ON 'l'1IE 'STATES ~.-

(1829·1830) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbon again, t.b.o oapMity of • Birth • and the rest to produce tboir effects 
i• limitod to their rospeotivo oapMity; and this capacity of their~~ is there a t 
i\U times ; hence they should produoo thoir effects at all timoe. I t cannot be 
urged that there is absonoo of the • Causal Factor • (whioh prevents the 
production). Because tha Ca\1$61 Factor also ie thare at all times. Tbua 
then, ,.. Birth and tho ret< would be producing their oiJocte in the 'past' 
nrui • future • states also,-one and the same • state' abeuld include all the 
Stat .. , of wbiob t.bus there need be no division.-{1829·1830) 

TEXTS (1831-1832). 

FuRTHER, WOULD TKB 'PAST ' AND OTHIIllt ENTITIIIS BD MOMENTARY, 

Olt NOT 1-JJ Tl!ll JOJUr£R, TftEN THER& 1S TirE SA~tll ABSENCE 

OF RESTRICTION .-T.aE ' l\10MENT ' THAT IS BORN BJIOOMES 

THE • PRESENT' ,--TBA.T 'WBIOH, ON' BEING BORN, 

BECOMES DESTROYED, BECOMES 'l'Bll ' pAST ',-

A.."<D TIU.T WKIOB IS YET TO BR BOR." BEOOIV!S 

TRE • FuTUliE '.-{1831.1832) 

COMMENTARY. 

Again, are the Past, Present and Future t.hinp mornentar~· or not t 
Tboeo 1\ro the two altemntivos.- If the former,-if they nre mometttar;•.-
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the1\ thoro ja tl~e sa.rno nbsenoo of reat..ricUon.-'"!'he next seutcu~· 'Phe 
.atom«nl, e/c. <le.' •home t.hi• l!llllle ab8enc» of res~riction.-(1831-1832) 

TEXT (1833). 

U, ON THll OTHER KL'ID, THll SAJD THINGS A.RB 7l<)t fllbmeftlary,--TRE!< 

TllAT GOES AO.&INST YOUR DOOTliiNJI ; UNDBR YOUR DOOTRJNJI 

IT H.-.S BBBN SHOWN i'HA'f ALL MODIFICATIONS 

ARE MO:IIBNTARY.-(1833) 

COMMENTARY. 

I£ tho other altern.at.ive is accopted-that tho PMt and the rest are not 
momentary-then it g..,. agninst. your doct.rine.-The term • Kr14nla • 
stancl& for SiddMnl4, AOOOpted doctrino.-Tbe doctrine referred to io tl1Rt 
'all rnodi6CRtions are momentary '.-(1833) 

TEXT (1834). 

THE VliiW IN QUESTiON IS OPPOSED TO REASON ALSO : J1r Tl!E TIIINQS ARE 

EX!STIINT, THEY ~lUST BE MOMhlNTARY, LIKE PRESENT THINGS. 

THE Th'VA.RL\BLE CONOO:IIITANOE BETWlllU< THESE TWO 

TE&!4S llAS BEEN ALREADY :&STA&LISKED 

BBFORR.-(1834) 

001\fM.ENTARY. 

Further, the view in qttestion does not go ag&inlt your own doctrine 
only, it is opposed to &oaon also. For itu~tanc», whatever is oxilttnnt must 
bo momentary,-like tho P""'ent t.hing,-the Past and tho Future 1\re oxistont 
-beneo they must bo momentary. Previously-w>der the t.reatmont of the 
'MC>r<Wlt.ary OMractnr of things (under Chapter VIII) the Invariable Oon· 
comitanc» of this Probans (&ing e:NieN, with the Probandum, Being""""""' 
tary) has been e&tabli•bed. Henoo it cannot be said to be 'Inconolusivo' 
(Doubtful). Further, 'oxiateneo ' io ohtlraoterised by copacity for '<f/tc4ive 
action;- what is not-momtntary is not compatible with ofreotive actJon, either 
&uoceesive or simultaneous ;--and wben there ia no effective action. there 
must be -tion of ...Utmu also, which ia oMractoriaed by ejfu:ti .. oai<>n. 
Thus E~ becomes excluded from whore t.he ProbMdum (momentarin""") 
is absont.-(183~) 



EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTlliN!l OF 'TRAIKALYA '. 879 

TEXTS (1835-1840). 

ARE THESlil 'PAST' AND 'FUTURE ' THINGS CAPABLE OF EFFECTIVE 

ACTION~ OR NOT 1-I.F THEY HAVE THAT CAPACITY, THEN THEY 

MUST BE REGARDED AS ' PRESENT ', LIKE OTHER ' PRESENT ' TIDNGS. 

- IF THE ' PAST ' AND THE ' FUTURE ' ARE NOT RF-GARDED AS ' Pllll

SBNT ', THEN THEY MUST BE DEVOID OF ALL CAl'AOITlllS,-JUS'l' 

LIKE THE' SKY-LOTUS ' .-TRE Akli$AA AND OTHER' NON-PRODUCED. 

(ETERNAL) THINGS ARE ONlN TO TID: SAME OllJ:ECTION ; HENCE THESB 

CANNOT SERVE TO MAKE OUR REASON ' INCONCLUSIVE '.-IN THE 

CASE 01? ALL "E:NTtTlES, THEIR RESTRICTED CAPACITY FOR Eli'FEOTIVE 

AO".riON MOST .8~ DUE TO SOME CAUSE ; lE' IT WERE \VITROUT A CAUSE, 

S VEIWTIIINO WOULD BE USED FOR EVEEYTHING. IN FACT, THE 

RESTRICTED CAPACITY FOR EFFECTIVE ACTION MUST BE 'DROUGHT 

AROUT BY A CAUSE; AND TH.El.tE IS "NO OTRER OHAltAOTERlSTIO 

FEATURE OF THE ' PRESENT ' Tli!NG. IN THB CASE OF TilE ' pAST ' 

AND ' FuTURE ' ALSO, THE SAID CAI'ACITY IS THERE FULLY OOMl'LB'I'E, 

ACCORDING TO YOUR VIEW ; WHERBFORB THEN SHOULD NOT TliE 

OHAltACrlilR OF THE ' PRESENT' BE ATTRIBUTED TO THEM ~-(1835-

1840) 

COMMENTARY. 

Furthel", there are the two alternatives--the$& Past and Future things 
are capable of eflecoive e.ction-or not, e&pable.-lf t,hey are capable, then, 
the capacity being there, the things must be regarded a.~ • Present ·,-like 
those ·thiugg whose 1 present ' character is not disp\tted. The a.rgument 
ms.y be thus formulated-Things that are capable of efleetive action m1mt 
be regarded a.s Present,-as those things whose ' present ' character is not 
disputed,-n.nd the Pa.at and Future things are co.po.ble of effective action ; 
hence there is this R.e.a.son based upon the na.tu.re of th.i.nga, which provides 
the Reductio ad, absurdum.- Tho Probans cannot be •aid to be 'Inconclu
sive • ; because the absence of the • Present • character in the Past and Future 
things would imply the e.bsence of all capacities,-ju.st as in the 'sky-lotus'. 
-The argument ms.y be thua formulated ,-Things that are not-' Present' 
are also not-effliCU'7tt for any action,--e.g. t.be I f)ky-lotus ',-and the Past 
and Future things a.re not 1 Present 1 

; hence thero is perceived in t hem the 
absence of t.he wider cha.racter. 

Nor ca.n t.bis argument be said to be ' Inconclusive 1
• in view of the three 

• eternal Yerities '-.lkd•ha, P·ratisaiakhyii·nirodha and ApratW.rikhya
nircxlha.-whlch do not nndergo modifica.tions ;-because these also a-rc 
included 1mder the Minor 'ferm (Subject of the Syllogism.). 

Thus there is no ground for the Rea.fion being rega.rded as;' Inconclusive 1 

(or Do11btf11l). 
Then 1\gttin, the restricted ca.pacity for effective action thnt there is in 

entit·ies. must be admitt&d to be due to some cause ; otherwise, if it were 
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,.;thout caueo, then U.ere could be notbint! to ...met it; and the capacity of 
thinga would, in tbat case, not be reotricl<ld (or limited); wiU. the reeult thet 
each and every thint! would be utilised in b~ about ..eh and every 
effect. Thus it cannot be right to M~trict the olllcienoy of tba otan\&1 veri· 
ties, AldW!o. and th& M~t. Consequently they do not tupply the ground for 
regarding tho RMton as 'Inconclusive'. 

Nor can it be urged that the fonner &Men i8 ona whnae proaenc» in 
the contrary of the Probendurn is open to suspicion ; because the efficieuoy 
that pertains to a particular efficient act.ivity,-U.o birth of which i& due to 
cau~J.al faotoNJ,-ia who.t oha.racterises the 'Pl'esent ' i and this oh(U'aCteristio 
of the 'Pro8011t • la pr06<lnt intll<lt in the Past und Futuro things elao; hence, 
thoro being no other bo.sia for this, why ahould theo!e be not rogn.rded as 
'Present' !-( 1836-1840) 

TEXT (1841). 

As A OOli'SEQIJENOJI OP THIS, ALL ATTJIKPT TO .O'M'.uN HltAVJIN ""'-~ 

FINAL B EATITtmE WOULD BB PtJTIIJI; All NO JI'RUJT IS 

POlll-"D TIU.T OOIJLD BJI ATTAINJID BY 

EFPO&T.-(1841) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thon again, for the man for whom th& Paot and Future nro actueUy 
p"""'nt,-tho fruit of aota also would be th&re at aU t.im .. ; honoo any effort 
to attain Heaven· or Finol Beatitude would be futile ; as tbaro would be 
no fruit thllt oould be attained by eftort,-what would be tba olllcioncy of 
the Auaterit.iee and Penances thllt constitute ' offor;t ' t-It !Nght bo aaid 
that " they would have the elllciency to produce t.be deeirod reaulta ".
Tbat would mean t.bet the said ' Production ' of Roaulta ia oomotlling that 
waa not there before and has come about now.-But oven 10, what. ia it that 
would bo efficient ! And wherein would i~ be oftlciont !-" Tho efficiency 
would lie in making the rooulte • present' ".-What do you mean by' making 
them ,....nt' !-If it moans ' brillging them to Mother plaoo ', then the 
thing bocom .. eternal, as it would remain for all t.imo.-How too oould there 
be any auch • bringing' in the 0686 of Sens.n.tionsJ etc., which are immobile ! 
Even eo, thia ' bringing' would be something the~ did not exiot before, but 
hl\8 now come into oxiiJt.ence. 

'Hea110n • atande for the place on the eummite of mount MJru.
• ll.pc&\IC.I.rgll ', 'Final Beatitude', sta-nds for DoliveranCfl ;-the 1 Sam~tJrga ' 

of theeo ia thoir auolmnent.-The ' effort • for thia consi•ta in Obaervancee 
and Auateritiea.-(1841) 



EXAMINATION OF TilE DOOTIUNB. OF 'TRAIKALYA '. 881 

TEXT {1842). 

IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, THE P AST AND FUTURE THINGS ARE HELD TO 

BE WITHOUT THE capacity f<>r t.lftaive action,-TJJI!N, ON TIJA.T 

GROUND ALONE, THEY WOULD BE non-e:cistent,-LIKE 
THE 'SKY-FLOWER ' .- {1842) 

COMMENTARY. 

If then the second alternative view (proposed under TtJtt 1835) i.a oocepted 
-that the Past and Future things are devoid of capacity for ellective action, 
-then, in thet ca.se, for that very reason.~! being devoid of capa<Uy 
for •ff~i .. auivity,-they would have to he regarded as 'non·existent ', 
like 'sky-flowers , ; as the only, cha.ro.cteristic of ' non-existonee • consists 
in the abunu of all capacity.-(1842) 

Having thus adduced argurnente in favour of the view that the ' Past' 
and the ' Future ' do not exist, the author proceeds to rofute the a.rgu.rnenta 
that Juwe been put forward in support of the view that they do exist :-

TEXT {1843). 

As BEGABDS THE REASONS THAT HAVE BEEN ADDUCED, THEY MUST RESIDE 

IN THINGS ; AND UNTIL THESE TliiNGS ARE ESTABLISHED, THE 

REASONS CANNOT BE ADMITTED.-0.& ELSE, ON ACCOUNT 

OP THE 'PRESENT' OHARAOTER BEING ESTABLISHED, 

THB SAID REASONS A.RB ' OONTRA.DIOTORY ', 

-AS GOING AGAINST TIJE NATURE 

OF THE SUBJEOT.-{1843) 

OOMMENTAJ.W. 

The ' ReasoM' meant hero are those adduced by the other party, under 
the 'l'e:u 1790 ; these are ' Inadmissible in regard to their substratum' ; 
hecause the things in wbioh they are said to reside &re the Past and Futuro 
things, and it haa heen shown that those do not exist ; a.s has heen sa.id
' if th& thing i.a not there, ite property cannot be there ' . 

Even if the said things existed, as they have boon proved to have the 
'Present' character, the Roo.sons in question would be proving something 
contrary to the very nature of the Subj~ ; and a.s such,' they would be 
'Contradictory '.-(1843) 

Quution :-u If tha.t is so, then how is it that Buddhist writers have 
declared the Post and Futuro Forms, etc. to he included a.mong the 'st&tes' ! 
The Past and Futuro character of non-entities like the Rare's HorM i.a never 
tried to he determined " . 

.4n8WeT:-
' 



, 

882 

TEXTS (1844-1845). 

TIIAT J'O&t WHICH, H.<VINC: 0010 Il<TO I:XISTBNCE, HAS CEASED TO EXIST, 

HAS BEEN DESOB.IBED AS ' PAST ' ; AND THAT WRICH IS TO OO~IE 

WHEN THE CAUSAL ll'AOTOES ARE CO,Il'LETE ltAS BE~N 

D.ESC1U8ED AS 'FuTUIUI'.-b• THE 'BXISTENCB' Oil' THIS 

WEIIJI INSISTED UPON, THBN THEY MUST D~ 

REGARDED AS' PRKSBNT' 1
; TI«S IS WHAT HAS 

BEEN J1JST PIIOVSD ; AS 'I'KE O:!."L Y 

CJIA.BA.OTZlUSTJO 01" THB 'PB.Es.ENT ' 

IS TliA T IT SHOULD BE e:zistenJ. 
-(1844·1845) 

OOJI!MENTARY. 

Thi• is eMily tmderat.ood.-( 1844-1846) 

Quu.tion :-"How i8 it that the pteAonce of Form, Sensation t\1\d tht rest 
hM boen "ttribuu.d to these ! " ... ......,,,_ 

TEXT (1846). 

WK&l< FORM, E'ro. All£ ATTRtBOTJID TO THE PAST .L'{J) 'Firrt-RI TKINOS, 

IT IS TIIIIOUOH im~ing UPON THEM THEtB PAST A.>rD 'E'UTITBE 

CO~'DITIONS ; AND 1-'0T IN REALITY.-(1846) 

001\U.fJilNTAR Y. 

• Tam d<Uhiim '-th~t condition.-(18t6) 

Q....cion :-"How is it then that Cognition hM boon doclarod to reot 
in two subetrotes f ., 

...c-:-
TEXT ( 1847) . 

WIDII-' THE SEE:a OF TEUTit DEOLABED THAT CooNITION PROCJIIEilS 'fROM 

TWO CA USES, -THIS TEAOitil<O \V AS IN VIEW Oil' THE 

COGNITION WIT!l AN OllJEOT.-(1847) 

COMMENTARY. 

Cognition iS' of two kind8-with object (objective) and witllout object 
(purely subjective). It is in reforenoo to the Cognition will> Obj.a th"t 
Cognition hu been t..ught by the B1eaod Lord, a.s being buod upon two 
oubstn.teo.-( 184 7) 

Quuti<m :-"How is it kno•vn that there is Cognition wilhotu Objecl 
also· ? " 

An1wer :-
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TEXT (1848). 

IN THE CASE OF '.!'HE COGNITIONS OF 'ETERNAL THINGS', ' Goo ' AND SO 

FOll.TB,-TIQIRE IS NO OBJECTIVE BACKGROUND ; AS WORDS AND 

NAMES ARE DEVOID OF THE FOR)IS OP THOSE.-{1848) 

COMMENTARY. 

'And $0 forth', includes such other D.Sf:i\uned thingA as Primordial 
Ma.tter, Tlmo, et.c. 

No such idea ahould be entertained as that those cognitions have their 
obje.cti.ve background in the words ; this is what is meant by the· words
' As Wo-rds and Namea, etc.. etc. • -What is meant ir; tha.t the 'form' of God
s uch M Eternality, Being the CMU<e of all things and so forth,- tha.t is 
envisaged in the said cognitions,-of that form, the VVord or th~ Name 
is entirely devoid,-which Word or Namo doos not \tndergo any modification. 

The term ' Mi ' in • shabdaniimcidi ', is meant to include the contingent 
. cl\ use (of Cognition), postulated by other people, in the ahapo of t he Reflected 
Image of thinga.-(1848) 

Q-uestion:-" If then there is Cognition witlwut objtcl also, then how is 
it called' Cognition, ? Beca.tL<se' C-ognition' stands for that which apprehendB 
tl•ings ; and when there is nothing to be apprellended, how could t.ho cognititm 
he there? " 

Answer :-

TEXT (1849). 

IT IS CALLED ' COGNITION ' ONLY llY VIRTUE OF THE l'RESENCE 0.11 TilE 

NATUltE OF 1 CONSCIOUSNESS ' i AN:O 'l'RIS r CO'NSOXOUSl{:B.SS' 

ALSO CONSISTS IN THE CoGNITION BEING nct-dMk 
WHlCB: IS DEDUOED FRO>I ITS being 

lum.incU&.-(1849) 

COMMENTARY. 

u The presence of the nature of Consciousness a.lso is not possible without 
cognition" ;- in answer to thia it is added-< And th.i$ OonseiOUSflU.I, etc. 
etc.. , -. sa t stands for the presence of the nat\11'9 of Consciousness ;-' 08'/la ,_ 
i.e. of the Cognition.-" Wha.t is it ? "-It consist~ in the Cognition being 
not-darlc; only, on account of there being nothing else to be illurnined by 
it, and a.lso of the absence of n.ny other source of illurn.i.nation, the Cognition 
is of the nature of Light itaeli,-like the Light diffused in the atmosphere ; 
and it is by vi.rt.\le of this luminosity that it is called 'Cognition '.-(1849) 

(2uestion :-"How does the past act bring about its frnit., t 

A.n.tWer:-
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TEXT (lSro). 

'>VRAT BRU<OS ABOUT TirE F'1U71T IS TirE CAUSE OJ' PIUilTION ,- NOT 

Al<>'TBINO • pAST • • IN PJ..OT, TRl! FRtllT IS HELD TO PRO· 

OB ED I'BOll THE ' ORA.ll< ' 011 CooNITIONS UlPRESS:BD 

BY THE :BNTlTY (w~ PRES:BNT).-{18ro) 

• JmprUI<d '-i.e. rendered 
1
cep&ble of producing the fruit, through the 

long seri.,. of • cause! factore '.--{1850) 

QUUlion :-"If that ia ao, then how i.a it thet the Blessed Lord ha.s 
declared thet-' There i.s K,.,.,_, which docaya, i.s ohetructed tU1d becomes 
modified ' t " 

A"""r :-

TEXT (1 851) 

lN VB\V 011 TBJI SAID IMPRESSION BliiNO ATTRIBUTIID TO TRII ' SERIES 

011 OOONITIONS ', TRII LoRD liAS SAID THAT 'THERE IS Karma', 
WHIOR ASSERTION IS 11I01JRATIVE ; AS TilE PRINCIPAL 

( 01' T1D1 DEBT) IS SAID TO BE ' NOT DES· 

TROYEO (LOST) '.--{18~1) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Bhakty/1. '-F;gurntivo1y. 
When in the CMe of a. Debt, when the a.ccrued interest ha.s become 

equal tc the Prilloipa.l, tho Principal a.ctually dis&ppea.rs : yet it is said to be 
• not lost'. Jn tho sa.mo w&y the KaNna, Aot, aleo, though past and 
g_ono, is spoken of a.a 'not gone and dOBt.royed '.-(1851) 

Q..ulion :-"Whet 'vas tho purpoae for which the T&a.ehing waa given 
in figur&tive langu&ge!" A......,.,_ 

TEXT (l8lS2). 

T!m MATTER liAS BUll! BXPLAIN:BO m TRIS WAY BY TRE TEAORER, FOB 

TXll PlJBPOSB 07 &BliOVlliO TXII NOTION OP mz U'JTER ANN1BIL.t.· 

TION (OJ' PAST AOTS). OTEJIBWIS:B, HOW OOtn.D HE 

BD'LAIN TBll T:e.t.OlllNO IloiP ABTIIO m 'l'lDl 

APBOBISX DEOLABINO TRJt 'VoiD' f--{1852) 

OO~"TARY. 

If it were declared. thet ' the Put act doeo not exiB< ', it might. be under
stood that there is noA-&xiatenoe of thet 1)0UnCy 1<1 prod"" IM fruiJ which 
ha.d been oet going by the p&at ect: and the disci plea would come to take 

• ; 

i 
I 
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up the view of the utter onnihilation of tho Past and Its Effectll ; it is in view 
of t.his possibility thot the Lord h&fl said that ' the Act porsistll ' . 

' OtJ~rwi8e '-if the Past really persisted,-then how could wo explain 
the toa.ehing in the aphorism where we are taught that ' i 11. reality all is wicl' t 

As a mo.ttet of fact, when the Eye ia produced, it doea not come from any. 
where; similarly when it is destroyed, it does not go away to a.ny other place ; 
what ha.pponsis thata.fter having boon not in existence, it comes into existence, 
and having come into existence, it again becomes non-existent.-It might be 
urged that--" in the Present state, it comes into oxistonce, after ha.ving 
not been in existence "..-That is not so; because the 'Ste.te' is not any
thing different from the entity (Eye); as is clear from the assertion thot these 
sarne (things) are the' States' nnd they exist as such.-If it be meant thet-
"not having. been itself, it becomes itself n ;-then it would be established 
that there can be no 'future • Eye.-Further, if the Modifications are aJwa.ya 
there, the Cause and Effect would not be t)lere ; which would mean thet there 
is no fixed Truth; and this would imply the absenoo of the two paths of 
·Repression' (Purification) also; and thus the jour Prw118 being non·existent, 
t.here \Oould be no possibility of True Knowledge, Renunciation, Direct 
Intuition ond Meditation. These being not there, there would be non· 
existence also of the Pwlgalas (Bodies) which are near about the regions 
where the Fruit of Acts come about. This would put an end to all Teaching. 
-From all this it follows thot the assumption of • Past ' and ' Future ' 
things is not wholeaome.-(1852) 

It has been asked by the Opponent (under Text 1789)-" Bow .hove 
l\ly~tics distinct cogoitions of the Past and Future ? " 

The answer to this is a.s follows :-

TEXTS (1853-1856). 

THE MYSTICS . OO(>NISJ!l TRAT FORM 011 TB:E 'PRESENT' THING WHICH, 

DffiEO'rLY OR INDI&ECTLY, HAS BECOME EITKER AN EJ1FECT, OR A 

CAUSE; SUBSEQUENTLY, THEY FOLLOW IT U1' WITH c<m.ceptual cogni
fiOn8, WHICH ARE PURELY COMMON (SECULAR) IN ORAJ\AOTIIR, AND 

WlUCH ARE RIIAX<LY w iTll:OUT OBJECTS (WITll:OUT A l!.E&J:. OMEoriVE 

BAOK-l'I<OUND).-TlroS IT IS THAT, ON TB:E BASIS OF THE SAID PAST 

AND FUTURE SERIES OF CAUSES AND EFFEOTS, PROCEED &J:.L TEAOHINGS 

REGARDING THE PAST AND THE FuTURE.--~ FOR THE Tatl>iigala 
lintSELP, JilS TEAOHINGS PROCEED \VITll:OUT OmOU>1LOCUTION ; 

BECAUSE THE S!>RIES OF JilS COGNITION$ AIU! EN~LY DEVOID 

OF THE WEBS OF CONCEPTUAL CoN'rENT.-(1853-1856) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has become the ' Effect' in relation to the ' Pest' ,- and ' Oauso ' 
in relation to the 'Future'. 

10 
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' Vikolp4nttgat0tmabloib '-i.e. with Ooncopt.ual (Dotorminate)Oognitions. 
'!UoUy tDillv:>t.a obj«U • ;-bec&UO<I too Specif\o Ind.i,'iduatit~· ol things 

ctU>n.Ot bo envisaged by Oognitions aaociated with verbol e"P""""iollll. 
' TtU '-Thus, Therefo·re. 
On ~ho basis o! tho PMt and Future series of Onuses 011d Ef!ect•,

procood oll tooehings regarding tho Past and the Futuro,-from •uoh M,,.,tic• 
"" have not yet reached the Purest (Highest) stage. 

A.a regards the Bl...ad Lord Himael!, He does not e'-en hava tho purely 
S<!Cttlar eognition,- boeauoe He i• alwayw calm and collected on aecouut of 
the deslntction of all Illu•ion and IgnoranC(! ; and all that is Ctm«plual is 
the product o£ I gnornnoo and Illusion. This hn• boo11 thus deolnrod
• Ooneeptual Content itoell having aasumed the form of Ignoran.., proooods to 
impose ill! own form in tbo shape of tbo "Ext.emal world '.-So that, under 
tbo inlluenoe of ~be whole mass of His pre,~ous Meditations, Piety and 
Knowledge, Hi• nature has become like that of the Ollinl<ima!'i·IJOtn; hencc 
His tooobings proceed \Vithout circunt looution of nuy kitld.--{185:!-JS~U) 

End of Chapter XXI. 



r 

CHAPTER XXli. 

Lokayatar-Materialism 

001\iMENTARY. 

[In tho Introductory Tex~. 4] the ProtJ• haa ~n spoken of a.s • without 
beginning, without end • .- The A\tthor proceeds to sot forth arguroenU. in 
support of this view, starting with tho criticism tho.t haa been urged against 
i t :-

TEXT (1857) . 

" b- THERE IS NO ENTITY THAT HAS CONTINUITY 011 BXlSTENCII, Til1ilN 

THERE CAN BB NO ' OTHER WORLD ', B:OOAUSE THERE IS 

NOTHING THAT COULD BELONG TO THB 

' OTHElt WORLD' ."-{1857) 

COMMEN'.I.'ARY. 

'No ~ity '-like the Soul, etc.-The 'Soul' ho.s been alreo.dy rejeeu.d ; 
henco it caJ\llOt be ' cont.inuous •. simply because it does not elcist at all ;. 
68 for the Cognition and other entities, they are all moment-ary, and it haa 
boon proved in the Chapter on • The Three Points of Time' that there can 
be no continuity of these.- (1857) 

'The Body, etc. might appertain to the other world.' The answer to 
tho.t is &s follows :-

TEXTS (1858-1859) . 

"THE BODY, THE CoGNITION, THlil SENSB·OMANS AND TIIB REST Bl?JING 

DESTROYED EVERY MOMENT,~HBY COULD NOT l'ERTAIN TO TIIB 

OTRER WORLD ; AND THERE IS NOTHING BLSB THAT IS 

ADMITTED (BY YOU, BUDDHISTS). HBNOE CONSCIOUS· 

NESS MUST BE REGARDED AS PRODUCED FROM, 

OR ~IAN!li'ESTED BY, OIIRTAIN l\IATIIRIAL SUB· 

STANOES,--JUST X.tKll PERMENTBD AUil>S, 

LIQUORS AND SUOH TRIN'GS. " -

(1858-1859) 

001\fMENTARY. 

The term • and the rut • includes Fuling (Vedan&) Nanw-concoptt<m 
(SanjM) and Mental Focultiu (Samskara). 
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• Thue is tunhinu .Z.• thm is admittt<L '- in the shape of the ·Soul'. 
Thus tlus turns out to be the assertion of the view of the Lokiiyata 

(Materialist). His aphorisms road as follows :-"There being nothing !·hat 
could belong to the other world, there can be no other world ;-there n.re four 
material substanoos, Earth, \Vater, Flre a.nd Air; and froJn thesft proceOOk 
Consciousness " . 

Some commentators upon these aphorisms offer the 0"-"Plaua.tion t.ha.t 
Consciousness is produ«d out of the material substo.nces ; others explain 
that it becomes manifested by them. Hence the author ha.• mentioned 
both these views-' produc.ed or manifuud. '. 

' Shukw. '- is fermented acid. 
'Surfi, '-is jntoxicating liquor. 
' And 8UCh things '-is meant to include things having the offect of m<>king 

people w>conseious and so forth.-( 1858·1859) 

An object.ion is raised-' A£. a matter of fact, Oonsciousnes.• (or Oognit.ion) 
is always produced on the basis of such causes as the Eye and other Sense
<>rgans, and Objects, in the shape of Colour (Forms) ;- this fact i.o too well 
known. How then is it s.s.id that Cognition proceeds from thos.e materia l 
substances ? ' 

The (~lateriali•t's) e.nswer to that i.o M follows:-

TEXT (1860). 

H THE N AM£$ ( BODY 1
) : SBNS:S-OROAN I AND so ON ARE APPLIED TO 

PARTICULAR OOMJIINATIONS OF EARTH AND OTBl!lR )l.ATERIAL 

SUBSTANCES ; THERE IS NO OTRJillt R liALITY THAN 

THESE."-(1860) 

COMMENTARY. 

So.ys the Loki>yal<l-SfUra-" It is to the combination of thes.e that tho 
names 'Object' and 'Sense-organ' are applied ;-the &nse-otge.n, etc. have 
no existenee apart. from the Great :Material SUbstances ;-the idea. of those 
a,ppea.r only in regard to the combinations of these; -e.nd ' combination ' 
has no existence apart from the combining elements ;-these four Material 
Substances a.re well known by direct Perception.-Apert from these, there 
is no other Reality, equally well known by direct Perception ;-and apart 
from Perception, there is no other Means of Cognition, which could prove th~ 
existence of the 'other world' a.nd such thinga ".-(1860) 
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TEXTS (1861-1862). 

"Tu:J:u o.u< BE NO Bl!LA'l!ION OF C.ursz A.ND Ent:OT BE'l'WEB:N TilE 

TWO MINDS (Col>SOIOU~"ESSES) UNDER DISPUTE,-BEOAUSl! 

TIIEY SUBSIST IN DIFFERENT BODIES,-.ruST LIKE THE 

OONSOIOUSNESS OF THE Cow AND THE CoNSOIOuSN:gss. 

OF THE HoRSE.-CoGNITIONS (CONSOIOUSNESS) 

CANNOT BE THE EFPEOTS Oli' TIIE COONI· 

TION (CoNSOIOUSNESS} IN QUBSTION,

BECAUSE THEY ABll CoNSOIOUSNESS, 

-LIXI! CoNSOIOUS.'fliSS OON • 

lfEOTBD WITH ANOTIIER 

'SERIES '."-(1861-1862) 

COMMENTARY. 

"Further, if the Mind that existed in the patlt body were the cause of 
the Mind (ConacioUllnosa) in t)le body now boro,-and tbe .Mind in the dying 
body were the cause of the Mind in the futuro body,-then, inasmuch 
f\a thoro would be no cessation in the continuity or tho l\iind, the exist.enc& 
of the 'other world' might be po<;tt>lated. As a matter of fool;, however, 
thoro can be no relation of Cause and Effect between the 81\id two Minds 
in dispt>t&,-becaUlle they reside in different bodi .. ,-jt>St like the CognitioD 
of th6 Cow And the Cognition of the Horse. 

"Or, the prodt>60d Cognitions maybe made the • S11bj6Ct ',-in regard 
to which there i.s denial of the idea of their being produ60d by the IMt cognition 
in the pe.ot (deed) body ;-the ' Probana ' being the aame"" before, ' because 
they are cognition& ' ;-the ' Cognition.• appearing in other Seri88' supply 
the Corroborative Instance. 

" The argument may bo formulated aa follows :-Tbo (preoont) Cognition 
oannot be produ60d by the laot Cognition in the PMt body,-bocause it is 
Cognition,-li.ke the Cognition appearing in another Sorioa ;-the Cognitions 
appeo.ring in the Body in question are all Oognili<ml ;-hence there is 
Approhension of what is eoneomitant 'rith the contrt\l"Y ; inasmuch M • being 
cognition ' i.s concomitant with the contrnry of ' being produced by the 
Cognition in the last Body in question".-( 1861·1862) 

The idea of the ' previOU$ birth ' hao thus been denied by the Materialist ; 
he prooeeda to deny the ' ft>ture birth ' :-
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TEXT (1863). 

"TRE DYING CoNSCIOUSliESS OF THE MA.'< BESET WITH AFFECTIONS 

CANNOT BRiliO ABOUT TIIB CONTIGUITY OF ANOTHER MIND 

(oR CoNsorousNEss),-BECAUSB IT IS DYING CoNSCious. 

NESS,-JUST LIKE THE DYING CoNSCIOUSNESS OF THE 

PSRSON FREB FROM "1'1111 'AFFLICTIONS' (PASSION$ 

AND lMI'URITIES) " .-(1863) 

COMMENTARY. 

"The Dying Oonsclousness cannot bring Pobont another Oonsciousn9SS,
because it is Dying Oonsciousness-like the dying Con.~ciousness of the 
'Arh<rl ',(the Person free ftorn the Afflictions (oi Passions, etc.) " .-(1863) 

Qtre.8t;ion :-How t.ben doeg the Oonscionsnoss (Mind) r..om('l about ? 
Amwer :-

TEXT (1864). 

"FltoM THlS IT FOLLOWS THAT THE RlGRT VIBW IS THAT CoNSCIOUSNESS 

PROCEEDS PROM THI!l BODY ITSELF WHICH IS EQUIPPED WITH 

TRill FlVll LIFE·BREATHs-Prao;m, Apana A:ND THE 

REST ;- AS HAS lllllEN DECLARED BY Kam.baliish. 

vatara."- (1864) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Satra. i&-u It is from the Body itself, ete."-wh.ich ha.CJ been 
pronounced by I<ambakl8hva~ara.-{ 1864) 

An objection is raised- Even oofore the Body has been completely 
formed, and while it st.ill exists only in the fonn of the fcetus, etc.,-Oon· 
sciousne.ss is already there, though in latent condition ; and this Consciousn&a& 
is known as ooing produced by the Consciousness in the pa8t body; then 
how eau it be asserted that it proceeds from the Body iUelf only ! 

The answer to this is all followo :-
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TEXTS (1865--1868). 

" To ASSERT THAT 0oNSOIOUSN:ESS RESIDES IN THE FIIITtiS, 1!-TO. IS SREllR 

AUDACITY ; NOTHlNG OAN BE OOGNISED AT THAT STAGE, AS TllE 

SENSE-O.BGANS A.BE NOT THERJl; AND Co:SSCIOtiSNESS OAN RAVB 

NO FORM OTJIER THAN THE COGNITION OB TIIINOS ; IT IS BOR 

TllllJ SAME RRASON THAT 'l'IIERE IS NO CoNSCIOUSNESS IN 

THE STATE OF SWOON. NOR CAN CoNSOIOtJSNJ:SS EXIST 

THERE TN THE PORM OP A LATENT POTENCY; BECAUSE 

NO POTENOI:ES CAN EXIST WITHOUT A SUDSTAATUM ; 

.u.-n AS TBEBE 18 No SoOL THAT oom.-o BB TIU.T 

SUDSTJlATIDl 011 CoNSCIOUSNESS, TI!ll B ODY IS TKE 

ONLY SUBSTIUTV:N POSSlBUI .OR IT. So THAT 

AT THE El>""D, \Vlll'li THE B OOY HAS OEASED 

TO EXIST, WRBRJIDI COULD TKB CoNSCIOUS· 

~"ESS SUBSIST f "-(1865-1868) 

OOMMENTARY. 

"The Senoe-organ and the Objoo~ tVe the O&UI!O of the birth of Oonaciou.
nees ;-boee.use Oonsciousneea consiatl only in tho apprehension of things ; at 
tho footus-st.ogo of the Body, neither the SeMo-organs nor the Objeots are 
t.bere : how then oould there appear the elf&et of these, in the form of Oon
ocio\IJ!MM 1 Thua it is proV<Id the~ on aeeoun~ of the aboonce of the O.use, 
there c&n be no Oonsciouao688, even in a. swoon.--Such is the upeh.ot of the 
whole. 

" I t cannot bo right to assert thot at that stage the Oonscioueness i.o 
there in r.ho stata of latant Potaney. Beoau.e at that atago, thoro io no !IUb· 
attatum for suoh a Potonoy, oither in the ahepo of the 'Son!' poatulntod by 
the Naiyllytb:>, or in thet of the 'Obein of Oogniti.ono • (poatnlntod by the 
Buddhiu) : and Potanoy cannot bo thoro without a aubetratwn. Hence it 
!ollom that on the ground of shoer oape.city, r.he Body alone oan bo the 
substratwn of Oonsciousn011. For the aimple ,..,;....,n thet there ia nothing 
elae that oould bo tha required subettatwn~tcher in the shopo of the 
' Ohain of Oognitiona ' or the ' Soul '. Oonsequontly, at the end, when the 
Body dioo, the subetratum in the shape of the Body having CC<\Sod to exist, 
how oould the Oonsciousneu exist without o. subetratum ! 

"Thus it is proved thot there oan bono Fulw-6 Binll."-(1885-1868) 
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TEXTS (1869-1871). 

"WHEN THE OTHER BODY RA.!I NOT DE&N SEIIN, BOW OAN IT BE UNDER· 

STOOD THAT Tllll RII:QO'IB.!D St188TRATI1M L' THE BODY THAT IS 

BOR.'< sunSEQIIliNTLY t How TOO OOULD TKB CoNscious
lntss, RESIDING IN DIPRRBNT BOD[ES, Bll RliLATED 

TO T1lll s.uo: • CRAIN Olt CooNITIONS ',-BBINO LIXB 

THE CoNSCious.uss ott THB ELBPRANT, TKJI Hoasn 
A.'fl) OTUZR .L"'lllALS t-Fo& TKESJl REASONS, 

AS THE SUBSTR.&Tm< Olt Co:<SCIOilSNltSS. 

YOU BA VJ: EITII'ER TO SII::SX ~R A 

BllOIN!<tl<(lUSS AND :ENDLESS 

TR.lNS)UGRATING PERSONAL-

ITY ,--oB Aoo:£PT PtJRE 

MA.T:IBLALISY. ''

(1869-1871) 

COMMENTARY. 

"It might be arg.•ed thl\t-the ConJcioU8neos would he subsiating in thnt. 
intermediate body which would be produced immediately afrer death".
But that cannot be right ; becau~e no 8\lch intennediore body hM eve.r 
been aeon appearing immediately Rltor doatb; and there can be no certftinty 
regarding the existence of who.t hM never boon Roon; asauch o. th.iu.g i~ always 
reg~rd&d M non·c-iste:nt. 

Nor can it be right tor tho Con1Joiou1mo88 of ono 'cho.in • to aubsiat in 
nnotber body :-M in that ease the ohoraoter of boing related to the ••me 
' ohRin' would .bo lost ;-just M in t.he oMe of the OotuiJciouRness of the 
different Mirnala, E lephomt, Horae nnd ao forth. 

"The argument may be fonnulated thua :~nsoiouan088 appearing in 
different bodioa cannot belong to tho oarne ' ohain ',-like the Cognition of 
the Elephant and that of the Horao,- tho Conaoiousnoi!8 subsistinp: in the 
dead body and that subsisting in tbo auooooding Intermediate Body aubaiot 
in different bodiea ; henoe there would bo the poosibility of tbo apprehension 
of what is contrary to the wider oonoeption ;-but 88 a matter or fact, there 
i• no such •pprehonaion ;-honoe tho oontr&ry mU8t be true. Thot is, what 
l\rO related to the aamo ' Chain' O&ru>Ot aubaiat in different bodies,-...g. the 
Conaclou.m..., or tha Elophont doea not aubeist in the body or the Horae; 
-be Conacloum..., of every poroon ia related to the aeme ' Chain ' ;-hence 
there is •pprebenalon of whot ia ooncomit.ant with the oontre.ry; becaW!e 
'being related to 'the oame Chain ' ia invariably coMOmitant with • Rub
sisting in the 881110 body', which ia contnu'y to 'aubeisting in different 
bodie& •. 

The words-' lltW llluo r.....,..., etc. clc. '-reoapitulAtes the Materialist's 
view. 

• Adi '-io birth, begi.nning ;-' nidlloM' ia deotruction, end ;- that 
which has neither beginning nor ond iA • beginninglou and end/tu '. 
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Or, GC«JJ' ;pure Mo14rialiom• ;-thia indicatoo tl>e Lokdy.,...Si"•tr&
• There is no one related to the olkr ...,./d ; hence there can be no «Mr 
world '.--{1869-18? 1) 

The following 'l'U:U answer the above arguments (of the Mawialist) :-

TEXTS (1872-1877). 

As ~ARDs TJIB ' oTJDta woRLD ', TJtEB.B rs No suoa ' oTHER woRLD •, 

• APABT FllOM Tltt 'CHAIN GP CtJIUU (JM EJ!tcla, IN TIT£ 70B.M OIP 

Cogniticn AND TKE REST '. WIU.T IS SPOKEN Or AS ' TKE O'l'RBR 

WORL:O. ' OR 1 THIS WORJ .. D ', TS:A"r IS ONLY BY WAY OB A OmtTAIN 

LIM:rrPLAOBD tTPON T10I SAID' ClUlN 'WHICH 18 BEGINNINOLESS AND 

:ID.'DLESS.-W.11 REGARD IT TO BE THUS, IN THE ~..ut:B WAY AS PEOPLE 

ADDlOTl!D TO TB:E Px..AS11BES OP THJI PERCEPTTBLE ONLY ASSUliOl TH1I 

'OTRE'R WORLD' TO CONSIST IN SOME OTHER PAM OF THE OOUNTRY.

!F WHAT YOU ARE DIINYING IS Tlf& 'OTHltlt WORLD' DIFFERENT FROM 

THOSE .JUST :lmNTIONIID,--TBll..'< THE A'M'lU.fPT TO PROVE THAT 

DE~"IAL IS 1'l1'l"ILE ; AS TIIEltE IS NO DISPUTE (BIITWEEN VS) BJ:OARDINO 

TO NON·EXISTENOE OF SUOH 'OTHER WORLD '.-Objecticn-" THE 
Cluli'fl, ltBINO A NON•ENTITY, IT CANNOT HA. VB DIFFERlllNT STATES; 

HOW TKBN Q.L~ TRB 1 OTHER WORLD ' CONSIS'TINO OF TKESE, BE 

ANYTHING rttll t "-A--THEIU< IS NOTHING IN THIS; WHAT 

ABE DENOTlllD BY THE TERM ' CHAIN ' ARll 'l'Hl! member& of !he c/uJi11., 
SPOKEN OF OOL'bEOTIVELY BY THAT TERM FOR T1.I» SAKE OP llEEY!TY ; 

---J11ST LTKE SUOH TEEMS AS 'PORltST' AND TO LtK.E.-(1872-1877) 

QQ)ThJENTARY. 

What. i~ the 'other world' which you are denying ! la lt •.omething 
dlffomnt from tho Obain of caW!68 and effects, oonsiot<ng of Coanition and 
the o~ four ' P ba.oe6' (Skond/IM) ! Or is it this Mme Chain l 

The former ce.nnot be right ; "" no ouch ' other world ' hM '*'n ad· 
mitted. In faot, tl>ere is nothing apart from the Oh~ in of Causoo and Effects, 
it1 tho •hape of Cognition and the rest,-which could be accepted. What is 
a.otually rega.rdocl as the 'other world ', or c this world', or tho • previous 
world ',-is only by way of a certain limit,-in the form of a hundred 
yearo or so-placed upon the said Chain of Cognition, etc., which io wit.bout 
beginning and witho\lt end. Thi.o is exactly M you (Materialists), who ..,.. 
addicted to merely perceptible pleasureo. apply the name ' other world ' 

• (This \1.10 of • ndltilctd' it to bo notod; as it affords another indication of 
tho truth that 'n48tika • i4 not the aam6 M • Atbei.at'; ' ~ika.tcl ', M wo find 
hore, i.lf the view tba.t deniee the otJu.r WOI'ld. This it in t\grooroent '•ith the View 

· of V4Uy4'ya.na:, wbo also auuu up the 'NIAtiJ:.o.' view in the worda • N4.Ji dtm4 
n41t' poroWkoi- '. • There is DO Soul. there i1 no other tcJ!O'rl4. 'J 
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to some other part of this srune viidble world ; M is declared in liCnch o.sser .. 
tions os ' The Man io only oo much ns it peroeptiblo of tbo ••""""' : and again, 
~The otJ1er tottrld coMiat:& in aJtOtMr plat», or anollau timG or anot)w wu •. 

If, on tlte other bnnd, tho • othu world' that is denied is something 
different from the 8aid Clloin of .,....,., and •Jfecu in lk li<apo of Cognition. 
<1~ •• -then, as such ~ ccnchwon is already &dmitred (by both parti .. ). an.,· 
proving of it. would bo futile; u no such • other world • iK po.q;tulated by us. 

An objecUon ill raiood-" The Clloin being " non .. ntit.y, nny Stat~ 
thet is attributed to it mnot. al110 bo a non·entity : under the cireumstan-. 
the 'other world • bosed upon auch limjtation could not be reol" • 

.4..-ThiJO d""" no< alfoct onr ~lion. Wbat the <erm 'Chain' 
denot.,. are lk member• of tlul clloin, which are on titles ;-t.b- being spoken 
of, for the ~~nko of brevity, and oxpf'OI&Od oolloctively and simultaneously, 
by the one name ' Chain ' ; just in the same way u the .Diaat» and other 
trees (which are real) are opokon of coUoctively as 'Foreot' (though '"" 
Fof'08t as such io not. a rOftl entity).-(18?2-1877) 

Q1~ion :-"If it i8 110, then how wM it tlu\t. the Chain was spoken of 
""a non-tNity under Tm 1807. whe~ the Ohain or Serie8 has been deolared tn 
be l musory. (un~al) ' 11 

An,_,_ 

TEXTS (1878-1885). 

JT IS BEOAUSll IT I~ OONOEIVJilD AS 'ONE' (OOMPOSlT.&), AND IS 11EATURE· 

LESS AND INOAPABLB OF DEINO TNDIOAT.!!D E!TIIER AS Tlll!l 8Mne, OR 

AS different (FROM TRII COMPONENT ArEMBIIRS OF TIIE CHAIN). 

-THAT THE CJIAIN UAS ll&EN REGA.RDED AS A • NON·ENTITY ' :

JUST LIKl'l Tml 'LINll 011 SKY ·LOTUSES ' .-AS lT IS, WHY OANNO'r THE 

CHAIN llB ACOIIPT!O AS llllfNG WITHOUT llRGINNING AND WITHOUT 

END !-Jp rrT HAD A Bl!OJNNINQ AND) THE 1111!ST MEMBER OF TilE 

' CHAIN ' OONS!STED Ol!' TJIE ltiliST c:ognilion,-'I'HIS OOOLD BE HELD 

TO BB EI'l'ltEJ.t (1) 'WITHOUT OAUSE ',-oR (2) AS PRODUCED BY AN 

RTERNAL OAUSE,-oR (3) AS BTBIWAL BY ITSBLF,-oR (4) AS l'RO· 

DUOIID l'ROM ANY SOBSTANOB,-oR (G) AS l'ROOUOTID BY ANY OTHER 

CJoGNlTION.-(1) Tn£ lmiST OOGNlTION WOULD &l'PEAR AT TB:E VERY 

INCEPTION 01! TRII P<IITUS, AND IT OOOLD NOT OOMJI A.110UT WITHOUT 

OAUSB; BECAUSB OTD!tWISB, tTS BXISTB:;rfOE, WHICH IS O~'"LY OOOA· 

SIONAL, 'VOULD liE QUITE TKB DEVEBSB· (EVUI.\.STING).--{2) NOR 

OOOLO IT 811 BBOUORT ABOUT BY SUOIJ :BTEBl<AL CAUSES AS MTh'l>, 
Trlo, SPAcE, Goo, SoUL .wo so roam; RBOAusx oN THAT VBRY 

ACCOUNT IT SHOULD 811 ETI:R..'<.AL.-(3) ON AOOOin-'T 011 TH:E ABSENCE 

Olf TR1I SAID 'B'Rlll<AL EXlSTliNOB ' IT WOULD Bll SHltER AUDACITY 

TO ASSERT THAT TKJ: CJoGNl'I'ION IS ONE AN"D E'l'&&'<A.L; AS DO'l'EBE.'<OE 

IS CLEARLY P:BROIIIV1lD AliONO 'I'KE OOONITIONS OF CoLOUR, SoUNt> 

AND 0TRER THINOS.--{4-5) NOR OOULD IT BE PBODUOBD l'll.OM, OR 
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MANUI.£STED BY, THE MATERIAL SUBSTANOE5-EARTll, FIRE, WATER 

A..'«) Ala; AS• 1N THAT CASE, A..LL CoONITIONS WOULD BE SL.\1UL

TA.'<EOUS; •• S THE OTHER PAJITY REGARD THESE Sl]]ISTANOES AS OP 

PERMANENT PORhf ; AND Till: IDEA 011 A P ERMANENT THING RE· 

QUIRING Tllll KELP 011 AUXILIARIES HAS BE~" ALREADY REJBOTIID. 
-(1878-1885) 

001\BIENTARY. 

'fha.t 'Ohain ' which hM OOen !)OIJtulated as """ haa 00en found to be 
incmpnble of being indicated Ill! the •am~ Ill!, or d.ijJeronlfrom, ~ho members 
of the Chain, and on that ground, it has 00en regarded aa a • non-entity';
juat like the ' Serieo of sky-low- ' ; and we do not base our nol.ion of the 
' other world • upon t.ho sta.tes of any auch one • Ohain '.-If i t is this ' Cbnin 
of Oogni tiontJ, etc.', callod the ' other world ', which you aro denytng,
u-, it cannot be right to deny thio 'other world ' on tbe besia of the denial 
ot tho very form or oxistenoo of the said ' Ohain • ; because what is aotua.lly 
perceived cnn.o.ot be denied. All the deninl that could be made of it would be 
witb regard to ite qualities of beginninglulnu• and ....uu.-.-But why 
cannot tbeo&--Orutlt.t....., and beginni"lllt.UnUI,-be .--pted ! 

l£ beginninglun~s• is denied, and the. fir~tt; cognition at birth is held to 
be the fir« eognition (the beginning),-then this initio! cognition would be 
either (I ) wiiMm ootU•,-or (2) produced by an et<>rnaloau..,, like en eternal 
Oognl!Jon or Cod and so forth,-or (3) i t would itMif be eternal,-or (4) 
it would be produoed from eny SubotAnce,-or (5) produced by a Oognltion 
appearing in enother 'chain '.-Theoe are tho five alternativM poo8ible. 

If each cognition in the chain were the effoot of a.nothor previous cognition 
in lhe Aame Ohain,-then alone could the Obain be beginninglua, not 
otherwise. That ia why the Author has set forth theoe alternativeo that aro 
poS~<ible (undor the idea of the Chain being nol beginningless,-and !·hen to 
show the \lntot\a.bility of every one of these altornati.vo11). 

(1) The tlrot altmnative cannot be accepted; e.a under that view tho 
Oognition would bavo permanent exiat.>nce. Things are 0«a1Wnal only 
when they nre depe1\dent \lpon other things. and wha.t- ia without crmao ie 
not dependent upon enything,-why then should it ooaae to exist I 

(2) Nor ia tba •eeond alternative tenable; ao for thet $1U!lO reao<>n it 
would be et.>rnal. Eflocto become non-oxiat.>nt only by reason of the abeenco 
of their causet; when t.bo cause is pr08Cnt jn ita perfect form, you havo to 
explain why the effect should not coni& about. 

(3) Nor can the third alt.omativo be·~pted.-" W hy I "-Becom• of 
tM abn.nu-o! permanent exiet.once.-Tbe same nboence is further ompha.oiaed 
by the words-' It UIOI4ld. be 1hur tluda<ilv, etc. uc.'.- Thia points out t.he fact 
o f tho Opponont'o Proposi tion being contrary to perceived facto. 

(4) The aontenco • N<n' co .. Ul, etc. ew.' rejooto tho fourth altornativo.
' KfOtii • is Earth.-Thia alternat.ive is open to the same objections "" the 
aecoud on&--that it proceeds from the Eternal God, eto. ; becauae the four 
Major Elemental SubotAnces are held by the other party to be ot<>mal.-It 
will not be right to urge the-" tbe producl.ion of the Oognition from an 



896 TATl'VASANGRAHA: CHAPTER XXU. 

Eternal Of\nse would be possible as ·it would be aopendcnt upon auxiliary 
causes'' ;-bec6use it ho.s been thoroughly esta.blished tha-t a.n et.ernal Ct\\ISG 
cannot depend upon an auxilia-ry, aB it can render no help to it.-(lSiS
\885) 

[The reful<>tiol1 of the .fijeJ. alt,.rnath·es follows under Text. \89:1.1 

TEXT (1886). 

lF THE OTHER PARTY ASSE&T THAT "THESE ELEMENTAL SUBSTANCES 

ARE momentary (NOT eternal) ",-Tl!l<N, lN THAT CAS.E. Wl!Y 

CANNOT Tl!EIR OWN DOOT&INE BE REGARDED AS 

Rl!JECTED llY TIDS ?-{1886) 

COMMENTARY. 

U the four ~Iajor E lemental Subote.nce~< are qesoribed by the othor rmrt.y 
as momtntanJ,-with a. view to escape from the o bjBctions urged above..
then also, there are obj~tion.~ o.ga.inst hUn.- This is wh&.t is meant .. 

[Th .. e o~jections-against the view that Oognition p•·ocoods from the 
elemental substances, Earth, etc.-are now set forth in dote.il.] 

For instance. there is nothing to prove tha.t between Oogniti.o1\ and tho 
Body (made up of the mat..rial Aub.<tances), there subsists the relatio11 of 
Oa.use and Effeot,~n the baais whereof the usa.ge of the other party could 
be justified. This &rg\Unent may be thus formulated :-When there is no 
evidence in aupport o£ e. eert.ain thing ha.ving a particular character. no sane 
man should treat that th.i11g M being of thnt ehaTa..eter ;-for instance, one 
should not treat Fire o.s cold ;-there is no evidence in support of the presence 
of a causQI rela-tion between the Body and Oognition,- heneo the wider pro
poRition is not available.-Nor can the Reason be he1d to be ' inadmissible '. 
Beeattse the causal r;o&la-tion is a.1wa.ys based upon Perception and Non·appre· 
hen.~Jion ; and M such, it can be oscerta.ined through pa.rtioula.r positive or 
negative concomitance (Premiss),-not by mere perception or non-p$rception. 
When the fnct of o. cert-ain thing being the effect of a. particular cause is going 
to be ascertained tlttough positive concomitance, whe.t is to be found out is 
il the thing i.n. question is one which is perceptible and which. being not seen 
before, is seen when the other thing (the Cause) is seen ;--otherwise, if it 
were not found out if the tJ.ing ia perceptible and wao not 8Un b~or•.-lben it 
might be thought thet the thing (Effect) might have been there even before 
the Qa,lSe appeared, or it might have gone to some other p!Aoo. So thet 
there \VOuld bo nothing in the idea of the Tree and such other things, which 
have been existing before tho oouae in question, being the catvle of t.he effect 
concerned. This possibility becomes averted by noting thet the effect is 
one that could be perceived a11d i~; yet not perceived; as this condition is 
not fulfilled in the case of false causality. ;en this way the fact of a certain 
thing being the effect of a certain cause becomes ascertained through positive 
eoncomita.nce.-It1 the a.scerta.irunent of the fact of a. certain thing boing the 
effect of a. certain cauae through negative concomitance. it ha.s to be found 
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ou~ wha~ is that thing during the absenoo of which tha effect in question 
d0011 not appear, even though other efficient caUllea ""' there; otherwise, 
if all that were acoertai.ned were that it does not appear when the other is 
<>bsent, it would be doubtful if that part.ioular oeu.oe ia really efficient enough to 
bring about that effect ; M other causes efficient for that purpose are also 
~>bsent; so that it m ight bo eonooivable that--" theso latter are the ...,I 
o&u108 of the eiJect; and it is the absence of IJ>ese to whiel> the absence 
ie due ; and as for ita absence also during tho absence of this other thing 
(which is intended to be the eauee),-tbatm&y be a mere accident; just as in 
tha caae of the oboeMO of dal.opalm, which growo in a plaeo where the 
' MIU,;v4/la' (f) genually growo, during the abaence of this latter. Hence 
the qualification,·' other affioiaot causes being present', has to be added.
It ia in this way that it ia fuUy aacertained that the thing in question I>Fily 
can be the cause of the ol!eot eonoerned ; its abaenoe being duly foDowed (by 
the absenoo of tho effect). There is no such foUowing of tho &bsence of any
thing whieh renders no holp 'in tho bringing about of tho effect; if it did, i t 
would lead to absurdity.-Thus it is only through positive 1>nd nogative con· 
oomitanee that the relation of Cause and Effect can be ascertained, not in 
&ny other wa.y. 

There is no such positive or negative concomit.enQe between the Body 
and tha Cognition. For instance, there can be no certainty regarding tha 
positive concomitance betwoon one's own Body and Cognition; because in 
the Feetus, before the appeM'anoe of the Cognition, the Body alone is not 
porcoived; nor is it perceived ap&rt from the Cognition. All regards the 
Body of another pen1on also, the Cognition is ""' ono that could be per· 
ooptible ; and hence thoro ia no perception of any ordor of soqucnoo. Hence 
thoro oo.n bo no certo.in ido~ of positive ooncomit&nco.- Nor can there be 
any certa-inty regarding nogativo concomitance ; it is poeaib!o to know that 
when one's own bod,y ia absent., his own cognition also is absent,-becauso 
~he man himself is &baent ; but it can by no ma...a be uoertained thet in 
the absence of another man'• body, his cognition aloo ia abeent. Ileco>use 
that man's cognition not boing perceptibl&, evon on the abaenoe of his body, 
thoro may be doubto regarding the absenoe of hia cognition. It iB for this 
reaaon that, even in the OM6 of Trees, though tha Body U. not there, i t is 
not certain that the Cognition i.o not there; as in thia ease a!Jio there wm 
bo tJ>e suspicion that ita presence is not amenable to perception. It cannot 
be right to bo certain of ab•cnco on the besiB of the abeonce of vibration, etc., 
aa it is not necessary that oaus011 muot necessarily produce their effects. I t 
would be a.lwayo a matter of doubt whether the absonoo of Cognition in the 
Tree ia due to the abeenoo of the Body or to tbo abaence of its Oause in the 
ahap& of tbo absence of Deeite which would be tho oauae of ito having a 
p&rtieular body. 

Thu.o tha ~n adduced by us U. not ' inadmisoiblo '. 
Nor is it 'contradictory ' ; as it i.8 present in all cases where the Pro

b&ndum is k'llown to bo preaont. 
Nor again can it be • Inconclusive ' ; a.s that would load to inoongroitios ; 

and al.so it would mark the objector as being devoid of intslligenee. 
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Quutiol> :-" Wbat ia there to prove that tba oootnur of tl"' Proposition 
' The Body CAnnot be tba ea use of the Cognition ' i.8 not true ! " A,.._ :-Thi.8 haJI no foroe; as tba proof i.8 tbore; for irurtance, tbat 
• the Body eannot be the e&use of the purely subjective Cognition ' io going 
to be provod undor Text 1930-' ~fentol Conaciouan..,. ia independent, Mlf· 
suftlcient.·etc. etc.' :speciAlly as it is this subjective Coll.IICiou.snMA iMelf which 
"orves as tho dominant cause in bringing &bout tho oont&ct of other bodies ; 
w'hich shows tlmt it iB not dependent upon tho present body; nnd thus it is 
thAt the existonco of the • other world • beoomea eattlbliahed. 

The11 Again, tho Body may be the Oatll!O of the subjootive Oorutciousnoss. 
But would it. bo RO in the form of the single composito wholo,--or in diverse 
forms, in tho fonn of on aggregate of atoms !-Would it bo tho oause along 
with tho senMH>•·gans ! Or without the soPso-orgons t Would it bo the 
matorial (coMUtuent) C~\UJO ? Or the eontr,~:.Itory ce.utte ?- TllC8e aro the 
ruternetiv ... poaiblo. 

Now. the Body. aa a single composite whole, cannot bo the OotlllO of 
Cognition;- the very idea of the 'compoo<ite '•bole' haJI been a~y 
rejected. And aloo bocolllle such an ide& would militate ap.inat tba notion 
that the cauoe oonailts of the Four ltajor Element.al Subs-; aA a •ingu 
thing could not have ft>W' forma; as, if it did, than there would be An end 
of all notions of ' plurality·. 

Nor can the Body in the form oi tho aggregate ol atom& bo oooepted 
(as the Cnuoa of Cognition). Will the C..uae oonsist ol tbo AtoiUO eevcrolly or 
oolleotivoly t It cannot bo '"""raUy; as in tbat CMO tho Cognition would 
arise from ot~ch ono of the atoms, just as the sprout l\ri8C8 ftOm every one of 
the Medo. Nol' could it be co!ltclively; as in that oaoe, tho defect in ony· 
otte of tl>o limbs-llko tho Nose for inatanco,- would lond te tho oontingoncy 
of no Cognition being produced at all ; jltSt aa tho dofoot in ovon ono of the 
various i.ngredionta of the Oauae of the sprout,-in tho ahR.pe of the soil, 
for instanco,-rnAic:es it impossible for the sprout t.o o.ppenr. In fact, when
over an effect ia dependent upon a concatenation of cause--conditions, it. does 
not come about, when even one of those conditions ia ab8ont ; if it did, it 
would not be dependent upon them.-Tt might be held that " all t ho atems 
..,., tho OAuoa of Cognition, aecording as they happen te be in proximity".
But in ~t case, there should be some differenoo bet·ween tba effect aa pro
duced by a po<{oot causa and that produoed by a del active oolUae; ao the 
two "'"'"""would bo different; otherwise tba distinction in the cause would 
bo pointJ-. All a m attar of fact, whon a""""" that has been perfect in all 
its p6rt& bappeno subsequently to bo defective in oortain parte, there i.8 not 
found any difforonce in the subjective Cognition at all; and tbiB ia duo to 
the faot that tho impressions of past auditory and other oognitions con
tintiO intact.-It is only in the case of Animals, llko the Elephant I or instanoe, 
tlult tbot•e Bt'O oh.nnge.e in the subjecti.ve Consciouano88, oot in the case of 
htuntm beings ; the o.ninlt>la in the inftmtile stage of tho body o.re dull, while 
those ehat have acquired a larger body are cleverer ; tl1o improvement nnd 
deteriorntion o! the Cause, in this case, are found to bring about improve
ment aM. dotorioration in the Effect; hence when, between two things, 
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the chenges in one do not load to cl;langes in the othor, one oO,nnot be the 
Effect of the other; otherwise there would be absurdity ; and the cheogO!! in 
the Effect would be '\'9'ithout cause. 

Nor can the othor altern~~,tive view be accepted, that the Body al<mg will• 
il~ StMe·organs is the cause of subjective Consciousness.-For, here also, would 
the subjective Consciousness proceed from each o( the sense-organs severally 1 

Ot' from all of them collectively ?-It could not proceed from ea.oh sEwerally; 
because it ia found tl1at even &fter the diM.ppearance oi the &nse-orgaru; on& 
by Ol'le, the subjective Consciousness comes in a.ll right. For instance, oven 
when the motor.orgaus heve become disabled by Pal'&lysis a.nd other di&e&ses, 
tl).e aubjective ConscioltSnes.r.; remains intact o.n.d enjoys a perfect state of 
existence. And when between two things, the changes in one do not bring 
Bbout ohenges in tll$ other, one cannot be the Efieot o! the other ; otherwise 
thero would be incongruities. Furt-her, under the view under COI\.$idera.tion, 
oubject,ivo CoMciousness would hevo to be rega.rded n.s (a) apprehending 
only particula.r thinge, (b) as being free from conceptual content (indeter· 
minate), (e) "" being dependent upon tll$ presence of the object,-just like 
the Vi.su.a.l and other sense.eognitions ; because it would have the same cause 
... t.hese latter ; and also because there would be the possibility of several 
conceptions appearing at the $3llle time. 

Nor can the other al~rna.tiw viow be accepted,- that '' Subjective 
Consciousness proceed.'i from all the sense·orga.ns coUe.cti1.-.ely .. ; as in that CAlM), 
there could be no Subjective Consciousness, even when on& of the Sense· 
organs would be absent (dia.sbled); just like the absence of the Sprout on the 
absence of &V'on ono of its contributory causes. 

Nor et1n the oth.or alternative view be accepted-th.a.t "Subjective 
Consciousness proceeds from the Body without the Sense.orga.ns ". As 
undor that view, it would be possiblo for the •a.id CoD8ciowutess to proceed 
from the :Eland and such othor parts of the body oven when severed from tl1e 
Body. If it were held thet " qualified Body is the cause,-then it would 
come to this thet the cause coMists of the Body tu along wit/> tho Sense
Qrgam; as no qwilifi<4 Body can be shown other then the Body wilh the 
Stt>.flo.<>rgans. 

Nor again can the view be aeeepted-thet" the Body is the material (con· 
st.ituent) ca.use of Subjeoti ve Consciousness , .-Because that particular cause 
is fiCCepted as the ' Ma.teria.l Oause ' of a cert-ain Effect which ia found to 
fulfil tl>o two conditions-viz. : (1) thet it helps, by ita presence, the entire 
n:1-ture of the Effect embrooing all its peculiar features, and (2) thet the 
Effect undergoes no change except upon changes in the said Oa.uae ; as is 
found in the cMe whore the Clay is hold to bo the 'material cause ' of the 
Jar as it passes sueeessively through all the modifications proooeding from the 
clod of clay to tho finished product called 'Jar'. lt is for this reason thet · 
when one desires to modify o. certain t.hing he modifies it by modifying its 
ms.~rial cause,-not in any other way. When an antecedent Mo.teria.l Cause 
is thoro without having its potency impeded in any way,-no one can i:mpede 
•ho appoorance of the sc<bsequent. Efiect going to be produced. For instance, 
in the ca.'5e of the Jar, no modifica.tion can be mo.de in the effect to be 
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produc<ld, wit.hou~ having b••ougbt about a 'moment' in the Clay inoapt>ble of 
further eftloiency. In fMt., in the bringing about of all modification•. tb• 
p~ io the ~t of produciJ>3 of a • mom•nt' (entity) inca1lf\ble 
of producing e.nother • moment' ; if it were not so, nothing could be directly 
~ontrary to rucything. If such direct modification woro pos!lible, then. a" 
t-h& Can&<>, so the effect. also could be modified directly by i!A!olf,-llot through 
the bringing about of a liko modification in its material ca\ll!e.-It ia true 
that in the case of tbe Lamp,-t.be:e it a modification brought about in its 
outspreading light by putting up an intervening ecroen without modif~oin~ 
th& Light "tall; but in this case the Lomp is not the direct Material Cause of 
the LigM; ooch Light-moment is the """"" of tho Light-moment that 
followe it; 80 tba.t whet happens is tbet the screen brings .. bout a modiRca.
tion in the 1bape of a • moment, devoid. of further causal eft\eiancy, and 
thereby practically deotroys t.lle Light at that point.-In a case wll<lro a 
~hing io modified wi~hout modifying an eotit.y, it io not a ca.se of Matorial 
Cause ; whon* for insto.nco, th(\ Oow it; modified without modifying the Ga&,YJya. 
-In the OMo in question, however, it ia found tho.t, wjthout modifying tlw 
Body, the Subj&etive C<>neciousllOSS io subj&et&d, by wrong-doing, to modl.fica
l<ons, ouch M evil intentions and the !ilto. So that hero thoro would 1>1' 
apprehension of something contrary to the wider pr$rni88 (that there CM b<' 
no modiflet\tiou in tbo effect without modi6cations in the Otn18e ;-i! the 
Body were rogo.rdod .. the Ma.terial Cause of Subjoctivo ConeciousnOA8). 

OlljUiior> :-"When thoro is modidca.tion in tbe Body, in th& ehape of 
being well-nourished and strong,-which is brought about by good food,
tllere u actually pe"*vad a modificetion in tb& Subjeotive Coneciouonees, 
in the ahopo of Love nnd Hatred, etc." 

WhM doos it matter if such modifioation is seen ! This a.lono doe• uot 
msko our R<le.&on inadrniooiblo. For example, all th~t is ma.ant by \18 is 
tba.t., wben between two things, the modificotioo of one is possible without 
modification of the olbor, then the one cannot be the Matoriol Cause of the 
other. It is quite poaible tha.t under oertain circumstances, without any 
modillcation in the Body, thot$ is modiflc&tion in the Subjoctivo Conaoious
noss by wrong-doing. Ocnsoquently why should ou r R&ason be • inad
missible ' ! But on the buio of occasional stray inetanooa of modificat-ion 
(of tbe Subjective OcDSCiousness due to modilicetion in the Body) it cannot 
be right to regard the ono as tbo Material C•mse of the other. As, in this 
way, the objUI also might b&eome tho Material Causo (of Cognition). For 
instanoo, whon one seeo such disgusting things a.s the blood of tho tigor, etc., 
there o.ppeara a modifioation in the mind of a cowordly person, in the shape of 
• ...,. and 80 forth; and yet this doee not make tbe u.id Subjective Con
aciousneis a material effect of that blood. Again, when the Mind i• beset 

· with vaecillo.tions due to love oT grief and aueh causes, there como about 
corta.in modi6oations in tho Body ; and on the basis of this the Body might 
oomo to be regardad a& having the Mind for its Materi..t Cause. What is " 
fact is that when the modide&tion of ono thing ..twaya follows tbe modifica
tion of another, then e.lono can tbo one be rightly regarded as the Material 
Oau .. of tho other. Modi6oations of the Mind in the abapo of Love, Bate, etc. 

I 
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do n.ot aiU'a.y• follow from the strength and vigour of tho Body; os it is not 
found to follow in the case of tl1e vigorous man who ho,.o; attained 1visdo1n. 
Oonversely, oven a man or an animal with a weak body and poor development, 
who happens to have no opportunities for a.&xual and other indulgences, has 
his min4 beset wit.h much Love and Hate, etc. And when one thing comes 
nbout in the absence of another thing, one o&nnot be rightly regarded as the 
Cause of the other. If it were so regarded, there would be incongruities. 
Love and H&te, etc. do not proceed directly from the Body ;-the absence of 
opportnnit;ies for sexual and other indu1gences being the necessary interven· 
ing conditions. For instance, when the Body is quite vigorous, there is a. 
pleaauro felt in the contemplation of pleasurable sellSQ.tions ; in su.cb cases, 
tJ1o man_, who has a. body and a soul and has his miod bGsot with the notion 
of impermanence attaohiug to Pleasures and their Means.~ometimos feels 
thnt whnt obstructs his pleasure does him good os woll as hnrm ; and 
thence follow" the idea of the two altornatives of loving (the benefactor) 
and hating (the obstructor); thence follow (respectively) good.will and 
ill·will ; from all this proceed the notions of PleMure 1>nd other thiugs.
All ti,;s is well·lmown through positive end negative concomitance. In fact, 
it is only when the Mind is hnppy and at poace thnt Love is found to appoer; 
and it is ofton found not to appear when the Body is vigorous. From all 
this it follows thnt vigorousness, etc. of the Body cannot be t)le cause of 
Subjective Oonsciou&ne:ss. 

From aU this it 1>lso follows that, on account of its a.ffording no 
direct help, the Body cannot be the Contributory Oause of Subjeotive 
Consciousness ; beo&use in the o&se of the Sprout, it hM been found thnt 
the Contributory causes are only those that hnve a diroct bearing upon it,
o.g. the Soil, Moist\lt'6, etc. If it were not. so, thero \Vould be incongruities. 
Love and other fooliugs therefore must be regarded as proceeding from t.he 
awal~enir1g of an antecedent ho1nogeneous seed. As for vigorousness of the 
Body, youth and so forth, these are found to give rise to Love, etc. by 
enlivening the improssions of the pa-st., in men who have had no practice o.t 
meditation and are hence without the requisite wisdom. 

Even granting thnt sometimes the Body has a direot besring upon 
Subjective Consciousness, when this latter proceedr; from its own mo.terlal 
ea.use ;--even so, it doer; not follow that it oooses upon th& cessation of the 
.Body. For in:;:tance, even on the cessation of Fire, the Jar does not coose 
to exist, because i t has proceeded from its own material ca.u.s&S; so this does 
not affect ow- vio\V adversely.- Nor is the Ree.aon. 'Inconclusive •; for, if 
i t were, then there would be in.congruities.-Nor n.go.in is the Reason ' Con
tradictory ', a.s it is present in all case,., where the Probandum ia kno,vn to 
be present. 

Thus i t is proved thet tbe Body cannot be tho Material O..us& of Subjective 
Consciousness ;-nor can it be the Contributory Oo.u.se ;-from all which it 
follows thnt Subjective Consciousness proceeds from preceding cognitions 
ono after the ot.her occurring in the same ' Ohain ' . 

The following argument might be urged :- " When a.ny two things are 
found to be invariably concomitant with one another (always found to exist 

11 
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toget.Jw), they muet be regarded a8 l!aterial O&US6 and Efleet; ao in the case 
of tbo Lamp and the Light; there il such invarioblo oonoomitanoo between 
tbo Body and tbo Subjootive Consciousn- ;-hcnC6 lbia ia a Reeoon based 
upon the DAtu.ro of t.bi"l!>' ". 

Tbo ReMon adduoad hen> ia • inadmissiblo • for ooe or the ot.her party. 
:&eau.., in certain .......,, when> the Mind-.... nce ia devoid of material form, 
Subjoctivo ConaoiOU.$n888 is present even though thero ia no bocly.-Nor does 
the argument put forward quite prove what is meant to he proved; as on 
the eame gl'Ounds Subjective Consciousness might be rogardod as the Material 
Cause of tbo Body. 

Tho 11-oa8on adduced ia • Inconclul<ive • al110 ; ao tbo said concomitance 
ia po,..iblo oven when the e&\1$$ is different; ao between Fire and fluidity of 
(melted) Ooppor. For inat&nce, i t is only with Fire ne tbo contributory cause, 
that Copp<>r producoe Fluidity,-not otherwise ; similarly, in tbo ease in ques
tion, the Fmtua, which is the material e&uae of tbo Body, produ0611 tbo next 
body, which la tbo contributory cause of Subjootive OooaciouanOM ; so tbot tbo 
conoomitence between tbo Body and tho Subjeetive Conacioual\688 is not 
duo to t.bo one being the meterial e&UJ!e of the other ;-to this oxtont, the 
Roaston adduoed ia • Inconclusive~,' Doubtful'. 

Tbo fo1Jowin8 might be urgod :-"Even though the Subjective Con· 
aclo- appooring subo&quently proooeda from oaeb proceeding Con· 
aoiouSDCM (cognition),-yet tbot which app<>era for the fir" time must h&ve 
prO<lCodsd from tho Body ; hence it cannot be reprclod ao beginnina!eu ". 

'l'his is not right. There ia no proof in support of auch an assumption,
"" has been explained already.-lt cannot be said that " there ia no proof to 
tbo contrary either " ;-bece.use there certainly is proof to the contrary. For 
iMtnnce, if tho Montal Cognition (Subjective Consciousness) were once at 
the outA!et produced out of the Body ~tnd then suba.;que11tly OM1e to be pro· 
duced out of each prooading homogeneous Cognition,- tJ1on !or ever after· 
words it would be produced out of preceding homogonoou• cognit.ions,-and 
nevor out of hetarogoneoua cogui.tions produced througl1 the Eye and other 
organs ; when once the Smoke h&s boon produoad by Fin>, it is novcr, later 
on, prodW>ed from anything not homogenooua to it...U. As & matter of 
!&et, Mental Oogui.tion is not always found to be produced by Mental 
Oognitlona only ; it is found to be produoad by any Cognition t.hat happ<>ns 
to go immediately before it ;-hen one thing has been found to 1>ppear 
immedit.tel¥ after another thing, the former cannot be held to proceed frorn 
anything other t.han the l&tter; as in that case, it would have to be regonled 
aa boing without cause. As reg...-ds Mental Cognition, it la found to appear 
immediately after the visual and other cognitions ; honoe it becorneol 
"'ltabli.ahod that it can follow from any Cognition without restriction. 

Further, if it is only at the earlier stage tbot tbo Body la tbo material 
eaus6 of tho Mental Cognition,-and not at tho later atog.,.,-then why should 
it not proceed entirely indop<>ndently of the Body I It ia not right that i t 
should dop<>nd upon tbo Body which does not holp it in any wt\y.-It might 
be urged-" In your case al.so, where one cognition ia prooaded aod brought 
about by another cognition, why should not the Cognition proceed by itself 
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a.lone 1 "-Thero can be no foroo in this, as it does so proceed ; as in the 
case where the Mind-element is without material embodiment ; when a 
Cognition wants another Cognition, it is dependent upon tlul.t; this is only 
ru>tuml and should not be objected to.-11 it is held tlul.t " at the later st<~.ges 
o.lso the Body does help the mental Cognition ",-t.hen there would be the 
incongruity of several chains of Cognition proceeding at onoo; as the Body 
which is the Material Cause of the other Cognition would be prooont there in 
ita efficient form and would be productive of the same. Because whichever 
Cognioion is produced from the Body sets going its own ' phein of cognit.ions ' 
which is different from the other Chains ; in this way thereforo to, a single 
person there would be issuing forth, at every moment, i~umera.ble 'Oh.aius 
of Cognition •. Bu-t such is nover found to be the case. 

It might be argued tlul.t-" when the Body helps tho Cognition at the 
la.ter stagos, it does not help a.s its; Material Cause; it is only a.li a. O:mtri· 
butory Cause that it holps the Mental Cognition thnt has been produood out 
of itself"" the Material Cause, in bringing about each of i!<l sueoooding effects ; 
so that the Body holpa as a contributory ea"se, and tho Cognition doos not. 
function entirely independently of the Body at any stago." 

This also cannot be true. When ono thing is known to be productive 
o£ another thing in a certain way, it cannot produce it in any other wo.y ; 
a.• there is no difference in the conditions. For instance, the Light, having 
served as productive of visual Cognition as its basis, does not produoo it in. 
another wo.y; as bas been thus declared-' Apart from apprehemibility. 
there is no other clul.racteristic of tha apprehen8ib!e thing ; Colour n.nd other
things cannot otherwise be helpful to the Cognition '.-i:£ it were not so. 
there could be no eert<>.inty regarding the difference and non-difference of 
the JiJffect from the character brought about by il<l Cause ; as i t 'vould not 
be following in tho wake of the help rendered by it ; and this would moan 
that the Effect is without a C..use . 

. Then again, at the first stago,-apart from the Body b.-ing directly pro
ductive of the Oognition,- you be.ve not noticed in it a-ny other character of 
the Material Oause. What you hevo apprehended is merely the faet of its 
being e. dirootly contributory rouse. And as this is present at the later 
stages also,-why should it not be tha Material Cause at those stagas 
also ! Otherwise, as at tJ>elatar stag()S, so at the first staga also, it may not 
be the Material Cause at all; as the conditions are the same. 

It will not be right to argue that-" At the later stages also, it is tha 
Body il<leU which, along with the preceding Cognition, would be the Me.terial 
Cause of each sueoooding Cognition ".- Because the possibility of its being 
such a Material Cause bas been already reject<ld in detail ; and also boeause 
in that case, the first initial Cognition also would have to be rogardod e.s 
preceded and produced by another Cognition. 

It ia for these reasons that even under the view that mit.terial substa-nces 
are impermanent, the following objection urged by £he Toooher, remains 
applicable--' If the Cognition, once produced from tha Body, becomes res
tricted to' it" own kind, through something oleo, then why should there be 
oessetion of the Efficient Body 1 ' 



From oil thU; it followo that Mental Cognition (Subjecti'-o Collseiou!<lle8S) 
ia willw>u' boginning. Or it mAY be understood that all Cognition, without 
excoption, is wit.hout beginning. Because if the Cognition bad a beginning,
tJ<en, \Vhcn t.h6 Cognition would "ppear first of all, would i t bo Sen8tunt8 

Cognition or Mental Cognition !-It could not be Sensuous Cognition ; 
bccA\lF!e i t\ tho easo or men Mleop, or in a swoon, or with mind el~awhcre,

evon though t.he Sense-organs aro there, the S.n4Uou.o Cognition does not 
nt>poar, on account of tJ>o abaenoo of the mental functionJC. Honoe it is< 
undenttood that t.h6 Sense-organ& &lone cannot be the cau.oe of Sen&uous 
Cognition ; they can be oo only t.hrough tha help of a p&rticular functioning 
of t.be Mind ; and it should be 110 unden!tood becaw;o tho eau""! relation 
between thing& i8 always determined by positive and negat.ivo ooncomitanct'. 
-When too one thing has boon uoortainod ta be producod, nt fintt, from a 
certain ot.her thing,-it cannot obtain appearance before that from o.ny third 
thing ; Q.8 8\tCh apfW;J&rance would be without a cause ; as for oxnmplo, if 
Smol<A were held to proceed from non-fire. When the Sensuou• Cognition 
lu .. come about first of all, it doeo ao only tlirough a favourable mental O[l$fllo· 

tion; hence it becomOll established t.hat the Sense-organ alone call nevor be its 
cause; ot.horwise it would be without a cause ; this is an argument that annul:; 
~"" wd view. 

Nor can tbe first Cognition be o Monlal Cognili<m (the oeoond oltan>nth·e 
put. fort.h on bottom of p. 630 of the Sanskrit Text). As a mott<>r of fact. it. 
nover appears independently by it.~eii in relerenoo to anything not appro. 
lu.nded by tho senses ; if it did, thoro would be no d""! or blind persons.
Evel\ il it. did appear so,-it •hould be explE>ined if i!i would be concopeual 
(doterminato) or rum-conttplual (indotorminnte) ?-It could 110t be con· 
ctptU4l; wbenever Conceptual 'l'hO\>$ht operates it operates !>lw~>y~ as t\880· 

eio.tcd with verbal expression, expro88jve of the concept; bee&\1.8& it ia alw&ys 
found to oppear in tho form of a.n internal (unexpresoed) verbal pi'OilOntation; 
and t.hiA expreosive verbal form of the Conoeptnal Thought could proooed 
either (o) from tha oomprebenaion of Convention,-or (6) from the faot of 
Word in the expressive form boing a property of t.h6 Cognition i*U, like 
tha form of con.scions'*8,-or (c) from t.ha comprehension of tl"' mAlaning 
of tho Word. These are tbe only altomativos possible. 

(o) lt cannot be true tbat. it. procoode from t.he comprehension of Con
vention ; because th& Convention ho.a not yot been comprehended. 

(b) Nor can the sooolld alternativo bo aooepted; becauso the ci!S6nce
form-of t.he Word is twofold-' Specific Individuality' and 'Universal'. 
Of thase the • Specific Individuality • of tbo Word is alwe.ys approhended 
in an inexpreosive form ; henoo on that basis, the Cognition OO\dd (not) be 
oonooptual (detennilUita). Nor is it a propen.y of the Cognition itaeU, as it 
nl-ya appears as SOD18thing external, like tJ>e Blue and other objecto. If 
than, it ,.. •• the property of t.h6 Cognition iteeii, then the Bluo and other 
things a!Bo might be the property of the Cognition itself ; !'• there would be 
nothing to disti.ngnish be~voen the two casee. In t.hat case the entire universe 
would be mere Cognili<m, and not a modification of Material Subatanoea. 

1 
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Objeaiml. :-"According to the view that Cognition hM forms, t.be Blue 
and other things are of the very eaaence of the Cognition, and it is theee that 
appenr as e:o:terMl; what t.hon is it that is meant by tho 888ertion that 
' bocnuoo they appear in the external form they cannot bo propertioe of tho 
Cognit.ion ' ? " 

True; but the very IMt or Cognition appenring in a form Wnted by the 
external object leade tuo to oonclude that it forms the ell8once,-not of the 
Cognitiorl,-but of the 6Xternal object; as thet6in lies ita OWl\ ossence. In 
the Cognition it. appoat'll only on account of certain circumstances and is 
purely ad,·..,titiollS. 

From all t.hi.• it follows that the Word in tba form of 'Spe<>illc Individual· 
ity ' cannot bo expreesive ; nor can it bo t.be property of the Cognition itself. 

As regards Word in the fonn of the' Universal ',-though that is oxpreo<· 
&ive, yet it cannot bo o. proper ty o£ the Cognition it.Hell; bocauBO it is ta<:ked 
on, not to the Cognition iuoll but, tn that which ia oomprehonded on the 
honring of the Specific Individuality of t.ho Word appertaining to the external 
thing. The 'Universal ' of ono thing co.nnot bo tacked on to another thing ; 
if it were, then there would bo inoongrnities in the Cognition; aa in !.bat.,.,,., 
the Universal 'Cow' oould bo tncl<ed on tn the IIt>TH. And until the thing, 
in the ebape of the Speei&o Individuality hae been apprehended, it is not 
po88ible to teck on tn it that property which is exp~ve; for the simpl6 
"""""' that Ptopertioe are alwa)'11 dependent upon the Object& tn which they 
belong, and as such eannot bo apprehended by the.ruelvea. And the thing 
in t.ho form of 'Speci6c Individuality • cannot bo apprehended by conoepttl&l 
tho\lght; o.s this latter alwo.ys Ollvisagos the 'UnivoJ'8t\.1 •. Roo.oe it becOmes 
eatablished that all Concopt\11\1 Thought& have their source in the awakening 
of the Tendencies et61\ted by the beginningle .. appreheOiiion of • Specific 
Individua.litics '. 

(c) Nor, Jaatly, oould the (.,t of the concepttuol t.hougltt having the 
loan of the oxpreeaiV6 Word be duo tn the oompreheoaion of what is 6Xpreesed 
by the Word. BecaUIIO worda do not subsist in the objta; nor ...., they of 
the nature of object& ; for if they were so, they oould be underatood by the 
unlearned also ; 1\nd it would, in that caso, bo impoasible to apply worde to 
things according to one•s own choice. 

Further, though all objoct.R nre similar in so far 88 t.hoy aro imponna.nent, 
yet Conceptual Thought connot envisage them t\11 at ono o.nd the same time ; 
as each Conceptual Thought appears only in respect of certain well-de6ned 
object& with specia.l forma, as di.fferentiated from other forms. Hence the 
Onuae thet is pointed out ahould bo through a oonceptual thought that 
appertains tn a singlo form. Such a eaU$$ cannot be indicated tn bo any 
other except Repeated l'r$ctioe; as is fonnd in the cue of fbo Conoepttuol 
Thought$ appertruning to dead bod.iea (!). Thua then aa tb1> Concepttuol 
Thought proceod.s through provioua repeated praetice, it beoomes proved 
that tba Oonceptual Oognition i• willw>ut beginning. 

Nor can it be right to ""cept the alternative (set forth on p. 63, line 7 
of the original) that' the firat Mental Oognition (or Subjective Consoiousne""J 
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i• n<>n~'--Beea- under tha~ view there would never be any Con· 
«JIIuol Oognilion at aU.-lt, might be argued that.-" in the manner explained 
l>oforo, it could appear later on on the basis of Conception" .-But Umt can· 
not be ; so long as the rnEu\ rosta upon rum.-conu.pt·ual cognition, he cannot. 
set. up any Conveutior1. Baco.uso no Conventi011 cnn bo set up until the 
Uni...-sal Word or the Uni..,.sal '.Ching 6gures in the Cognition ; what 
doe• 6guro in tba Cognition howovor is the Speciflc I ndividuality, and no 
Co•wention can be made either in relation to it. or upon ita basis ; because 
it iA meant for the purpoeee of Uaage, while the Specifte Individuality that is 
_., a~ tha time of the Oonvent.ion can never be present. at t.bo t.ime of UJ1&3" ; 
COMOquently it has to be admitted that tbore is Concaptual Thought bqore 
tbo Convention is made relating to tha 8p<J:ijlc lndi11iduolity. And this is 
not poosible without repooted experience ; so that thoro aleo it becomes 
oetabliahed that the Cognition in quoation is without beginninq. 

Then aguin, if it is not admitted thot ' the fi:rst Cognition at birth is 
due to the continuity of thAl impresllioJUJ loft by the repeated experiences of 
previou.a Uvea ',-then, how would you acoount. for the idoa in tho new-born 
babo>,-ven among anim~f a oortain thing being & eource of pleasure 
and MOther & source of pain I It is by virtue of such ide<u !.hat it -ks for 
the mother's breasts which it regards as a SOW'08 of pleaaure, and it cries 
out whan it does not find it., or having found it suddenly stope crying an<l. 
pro<:6ods to feed it.aelf. Certainly during ita present life, tho baby has never 
experienced the fact of the breaata being the means of allaying the pangs of 
h1U1gor. Nor has it had any oxporience of falling from a precipice being & 

souroo of hurt a.nd pain ; and :yot ovon tbe newborn young of the monkey 
becomes afraid of death nnd the suftoring eeusod by falling from o. height, 
llnd, on aceount of thot fear, clingl more strongly to the motbor'a arms; &nd 
aleo &void the place whore there is & precipioe. Until people have bad 
somo &etua! experience of things bringing pleasure or pain, they never in· 
Vl\tiably -k to obtain tbe ono and avoid tha other. If they did, tbore would 
bo an abanrdity.-Tbo example of the Iron being drawn to the M&gnet 
cannot be properly cited in this conooetion; because th&t attraction is not 
>Vithout ca\196 ; if it were without cauao, then it would &lwa~ be thoro. If 
than it has a e&u.se, it i• the Magnet that is pointed out to be the oau.se on 
the bnsis of positive e.o.d nego.tivo concomitance; and somo strnilnr cause 
,.;u havo to be found for tho action of the child in securing attd a.voiding 
oortain things. No such C!\uae e&n be indicated, ap&rt from ropoated ""· 
potionoo. Hence it beoomaa established thot the action of children in aaeking 
to obtain and avoiding oertain things is due to ropeatad p64t orpotienoe; and 
that, on this aooount, the Cognition must be withola beiginning. 

n is for tbe6e rea801UJ that the author is going to indioata other objections 
applicable m oommon (to all tbo vio>n of the Matotialiata}-under T...u 1930 
and 1940 below.-Benca we desist from further details. 

Further, if the OM~ admit the momentary chamctar of things, then 
their own doctrine,-that Matori&l aubat&nces &ro evoriJUJting-becomes 
upaot.-(1886) 
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TEXTS (1887.1888). 

rrm; .MATERIALIST llllCHT SAY]-" LET THE DOCT!tiNE Dll urSET ; WE 

ACCEPT TIIB VIEW TIUT ALL THIN OS ARE DEOll)BDLY h!Ol!ENTARY, 

BECAUSE IT .IS A REASONABLE VIBW Sll7P0Rftll BY ALL 

KINDS OF REASON ".-!P YOUR LOVE POR REASON IS 

SO GREAT THAT YOU R AVEl NO nEOAllD FOR YOUR 

OWN DOOTRINE,--TR:EN YOU SHOULD ACCEPT 

ALSO TB:E MORE BBASONABLII VIBW 

TIL~T • PnmARY ELillMBNTAL SUB· 

STANCES DO NOT EOaST AT 

ALL '.-(1887.1888) 

COMMENTARY. 

If you acocpt tha momentary ebaractor of ~. because it is in 8CCOrd· 
anee with Reason, then you should MOOpt tha doctrine that 'Ideas alono 
exiat ', which La a till more re&.aonablo ; booouse rea.onablmu1, whioh is you.r: 
criterion for aoeeptanee, is preeent in tbia....., al.so.-(1887·1888) 

Quul\on. :-" How so t " 
Amwtr:-

TEXT (1889). 

TrrE PniMAlW ELEMENTAL S®STANOES CANNOT l!lXJ.ST IN TKE FORM OF 

compt»iU wJwlu, NOB IN THE POIIJI OF .AW!M ; BECA11SE TJn&B 

OAN BB NO OONJ11NCTION Or AroMS,-AS .IS GOINO 

TO DE EXPLAINED.-{1889) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Tifdm ' --<>!'the Primary Elemental Subatanoee. 
' Going k> ~ eo:plaimd ' ,-undar the next ehoptor on the Examinetion 

of the 'External World '.-{1889) 

Quution :-"If the anid elements do not exist, then how is it tlu\t they 
figur& in Oognitions I " ,{......,.,_ 
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TEXT (1890). 

NOT HAVING ANY REAL EXTERNAL FORM, THEY ll'IGUR!! IN CooNITIONS 

ONLY THROUOJI: TilE YRUITfON Oil' DISPOSITIONS; JUST AS D\IRlNO 

DRE.UfS ; THJIY DO NOT APPEAR ANY· 

\VTmRE ELSE.-(1890 ) 

OO~DIE:to.'TARY. 

'Anyoch...., me ',-i.o. l'P"rt from Cognition.--(1890) 

Q•<Uti<m :- "How then is it that people and the scripture& speak of the 
Earth Rod other Elemental Subetanoos t" 

An1wer:-

TEXT (1891). 

ALL Tli:RSE i'OUR PJm.u:&y ELlllolBNTAL SUBSTANCES ARB A.~SUMJIO ON 

Tlfll BASIS 0'9 Wli:A.T Al'PIIARS IN CooNITION,--,TUST LIKE 

DRUMS .U.'D lu.USIO!<S. Al>'D TIIEY RA V1'l NO 

REAL EXJllTJ:NOE.-(1891) 

CO}D!ENTARY. 

Quulion :-"If the olemo•>t~l substance• do not exist, then wbnt is 
tho bMie ol the Cognition (of th0110) t" 

Amwer :-

TEXT (1892) . 

IT IS NOT l'OSSIBLE '!'IL\T WHAT IS SOM:ET.HJNG DIFRRElo"T WROM THE 

CoGNITION SHOULD l'IGURE IN IT ; IT IS OYLY A PREVIOUS 000~"1· 

TION ENVISAOINO T1I11 SVBSTA.'<OES THAT OOIILO 

PRODUCE A.NOTllliB SUOK OOONITION.--(1892) 

001\lliENTAlW. 

''l'ado.ny!J.I)f<> '-<K>mething diff~nt from tbo Cognition, in tbo ahapo of 
tho four elemental substanoee.--(1892) 

It hae thus been proved that thc lint Cognition &!tor birth cannot 
proceed from any ID&terialoubstane<>. The author now proeeedo tc demolish 
the view that it is produced only by onothor Cognition (Occ\lrring in a diftorent 
Ohain ;-the fifth alt.lrnative put forward under 'l'eo:t 1880) :-
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TEXTS (1893-1896). 

b TRE CoGNITION IN SO>a: OTHER 'CHAIN ' BE HELD TO BE THE 0..USB 

(011 THE FulsT CooYlTION),~N (TIIB QUESTION IS}-IS 'filAT 

Tll1! 'MATERIAL CAUSE' OF IT, OB THE 'CoNTRIBUTORY CAUSE' !- b 
IT IS MEANT TO RE THE MATERIAL CAUSE, TBIIN THE I.E.A.&'<Il<O 

AND CULTURE OF TJIE PARENTS SHOULD CONTINUE IN THE CHILD'S 

'0HAU< OF CoONITIONS' ;-THAT SUCll IS THE NATURE OF TID: 

MATERIAL CAUSE AND ITS ElriiEOT HAS l)EEN ASOIIRTAINED, THROUGH 

POSITIVE AND NEGATJVE OONOOMJTANOE, IN OONNEOT!ON WITH ONE'S 

OWN ' CHAIN '.-1>', ON THE OTIIDR HAND, THE COGNITION OF THE 

OTillut • CHAIN. Bll ASSUMED TO BE TI!ll 'CoNTRIBUTOlt\' CAtfSE •• 

Otr THE FmsT CoGJnTION: ON THE BASIS 011 ITS OWN lliTEBIAL 

CAIISE,-'I'HRN THEBE WOULD BE NOTHING WRONG IN IT.-(1893-

1896) 

OOMMIDII"TAR Y. 

Would this • Cognition • occurring in • anoth6r Obain ',-i.e. the 'Ohai.n 
of OognitioM ' of the l?arents,-be tile Material 0..\116 or tho Contributory 
Oeuae (of tile Finlt Cognition under consideration) t-It ounnot be tile Material 
Oeuae ; 88, in !.bet case, it would be poaible for the I*'Ullar learning and 
culture of the Parents to continue in the Son ; juot as the Parents' Cognition 
oontinues in thoir own subsequent oognit.ioM. It has been found in the 
• ...., of nil Materinl Oeus .. and their Produot.e that the embellishments of 
tbo procod.ing 'moment • continue in the auccooding • !,!ornonta ' ; this having 
boon !ow\d, by positive and negative concomito.nco, to bo the ease is one's 
own ' Ohain '. 

The following might be the opinion auggeeted-" Wltoll one lamp is 
lighted from another Lamp the second lamp ia not produced aa aquipped 
with tho tdzo Bnd ot.her embellishments of th& Brat one,-it is produced 
merely aa a hunp without any embelliohmonto ; it aoquircs its own embellish· 
monto from other aourcae in the shape of its own wick and oil, etc. ;-<llld the 
aame may be the oase with the Cognition in queetion alao ". 

That cannot be ao; becauso the embellishment of tbe Lamp aeto up a 
'chain' in ita: own substntmn also; because it ia it8elf evanescent.; that is 
tho reaaoo WhY on the exhaustion of the ' fuel ' (in tho ahepe of the oil and 
wick), the Lamp- to exist. The embellishment of Le6ming and Culture 
however la not evanescent; as it continues for a. long time. Eence it is not 
poesiblo for more Cognition without ombellishmonto to be produced in the 
m~>nnor of tile L<lmp. 

FnrUun·, jn the cRSe of the Lamp a-nd other things, the preaeocc or o.bsence 
of peoulinrities ia detonnined on the basia of thoir being aggregates of larger 
and 1688 number of atoms; of the 6ing1o thing, all~ moro ~ntity, there cannot 
bo oithor proaonoo or absence of peculiarities. In tho ca8e in qocstion however, 
the single entity, the Cognition in the mother, would bnvo the peoulia.rit.ios of 
the cultural and other embellishmonte, while when appearing in the son, it 
would be without these peculiarities ;-who ean impart ouch a teaching ! 
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Then again, tho rod~io ad absurdum that has been urged 18 in rogard 
to the view thnt ono Cognition is the MatorU\1 O<>~e of tha other ; but one 
Lo.mp is not the l\f&toriol Onu.se of the other Lt>mp ; beceu.so it bolongs to 
an ontirely dilferont • ObGin • .. Hence what hM been nrged i.R nothing ~>t all. 

Furthar, in tbo caae of Beings who havo no mother-<>. g. tho awoat-bom 
insoct&,--how oould t.ho llrat Cognition bo duo to a Cognition in anot.hor aories t 
-We resist from further argumentation on this subject. 

Tf, on the other hand, it bo held that tho Cognition of tho othor Chain 
ill & cont1'ibul<mj Oa\\80 of the First Oognit.ion,-then the argnmont proves 
wb!\t is &lroacly ll<hnittod (by all pnrtios) !\nd bonoe is suporRuous.--{1893-
1 896) 

The followiAg T""' formulates the argnmont in support of tbo beginning· 
lOMn06S (of Cognition) :-

TEXT (1897). 

Tnus TlU.lN T>tE FlRST COGNITION MOST I!E REGABOBD AS ABISJNG oUT 

OF ITS ow.tt lll!.TliRTAL C.msE,-DIIOAUSE IT IS Oogniticn AND 

SO FORTH",-LtltE THE 0oGN1TlON 011 TIIE PRESENT 

MO:IIBNT.--{1897) 

OOMMENTAlW. 

The argnmont ro&y bo formulatad .. follows :-That entity whioh par· 
takes of the natnre of tho Fonr Phases of Cognition, Feeling, Name·Ooncep· 
tion, nnd Mental l"110ulty, must be regn.rdod n.s proceoding from its own 
MntorU\1 OaUS<l ;-beceuao it is Cognition, .P'eoling, etc. etc.-just liko tho same 
Four Phases during youth and old ago ;-the First Cognition ia of the nature 
or Cognition :-hence thia is a Reason booed upon tho natnre of the thing. 

ln the term • Finn. Qogni.tion ', the mention of Cognition io only by way 
of illustration ; what io &8ll4rtod should bo understood to bo true of Fooling 
and the other Phases alao.--{1897) 

The following T""' puts forward an argnment agn.U\ab the contrary of 
the nbove conclusion :-

TEXT (1898). 

M O"IliER CAUSE.' RA V11 BllllN RE1lt0T~D, IP TKll CooNtTtON WJ:RE 

-.n-"TIBELY \Vl'I"KOtrT OAUSE,-THJIN, IT COULD NOT IL\VB .L'IY 

PABTIOULAR ClUJt.•OTER AT ALL.--{1898) 

OOJ\fl\fENTARY. 

All other oousoa, in the khape of the otornal things-Mind, Tirno, Space, 
God and so forth,-havo been rejected before; and tho view that the Cognition 
a.rioes out of itself io not aeooptod ; the only alternative left is tha~ it should 
be wilhoul =-; but in that case it oould not have any such partioular (dis· 
t.inguishing) character aa Being Cogroition and the like. Because a character 
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or property tba~ is purely accidental Mnnot serve as a d&t.erminl>nt., and 
hence ~ eould be no determination on ilio basis of thot. 

Thus ~e Mtutlun>UI of Cognition would be opo.n to rejection by ~. 
inoongruity of thoro being no possibility of the appearance of suoh dietinguiah· 
ing cha.raotA>ro aa t.hat of Boing Oognilior> and ilio like ;-...nd tbera would 
be the furtbu objection tba~ if it were eo~. it would net be possible 
for the Cognition to appear ouly oecaaionally.-(1898) 

Having thus O$tabliAhed ilio fact of !hare being a 'previo,,.' birth, the 
author proceada to aotoblish tha • futuro • birth abo :-

TEXT (1899). 

TKE CoGNITION AT TJIII liiOMEli'T 01' DEATH IS OAl'A.BLl! 01' :BRINGING 

ABOUT ITS PRODUO'I',-BECA.USE IT IS BESET WITH A17EO'DO!<"'S, 

NOT HA VINO SHAXliiN Oli'F ALL ATTAOBMl'lNT,-LIKE TJIII 

PREVIOUS COONITION.-(1899) 

OOMMENTARY. 

The Cognition or CoNOciouan""" thot is beset with &!Jaetione is capable 
o! producing i\8 effect in tho shape of another Cognition,-becauso it is beset 
with o.ffeetioNO,-like the Conaciousn- during ilio previous state ;-<Uld 
tho Consciousnaos at ilio moment of doeth is bosot with o.ffoetioNO ; hence 
thla is a Reaaon based upon the nature of thing$. 

This Rea$on oo.nnot be eaid to be ' inndmissiblo ' ; because os e. ma.tter 
of fact, ilio Consciousness ~nt is diasoeiatad from tJ>e idea of ' Void ', which 
is opposed to all experience, is alwayo beset with affections ; bocAuse it is 
disaoci.atad from ita opposite,-just like the Consciouan- during interoourso. 

Nor is tho Reaaon • Inoonclusivo' (Doubtful); beeaus& the •ppearanee 
of another Cognition is alw<>ys du& to this much only. H ence th& reason 
against ilio oontrnry of the oonclusion would consiat in the impossibility of 
thoro being a fully efficient eause.-(1899) 

The samo point is further elucidated :-

TEXT (1900). 

IN TKE li'OIW ~ W10:Cil Tu:& CoGl>"ITION PRODUCJ:'O A Dm'JNJT!l Cool\"lTTOl< 

IN THE PAST,-\VHY OA..'<NOT IT, IN THJ: SAM!l UN'ALLOYEO 

POIUt, BE PRODUOTIVE OF IT Ulli'UTURE ALSO 1-(1900) 

OOMlllENTAR Y. 

• It> IIlo ,..,.. form '-i.e, b&aring ~. 16me form or eheracter.-(1900) 

. In the following Text. the Opponol\t urges ~. objection ~gainst both 
tho above argumentil,.......;.hat " the CotTOborath·e InstanC&O cited are davoid 
of the Probendum " :-
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TEXT (1901). 

"ACCORDING '1'0 T.liE OTHER VIEW, TJI.E l"DEA IS THAT CoNSCIOUSNESS 

PROOIIEDS FROM THE BODY ITSELF ; HOW THEN CAN THE TWO 

CORROBORATIVE INSTANCES BE ADMITTED TO BE 

EQUlPPED WITH THE PRoBANDirn I "-(1901) 

COM:VIENTAlW. 

"The Probandtun, that is desired to be proved, is that the Cognition 
proce«U from iUJ own Material Cause and pr<Xlua8 i!S own product ; according 
to tM other Party, however, Cognition i• nlwa.ys produced from the &dy 
itself i so tho.t for him thero can be no Instance which fnlfils the conditions 
of the Probandum ; why then has the Buddhist put forward the two instunces 
of 1 the present Cognition ' and ' the previous Cognition' ? ,. 

[The answer to this is as follow•l-

TEXTS ( 1902-1905). 

THII IDEA OF THE BODY BEING THE CAUSE (OJi' COGNITION) HAS BEEN 

ALREADY DISCARDED, ON THE GROUND OF ITS INVOLVIN(i THE POS· 

SIBILITY OF ALL CoGNlTIONS APPEARING SIMULTANllOl!SLY, ON 

ACCOUNT Oll' THERE lllltNG NO OTHER (OONTBIBUTORY) CAUSJl.~.

AS A MATTiilR OF FACT, IT IS FOUND THAT CoGNITION IN THE FORM 

OF RRllmMDRANOE, AFFECTION AND so FORTH (wHICH AR'& Oog11itiornl) 
ACTUALLY PROOEIIDS FROM PLEASURABLE EXPERIENCES AND PLEASANT 

RIIMINlSCENOES Oll' THE SAMll [ WliiOH ALSO ARE Ooglliti<>rnl] ;
AND TIDS CA.'l'NOT BE DENIBD.-THEN AGAIN, I~' IS ALSO SEEN 

THAT DET.llllt!ORATION AND IMPROVE~ffiNT IN ONE's LATER 

COGNITION$ ARJl DIIOUGIIT ABOUT BY DETERIORATION AND IMPROVE· 

MENT IN THE PRAOTICI! OF Tlffi LEARNINO .\.SD ARTS.- JT IS ALSO 

SEEN THAT WHEN THE FUNCTIONING OF THE M:U'ID IS DEFEOT!\1"£, 

THEltll IS NO Al'l'ltli:RENSTON OF OTHER THINGS.-0N .\.COOUNT OF 

ALL THESE FACTS, Tlll! IDJ!A OF CoGNITION PROCEEDING FROM 

COGNITION CANNOT BE OBJECTED T0.-(1902-1905) 

COM~rENTA.'RY. 

'fhere is no force in the above objection. It has been already shown that 
the Body cannot be the cause of Cognition, on tM grotmd that that would 
involve the simulte.neity of Cognitions; because there is no other contributory 
cause which would be needed ; and if the Body is eternal, it cannot require 
anything else i if 011 the other hand, it is 11ot eternal, then the previous tmd 
the present, both objections, would be applicable. At; a matter of fact, what is 
proved by proper moans of Cognition cannot be set aside by mere assertion ; 
as otherwise there would be incongruities ; so thet nothing could be the 
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cauAG of anything at all This i• what bas been d...,.;bed in tba words • mere 
diMgree&bleness cannot render things objeetiouable '. 

Further, it is found that eftor & pleasur&ble experience, when there is 
romombranoe of it in a de6nito form, ther.> prooeods, from this pleasurable 
Cognition, a feeling of love and ottachmon-· How beautifulaho is! So youth· 
fuJ o.nd elim4 wai.aUx:l, with & handsome face f ' and so forth ; when one goel'\ 
on contamplating upon it there oppoers in the m ind of tho man inclined to 
be p888ionate, t.he p8.88ion of Love. Similar1y when eome one causes onEt 
an injury, one goes on thinking of it-' He baa done mo tbia injury,-he 
bas done it in the ~be iJo going to do it again ' and 10 forth; thereupon 
t.bero appeal$ Ha~-How oan all this be denied ;-pecially by one who 
takoa his stand upon SoDM·paroeption (a& the ooly Right means of 
Cognition) f 

Similarly, when there la deterioration and improvement in the previous 
proctioe of Learning and Arts, it ia found that there are correspondingdeteri· 
oration and improvement il> IJ>e subl!equent Oognitions. And it is found 
thot, when the Mind is attracted elsewhere and tho funoUonlng of tho Mind 
ia dofocUve, there is no poroeption of ot.be.r things. 

From all this it is clear that the idea that Cognition ia the Oauae ol 
Cognition, is in eccordanoe with reason and should not be objected to ; alao 
beoauae it bas been aet.,.lly proved that Cognition is the Cause of Oogni • 
tiona.--{1902-1905) 

TEXT (1906). 

'£HE REASON-' llJlOAOSE TKBY StroSIST IN DIFFERENT llODlltS '-oANNOT 

BE ADMISSIBLE. B &OAU8lil BOW CAN TllERll:"BE ANY 8ub8i8ttnce OF 

TRB CoGNITION, WlliOH IS ll'IOORPOllEAL AND HllNOE NOT 

LUllLII TO lfALL DOWN, ll'1 TllE BoDIES !-(1906) 

OOUlrD<"TARY. 

Under Tttl:t 1861, i t bas been argued (by the Materialia') that-" !.here 
oaunot be any relation of Oause and Effect between the two OogniUons under 
dispute, ll<caw• tky ...will <n diff~•m bodiu" ;-thio Ronoon there put 
forward is not admiallibl&. Boeauso, if the 'subeiatenoe • meant is that of 
the na.t.ure of • container and contained,, then euoh subalatenco in the Bodiea 
ls entirely impossible for Cognition. which is fiM l~ U> jaU; because even 
though the causal relation may ba theN, the Cognition, which ia i-!pOMII, 
oould never be liable to faU ; and for what ia not liable to fall, no container 
iJo ooeded, as it could serve no useful purpose.--{1006) 

Quenion :- "What then would the ConlaimT (or Reoeptaele) do io the 
C6lle ol Water and such thing& t" 

Amwer :-
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TEXT (1907). 

IN THE 04$£ O:f WATilB AJ;D OTKllB TmNGS, TK£ RlwBrTACL"£ (ColiTATh"EI<) 

W01JLD Ill! Tll1ffiE AS SEBVING TO 1'1U!;Vli~T Tlll!Tlt lrALLINO DOWN. 

IN THE OASE O:f COOJ>.1:1'IO~S HOWEVER, WHICH ARE DEVOID 

o• MOVEMENT (A..'<D llB."C'fl Olr :PALLING), WHAT 

WOULD BB TRB USE 011 RllOEl"l'AOLl!IS (On 

CoNTAINERS) !-(1907) 

001\UffiNTARY. 

In the OllM ol Earth, ete. which are corporeal, thiuga l\J'C produced on 
tho epot where t.ho materiAl oauso exists, 8lld never i.n a plaee where that 
oauaa dooo not oxiet; hence that which serves as preventive of their moving 
away from tbat plooo ill regarded a.s the Receptaelo (Subet.ratum, Container). 
No euch tbi113 ia pcaible in the case of what ia inoorpo,.,.l.-{1907) 

TEXT (1908). 

Ill THBN, 1'HII 'SuDSI.S1'ENOE • (Oll' THE CoomTXONS IN THE BODIES) DE 

ASSUMJID TO llll OF TIUI N.ATUltJll Ol1 'XDENTIIIIOAT!ON' (SAAIENESS), 

-THAT ALSO OAJ>."NOT BB :aiOllT. BEOAUSE l'OR YOU, 

0ooN1TION CANNOT llB OF TK£ NATURll 

OF THE BoDY.-(1908) 

COMMENTARY. 

If what io moMt by 'Suboistenee' ia 'being of tha aame nature',
tbat also cannot bo admitt<>d. For you, who inBiat upon tha Externa! Things 
only, it oannot bo right to _. that 'Ool!)lition ia ol tho nature ol the 
Body' ; though it is all right for me who posi t the Oognition only; 8lld for 
whom the Body alto io o! the nature of the AlayavijMna (a aerleo or chain of 
.Oognltiona).-{ 1008) 

Quution :-" Wl)y oo.nnot it bo right (to assort thot Cognition is of the 
nature ol the Body) I " 

.d-:-

c 
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TEXTS (1909-1910). 

IF THE COGNITION IS Oil' TBJI SAME NATURE AS TilE BoDY,--'l'IIEN wRY IS 

NOT TllJI CONSOJOUSNESS (COGNITION) OF LOVE, HATRED, :&TO. 

NOT PE.IlOEIVJill> BY OTBJIM AS CLEA!lLY AS Tlllil BODY IS 1-
!N FACT, COGNITION IS COGNISED BY THE OOGNISER 

HIMSELP ALONE, WHILE TilE BODY IS COGNISED BY 

RIMSELll AS WELL AS BY OTHERs. Tnnlos 
TIIAT AEE SO COGNISED ARE ALWAYS 

DISTINCT, B.O. CoLIC PAIN AND TilE 

DRAMATIC ACTOR.-(1909·1910) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Body of a man is perceived by another man, it "hould b& 
possible for the l,.tter te peroeiv& the Love, Hatred, ete. also of the former; a• 
the two are not difterent.-Nor can the premiss be fo.lsi6ed on the basis of 
ocoult powers (whereby the feelings of others are perceived) ; because at the 
time concerned no such powers a-re noticeable.-Nor can Consciousness 00 
regarded ss i ncognisable ; ns in that case, it could not be cognised by the 
Oognis&r himself. 

Furt.hor, whenever between two things, one is cognised by one while 
the o ther is cognised by both,-they are different from one another ; for 
instance, Oolio Pain and the Dramatic Actor ;-of the two Oognitions in the 
two bodies in question, while one is co$nised by one, the other is cognised by 
both ; henC<> this is a ~on based upon the nature of things.-' SveMi<"' ' 
By the Cognisor himself.-(1909·1910) 

Says the Opponent-" II this is so, then nothing ean prevent the doctrine 
of Pure Ideali-- (that there is Cognition or Consciousness alone)-lso being 
rejected on these same grounds ". 

The Answer to that is as follows :-

TEXTS (1911-1912). 

TRls REASON IS NOT ADMISSIBLE AGAD!ST TBJI DOOT&lNE TIIAT ' CoGNITtON 

(CONSOJOUSNESS) ALONE EXISTS' ; AS (UNDER THAT VlE\V) WHAT 

IS COGNISED (BY TilE COGNITION) IS Tli:E .APPEAl!.ANOE O'E 

ITSELll ; AS IN TilE CASE OF THE MAN WITH DEFECTIVE 

VISION.-FlmTBJIR, CoGNITION IS ALWAY$ FOUND TO 

BB DESTROYED IMMEDIATELY AFTER APPllAEANOE ; 

U' TBJIN, THE BODY WITH TilE CoG:l<"lTION IS 

Olt THE S.!.ME NATUlUl AS THE COGNITION, 

-WHY IS IT NOT REGARDED AS 
~ry 1-(1911-1912) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Thi4 R«uon is not admi8sible' ;- i.e. ths ~on, if so applied, becomes 
subject to the objection of being • inadmiasible ' . For instance, the fact 
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of ' being cog11isod by both' cannot be admitted by the Idealist ; as for 
him what is cognised by the Oognition is always its own appearance ; as in 
the case of the man of defective vision seeing 'wo mocmB. 

Then again, when a. particular object is cognised, the Cognition i;; clearly 
fou11d 1<> d isa.ppear immediately after its appearance ; hence, if tho Body 
were l>eld to be of the same JlJltur& as tho Cognition, it should have to be 
regarded"" momentary (like the Cognition).-(19!1·1912) 

Thus then it ha.~ been proved that the 1 Subsistence ' of CognitionB in 
the Body cannot be admitted to be of the nature of 'identity ' (or ' Same· 
no.~s '). If ' the suboistonce ' of the Cognition in the Body be hold to coMist 
in it!; being pro<luw/. fr<>m U,-then the questiOll i'l-is it ' produced frorn 
it' in tho sense that the Monte! Cognition ha.s the Body for it.s .R<cepta<:U 
(or Substretum),- in t.he wo.y that Visual Perception is produced by tbo Eyo 
which serves as its recepta.cle ?-or, is it' produced from it' in the sense that 
it i;; inseparable from it ;-as the Smoke is iMeparable from Fire ?-Both 
these forms of 'Subsi'ltence ' are inadmissible. Because Jl!entol Cognition 
does not rest iu the Body, like Sonse·Cognition ; as it does not always follow 
tho changes iu tho Body. Nor i.a i t invariably concomitant with-inseparable 
from-it ; be<:altSe in the ea.~ of 'f01't'nless neg&tions t, it is held t11.at there 
are coguitions without the Body. 

Though the fa.ets are so, yet, for the sake of argument, the Author 
>'dmits that the Reason is ' admissible ', but proceeds to show that oven so, 
it i.a 'Inconclusive ' (Doubtful) :-

TEXTS (1913- 1915). 

IF THE SAID 'SUI!SlM'llNOE' BE HELD TO BE DUE EITHER TO TIUl CoON!· 

TION BEING PltODUCED IN THE BODY AS ITS SUBST.a.!.TU>r,-OR TO 

ITS INSEPARABILITY PROAl THE BODY,-'1'1111 REASON PUT PORWAltD 

IS WRONG {lNOONCLUSl\'lil, DOUllTk"UL). THE BODY UNDlilROOING 

DESTltUCT!ON E\'EltY MO~!:ENT, THE PRlil:vtOUS CoNSOIOUSNllSS BRINGS 

ABOUT AN UNBROKEN CONTINUITY OF CoNSCIOUSNESS IN SUOH 

SUOOllEDING BODIES. IF, BY REASON OF THEIR OOOURRING IN TilE 

SAM.Il CHAIN, THE Two BoDIES BE HELD TO BE NOT DlFFERlilNT 

FROh£ ANOTHER,-'l'HEN IN TilE OTHE:R OASE A:LSO, THERE COULD BE 

NO. Dili"BERENClil, ON TH:ril SAME GROUND OF OGCURRENOE IN THE SAME 

CRAIN.-(1918-1915) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, there is no incompatibility between the contiguity 
of other Oon.sciousnesses a.nd the presence of the Oonsciouanesa in the Body ; 
for instance, the Consciousness e.t the moment preceding deatb brings about 
contignity with the Consciousness in the living body coming into existence 

I 
I 
• . 
i 
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at tho nl'xt rnoment,-eveu though this latter Oo=iousnOO$ app&l\1"$ in a 
body othor than th .. t of the former ; beoouse the Body has only a momentary 
existence; hence tho Reason put forward by the other pa.rty is ' Inconclusive ' . 

If, on tho ground of their OC.C\lrring in the same Oba.in, tho two 
Bodies be regarded as one and the srune, and on tl4't ground the fact of the 
Oonsciowmess appearing in the ' S&me ' body' be a.ssumed,-tben, the saroo 
might be said in the other case a lso-of t11e Bodie.• appearing during the stage 
intervening between the two phy•ica.l bodie.•· Beca.use the Body appearing 
in the other regions (&t which the intervening bodies appear) is only one 
other state of the Chain of the S&me Body consisting of the five ' Receptacles • 
(Ayalana8),-iu.•t like the sta.tes of Childhood and old age. 

In tho socond argument (of the Opponent) also, tho Probans or Reason 
adduced is ' beeo.use it is 00{/'tl-itihn. (Ol' Consciousness) ' ; o.nd no evidenoo 
has beon adducod to provo tl"'t the said Reason is not present where t11e 
contrary of the P1'0bandwn is known to be present ; so that the Reason is 
clearly 'Inconclusive', Doubtful. This fact was quite clear; hence 
the Author did not mention it.-(1913-1916) · 

The third u.rgument adduced by the other pnrty is that-" the dying 
Oolliciousu"'"' of the man be><et with affections can bring about anothor 
Ooosciousness,-bec&u~;& it i& Dying Con.s.ciousneas.-like the Consciousness 
of tho man free from aftootioll.S ".-This is now taken up :-

TEXT (1916). 

WRY HAS I'£ BEEN HELD THAT TH.& CoN~ClOUSN.&SS Oil TIUl PERSON FRBII 

FROM THE 1MP01UTIES OF TIUl A:FIIEC'£10NS 1S NON·OONTIGUOUS 1 
- lF Till$ VIEW IS HELD IN ACCORl>ANOB WITH 'XHE DOC'l'&INE OF 

OTHERS,- TJIAT CANNOT BE RIGHT ; BEOAUS.E TU AUTHO-

IUTY (AND VALIDITY) O>' THESE DOCTRINES IS NOT 

ACCEPTED (Bll THE M.A.TERJ.A.LIST).--(1916) 

'OQllfMENTARY. 

' No7>-C011tiguoUB •,-i.e. that which· has no contiguity with another 
Consciousness. 

What is meant to be shown by this is that the Corroborative Instance 
cited is 'not admitted • by either one or the other of the two parties oon· 
cerned. For instance, how does the Matorialist know that in the case of the 
Arii<IU, the dying Consciousness does not bring about the contiguity of anoth.er 
Consciousness f 

It may be that under the Buddhist Philosophy, the foUowing &SSOrtion 
is found-' My life is at an end, I have lod the life of the Student, I have done 
my duty, I know of no more birth • ,- sod it is in accordance with this fait·h 
of the Buddhist that the Materialist has b&sed his assertion thet ' there is 
no oontiguity of the dying Consciousness '. 

12 

• 
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Tb.is however C8Wlot be righl. M 11 uu1otter of fact.. tho Ma\h:ridoli.!it. UlMlK 

not. admit. the authority or vnlidit.y of the doctrines of other poople: how 
Uwu could he come to htwo " couvict.iou on the ~ili or wht\t. ho dt.Klr' not 
aWK:ept tl8 vn.lid? Spooially, in thld ~Runo way he m~y coano to t.J~Q deehsiou 
thn.t. tho • other world ' oxist.ft. 

If it is from t\llY othor vo1id KO\U'ce of know1t.>dgn t.ho.t. tho Ml\t.arh1.list 
dori.voe the said oonviction,-thon. why hi\ri not thM. Rt\11\U m;urct' boou cited 
8.14 tJle J)r<>O( 1 VY'ltore waH tho u~ of putting up t\. ~u whic.h dCH.>N not 
lead to tl10 des.irod eonclusion and wh.icl\ otll~· ludiootel'l id1oor 14t.upidity 1 C.<>J'~ 

t.t\inly that other proof could not. be unfit (or proviug tho uUlC.r ctmeh.Wou 
(of t.b& M•terialist}-for which"""""' i~ hug no~ been adduced.-{1916) 

Evou though tho Kto.tomout. Jni\Y be tnaclu Oll the bngitt or the Bud<U\ist 
dootriuo, yet tJler& aro Homo Duddliixt-K who eannot t\dmit. the Corl'obon\.ti Vl'l 
Iu.stwa.oo (of tha At·haJs) to be ouduwccl with the l'robu.ndum (1'" briw;iuu 
abowjurther conaciO'u.nwu).-'l'hi~ iK whl\t h~ Khown in tho following-

'l.'~X'l'S (1!117-I!IIS). 

As Rl~UARlJ~ THIS ~lATT!SI:l1 TU8tt.t:: A tU: MO.»J:: WJ!it l'lf.K.'SO:-ltJ WIIU .O&.~UIUH 

tM Jint"' (BUDIJILI~) AS 'figL."'O~' WHOSE' NntV.l!;IA ' IM ~UT' AHSO

LU'X'~ AND J'(NAL ',-ANI> TlUC 'rwu PATHS A.'$ AtM.INO AT THAT 

SAMJJ l'ATH.-l!'Oit TliE~H l'EOl'LE TH.E }NSTANOti OITEIJ 

CANN O'l' lJE AI.)MI"''"''JUJ '1'0 JJE E:NDOWB U Wl'l'Jl Tll i'l 

P&OllANllUM ;-J~VJIN THOUt:H lT HAS UtiEI-r Ol'rliU 

(BY 1'HE :ft1A1' J•:KJAJ,J~'r) ON THII BASIS OB TH.E 

lJOO'I'RlNJI OB Tllll (71'Ju;& UlSJ.'UTANT.-

(1017-19l l!) 

l'OM"I l!:.N'!'Alt Y .. 

l ~'Mil muller' ,- l ho tloct.rino or tho lluddh.il;V.. 
l Some wise JJCI'dOJI.ll',-tho Jllnlu1yU.ta,it~C-Mc'lrfh,yam.ikwt. 

'll~o peoplo hnvu <lecltu·od t.ht\t. tJ10 'NirWt;t-<6' of Lhu JJu<lrii•<UJ e,'() t»~ifll6 

in tl10 a~tne• of absolu/.0 f/Miii!J; Oil the w·otmd th11t ll<JIJL • lli.t·tb·Oyofo ' 
and ' oo.sae.Uou of cotlifciou/i. e~it~W.ucu' a:ro ucitJter 6ual nor o.Wolut() for U1cm. 
-&. regards tJJ4 NCI)·pl•!J~ oud tl>o l>ruo!pootiw Btuld/14, u..,.., nf.., huvo tho 
_,.. 'l"'tlt of tile Buddha' OH thoi.t· guul ; '"' is cloor from •uch 11tt.tawout;, 
.-• 'fboro ill only ono Pau., tl>at of tbo Ma116g(ina '.-{1017·1018) 

Having poiulod out tJto dolO()~ iu tllo Corroborat.ivo In.st<mO(), tJ1o Author 
proooods w show t.hat. the 'Probt\M also i• open w tJ1o clu.rgo of boiug 
'Inconclusive , :-

' 

I 
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TEXT (1919) . 
!NAS.M.UCH .AS NO ABClJ.MJ!iNT HAS BEEN Al)J)\J($0 AS NEGATJVUlU T!Ul 

CONTRA.'RY,--TJIERE JS AN VNCE.&TAINTY REGAltOJ..NO TH.~ 

l:mGA.TlVE CONOO,UTANOE (Qll THE PROBANS WlTR Tin: 

PROBAN])UM) ; SO 'l'liAT, THERE BEING A SUSPICION 

REGAlU>!NO THE PRESENCE (OF THE Pl<OBA.NS) L'< 

·rl!Jil C<J!!trary of the Pobandu!>•,-JJCiill PROBA-NS 

REMAINS 'INCONCLUSIVE '.- (1919) 

OO:!>IMENTARY. 
'Incunn.ucha8, m . etc. ' ;-thi~ i~ the reason for the uncOr tn.iuLy regardiug 

t l>o Negative Ooncomito,uce [i.e. there is no certainty os tc tho :Probarn 
being absent whenever the Probaudwn is absent]. 

' There being a 8U$picion, etc. etc. '.-'rb.is is tl1e 1'0US0n io1· 'Inconclusive • 
ness '. 

• Vijatiya.sadb!Wva ' - is t>rue-nce in tlUJ conJrary.-" \Vhose prosonoo? •• 
-<>f t.ha Probans. 

The eom}>Otul.d 'SlwiUcyanui1W, etc. el.c. • is t-o be expoWlded aa 'who.~e 
pt't.~nce in t.he contrary is suspecte<l ' . 

Nor COllld the C:OJltingency of th~ idct\ (of Doat.h -Cognition produoiug 
.. nothar Oognit.ion) being taken to itnply the absence of dealh be taken as 
servi_o.g the purpoHe of the argwntmt n.egn.t.iving th& (..'Ontrary. Becausa in 
reality t.here is no • del\th ' of anything in the shapo of tbo ' Sou l ' o,nd other 
t.hinga: ; what really htt.ppen~ i~; tba.t t\ d ifl-t.Urnilnr Chain becon1ea set up, which 
brings t\bout the cessation of the condition which gtwe the uuu1o to thu 
purticultU' body ; and it i.8: this t hat i.s i->pokcn of a:; ' Doatb ' in c:ommuu 
po.\rlnnce uud o.lxo in scientific: treati$es.-(1919} 

l t ht\$ beau tu·gued t\bove (under Text. 1865) tJ:u.\t-01 it i~ shC>cr ~mducity 
tu ~o\.~GJ:t tha.t t.ltol"() j :; Umt.-iciowm~ iu the }i'c.ctu~, etc. etc. 11 

'".L'he u,ugw·or W tlilif i~ ~~ follows :-

1'EXTS (1920- 1022). 
'l 1HJ.m .J.C ll:S NO AtJ'l>AClTY' lN ASSERTING TIIAT 1 'l'HBR.K JS CoNSCIOUSNESS 

IN 'r!lli },O:lTlJS' j 'SVEN THOUQR THE S~NSJ.;·OUOANS HAVE NOT 

Al)tll1ARHD IN IT, WHY OANNO'l' 0oUl'U1'10N BE THERE 1-!N FACT 

'l'IW ASSER.'rl(JN 'l'HAT DOES INVOLV.ci AUDACITY" IS THAT 1 ALL COONI

'l'lON l'ROCI~EUS }~ROM SENSE-ORGANS AND OBJECTS'; BEOAUSE THB 

CONTRARY l$li'OUNO •ro BE THE O~SE OUR IN() DREAM$.- l N REALITY, 

COGNITION IS Al'l'Rt:.Kl»<IJEIJ AWO IN A II'QII~I WHICH lS OlSTJ..NOT 

JtRObl 'l'HA'l' OF THE OUJ .EC'J', AS lS l•'O U.NO ll'i T l·W CASE 01! SWOON . 

l!'ROM 1'lU8 l'f IS CLEAR THAT CoNSOIOUS.NBS$ CAN JlJ:l Tlll!RB IN TIDJ 

l!'<ETUS.-{ 1920-1 !)22) 
OO~t.MENTAIW. 

If t~U Cognition wore approbo!ldod only through tho ScllSO·orgu.n.s tmd tlto 
Objecta,-t.hen om· MSI'ill't.iou woul<ll.ul.ve been uu uudacio~ one ; ~ U· mut.ter 
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of faot, howe~. in Dreams and other sta~ there appeen~ Subj~ve Oon
ooio- onviaaging the Blue and other objocto, which Subjective Oon
ooioum- iA apprehended oven wben there ia no Seooe-organ nor any Object 
in the abepo of Colour, oto.- Nor oan it be aaid tbat at thet time the sub
atratwn of the Oonacious,_ ~.me of the Senoe-organ in tbo body; because 
whet ftgu.ros in tbo OonscioUBMSS is the Blm Object (which is not p......nt in 
the body) ; and every bodily Cognition apprehonda only tangible objects. 
Henoe it ia not right to say thet • all Cognition is in tbo form of the appre
honaion cif tbi!IS" •. It is thus that there ia nothing inoongruoUB in BBSerting 
the presonco of Cognition in the state of swoon ~nd similar conditions.
(1920-1022) 

'l'ho following might be urged-" Thoro io nothing incongruoUB in tho 
idoo of OonsciousneOB existing there in tbo form of a latent potency, but 
tbo ide& thet it ill actUBUy tbere in its potent form is esrtainly incongruous ". 

The &newer to this is as folloW11 :-

TEXTS (1923-1927). 

CoNSOIOUSlfESS IS ~or PRESENT IN 'm11 FOITUS k&llllLY IN THE FORM 

O"F A l'OTIIBOY ; THE VIEW RELD 18 TIUT Coi<8010USNESSES AltE 

PllllSI!NT TliB&E IN '1'JJ:ItB ACTUAL FOR!Il.-WllENOJ: DO YOU DEJIIVE 

TJDI IDJIA THAT THERE IS NO CoNS010U8NirSS DURING SI.EEP AND 

SWOON .&l!D SUCH OTHER CONDITIONS f-b IT BB Al\OUBD THA'l'

" TIUI IDliA 1.' OBl'AlNED PliOM THE ABSENCE o:r CoNSCIOUSNESS ",

TWIN, •rlllll QUBS1'10N IS-HOW IJAS TliiS ABSli:NOE BEEN OOONISED ~ 

W OASI!I YOUR IDEA PROCEEDS THUs-" \VIII DO NOT COGNISE ANY 

00NSOIOl18NliSS AT TllE TI>1E ",-THEN THAT ITSlilLlr PROVES THE 

PREIISNCll OF CoNSCIOUSNESS A.'1 TliJ: TIMJI.-lT MIGHT BE ARGUED 

TJIA'r-" l:r CoNSCIOUSNESS IS PRBSIINT DURINO Tlll'l SAID S'l'A'l'lilS, 

Tli:IIN WilY 18 TllEU NO IIIIMEMBRANOI!I OP IT O:f AWAXENINO, ETC.!" 

-Tms FI.CT (OIP NON·RBMEIDIRANOI!I) IS NOT IIJ'J'&Orl"Vl! (m REIPUTINO 

Oft VIIIW) ; ,-s:a ABSIINOE OF RE>IEMBBAN01118 D11ll TO ~ ABSBN'OB 

01' VIVIDNESS .&liD O'l"UltR OONDI'i'IONS (IN TIDI CoNSOIOUSN&SS}

AS IN 'aa <WII!l 011 TBll CoNSCIOUSNESS Or 'IWI NIIWBOBN IN"FAN'I.

(1923-1927) 

COMMENTARY. 

There would oort8inly be an inoongruity if tbere woro somo moons or 
knowing with oortainty that tbere is no Oonsoiousnoss o.t ~~~ during the 
eta~ ol sloop, swoon and the like. 

" Thoro is this means of ·knowledge nvailo.ble in tho fact tlll't there is 
no oonaoiouaneaa or cognition of the Oonsciousness lt&elf ... 

That cannot be right ; how bes this ab&enco of IM 0oMciou8nu• of melf 
boon cognised ! AJJ ""' h!fpOI/Iesi there ca.n be no definite cognition of the 
abaonoe of Cognition. 



921 

If also your definite Oognition proceeds in the form thatr-"in sleep, swoon 
and other states, I am not cognisant of any Oonsoiousness u ,- then this d&fi· 
nite cognition itself prov"" the exi•tence of Oogoition (or Oonsciousno91l). 

It might be argued thstr-" if thoro woro Oonseiousness during sleep 
and other conditions, then why should not there be remembrance of it on 
awakening, ete. ?'-The ' etceura ? ' is meant to include the state when th& 
Awoon and the intoxication have possed off , . 

But this non-remembranu is not ellective in proving that whot has been 
cognised did not exist there. It wonld be AO if the m ere cognili<>n of a thing 
meant thAt thare must be """"'nbrancB of it. Ail a matter of fact, however, 
in many cases, even when there is Cognition. there is no Remembranee,-~:m 
acco-unt of tbo absence of v£vidnes.s, repetiti()n and interest in the Cognition; 
just M is found to be the case of the new -born infl\nt, wher1>, even though 
thoro is Oognition, there is no &membrance.-(192~1927) 

Quution :-" What proof or authority havo yc>u for assorting that Oon
sciou.~ness ia present,-where there is doubt regarding the a.ppearano& of 
Remernbrance ? '' 

This is the objection urged by the Opponent in the following-

TEXT (1928). 

"Ilr IT IS SO, THJIN liOW DO YOU l'OSTULAT;E TliFl PRli!SENOE 011 

THIS (CONSOIOUSNESS) IN TBJ!sB (STATES) 1 "-(1928/1) 

OOMMENTARY. 

' Of thi8 '-of the Oonseiouan6SS. 
'In thue ',-in the states of sleep, eto.-(1928) 

Our reason is as follows, M has been explnined alroady :-

TEXTS (1928-1930). 

WE OONOLUDE THIS !'BOil! B:&ASONS ALREADY ;EXPLAINED BEll'ORE.-IF 

THE PRESENCB 011 CoNSOIOUSNESS IS NOT ~Ml'l'TED DUlliNG Tm> 

STATES 011 SLEEP, SWOON AND TB1J LlKll,--TB1JN TllliRE SHOULD ltB 

DEATH ; WBlLE 111 ANOTHER 0oNSOIOUS:t<-:£$$ IS PllODUOED, 

TB1JN THERE WOULD BE NO DEATH AT A.LL.-TB:uS MENT.U. 

(SUBJJICTIVE) 0oNSOIOUSNESS MUST BE REGARDED AS INIUI
PENDENT, AS IT IS NOT DEPENDENT UPON THE EYE, ETC. 

AND IT IS PRESENT ON TUlil S'l'BBNGTH OF ITS OWN CAUSE, 

:tUST AS DURING DREAMS, ET0.-(1928-1930) 

COMMENTARY. 

Th1> &ason as aJrendy explained before is "" follows :--on e.wakening, 
tJlo first Qonsoiousness tilat the m..n has must be ret~ard&d as arisinl(l from 



022 'I'ATTVASANGRAlTA ; OfLU'TER xxn. 

i~ own C!Atl.cto,-becRo.<:&e it is (JoWJ(liOuq'),t'A."l,-Jiko thn RcminifY:tmt 
Ongnit~tu\ fnJiowin,g nftcr Cl-xpnrienoo. The Prohnn,.41 ndtlu('('(l hem iR nnt • In
Cr)no.luO(h~o ' : hoeAtiSO tm thn pre\oiow.r nct".Mion h · )\1\A ))(!(\\\ Mhowu hy t.lu~ 
roj('IC:tion nr t~ ~hility of other MU~. tJult UN' n~ry invnrinblt' 
•tn•lcornitlmco is thore. 

'rhon ngnin, if thoro wt'\m t\O Ot'HlAC"iou.'Ulf!AA dnrin,c: llllC"CJ>, oto., then tlwn• 
would bel Dooth. 

If, nn tlln othor hnnd, it. be- bold t,hnt.-11 n.ft.('lllr t.l\A fi(\(l.y hM llCQOJl\(\ 
nnUroly deprivotl of nil Oon~cionanM.q, nno(.hor OtmR~iommOAA iR proclttCGtl 
(on nwl\k~ning) '',-t-hen, l\uch app€'1\J't\JU'.O of Col\.s<~iowmOAR would rnoon 
tJ1nt. t.horn oo.n bono Dooth n.t. all ; ber.au~r. all in tJ\A C::l\.80 Hf t.ho mnn 1\Wtl i\:An inf{ 

rmm 111loop,1Jn in t.lw on.~ of tJ1e dend mn.n al~n. tJwro would lW' ronppearnnee of 
Oo•~sciousnofl8. Spooinl1y n.ct it, 1.-. only Mnnt.n.l {111uhjoat.ivo) Oonsciomm&AA thnt 
hns tho cnpnciby to link 1\P the next birth; 1\8 l>AA boon thn.s <leclnred
' TAnking up, DispnAAinn n.nd t.hA 'f'OSt are ndtniAAihte only wheat f,l\t'l suhjooti\·o 

Onns.cioWtnou ia t.hof'6 '. 
From All this it follow.; thAt Snbjoctive Oon~oion•n- ""'t• ent.irelr 

upon u~ previous Co~ousncss; t.his is the idea ex~ in tho wordtt
• Subjoelill< Oon.oci<>...,..., mu& be nganled ao intlopondmi'.-Th& reason for 
t1\i.A 'independence' oon."-ll\18 in the fact of itA not fNI.Uiring an)11Ung else. 
In All Oft.~, this Subjeetiw CoMC.iousnercs p~ enti~ly fMm itR cnm 
ORulite,-beeA.\IIto it doe:\ not ~tand in need of 1\Jl.Y Cl\\ti'M. nther thnn itA own. 
in the •h11pe nl t.ho Eye, et<>. ;-i\.• ~ found to bel the •-""" dnri11g •loop.
(1928-1930) 

'l'l\o lollo\ving Te.•t <lispo""" of the chMgo of 'inn<lmi••ibillty' ngnin•l· t.ho 
Rnnt<nn jw11t Rt.n.tOO :-

TEXT (l!l31). 

Fnn r!<~'I'Al!OE, CGNCl!P1'trAL CGGN1T10l!~ ARJ! 1<0'1' I)F.PMIIDBN'I' t•l'nN 
$1,:CNk"R.•ORliAN~ AND OBJECTS,- BEOAUSE THRV 0Cl)fR ADOIJT 

I!Vf!N IN 'I'HE ABSENCE OF 1'lf& FIJNO'I'IGNil!O OF TR£.<rF: 

r..ATTRR,-AS IN TKE CASE or TU • ~1ev·. 
L01'Ut<' AND SUCH THtNGS.-(11131) 

COMMENTARY. 

''I'Nllloyt!plim., de. eu .. '-Evon when tho.l"' i~~t nn funr.tionitt.g of thn 
SGnso.organ nnd the Object. When one ~hing r.mno• ftbout withnut tlu
fnnctJoning of the othor, tbis IAttor caru1ot be the MUM nl tho fonnD!'. If it 
woro, it would lood to Absurdity.-(1931) 

'l'ho following might he ntged :-11 'rho Ooi\OO(l~un.\ Oognltion of thf" 
SktJ·IotUI A!ld auoh thi.11g3 may be indo(l<lndont of tho & n•n·orgnn 111111 tho 
Objeot,-boco.uao i t comes about G'l/f' l\ in tho 1\~enco or t.hMfl lf\tte:r; how 
r.ould tho Ooncoptu~>l Oognition however. which "PJl6"'" when tho Eye is 
fi:<O<l 111)()11 tho Blue object before o!lo, bel iudepond11nt nf t.11o s.;nll(l·Or!(nn 
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Md Ohj...,t .• -wltich could snve the Probnno from l><>iul( • inndmill'<iblo • in 
mgnrd t.o " pnrt of the ' Subject • (Minor Tnrm) t " 

Tho oMwf'r to t hio; i." M follm~ :-

TEXTS (l!l32-1!13:J). 

EVRN 01'1 TlrR l'R'f:RENCF. OP TUF. SP.!<~F.·OROAN AND THT. Oll.TJW'I', TID: 

C!ONOP.'P't'UAt. COONIT(ON THAT APPt!AR.q IN 'R'FJJ.ATf()N TO THE PA~T, 
P.'rO. S HOUr.O UE RE<:ARDED A~ ON 'rliR ~At.U~ 11'00TIN(I AS 'l'RF. 

C:ONORP"rTON '1'1JAT' RNVISAOP.R A NON·'RN'riTY. IT ltAi=; UP.RN 

A1.1\'F.AOY lVXt'l.AlNRO lN UR'l'ATT. THAT 1'11E VOl't'l\1: OV 

AN RNTl'rv OANN01· ~~rc1un'R rN CoN01UYruAL Coo
NITlONs, RRC-AUS:& 'T'JHW J'NVOT.VJt V"Rnl\AT,. 

RXPRI<S~IONS.-(1932-l 1);)3) 

cm~ml\'TA'R.Y. 

' 'l'nuo/.• ·~r th" !leiUI<'-orgnn and the Objoot.. 
• .-t«tdtu1J;opt:U'tigi(.a ·~.F • tll.t\t. whioh onvi.Mgo.,. 'vhAt. dnt'i' not axiRt ', 

-i.e.. tho ooncoption or t.lting11 like th& SL'IJ·Iollu.-On t.110 AAmo fooling AA 
thiA would be tbo conception ~Jntin.,g to tha PMt. (if Oognitions Wf're depen
olon~ upon the Actual P""""'OO of the Object cogniud~ 

"How ROt" 
All Oottl-Gpttu:\1 C'.ognition...; appenr AA n.~cifttod. with vcrhl\1 oxpressiollS, 

nncl hence tho)' ort\'iS&ftO verbo.l &."<pt't'IS8ionA f\lso; l\nd tMt which envisages 
t lw vfwhr~ol exprel't'Cion cannot envisftgo nn ont.i.~y ; boCI\\180 verbt\l expressions 
do nnt. honr upcm the form of t,hinAS; M word.s nro not flxod by Convention 
in reh•tion to tho Mtun.l fotm of t.hill.gs.-All thiR hi\R boot\ OX(lln.ine<l in dotnil 
under tho OlmptM on • Word and ita Donota~ion • (01\1\pt.cr XVI). 

Thn 'R.e.tUK>n is present in everything who1-o tho l?rob~t\dnm is kno,vn to 
})(\ prcRc>nt: hence it. c.tl.nnot be regardod 1\.'1 • CuntMd.ictory '.-Nor i!'l it. 
'Inoonc.htSivo' : becau.se if the Cognition wore not produCed from i t.a own 
""'""'·it would havo to be rog.uded M 1oitlw1u rouu.~ll\32-1033) 

It might be argued th&t-" aa the Oogl\ition would snblURt in tho Body, 
it OO<tld not be regarded "" toilhoul. ..,,.,. ". 

Tho OIUIW<>r to that is as follows :-

TEXT (1934). 

JN Tflll STATES Ol' PARALYSIS, ETC.,-EVEN Tll:OUOR THJIRE IS CHANGE 

IN THE BODY, TK£Rll IS NO ORANOII IN TfiE Str.BJEOTIVB CoN· 

HCIOUSNEllS; HENCE TJUS LATTER CANNOT BE RE· 

OAt\OlW AS SUBSISTING IN T>lll DOOY.-(1934) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whoo tho body is struck with dit!eao<>R liko PAI'<LI~ia, there is modi6e&tion 
in it. : \)ut. ttmt dOCM not tnl\kO a.ny chAnge i1\ t.1~ SubjectivB Oollscious:ness : 
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hence flU. Subjective Oonooiousn- cnnnot bo l'<)gnrdod liS suboillting in tho 
nody; WilCO OnO thing dOOR not, boomno <lil'<lotly motli8ocl UJ>Ol\ tho m<KlifiCI\• 

tlon of nnothor t.Wng. it a."nno~ bo ~1 t\.~ R1tbdHting in t h.i.M l1\ttor ;
-<>.g. the Ror!l<', which is not modified by tho nwlifiootion of thu Cow 
(clO<.'$ not ~o~nl~isti in tho Cow) ;-o1\ tho mO(lif'lctat,ion ()( thl} Dod,v. Snbji'\Cti\'t• 
Oonsciottkl\~ dOOR not Ahmys and directl.r bocorno mO<lificd. in t.hu ttt-nto 
of P8l'ftlysiJI, etc. ;--I\Ot\00 t.l1().1'0 i!\ non-npprohcnsio1\ uf Ulf' \viclor cbnmct<.•r 
{which implios tJ10 nbsonco of tho lo•• wi<lu).-(1934) 

Tho following I&'" proooOO.• to ohow thnl; the chttMIUr of RJtbRiJJiin(l ;, 
~tomethif1.!1 iR invnrinbly conootnitn.nt. with thl' rl~.ar'tU'I&r hj l~omi.ru; tlirMtl!f 
modif.-d on tbo modification of tbo latter thin,<::-

'£EX~rS (Hl35-Hl36). 

IN OASltS oP .Al'PECno"s 011 TJm En, wm!Nl':\Tl!R Tlfl'lRE IS THll SLtoKT'Jl:~T 

DIIF&OT IN TJffi EYB, THE COGNITION BASPJO UPON TRE EYR 

APPUB.S TN' A DBP'EO'I'f\,.B I'OR.M.-Tm1S, KV'EN WRBN TKR 

BonY JUS PERI6RIID, Tinl SUBJEOTIVII CoNsorous-

NESS, WIDOH DOES NOT SUBSIST IN IT, OONTINU~S 

TO 'IIXIST TRRoUOR THll 'fORCE 01' ITS OWN 

OAUS:E ;-'I'JU!RR OAN llll NO INCON-

I'IR17M'Y IN TlfiS.-(1935-1936) 

COMMENTARY. 

A8 the wider olmrnotor iA nbsont, it is provod t.l\ot tho Subjootive 
Oonsciou.sn&SS doc>s not •u~t in tbe Body. 

'Thw '-t.borefo~ven on the """"ation of the Body,-IJJO Subjootivo 
Oonsciou.rmoss ahnll not coMe. Thoro is no incongruity in tJUa.-When one 
thing dOOR not subeist in !lllotber, it doe8 not -nly ooue upon the 
oossation or the ia'tter; o.g. the _...tion of the ~"' does uot lead to the 
oossation of the Gavaya ;-nd tho Body is not tbo •obstl'(l,t\llll of Subjootivo 
Oonsciou.sn""" ; honco thoro is uon-appreho119ion of tbo wid61" charnoter.
{1936·1036) 

It ha& been argued a.bovo {under Ttat. 1869) thet-" when the other 
body haa not been aeeo, bow can it bo understood tbet the required sub
atratum is tbe Body tbt\t is born aubaoquontly ? " 

Tho answer to thot is 1\S folloW!! ;-

'• 
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TEXTS (1937-1938). 

W rmN TIIF.RE IS NO INOONORUITY !N S1TBJEC'I'n1'E CoNSOTOUSNESS llY 

JTSET...F, WR ARE NOT BAOJO:R TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF ANOTHER 

BODY.-BUT, EVEN THOUGH NOT SEEN, SUCH A BODY 

CANNOT BE DR..'ffim; BEOAUSE THE NON-PElWEPTION 

MAY BE DUJ:l ONLY ~'() UNOERT.UNTY IN TifF. 

MAN WITH DEFECTIVE EYESIGHT,-.AS IN Tf!R 

CASE OF SCANTY SMOKE.-(1937-1938) 

OO.MM:ENTAJW. 

Who.t is mennt is n.._\7) follows :-Wlmt ie meant to be proved is the oxistenoe 
of the • other world • ; and how !>an it be proved. !-It C8ll be proved if it 
is shown that Oonsoiousness is without beginning and without end; as it js 
only &n a.spoot of Oonsoio)ll!ness thet figures in the Ideo. of the 'other world ' ; 
this ldO& cnrutot subsist in the B<ldy, whiCh is a materia.! object with a shape ; 
as the t other world ' is hold to be there even when the Body is. not there. 
If the ' Chain of Oognitions • is proved to be without beginning and without 
end, then the ex:istenoe of our 'other World' al~o becomes proved. Bence 
we do not put forth o.ny effort towards proving the existence of th& other 
Body ; a.s it would be useless. 

Simply because the other body is not seen, it cannot be denied ; as 
this not.suing may be due to · the absenoo of necessary at.tention, as happens 
in the case of the man with delootivo eyosight,-evon though the body 
may be there all right ; as it happens when thoro is a scanty line of smoke ; 
so that mere non-poroeption does not prove non-.existence. In fact e. sub
sequent body is described as a.ctually perceived by persons of pure birth a.nd 
super-normal vision. 

For these same reasons, there can be no denial of the 'migratory body' 
(T.ritlgasharira) postulated by tho Sankh11a. 

In tho case of the proviO\lSly-born body also, it is ju.st> possible that 
there may be non-perception due to the remoteness of place ;-due either t.o 
itA boing produced at n. remote place, or to the di:fferef"!C& in its character, 
o.s in the case of Ghosts and Goblins. Even when the bodies are not remote, 
people "vith norm.al vision ea.n never cognise with certainty that it is such 
and suoh a being who 1tss become born as a bird; just a.s there is no recogni· 
tion in cases where the body is changed by moans of tbe use of medicines 
with unthinkable potenoy.-(1937-1938) 

Quution :-"How is it then that Oognitions appearing in different sub
strata are spoken o! as belonging to the AA!no Chain f " 

A'118'Wer :-
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TEXTS (l!l3!l-HI~l ). 

EVR!< 'I'HO!TOII 'Mill 'I''IVO C'M!ilTIONS !Ulll.'!lST IN 'l'\1'0 OIPFRRRNT ROnr&q, 

Y»T, DV RP.AMN OV TRB t .. -'.TER OOONTTION APrJ:ARUl(l rN T-TIR :·t"'MF. 

PAR'MOliLAR CHARACl'F.R A.<; 'I'FJl: PR'ROJ:OfNO ON~, TU-,: t.A.T:RR ('(l()NC~ 

'rJON CS OONtOWTP.n WITH TRR SAMP. 'CllAUl ' WJ'I'U WmCH TIIR 

'rRRVfOtr~ Coo.NlTION IS CONNl!CTHO.-FtmTH~R, .P.VF.tr IN THt:l C"A~'P. 

nt NRWLY·HORN lNii'ANTS, TllEft'Fl TS AOTLVJ'I'Y TOWARUS ~lTCKTNti 

TITFl HRlt~~1·, A.~ AT~O DlSPLRASURl'>: AT DRJNO RAtTT,KJU>; At..t. WHlOU 

lA TNII'rnRnF.O 'FROl\t SUCH ACTS AS ORVINO, SVOKINCI TH'R H.ttli'..AAT ANH 

SO PORTl!.-ALr. 'MIIS l S OF 'flm NA'I'tlltll OV CONOIWJ'UAT, C'OO NlT! ON, 

AND CONORI'TUA'L CoGNITION rs ASSOOIA1'rn1l WITll NAMilR (VRRilAr. 

~X'l'RF.$1!{(\N ).-( l 030-1 !141) 

COMMENTARY. 

'By retUOn. of Ill~ ln.tu Cognitio~ tk. eu:.. '-Thnt ill. t.I\O CognWonR of . 
tht' pi"'ACnt. life np(W'r with the Mme peenlinritiM n.c thn Oognitinn.M of t,ho 
proviO<UI life. 'l'hi• h&•l,...n tht•• declared-' Through ropMted praetioo. gonc:l 
nnd evil dO<>dlo nppoAr in t.!u- nature of men ; nnd 1"-snme nr>r>enr in future 
HvM, without any imltntction.-like R dream •. 

'rhe 'MKterinlist hAs nrguro AA follows:-" Tho Body in thi!4 world nnd 
tho Body in the 'other world • heing entirely <lifferent. the Olmin of t h~ 
(!()gnition~ in thm(\ two bodiefo; cannot. b& one and the ~f\mft: 110 tlt~\t the fiM 
Cognition thn.t Appoo;rs in the F'oot~ts cnnnot belong to tho fiR.me OJu,in t'\!0 

tho Cognition ur'lder dispute,-bf!canRe they holong to difTaront l)(')diek.-likro 
tho Oognition• o[ the Buffalo, the Boar nnd other o.n.imA\18 " . 

Th..i.a also OOcomefl refuted by what. lu\.\1 hoen Ju\id rtbove. 
'rhan Agt\in, (or the following reason nlBo tho oxiatonco ot th.o 1 othor 

world ' ohonld bo admitted :-Ever~· Conooptul\l Cognitlol\ io procodcd by 
the rop<>ated Cognitioll of word-•,-becau"" it i• Conoeptnl\1,-liko tho Con
ooptual 'fhougl\18 occurring in youth 1\Ild old ago ;-the Conceptn&l CognH.ion 
involvod in the d!Wre for sucking the broaAt and oo forth appMring in now
born infant.t U. OON:Optvnl ;-bonoo thii; U. a ll<>Mon bAOod upon tbo nature 
of thinp. 

The Re&aon cannot bo Mid t<> bo one wruclt hM an unadm;tted sub
•t:atum ; bec&t\Se the existenoo of the Minor Term in the shepo of tbe duire 
for nd:ing 1/ws ~. ttc., is proved by such etreclil in newborn infanl8 n.s 
crying and actual br868t-sucldng; RUch crving &nd lwt<Jil-tuc/cing e&nnot bo 
poosible in one who hM no eonooption of liking and dWiking. 

Nor is the Ret"U4on • inadmissible by i~elf' ;-thie ie 8hown by tlie words 
'aU thil i• of 1110 fllllW'o of Otmc.ptu(ll, e/o. etc. ·.-' All lhil '-i.o. tho desi•·e 
for broMt-suoking, et.c.-is of the natuf'(l of Ooncept.unl Thought; becatL<e i t 
is nppl'ohendod ""bOmething sought after. 

That the Roason la not c Inconc1nsi.vo • ill Ahown by the wordA-• is 
MBociaU/1 toith """"'" '. • Sal)' sto.ndA · for Conceptual Cognition. InM 
much 1\11 Conceptual Cognition is I>SII<lciated with verbal exp1'088ion, it ia 
~mid to ho 1 ~oci~tted wit.b nfi.D\es •. Tl\1~ 'AAAoclAtion with Ul\1'110.~ '.-

• 
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of th& Conceptual Cognition-is not poosible withO\lt "'pontod Onn'""nlion : 
AA hAA been exp1ninod hy '"' n1rendy in dotail.-{ 1 D~!l-1 0~ 1) 

The folll'lwing might he nrgc.cl :- .. There rnny ho ~Roc(al{on. 1tJit/;. nmMR 
tl\lo to rei>Ol\.tod t;m\ctico; h\lt, thnt do('lr. not provn wlmt. if4 wcmtC'd; in fil.ct .• 
it only pro\'OS t.ho contrru·r. i.t'. th.o ff\('t. o£ hoin~ pt·uctc.~c.lCM I (auut pTU<hzoorl) 
by rO[IOOtoo prt\Ctioo durin~ t ho pro•.,nt 1ifo." 

Tho 1\1\.qwo.r· to ChiH i~ n-M rniiO\\'M :-

TEXT (1~2). 

lN TttR CA~U·l IN QU&.'M'tON Tll£Rl: CAN B'R NO 'NAM'F.·'MRJo( , 'T'O \VIDOR 

ONlt HAS BEEN HABIT(IA.Tf!O, OURrN<l THE PRY.!RJI:NT BlRTJl.-As 

IM 'l'ffi1 OASE OF TITESII PEMONS, IJ1 TRERE HAS RE~JN NO 

PRIIVIOUS RffiTif, THERE SHOULD nR RN'I'ffiR 

A fi~IINOR OP 'I'Tffi AA to DRSIRE. RTO.-{ 1!~2) 

001\~ffiNTARY. 

What is meant iR AA follow" :-The prRoCtice or hnbit.ullol llAO during the 
p~nt life in thi~ world i~ n<'llAtived by all t>vidence-.-in tlwto CAM of new· 
horn infantA. The Rea.oon Adduced in support o! " oonclullion thnt is 110 
Anm~1od cannot be AAid to be • oontrsdietory ', becanJ\6 the Pro bens bns 
been ~id to b6 • eontradietnry ' nr1ly "·hen the Probandum. i8 one t.Mt is 
nnt a.lret\dy annulled. 

'Name-form ',-i.&. the ronn o( t.he Name. i.$. itA 6X'()raf!~Riveness; even 
though thi~ really f\t llotiomt in the 1'1\ind. it. ill impmmd \lpon (o.ttrib,tted 
to) t.11e verbAl !ol"l'n!l. 

• Thue persona '--to. the 1\0wborn infants. 
'Ab8ence of. etc. etc.. '-i.(\, f\bRO.nce o£ the Mid DMire for hfflf\St...,c:meking 

nntl •o !ort.b.-(l9-t2) 

The ronowi1\g T~ """"' up tbe purport of the Rhn\"0 arg.unonh! :-

TEXT (1943). 

P'Oit THESE REASONS, TITll SAID Dr.son:. ETC. MUST l)JI REClARDED A~ 

'Pn OOREDTNG PROM 'I'll & IMl,RESStONR L'gf'T UV T}[E JrAOIT(TAL l JSF. 

011 THE NAME; ANO AS TllliSE ARil 01' THE NATtmE OF 

CoNCEPTUAL CoaNtTioN, Tire SAID D&~mE 

Al-80 SHOULD BE ADMI'l'TIID TO BB 

CoNOEPTIIAL.-(1943) 

C'OMMENTARY. 

Thn fullowin~ Wr.J. rlMrrihc~ 1 ho urlAhot o[ f.hn i\hcwc 1\tgumnnttt ;-
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TEXT (1944). 

BRCAUIIll 1'101 0<\J'IClll.'TIIAL C!OONlTION 0'1' 1'10: RAlD PRMONS IS RORN 

OP Tli:B lfRtnTION 01' TliT. fMPRfl.'I.~TONS LEI'T BY THE RRPEATP.O 

Co<lNtTtON or TnB N.ors DURING THAT sun: BTRTTr, 

--TK!RXfORI • ANO"l''l'E1\ 'BTR'Mt ' 'RECOM11S 

&'ITA Bt.ISI!l!D.-( 1944) 

OOMMENTI\RY. 

• Nom. '-verbol e~on.-' Oognilitm '-<~pptOhen.sior~, knowledgo: 
-• abllyciac> •, repeelod ap~oe. 

The compound ' 11""116mo. de. de. ' iA to be expounded os ' that birth 
during whieh there has boon repeeted cognition of the N~Une ',-this oom
pound being in aooordllnoo with " p&rtiouiAr rule (of PM.ini'a)-' Baplami, 
etc. ' ;-t.be impreMiona """ loft by thl.o repeeted Oognition ;-these Imp...,.... 
ions h&ve this 'fruition •, dovoloproon~ "ttainmont of their full cbaroct..r, by 
producing their eftocta ;-.d it iA from thia • fruition ' thnt the Sllid 
OonoeptUAI Cognition ia born. 

'Of the oaid ~oono '-i.o. of now-born infanta.-(19") 

Tho following Teo:t sots forth tho opponent'• Red~i<> ad obaurdum 
R.tgument ngninst t.ho abovo vjow :-

TEXT (19415). 

"IF TJm SAID CoNOBPTUAL CoGNITION 0'1' TRB NE WBORN INFANTS PROCEED 

FROM TlDI MPEATED COONtTION 011 NA.MES,-J!OW IS IT TJ!AT 

TH»Y DO NOT RAVE TRB llmMORY -OR TRB OLEAR 

SPJJEOH OF BLOQtniNT SPEAKERS I "-(1945) 

COMMENTARY. 

" If tho OonceptuQl Oognition pr~ from the repeated Oognition of 
tho Oonvantion during previous liveo,-thon the newborn child should h&ve 
remombranco of the past Oonvention; '1<>cauoo the continuity of & habit eould 
not be poorible without remembrance; alao the child should have clear 
apeeeh li.ke eloquent tposkenl ;-nd in thM 0880, there would be no need for 
the aeUing up of any Conventions during the prooont life.-And yet none of 
Uleae things h&ppena.-Honoo it followt th&t, ,.. there iA no Romembranoe, 
and there iA no cl- apaeoh.-tho idea thet th& Oonoeptu&l Oognition iA 
procedod and prodnoed by roposlod Oognition i.o incompetible with fact6 ". 

By XllllMI of thia Roduclio G4 oblurdum, whieh rojocta the very natme of 
tho Y..jor Term, the Opponent lhewa thet the final Oonclusion (of the 
Buddhist) iA dofectivo.-H046) 

In the following Tea, the tmt.hor pointo out that tha 'ReMoD put forward 
in this Rod~io O<l ol>lurd~~m ia • Jneonclll3ive • (Doubtf11l) :-

,-

• 
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'l'BXT (1946). 

1'JIAT SPBEOH lS NOT TREJU: IS DUE TO THE FACT THAT TFIJilllliVELOI'MENT 

(011 Tl!ll IMPRESSIONS) liECOMES ~!PERED :BY POWBRPIJL 

IMPEDIMENTS,--JUS'£ AS IN THE STATE 011 IUOHLY 

OOMPLIOATED FEVKR.-(1946) 

COMMENTARY. 

AI! a matter of fact. l~pe&ted. Cognition is not inv$rlably concomitant 
wit.b Rernsmbnmoo, etc. :-by virtue of which eonoomitanoo it should always 
produce the said ~branoo : or abould ceaae on the .....,lion of t.be 
same. Because it is quite poll8ible t.bat there may be cont.inui>noe of the 
previo\Us habit, and yet thare may be no R<nnembranoo. 

'l'he mention of tbo ' high complicc.tod fever ' ia only by way of 
iUuetration. 

' Powerful im~imtnt.t '--duo to existence in tho mothor'e womb. 
• T/14 dtvelopm£m "-tnu IWJmpertd '-That is the full development 

of the Impressions boootnM hampered : i.e. it dooa not proceod in e:mct 
accordanoo wit.b the ']leculi$rlt.iaa of the pertjcular place, time and charaetcr 
of thi.op &S previously oognised. 

This answers the foUo,.,;,g ~t of tha Materialist:-" Runem· 
branoo of previous birt.b cannot be &dmittod : because t.bel'!l ia R<lmembranco 
of all mon ooming from the e&me villag& " .-The fact of the matter is that 
ovon t.boeo ooming from the atUno village do not have t.he Rernombrane<> ; &S 

among them thoro are somo who are dull·witted who loao thoit memory. 
'Til«'im '-sta.nd.s for the words, ~pooch.-{ 1940) 

The following T~ ahowa that the R.oason &dduood in t.ho ll<d""'io u<l 
<lhlurdum is ' inadmissible • roge.rd.ing its substratwn :-

'l'.EXT (1947). 

IN TII.E CASE OF THOSE IIIOH-SOULED ME!~, \VHBRE TIIIIRm IS NOT TH!l 

SLIGHTEST IMPJIDI!IIBNT,-cLEAB 8l'JIEOB' IS A.OTl7A.LLY 

HEARD AND TMY DO HA. Vll OLEA.B RlilMlliMERA.NOll 

O'B THE>l A.LS0.-(1947) 

COMMENTARY. 

• J:Jigh-IOt<Ud-.. '-M<>n o£ oxooptionally puro lile.-{1947) 

The following toxta sot rort.h anot.her argument in proof of the id ... of 
the c other world ' :-
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'fEXTS (19-!3-1953) . 

• :\~ A MATTER OF FA<n', ALL 1'1l.BSE l>'EELINOS OP Love, liA'l'lUU) ANO TRJ.! 

RH.'IT ll£00)(}; SO'RONO TIDtOUGH HABIT AND REPI!'I'ITION ,-AS HAS BEEN 

A801!RTAINED BY POSl'riVII AND NIIOATIVE OONOO~OTANOJ~.--'fHESE 

VII&LINGS, APPIIARINO VOR THE ll'IRST ·Tl!offi (IN TJllil OlilLD), ARE 

liNTIRliLY DEVOID 011 AN\' HABIT A..'W REPI!'I'ITION J>ITRINO THJ! 

PR&SENT LIFE; WHAT TKBN IS THE OA118E OF TJlEIR APPBABANOE,-

11' TlaRE IS NO O'I'K&R LIPE !-THEIR APPEABANOI! O..ur.<OT BB DUB 

TO THJ: PRESENCE OP THEIR (EXTBR.'IAL) EXCITANTS; lliOAUSiiO lWRN 

Wlr&N THESE EXCITANTS ARE PRBSSNT, TllE PII!LJNOS IN QUESTION 

00 NOT APPEAR, IP TKERII IS DISOtJST; AND WJIRN TJUS DISGUST 

OlMSJlS, THIIY ARE .POUND TO BE STRONG, EVEN IN OONlfBCTION 

Wl'l~U \"AST AND Jo'UTURB THLNOK, WliEN THE COUNTEitBBBLlN'OS APPEAR 

IN lNTENSlFIBD FORM.-1'1111 J'JIBLINGS OF LovE, HATRRL> AND 'I'R'B 

Rllb'T AJ<E FOUND TO I'ROO&JID Ill REGARD TO WOMliN AND OTKJ::ll 

THlNOli, wK&..'\ Tlll! MAN A'ITJUIOTBS TO TR2.». Goou~. oxvOTBD. 

N.t:.SS AND CONSTA..'fCY A~l) SO FORTH; EV'EN THOUOU T~ QUAL1"1'1T.S 

)lAY NOT BE AOTUALLY TKSRE.-FOR TKESE RBASONS, THE$.!; 

Jl'.t-:HLINti:S Al'.t.£AlUNO lN THI~ LJfF£ Jo1U$'J' a .E .R.EOAltOEO AS AP.PKARINC, 

\Vl'!'UOU'r TH~ ~XC\TANTS JIJIINU ACTUALLY r!tESJ:lNT,-'l'JillOUOR THE 

l«>l<.OM O_P 'fHE HAD1Tl1AL Al~l'JMU.ANCE OF SIMILAR lf'l!lflLlNOl'i lN 'l'Jll: 

l'MiT,-l:U~OAUSE TKHY AIW Vl£flLL.'•WS OB LoVE, Jn'O.,-LLKB TJt&SX 

:IA.MJJ YEIILUWS Al'I'IIARJ.IIU SUJlSEQUBNTJ.Y.-{1941!-19:;3) 

COM.Art!N'rAIW. 

'r'ho 1\rgumout. m1t,Y bt' thuM fm·u\ulatod :- 'fbo stl'ouglh of Uto footit~gs of 
Love, Ho.tt·ed, Jonlou>ty, H,u,ght.lna&S ttud l'ride, ot.c.,-.us ttl.co \\'it«lom, 
Oompl\19fim;, Symp1\thy 11.nd lfO fol'th-is duu t.o h"bitm\l tn·notioo ; ju,)(t. AA 
dtu·iug t.l.lo pt·oaont Jiff\, it is found in mon poK1S688ocl of tho V1\tying dogrcoK 
or lih06e foelir'l!" ;-during tho '"~'""ut tile, there is iu l·hO Dody, ot<'. of .. 
mRu, a.degroo of st.reugU\ of tho fooliugM. which is not duo to (\ny tj\H.:.h pmctioo 
duriug t.ho P""""ut Iilo ;-..o llili< i• " n.,..,,,m bt1>'6<1 upou lho roh\liOu o! 
cawo tUtd c.ffect.. M all ~tnch roluc.iou.K of ea~ tt.nd offoot, uo dot.onniucd 
by poonth'O aud uept.iVO 001\(l()OUI<UlOO, 'U10 'Roo.sou C.UIDO~ 00 .aid t.. 00 
• inadmiuible '.-This is wbot i• mOIWt by tbe wor<I.-' A.-incd b!J 
po~ili.ue. tle-. etc. '. 

It ca.nuot bo urged tlU\t-u tho .lWMou i.'! ' couktwiictory '• fl.li cited iu 
proof of the fact of the leelinss duo to hobituol repetitioll during othor live.". 

• • 
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What ia meant. is t.ha~ tbe8e foelinga "" appearing for t.ha lint time duriug the ""'"""t life have not. been habitually repeated during t.bia life ;-this may not 
bo a ReMon directly provihg t.Jm fnct of these feelings boing due t.o habitual 
praotiee during previous lives ; but what is st<>ted .., the &ason boing 
admitted to be a fact., it CO\tld not ho w ithout sotne ct\.uso ; H i t were without. 
cause, it wouJd bo theru at "U t.itnCoS ;- hence if auothor U!o wot·e not there, 
\vhnt could bo the c.>use of the •t>·ongth of tho said foolu>gs of Love, & trod, 
uto. I Honce t.ha conciW!iOn i• that the habitual repotitio" during past li""" 
i• t.ha e&use of t.ha AAid ot.rongtb of the feelings ;-tmd t.hu.o the ''Other 
world' becomes 06t&blished. 

The external obj~vo excitant caunot be the cau.oo of t.!l6 !&clings 
in quostion; becallSG io mau.y 0&8011, oven when those &xcitant& e.re there, 
tho feelings of Love, etc. do not apl""'r at aU,-it there happon to be praaont 
" fooling of Disgust againot. t.ho evil character of tho thing•.--The term 
'pratilankl>ydna ' , 'disgust' •tends for tlmt oow>tor·fcoling agi\inJ!t Love, 
ot.o., which is basocl upon the idoa of eviJ.-sometimOtl, even when the 
oxoi tau t is not t.hare, the ~~Id feelings of Lovo, etc. 11.0tually 11ppoar. Hence 
the pre11ence of t.ha feolingo cannot be due to the presence of the excitan ts. 

Then ngsin, even in rugw<l to P""t and futuro things, the feelings aru 
CoWld t.o be strong in the """' in whom the feeling of Dilgust hao ......00, 
oud feeling)! due to the abeonce of ploosure lmvo become intensified through 
•trong desire. And when there;. no change in t.ha proo~enoe or abeence of " 
oort.Ain thing, or the presouoe or absence of a.not.ber thing,- i.be one cannot. 
bo t.J1o cause of the other ; otberwiiiO tJl6se would be incong:rwtieo.. 

J!or tho £oHo".riug' roo.t:&Ou otso, tho feeJiu.ga of Lov&, otc. oonnot t,e duo 
to t..lte pN'~onoo of tho oxcit.tulht :- Booa.Lt.KO, if thu !eoli.u.p U.J)poot·od extl<:tly 
in u.ooordauoo with the oxo.ittL<nt.H:, thtty would prooood !rom the ex.oitaut 
oxt\ctly in t.ho same mana1er t\lt tho Cogu.itiou uf BluD aud uthor t.hings (which 
1\lwaye procood.s i_n aocordanco wit I\ th~ thingH) ;-t-1~ foolings however 
lio not )Jroco.d in t.bi.ll way ; on thu cout<ary, the said foolingo "PI""" iu 
l'OI,...nl to tho Woman and other t.Jling>~, iu men whu attribute to tl>o womau 
tl\6 furw of t.l!eir own lut.ing plousrure, etc. which have >Wt been oxperiencod 
o.t. all ; nnd yet tJl& ObjoctB (WOlr\ti.U, ot.c.) ufi uot tt.Ctut\.Uy lKIAIIJflOSf! do{ the 88-id 
fonn o£ gooduoss, etc. ;-o.nd wbou u. thiug is devoid of t\ certain fonn, it 
etumot. ~x_, the excittwt o1· 1Juoi.s o( t.ho Coguitiou of tbut, fot1t\ : otben vise it. 
would Joud to tW:;urdlty. 

' ~'m •-i.o. for tbuxo t'CWiUt.,., tho fooliu.br,; of JAJVO, otc~. •us portuiu.iug 
tu i_IH}l()KC.d t.hiu~ ulwtt. IJo t'Ogtu'\l Cll t\14 c.IO\'oiU of Ul t objt:clh •e b~ (or 
oxcit.uut.) ; tuld ll·om t.Jdtt it {OIJUWCI thAt. the m\jd fcoljup o{ J...ovc, ote., whou 
t.huy uppotU" !ot' tlw fuogL tiJnO duriug preMeut. life, pt'<lcocxl frout the f'O[XIUt.od 
uxpuriouco uf si.wiliu- fouliujp< iu llw t~••t.-(1U48-1UGJ) · 

Quution :-·· u Objoot4J t\J'6 uut. t.Lw uxcit~.mlg o( u-o (ooliugs, lheu hUt\" 
Lf it. t.lu~-t foeliugs of Love, ot.u. t~ppt.>tU' only whcu \ho Objoo\M ~uo !)rGt;Ont. ! u 

i:l tl8toer :-



932 

TEXTS (1954-1956). 

W.H.EN 'l'lLJ1 O.UJ£(.'"1.~ AltE :P.R£SENT, THERE Al'I•EAlt. l'Ll{Al;UJtH, X'l'll. ; 

l!'ROM TRIS PLEASURE, ETC. PROCEED THE ' AFl'LIOTlOlri!S' OJi' LovE, 

XUTB AND THE .R.EST,-BEING THE OUTCOhlE OF THE FRUITION Ol' THJ; 

!~tl'RESSXONS LJiiT ])J( SU!lL6I\ n.ST l'EBLiliOS,-Ill MEN WHO AR>: 

DEVOID 01' WISDOM AND .AR:E SUB.JECT TO EVIL l'.ROl'lSNSITiliS (!),- IN 

AOOORDANOE WITH THE l'OTENOY OF THINGS. DIRECTLY. T.ID:: OBJECl'S 

ARE NO'!' THE OAUSE OF THE :B'EELINQS ; IF TH~Y WERE> A SlNOL.N 

AliFLIOTXON WOlJLD llE TRB OAUSE OF 'rHl:l~l ALL,-XN REGARD TO 

THE OB.JEOT,-LlKEl THE CoONITION OP THINGS.-(1954-1956) 

OO~ThU:N'l'ARY. 

Tbe process is ... follows :-When the Object is present , there l\ppea..,; 
pleMure borl\ of the sense-orgl\l\ concerned ;-from tllia Pleaaure, proceed 
the 'Afllietions' of Love, etc.,- iJl. men devoid of wisdom (a.nd dispru;;siou.) 
and subject to evil propensities and tondencies,-out of the fruition of 
the Impressions left by the previously experienced feelings of Love, eto. ; so 
thet the Objects a.re not the direct ea.use of the feelings. 

The following might be urgGd :-"You are only expoWlding your own 
doctrine ; you state no reasons 1

'. • 

The o.nswor to this is-' A single AJ!l~i<m. etc. eu. '.-' Singlo '-i.e. 
of a single kind.-' Talra '-in rego.rd to tho objec~.-· Ta81Ja '-<>f thu 
object.-' Like the Cognition of things' ;-i.e. like the Ooguition apprehending 
the form of the Bl~ a.nd other things.-Al! o. matter of fact however, "•ingle 
1 Affiietion ' is not what actually appeW'S ; for instance, in regard to the 
single object in the shape of the body of the Woman,- whilo in one man 
the feeling aroused is t hat of Lot-e, in another it is H.au, while in yet another, 
mere juol4wty ; so that there are several kinds of ' Afflictions ' (Feelings) 
that appe«r.- (1954-1956) 

The following might be urged :-" Tho feelings of Love, etc. that appear 
during the present life Cl\UUOt be the effect of repeated experience in tho 
pMt ; they arise either from the seeing of the actual act done by othors, or 
from the advice of other persons ". 

'l'his is answered in the following-

TEXT (1957). 

1'HB APl'ElAI<A.NOE OJr THill FEELINGS CL~NO~' lll:l DUJ:: ElTIIEl< •rO ~'HE 
PEB.CEl'TlON OF THlil DOINGS OF OTHERS, OR TO HEARli>'O 01! TliLVGS 

PROM OTHER PEBilONS ;-BECAUSE SUCH IS NOT POUND TO 

:BE THE OASll ALWAYS.-(1957) 

OOMMEN'l'ARY. 

• Vrlli' •tends for doing•.-(1957) 

The following ,..,, shows how that ia not fow1d to be the ca.;e alw"ys :-

! 
• 
f 
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'l'EX1' (l958). 

BOA.RS, BUOI!S AJ<D OTHER A.NUtAU>,-WliO HA\'J:J NEVER SEEN OR HURD 

OF THE DOlNt>S,-BEOOME PERTURBED AT THE TOUOH 

OF FIIMALES OP THEIR OWN ~U.-(1958) 

COMMEN'l'AHY. 

'JJoingB '-J.utet'Cout~ ~ud tJu~ lik\). 
'Sabha.gagat·4, etc. etc;. '-females of t.he swue k.Wc.l,-i.e. the sow a.nd the 

doe. 
When thoro is wntact-proxitn.ity--of t1tttse, t.hur& i~:; • pertur&uion ,_ 

disturbauce,-i.e. dooi.re for intercourse.-(1958) 

'fEXT (HJ59). 

Sooa QliALt~'tE~ AS WrsuoM, GENTLENESS, CuMJ?AssroN AND THE LIKE,

wrucH ARE NOT lUBl'tUALLY l'RA(l'flSED L'< THE WOJ.tLD,-

DO NO'£l'l<OOEED BY THE!ts)l:L'Vli:S, LIKE PRIDE, E1'0.-(1959) 

COMMEN'l'ARY. 

H must be ndmitted that the feelingl! of Love, etc. appear by themaelves, 
a.-:; the ~ftect of ba-bitm\1 experience jn t.he pt~o.trt ;-becau.se such qualities as 
wisdo)n, gentlene~ and tho rest,-which aro not habitually practised in the 
world,-are not fo=d to appear by themselves ;- like PWie, et<;. ;-this is 
att insta.noo of d.iiJ.ciimUa.rity. 'Pride, is haughtinua.-Otherwiae, like J!ride, 
etc., Wisdom and the rose alao would appear by themselv.,.-(1959) 

Some people have held the followillg view :-" Love proeeeds from Phkgm 
(in the physical coll8titutiou of t he Body),-Hatred from Bilo,-and Delll8ion 
!roJu -Wind n . 

'l'ba anawer to that is aa follows :-

TEXTS (1960-19U1). 

'fKN ORIGINATION o~· TIDI ~·I.l.ti>LtNC>S CANNOT Bill DUD TO PHLE<l~l AND 

'l'HE REST. ~ECAUSE, AS IN THE PRIIVIOUS CASE, THE EN'l'IR.E FALSITY 

0.11 TIDS IDEA IS PERCEIVED IN EXPERIIINOB.-FOR TIDISIIl 

REASONS, TRA.T TIME Rll:l'EATED PRAOTIOIIl DURING WBlCB IS 

THE OAUSE OF 'l'.lllll .IIJl!lLI!IGS APPEABING FOB THE l'lBST 

TIME, MUST BE THE ' OTHER BIRTR 1
, \VHIOH THUS 

BECOMES IISTABLISHED ; AND THE DOOTRI!IE 

oF ' NoN EsT • BECOMEs DAMNED.-

(1960-1961) 

UOMM.b)N'l'AlW. 

• Ba~AJ;a ' is Ph~gm. 
' As in the previous CCJ8t ',-iu the case of objects, ss shown under 

TO!J:I. 19SO &bove. 
13 
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~rhou ngu.in, oH n. mtlttor of ft\ct, there is no hic1'6t\.~\ tmd rlecJ·oa~' in f,Jw 
foolings of Love., ~tc.. upon incl'Ct\86 nnd dtlcratl.g() of l!hlogm. And wh<tu t.ho 
c.lta.og<., in ono thing doos noe bring t\bout a cha.n.gu in tho othN', th~ [omtol' 

cannot be tho cant;& of the lt\ttA.n·.-Si.tnila.rly. fieroo Hatred, and not tiorc..-e 
Love, ha.>i been soon to appet\1' iu one with pn.1ponderuuoo of Phlegm ; while 
one with prepondern.noo of Bile is fouud to lur.vo fior<!O Looo, not fitW<:o flatrt:Al; 
t.hissortof corningliug is often mot wiLh; aud \vhou ono t.h.iug ~[>}>Ot\0\ without. 
tho other, this httter etiJlnOt be thu Ct\u~ c)i the former. l?urthur, t.ho ntt\Jl 

with Love is often fotmd to 00 in the s~uuo <:ond.ition U.i the Jnt\n witJt Halretl. 
-From th~o uon-concorn.itan<.:e:-~, it followd tht~t the fcoliu!tt' of Lovt~, ot.c. 
are no~ the offects of Phlegm, ot.o. 

'PMrm1t '-Thus; this sums lll> the cllt\ptor. 
' Yadabhyl4a, .etc. etc. '-Tbl' contpound i~ to bo uxpolmde<l a~

• Repeated oxperionce dm·iug which iK thu cawm of tho feelings in que.-;tion •.
(1960-1961} 

The following text8 ~ot forth the objections of tho oMter part.y :-

TEXl'S (1062-19n3). 

"(a) lF WHAT IS MEANT TO BB PROVED IS THE FACT OF THE FEELINGS 

BEING l'BOPUOED BY REPEATED EXPERIENCE DURING THE PRESENT 

LIFB,-'!'l!RN SUCH AN fDEA IS ANNUL"Ll'JD BY WELL•.PBRCEIV.&D FACTS, 

AND IS ALSO CONTBARY ·~O WF<AT IS DESIRED (BY THE BUDDlllST).

(b) !U WHAT IS MEANT TO BB PROVED IS THR FAOl' Olr THEta BEING 

PRODUCED BY THE J.tEPEATEO EXPEIUENOE 0~' OTHER LIVES,

TI!RN THE CoRROBO&ATIVIO INSTANCE IS DEVOID OF Tl!E PRO· 

BANDOM.- (c) lJr WHAT IS MEANT TO BE PROVE!) IS THE MERE 

trNQUALIFIED FACT OF Tl!Jj JIJitllLL'<GS BEu'<O PRODUOIID BY 'RE

P£ATED EXPERIENOE \-THE RBASON PUT FORWARD IS 
1 CON~ 

TRADIOI'ORY ',-lmOAUSE IT PltQVES 'l'HE OONTltARY Olo• Tlfe FACT 

011 THE FEELINGS BIIINO DUB TO Tl.IJ-l RE~EATEO EXPERIENCE OF 

ANOT.IO::l.t LIIIE."-(1962-1963} 

COMMENTARY. 

Th& aonso of tho objectiou is u.s follow~ :-
.. In reference to tho foolings of Love, otc. app~aring for the firRt time, 

what ill it that ill desired to bo pr<>vocl-(1} Is i~ that they procood from 
repoo.ted experience during prosol\t lifo !-Or (2} t llt\t they proceed from 
the repeatecl experience <hiring othct· liv .. !-Or (3} tha~ they proceed only 
from mere ' repoo-tOO. experience' without any q\1a1ification~; ?-Aa, if th.ift 
is proved, then by implication, it beoomcg proved tho.t thoy a.re due to ex
periences of the 'other world ' ;-thoSe are the only a.ltornative viewa po8Sible. 

11 (1) If it jg the first,-then thei-e is r btidJUJtta I Q( it-jneotnpat,jbiJity 
with facts of pereel?tion; because in fact, the Love, etc. in quel:'tion are never 

.. 

l 
I 
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found to apfl"e.r from experience during the pr<>soot life ;-and there ia 
'b4dhana '-dtnial--ll.Iso of what is deaired by the upholder of the 'other 
world'. 

"(2) Under the second view, the Corroborative Instru1oo cited becomes 
devoid of tllo Proba-ndum ; booo.11SO for the Ma.teria.list, thoro en.~ 00 no 
instance where the feelings procood from experiencet~ of pa.st lives . 

.. (3) Under the third viow, the Ren.son booomea 'contrt\dictc>ry' ;
n .. <~., Uke the Corroborative Instance, it proveR only the ncgatiOJl of the deBired 

·idea. of the feolingg being dne to experience:; d\tri.ng otl1or live."'.,.-(1902· 
!063) 

The a.bovo objection is answered in tho following-

TEXT (1964). 

WHAT JS MEANT TO BE PROVED IS THE GENERAL FACT. NoR WOULD 

THE REASON BE ' OONTRADICTORY' ; THERE IS NO INCOMPATI• 

BlLITY BETWEEN TB:ESE AND THE REASON, BY REASON 

OF WHICH INCOMPATIBILITY, IT COULD 

NEGATIVE IT.-(1964} 

COMMENTARY. 

It iA the third of the above alternative view·s that is meant by us. 
Nor i8 the Reaaon' Contradictory'. 
uwhy? n 

Because there is no incompatibility between 'beiny produced from 
past experienu • a.n.d 'Love and other feelings' ,-by virtue of which incom
patibility, the idea. of 1 being due to past experience • could be NQt a&ido. 

Further, such notions as 'this world • and 1 tb.e other world' nro based 
on differonces in the stoto or condition of things,-and the differencos of 
childhood, youth and ao forth. 

In this way, the hegin.ninglessnees (of thinSll) heoomes esteblialtod. 
Hence this should not he emphasised-as it amount& to the view-point of 
ot.her disputonts (Naiyl>yiko., llfimiil:nsako., etc.).-(19G4) 

Et~4 of Oll.ap~r on 1l"laf,oriali81n.. 



CHAPTER XXIII. 

· External World. • 

COMMENTARY. 

Under tho Introductory 'l'uu, • PI'Giilga·IOm~p/JdG ', • Inrervolved 
Chain of Causation', Juur been dOICribod M ' protibimbtidi-«mrtiblum• ~. 
• re.embling tho Reftoct.ion of tbin(lll'. lu •upport ol !.his ......nion the 
Ideeliat oeto forth "" foiiOW!C :- Thio entm. unh......., comprising the threefold 
phanomenr. (Subjeot.ivo or ImmAterial, Objective or Material, and .lmaginary 
or Fictitious) i• mere • IdeAtion • ; and thi• /<Wuitm or Idea, through tho 
dh•OJ'Rity ol ' chains • varying with eACh individual 'Bein.g ',is endless., a.nd 
impun-for penoon• who tu.vo not roalillecl the Trut.h,-bt•t pu,..,-ror thos~ 
whose • Karma • has been ,.;pod off; it la in porpotu"l flux (being deotroyed 
eve-ry moment), and affoctl Gll living beinp; it iH uot. on6 -.nd unmodifiabk, 
a• hold by tbe • followers of the Upaniojodo' (Vediut.in>J). 

Such ;,. the view of tM ldroliot Buddhil!to. 
'l~he idea of t.ho ent.J.rt, univonto boiog mere ldta if:l gut. uli by the following 

two method>~:---{!) Anything extornal, in t.ho forrn ol HMth, otc., which 
could be apprehended, boin.g non·Oxilf~nt., there <:Qn bo no apprehe.nder ;
or (2) ovou thuugh oxistont, in. anothor ~ Ohain ', the two factors would 
00 devoid of tho nharRoter of t.ho • approhondor 1 and 'npprehended '.-'fhe 
a.rgumont, may bo formulntod na follow• :-Every Oognitiou is devoid of 
botJ1 ' ap}>rohondod 1 nnd ' approbondor ' b&caWJG it io CognitiOI\,-like the 
Oognit.ion of the Roftootod J:rnago ;-and tho Vitoue.l and other P Ol'Copt.ioDl< or 
the l:£e11Jthy man aro Oognilion ;-Lilluou thio ill " l~u b..-1 upou thu 
nature of thing;r. 

'llh& .Reason ca.o.nut be t-egnrdod w. • nut conoo~·n.it.aut' (with tho Pro
bandum) : OOca\J.IfO, for tho Oognit.iou, thoro dooe not exillt any ouch apprc· 
hended objoct. u the' external world ',in tho shapo of th& Eart.l~ etc.. ; b&catu;o 
rrueh .. world would be devoid ol ono aa woll aa of oovoral fonrus. Thio argu. 
mont may be formulAted oa folio,.., :- Tb&t which la not of one or 50Vcral 

fonrus cannot be regarded by an into!ligout man "" • existent' ,-e.g. the 
• aky·lotus' ;-6Ud the .Eart.h, oto. poo<tulated by other pocple are devoid 
of ona and several forlllil ; bonoo t.horo ill nou ... pprohellllion in t.hom of the 
wider character:-. no third alterooloivo pooo!ibl&, e:n,u,_ ill inwriobly 
oonoomitant wit.h t.bo p.......,.,. of one or oevoral f0<m1 :-d the impooo!ibility 
of the relAtion ol • pervaded and pervador ' (t.hat which it! oonoomitent, 
and thet with which it i.o concomitant) would be t.ha reaoon that would rejoct 
any id ... to UJe ocntnu'y : bonoo t.ho l~u adduced <>~WWt be regtuded as 
' InoonclWiivo '.-Nor eau it be reg...-docl "" 'Oont.radictory' : because it la 
preoent ovorywhore wbere U10 Probendum ill known to be p,_t. 

In bri~ forward againlt. !.his &ason. the charge of being • inad· 
mlasibl& ', U>e Opponont baa ll<gued th..-' You may accept the principl& 

• 
• 
' 

' 
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that the mt\tarial •ubot.a.noos do not •xist at all ' ; and while proooeding to 
show that. •uoh " ProflO"ition would be oontl'lll'y to perceptible foots. the 
Opponent expiRinA tho.t tJw finft l~n i.M fKJI rtnvornitmll (with t.he Pro
hftndnm),-in the following-

TEXTS (1965·Hl66). 

"fp TIUI FOUR maltritJl JltlhMil'lt.CU DO NOT RXIST APA!t'l' IPRO>T THII 

CooNl'I'TON (0oNSOTOUSNJt.q.,, JDBA), THEN, J!0\11 IS IT THAT THEY 

Al\'R l)lSTINO'l'l.Y AND CLEARLY l'EROEIVJU) 1-EVEN WHEN 

80 'PF.RORtvRD, lF THEY Altl; HET .. D TO DE· NON-Rg_TST~N·.r, 

'I'IIl!!N FOR YOU, WRAT WOULD BB THE PROOF 

FOR TBl! P.XIS'I'BNCB OF TKE Oogniti<m 
AL~O 1 "-(1965-1966) 

OOMMENTARY. 

• Dwinaly •.-TIU. indicate~~ the fRet of tha four snbs!Ainceo being som&
thing di.ortinct from Cognition ;-1nl~ ' cl=ly ' indicates that it ia clearly 
perceivod. 

Thi• aa.me idol\ is further strengthened by a Rt<tuaio ad Ab8Urdum
'l!JtJtn wi~M so, eto. elo.'.-(1965·1966) 

Tho A- to tbe above ia as foUows :-

TEXTS (1967-1969). 

WBBN THE EXTIIRNA!. OBnOT IS PBRCE!VJID,-IN WHAT IIORM IS IT 

P£RORmD t ! S IT IN Tll1l I!'OIUl .OJI TK£ ATOM! 0& IN THAT 

OP A OOMI'OSITII TmNG !-As IIOR TB1I FORM%&, TBl! POIW OP '!'liE 

ATOM IS NOT WHAT IS ACTUALLY OOGNISJID ; BECAUSE IN TK£ 

QoGNtTION, Tll'&RB IS NO REOOGNlTION OD' SEVERAL IMI'ARTITJI 

CORl'OJIBAL THINGS ; WHILB, U TKB ATOMS HAD Al'PIIIARJID IN '1'.llll 

CooNtTION, TJDIY SHOULD KAYB Al'PEAl\110 AS DEVOID OW AlL DIS· 

TINOTIOSS OW OOMl'O~"ENT PARTS ; OTHERWISE TK£Y WOULD NOT BE 

' PJ!:ROEPTmLB ', FOR THEI SUfPLE REASON Tlt'&Y WOULD NOT BJI 

lMPRl'lSSINO TBlll COGNITION WITli TKBffi OWN liO!tM.-(1967-1969) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the external object were oogni.oed by Peroeption, it could be ao either 
(I) as ono and not-cUfloront from tho Atoms,-o• (2) 1\S one, but in the form 
of "' composite whole composed of the Atoms ;-or (3) "" a single groea object 
(by itloelf) not compooed of p&rta.-Theoo are the Ukely "ltemativea. 

I t eannot ·be the~- of tbeao ; t.hat is, it cannot be beld to be oognioed ae 
0714 and ""'-diff~ from cJU Alc<M; becawoe there ia no ~oogoition iD the 
Cognition (of tbe objoct) of sever$ I impartite corporeal atoms; in fact, what L• 
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n.ct\u\lly recognised in ConKCjonsne.sR i~ tho idM of aometh.ing groM.-If t he 
t'tinding i~ 'prattJay'€ apmlh"etfmuit ' , thero i~ to be no r.ompounding.--Tbe 
ill'gumnnt mo.y bE\ fonllnlt\tA::<I tlR foiiOwl'< :-'fho.t which do~:( not appenr in its 
own form in tho CognitiOtl which i!-t held t.o ho Pett'Cept.ion, SJhonld not he re
gttrded u."' 'perceived ',- for i nst.a.u<:~. the · ~ky-lotu."' ;-the Atom, mn.ny nnd 
corporonl, doeR not nppt•a.r in thiR form in t.hC'I Cogn.it;ion ·which is held t.o bt~ 
P01·coption, which n.lwt'l~':-1 npprolwndf-1 t.he !fNt88 fonu ;-t.hus t.Ju,r{' Ut no 
n.pproho.Mion n£ the widor chtu"'ctc,a· (wbic:h would imply peJ•ccptibilit!J): 
because t 'Pru .. ceptibility' i~ invnriAbly conoom.it.o.nt with ' t\ppeo.ra.nce of itM 
own form '.-This same h~.vn.rlahlo concomit.nuce iJ; Ahown by the words-' If 
tile Atom$, etc. ete.'-( ! 967-1909) 

The following might be u<ged-" In M mncb o.s we bold the doetrino that 
the Atoms arc alwo.YA prod\IOO<l, 1\nd also perish, in the nggregnted for:m,
thero ca.n be no appe.n.ran.ce of the Atoms singly ; as has bean a.AAert..ed by 
BIJ.adanta-Slwbhagu,pJa-c Ato.Ln& cannot come about one by oue, each in de pen. 
dently by itself; that also i• the reason wby thoy do not appear singly in 
eonscionsnesH '." 

The following Text shows thn.t this is no nnswer to the flirgument urg:od 
above (under 1967 et seq.). 

TEXTS (1970-1971) 

EVllN Ill THEY COME INTO EXISTENOE IN THll AGGREGATED FORM, THE 

ATOMS Sl!OUJ,D Al'PEAR nr THEffi OWN FO&M (IN THE CooNlTION); 

BECAUSE EVEN UNDlilR THOSE COND1TIONS TBEY DO NOT ABANDON 

Tlmffi impartiie FO&M.-lF IT BE SAID THAT-" 'I'BEffi 

FORM IS ONE T!l.AT IlA$ ltEACHRD Tillil LOWEST LIMIT Oll' 

DU.IUNITION (SMALLNESS) ",-'THEN, WHY SHOULD 

NOT 1-H"EY BE REOARDED AS 1:ncorporeal, LIKE . 

SENSATION, ETC. 1-(1970-1971) 

OOMMENTARY. 

' Under tlwse condili<>M ' - in the aggr<>g&t.ed form. 
Further, if the Atoms are impartite {indivisible), then they should not 

be regarcled M corporeal ; so that the present a.s..ertion of the Opponent 
involves a self~eontrEtdlet.ion.-This is wha.t is shown by the words u If it 
be said., etc. etc.'-' Lahdhfj,po., etc.' moons • tha.t iortn or oharo.cOOr which haa 
reached tho lowest limi~ of dimunition '. That is to ""Y· if the Atoms are 
not liable to dimnniti.on through the diminishing conta<>ts of componont 
parts.-i.e. if they 91'$ indivisible, without parts,- they must be regard&d 
as ' incor.Poreal', liko Set)Sa.tion.cs and Fee1ings,---QS there would be uo di$· 
tinction betwee•> them.-{1970·1971) · 

The following T~ ontici!"'teB the nrunver that may bo given by BII<UlanJa. 
ShuJJiiagupta :-

! 

: 
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TEXT (1972) 

" J UST All IN TB1: CASE Olf TilE COMING INTO RXISTENOE 01!' SXMILAR 

f ltOMlt.NTS ', TBE'U IB AN ILLUSION Oil' pennanen.c.t,-so 
WB.:N TJrBRB IS A.N UNBROKEN SF.Jli:BS OP OOONJTlONS 

OB SI!IIlLAR ATOMS, 1'HE1Ul IS .u; £LLUSION 

OB Gros.tneu."-(1972) 

COMMENTARY. 

Re htvt oflered tlte following nn."'wer :-.. ln the cft.CJO of KOWl.d and oth.or 
thing?' wl\f\t nro pel'C('jvod ~ Jte.\-et'AI RimilAl'' Morn.ents ~ ooming into oxistence 
one nftcr tho other; and yet. there is nn iUu.•ion of there being a ponnanent 
ontity ;-in thcMamemannor. in t.hcCMe of Atom&, wbatareperccivodsimultane
ou~ly f\rO RO mnn~r homogonoouM Atoms pi"EERRnt in an unbroken ohnio, whie.h 
givoA ril«) to thu mcnt.nl dehtFiion t.hat whAt is J)el'Ceived. ia A (JYOitt objoot.
Thus tho ReN«>n ndduood abovo in Text 1068 i.o • inadmissible'. "-(1972) 

The nnswer tO this iM tW follows:-

TEXTS ( ! 973-Hl7!l) 

IF THll PEROEPTION, ENTffiliLY BY l'l'S OWN llliNCT!ON, DJI) NOT llRINO 

ABOU'r TilE RECOONITION (OF TKI! lMl'Alt'flTE AT0)!8),-TREN, BOW 

COULD TUESE BB RICOARDBD AS 'Abt~NABi.E TO P£R0El'TION 1 ?
TiuT 'l'HINOS ARe MOiolRN'I'ARY IS ASOERrATh'ED BY M:ltANS 01!' 

'PltOOft j BUT HOW A llB T1m ATOMS 0001\lSF.D AS f WBlTB ', • YELLOW ' 

A.ND TRE REST ?-JT MJOHT 8.£ SAID "r'HAT--" 'I'H:B J'rR.ST VISIBLE 

TRINC: MUST BE AN AGOREGATE OV MINUTE ( INVISTBLl!l) THINGS,

BEOAU~E IT tS gr0.98,- l .. TKE TH:& R.rr..L AND SUCll' TlTTNOS ;-TJOtR~ 

IS Tlfl$ J'NI'ERENOE (WTilCii PROVES OUR ASSERTION) ".-TitB ANSWER 

TO TTOS IS TIUT grou~~tM IS "OT ADMITrED TO llll Plt.ltSRNT IN 'l'1lB 

TWO TIUNCS; TlfP. C<lMFOSlTF. lS NOT (l'R().~~. NOR ARE TH:R ATOMS 

SO.-lw WHAT ITAS II~P.N SPOKEN OF AS SUCH (GROSll) IS Till! WELL· 

KNOWN _FORM THAT IS FOUND EXTBNDID IN s-..AOE,-BVB'N SO, AS 

SUOll lfORM APPl!ARS rN ILLUSORY COONITION At.~O, Tlllll\E WOULD 

ALWAYS BB DOUBT.-1'11' TllE ANSWER Bl} THA~u IU.USORY OOONI· 

TJON I~ WRONG, 10111011 WHAT IS COON!SJID IS NOT ADMITTED TO Bl! 

SO ",--l"RT.N TilE ANSWltR IS TJL\T, lJNliE.C)S A DlSTINCTION IS ES'ZAB· 
LISITJ!D, WllAT WOOT .. O D.» THE DlPJ'-ER.ENCIJ B'Jl!'t'W'&BN TiffS A..~D 

TITAT 1-Jr TT IS Ctrmpalibi!ity 1<1ith fJftctiiJe actimo,-AJ<I) THIS TS 

SAJO TO CONSIST lN COMPATIBILITY WITil TJIB C<lONITION ENVISAGING 

TIIAT IIFPROTTVE AOT!ON,-TliKN SUOII COMJ'ATIIliLlTY IS POSSIBLE 

OTJIERWISll AlSO : ON AOOOU"T 01!' TilE CAPACITY I!'OR ACTION llBINO 

R.£S1'RIO'l'11D. - (197 3-1 !179) 

COMMENTARY. 

WJmt ls meant by tho cn1phMiAing fH\I't.iclo ' lva •, • entirely', iA tJu~ 

fact of thoro being no dependence upon the lnfo1-eutia! ln<liCt\t·i vo or t.ho 
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Bella.ble Word. WhAt ia meant ia tJmt. oven t.hough l'orception com~ n.bont .. 
it doe.~ RO. in nn mu;poeif\e(l (inclotcrrninnW) fnrm; and y(\f, that. facttur nlcmCI iK 
rAgtHdad f\.'l ']lorr.eivod, fc)r praet~Otlol pm'J>cl-'>O.'i in rogi'rd b• which it. prcKhttt<l:'t 
n. Re-coyn,itimJ., of ' tho form a.ctunlly approhendOO ; while t.lu\t fnr.lor with 
regard t'() which i t dooA not produce U1is Rt-CO(Inititni- ifs nx good n.:-: not .• 
apprehended, even though it 1night l'>C a pprel1ended. :Ftonco onr R(:t\.801\ 

cannot be regarded as ' inadmissible '. Specially bectmw whnt is tn('!ftnf, 

by the clause ' P1"atyayUprativetkt:lui.t ' (in Pext 1968) iA tlu\t ' it. dotl~ nnt. 
fignro in tlw.t cognition which iA meant to be P erc..'Opt.ion., nnd which iK put. 
forward o.s tho Reason in tJ1e Minor PremiAR. • 

·It has been A~>ed (in Text 1972) that--" the ideA of yroalim88 is 1\ll\Oiltnl 
illusion " .-That is not right; boonuAe if the Atom hncl h~~J\ AktAblik.hod by 
suitable proof, tholl. alone CO\lld the idoo. of urouness b~ regarded nfl 
wr<mg or illusory ;-as it is o~ly when the momentary charoeter o£ t.hin~ 
has been established by suitable proof, &hat &he ideo. of permanence i• regnrdod 
as wrong. As a matter of fo.ct however, the AtomK ba'Vt\ t\ot yet been 
68tablished; as they form the subject of the preMnt ifivestigat.ion. 

FHrthar, this 'illusion of grosme~s' cannot be sa.id to be 'mon.tnl ',
Ill! it appos.rs quite cleor\y; while what is confined t.o mere Conceptual 
Thought e&n never be clear; because the generic form i~; a.lwa~ indistinct : 
and withO\>& the generic form, there e&n be no Conceptual Tho\lght. 

.The following migb& be urged:-" Like tJ1e wn·tlemality of thin{P', 
At.om.~ also are actually established by suitable proofs. For instance, what
ever is gro88 is only of the natnre of the aggregate of mim>te things,-n• 
for example, the Hill and other things ;-and the first visually perooived 
object is gross ;-henoo this is a. Reason based on the nat'"" o! things. Th<• 
qualification ' visually' has btl<m added for the p•u-po•e of excluding t·h• 
'Atomic Diad' (wb.icll is not tJi8tU!lly perceived)." 

The nnawer t.o this iR as followR :-In the premi.~s ' because it iR gr<Y.-4.\t ',

if it iA nal ' gro!4:1n.GAA •, n,q n. property of the thing, that is put forwnrd tts the 
Proban.'i (Roason),-then ~uch 'wo~Rna..<tq • ia 11Ql. odmiUtd by your di~put.ant 
(the Buddhist) either in the P<obandum or in the Corroborativ0 Instance ; 
and in that case the Prob"""' is • inadmissible' and the Corroborative Instance 
is ' devoid of the Probandum ' . 

If, on the othe-r hn.nd, the 'grossnoss' moant is thn.t which appears M 
extended in space; which cannot stand the test of inveRtiga.tion, and which 
is well-known to all Common people, down to the veriest cowberd,-then, 
~even in the case of illusory cognition like D.roo.m, auclt • gross form ' actually 

figures in OonsciouRneAA, even though the.ro is no ' a~~ ot Atoms • n.t 
the Qm~ ; nnd hence your Prohans OOeoma.FI '!noonclu,;~;ivG '. 

If, in order to A.void thiR difficlllty, ym1 add the qull1i6cation' tl1ero b&ing 
no illusion ',-then, so fo.r ns the Idealist i~ concon\00, so long a.s the difference, 
Mtw~n t~ vis\U\1 cOgnition produced m\der nomu\l condit ions on tho 
one hand .and the cognition produced during dreams on the other, is not 
.. tablished,-there is no Cognition that ca.n be accepted as being 'free· from 
illusion' : hence th&> qualification a.lso becomes 'inadmissible ' . 

The following might be urge<! :-" BetW<ltln the normal heo.lthy visual 
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oognitinn Rnd the Dream-Mgnit•on. the diff-nCA ill quit<> el .. r-in Utat while 
tJta former iR oompf\t.ihlo with ofttwtivo Mtion, the lnU.er iR not". 

Tho RMWer oo t!U.. iR-What i• t!u. 'rompt•tibilit.y witJt offO<'t.ive 
1\etion f '-JI it i• IM reflching of lk tztemol ob,iea,-then, thet i• not yet 
OAtRhli•hed ; In fact, it. io {or t-ho estAblishing of tho oxternal ob,i«:t tltat t.he 
Renoon '"'" OO.n put forward.-TI, on t!Wl otl\oOl' ltand, • oornpatibility with 
effective aotlou' be held to coru-ist in tJJ.t Oognition. envi~oina tht dMirtd 
tffeclive actkm,-...then. otAI:rtuiu al.ro,-i.&. even 'vithout. tho txte..rtvtl obj61"l,
•noh compatibility would he po><l<iblo;"" thnt tl\0 Reason 1\ddu~ ill c106rly 
• Inoonclu.<otive '. 

Q"ution :-"Row would it bo pcli!Aible OlllenDiM f" 
An.;wer :-'On account of tl~ capacity for actio!'\ btiing re&l.r-icted ' ;-i.e. 

becnn86 the cnpaeity of the ""'""'· consisting in the immediately preooding 
Oognition, i• restrictod; that ill, a ecrtl\in proceding Cognition ill capable of 
bringing about. only a part.ioular Oognition ; nil <>re noe nb\e oo produce all ; (or 
example, your own ' External Object' ; which alloo pro""" tltat there io reslrie· 
<ion in the cnpncity of thit\g)i.- (1973- 1979) 

The following I..U urgo the defect of • inadmiAAibility ' in the Proban.o 
Rdducod by the Buddhist,-' beoo.use ;t; ie not rocognbud in COllSCiouenGM ',

from the viow-point of Sumali, the Digombaro (Jaina) :-

TEXTS (1980-1983) 

"ATOMS RA VINO TWO IIORMS, .similar (COMMON} AND dis~imiiar (tiNOOM· 

MON),-WHE"N THE common fmm IS THE THING Al'PRERE.>I"DIW, 

THEN TUB UNOOMMON 110Rhl IS NOT Al'PREH&NDIID ; SUOH Bl'l!NO 

Tlf1'l CASE, WHAT IS TT 'l'HA'I' I~ NOT PO.'I.'UR"LP. f-TN l'AOI', ALL 'I'RTNOS 

~XlS'l' TN Two li'OF.MS, TU~ • UNlVU.f)AT .. ' ANn TJtB • 'PARTTOULAR' ~ 
IO:NCJil ATOliiA ARJI OE<lLAIUID '1'0 IIAV>l TWO lf()ft..\tR-'I'IfE C<>7111Mn 

AN D 'I'RR uncommon. 0~ THESE, IT IS Tiill common "fORM THAT IS 

AlolENABLB TO RIINSlt-COONlTION. H:m<OB IT IS ONLY IN RliFERBl10II 

TO ATOMS THAT TlJliRB CAN BE CoGNITION OP ONLY O~."Jl iOIUI. 

TfiA T FORM OP THJI · A TOMS WilT OR IS UMO>nmon IS HIIL"O TO BB A URN· 

ABLE ro MvAno PnOEl'TlO:< ".~<;ucn A"Rl! 'I'RE ooln'om<oso AS. 

I!U~lP'l'IONS 011 SOMG DULL·WI'l'I'EO PERSONS.-(198()-1983) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sumali has Argued M follows :-"-All tJlings hav~ two 88pect.o-the 
Univon:-e.t l\nd the 'Particular; <'-OnReqllOntly Atoms exist in two foi'D\9--t.he 
common and tJtA ,.......,."""'; of t.l>086. it i• the Common form tltat is appro· 
hendod by the Sen-, not t.he unoormnon ronn. In this -Y t.berll io nothing 
incongruo"" in there being one uniform Oognit.ion <>pprehcnding all Aroma; 
and tbus it ia by Peroeption thnt Aoom• become eotR bli.ohed. 

J Oonjou~ '-l.ndeflnit&; in ""much as it implies no one definite form. 
-{1980-1983) 
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S&y3 the Opponenb-" Tlw ~~Mertion that ' things lmvo two form• ' i• 
quit~ doAnite ". 

Tnao,-that ~rtion is therA: but tilt' n..ll.<.ertion is uot. ri~tht.-Thi8 is, 
what i• ~thown iu the foUo"·insc-

TEXTS (1984-1!185) 

How OAN TT BP. RTGWI' '1'0 SAY TllAT A si.ng/e THI1<0 IIAll tu;o IIORMR! 

lN fAOT, TlnRlt WOULD BE TWO TIUNOS, EACH DII1DUUN0 FRO¥ TRR 

OTHlllt IN IIORM.-hl TRltY WRRE OF TilE SAiofll FORM AS ONII 

ANOTHER, TH& l)UAU'l't' Ol7 li'Ol't'MS WOULl> UE ANNULLED ; 

ANn lT WOULD D'B THE U'lC01nl'Mfl YOJ\M: THAT WOVLD 

Rill APPREHliNDED liY THE EYII ANil OTHE.R 

Sl!NSR·ORO < NS.-( 1984-19811) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instance, if t.harG ru-e two forma of a thing. diffe.ront from one 
another, then thore aro two things ; ... the two formo, being different l1om 
one another, would be t.wo different things; and it would not be right to sa.y 
tlmt a oingle thing ho.o two forms. 

ThM ag»in, tho two forms, ooing not-different from tho Thing it..,U, 
would be idontiool, both being like the form of " •lngle thing ; how then 
OO\lld it be a single thing luwing two forrM ? 

Ji\lrther, as the Particular fonn of a thing is not entirely difleron~ from 
tltn Univ.,...l form, there would be 1\ poAAibility of tho former being nppr~

hendod by the ROnRCS ; and in tho.t. ease thol'O could not be the c.loor eut dls· 
tinction that t the Common form ia amenAble to Seut.·aJgP\ition and thet 
Uncommon fonn i~ llmOOAblo to fi\)/Mic cou~!lion '.--(1984-1986) 

Further, the IUJSel"t~on that • one thing has two forms' involVCR, not. 
only a .. lf-contn\dietion, bu~ i~ al8o impliee wlmt is more damaging, that t.he 
one thing has two m,ttunlly eont.t•t\dietory forrns.-'fl\is is wha.t ls ehown 
in the following-

TEXT (1086-Ji'ir.tt 1.-ine). 

How ooULo O!<ll AND THE SAn 'l'KINO HAVX Two Mtl'I'UA.LL'I.' 

CONTRADICTORY FORMS (AND OIIARAOTIUI.~) 1--(1986) 

CO~O!ENTARY. 

TllO two fonrut-oommon nnd UncomtMn~nro Huob that t.ho abRonco of 
one implies the prMenee of tho othnr ond t~iee oer&:J ; how then CRn any aingle 
thing have tbeoo two fonna !-(I 986) 

ThAl follo,ving 1't>:t ..... forth tho view of K tm!Uril4 ;-
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TEXTS (1986-1987). 

"AS JS A.OTUA.LLY POUND TO BE THE OASE, IT IS NOT Il>IPOSSmLE FOR ONE 

A.NO THE SA~lE TlflNO TO >tAVE OONTl<ADlOTORY O'!L<l!AOTERS. 

THAT' ONE THING SHOULD RAV'B ONE AND ONLY ONE 

}'0&!.'\f 'IS NOT A nOYALEDIOT--!N FACT EVERY· 

TlUNG HAS TO BE A.COEPTF.D AS IT IS 

PERCEIVED."- (SRLO V!.-
Shii.nyav&il:£, 219]-

(1986-1987) . 

COMMENTARY. 

Kum.lirila argues thus :- u It is not true that mutually contradictory 
fonns cannot belong to any one th.ing ;- why ?-because it is actually found 
to be the caso.-Further, there is no such Edict of Kings that 'one thing must 
have only one fonn' ;-in fact, everything should be·acoopted. to be exactly 
"'' it is found ; o.• <lll notions of things are b...ed upon our Cognition of the 
same. As a matter of fact, the Cognition that is found to app<>ar in con
nection with things is in on& forrn,-e.s in the form of 'Being '-and also 
in many forms ; hence the nature of each thing has to be determined on the 
basis of the wa.y in which it is a.ctnally cognisesl."-{1986·1987) 

Tho a.nswor to the above is o.s follows :-

TEXT (1988). 

TmS CANNOT llE RIGHT; llEOA'O'SE THJIRE IS COGNITION OF THE NON· 

ENTITY .ALSO;-E.O. TIIAT Oil THll YliLLOWNESS 011 THE CONCH-SHELL. 

OP ' Dlli"I'ERIINOE ' TOO 'l'RBRE IS NO OTHER OHARAC

'l'ERISTIO EXCEPT TRB PRBSBNCE OF CON

'l'RA.DIOTO&Y l'ROPERTIES.-(1988) 

COMMENTARY. 

If i t be o.s asserted, thel'l no Cognition could be wrong ; and there would 
be an end to all notions of 1 difference '. 

It migh~ be possible to characterise that Cognition e.s ' v.Tong' which is 
subsequently subla-ted. But even .so, when the idea of 'tna.ny ' in reference 
to what is oM is sublatcd, bow could it b& rn>t-wrong ? 

Thus it i.s found that the exiatenee of Atoms cannot be proved either 
by Perception or by Inference; consequently t.he proposition denying ~he 
external wotld does not involve tile contradict,lon of a.ny fo..ct of pereopt.ion. 
Nor is the Reason adduced by us ' inadmis.'<ible '.- (1988) 

In £he following ee:u, the Opponent raises the objection ~hat th<> Reason 
propotmded in the form-' Because the Earth o.nd other things are not of 
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tha nature of on& or J;Ovru'ftl ftheroforo t.h~y muHt. hA non-C'xi"'tent] '
iH doubtrul und hPnct1 • iuaclrniAAihln' :-

TEXT (1989). 

"T1f:E RXISTENOII OF ATOMS 1\IAY NOT Bll PROVED. THERR MAY BR 

OOITUT .1\I{OA"ROTNO TTlRM. BUT HOW OOUL'O rNTRI~T~Hll~N'l' 

Pr.lAAONS HAVf.: TlfB ~RT.ATNTY Tf[A'r ATOMt-; un NfYI' 

EXIST AT ALL! "-(1989) 

Tho following tettt8 !Ulpply th~ a.nswl•.r t,o this-

TEXTS (l990-lA92). 

JN l'!VERY 08JltOT, IF T11X FORM OF TJrR ATOM AT TlOl CXliTRR,-WliTOll' IS 

IN CON.TUN01'10N WITH, OR I)[STIN01' 111t0M, OR I.YTNG OONTIOUOUSLY 

WITH, Tllll FRONT PART OF ANO'l'llER ATOM,-IS REGARDED AS 

ALSO PAOING ~ TIURO ATOM1--TREN, lN TJIAT OASE: TJffiRlil 

WOULD BE NO aggrt(lal.ion. IN THE J'ORM Oli' Tllll RILL 

AND OTHER THINOS.-b, ON TKB OTHER l!AND, TBll 

mEA IS THAT WHAT IS IN Jl'RONT OY THF. 

OTIIER ATOM IS ANOTHEI!. FOR)! OF THE 

l~RST Aroat,--THEN, tN THA'l" OASE·, 
H OW COULD SUOK AN ATOM 

BR Ollt f-( 1990-l!l92) 

CO~flffiNTARY. 

Tho argument may bo fo~mulated .. follows :- That whioh io devoid 
of the fo •·m of OM or many is ftt for boing regarded aa ,....,illont,-n.• the 
'sky-lot-tu~ ' ;-the Atoms polltull\ted by the other party are devoid of the 
form of om or tncny ;-hflnM thiJ4 i& a Rouon bo.800 upon the OAturo of 
t.hings. 

n cannot bo said that tJ>c> Reason here adduood is 'inacbni88ible ' ; 
booause that the Atom is O!ljl MWlOt bo admitted ; becaU$<1 in the Rill and 
other things \Vhioh e.re aggmgo.to• of Atoms, tbore is diversity of IMings 
towards vtU'i0118 directions. 

This 'diversity of locinga in various directiona' must bo preaent in the 
Atoms aloo, ot.herwiso it oould not bo poooiblo in the aggregateo ol Atoms, 
like the Rill and oU"'r tJtingt ;-t.hia is what la oot forth in the wordJo-' If 
the a.uumpcion. il, etc. eu. •. 

Som• poople hold that in ovory Object, the Atoms are in ciO$& conJunction 
with one &nothor ;-<>tbon~ hold that they r<~maiu there sep&rate irom each 
other, always, without touching one another ;-<>thora again hold that there is 
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no intexvening space betwoo.n atom!:i, hence they a.re said to be in contact.
Under all these· three views, when the Atom in the middle is surrounded by 
ma.ny other Atoma, if there were no diversity in its faeiuga toward.fi, various 
directions, then,-as in the case of the Mind and Mental ontitios,- no aggrega
tion would b& possible-, as Atoms have no pa.rta. For iUHtance, that form in 
wbiob the central Atom would be facing one Atont,-il in that Name form., 
it also faoed other Atoms,- then, it. would imply that u.H tho sm·rounding 
Atoms occupy the so.mo point in space, and no aggregation of them would be 
possible. 

The argument m&y be formulated as folio'"" :- Whatever fuoos the 
Atom of one form must occupy the same point in space,~s for example, 
the Atom lyi11g in apace behind the said .Atom,-or tho HO\IW th"t st~<nds 
facing atJ.oth~r House ;--and a.ll the Atoms surronn.ding tho centrKl Atom 
stand fa.c.ing tha.i central Atom which haM only on.e form. ;·- hence this is a. 
Reason b"""d on tho nature of thingl!. As a oonseq(tence of this, there could 
be no agfl""('®ion (of Atoms). 

If, on the othet· hand, the ce.nt:rat Atom fa<.:eg the otber Atol-.\ in anotJ1u 
fo'rm. then Q.l'> the diverse fa.cings would be there, tbe Atom could not be one,
being jU$t like tiro Jar and other thing><. 

Bha4.41114-SiwJihaquplt> has offered the following expl&nation :- " In 
the 'Ctw:ie of an ontity, as difierentia.OOd fro·m the 'non-existent' and the 
'noD.-entity ', several Univeraala M'e a.asumod, bUt not i n. roo.lity; simila.rly 
in= the ease in question, a.s Atoms exist in several things, they are asst.ooed 
to be many, but not in reality. Because there is no distinct Category in the 
•hapo of Space (or Dirootion) as posited by Ka1;1iida and othera ; becallae if 
this Space wer& one only, then the diverse notions of • E..st •, • West ' and the 
rest, would not be possible. It is only the Atoms that lie there ono aftsr 
the othor which come to bo spoken of as ' Space' or l Direction , ; hence 
when it is said ' bectm~ there is diversity of facing~; in Spt.ee ', a.U thQ.t is 
rn.(l;tl.ut. is tl:wt ouo Atom is surrounded of sev~ra.l AtoinS,--e.ud not that the 
Atom h..., parts " . 

'l'his is not right. Beca\186, if the Atom hru; no ))Mts, it i.s like tho ~find ; 
tlond hence there cannot be any such diversity as its • upper' or • Jower' 
parts; and in th.a.t oa.se there could bo no 'surrounding 1 of the one by the 
many ; just ,.. there is none in the case of the Mind and .Mind-products. 
Thus the 'surrounding 1 being, in reality, non-exiatent,-how couJd there 
be any exi>-tence (of the Atom) in the middle of surrounding Atoms ;-by 
virtue of which diveraity due to fac:inga could be assumed ! 

If, even in the absence of ' upper ' and ' lower • parts, thoro wero ' sur
roundings • b)' other Atorns,-then there oonld be such surrounding of Mind 
and Mental offeots ~<lso ; and in that c&lle, like the Atoms, these latter aU.o 
would •-ubo!U<t in Space. If not, then tho Atoms also could not subsist in 
Space- Bonce it follows that thoro could be no aggr6(Jalion of Ato>M; this 
is absolutely certain. 

'.L'he following might be tu-gad-" In the cuso of the PrCB•ru 'Mind
moment • there is immediate sequence, in time, to the Past and l''utu.re 
~ Mind-momenta \-and yet tho Preseut l\lomont ha.s uo parts like tb& 
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various divi.eions of Time-Second.8. Mlnu~ and so forth ;-in tho some 
marmct. in the caso of Atoms, OVCI\ tJwugh there ~ stu'rolulding of one 
At.o.n by m&ny At.oma, thl>re would be no J>t\fl8 in the Atom, due to the 
£acings in Sp.1oo." 

· 'fhi• io not rig,bt. A!J n matt~ of fact, thero is no"""' immediate sequence 
hetl\·oor\ Ute Pr~ont. Moment And the Past and Future Moments; becau~ 
at. that. moment. tl*lft latter' o.re non.e-xiatent. ; Gnd thoro eau be no real 
ooquenee to whnt ;, no11-exiAIMt. All that is ~ble is U~&t-, becalll!e tberu 
ean he no relation of ea,..., and Effoe~. belwe<!n Uungo exU.ting at too 88U\O 

momen\, therefore through that relation the existence of the Paat and Future 
~!omenta;, implied and OMUmed ;-just as there is aaswnption of Prior and 
P-ior Non-oxistenee. In th& 01180 of At.oms however, there cannot be 
aoy such &'18umption of ""'luenee in - ; aa in that """"· no aggregation 
would be poesiblo. · 

Thon again, it cannot be right t.o reg&rd t.hingo aa IDilh<>W MUM; for if 
they wero oo, they would be olwo)'K there . 

.Even the pereon woo &dmits the 'illuoory ' character of thing><. must 
regerd all things aa IDW> ea-. And when they o.re toW. c:nu.s•, it is not right 
that the Cause o.nd rutoet &l10uld exlot at the ~-e moment; nor can the 
Cnuae be non·o~tenl before the Effec\, ao, in Uu\t caoo, it could not havo 
the requisite potency ; afur the aJ>po~ronco of the Effect, there would be no 
use for tho 01\UBO. Bonoo it muat be 1\dn:>.itted U\J\t o.ll CnUHe• exiot before 
tbe Effeet. 'l'hi.s idoo has been thWI oxpro..OO-' l'rovious t.o the Effect 
if the Oause is non~axiRt.ent, i.t c&n havo no potency i after the Effect, tltoro 
is no u~o for it; honoo t\U oausea must have existenoo prior to the E.f.fect ; 
heneo no Object can exist o.long with its cognition '. , 

Thus, oven when All things nro wibhouC pn.rts, the existence of toomo 
sort of sequence in time 8tflnd8 t.o reu.Kon; but how could there be a.ny so(!uonco 
in spaetJ, if Ulere were no p&rt8 f 'l.'hiH is tho point that iB urg<>.d. 

If. even in the ab8enoo of portM, thoro wo.ro sequence in "P'<<"• then thoro 
could be ~uob sequence in tho MOO of ~find and Mental effeeta also; "" thilre 
would be no difforonce belwcel\ th& two ...... , llll already pointed out abovo. 

•l There i8 di.fterence duo to corport.tJU~y ... 
Not •o ; 8a in tho Abaonco of parts, thoro cannot be corporealily also. 

So this explanation 1noon8 nothing more than the aaoertaon of the preaenco 
of puts. There;, no other point of cliff.,..nce. So there is nothing in this. 

Thus then, in tha cue of all things, it ill only oequenco in lime the~ haa 
aomo baai.s in reaaon; anythil>g .noro than th&t,-in the shape of sequence 
in •paca,-is not poooible oxeept when there are parte. Bon<» it is a p&r· 

fect.ly eorreet ot&t.omont th"'t.-' where there ;, cliveroit.y of laeings in Spece, 
tha thing cannot be one '.-Wo deoillt from further labouring of tbiA point.
(1990-1992) 

On UU. aubj~ aomo people argue aa foUowa :-" Unrlu tbe cireum
stoneeo, At.omo may be regudecl u being minutor points of Space itoelf ; and 
if porta of those would have t.o be aoaurned, thooe pert8 agt.in would eoUBist 
in the ataU minutor points of Speco ; oven though thi4 may involve en infinite 
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t•egress. But in nO OQ.SO doea it seem to be justifiable to rega-rd At<>ms us 
ll'\61.'6 ideal (subjective) entities. for fe&· of having to regM'd them as with 
part6.-Even if they are mero subjective entities. it i!i necessary to postulate 
t.l. cause for that Idea; and tbu.t which is t.J\8 cause of that Idea. would itself 
be tho Aton1-.- lf wh.a.t you are lreelci.ng to provo is tbt\t Atoms do not exist. 
t~t a.ll,-eveu ~«>.the IWasvn uddueed-' Because there i~ diversity of facinSl'l' 
-i.a · ino.dmi8$Jible 1

• Bocall80 mere rtur\-entities-li.ke the ' llorns of th4:\ 
Ass ·-do not have the diverse faciugs towardi; the East ttt\d other directions. 
-Nor can yow- a.rgumeut be treated na a .JW:Mu;tio ad Absurdum.; bec~\ll$6 

'the diversity of facingt; 1 is not admittecl by us ... 
The aMwcr to this Us givon i 1\ the following-

TEXTS (1993-1997). 

AS .A. MATTER OF FAOT, WHAT. WE HAVE BEE..~ CONSIDERINO IS THE ATOM 

WHICH HAS Blll!JN REO.utDED BY OTHER PEOPLE AS DEVOID OF DIVISXON 

INTO PARTS ; AND IT IS NOT UXPRO.BABX.E THAT THIS MAY LJIA() TO 

SO>IETRINO UNDilSXRABLE.-WREN '.L'IlESE PEOPLE ACCEPT TRE 

FACT OF THE PARTS TRJ::l\tSELV"ES BElNG : ATOMS 1 >--'1'.8::£~ THIS 

CERTAINLY INVOLVES A DEVIATION FROM TB&I.R OWN DOCTlUNB.
TRE .A.BGUMEN"l' THAT HAS BEEN SET FORTH (BY US) IS ONLY IN THE 

FO:BM OF A Reductio ad Absurdum ; TKIS XS NOT OPEN TO THE 

OHAEOE OF ' lNADMISSfBILlTY ' REOABDXNO ITS SUBSTRATID!.-Tloil 

UNITY Olr THE A~OM ALSO BJICOAO>S DISCARDED BY THE CoNJUNO

TlON, :&TO. THAT THE OTHER PA.\\TY ADMITS.-THUS UNDER ALL 

VIJ<WS, THJI ATOM CANNOT BE REGARDED AS BEING ESSENT!ALLY 

one. AND WIIEN tT CANNOT BE one, XT CA..~NO'I' BE mtJny ElTHBR.

THUS, FOR AliL WISE l'EOl'LE, THE ATOM IS ONLY OAP ABLE OF FORMING 

THE OBJECT OF THE DJ:!l.FJNl'l'J:: IDEA TlJAT XT JS NON·EXISTENT,

B.ECAOSE l't HAS TH.E NATURE OF N81TH.Ell- ont NOR trnJn.y,-X:..Jl(S 

Tllll Sky-lotU8.-{1998-1997) 

OOMMENl'ARY. 

The m&n who postulates the ' Atom ' must hold t hat it is a certain entity 
with a well-defined form. Otherwise, if there were an inde6nit.e Infinite 
Regreaa, the form of the ' Atom ' could not be determined ; and in that ea&e 
our Oppon:ont would him""lf ha.ve established the fact that it is sometlring 
' indeacriba.ble ' . • indefinite 1

, ' indeterminate • ; and thu.a he would have 
established what is dosired by his Opponent. For these reasons, that se.me 
well-dofiuc.d entity which you would provo to be the 1 Atom', without lur.ving 
recourse to an. Infinite Regress,-if wit.h regard to tba.t same entity an investi
gation is carried on, why •hould there be an lnfinit<> Regress I Specially 
so when th& Infinit<> Regress would lead to the subversion of your doctrine. 
But that would not bring about a situation undosirable for your Opponent. 
-And M this would be enough to prove what is dosired by your Opponent, 
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t.bo arguruont ttu.t. wu h"w rut forwtUd is only by -ir of " Rtdudw ad 

Abftlnt"'"' 
Our Rooson C&lllot be "'gwoded ""' • inadmil;;<ibl~ •. Bool\u.oe th<> other 

party luw accepted the viow ~hat, At.onl.S t1.1'6 in conj~UlOt.ion witb ontt anut.het·, 
- tho,t. thoro iM no inWrvon.ing HJ>M:O bet.we(ll\ t.hem,- t\ncl W~t\t. otulh Atum i:.c 
amrt'(.H.Uldcd by Atom.;; diHLJuut h·olu OJ.UJ t~~noLfwr i i£ i t wt•r·e not Flu. how 
could there bH MY Ou!,'llitiou of lt, l' 'l'hug though it ht~l'l not. ht~'fL ttclnJ.ittt:Jd 
in t10 ll\.l:l.ny won:ls thnt thnro i11 • tlivotM.itYut fu.cin..gl't' in AtAmw,-yut. it fol!owl't 
from tJw e.oceptauoo of their I>W.ng in conjum.:ti.o~" tW\d lW furth. Vu I~ U16rtt 
ia divOI"'!ity of • upper' a.ud • lowor ' p.vts, there cannot. btt tU\Y Conjundion, 
Cle.,- u....., is none in tbu """" of tbo Mind l\lld Mon~»l Eftoct4 ;-thi.! W... 
boeu oxplained before. 

It Jw.s been tt.rgUod tJwtr-u It he Uectl6t:kU'Y to ll<hnit. u. U.uwo for t.h& 
!doe or tho Atom, and U1»t. whicl1 i• the C..tt.e or tlu•t Ido,. i• t.ho Alofl• " . 
-'!'ho aULs\1/or to thut h1 tthat thero it~ t•lraady a <;3m;o fur t.ho illusory id~ of 
' At.om ',- in the :;hapo <)f tho notion of tbo du.ijt.-pnrticlo~t coauing iu thr<)\1gh 
tho holo,-thiij notiol'\ roMttlt.iu.g ltom tllQ fruition of thu lmp.res~o~ion.t; left 
by the oont.omplation ur wrong t.otwhiJ>g>l. It canuot bo right oo reg.trd tlw 
At.cnn it6elf M the CH<tUWl of it..t owu Idoo; y,g in tMt t;d.HO, tho Atom wvuld 
no&. have a. p\U'Uly subject.ivo oxiHtcnoo. ll it were not .w, thou the Cl\USO of 
the ldA>o> of tluo Soul would oo....U.t of tbo Soulit.ol!,-tUid not or tbu 'Tbuughi,. 
t>hM~' (Skondha•) ln UU.. w..y, till of t.be Atom, •o or tbu &ul "loo, there 
ooold bo no deui&l. 

'rh~ it Us ~tt.bli~:~hed th ... ,t A to mM Mnnot be one ; a.~nl u11 tlaere oan u.o longer 
lJo tmy doubt on thi.t; ()Oint, our l-tou.•wn cunnot be regt1tdod..., ' inadntissiblo ' 
for proving the fact or Atom• boiug non..eo:i81<:rli,-(1998-IUQ7) 

Having thll.S proved thut thD 'External Objoot' io dovoid of t.he naturo 
ut 'mauy ', tho Text procuoc.L:J tu show that it oonuot havo tb& usturo of 
'uno':-

T.I!JX'l' (IOU!!). 

BBCAUSB, OY AOCOUl<T 01' T.llll NON-CONJUNCTION 0 1' T IUI kroK, TJU: 

Collll'OSlTE OANN!n' l!lXI!IT,-TK£RB.FOBJ:: OTUJ::R UOPU: REOABD 

TKE 00>ll'OSITB AS OOMJ'OS!D OF ATOMS.-(109!1) 

COMMENTARY. 

'l'hoHe people ''ho admit of the GrotuJ Obje<:t, evou t.lJough not cotnpmsbd 
or Awms,-forthem,l.iko t.be Aw1n, the Gross Objoctllol&o oould not bo regarded 
rw one, because of 'tho divor.ity ot its facings •; because if it wore one entity, 
then tbo oboking of thD band or tbu limbs would lead to t.be shaking or 
tbe whole body.-As this i¥ quite cle6r, Wld was thre&hecl out on ... vu..~ 
occaoion., the Author btw not pointed out. here any objection• to UU.. view. 

'l'h'"' tha Reeson-' tluu wMd• w <k110id of 11"' MIIU'C of one and "'a"!!· 
uw. ow. '-which haa boon put. lorww-d by us, for provinl! t.hat. tho"' eau 
bono activity in regard oo ' extornal object$ ',-is one t.hat ootmot. be regardod 
oa 'inadmissible '. And when tbot is ' o.dmissible ', tho Earth and other 
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externnl things u.ppreheuded should be treated AA ncm.·e:xi8tent. And when tho 
Eo.rth, etc. cannot be ' apprehended ', the faet of tho Cognition being the 
'apprelumder ', &S~o;mnud on t·lw ba.<ji~ uf t.bo a.pprohon>liun of thos:o th.iugx, also, 
becomes provt.'<l to bo iuadmi~;:;.ib le. Thu!i it bc<:omes (~Kh,bUshed t.hat nil thix 
ii:l u'\CU"Q • ld(m. • (hai:lo t' puroly subjoc.tivu exi~;t.enw).-{lUtHi) 

Having thux prov(ld t.hut ldoa n luuo oxisLs, un t.lw b'I'Otu\d uf thoro lwiug 
uu 'object', the A\1thor now proceed"! to prove the soouo, 011 the gro\md of 
the absence of the characten. of the 'apprehended ' "nd the ' apprehender ' :-

TEXT (1999) 

EITHER ' NOT BNVISACING A FORM', OR t ENVISAGING A FORM ' , OR 

'ENVISAGING SOMF>'l'RING ELSE ',-'rRE COGNJ'l'ION CANNOT 

APPRI<flENO ,\ Nlr 'EXTERNAL TRTNC ' .-(1999) 

COMMI~NTAlW. 

Neither us ' form loss •, nor as 'witlL form ', nor • wi th the for-m of ::some
thing other tha.n the objeet ',-can there be any apprehension of the external 
Object; and there is no other way possible. Hcnee Cognition is olwa.ys self. 
cognisant, even when there iR Al\othor 'Oh.aiJ\' which is ex ternal to it .. 
Hence it. become• csts>blislt~d that. Idea or Cognition alone exiat.•. 

Some people have regarded tho Cognition of one fonn M approhending 
(onvisa.ging) a. Cognition in another form ; for exo.mple, the Cognition in the 
'yellow' form. approhon<.ls also the 'white • conch·sheU. This has been thus 
tl.'-'Ort.cd by Kumlirila [Shlok<wart·ika.-Niriilambanavada, lOS}-" I n ovcry 
enso, there is an external bllCk·gromul, appearing mldot• diverse condit.iona of 
Phwo and Tin1o,- be it. during thi:s same lifo or h1 lmOther life, or at ljomo 
other t i1ne. " 

I t is in view of thiJ; viow that the Text lut:i introduced the third alternative. 
- (1999) 

Quuti<m :- H VVhy ghould not tbo n.lternativel'l julit set forth-' not on~ 
vixa.ging tl. form, ot.c. '-apply to t he view that tbo Cognit.iou (or I dea) is 
l:i-Olf -cognised ? ,. 

·.tht8we-r :-

TEXT (:?000). 

Wmm THI!l CoGNITION n; r.l<OOUCEO, IT rs PMOUCE.D AS OIFFERENTIATEO 

FROM .ALL ' UNCONSCIOUS ' FORMS ; A.NO IT IS TIDS FACT Oll' ITS 

BEING t NOT- UNCONSCIOUS ' THAT CONSTTTUTES ITS 

'SELF'·COGNISAlHLITY '.-(2000) 

COMMID.".l'A It Y. 

When Cogu.it.ion ir; t~aid to be t ~>Cif-cognisant •, it. is r1ot meant tba.t it is 
the apprellende.r or C(){fniatr of itself ; what is moMt. is that it sbines~-becomes 

14 
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manifested,-by itself,-by ita vel'y nntw'<>,-just like the Light cliffuacd in 
tho ntmosphore.-{2000) 

Q-utBtiott :-'' \Vhy ~ tho Cognit.iOtL not rt:gt~.r<led tW t lw ApJ>rclu;mdcr (of 
it~olf) ? ,. 

Amwcr :-

TEXTS (2001-2002) . 

'£HERE CAN _BE NO ; SELF-COG-NITION' OF THE CoCNI'l'tON, fN 1'J:JE SHNSE 

THAT IT IS 1'1JE action ANI) ALSO THR active agent ; BECAUSE ONE AlH> 

THE SAME II,NTIT>r, WIDOH "IS Ufi'AltTlTE I,N IIOlW, CANNOT HAVK 

THREE CHARACTRRS. liENOE THE ONLY R!Om' VIEW lS 

'rH AT THE 'SELF-COCNITION' OI+' THE CooNtTION IS 

:01T.& TO ITS llELNO Oll Tll.& VERY NATliRE OF Ct>N· 

SCIO USN£S.~. UN l>lllt '!'liE CU<CU.MSTANCl~~. 

HOW CAN THERE BE ANY COONlTION 01' 

ANY OTHER THING IN THE SHAPE 01-' 

THE 'OSJ!i:CT ' 1-(2001-2002) 

COMMEN''l'ARY. 

'Pllree charactera '-of the 00{JUi..tJt,(/., tht\ Ooyttism· nnd tho Coynition.
(200!-2002) 

The following might bo urged:-" JwJt t\.~ thora i':l ~;olf-eognition of Uto 
Cognition i~eJf. xo wot•ld thm·o be cuguH.iun uf t.l\O ]~xtermt.l 'l'hiug ulxu, 
witJimat t-horo f:k~iug 1\.U CIJ)prcfte1HICI' 1\.Jld 1\ll CltJ)Jfc/Wtuletl n . 

'l'ho anij:wor W thtl1;. la nx lolJow~; :-

TEXT (2003). 

THE FORM OF ANY OTHER TIUNOlS NOT SUCH UUT UPON ITS COGNITION, 

SOM.£1'FUNG :m.S® WOULD :U.ECOM:E COGNISED ; BECA\JSJ:l IN REALITY, 

TKINUS ARE Dll'FERENT PROM ONE AN0Tl!£R.- (2003) 

'l'hongh it htts been axsumod t.lu:"t thor" is the s.inglo form u£ • Eutity '
u.M differentiated Crom 'nou.entity '-which is common to all tJ1in~.-yet in 
re~'Hty, they are all different among themselves; hence there is no' ono.· nOS$~ 
among them. This is wht~t js meant by the ph.rt~e-' in reality '.-(2003) 

'fhe foHowjug nl.ight bv u.rg~d :-" J!:ve11 t·hough t.ho E·xterna.l 'l:Jting b~ 
d.ifforent lrotn tho Cognit.iuu, yot it CO\lld bo 1 cogn.i~ed \ 'npprehondod ,_ 
jw;;t M the ~gnition ita:elf is u . 

•rho answer to that is as follows :-

f 

• 
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TEXT (2004). 

I T lS POSS18LE Ji'OR THE 0oCil<lT10N TO BE COONlSI!JD, BECAUSE lT lS 

PRODUCED IN THE FORM OF CoNSCIOUSNESS. 'J.'HE OBJECT, ON 

THE OTHER HAND, WHEN PRODUCED, IS NOT IN THE 

FORM OF CoNSCIOUSNESS ; HOW THEN COULD 

IT R I~ COGNISI!JD 1 '-(2004) 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thus proved the 'self-cognition • of Oognitiona. the Author 
Proceeds to show that there can be no apprehension of the Object by 
Oognitiou which iK formloss (and enviaa.gos no form) :-

TEXTS (2005-2006) . 

UNX>Elt THE VIEW THAT ' CoGNITION ENVISAGES J,. FORM • 1 THOUGH, IN 

REAUTY, THl:RE IS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO (THE CoGNITION 

AND THE FORM ENVISAORD RY lT), YET, ON ACC011NT OF THE 

:REFLECTION RA VINO Tllf: SAME FORM AS \YJIAT IS R Ef'LECT)H>, 

THERE MIOHT DE 'CoGNITION ' (OF ONE BY .T.Itll 

OTHER) rN THE INDllU!O'r SENSE.-BTJT FOR ONE 

WHO DOES NOT REGARD THE COONITION AS 

lH!ARINl: 'rllE IMPIUNT OJ! TliS ()HJ I:W'1'1 

-'l'HBRF. CAN BE NO ' CouNITlO.N I ol! 

'£HE l~XTERNAL ODJECT, HVe.N 

IN THE $AID 'INDIRECT' 

SENSE.-(2005-2006) 

COMMENTARY. 

t B.e.jleClion. '-i.e. of the form of the Cognition. 
''I'cldrilpyiit '-on e.cc<;>mlt of itg having the ijan\6 form. 
• Ind·iree/. '-not primary ; llOcondo.ry. 
1 Even.Jhis '-cognit·iou in the secondary tiOI.U:$0, u~umed on the gronud of 

similu.rity.-(2005·2006) 

The following might he urged :--"'rho sword atrike• the Elophant, tho 
~""ire burns tbo infil.11l\ll\Q.blo thing ~ a1\d yet the Sword und the Fire u.ra not of 
the fornt of the Elephant and t.ho inflammable thing ;-in the samo way tho 
Cognition, tho\tgll. not a:;s,uning the forrn of tho Object, would apprehend 
that object ". 

TIW. is the view set forth in the following-
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TKXT (2007). 

'l'nB vur...t.owuw JUEA MAY DH J~N·r~n-·r~\ I N J::n-·· 'l'nK HwoHu A Nu Tlu; 

)1'!.JlCJ~ 1 •rllfJtiOH NOT (.H<' ' I'IH! JIOHM 011' TTIK ]~L~l'I I.\Nl' ANU '1'11 1~ 

}NYJ' .. AMltlt\BL£ OBJJ::t~·, UO 1]JH (ltJ'.["1'1NO ,\NlJ '1' 11.1!: IWUNIN<.! 

011' THOSE ODJE<.."''S; IN TH I~ SAllolH WAY WOULU 1'.HIS (CoUN [ -

TlOl/1) AL'lO .UO (Tll" Al'l'RBHJ!NDlNCI <W TH H OJJJJ!O'I', 

WlTRO\)T ASSUMING lTS FOR>t). "-(2007) 

OOMMEN'l'ARY. 

The geu.itive ending in 'd4nticlahyii.de1)' is in connect,ion witJ1 'l'ltherla

diihlldi' . 
''!'his '- Le. t.hc Coguit.ion. 
~l'ho t Ot' 111 'li.cli' iutludm.c NU()h othu1· ctU"l'N as llto j .(lllljl ilhuuinufiug l·ilu 

Blue omd oU1<1r •hiug><.-(2007) 

'l'ho fulluwiug Te.vL prvvid(;)S tho uuswu1' to Lho uho\'l' :-

TEXT (2008). 

'£HER~ IS NO ANALOGY (llllTWllli:N THJl TWO CAS.RS) ; BECAIISJI THJ! TIIINIIS 

CtT:RD A'RE PRODUCTIV.H OF TJlE OTHER OBJECT JN 'I'JtAT FORM, 

·AND JTBNOE ARE KNOWN AS SUOH; WRU.R (;OON 11'10N 

. JS NOT PMDO"CTIVE IN 1"HE SAME WAY.-(200l!) 

COMMENTARY. 

'!'he Sword ilt f product.iv6 ' of t·he Elephant, and is, on tJu\tnccount., kuuwn 

1u1 the • Cutter' ; wh(l.t happens is th$t wh~n the E.lephant is struck by t.lu-t 
Sword, there ia p1·oduced an Eleplumt with Nundered limbfl; sinllhu ly whon 
tho Fuel i~ touched by Fil'e, it bccomM produced t\S t.he Live-cou1; in t.ho 
$8Jne 1ntuU\e:r, the J al' a.ud other externa] t.hings &1Ko become C(l..p8.ble of pro
ducing cognition,", through J .. ight. But even xo, the Cogu.ition does not 
confer ~lY benefit upon the Object.; on the <..'<>n.t.rary it i~ the Object that 
produce~ tl1e Cognition i n. a clear fonn. When, thu~;, the CoguitJon do~ 
not confer a.uy benefit upon the Object,-bow could it. be it~; 'Cognil!er' t
The mere fact of the Cognition being the product of the Object cannot justify 
the idea that it is 'Cognisant • of that Object; as otherwise, th<' 
Cognition might· be regarded "s • Oog•usant' of the Eye and other mcanl; of 
Cognition also.-(2008) 

B/uldani4·Shubh4yupta hos arguod as follows :-
" .Even though not nssuming the form of the Object, the Cognition 

doos apprehend it, bocause it is of the nature of the apprehension of that 
Objoet; !wnce no question sho\lld be ra.ised M to how it apprehends it and 
like whAt it apprehends it. 'l.'his hO<; been th\18 tw<erted-' If the Cognition 
does apprehend the Objoet, then it is of tho nature of the apprehellllion of 
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thn.t Object;, and no questi01\ Hhould be raisod o.e to how. and Hko wha.t, it 
apprehends it.". 

The nn.<wcr lA> this ill M folio" .. :-

TEXTS (2009-2010). 

TRE FACT Ol11'HE CoGNlTION BEJN(I OF TUB NATURE OF TRE Al'I':RBHENSION 

01> Tl'flll 0DJEOT WOULD D8 PO~SIBLE, 111' TJIE APl'REIIENSION OF THE 

OOO!nSIID OBJECT WERE OF THE FORM OF CoGNlTION, OTHER· 

WISII IT SHOULD DE <lLBARLY STATED TIIAT Com,-rTION lR 

Ol' TJU NATURE or A.'PPltE:Bl:NSION; TT HAS NOT BEXN 

POINTED OUT TRAT 'THE APPREHr.NSION of lht 
obju.t, TS IN TOIS FORM' .-(2009-2010) 

COMMENTARY. 

All thiJJ would be tnte if it wero proved U\At Cognition i• ol the nAture 
of the 1\pprehaMion of oomothlng other than itoall ; as 1\ mAtter of fact .• this 
has not yot been proved.-B..,..u"" the Cognition doe.• not apprehend the 
Objoct by ita moro e:<iat<>nco ; ll it did so, it would apprehend all thlngs.
Nor doe• it o.pprohond tho Objoot, as its product; for , if i t, dicl, thoro wottlcl 
be apprehon•ion of t.he Eye and other organ.o o.lao.-Nor is Oogniti?u hold to 
be Ollilh form, by virtue of whioh, being sirrulu I<> the Object, it oould not be 
distinguW>ed from it and thoUt regarded ao • oogniaant' of it.- Thu• then, 
if the apprehol\l<ion of the cogniJJod object wore of the nature of Cognition. 
th~n tho Co~tnltion could be Mid to be of the nl\ture of tho BJlJ>rehoMion of 
lht ob:ject. Ot.hon\;HO, how cnn it ho ullequivncn11y "tA.tocl thn.t;" Cognition 
lR of tho nl\tm'C\ of t.ho approlwrution of the object" t 

In fact.. Cognit.iou b<>in~t oomethlng different from the npprehen$ion 
of the objul, it mlliJt be of thf'l nl\ture of Cognition itMJf ; and benco it becomes 
t!lfttablished thAt Idea or Cognition atone is whAt rxists.. 

The following might be urged :-"There onu•t be some peculiarity in 
the Cognition, whereby it apprehoocb< t.h• Objoct only; nncl what thi• pocn
Jinrit.y ik Cl\nnot be exe.ctly indicated". 

rrho ft.,I\.Rwer to this ill given hl the word.'l- 1 It lv.J.S not been poinUd out, 
tU. m. •- • Bhaooti' ho.8 lA> be •uppliod. l'hough every •J>Oci!lc entity 
cnnnot be indicated. yet by oomo fMt of imagination it ill alwoyo spoken of 
110mehow. rr it were not •o. then no peculiarity oould be .... erted in regud 
to Colour nnd other thlnge alao. The mere vague nseertion, thnt 'Cognition 
i• the "PPrtil<Mion of the obj•C/.' does not stow anything cleo.rly and unequi· 
vor.ally and with certainty. 

From this it follows thnt if t.bo oxi•t<>noo of objoota wero ORI<lbliRhed in 
thiR vaguG indefinite fonn, tho objocte Wt)u1d indoed hoeome I"Nllly Wt'll· · 
... tohli•hoc\ 1-(2009-2010) 

Tt mi~ht be M keel:-" lf tllMO were no Object. to l>fl "ppreh•"rltd, who~fl 
n.pprahonJ'ion wnnld bE'! tJH\I'O t 11 

AnBil.ter :-
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TEXT (2011). 

TI!EJ.\ll OAN BB NO SUOH COMPLAINT As-" WHOSE APPRBUENSION WOULD 

IT BE~ , _IN FACT, AJ?.PRERF.NSION IS TRB VERY NATURF. OF THE 

CoGNITION ; J UST AS • SATISFACTION • IS OF 

Pl.eaaurt.- (2011) 

COMMENTARY. 

It i.~ the nnttU'e or ~R~:Jenee of tho Cognit.ion it$\e1£ thnt i~ rn.liC'd •npprt"· 
hon$1iOn ',-by ronHon of itA being o[ the nature of Light. ;- just tUt-' SntisfAl'
tim) • iSI of P le.f\:mrC' ; when one speak~ of • the Wil]ttrtion. of P1C'n.<mrC\ ', thf\ 
mf'lro fact of t.hf' two being mentioned t:~eparately doe!-t not mttkl\ t.ho 
Satisfaction Rometh.ing different from Pleas-u.rt.-Similnrly. thous:h thc~n:~ tU'l' 
such exprosaioru:; as ' apprehenHion of J31\le ' . ' upprdu.ml'iua uf Yt•llnw ·. 
a.nd so fortJ1,- whero tho two nppear to ho difft\l"tlllt·,- Y(,t,, it. iK t.hc• v-m·,,· 
nat\&re of the Cognition tlu"~ it a.ppoors in. t.llo form of Bl·ue, c:t.c., 1md lumen 
it is spoken of in f,Jlo Raid munnor ; n-nri the roa..~on for thi t:~ lies in tlm f1t<'t· 
that Cognition is by ita nature self-cognisat~t.-{2011) 

. Question:-" ~'hat is this ' Self-cognition' that is spoken nf ? , 

A1l.8Wer :-

TEXT (2012). 

IT lll.BANS TliA'r JOR ·rnE CoGNITION ow tTs owN FOJtM, THl1 CooNITION 

DOES NOT NEBI> ANY OTUER TlfllW ; AN 0 YET IT lS NOT 

UNCOONISED ;-THIS IS WHAT IS MEANT BY 

'SBLl'·OOGNJ'l'ION '.-(2012) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following 'l'txt ra.ioos a.n objf\Ct.inn to t.lm ,;t.ntcnnent. just. made
from tlw view-point of Kmnlir.fla :-

TEXT (2{)13). 

"WHILE FUNCTIONING TOWARDS TilE APPRllHlllNDING Oil' THE OBJECT, 

TRB CoGNITION DOES NOT TOUCH ITSlll.l:' ; HBNOE, BVliN THOUGH 

IT IS ILLUMlNATlVE, IT J;'EilDS SOMBTHiliG IILSE FOR 

JTS OWN APPREHENSION."-(Snlokatldrfika.-
Shfl.nyatldtfa, 184].-(2013) 

OOM:MENTAR.Y. 

This is how Kumiirila argues-" Though Cognition iJI of the nat.u~ of 
Light, yet for it~'~ own manif~~tf\t.i,On, it n~ed." Romet.hing else ; nnd it doru; not 
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touclt.-i\)lprohcnd- itsel{ ; '"' it he wholly to.kcn up in tho mo.nHOI§t.il\g (appro. 
bendittg) or the objoot; and whon i t is engaged in one thing, it on.tlnot operate 
0""' anoth<-r thing, without abnndoning the forrner."-{2013) 

Antici(l<lting an objoction on the bAAio ol the Lamp (whioh is sell· 
illuminod), J(umilrila statofll\8 foliO\VS :-

TEXT (2014). 

" OR, TU ILLUMINATTVIl ORABA.OI'tR Oil' T1IB CoGNITION MAY 'Bll 

ltOOAl\OliD AS CONSISTTNO IN ITS BllfNO Tire Al'l'.B.liTJl!NSION OV 

TRJI Oli..JEOI'. AND AS TRBRE IS NO Al'PREIIBNSION OW ITS11U, 

CO<INJTION O..u<NOT BE REGARDED AS ILLtrMINA.TINO IT• 

RBLP. "-[Shloifflvlirti~'fi-Shunynvdila, 185].-(2014) 

001\lMENTAlW. 

Tbo qnOAt.iOl\ n.riJdng-• If tho Cogni1inn i,. nnt. iUumint\t.iVC\ n£ itself, 
bow can it bo regarded "" illuminAtive of the ~xternal object ! '-Kumiirila 
offers tho following a1\S\var :-

1'EXT (2015). 

u A~ m Tn& CA~ OP THE EvE. tT ts POU'NO THAT, BVEN mooou IT rs 

n .. LIJMINATI"Y.S, YP.T IT RAS ITS TLLUMJNATTV"ENESS RE.'l't'RtOTB.O 'T'O 

Cor..oun,-so IT wom,n 8B lN T11E OASe rN Q.UESTtON At ... c;o."
(.'!MokittNi•·Hktt-Sinin1!"viillfl., lllG].- (20 l 5) 

COMMENT A R. Y. 

In Ut& onae ol the Eyo ftnd other organ~~, it is round that their illuminative· 
ness ifJ roRtriatod to certain dofinite things, liko Colour and the reat.-even 
though tho Eye, etc.. t~.ro not illuminative or themselves : t.ho •~mo would 
he t.lte CM<> with Cognition nt.o.-(2016) 

The following might bo nrgt'd (again~~t. Kt.,l<iriks) :-' RO\V i• it that, 
nhnndoning it8 own ~u, which ls more intimo.tc to itaeU, the Cognition illn 
mines only the external Object ? , 

Tho (U\Awor to t.lliR by Ktmuirila is as followFt ;-
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TEXT (2016). 

"TilE ILLUMINATIVENE.~~ OF TRll CoGNITION OPERATES UPON 1'11 E 

BXTERNAL OBJl!C"r, AN)) NOT UPON TTSEL:P, J!'Olt. WANT OF TUE 

NECESSARY 1'0TflNOY (OAl'AOI'rY). fShUJka!Jil>·J/ly~ 

.<ihil>l?J<Witdii, 187].-AND TID.' J'OTIINCY OJ.• 

TNU/08 CANNOT BE COMPLAINED 

OJ'."-(2016) 

OOMMEl\'TARY. 

Quution :-'\''by Hboukl the Oognition not ht\vn thto l)Ut<'ne~' to illu 
minato itaelf ! • 

A,.,..,. :-Tiu> polency of IJ•inqs cannot be co>nplainlld of' ; ,...· hM lx"'n 
tht11J doelarod-' It is fire nlono thn.t bun18, not A'hl.!ha,--.vho iH tn 1)(1 cmn
plainod ngainBt for thi• I '-{ZO IO) 

Tho nnswer to the abovo nrgumonte of KtmWrila ia Nt fflllmVA :-

TEXT (2017). 

IT 1R THE I APPREHEN1)JN0 0)' TlfE OBJECT' THAT JS OALt .. P.D I 000NITION •. 

WREN \l'R1>N, IT IIORM8 1'1'8 OWN ESSFlNOE, HOW OOliLll THFlRP. 

!lE ANY OTHIIJ\ FUNOTION OVER IT 1-(2()17) 

COMMENTARY. 

n h"-• been asserted (under T.., 2013) thatr-" while fnnetinning ov•r 
tha apprehending of tho Objeot, tho Cognition dooo not touch it8011 ".-Thi• 
ia irroleVl\nt. Becauae the 'apprehending of the objeelo' iA not oom•thinp; 
difftu'ent. rrom the Cognilibn. For instance.. it iR Cognition itAf'lr whic-h i!ol 
•pokon of by such •ynonytna M 'villi' (apprehen&ion), • t~pa}tJbdhi' (cnm· 
prehonftion), 4artltapraliti' (objective consciousnOSB), and • vi.jflnpti' (idt't\tion). 
\Vhon. then, this 'R))prehonding of tha object' formM tho vnry soul of thH 
Co~nit.ion, whnt othor 'functioning ',-in tho sho.po of tho 'nppro)u,.ncling of 
the object '-could.tbo Cognition Juwe, a pare from itsolf,- by virtuo of which 
it could be Bl\id that ' the Cognition i• functioning over tho npprehending 
of the Objeot' ! Certainly it iA not right that ru>ything Ahou\d operata upon 
itMII.-{20 17) 

The following queotion might. be raiaed-" How is it known thAt the 
' opprehanding of tha obj80t' ia of tha Mture of Cognition,-on occonnt of 
which ' Cognition' and ' npprehendinp; of the object' ore regordod .,. oynony· 
monR t" 

The AnBwer to this is Qa follow& :-
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TEXTS (2018-2019) . 

• APPRl<HENSJON. l'ORMS THll VBRY NATURE OP TLUI O&TECT. lJr TllAT 

APl'REH8NSJON WEl\E O'Jl' THE NA'l"1Jl(.E OF' 0oGNl'rJON ', TJUiiN IT MJOJtT 

B£ CORKEOT TO IUlOABD THE 'Cooi<TTION ' AS BEING OP THE 

~ATURB OF THS 'APrREUENSION OF Tl-11~ OBJECT '.-BU'l'IT 

CANNOT BE SO (UNDIIR YOUR VO!W), AS TH.AT WOULD 

U."VOLVll THE .A.BANDONI.NG 011 YOUR . DOOTIUNE; 

EVEN SO, THOUGH TllE COON IT! ON WOULD COME 

TO BE OP TllB NATURE 01' 'APPU~ 

RENSlON ', THERE WOULl) BB NO 

Al'PREill!NDINO of objecJ8.-
(2018-2019) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Appt"ehen.oion • mus~ be regarded as of the tWJtwoe-form-<>f tho Object; 
othC\rwi~o, how could the Oognit.ion operat.o ovor it t Thoro enn be no opc.m
tion o( anything uP.,n wba;. dooo not exil!t-e.g. tho ' Ilaros' Horn '. C<ln
soquently if the •~id • Mturo • of tho Object in the form of Appreh.-nft<m wore 
not-diftoren;. from C"Vf'iliOn, then alone could it be oorroot to regard the 
Cognition M boing of tho Mturo of the Appr<MMion of Objuta,-o.s has boon 
doeln.red (hy t-he Opponent) in the IWlnteneo-" the illttmi1141iw:nuo o( tbe 
Cognition ooauUshJ iu ihl being of t.ho JU.loturo of tho Apprehension of Object:t •• 
(Too:~ 2014). 

On beilJ8 p.........OO. hard, t.ho Opponent. m ight 1\dmit. tho nool-diftoronoo of 
Cognition f.tom the A 1'1'~ of Objuta ; hence it U. added-' Bta it c:annol 
b4 1/tfJ vnder flOUT i1itw' ;-·it' stands for tho idea of the Apprtl&emion being 
non·ditlorent from Coonition.. 

• Your opinion '.- viz..: t.hat "Cogu.it.ion iR dovoid of t.ho o.ppr~hoMi(ln 
of it<;el(" ;-thia would be ~bandonod it the Maid non-difteronoo wtlr<l 1\dmitl<!d. 
That ill, if it be admitted that the Cognition is net c/if!erom from th" Appro· 
/umsion of Olijecls, it would moon that CognWon. i" "lJ·.r;ognitl«l. 

Tho !ollowing migb~ be urged:-" When wo ·~Jt of Cognition ""' 
'ilhuninativo ',we do not. meaat tha.t it iA 80 bectut.Je ;, i1 of tA. natuN of the 
A:P1'f"'/IM~&i<m of Objuu; bnt only that it is of 1/u 11al11ro of Appnhtw~ion, 
pure and Rhnple ''. 

The 81\3Wer to thiN is-' Euen UJ11en, oiL tU. '-1 Ta.t~ya ' st.e.udlt for tOO 
Oognition-.-}~vcn thm1gh Cognition has now come to be of the nature of 
more Appreh.,.,ion, not of the nature of tl•o Appt"OMMion of Objecu,
evoat so the.ro cotll<l be no di~tinct Ap7)rt/~n8ion of Object8,.......ff\lC:h M ' thi11 iR 
tllO npprebension of Rl11e, nnt of l'ulow '.-{2018-2010) 

Quution :-" Why ahould not thoro bo HU~h 1\pprohen.llion 1 n 

A~.~ 
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T~~XT (~020) . 

.F'on. 'f'JJ:E OTllBtt P.AnTY, 'PROXIMITY' COULD NOT 88 TUP. UA~ YOR ~tlCJ[ 

A'fPR:IHBNSION,-AS TJtP.R.E JS UNORit THlt YU~W THAT COONITl O~ 

JIAS A l'OR:\1. IN TllB SHAPE OF TIDI ' HRFLE<"I't:U 

btACIE '.-(2020) 

COMMENTARY. 

t For lltl'- 0/.lter 7>arl,11 '.~nC'I who hflld.l't tho vim\' t.ltAt OnJZHiti•m i:ot furm· 
lo!\.'l; wh08C opinion irt thl\t •' it iR t.IM\ C"Xtonlnl OhjN;.t. t.hnt. h.,.,. ft)rm. t lu• 
OoguiliOl\ i• foo·.nlo•• ' ".- (2020) 

It boo boon MIWlrtod (under '/'tz.l 2014 ) UU\t-'" tl10 inulllinllli'"""'"" nf 
Cognition ooMiBts jn it.a being of tho nnturll of Appro.honj(iOJi ". 

'l'ho auswor to this i.l4 AA follows :-

TEXT (2021). 

JP. RY l'TS NA'Mlln~, ( 'ocnn1'TON TS 'mr.on&ri:Mt8 ANU A~ StrMl, flAN U:\YI~ 

NO A'PPltUll.ENSlON O'P 1TS£LP,-'I'UP.N, TltF.lt'R WOULO Bit 'SO 

OONSOTOVSNE~S OF m-m CoaNt'NON ; WlUOH 'YOtlLD 

ME.--\N TJJAT TJfJt 1tAJI£R lS TlfR CASR WlTit Tlffi 

APrREll.IDISlON Oll' TRR OTIIBR AT.SO. 

-(2021) 

oommN'rAtW. 

If Oognition, hoing unoonsoiouf!, tl(.)QioJ not opprohond it8olf§-thon tho 
Oognllion illl<llf being im~ptible, the app...,hension of the Ohjoct nloo 
\Vonld hnvo to bo rognrdod BA ;,,.perceplible.-{2021) 

'l'ho followil\l( onig)ot bo Ul"gec\-" If tho Oognition iR not l"'rreptihlo. 
why Rhonld tho BJ>prehonsion of tho Object ~l•o eo'"'" to bo p<~rooptiblo ! 
~rtaiuly tho inl~rtoeplihilit.y of Colour d~ nnt mn.kf' Somul. 1\IRO irnpf'r• 
nupt.ihiC'I ". 

Tlv- tm!owor f() thiA iM n.q foliOWA :-

TEXT (2022) 

Tlm A ppr*Mtm. of 111~ Objecl rs OAT..LEu 'Co<nnTION ' ITSELF ; IF THEN, 

TU.ERX IS NO 1'llliCill'TION Oli' TRE CoGlllTION, ROW OAN TRI!RB 

RP. PF.ROEMTON OF TR}l OTRER ?-(2022) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wo cannot find ru>y otl>Alr form (or ch&rac>ter) of tha Cognition, 1\J\1\rt. 
from Apprehen•ion. And "" long M wo oonnot find nny snob, if wo wero to 
Of\rry on nny bu.c;inOM, w& wo\lJd b& docoiving ourRelveA 1'U\d a\Ao otb&nt. 
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If the Oounition iR twcoguised, what other eognit.ion could thoro be of 
the apprehe>uion of tl.e object? None whetsoevor.--{2022) 

It might be hold that there would be apprehension of it by another 
Oognition. 

'J.'h& a.n$wor to this is a.s follows :-

TEXTS (2023 -2024). 

lF THE APPRE"HENSTON OF THR OllJllOT WllRF. APl'REJIENn:F:O RV AN<YI'RER 

COONITION,-THl!:N IT WOUl .. D MEAN THAT AT T1IE 'rU.fE TlrAT 'rB'E 

OBJECT IS Al'rltEIUlNDED, IT IS NOT COGNISED ; ll:F.CJ. USE ITS COG NI· 

TION JUS NOT YET COME ABOUT ; AND Il' THAT IS SO, THEN WHEN 

AOAIN WOULD TT BECOME COGNISEJ> ?-IF IT BE m:LD THAT-" IT 

WOULD BECOME OOONlSBD WltEN ITS OOONITION BECOME.t; COGNISED ", 

-'J'HlDN 11' WO'OLD ~lEAN THAT THE OllJECT WIHCJI J$ NOT COGNISED 

AT THB TIME OF ITS OWN APPREHBNSION, liEOOME$ COGNISlilD ON 

THE A.PPREHENRION OF SOMETHING EL'>li.-TmR lNl>RED WO(.Tf,D BE 

AN RXTRE)!EJN WISE ASS!IRTION !-(2023-2024) 

COMMENTARY. 
c S ·Uldhyasamgiddhll}. '--on account. o·f its cognition not ha.vi1\g come a. bout. 

-It oonnot bo right that the thing '"'hoso appearance has not become cognised 
shouJcl 00 regarded A.<it appnrt'l'd. Thn.t iR to sa.y. even a.t t:he time thnt the 
ObjcO-t jl'{ n.pproll(U\(lrcl, thoro ili n.n cognit ion uf it; hOOOotu;e t.lll'l approil.(\ru;ioll 
cou..o;il'\t.ing of tho mt\nifc~">ta.t-ic:m uf tho Ohj<'.ct Juu.; not yot. 00<"m cogni~uxl ; undCil' 
tho clrcuma:t.uuoos. i t bchovoH yuu t.o D:l· .. l>lnhl at what t.imo it. would hecomo 
cognised. 

If it be held that-' it would become cogni8ecl, ttc;. etc. ' ;- i.e. it. WOl11d 
become cogni.OO at the time of the AJ?p&amnco of tho Oognit.ion of i t" cogni· 
tion,-thi~ indeed WOllld bo A very clever nAACrtion! How can a thing 
whjoh is not cognised at the timo of itf> own n.pprehen~ion bGcnme togni.iu:~d 
at the timo o! tho cognit.iol\ o! •omething else t-{2023 -2024) 

It might be granted thn~ it dOt'S boeomo oos:tniRod,-only if U11.'ro wore 
no infin.ito regt08~; as it iA however, tho ideo. involve.~ cm \Httwoidnhlo intlnit~ 
rogross.-This is '\Vh.Dot i~ Kltown in the following-

TEXT (2025). 

111 THE $.4-TD COONI:TION' OF THE Al'PREliENStON IS NOT COONISF!D, THEN 

THE PR20l:DtNG 0N1) REMAINS UNCOGNISED. IF OF TKAT ALSO, 

YET ~NOTHBR COONlTION WE!tE POSTlJJ.ATIID, TJIEN 

THERE WOULD BE AN INll'lNTT.E REORESS.-(2025) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Ta81JG '-Atands for t.hc rw.cond cogni tio!l of the apprehenAion of thj) 
Ol.>ject. 
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• PrenuUny one '-i.e. t.I\('11\PJ)tOhomdon n! tho Ohject .. 
I !Wmai.n• uncounilf:Cd.'-i.&. ft'ltnJ\i.wt M ~mothing of whit~.h tbero l'Wt 

beo>t no ooguitiou.-(202~) 

'rlaen agJtin. i( it VI: held thAt. the Apprehrn.~on iM t\J)f""C'h«"ndt'<t hy nnt't h<"r 
Cogn.lt.ion,- tlum in oonnc-et ion with thiH lt\ttor COAnit iuu nl~"o• thoro wmtlcl 
certainly a.ppra.r tho He.tMmbra.J\(!('1 ln tht fonn IT bavu hn.d tlw c·o~nltion 
of tl10 Cognition'; oo tl..U. for Uli• Cognition also thora will luw~ to ho (><>"· 
t ttlRtod another npproho1tlQon. ;-M withmtt provimtFl 1\pprt'l,OnHion tltM~ 

can be no Rememhraneo; under tho circumstanoos. it bM to I~ &xplftincd 
what thAt it whieh, h"ving nntb.ing ~lAC to dn. gOl'A on producing thir. Mt,rinjl' 
of Ooscnit.ion,o~ nncl Apprehflns.iou .. ~.-lt. Ct\nuur.. be the Object tJu~t IJrlngfl nlx•ut 
thi• ~tring. llooau"" it form" M>e object ol tl"' initiAl ('ojtnilion itoeli.- Nor 
ean it 00 t.ltn S(lmro-orgun nnd Light i M f.Jm:ro could ho ofToctivtl ouly ;u 
the ~.n.'\0 o( Virmal l 1oreeplion.- l\or crut the Mid ~trinsr o£ ('ogu.itiou."' IK• 
regnrded M vrithouJ. t'ttttM. AA9 in thnt ~. thf'ra would he th~ pn.~ihilit.~· 
of it.A boinA thoro 1\.t 1\ll Hm01o1. 

It 1night })(' AAid that u it he the tirMt (.'()guition itl'lt'Jf whiC'h ~ nn 
producing CoWtitjon,c, ono n(ter tho ot he1· ''. 

'l~ho rulHwor to thi11 is n"' fv1JoW8 :-

TEXTS (2026-2028). 

[TF TT \VBRil AS SIT0(11~STE1>), Tlll!N TlfRRl~ WOUT,D OB NO ROO~f l'OR Tlm 

000'1<'\TTON OF ANY O'I'IIBR ODJECT. AND YET SUCH 000N1TTON IS 

ACTUALLV li()UNl> TO Al'l'JIAR. AND TT1 Tlll!l\B IS OOONTTH>N OF 

ANOTHlm OllJl!OT, THll LAST OD Till! SERIES 01' OOONJTIONS OOT!LD 

NOT BX 00GNL~.KD TlY ANY OTllBR 0001'\'lTJON ; SO THAT TUAT WOHLD 

REMAIN UNOOONlSEJl ; AND Ill' THAT IS NOT 00GN1SliD, ALr, 'l'llll Rl~R1' 

OW THE SERIES MUST REMAIN UNCOGl<"lSED ; SO TIIAT TIT£ ENTillR 

WORLD DBOOMES BLIND (UNOONSC!OUS).-Jlr THJilll, THE VJRST OOONI· 

TJON UR llF.OAROED AS SELW~COONlSED, TJlBN Tli:B !)A)l E MAY ~mtP.T.Y 

BB !lAID 01• TliE O'I'>IKM Af.SO ;-liJ!OAti"SR TRliY ARI! ALL Cognition; 
OTmtRWISE, Tfn~Y WOlrt.D NOT DlC CO(jnition AT AT.T •• -T.HOil •rrrR 

,TAR ANI> Sl1Cll TJITNOR.-(202r>-2028) 

OOMM F.N'J'A Tt Y. 

In the w&y ougg .. t.ed, there i8 no pM~~ihility of the cnt<~ring ol any ol:hor 
Object (it\to the fold or Oot\J!CiOtlBMAA). Bocl\u••· 01\Ch ouocooding Cognition 
would ho th& Object of f.ho pi'Oelll>ding Coj~nil.ion. nnd would he thom in cl01<~ 
proxin\ity to itR <"A.\t~; nml AO lon~t t\8 i t hnd fmoh t\1\ int.imntely oonnootc•d 
objootivo, wltyohould tho <Jognitio11 11\ka u1> any othor I""" intimate Objeetivo ? 
In fR4t>. oven though •uch M ext~.rn&l Objoctwere """"""'··it oould not,.-..simply 
beotm~ it. iJJ oxtetnal,-prt'vont t.ho Cognition from tlnviAf\ging tho preceding 
Oognil.ion. Jf, even though external, the Objec:t oould provont tho Cognition 
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of t.llo Cognif.iou, tlwn uo ouo could novor ~·PPl.'O)Iend an.y Oogn.itivu at Aoll. 
lloc, .. u~o tl•( .. l'o i!'t ho point of t.iuw whuu u.n vxh·run l ObjC"ct j~ uot pl'()g()nt. 
- Ht'liH'tnhJ''' lll'U also woultl l>et:fiiiJl ' rooted out; b l 'CJUL!ifl Utero WtHtld 00 uo 

ApptdU!tVIiuu I.JJ11lr c.:ouhl lu·ing o.huul. Ht'll\embJ'lHlco.- J•,Ht'th(c)J', for thea.ppon.r
uuC(! or Lhu l:um:vptiiHL"' u[ . Pa ..... t.' IUU.I Uto l'(\1>1,., whidl ~\L') JCIU" whmt t.ho Objo(~(. 
conc;Hr·ucd iH uut f,hul't~,-t.hw·u ·would hu nu c;n.u.xu ; :<u t.lmt t.ho ~rio:< of 
cmH.:opW.on.~ would cunt.inuo tltoJ·~ rw long t\K t.hu world l~h~ ; tmd uo onv 
wuu1d ha.vo A-ny tmxiet.y for anything at all. 

Grantjtlg the pre:~ence of otller objeot6.-twen though it is not possi ble, 
-oven ~to, it behoves you to explain by what the other (second) Cognition 
is cognised. 

I t might bo Aaid that-" that soono succeoding Cognition, while a.ppro
houding nnother Object, would npprohend both, this Object "" well as the 
preceding Cognit.hm " . 

.Bu t. th.i.s cmutot. 00 l'ight.. l3ec:t\Ui:IO, wlwn lbftm· Ulc l:ognitriou n( ~ound, 
thuro follow~ tho Ougnit.ion of ()olom',-tJ.le Cogu.ition of Sound would figtu'O in 
thu later Cognition of Uolour, nnd he.uco thor.., ~d10ald bo Cognition of Souud 
t\h;o which would be figuring iu ita own Cognition..-Even for ono w ho regards 
Cognition as forml088, \Hl1MS thel-e is apprehension of Sound, there can be 
no npprchons;ion of wha.t o.pprehen.ds t.J\e Soun.d ; e.g . unless there is o.ppre· 
hatL~ion of tl1e slick, thoro cat\ bo no tt.pprohon.$i01\ of thfl Holder of the Stick. 
'l'hns Souu(l also would figm-o in tho Vil:lunl Cognition of Culom·. Similarly 
on tho ::mid principle. in the Cognition of Cogita.tiun ni!:So in r('lgo.rd t.o such 
objt'Cts a. .. tho 1et.te•· • A' and the like7-ths~ro would alwt\~ be two verbn.l 
e..xpressions one~ aft.or tho other. For instance. when o.fter tho Cogita-tion 
over the letter • I ', one Cogitate.~ over the letter ~ A ' ,-then, the Cogitation 
of the letter ' A ' should apprehend tho app>:ehender of t he lottor 'l ' nlso ; 
OOJ).t)equently the verb1;1.l expression rolat.lt\g to the letter 'I' as ngu.riug in 
its ow11 Cogtlition, should appear in the Cognition of the letter • A'. 

Further, under this view, everythiug would a.ppoar iu Con...t;ciousness 
twice over ; beoo.ttse it must t;O appoor o.t. t h o t;ime of its own Cognition 
also. But as a. ma.t~r of fact, thoro is no such double a.ppearttuce of Objects. 

For these reasoua. i t i& not right to su.y tll.a.t the sucoeeding Cognition 
nppre.hellds both (the preceding Cognition and also the Object~ 

It might bo urged-" The one final Cogn.itiou might >:ema.in unappre· 
handed and \Jnremcmbered; where would be the hann f,. 

The answer to this is-' If there i8 Oognit.ion of another Objff.cl, etG. etc. ' 
-Self-Cognition being not accepted by the other party, the last Cognition 
cannot be regarded "" 'aelf-eogrused' ; nor ctm it bo cognised by anything 
else ; as in that ""'"' there would be au infinite regress. Thus the lina.l Cog
nition being uucognised, the Cognition prec«ting it must remain uncognisOO., 
as it would apprehend something that is not perceptible; and so on a-nd on 
backwards, the Objoct also will remo.iu uncognised ; so tiu>t no Object would 
over be oogni•ed at all ; which means that the entire world becomes blind. 

If, in order to avoid the 8Qid difficulty, it be admitted that tho final 
CognitiOI\ of the series ia cogrused by itsolf,-then the entire lot of Cognit-ions 
might bo self-cognised; as all are equally 'Cognition'. 
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Tbi>. argument mAY be formulfttcd "" follows :-Every CognWou, for 
i(l( own Cognition, does not dnpend upon the operation of anythin~ ol~,
bocauso it. is C()(.f"ilion,- likc the finft1 Oognit.ion of the KOricK,- f,he Oognition 
under diapute is a Cogtlit·Um; honce this is a. Roa.'JOn bn.HC>d upon tlus nat.uro 
of thin~. 

H it wor9 not M, then wlu.\t. i.H iU!olf not eogrtiHed would bo uncmt..,.cinu~, 
lilu~ the Jn.r nn.d other thiugH ; tl-nd hence it would lv~ID tho <.:hnrtwtc1· of 
• C'ognit.ion I . This m on argument Rtmulliug t\ coo.choOon t.o tho I.:Oiltrury.
(2026-2028) 

It !1&8 been argued Abo\·e-under Ten 2015, t.bat--" Evon though it bo 
il1ulniMUv~, the illwninAt.ivcnM~J would be I'Ntrie-ted ''.-Tbo atwwer to this 
;., ns rouow"H :-

T.l!:XT (202ll). 

'l'•n: NY.B llS tuoc:Auol-al AS • J.LLUMINATIVH ' oH UoLOOJt, uut:Au:su lT 

nmNos ABOUT TKE CooNJTION OF Cowun,-NO'l' llJCOAus..,; rr 

1~ ITS APl'lU!UJlNSION ; WRAT SIM!LARlTll Tllilll OAN 

'l'lr.B EYB RAVE TO CoG!nTION 1-{~020) 

COMM:ENTAR.Y. 

AM R matter of [n.etoy IM 'Ey~ iK t4pokon n£ AA ' illmninntivo' of Colour, 
boctuli'O it brings llhout tho Oo{n\ition of Colour :- As rogn.ttL.. Cof.(nitiun. it. 
doea not do nnythiug to tlac Colour; 1W what it doos bring niJ.uut iM t•ntiroly 
Oolt>urku (fonnles•J ; and wh"t dOO>< not do anything to n oortnin Objed 
cnamot bo rogt\rdctl rus 'ilhulliuo.tivo' of it; otherwiJW thoro wuulct bo ii\con
gr,ait.io~. 

1 !J.'a' '- 'fhCl'OfOr\•. 
' U11wmi '-5imilurity.-(2020) 

The following U.U )>I'OOO'ld lo tlddress ccrl""iu urgtUnouw to the philo· 
aophor who holds Cognition to bo fo"llluts,-for tbo purpoce of proving t.bat 
there iB non-differen<» be~ween tbo Bluo and other fonna and th6 Cognition 
of th0116 fonns :-

TEXTS (2030·2031). 

WliKN THl!.RE IS Coii>UTlON OVA OJ>RTA lN TIDNO, AND ALSO THAT TKTNG 

011 WlTIOll1'HA•t• ALONJ> 1~ 1'" 1·1 (;OUN ITION ,-'I'HJS TI UNO IS ?Wt·diJ/erent 
¥lt0M TllAT COUNJ'l'lOl'-' j OH. 'rillS DOES NO't lJU'll't:R JHU)M THAT. 

FoR EXAMPLE, TUil 00{Jtlitilm of the Blt~ OR TRill S&CONO 

MOON ;- AND TRIS IS TUB Coo!nTION OF Blou, BBOAUSE 

IT APPREJIBNDS TRF. BLUE POJUJ..-{203().2031) 

COIDIJ<:N'fAR.Y. 

When thcro i• Cognition of n oort&n thing,-Md al>OO t.ho thing of which 
that n!ono-nono ot.hor-ias tho Coguition,-then t.ho Jatt.or la nbwlut.ely 
11D£-dijJercm from tbo fo11nor. 

\ 
I 
• 
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Or, the 'non-difference' ln&y be stl\t.ed eonYe.rsely-tbe fonnor is non· 
di11oren~ from the latter. 

What iH meant. is as folio""" :-\Vhen a cert.Kir\ Object ltM no Cognition 
ut.hor thi.lll a eerta.it) Cognition, t.hat Object h~ non-d£ffetent from that 
Cogtlition ;-e.g. the Cognition or tho lllue from ll8elf,-or tho Socond 1\toon, 
which figures in t-he Cognit.ion of thG man. with dofootivo oyo~ight.-'l'he 

Cognition in question i• the Cognition of the Cogn·iMon of t114 Blm; this 
reitcra~K the presence of t.ho P~obans; lhc • Subject • or l MinoJ' Term • consists 
of t.ho Blue Fom~ and ita Cognition ; and thb 'non-differcnoo' of these two 
i• t.he Prohandwn. The oaid • oonate.ncy of their being found togeU>er • 
L< tho Probam. This is the meaning of the Probans that appoan! in tho text 
of tho Great Toacher which oa~· Thoro must he non-diffo-co be~ween the 
Btuo nnd it8 Cognition, b«<l!tlo~M); an always fouJ'Id logd}ler •. 

IJht:Jdanla-Silub/uJgupla bowovor hn.. Bl'g\1ed "" follows:- " Thi• Probruls 
il! • cont.rl\Cli<:tory, ; becau~W in common pMlaueo, tho torm 1 to~uthw-, U; 

noVur ue~od except with anollifr thing ; hence tlu.) Rt:twou tlu~t ' they 
o.ro eogu.ided togtJher ' is oontradiclOf'lj n . 

'l'h.is is not right ; that Probo.ruJ ja • contradictory ' which residea only 
whore ~e Probandum iil known to he absent; t.he Probans in queotion does 
not reside only whore tho Prohandam i8 known to he nboent ; u it r<l6ides al&o 
where tho Prob&ndwn is known to be P"""'nt. For in•tAnoe, among people, 
tl\Of'O is the idea that tho • two moons' (KOOn by the tnan witb defooth:,e 
vi,cion) are perceived togdher; nnd yet there i~ no t'Otll diff<"rcnco between tbezn ; 
and people nre found to uso the lerrn ' together' in "uoh ~ertiotm as ' two 
mOOM aro s&O!'l together'. Similnrly ju the Ctl:ie in question, tlte term • to· 
gothul' ' hl\8 boen used on tho 00Kl!i o( 0. difference 1~urnod O il t.bo bn8.iiS u£ tho 
i<lot~ t hu.t.. t.ho fot·m (JJluu) '"t>Pt'nrin,H IU:I • oxt.t•r1u:t.l' it~ Ultl '~ucoutl', tlu.1 ' ot..llol' ', 

-thuugh it. .i" l'Ut~lly uuu-tlillt.~t'Vnt. h·um U1<1 Coguit.ion. .lu fn.ut., nil vurbu.l 
uNugo iH not, in oxu.ct t\CCord1\UCO with tJw rouJ lit.ut.o of th.iuglf; whoroby tho 
moro 11H0 of tho tenn ' t.ogQt.hnr' would tuako tho L1forontittl Indicative, 
which is roally oonoomite.nt with ,. oortain thing. something difforont. 

Tho ......, Bhlldanl4·8h~pll> says again:-" If tho tonn • together • 
means ~ then the Reason ia ' inadmissible' ; b&caueo the Blue and other 
thingK are no1 apprehendod cu ono, in aucb ehows as th0016 of danco01, wrostlers, 
oto.-Nor are the Blm nnd t.ho Oognili<m of Blue bo~h apprehendod lfy one 
(porso.n) ; because even whou tho Bl~ io opprehondod, ~ho Oognitiono of t.he 
asi\11\0 Blue, CJpptt£1'-ing in 01/wr ' ac-riu ' or ' cha.ina ', nro not nppro1londod· 
Wbou t'gt\in, tho oxistence of ull Jiv.iug boings and uH • Coguitiuu·tAOments' 
aro l\pprobendod by ~o Omni•ciont Boing,-bow eau it bo l>dm.itt.od t.het 
thoro iil apprehension ~~~ono only 1--'!'bon ~in, i t is only whon the oppro· 
helll<ion of • others • is negat.ivod, that thoro can he oort.a.inty rognrding tho 
nppreholll<ion of one ;-but the negation of tho apprehonoion of othere is not 
t-..ibto; because of whot ill divono in nature, boU• aftlrmation nnd denial 
Cl\1U10t be p<>!!>iiblc.-lf U>o term • togu~cr • io meant to convoy the idea of 
beino prum.l at th6 Bt.m.a lim.e, thou the Reatwn becomet~ • lueoucluaive ', in 
viow of tho Cognition eugniaod by t.he lluddlw, and ulliO of tho Mind and 
Mind~uffect.s. For instanQ&, tho Ooguitiou in othor • obain» ' which ru-e 
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cogui,;ed by the BJOSI;O(l Lord B<ulrll.a.-tlu\t OO<fl'ilion uud Bnddhl\'• Clogui
tion of thn.t Cognition m·o f<.nmd to n.ppt."it-1' togotJw.r,- i.u. at t ho $tttu o t ime. 
--tlnd yet. t.lmy nro lli.ffereul. l')imihu·Iy in t.ho cu .. "ii uf Mind tl.ud i\l(tnlnl Effect-t~, 
on•u t.hongh t.hey uru nppr(tlu·udod • toget.hw· ', ,\·o t. tJU).V tU'u uot. Ont• uud t.h l' 
~nw. 'l'hu~ tho Hoawu i~ · Ju<'olwlu~iw• ' ·•. 

All thi~o> ix nul. 1·ight. \VImt iK lliC!tHlf· i~'>, not. • upprohontoion by one·, 
UOI' 'npprohul\!:iiUH Oj OU6' ;- wJU\ot i~ llll.·•uut i:; Lhnt. t.Ju~re ili t\ l';iuglo - UOt 

~cp~watc-o.ppreJtellSiou. of tho Coguit.iou and tho Coguiso<.l ; tlu\t i~, t·ho 
appreheu.sipn of the Cognised is the same~ the approhenHion of t.Jto Cognit.iou, 
a.ud the apprehension of the Oognitiou ia tho same as the o.pprchcus.iou of the 
Cloghlsed. In the ease of such show>; as those of tho Dancor, the Wrestler 
~nd the like, there is no Cognition of the Cognition which does not apprehend 
the Clogniaed e!SQ ;-Mr i• thoro any Clognition of the CogtU.ed which doos not 
t\pprolton<l tlm Oogatition also. How then c.a.n the Rou,.'4.0ll be regarded as 
• in.nc.Lni.K'!.iblu' t- Nor ~m t.htt l{OttROIL be I'Ugardc<l n~ ~ uf dunht.rul ttdulissi
bility • ; hN:.I\.11~0 tho soll·cuguitiou of th<.\ llognltion h~ t.ho tl·vgnit iuu of t.htt 
Objt;c.:t n-l:1o; t\.'J lut~ boon ttdmit Wd nh;o by our uppommt, t.luo~ upltuldt•l' of t.bo 
Retlli ty of t.lm E xtot'JU\1 \ .Yorld.- This a.lso gervc."'~ to refute tJ\o • inll.dmi:.;,.qbi 
lit.y ' urged on tho basis of the alte1-no.tives-whether what i~ meuuf, m 
' t.ho a.pprehonsion of one ', otc. etc.-Then again, it i~"> not a ft\ct t lu\t t.he 
'Cogniticm-moments' figuring in mtotltt~r • chtt.in • t\1"0 cogni.so<l hy t.lH' 

BwMita. Bt.~\liRtl t.hu BIOI).cwd J...ord, who is hw fromn.l l ul»lcuriug i nHmmc(•!'\, 
i~ cnt.irely free from. dof(.~Ct~ t\K thol'.(.' uf tho • t~pprohcnder' a.nd t.ho ·uppr(' · 
hended •. 'fhix h~ boon t.l1w; doclurect- • Fur }Un\, thef(\ iH no AJJJ)rclu:mle<l. 
nor Apprehention., nor Appre.Mnsibilily by other CoguLt.i.oll):l, ; it is pure 
Void ·.~As regards the declo.ration of • being tmtrnmmelled • (tnnde in rogo:rd 
to Buddha's Cognitiou),-tha.t itt only in view of His bei1tg the l.ol'd of all 
t hing.s ; n~ has been decltll'ed it\ the fullowiug worW.- ' Ho hs hold to bo 
omniBcUnt, becaUse His knowledge scrveJ:~ tJ1o purposo of all and is fully 
equipped with the 11'-ti.Cnltios resulting frotn previous meditatious,-M it1 
going to be described h\t.er on ' . Hence the ltea.<iou cannot be 1-egtwded as 
• iuadmi~;Si blo •. 

Says tlt& Op p Otl&ll.t :-u Ac.M.rya Dharmalcirli, in Rett.ing forth t.he 
PU1"VCC1'<lkla (tho Opponent's view), so.ys-' At first, there is t~oppearance of 
tl1e Object a~; the co.u.se of C'ognition und heuco t llls is ·what ili tlpprehcnclad 
fin;t, tmd the apprehension of the Cognition comes la-ter ' ; nnd here ho ~ 

. shown that what the term • together ' JllOOllS it; simult4ne·Uy. uot 8ameness ; 
it is only when simultamit'IJ is meant, that the a!:ll:'$rtiou. of the Opponent 
showing that the two appear at different poinU; of time ca.n be relevant ". 

There is no force in thia argument. Beca.u.~ differenu in tin~ iK included 
tutder real materiaL di.flertnu ; hence the assortion of the diffm·enoo in time tut 

i11.diet\ting actual difiereuco is quite relevant; because t.he ' less wide , torm 
should not be inooncomitant with thG 4 wider • terJn. 

Nor o.gn.in cru1 the Reason be regurded as • lueouohutive •, in. view of tlie 
Cognition coguiaed by the Budd/IM; booauoo in that ease then; is no lim.ita
t iOJl of the Cognition being one ; beca.U86 0110 by one an tbe Buddlu\K Cclguixe 

the Ooguitiou. For this same reason, in their ~ ulso, thoro iH 



l 
! 
t 
l 
I 
i 
l 

! 

( E:X:'tE.R.NAL WORLD. I 965 

oonsidera.tion rego.rding the wrongness of Cognitionr; ; becauso each Cognition 
is cognised by itsolf. 

Or, there mAy be Cognition of tho Cognition of other.o by the Buddha ; 
oven so, the Rentson is not ' Inconclusive ' ; because there. is alwayri differentia· 
tion. B:ven when thcro is divel."$ity in the tl.pprehen:Uon of t\VO things, the!'$ iH 

o.lwa.ys differentiation ; h'l tho ClU.e of Oognitions however , when appearing 
in the same 4 Oha.iu ', there is no clivo:rsity in their lipecifio Individualities. 
Hence wh!lt is mtmnt is that there is apprehension of the Cognition only 
when there is apprehension of the Object. The npprohension . o f tho 
Cognition of the Bles.~ed Lord however is not alwa.,ys the same as t.he n-ppro· 
hension of tho Cognitions occurring in othet· ' Chains ',-the1-e is tlnother 
Cognition also; beeaul:>e the separateness (difference) of His own Oognitiou 
ill also d.iHtinctly approhonded. For th1o; same 1·eason, the Reason doof( 
not become wrong, in view of Colour and Light; bc.ea.uso l.ight is ~rooived 
also o.lonG by itself; and Colour a1ao ir; pereeived by <:ortnin animal!i (e.g. 
Cats), even when t here is no Light.-Thus then, the Rea:~on, not being pro. 
sent whore the Probandum is known to bo t•bsent, c&ru\ot be rega1:ded a..CJ 

· Inconclusive '.-(2030-2031) 

'!'he following might be urged:-" Evt~n. though the presence of your 
l>roban.'i where the Probandum is known to be absent is not kno\vn with 
eerta.int.y,-yet it is suspected nU the same; and even $0 the Probans becomes 
'Inconclusive' ; ns its exclusion from the contrary of the Probandum is 
clonbt.ful. J3ooau~:ioe, i_nu.t;much as the relation of • Subject' and ' Object 1 

(between t·he Oognitio11 o.nd the Cognised) is definite, the fact of thoir ' being 
ttpprehended together • (Concomlt-anco) is open to an oxplanu.tion other 
t·hau their twfHliffertmce-; because the Oognit<ion is alwfl.ys of the no.ture 
of tho CAJJ'pre.Mnder, aa it h~ t he eha.ra.eter of o.pprehending t·hings; and the 
Objoot. i.s nlwo.ys the apprelaett.decl; and the £u.ct of t·hM& two being o.lwa.ys 
together i~J due to their being dopeodertt upon the rsame set of oircumstances.
In the case of the Bye o.nd other sense-organs, it i~ found that, even though 
they nre equally produced togethor,-t.hey cannot be the coynistd oiJjta ; 
~im.p1y becauSe thoy do not bave that character. Bec&\tse. M a matter of fact, 
what the causal circumstances bring a.bout is the Cognition only in thB form 
of th& approhension of tho Blue and other objects,-not in tha.t of the appro. 
he~ion o£ such objecta a.'! the Eye. etc. ; tho, Blue, etc. also are produced in 
t.he form in which thoy a.:r& apprehended by that Cognition; not so the Eye, 
otc.- All this ho.s been declared o.s follows :-' Thoro is no appr~ 
other tha-n Cognition, nor \tlithout the visible and othor objecttJ; it is on this 
ground that the fact of the Blue Object and its Cognition being apprelltflded 

togtllte1' rests, not \IJ)OU their non-difference ;-the antecedent circumstances 
·wotlld bring about the Cognition of th& object-moment, in the same way as 
Light does that of Colour ; and in this way they would be apprehended 
t-ogether". 

The an8-wer to this ~ {iS follows ;
)() 

• 
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TEXT (2032). 

'fHE t NATURE Oil' CoGNlTION ' NOT BJUNO 'rill~ 'NATURE 01J' 'l'HR OTHBR 

TJUl((l' [ACOOJ<J)INQ TO THE OTHEI< PA..ItTV] ;-HOW COOLU 

THERJ< BE API'RJ!HRNSION 011 THE Bl11e f<mn, WHEN 

THJ~Rll JS Al'PREHJINSION 0~· T.f!.E ('ogn.itinn of li<t 
B/.nc,-lFTlfBRE IS NO NON·Ulllb'EJIJ<NClt 

llJl'tWEEN THESE TWO ?-(2032) 

COMMENTAltY. 

When QtlO th.ing diticl".'J from a.notl1&r, there eau be no <:ort.t\in.t.y of tlwir 
boing opprehended together, e~eept thro\tgh a. constant rolo.f.ion.ship; ~t,.; 

otherwise, there would be incongruities. In tho Ctl>~otC in question, tJtere ijo{ 
uo Relationship in th& cognition of the different thing. For iu,.fianoo, if 
there were such Relationship, it conld either consist (a) in beifrg of 
tl"' sa>M nature or (b) in oue being the product of the olll<r ;-(<') in tho c""" 
ill qnestion the Opposite party doell not admit. the samtn<S8 of tho two factors 
eoncented ; and in fact, that is exn.ctJy 'vha.t i& going to be provod hero ;
(b) nor could the faot of being apprehended together be due to ono being 
the product of tho othor ; becaus.& there can be no rela.tionHhip of CAmHo 
a.nd l!.'ffeet between things that come into existence at the srone timo ; and 
also because in tho.t case, there should be apprehension of the J~ye nnd tltl\ 

ot.hor orgaM also (which are the cause of Ooyn;ti,on). 
Nor can their relat<on of 'Object aud Subject ' be based upon met'<> 

mmultaneity due to the antecedent circuplSta.nces. Because, j1t that ca.so-, tlt& 

relationship of 'Objcet fmd Subject' would have to be admitwd "" mb«isting 
between the l\!ind and Mentel Effects on the one ha.nd and the Eye aud othor 
Sense-organs on the other.-It cannot be said in answer to this that-" what 
the Antecedent cirotunstencos bring about is tho relationship of object and 
aubjea in regulo.ted form, and henoo there could be no inoongruitios " ;
booause, in reality, it iR thia same 'relation of objoct and subject' thr\t 
forx'n.tl the Sttbj&et of the present discussiol'l. and 8$ such oonnot be admitted 
a11 esteblished. In faot, it is only when the C<m8l<>m relation8l•ip h!IS beeomo 
established, that the ' relation of subject and object' could be t11cro; and 
it is tltis same oonat.>nt relationship as the bmlis of the Relmio» of subject 
and objw, that is being ootu;idered now. 

·Apart from sa,,..,.... and being produ.oed, thoro ea.n be t10 otlter coust.o.nt 
relationsltip, on which the &!mi<m of obj'ecJ. and 1ubjec1. could be b!ISed. And 
\'t'& 1\&.ve just anived at tho conclusion that (in the case in. que~:Jtion) no i(uch 
relation of tfUbjecJ. and object can be oosed upon the said same11 ... and beirtft 
produwt. Consequently, apart from the~~e there can be no ' joint appre
hell8iou ' . Why then should the &ason be regarded a.. having i~~ eo;clu· 
sionfrom the comraMJ of tl~ Probandum doubtful ?-(2032) 

A second argument is now put forwa.rd in proof of the f!ICt of the form 
belonging to Cognition:-

,· 
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TEXT (2038). 

ALL TlUS Coo~,TION DOEll NOT ln."VJS&GE OTIQ:R TRJNOS; TJU:RE IS 

CoONlTION 01' THE fllt~ ;-LIKE TJtB Coo!-~ON 01' TU1l 

CooNtTlON ITSBLl'.-{2033) 

OOM.M.EN.l.'Ait ¥. 

Whntevor i• Oognit.iou doeo not en~ a~tytbing othor than the 
U.gnition it..,ll,-t.he Cognition or the Blue and othor fonns ;. Cognition;
hence thoro i• apprehension or aornetbing ernbnlood by ita contrary ; inamtuch 
a.• the • Cognition' is embra<>ed within the ch~U'Aeter of 11<>1 •n•i.oaging any 
o<Mr thing, which is contrary t<> 1116 cha¥acur of envioaging BtmiO othor tMng.
(2033) 

The following TtJ:I.it proeoed t.o estabW.h tho l:'remiss juot vet rorth :-

TEXTS (2034·2036). 

i'RIMAIULY, 'rlll: COGNU'ION DOES NOT Al'l'RIDIEND .AN OBJECT AT A:I.L, 

AS IT RF.STS WITHIN ITS OWN SELF; .ALSO llEOAUSE TIDIRE IS 

A BSJINOE 01' Till: DU'lll'l<T 01' 'I'Rll O.snCTCYE 'PORM ; NOR CAN IT 

DJ! S.Alll TO DO SO Sl!OONDARILY (J'IOURATIVBLY).-Tms 

l tP!.ASONING IS ADDRESSED TO THOSB WHO RIWARD 

COGNJTTON AS TMPJUNTED WITH TRB FORMS Oll' 

TliiNOS, ITSJILl!' BEING LlKll PURR ROOK· 

ORYSTAL.-{2034-2035) 

COMMENTARY. 

In roo.lity, all things are inactive; honce thoro c&n be no approbonsion of 
one thing by o.nother ;- what happens is only that Cognition,' being of tho 
nature of Light, &ppea.rs in a cortain form, &nd ia •aid t<> both& • &pprahender ' 
of it88lf. Primarily,-in. the direct primory aen.se,-the Cognition cennot 
be the appreMndtr of the Object; because all things rest within their own 
self ; and tho ' self ; of ono thing cannot be tbe 4 soli ' of another. 

The following might bo urged:-" PrimM'ily tha Cognition of the Objeot 
;, not held t.o be of tho same kind as the solf·oognition of tho Oognition ; 
the apprelaon8Wili.ly of oh& Objoct consist.o only in its producing 11 Cognition 
bearing the imprin< of that Object. Thuo, if it is • &pprehenoibiUty' in the 
prim<uy ..- th&t ia adduood .. the Ree&on (in the above Buddblotic argo
m~mta), then it. is' inadmiMiblo •. If on the other h«lnd the 'approMnsibility' 
me&nt ia ba.ood upon the oimilarity of the ido& being reg&rdod ao ' appro· 
hen.sion • in some sort o£ a. way,-tben such a. ~ason ca.nnot prove 'vha.t. its 
wa.nted. Because the similarity of the words ' go ' and ' gavaya ' cannot 
prove the p~ce o{ l'torna in the Gavava.-lf both kinds of Reason put 
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Iorwu-rd tl.t'\1 with t•eferenoe to f·he Blue and other fonrus t.hat figure in. 
the Cognitio~t,-o.nd in favour of the idea of the form belonging to thu 
Cognit.ion,-thel'l, the whole argument is superfinou.'i- proving what is a.lroody 
admitted. Tlus h;\S been thus described-' Under H•e view of tho form 
belonging to OognitiOilS, what is eogn.i$d iJ; the imprint of that. form ; nnd if 
what is meant to be proved ir; thG non-diffe1·ence of t his wit.h tha Cognit.ion. 
then the Rea.~on wouJd be open to t•he ehn.rge of proving what is alroo.d~· 
ndm.itted '.'' 

It is in ant,jcipatiou of--ttud ht answer to-ell t·his objection t\mano.t.ing 
from Bluulanta·Shul>llafiupl<>, that the Author h.,. added the worda-' Tilert 
i8 absence of lht imprint, etc. ttc.'-In the compound 'ardli.J.kii1'oparliga '. 
'arllulkara' qualifies · upCtrilya ', the meaning being-' the imprint of (in 
t ho shape of) the form of the object'. 

' Iclam '-both the afore..:;aid argumentJ; iu que,.;tion havt., been put.. 
forward against the person who regnrds Cognition M formle.l)l;. }{~ne& they 
"'"'not 'futile '-proving what is already adnllt!.ed. 

Nor can thero be an apprehension of something else (other than the 
Uognition) in the •econdary (figurative) sense either; "" thoro is no basis for 
such fig~~rati,·e expr685ion.-(2034·2035) 

1t ha-s thws been proved that there can be no uppreher\.o;ion of Objec~ by 
a Cognition that does not bear any imprint (objective). The other view
that. there can be none evc1t by the Cognition that doos bc.ar such an. imprint., 
- is; now taken up and expounded :-

TEXT (2036). 

(SAYS ~HE 01'HEJ.< :PAI<~Y]-" THE COGNITION Ji:NDOWBD WITH SIMILARlTY 

OF FORM MAY BE THE APPREHII.."1DEl< OF THE EX~EllNAL OBJECT " .

l'HAT ALSO BEING Thll'OSSI:BLE, IT CANNOT HAVE THE :POSITION 

OF THE AI'PREHENDEB.- (2036) 

CO~ThlENTARY. 

There can be no real form in the Cog•lition, on the basis of which tho 
exact na-ture of things could be determined; and a Cognition with an unreal 
form could not apprehend the Objoct; as such form is presenl> in wrong 
Cog.ution also.-(2036) 

Quution .~" Why showd Cognitioll8 witJ• jqro,ns be unreal ? " 
.111J.8Wel• :-
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TEXTS (2037 -2038). 

AS TRE /urm WOULD BE NOT·DlPl'EllENT rRO>l THE CooNI"nON, TKERE 

COULD NOT B.E A llltiLTIPLICITY {VAR!:£TY) OP FORMS ;-oONSEQtTENTLY, 

ON TilE BASIS OF TRAT THERE OAN lllll NO APPREKENSION.-

0R, TRE CoGNITION, BEING NOT·Dll'FERENT 11R0)1 TRE 

PORMS, SROVLO BE >IANY (~fUM'JPL"E). J~ NOT, 'rffEN 

lrOW CAN THESE TWO BB U»>AR.DfCO AM ONH 

AND THE SAME ?-(2037-20a8) 

COMMENTARY. 

When ono """" a bedspread of variegated colour, there should not be 
& multipijcity of forma (colours),-because, like the form of the Cognition 
itoelf, they are aU no~erent froa>. the Cognition, which is one only.
Similarly, ..., tho Cognition is not-different from the foinu, it should be more 
than one. 

There are some people who argue thus :-"In the case of the Bedspread 
of variegated colours, whet happens is thet thoro do appear simultaneously 
several homogeneous Cognition&, as many in number a.a there are forms. 
(ooloun~) i a8 there .iR i.n the ease of the Oogn.ition. of SGveral diverse 8ounds. 
Honco the Red11c~io ad Absurdum that has boon urgod ia futile". 

For thoso people, just a.,, in the case of tho Bedspread of va.riega.ted 
Oolour, there n.roRGvo.ral fon:ns that are cogni80d,--ito in the etui& of th& white 
~theet also which hu only one fonn (eolour),--t\1 thoro OJ"8 several forms in 
tho ehepo or the 11earer, remoter and middle parts of tho oheet;,-the Cogni
tion would have to be multiple. 

It might be said-" Y""; that iA oertainly out view ". 
Well, then, it behove,; you t,o explain \Ohich io the Cognition th&t ia 

o•e. 
"It io t.ho Cognition thet. apprehend& t.he Atom which haa no parts." 
This it contrary to all experience. Iu no Cognition io the impartite 

atomic form over found to appear. 
!n t.ho case of incorporeal things, thate can bono priority or posteriority 

due to opace,-for t.he justification of which thoro would be some ground for 
"""umins " multiplicity of Cognitions. Tho idea of oxtonl!ion in apace being 
false, l>ow oan tho forms be real ? AJld yet thoro ie no Cognition of the 
Cognition of JJtm, er.c. apart from the appeoranco of tbo Blue, er.c. thet have 
oxtooRion in spn.ce. Hence the assuming of o. mutt.ipliolty of Cognitions is 
ontiroly futilo.- (2037-2038) 

Another defect in the Opponent•s view is pointed out in the follov.-ring-
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TEXT (2039). 

lJi THE CoGNITION WERE EN'I'ffiELY LJ'KE 'l'RE QBJECT,-THEN IT WOULD 

HAVE THE OHARAOTER OF Noo.Cognitioo (IONORANOE), ETC. 

lF THERE lS ONLY l'A'STIAL LIKENESS, TJIBN EV!mY 

COGNITION SHOULD Al'l'REII:&ND EVERY 

QBJEOT.-(2039) 

COMMENTARY. 

'OIJar(J,CUToj Non-cognilWn '-i.e. being of the nat\U'e of tho wtconsciouR. 
' Etc«tra • -is meant. to include •w.J<Ui<m of auachtMnl, ntg<Uion of hatred 

and so forth.-(2039) 

The following Text proceeds to deo.l with the third alternative view 
(suggested in Text 1999)-that " Cognition enviaagos something else" :-

TEXT (2040). 

How OAN TJIE CoGNITION Bl!V'ISAGING (HAVING THE IIORM OF) ONE 0DJRCT 

Al'PREHEND ANOTHER OBJECT 1 lP IT DID SO, EVERYTHING 

WOULD BE APPREHENDED BY EVE'SY CoGNITION ; 

AND TR:ERE WOULD BE NO BASIS FOR 

RRSTRIOTION .-(2040) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be urged that-" when a. Cognition is produced by a certain 
Object, it apprehends only tha.t Object, and thus every Object could not be 
apprehended by every Cognition ". 

The answer to this is-' PMrt would be no ba8i8 for TUl·Mion' ; that i,:;, 
even the Eye, otc. would become 'apprehended '.-(2040) 

The following Text presents Blllld4nto.-SI•ubi1Q9'Upla' • answer to the 
abov~ 

TEXT (2041). 

" J UST AS YOU'R CoGNITION, WIDOH IS FORMLIISS in reality, Al'PREHENDS 

liO!tMS WHIOH ARE NON·OBJEOTIVE,-IN THE SAME WAY WOULD 

IT APl'RIIHBND ALL T.lllNOS."-(2041) 

COMMENTARY. 
.• 

Blllld4nla Shub/Wflupta ha.s argued a.s follows:-" Acoording to you, ~ 

Ideolists, Cognition is really formless.- is clear from such assertions a.s • 
• Cognit.ion L• held to be non-elemental, like the pnrity of Gold and Jka8Tu. • ; > 
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-and yet it apprehends form~~; in the •ame mAnner it would apprehend t.be 
external thing olao " .-(204 L) 

The 1\MWer to this is .. follows :-

TEXTS (2042-2044). 

As A MATTER mr JIAO'f, THll FORM or Tllll Mwo AND MmiTAL EnxCTS rs 
1101-tomm<m (SPEartriO) ; HENCE TRER11 OAN Bll NO APP&EHBNSION 

011 OTHER POEMS IN TRE REAL (Pim!ARY) SENSE OF THll Tll1lM ; 

THBR:&FORE THE N'Al\111 'APPrumENSION' OOULD DB APPLIOABLB TO 

TBJI APPllltJ{£NSION 011' ODJl'.oTS ONLY 'QI TBJI SBOONDARY (PIOUIU· 

TfVll) SENSJ:, ON TRE BASIS OJI SUOH CONDITIONS AS ':BBINO DE:PBN· 

DBN'T UFON THE SAMG CAUSAL OmOO"MSTANOES 1
1 ' Ttm RELATION 

ow CAusa AND EnEOT' .._,m so FORTH. AN E~"TTTY HOWEVlll\ 

wmou- HAS No :roa,,, o~~OT BB ' »EPE~--oENT VPON Tn:E SAAB 
FORM ', NOR OOULD Tilll OTJnlR OON1lTTTON Bll FULFILLED. RENOE 

OJ' SOCH A.'( ENTITY, TKERB OAN BE NO ' APPllERRNSlON 1
, E:VEN IN 

TH1! 11JOURATIVE SENS'R."-(2042--2044) 

OOMMEl<"TARY. 

As n. l'll&tter or !net. ol whn.t iJ non-objccn .. , t.bere can he no • Appre
hon.•ion ' in the primary •ol\lle of this term. Booouse of the J\Iind nnd Mental 
Effect&,-the only form or nature that llgures in ' Happjness, eto.' and which 
is spoken of as • I ', iJ opecl6o-not-oommon-e.nd is of tho nawro of Light ; 
&od it is !.his fiflt"'ing that constitutes their 'apprehen.slon' in the primary 
sonse. Hea\ce of 'non-objooti-ve' tl'lings othor than Oognition,-whieh 
are not of the nature of Oognuion,-tbere can be no ouch 'apprehension • 
in tho primary oonse; Rimply because they are !""'"obJ'<di""-- Nor can 
~he sn.me be thero in the •tctmd<>"'J &ense ; boc"use thore is no basis for 
Much secondary signiJie&tion. Becanse the only possible grounds for secondary 
oigni6cation ~ upo~> IM ...,.. cauoal ciretur&lla,.,.., tM re/4titm 
of OaU80 and EJ!u:t and •imilal"ily of forno,-tbi• l..st being indioeted by the 
tarrn • and so forth ' in the text. And none of those is p068ible in the caoe 
of whn.t is Mn-objoctive. There can he no other grO\md for the figurative u.M 

of the name • Apprehension '.-What hoppens tborefore, in IUcb ..-. is only 
that through Nescionoe (Diuoion) a Wrong Cognition comes about indicating 
"non-objective form, which really dO<lll not form the objective (of the Cog
nition llt all)-~20(2--2044) 

Tho opponent says-" That samo false cognition would be tbe baaio of 
the fignretive use of the name to the ApprehenAion of lho unrool fonn ". 

The answer to that i• M folio- :-
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TEXTS (2045-2~). 

OR. IT MAY 1111 'l'JIAT 'l'II1l 0ool<JTION 18 $POEEN 011 A.~ 'APPREHENDING 

THR n<m-objutive L'OltM ',-THROUOR )fiSTAKE, BECAU~E IN 

n.P.ALI'l'¥\1' tT HOES NOT APPnERRND JT AT ALL, WOR THN 

SBIPLE RE.•SON TIUT IT HAS NO OBJ1!CI'. JF YOU 

ALSO SPEAK THROUGH ILLUSION 01' TllB Coo~n-

TTON Al'PRRKEINOIN(l SlTOf! A THING ,-'I'll EN 

l'r BECOME~ CLEARLY NON·OBJJ!01'1VR. 

-(2045-2046) 

OOMMEN'rARY. 

1 Pat '- i .f\. tho Cognition thn.t is ~poken of ns envisRgl~ the rwn-objctdvc 
form. 

In reality, lh01'6 is no •101W>bfmi.,. fon" at all which could ba appre
bendod; becaui!O if it wore o.dmittod to bo apprehen11ible in the poAith·o 
form. then it would have to llll rognrded 1\8 objective.- (2045-2046) 

The I!&Dle writer (Bhadanla-Shub/oagupla) l&yo again:-" With refereru:D 
to tbe Buddha'• Cognition also, the samo que.•t.ioM ari-Io it wilh form 
or formz ... ? 18 it J>roduood nt the samo time or nt different tintos ! That. 
is to lllloy, just M tho point io discuasod that the Cognition wilh fom• oe.nnot 
apprehend the Object,-why ia not a similar point ra'-1 in regard to th .. 
apprehension of tho Object of tl10 BI......OO Lord's Cognition ! " 

The answer to this is ao follows :-

TEXT (2047). 

WHETHER wit/1 form OR formlu&, IT DOES NOT A'P'PREHIIND ANYTHINO 

llLSF.; JnilNOFl IN REGARD TO 1'HE ·BuDDHA'S COONlTION, 1'KE 

QUESTIONS DO NOT ARISE.-{2047) 

COMMENTARY. 

1'he Cognition of the Blosaed Lord i& not regarded "" tlte apprehender of 
tbe Object ; benco the question io not ""-1 in regard to that, As a matter 
of foet.. in His """"- all obacuration having diseppearod,-that thoro should 
ba no question rogt>rding tho Apprebendor and Apprehended, is exactly what 
i• right..-(2047) 

S..yo the Opponent:-" Even though tl10 External Object doco t1ot exiat, 
which could ba apprebended,-yet another Cognition i• there, in another 
• Chain •; why cannot this ba "pprohondod by the Cognition of tbe Biassed 
Lord t .. 

1'be answer to this io as follows:-

• 
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TEXT (2048) . 

IF !CB RAD THE COGNITION OF ~'lllil LOVlll AND HATE, ETC. IN 0Tl£Eii: 

l'ERSONS,-TIDS COULD ARISE ONLY FROM SIMILARITY TO SOOH 

LOVE, ETO. ; AND THIS WOULD lMl'LY THE Pll.ESEN'OB OF 

f OBSOURA'tiON ',-UNDH.R THB VlltW OF T.JJ1ii 

' Ml'REHENSIONIST ·.-(2048) 

00ill1ENTATW. 

lf there is apprehe.n£don of the Love, etc. occurring in other • OhaiM ',
tha.t could be due only to Stimilarity, not otbeJ;wi.se ; us; jf it were otherwise, 
tbero would be incongruitieR.-A$ regards thi.A Simihuity (botweon the Lord1

fl 

Cognition a.nd the Love, etc. in anot.hAr person), if it iR similarity on all 
points, then the Lord's Cognition •hould bo tainted with tho some Love, etc.;
and in th.a.t ease, the Afflictions and Obs.cu.rations would not ha.ve cea.t;,t)d in 
Him ; and there could be pn .. ibility of Obscuration. 

1 Aupala.mbhika·dar8han.e '-uuder the view-opinion-of thoRe who 
proceed on the basis of Oogniti.on.~J a.lone,-i.e. the Approhensionists, the 
IdeaJiate.- Or it may be interpreted M ' under the ApprehensioniBt or 
Ideo.listic, view of the Lord '. 

If, on the othnr hand, the said 8imila.rity ia only 1X£rtial,-even so, as the 
two forms would not h"vo COM&cl, th& obscuration of the apprehended object. 
would be there; as it would bo tainted with tho form of what L• "pprehonded. 
Booause a duality of form in any single object cannot be real; so that th& 
sa.id Cognition would have to be regarded as wrong, mista.ken ; and thua, as 
the seed of wrong-cognition, in the shape of Defect, would not have entirely 
ceased, tho BJcssod Lord would come to be one whose obscul'n.tion hn.t.; not. 
cea.sed entirely.- (2048) 

Qutsti<m. :-"If the Blef!Sed J,ord doe.• not apprehend anything. ho\v 
co.n He be omniscient ? " 

Amwer:-

TEX1'S (2049-2050) . 

THE GREAT SAGE IS LIKE THE Ka/lpa-t·ru, oNSIIAKllN DY TilE w.wos 

OF DBSrRES; AND YET HE BRINGS ABOUT THE WELFARE OF MEN. 

EVEN THOUGH HE HAS NO OOGNITIONS, ALL MEN RE(JAilD TIIB 

BLESSED Jina (Buddha) TO !lE OMNISODil.."'T ; BECAUSE BY 

REASON OF THE ABSENCE OF LIMITATIONS, !CB KNO\VS 

ALL THINCS, WITHOUT EXCEPTION,-AS IS CL~Alt 

FRO~( WHAT HE DOES (FOR THE WELFARE OF 

PEOPLE).-(2049-2050) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Adarshanam, '-He who has no cognition. 
By the fot·ce of his previous Meditations , ~he Lord has no limitations ; 

He i~ like t.he J(alpa-tru. hrin.gi1\g obout t he welfare of the entir{'l Universe; 



974 

that is why people regard Him M • Omniscient,' - not because Ho has <:0g11i· 

tions; in fact, no other eharooter can be attributed to Him.-(2049-2050) 

Having thus stated the arguments negativing the External World, the 
Author noxt rofntes tho argument adduced by the other party in support of 
the Exrernal World. 

TEXT {2051 ). 

J.li' TliB CoGNl'l'lON IS NOT OF T:llll ' WmTE ' A~l) OTHER FORMS,-TREN, 

HOW OAN IT BE THE APPREHENSION OF Tlllil Oll.)'EOT ? lF ·IT IS 

O"F THE FORM OF f WHITE ', F.TO., THEN WHAT IS TliE 

R'VIDIINOE !!'OR THE EXTERNAL O'B.TEOT 1-{2051) 

COMJ\fENTARY. 

The external object could be proved either by Perception or by Inference; 
ony other Moans oi Knowledge, if o.ny, is included under those t'vo. 

It cannot be proved by Perception. Because, is the Perceptional 
Cognition, which apprehends the Object, wilh form ? Or witlumt fmm ! It 
cannot be formle88 ; as in that caao there wot~d be no basis for the necessary 
contacts (withont which thMo can he tto Perception).-Thus then, if the 
Oogniti<mtcere Mt of the White and other fo,.,..,-Mw oould it oo !M apprel~en~tion 
of the Objw. ! It can never be so, as already explained before.-If, on tho 
.other bond, the Cognition apprehending the Object. is wilh form, t.hen, the 
oruy form of the Blue, etc. thot. wowd be perceived would be thot in the 
Cognition itself, and the External Object would be only indirectly cognised 
(by rnfo.rence), not perctiwd. Because t100 • Blues' are never perceived
one in the form of the rofloction in the Cognition, and the other in the form 
of the exter.aa.l object which e&."its the reflection. 

Thus t.he Extern3l Object cannot be proved by Pftreeption.-(205J ) 

It might be ooid-" In that ease, it. could be proved by Inferen04 " . 
And in support of this idea, Bhat!an/4-Sind;hagup/4 has formulated th9 
argument M follows:- " The form in which the Cognition appea.rs,-if it is ill 
conformity with the real state of things,-mtL•t be produced by some other 
Object of that same form,-lil<e the apprehending form ;-and the ' form of 
Cognition ' in quest.ion envisaging the Blue and other forms, appearing in 
tho man with underanged sense-organs, is compatible with the raal state of 
things ; hence this is a &ason in o.ecordance with the real state of the thing 
concerned., · 

This is tha argnment presented in the followjng-
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TEXT (2052). 

" Tmi1 i'AOT OF THE APPEA.RANOfl OF THE BLUE AND OTHER FORMS BEING 

PRODUCED BY SOMll'rlUNQ 01' THE SAME l<.IND IS SQUOIIT TO BE 

l'I<OVli!D DY l~'S DI!HNO 'l'l!:B F<>lm 011' TRB COGNITION 

WH ICH IS IN OON.PORillTY WITH Tl!F- REALITY,-

LtKE THll CONSCIOUSNESS." -(20.52) 

CO~fMENTARY. 

'Samucidit•-ina .~The Iwrt.rumental ending indicates t.ho chan>cteristio 
feature of t.he Cognition ; t.ho een.ee being-that jonn of IM a>gniiWn which is 
in conformity with reality,- by tllal ia proved the fact of tho form of the 
Cognition being produced by oomo ot.hor thing of the aame kind ;- like 
Oon~~ciousness ; i.e. like the form of tho Apprei!Mlder.-(2MZ) 

The following textll point out the defects in this argument:-

TEXTS (2053-2054). 

(a) b B Y ' BEING IN OOl>'ltOJUUTY WITH RIU.LITY ' l'l 1S M:BA.l<T, mTRER 

t'liAT lT !'lt.ES.E.:."'\TS TliE .B:XTJ:JL""iAL OBJ'ECI', OR THAT IT HAS TBE 

OA!'ACITY FOlt PR'!SJ:NTJNO lTr-THEN THIS OA.NN'OT BB 1 ADMIS

SIBLE 'BY TWI MAN \VBO DENIES THE ExTERNAL 0BJEOT.-

(b) JF, ON TJIE OTHER HAND, 'BEING IN OONJIORMITY 

W I TH REAT,l'rY ' CONSISTS IN llEINO THE OAUSII 011 

A CoGNITION ENVISAomo BFI!l!OTIVE ACTION, 

-'l'REN, TRt8 lS POSSIBLE ALSO WHEN 

TB.B CooNITION IS WITHOUT AN EX· 

TI:RNAL OB.TEOTTV» BASIS.-

(2053-2054) 

COMMENTARY. 

(a) 1£ 'being in conformity with reaJity' as the quoli.6ootion of your 
Probo.ns, means, eitller that it represents the &xtem~l objeot, or tbat it has 
the capaci ty of reprooonting it,-theu, for tlo• person wl1o doniu IJ.e ..uma! 
obj<d--i.e. for ono who holds that ldea or Cognition is &11 t.hnt oxists,-such 
conformity e&n never be 'admiasible ' ; henoe the Probon.8 io ono tNnted 
with 'inadmissibility' by one of the two parties. 

(b) If 'conformity' moon.o that it bringo about a Cognition which 
enviaagos the desired effective Mlion,--then,-eo long u a proof setting 
uide tho contrary conchaion h .. not been addue«<, thoro would always be 
a auapicion of t.he Probana being p""'ent where the Prob<lndum io abeent : 
and thio would make tho Prob<lns ' Inconcl\l$ive '. Bocauoo such etmfor
miev would not be incompatiblo with the view that Cognition has no 
object<vo bosis.-(20G~-20~4) 
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The following Tezu abow bow there i.o no •nch ineomJlfttibilit)· (with 
tho Ideo.li8tic position) :-

TEXTS (2055.2056). 

,JUST AS IN THE CASE OF TUB EXTERNAL Tll!NGS, WATER AND THE REST, 

'rRR l'RESF.NCF. OF ACTliAL CAPACITY L'l REGARDED AS TRill REOIILATilW 

PAOI'OR IN' 'CONi'ORMtTY'•,--'l'lriS SA.WB 'CoNFOIUUTY' OF Co<t~'l· 
,.TON' IS FOUND ll< Tll1t CASE OF OTHER Cool<mONS ( I N· 

PJ<Rlth'TIAL, R'l'O.) ALSO. So THAT, IN vtEW or WHAT 

APPJ!ARH t.'l lNJ'ltRENCr:, TKE REASON ADDUCED 

BY THR 0PI'ONBNT 18 'TOO WIDE' (HENCJI 

' INOONCLUS!Vll ').-CDTAINLY TlUI FORM 

OP F.fRF. AND OTI'IER THINGS (IN· 

FJIRRBD) WltiOH IS QUlTE CLEAR 

AND DISTINCT, IS NOT LTRB 

THAT 01' THF.!~-yERJINOB 
ITS.BLl'.-(2055 •. 2056) 

CO~fMENTARY. 

'l'hen again, though the I nferential Cognition is devoid of the objective 
•uhlltratnm, yet it is iu conformity with reality; so that the Re!Ulon adduced 
iB olearly found where the l'roband\tm is absent, and honco, Jik& 'cognis· 
nbility ', lt is c1earl~~ ' too wide ', honee ' Xnconolueive '. 

It might be atg1.1ed that--" w~ do not nd.mit thnt Inferential Cognition 
iR dovoid or objootlve substtl\tum ". 

Tho o.nswer to that. is-' Ctrtainly~ the jornl, de. etc. '-This argument 
rnay be thus formulated :-\\'hen a cognition is devoid of t.h6 form of some
tiling, it cannot be rognrded oa hAving that for ita objective boei~<,-e.g. the 
Cognition of Colour dooa no~ have Sound for ita objective: -Inferential 
Cognition is devoid of tho extern&! ~orm ;-hence there ia apprehension of 
110mothing that is contrary to a wider factor.-Tbo Reaoon &dduoed here 
cannot be regarded 011 'll1admissiblo'; because the form of tho Fire is 
quite clellr and distinct; and M INch, it is not like the form of tho Inferential 
Cognition (of that Firo) ; bcco.uso tho Inferential Cognit.ion is always some· 
what hazy and incleSnite.-11 i t wero not so, then the Fire which, in Percop· 
t.ion, is cognised in a woll·defined form, a.s due to the burning of gr88Ses and 
len.v~. would appear in the &amo definite form in Inference alt~o ; M a matter 
ol fact, what does appear in Inference has abandooed ita woll-defined lonn 
and appears only in a veguo gone..,\ form in accordance with the Indicative 
on which the lniennoo i.o bued. Benoo so far as the External Object is 
oonoemed, it does not app6t.r in Inference at all. Nor can one and the S&.Jne 
thing have two forma-the G.......U and the Particular,-whicb a.re mutually 
contrlldictory, as alrondy oxplainod belore.-Nor can tho Reason be regarded 
na ' Contrt\dictor~, ' ; becau&e it ia preAent where the Pl'Obandum i.8 present.-

I 
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Nor is it ~ Ineonclusive'; for, if it were, then thGre wO\lld be incougruit.ie~s.
(2055-2056) 

With tho following Tex~, the Author sets forth the e.rg>oments· po·o. 
poomded by Uddyot<ikara [Nyllyavil>'tika on Sfl. 4. 2. 34] :-

TEXT (2057). 

·' 'l'HAT WIDCH APP.&ABS IN VAlllOVS l'LACES MUST llE REGAliDED AS 

DIIIF:&RENT FROM APPREHENSION WJUCH IS INTERNAL (SUB.rECTIV}~) 

-BECAUSE IT IS COGNISABLE, ETO.,-LIKE THE 0oGNlTION 

OCOURRING IN ANOTHER 0/UJ,itt ",-IF TJUS IS URGRD (TRltN, 

THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE NEXt 1'ext).- (2057) 

CmfMENTAlW. 

He has a.rgued thus:-·· Tho Blue eto. which appear in variou.a place>; 
must be regarded as different from Apprehension, which is intemaJ,- because 
t-hey are cognisable. because they are evanescent. because they are prod\lcts, 
and because they have ea.uses ;-.hmt liko the Cognition appearing in 
t\not.her Ohain " . 

TEXT (2058). 

IN TIDS ARGUMENT ALSO THBn:E IS 'FALSITY ' (INCONCLUSIVENESS) ; 

AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE, lN THESE RESPECTS, BETWEEN THE 

CoLOUR AND THE 000NITION ~ AND TKERR IS ' !NOONOLUSIVE:

NESS ' ALSO, IN VIEW OF THE 'Two l\f0oNS , AND OTRER 

THINGS PERCEIVED AY hlEN WITH DJS}~ASF.D flYF.>. 

-(205R) 

COMMENTARY. 

·In lh·is argumtnt '- i.e. in all the Reason:t adduced. 
"J!'al8ity '-Inconc1uaiveness.-Beca.t1Se the 'inner cognition ' also ha.() 

the character oi ' cognisability ' and the rost; just aft there is c inconc1usive
ness ' o.lso in view of the ' t'\\•O moons ' t.ha..t appear iu the Cognition of tl1e 
me.n with the dill<lased eye. 

In things like the ' two moons •, cogniwl>ility ahould ix> understood to 
be present in the sense that they appear in that form in the Conceptual 
Cognition ; because tl1ey a:re not; rea.lly cognisable in the sense of form.ing 
tho object of the cognition itsalf; because they are not in contact with the 
Sense-organ; a..CJ declar~d in tho saying-' On a.eeount of the obstruetion of 
the Hair, et.e. the visual perception doea not proceed from the Sense·organ '.
(2058) 

In the following TexU, the Author notices and anS'wers Kmn<lriia'• 
view, that what has been just cited a-S· the basis of 1 Inconclusiveness • 
(F&lsity) of the Reason cannot be ' admitted ' :-
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TEXTS (2059-2063). 

IF IT IS ALLEG})I) THAT--" IN Tlm CASES CITED, IT IS REALLY TilE 

EXT)':RNAL OBJECT THAT IS COGNISIID ",-(THEN TlW ANSWER I~ 

o\$ k"Ot.t.OWS] :-THE FORM THAT ACTUAJ.LY FIQURIIS IN THE Coma· 
TlON OANN01' l!l> OJt THE :NATURE 0}" TJW REAl. oQject; AS 11' ONLY 

FIGURES IN THE COGNITION AND HENCE BECOM.MS COGNlS~D i THM 

ACTUAJ, l!ORM 011 THE EXTERNAL OBJ'ECT ITSELF DOES NOT l'!Gillttl 

Tlfi::RE AT ALL. How IS IT POSSIIlLE THAT IT SHOULD NOT ~'IGURE 

THERE AND YET DE COGNISED ~ IT IS CERT.\JNLY A CONTRADICTION 

JN TF.RMS TO SAY THAT ' ONE OOONlSES IT ' AND ' ONE DOES NOT 

COGNISE IT '.-IT IS l!OR THESE REASONS THAT IT IS NOT Dllll!IOULT 

TO PROVE THAT COGNITION$ ARE self-cognised; DEOAUSE SUOH lS 
FOUND TO BE THE COONI'tiON IN :EVl!Jl.\YTRlNO WHICH IS OF THE 

NATO"llll 011 'J,IOllT '.-F.ROM .ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT IT IS NOT 

TRlfE THAT " THE WRONG COGNITION, WRTLE Al.>'PR:&llBNDING THE 

OBJECT, APPRBHENDS IT AS O'l'lllmWISE TIIAN IT REALLY EXISTS, 

AND TIIUS R.~VISAOBS ITSBLI1 (1) ".-(2059-2063) 

COMMEN'fAR Y. 

Kwniirila w·gueli us follow~ :-u In the Cd.ije~ cited of wrong cognition~ 
(Jiko that of Two Moons, Yellow """clt·&h<ll and so forth), what is put forward 
as the basis of wrong cognition i• an txtomat objea itself in the form of tho 
Conch-shell, etc. only it is in the 1Je11hw form that it supplie.• the lmsis for 
the Cognition. Hence t.here is no ' falsity ' (or' Inconclusiveness') at all u. 

Thu &Dswer to this is-' Th•/fYI"TT> that ad®lly figur68, m. m. '-What is 
meant is brieJiy 1\S follows :-The only right view is that that same form 
ca.n be appreh&nded by e. certain Cognition which actually figures in that 
Cogniti.o11 ; othorwise every Cognition would app...,hend everything. Thus 
then, ' being apprehended ' is invariably concomitant with ' appearing or 
figuring'. In the Cognition of the YeUow form, the whu6 form does not 
figure a.t al1 ; because what is meant to be perceptible is not actually perceived; 
so that the wider character of 'appas.ring or figuring ' being absent, thoro 
must be absence of the leS>! wide character of '&pprehe!\ljibility ' .-The 
argument may be formnl&ted as follows :-Wh&n a certain form does not 
figure in u. Cognition, it cannot be regarded as cognisable (by that Cognition), 
- e.g. Colour in the Cognition of Sound ; -the white colour of the Conch· 
sh•ll does no> figure in the cognition of the 1J•ll<>w form ;-and thus there is 
no apprehension of the wider chanlcter. 

• One cognisu it, etc. &c. '-ThiiJ shows that there ili self-contradiction. 
' It i8 j(l'r thi8 reaaon. ele. etc. '-By this passage the Author tries to 

establish, by the way, his view that Cognition is sell-cognised. And this 
e.lso servos to set 1\Side what has been assertsd by the followe:s of Jaimini 
(Shabara-blulf!ia) to the effect and that-" Our Cognition i.s imperceptible 
and formless " . 

• 
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' lt"r01» aU lhis, etc. etc..'-'l'l1e sentenoo is to be construed a.c;-• J(alpayanti 
sati arelumteva anyailta aatttam kalpayati iti na •,-' i t is not true that, etc. 
etc.'-T~ denies wha.t has been asserted by KwrniNla.-(2069-2063) 

The following te..U set forth a seriCfl of argumo.nts put forward by 
1(1tmiirila :-

'£EXTS (2064-206!1). 

" (a) 'l'DAT WHIOH IS THE ap7rreht:nder Oll' CoLOUR liiUS'r BE Dr~'FER.JU<T 
FROM WHAT IS apprehended,- BECAUSE THE CoGNITION 0)' THE ONE 

DOES NOT APPEAR ON THE COGNITION OF T)I);) OTHER ;-AS IN THE 

OASE Oli' THE APPREHENDED OF T ASTE, ETC.-(b) WHAT IS apprehentkd 
MUST BE Dll"FERENT ll'ROM THE A pp1·ehenJ.er ; BJ!CA USE ONE WHO 

TIDNI<S OF THE ONE DOES NOT. NEOESSARILY TIDNK OF THE OTHF.R; 

- AS IN THE CASE OF THE A.l'l'RE1llllNDEll OF TASTE, ETO.,-(c) FOR 

THE SAME REASON THE TWO liiUST, Tll:US, llE CONCLUX>EO TO RE 

Dllll'ERENT IIIWM ONE ANOTHER, LIKE TASTE, :&TO. ,- (d) TII:& TWO 

MUST BE Dill'Fl!lRIWT, BECAUSE T.HEY ARE NEVER COGNISIID AS JlEINO 

0]! THE SAME FORM,-LlKE THE COGNITION OCOUllRING IN ANOTHER 

'CHAIN '.- (e) THE C oGNITION CANNOT APPREHENX> ANY PORTION 

Oll' ITSELF; BECAUSE IT I'IWOEEDS PROM THE CoGNITION ;-LIRE 

ITS OWN POT!WCY.-(j) THERE SHOULD BE DENIAL ALSO OF 'Al'I'IIJoJ. 

HIWSIBJLITY ' (OF THE COGNITION BY ITSELF) ;-BllCAUSE THll 

lliii'BESSTON IS DEVOID OF THE DUl'LtoATII OHABACTER.-(g) CHA!TBA'S 

CoONlTION CANNOT BRJNC ABOUT THE APPREHENSION OF TBE APPRE· 

HENSIBLE FA:RT OF THE CoGNITION AR.JS!No OUT OF RIS CoGNITION ;

JlEOAUSE IT IS COGNITION ;-JUST AS THE CoGNITION APPEARING 

IN ANOTHER FFlaSON.''- [Shlo/awartika-SMi.nyavii<la, 172- 177)
(2064-206!!) 

COMMENTARY. 

"(a) T he Oognition that apprehends 'CoiO\ll' must be different in form 
from what ia apprihended ;-b&ca.na:o when there is Cognition of the Colour, 
there is no Cognition of the Cognition ; just "" the Apprehender of 
·.r ... ts.-Or (b) what is approhondcd,-i.o. Colour, ete.,-mnst be difierent 
from its Apprehender ; because when a. man t-hinks of the one, he does not 
thinl< of the other ;-just as in the easo ol the apprehender of lasts, etc.
Or (c) the two-the Colour and its Apprehender-must be different from ono 
another, because there is no thought of th& one while the other is thought of, 
- just liko Taste and Colour, otc.- Or (cl) the two m\JSt be regarded 1\8 different, 
because they ~ n.ever reeogn.ised ae being oi the same form,-Jike th& Cogni. 
tion appearing in another' Chain '.-Or (c) the Cognition cannot apprehend a 
portion of itseli,- be<:an•e it is produced from the Cognition itaelf ; like ita 
own Potency ;-t~ ' Potency ' is what is known as ' Impression ' .-(/) 
Similarly, thore should be denial of the ' apprehensibili ty ' of Cognition, 
which is done in this form :-The portion of Cognition cannot be apprehended 
by the Cognition itself, because it has come out of the Cognition". 
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Question :-In between t.hcse two arguments whero iN t·he Corroborntlvo 
Iushmoo endowed 'vith the character of the Probandttm ? 

An8'we-r :-"Because the Imprusion. Ut devoid of the clttjJlirate character;
i.e. the character of the Apprclumded Md the character of the Apprtllender. 

(y) Or. there ilf another argument-Thit' Cognition in q'testion cnnrwt 
briug about t.he ~t.pprehenaion of the port.ion of Cognit-ion produced in one'~ 
Cognition.-bec&\tSe it is Cognition.-just es t.he Cognition appearing in ot.heJ· 
persons-il!lllitnl and the rest,-does not apprehend thr. portion nrising out. 
of Cl"'il!ra' s Cognition.-(2064-2008) 

'"£he refutation of the nbo,·e is set forth in tho fo1Jowi1lg :-

'l'EX'l' (2069}. 

BECAUSE TKtJ TWO ARE NEVER COGNISEO SEPARATELY, AS EXPLAINED 

BBFORE,-TREREFORE ALL THE REASONS ADDUCED (BY K umiil'ila), 
l>OWN TO l"liE ' NON·COONITION OF S.UffiNBSS ', SHOULO 

BB. BBJEOTBO AS 'JNADMT~SlBLF. '.- (2069} 

UOM~1EN1'ARY. 

• Becc.use tht two are 1let:er cogn;stcL 8epara.uly • ;-i.e. because tho :[Jlue 
a.od its Cogn.W,on ore always found together; bec&\18e for tho man who haK 
no apprehension of Cognition, there can be no perception of the Object;
,.u this has been e.xplaiMd before in course of the proof of Cognition being 
self-cognised ;-where the non-difference between <he Blue and its Cognition 
ha.s been establi•hed ;-bec8l1SO of thie, all the Rea.ons ndduoocl above (by 
Kutn<irila) down to tha ' non ~cognit•lon uf samenes.~ ' cannot be ' a.dmiasible •. 
-(2069) 

In the following Tc:ct, the Opponent urge• that the Reasons are well· 
known and • admis.~ble' :-

TEXT (2070} . 

"' 1'ltB COUNITION OF THE FOR>t Ob' 1'KE Apprc,M.,uf,ed, (object) IS SPOl<liN 

OF AS 'CONNECT BD WITH EXTERNAL S"PAOE J, ANl> AS APPE.6-ltiNO 

WITHOUT THE CoGNITION OF THE ripprehender 
(COGNITION}. "-(2070} 

CO~L'IlEN1'AlW. 

" A$ " matttr of fact, ' the External Object> is directly perceived •• 
bQving e. shape and as connected with external space '-as asserted by 
8habar<>, the out-hor of t.he Blt14Ya (on Mimilmsa-Sittrn !. 1. 5),-wbere it hill! 
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been explained that there is Cognition of the Apprehended Object, even 
when there is no Cognition of the Apprehending Cognition. E:onee the 
Roason ~ BecatU;G it i~ not apprehended on t.he apprehension of the other 1 

becomos established and hence 'admissible '."- (2070) 

QttMtion :-How are the second and sul>lequont Reasons (ul"ged under 
Te:>:ts 2065 et. seq.) proved and admissible ? 

Answer:-

TEXTS (2071-2073). 

" AS A MA 'ITER OF FAOT, PEOPLE HAVE SUCH NOTIONS AS ' I DO NOT RE· 

ME>fBER tF ANY OliJEOT WAS Al'PREHENDED llY M1ll AT THE TIME', 

WlflOH SHOWS TXIAT THlJY lllil!ofEMilEl< THE A.PPEARANOE OF THE 

Al>PllEHENDING COONlTION, WITHOUT ANY IDEA OF THE Al>PRERENDED 

0RJEOT. IF THE TWO \VEIU: NON·DIFFERENT, THERE WOULD BE 

REMEMBRANCE OF THE APPREHENDED 0RJECT ALSO, WHEN THERE IS 

REMEMBRANCE OF THE APPREHENDING COGNITION ;-AS A M:A'ITER 

OF FAOT HOWEVER, THERE IS IDEA OF THE APPREHENDING CoGNITION 

ONLY. T HUS THE Dlll"lrERENOE BETWEEN TBll TWO BECOMES PBOVED 

BY POSITIVE AND NBGATIVE OONOOM!~ANOiil.-THUS ALL THESE 

REASONS BECOME ESTABLISHED AS l<ESIDING IN THE MINOR TERM." 

-{Shlok~vdrtika-Shfmy~tXida, 83-SS].-(2071-2073) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ~membranoo of the Apprehending Cognition is found to appe...
evcn without the remembrance of the Apprehended Object ;-if there were 
absolute non-difference between the two, thon thoro would be remembrance of 
the Apprehended Object ruso,-just a.s there is. of the Apprehending Cognition; 
-hence ""' they do not share the sa.me fate, the Apprehended Object and the 
Apprehending Cognition must be different from one a-nother. 

It might be ul"ged that-' there is remembra.nco of th~ Apprehended 
Object a.lao '.- 'J'he answer to that i.s--1 AB a matter of fact, however, ~c. etc. 1

• 

' Ttara '- At the time that thel"$ is Remembra-nce of the Apprehending 
Cognition.-' .ti)~ """'',-i.e. the Apprehending Cognition alone,-not the 
Apprehended Object. The particle ' eva ' is misplaced. 

• By positive and negative concomita·n<:e '- as between the presence and 
~bsence of the Remembrances of the Apprehended Object and the Apprehend
ing Cognition; as there is absenu of the ~membra.nce of the Apprehended 
Object even wl>en there is presenu of the Remembrance of the Apprehending 
Cognition.-(2071- 2073) 

The a~ove arguments (of l{t<miirila) are answered in the following:-
16 
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TEXT (2074). 

As A ~1A.'l"l'EB Oli' 1!At:Y1:, THERE OAN BE NO APPREHENSION 011 THE OBJECT 

FOR ONE WHO HAS NO Al'.PREBENSION OF THE 0oGNI'l'lON; HBNOE 

Tli:ERE OAN BE NO .U'PREHENSION Ol! 'l'BE APPREHENDED 

OBJECT WlTBO'U'l' 'l'IIlll APPREHENSION Oli' THE 

CoGNITION.-{2074) 

COJIIMENTARY. 

The following Text points out the ' Inconclusive ' eharaeter of the Reason 
adduced (by Kumllrila, under Te:u 2070, above) th&t--' the Object is clearly 
perceived as oonnccted with outside spoc& ' :-

TEXT (2075). 

THE yellow OOLOUI< IS ALSO CLitUU.Y PEROIIIVlllD BY PEOPLE WITH DISEASED 

EYES ; AND Y.BT IT IS NOT A.P.I'REIIENDED AS SOlllllTBING DIF· 

FERENTIATED FROM THE ELEMENT OF THE APPREHEND· 

Il'G CoGNITION. IT SHO'ULD BE THE SAME IN 

TilE t:Y1:HBR O.I.SE .U.S0.-(2075) 

COMMENTARY. 

There should be a stop a.t ' ni8krftam '. 
' Al.to ' ;-i.&. just as the real ' yellow ' is clearly perceived as connected 

with outside spooo, so also is the ' yellow ' clearly poroeived by the man 
with the jaundiced eyes. 

Qu.e.stitm :-11 Wba.t if it is SO peteeived 1, 
.;~....,.,.:-'A rut yet u i8, ttc. etc.'- Tbere should be a stop after '"'"' ' 

vedyam 11.a ' ; and • ni,flcrs(<Jm ' has to be eonstrued ht>.re ; and after ' na •. 
• bhavati' is to be understood.-Thus the moaning comes to be this :-The 
y.Uow that is porooivod by the man with the diseased eyes does not become 
apprehended separately, differentiated from the app1'eMruting jadm; and 
yet it is perceived a.s ' connected with outside space'. Hence the Roo.son 
in question is t Inconclusive'. 

'It should be. the 80t'ne, etc. etc..'-i.e. also in the case of the real' yellow •. 
-Wb&t is meant to be shown by this is that the two oaeesstand on the same 
footing ouly so far ae 'being clearly parooived' is conoorned.-(2075) 

The following Too;~ supplies the answer to ·the argument urged (by 
Kwnarila, under 2071, &bove) that--" People have the notion • I do not 
remember, etc. etc! .. :-
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TEXT (2076). 

TaE REMEMBRANCE THAT ltAS .BEEN CITED CERTAINLV Al'PERTA.!NS TO 

TJill Al>PRElD'lNDED 00JEOT ;-ONLY ITS SPECIAL l'IIATURES ARE 

NOT CLEARLY REME~.LBERED. THB REMXMBRANOB DOES NOT 

PIIRTA.!N TO .WYTBINO AS DISTINCT FBOM EVERYTlUNO IILSE ; 

BECAUSB REPEATED EXPERIENOB AND OTllER OONDI· 

TIONS ()Al."NOT BE THBBE.--{2076) 

What is meant to be a88Crted. here is the fact thM ieoannot be 'admitted • 
that " there is no Remembrance of the Apprehended Object when there is 
Remembrance of the Apprehending Oognition ". 

Tho following might be urged:-" If the llemembranoe pertains to the 
Apprehended Objeot, then why ahould its special featuree not be remembered, 
-when as a mattsr of fact. one would naturally remember the object as 
differentiated from all other like and unlike t.hings, oxaot.ly u it has been 
apprehended. Otberwiae if it did not apprehend its 'differenoe ' from 
other things, how could it &pportain to it ! There would certainly be 
incongruities " . 

The answer to this~· Thf Remembranco dcu not pertain, uc. •lc.'
What is meant is os lollo\<1! :-Conception has not the eapooity to spprehend 
things oxo.ctly &a they exist,-bocause it doos not envisage a rooJ entity ; 
-.hat happens is that, when thoro has been spprehension of a oort.ain thing, 
-tho subsoquent Remembrance that appesrs appertains to only that aspaet 
of tho thing with reference to which there happen to bo ouch predisposing 
ea~ aa the man's being in need of the thing concerned ftnd so forth; so 
•hot the Remembrftnce itsoU is always devoid of tho ol>ject~omont. What 
happens in reality is thot it really manifests itseU alone, and by imposing 
tho ol>ju:dw character upon what is purely aubjeaiw, all Remembrance he· 
comM wrong (false) ; and when a certain Remembrftnee ia relegated to a 
certain Object, i~ is only beoaueo of the concept~ not heoauae there is any 
real connection between the two. It is not true that the oonception of the 
Apprehended Object is present in Remembrance; and it appears in a form 
in which tho special features of the Object are not· conoeived, because the 
varying grades of cont&ct 1\nd repe&ted exporienoe th~t would he neoesse.ry 
tor auch conception of the apoci"l feature<! are absent. It io on this aooonnt 
(of the vague conception of the Object) that one Remembrance is distinguished 
from another.--{2076) 

Quulion :- "How do you know that there is idea ot the Apprehended 
Object. involved in the Remombrance f u 

Amwer:- · 
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TEXTS (2077.2078). 

[r IT IVERE NOT so, THEN TRKRE coULD B£ No REuEMBRANOE n< TKE 

FORU '80me 03J:£0'l' HAD BEB:N A'Pl'REHENDED' j JI'OR .REME.MJlRANCE 

IS NEVER COONISBD AS A PIEOB 011 l'trRE RoOK·ORYSTAL.-THE 

TWO LAST REASONS (OlTED llY Kumiirila) ALSO ARll OLEAI<LY 

'!NOONCLVSIVll) ', lN vi:BW OF SUCH CoONITlONS AS 

THAT OF TKll ' Yellow CoNCR·SBI!LL '.-Trus IS 

mE WAY TO DEAL WITH TBII OT!Il!:R REASONS 

ALS0.-(2077-2078) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Reroembr&noo did no~ envisage ~ho Objoot even in the vaguo 
undi.£torontie.ted form, thon it could not appear oven in tho vaguo general 
form that 'Some objoot had boon apprehended'. Nor is oven 1> Cognition 
romombeoed in the form of the puro Rock-cryatal, witho11t tho imprint of t-ho 
form or tho Object npprehonded (and remambered) ;-by virtue ot which it 
oould be asserted that "Tboy remember the appenraooe of t ho Apprcbonding 
Cognition devoid of tho form of the Apprehended Object" aa has been 
..-rted by [Kumari/4, under Tt# 2071, above]. 

Thus it cannot be admittA!d that " there is no R<lmembrance of tha 
Object when tha Cognition is remembered". 

Aa regards the IMt two R-OIUI pu• forward (by Kumdrila in Text. 2067 
and in 2068)-" Becall80 it prooeeds from Cognition" (2067) and "Because 
it ia Cognition " (2068),-t.llOBO are 'Falsi Sed ' (l neonelusivo) by aueh instance.< 
111 the following :-The Cognition of the YeUow Conch-allell, though 'proceeding 
from Cognition', dooa apprehend ita own subjective factor in the sbapo of 
y.UOw ;-and also while being' Cognition', it brings about the Oognition of 
~ho yellow which is part of the Oognition ; and 60 oould otJ>or Cog,itions 
alao do. Hence the •wo RoaeoiUI are 'lnoonclullive '.-Aa regard& tho Cogni
tion of the • Yellow Conch-ehell', it has been alre&dy proved thot it is devoid 
of objective basis ; henoo wht\t the Cognition of the • Yellow Conch-aholl ' 
apprehends is only that form of Y dlc1o which exia!B in the Cognition alone 
(118 a. subjective factor); nnd to that extent it proves the fact of Cognition 
ooing self-cognised. 

'Tl•i8 i8 the way, et.o. etc.'-' lVith tJa.e other ~IOtll',-thn.t ia, other 
UoaaOIUI that tbo other party hna adduced in proof of the oxiatonce of the 
Ex~&! Thing. 

It has been asked by the other party- " What sort of .,..,.... (of the 
two) is aought to b6 proved 1 la it meant to be on tho BJOund that th.,... 
is no anch thing 84 appeant in tM form of m,.,, etc., nor any form of Cognition, 
such 118 is met with in experionoe 1 How can any 8Uch idea be entertained ? 
Aa if it were ao, this would m06D a negation of all things". 

The answer to this ia as follow• :-There would not be negatio11 of all 
things. Because all tha~ is non-exi&tent by il1! very nature is the appre
hoiUiiblo thing, like Earth, oto., apart from the Ooguition i!BeU. As for 

I 
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'another Chain', that does not exist as something apprehensible, and hence 
it is devoid of the apprehensible form. And "" for the fact of the Cognition 
being the Active Agent in relation to it,-<m the basis of the idea that the 
Cognition also cognises,-the.t active agency also is not thero; and hence that 
too is devoid of the 'a.ppr~bensiblo form' ;-not so the 'active agency 1 in 

. relation to the Specifio Individuality of the Cognition it<lelf ; M everything 
cannot be bro\lght about by everything.-This has been thus described
' When the Blue, Yellow e.nd the like e.ppee.r in Cognition as something 
e:cternal,-thore does not, in reality, exist anything cogn.ise.ble, outside; 
hence the idea of the Cognition being the o.ctive agent in relation to that is 
not true; hence what appears as Oognition is the only one roo.lity, withottt 
a second • .-Under this understanding, the following text of the PrajM· 
piiromita. also becomes comprehensible :-' Cognition is devoid of the natura 
of Cognition, in the sense that it is devoid of any definite charocteristics '.
{2077 -2078) 

Having set forth the original formal argument above {in the Commentary 
introducing Te:a 1965 on p. 560, Line 13) in the words--' Every Cognition is 
devoid of both, apprehended o.nd apprel1t1ttler, because it is Cognition,-lika 
the Cognition ofthe Reflection • ;-and having so far established the invariablo 
concomitance between the Proba-ns and tbe Probandum in this reasoning, the 
Author sums up the whole position in the following :-

TEXT (2079). 

FOB 'l'BllSE BlMSONS, THE COGNITION UNDER DISPUTE liWST BE witJwut 
a second,-BEWG DEVOID OF 0B.TECTrvE AND THE Aetn.VE AGENT,

BEOAUSE tT rs CoGNITION,-LIKll THE 

RE!l'LEOTION.-(2079) 

COM?.IEiNTARY. 

What is meant by the opithet 'under dispute' is that the subject of the 
Rea.soning is the Cognition of persons with healtl>y eyes, et<l.,-not all Cogni· 
t.ions ;-while whn.t is put forward as t-he Probans--' because it. is Cognition •, 
- is Cognit-ion in general; thus it is that the Probans is not part or the Proposi~ 
tion. ' Being d<Wid of Objective and Actioo Agent • qttali6es ' witlwut a second • ; 
that is, wha-t is meant by its being ' without a. second • is that it is ' without 
Objective and Active Agent •; and not that no 'second' exists at all. 

• Like the Rtjkction '-The Ol;ject being spoken of M the Ooqnuion, the 
tarm • ReAection • stands for the Oognuion of the Rtjkction.-Or the 'Vati' 
affix, in 'pratibimbavat ' may be taken as coming after the Locative ending ; 
then, as the Receptaele (denoted by the Locative), the Oognili<>r> it<lelf 
becomes indicated. 

The Probans cannot be regarded as 'inad.missible' ; because what is 
put forwe.rd is that character of the Oogoition which consists in th& • exclusion 
of other things 1 ,-and not the very nature of • Cognition •. 
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Nor is the Probans • Contndictory' ; becau.oe it is preoont w~rover th• 
Probandum is known to be pt"eSOnt.--(20;9) 

Another party urges tbe facloof tbe Corroborativelnstonee (' Reftection ') 
being devoid ol the Probandum :-

TEXT (2080). 

" lN TJIB OASJ!> OF Rlll!LEOI'ION ALSO, THE CoONITION IS REGARDED A$ 

JIA VINO AN OBJECTIVE BASIS ; AS IT I~ :BOUND THAT ON THE 

VISUAL RAYS BEING TURNED llAOK, ONIIl'S OWN I'AOiil !S 

SlllBN AS IT IS IN THII RB~LJIOTION."-(2080) 

COMMENTARY. 

" Tho ligbt-rayo, issuing from the eyoe and falling upon the I!Unaoo of 
the :llirror, booome turned back and thua booome connO<>tod with one's own 
laee, and then they bring about tbe cognition of the faee. Thus it is the 
f...e itO<>If thet is -., as within tbe llir<or. So that it booom06 eotablisbed 
that the Oognit.ion of the Rellection is not 'devoid of the .Awrtl•end.,. and the 
.tpprtJotnbll '."--(2080) 

Tho answer to the above is provided in tho following :-

TEXT (2081 ). 

lT JS NOT JUS OWN li'AOll THAT ONB SBES IN Tllll ~aRROR,-Dl!OAUSB IT IS 

Sli!lN IN l'RONT Ol' ONE'S SELl!, AND BJIOA17811 WHAT IS Sli>EN IS 

DUJ'l!RBNT IN SIZE, POSITION, BTO. (FROM ONE'S l'AOB),-

LIKl!J ANY OTHER OBJEOT .--(2081) 

COMMENTARY. 

11 i1 nol Av oum f= tAal OM ,... ;,. IAI m~,-b0<>au.oe the faee seen 
t.hcro otendl before one's self ;-also bO<>auoo what is seen has a position, 
aize, complexion and othnr details different from tho face.-' lAU ony olher 
oOjed ' ;-!.o. like such thing$ as sound and tht like. 

What is meMt is as follows :-If the Cognition w~ the Apprehender 
of the foee, thon it should have apprehended it el<acloly .. the face itself 
aotuelly stendl ; because it cannot be tight for the Apprehonder of one fonn to 
apprehend o. thing of another form. If this were pol!llible, then there would be 
inoongruitieo. As a matter of fact, when a man fMing the South looks at 
the mirror, whe.t he perceives in the m.irror ia the face facing the North; 
a.imilarly, iJ the rnirror is a small one, the fooo thab he aoos iu t.he reflection 
is smaller tho.n his own faoe ; and it is also perooived 88 touching the mirror's 
surfi\Co and lying far beneath it. In reo.lity however, tho mirror's surfaoo is 
not of that size, nor is it ,.,..ly in contaot with the real faoe.-Sim.i.Jarly 
wbon a man is standing on the benk of a Jab of oloar water, and looks at 
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the water-surface, he perceives the re6oetions of the trees stending on the 
brink of the water, with their tops pointing downwards ; "od yet they are 
not re..Uy in that eondition.-From all this we conclude thet the Oognm&n of 
the &flection. does not apprehend the man's own face,-because what it 
envis,.ges is something different from the face,-li.ke the Cognition of sound.
(2081) 

Blw.dan14-Shwihq,gupt4 "rgues M follows:-" For the proving of the 
Cogoition being the only entity, the cl~a•·acw of being Cognition. has been 
ad.d\1ced as the R.Mson; but i t is not ineompatiblo with the contrary; hence 
all t.ha.t is said is nugatory". 

The answer to this is "" follows :-

TEXTS (2082-2084). 

' BlllNG CoONlTION ' IS ' LUMINOUSNESS ' ; AND TfU.T OAN HAVE NO 

PLAOE IN TRE ' APPREHENDED OBJEOT ',-BEOAUSE IT IU..S NO 

OOl:<"NEOTION WITH THE ClllR.AOTERS 01!' ' NOT ENVISAG· 

ING A l!OR1U 1 AND THE REST ;- HENCE ITS 

INV A.RIA.JlLE OONOOMITANOE &S BEEN 

DULY ASOERTAINED.-(2082) 

COMMENTARY. 

The requisite invariable eoneomitence hoe already been established 
under Te%t 1999 above-' Not envisaging a form, or envisaging a form or 
envisaging something else, the Cognition cannot apprehend nny external 
thing ' . Consequently, the Reason put forwa.rd here C..nnot be rega.rded Q& 

' Inconclusive '. 
The Reverocl Teacher Dinrnig(l., for the purpose of determining the 

• basic oeuse ', has declared as follows :-' When thnt which is cognisable only 
in the internal (subjective) form appears as if it were eo;ternal, that objoet 
must be rega.rded as existing in the form of the Cognition, and also as forming 
its bMic cause '.-This serves to determine tho objective element in that 
aapect of the Cognition wh;oh is apprehended. 

The same Teacher h..,saidagnin-' Or, it may be that by transferring 
the potency, the a.pprehonsion of the Object, in due course, brings about, 
for the bringing about of nn effect similar to itself, "potency in the Cognition; 
so there is no incompatibility '.-This establishes the fact that the said 
Apprnhension (of the .Object) transfers to the immediately subsequent 
Cognition, tho potency tending to produce a.n effect similar to itself, a.nd 
thus becomes tho csuse.-(2082) 

In connection with this, the same Bhadama (Sht<blw.gupta.) ergues as 
follows :-" Though the apprehended element roa.y be the instrument of 
SollS(l-cognition, yot, inQ&muoh as that cannot figure in the Cognition itself, it 
eould not be the object of the Sense-cognition " . 

The answer to this is as follows :-
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TEXTS (2()83.2084). 

Tla; SITBSlSTBNCB 011 TRB O.Bil!Cl' IN THll ApprW>Ukd A8ptcl OF mE 

POTENOY Ol' THE tMMEDlATELY FOLLOWINO 0ooNJTION IS NOT 

lUlOAIIOEO 'BY 118 TO 'BE RE.U.. TiuT IS WRY 'I'ItB IDEA IS 

8Ul'FOJITED.-TH£ J1ACT OF THE 0ooNITION 8EINO THE O~"LY 

ENTITY HAS BEEN CLEARLY ESTABLJSHI!D BY CLEVER 

IVIUTEJIS. WE ALSO HAVE TRODDllN Tllll SAME 

PATH FOR TKE ASOERTAINMllNT 01? TRIJTH.-

(2083·2084) 

COMJriENTARY. 

'SIUJ.klau anaman jM.nl' ;-the two Locotive ending~~ are not to be 
taken in oo.otdin&tion. 

'Immodiouly lollDwing Cognili<m ',-in tho form or tl>e 'AlayaoijM.na' 
(Rocumbont Cognition). 

' POI#oc!f',-o! forming the basic caUS6 or the oeid idetl of the object. 
' I1 - lwJ4 to b. real' ;-beceuse it is not pooeiblo for &ll)-ihing apart 

from Atoms, etc. to bo the objective basis,-aa bu been eatabliahed in detail. 
Tha hu allo beenMSerted by the Revered Teacher, in tho following words :-
• The abotolute denial o£ the objective basis may involve incompatibility 
\vith " fact of direot experience; &Dd thoro may bo incompatibility with the 
dootririe enuncinted in the SlUm •-• Tlw• arolour kin<U •I oawa! ltU:Icr
ba#ic, dominant, immediate anlt.cedem. and cau.rol !inlo' ;-in order to show that 
thoro ;. no incompatibility, it has been explained what sort ol Baoic OaU46 
ia menot in this Stllm and also in ordinary experience. But all this baa 
boon dono on tl1e plane of' Dlusion •, not. of Reality; oo in roa!ity nil Cognitions 
are entirely devoid of objective basis. 

End •I 0/rQpler on /Ao E:rterftal TV or/d. 



CHAPTER XXIV. 

" The Revealed Word." 

COMMENTARY. 

In tho Introductory veroe~~ the • Intervolvod \Vbool of CM>Mtion • h8R 
been deseribod as • not dep&ndent upon ru>y soli-sufficient RC>Volation •; 
the Author oota forth argumenta in support of t.hls :-

TEXT (2085). 

0THRR PBOPLB, WITH INTBLLIWT OBSOI7RIID BY TONORANOB, HA.Vll 

ASS%RTED AS FOLLOWS:-" IT TS NOT RIOHT THAT ALL 'l'HTS TS 

MERE IDEA (OR Coo:~o-moN) ; lH!OA.USE THTS TS SJ:T 

ASIDE BY '1'llll REVEALED WORD ".-(2085) 

COMMENTARY. 

• OIMr ~'-the followora of Jaimini·. 
Theae people argue as follows:-" Jnjunotion alone is the buia for 

determining Dhorma (whnt one should do) and .Jtdhorma (what one should 
not do), tho only IigM ~>vaih•ble for all beings, being like the common • Eye • 
of all. It must be accepted ao authoritative and reliable by all intelligent 
men seeking to know their Duty (Dliarma) ; not ao other worcl.a oompo~d by 
human beinr. Beet\use tho Ordinlll'y humon being has his mind beset with 
lgnoronce, Attaehment and the l'08t; hence bia word is not Mpoble of afford· 
ing the right knowledge of auporscnsuous tblnp ; it is for this """""n that 
'Duty ' and such other matters cannot be leo.rnt from the words of such 
persons.-Nor ill Duty a.mennble to the Sen•e·percoptJon of people of limited 
vision ; because it ill beyond tho reach of the Senooe ond hence absolutely 
imporoeptiblo. 

" For inst..nce Dhorma (Duty) and ..4dhamta (its oontrory) are charoe
teriood by oapocity to bring about what is good and what is evil (respectively); 
... h88 boon Mllorted in Shobcora?t Bhii.f!14-' That alone is spoken of as 
DlwrmA whioh brings about the good (or welfM'&) of man ;-how do you 
know th<>t !-when " man performs a sacrifice, people call him dhelrmika, 
firm in the performance of bia duty ; and it io Otuy when one doea something 
that he is caUod after it ; e.g. the man who doea the tookifljl io called U>e 
Caak, and one who does the cll<>ppifljl is called tho Chopper ; in the oame way 
that is spoken of by the namo Dhc.rma which brinp man into contact "ith 
the highest good •. 

" Who.t thus becomes explained is that Dlumno is the capacity of 
Substance, ote. to bring about what i• good. For instance, Subltarn:e, Quality 
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and Action are spoken of as par~icular meall8 of accomplishing tho 
Good ; and it is shown that the name ' Dharma ' is applicable to those. 
Theoe, Subotanoo and the rest, are perooptible, in their own !ormo.-bnt· 
not e.o the mcam of oe<»mplW.ing w good; and it io in this latiA>r form that 
they are held lA> be • dlw.rmo. ', not meroly in their own forms. TW1 luus been 
tlms &8801-ted-' Tho Good consiats in the lw.ppinu• of the man, and this 
happin0ll8 is bronght about by Subotance, Quality nnd Action M indicated 
in tbo Injunction; hence it io to thooe that the cba.ractor of Dlw.rmo beloJl811 ; 
even though tbeoe, by themselveo, an> withiu the reed> of the Se.-, yet it i.• 
not in that form that they are Dhamla. Tbe fact of these being tM """"' of 
accomplishing w good is learnt from the Veda.; and it is in this form that 
these n.ro Dharma ; hence Dha""a ia not s.monable lA> the SensM '. [Vide 
Shloko..attika, Su. 2, 191, &nd !3.1(.}-' In tlvJtform. ',as being tho """"'of 
bringing Clboul w Good.-Tbus it i8 eot.ablished tht.t Dharma is a capacity or 
Potency. 

"From tW• it is also clearly und01'81A>od, by implict\tion, ~hat AdhaNn" 
also, ns contrary to Dl1artna, is a Potency or ca.pa.cit.y to bring &bout what is 
noi·Good. 

·• This capacity or Potency a man with limited powers of vi.oion cannot 
Perceive directly by the Sensce ; becauao capacity ia always inferred from itA 
offoct.a; aa haa boon doclnrod in the pMS&ge-' The PoiA>ncies of e.ll tbin&'l 
are alwt>yo provod by Presumption fro1p the.., effects '.-{Shlok<lvartika, 
Su. 2, 200. }-If it wcro not so, thon tho character of ' having limited powers 
of vilion ' would dioappoar.- Nor can the Parocpt.ion of mystioa apprehend 
supenonwous tbinga,.....,.;mp!y beeaut10 they are Perooptiou.- like any other 
Perospt.ion. 

"Nor can Infcr<11C8 be of uae in knowing what is Dhorma; because 
Inferonco can envi.oago only such n thing aa has hl>d its relation with some· 
thing elto alrel>dy known ; and Dhorma is not such a thing. 

"Nor con A...UOW bring about the knowledge of Dlw.rma ; beea~ 
Analow ecnsists in similitude and brings about. the ecgnition of n thing not 
before tho Eyes ; e.g. the seeing of the lhoaya brings about the remembrance 
of the Oow; ~nd thoro con be nothing which is known to be •imi!ar to DIJONna, 
_ ,vhich similarity oould bring about. the cognition of this Dharma. 

" Nor is Pruumpci<m capable of bringing about. the knowledge of Dlw.rma 
and .Adhamla. Beoau.oe Pruumpci<m ecnsists in the assuming of something 
not. peroeivod, on the ground that something elso, which has boon parceivod 
or heard of, would not be possible or explicable 'vi~hout the said o.asumption. 
Dl~arma. is not something without which something else would not be 
explicable or possible,-hereupon its Presumption oonld be beaed. 

" N~ also, which consiats in the abeence of all Means of 
Cognition, oerves to bril\g about the idea of thi8 i8 nol, and not enypolili~~< idee. 

"Thus then, Dlw.rma and Ad/111rma would faD within the jaws of this 
Non.apprehtn.sion nnd would be awallowed by it, it the Vedio Injunction 
were not there to aave them. Hence Dlw.n1'14 mu.et be regarded aa 'thet 
which ia iudiceiA>d by the Injunctive Word ao ecnducive to welfare', 
-nd it cannot be anything tht.t is indicaiA>d by the Senses or other Mcens 
of Cognition. 
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" All 1\ matter of fact, it is the Injunction that is capable of providing 
knowledgo of what is past, present or future,-<llso what is subtle or hidden 
or remote and such like; this cannot be done by any Sense-orgo.n.-{Shahara
bhii.wa I. L 2,) For these reasons the Injunction must be regarded as 
authoritative and reliable. 

"The name 1 Injunction ' is applied to words that \lrge to activity or to 
avoidl\noo of activity, e.g. the words • Desiring Bea.ven, she should perform 
t-he Agni41oma sacrifice • urge one to a.ctivity ; and tho words ' One should 
not injure living beings ' urge one to desist from activity. 

"For you (Buddhists) the only means of establishing the authoritative 
and reliable chara.ctor of the Injunction consists in 1Der& Idtalion with the 
I Three Principles, ;--such is the meaning or your de6nito pronouncement 
(Proposition)._;_And this view is not correct.- Why !-Becawe it i• "' 
aoidt l>y the Ro..akd Word ;-thet is, it is negatived by the Veda, which hM 
spoken of Agnihotra and other things which are quite distinct hom ' Cognition' 
(Idea}; in fact, tb~ Veda itself stands &part mm 'ldea •. 

"The mention of 'mere ldeation • is only by Wl\y of illustration. There 
are other propositions of the Buddhist wluch are set aside by the Vcda,
such as 'AU things are momentary ', 'There is no Soul', ' There ha.s been an 
OlDnisoient Pel'l!on •, 'There should be freedom from attachment' and so 
forth. All these words e>:press ideas that are contrary to what is said 
in the Veda."-(2085} 

It m ight be urged against the abovo Mimilmooka view that all this 
would be set aside by the Veda only if ita authoritative character were eateb
lished.-Bence tho Mimilmoaka adds the following :-

TEXT (2086). 

"T:IJB SAID Revealed Word IS AUTHORITATIVE FOlt ALL, BEOAUS>I 1T IS 

NOT THE WORK OF A HUMAN BEING ; BECAUSE IT IS Oh'LY 

WORDS EMANATING FROM HUMAN BEINGS THAT ..UU: 

FOUND TO BE FALSE."-(2086) 

COMMENTARY. 

True 1{ now/edge is what is ...Uecl' ' P.-amii~a,' • Right Cognition ' ; and 
being the source of right knowledge, the Veda also is called 'Pramil!l<> ', 
'means of Right KnowJedge ', 'reliable', c authoritative}. 

I VVhy t, 
Becaus<itioMtlkworlcoj a human being ;-i.e. it has not proceeded mm 

human source. Wha.t is mee.nt by this is that the • authoritative ' or • re
. liable • character of the V eda is duo to the fact that there is no possibility of 
the presence of Love, Bate e.nd such defects which would render it wrong 
or unreliable.-The argument ma.y be formulated as follows :-That which is 
free rrom the conta.ct of such defects as ronder the Word felse e.nd unreliable 
must be the souroe of right knowledge,---<>.g. the Eye not affected by any 
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dioolder ;-the Veda, not being the work of a human boing, iA free from the 
contact of Love, Hatred and such other eaUSM of falaity ;-benoe this is n 
Roaoon (for ll<!liability) based upon tho natura of the thing COnC<!med. 

By putt.ing forwl\l'd a Corroborating Instanoo ~ diuimiltJrilv, the Argut>r 
ind.icatoe tho absonce of 'Inconclusivenees' in his ReMon-' It ;, only 
wtm/1, etc. u.:.'- Wbat ill shown by this is that tho ablcnt4 of tl~ Probanduu• 
is invariably concomitant with the ab~et~U of lh4 ..fl!roban1. As n mntter 
of fnct, Dofeot~ (in the souroo of .knowledge) "'" tho eauso of falsity; and 
wherever tho"" Dofecl8 aro present, there alono th<>y bring about their Eff<'Ct 
in tho ~ho.po or Jahity,-not anywhere else ; and t.ho.t is so becMt8e when tlw 
Cn.\11\0 iR not there, the Effect canuot be thero; even if the Ellt."<-'t wt>ro there 
it would ha.vo to be regarded aR without cawa; und what would come t\bo11t 

without tho oouso would not be regl\l'ded M tho offeot of t hnt oouae ; M that 
would load to nbourdity. Thus, the impoaoibility of tho relation of Cause 
and Effoot botwocn Dafeet& and Fall;ity,-and tho eont.ingency of falsity 
being without C!6ll8e,-constitutc the 'RM80n ' totting Mido any conclusion 
oontrary to the one oet forth above. Henoo the :Reooon cannot be regalded 
all ' InconchL~ve '. 

The argumcnt may be formulated as followo :-Witore tho Oauso o i a 
thing d0<1e not exiot, the Effect cannot apJ-.,-e.g. Smoko dOM not appear 
in water, where it.s eause. Fire, is absent ;-in the ca.tJe of the Vtda, tbo 
Cause of falolty in the sbnpo of the p,...;enoo of Lov&, Halo, et.c. ilo not pre80nt; 
-benco ita Effoct, Falsity cannot bo there.-(2086) 

In tho following tt:U, the Mimamaoka shows that hio ROMon is not ope" 
to tho chrgu of being • Inndmissiblo ' :-

TEXT (2087). 

"IN TilE OASB Ol' THE ASSER'l'ION OF ll17>UN llliiNGS, lT IS ALWAYS OPB~ 
TO DOtJBT WHEtBJ<R OR NOT TBltRll AR!! Dlti1E01'S (IN 11m SPBAKBR) ; 

n• ma OASB oP Till! Rl!V:&A.LEo WollD, BOWBVn, AS 

TliJlltlt lS NO ~Ur, 'Vl: OAN BA VE liO 8118· 

PICION OP TB:E1tE BBINO Al.'Y DEJ'EO'rS. u 

- (2087) 

COMMENTARY. 

AB a. mnttor of foct, Defects reside in humnl\ bein_gs only,-t\8 tltey 
are their property; how then could they be thoro whoro their substratum is 
abaont f If they oould bo there, they would bo thoro without a oubat<atum 
(baaol-); in fact i t is the very nature of tho 1Ubti1U.U thing that it should 
follow in tho wake of iU. substratum ;-and Man-tl1e doer, the compilar, 
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tJte speaJ<.er-is the substratum of Defects ; and any such autihor is not 
there in tho Ct\.% of tho Veda; whence then could there bo any auspicion of 
there being Defec>s ? 

This same argument ho,s set aside also tihe charge of the Reason being 
'doubtful-hence inadmissible '.-(2087) 

'l"ho following might be urged aga.inst the Mimdm.saka-How i~ it lmown 
tht\t t.bere is no • doer',' author' (in the co.se of the Veda.). who would be 
the substratum of Defects ? 

In view of this, the Mimam.mka proceeds oo establish the fact of >here 
being no Author of >he Veda, by showing that no such Autihor can be cognised 
by any of tho five Mcnns of Cognition :-

TEXTS (2088-2095). 

" (a) AN AUTHOR OF THE VEDA IS NOT perceived ;-IT COULD ONLY BE 

ASSUMED THAT SUCH A ONE EXISTED IN 'I'HE P•I$T (BUT SUCll AN 

ASSU~IPTION CAN HAVE NO BASIS).-{b) WiiEN ANY REW.TIONSHJP 

(OF CONCO~fiTANCR) OF SUOH AN AU,THOR HAS NEVER BEEN PER· 

OEIVED BJWORE, ANY !NFERENOE THAT COULD BE MADE REGARDING 

HIM MUST BE BASED ONLY UPON PRESENT IGNORANCE ; HENCE IF 

SUCH AUTHOR IS ASSUMED (Jl)( 'rRE O'ml!R PARTX) IT CANNOT BE 

THROUGH biFERENcE.-(c) As Rli:GARDS VEll.BAL AUTHORITY (SCRIP· 
TURE), THAT ALSO CANNOT POINT TO AN AUTHOR 01! THE VliDA ; 

BECAUSE NO OTHER SORIPTUEE IS WITHOUT AN AUTIIOR; AND IDINCE 

ANY OTHER SCRIPTURE WlUOH IS THB WORK OF AN AUTHOR, BEING 

ITSELF UNRELIABLE, COULD NOT PROVIDE A RELIABLE NOTION OF 

THE AUTHOR OF THE VEDA. AS REOARDS THE WORDS OF MANU 

AND OTHEll.S, THBffi RELIABILlTY RESTS UPON THE VEDA ITSELF. 

AS FOR AN)( OTliER WRITER WHO HAS NO CONJ>~ION WITll: T!UI: 

VEDA AND IS HOSTILE TOWARDS IT,-HOW CAN SUCH A ONE BE 

TRUTH!i'UL ON TffiS POINT 1 HENCE FOR US, THERE IS NO SCRIP• 

TURE OO>IPILED EVEN BY OTHERS WffiCll OAN DECLARE AN AUTHOR 

OF THE V eda.-(d) lN cASE SOMEONE Wl!ll.E VISIBLI! NOW WHO IS 

SIMILAR TO TiiE AUTIIOR OF THE Veda, THEN ALONE, ON THE BASIS 

OF TIIAT ANALOGY, TIIERE >11GHT BE AN ANALOGICAL COGNITION OF 

SUCll AN AUTHOR.- (e) lF THERE WERE SOMETHING VOUCHED FOR 

B)( THB JIIEANS OF RIGHT COGNITION WffiOH .WOULD BE INEXPLI · 

CABLE IF THERE WERE NO AUTHOR OF THE Veda,-'l'HEN ALONE, 

SUCH AN AUTHOR OF THE VEDA MIGHT JlE ACCEPTED ON THE 

BASI.S OF P.&BSUMPTION j AS A lotA.1."1'BR OF FACT HOW:€VElt, THEBE IS 

NOTHING IN THE VEDA WHICH COULD NOT BE POSSillLE WITHOUT 

SUCH AN AUTIIOR ;-oN THE CONTRARY, IF THERE were AN 

AUTHOR, TIIEEE IS MUCH, IN THll SHA.l'E OF ITS RELIABILITY AND 
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SO I'ORTII, WHICH COULD ~OT BE D'O't.Y OOONISIID.-TJIUS 'I'HR..'<. 

B&lNO NOT AlOINABLB '!0 '1'1!:£ SAID 1'IV11 MzA..!<S OP KliOWLBDGB, 

TUII AOTIIOR IN QtiESTION BIIOOXES .ua!NABU ONLY '!0 TRE SIX'l'H, 

Ntg<Uilm (NON·APPREBENSION): CoNSJ!QIJJINTLY, H11 IS ONJ! WROSB 

IIXISTlolNO£ IS IMPOSSIBLE,-AS IT IS PRECLUDED BY NEGATION, 

WlliOll IS TB£ Ol>'LY M.EANS OP Coo~TION (APPLICABLE TO HJM)."
(2088-2095) 

COMMENTARY. 

" (a) Tho Author of tho Vedn ee.nnot be known by mO&llS of Stme
porcoplion; bcoauae it can nevor be pointed out that 'Horo ia tho Author of 
the Voda ', simply boee.use he is not seen at the pr-ooont moment.. It might 
be neeumed that ' there wa1 an Author ' ; and ae no such per8on has ever 
been soon, t.be t\Stu.mption can ooJy be th&t • ho oxieted at aome time,; and 
this idea would not be reli&ble,-this ia what is meant and haa w be added. 

"(b) Nor ean the Author be known by means of IrtjuenttJ; this is 
what is oaid by tha words-' Adrf14pt'lrl!d, .,._ <IG.' ;-tho detractore of tha 
Voda premiloo a relationship, in the shape of cauto and ol!oot, between the 
Vadn and tha Author who haa never *n aeon before; and ouch a premiss 
can be b&8od only on lgnoranoe, aa there can be no valid m....,. of Cognition 
illdic&ti"i any ouch relationship ; no one can over be able to apprehend a 
relationship between Smoke and the Fire that boa never been aeon . . Hence, 
if auoh an Author is aasumed, such an MIUmption cannot be lllfpportod by 
Inforenco.-The part.iole 'api ' implioa that it is without the support, not 
of Sem•·fHI'copWm only, but al8o of Inference. 

" (o) Tbo words • dganwpi, etc. uc.' point out thnt tho Author CD.nnot be 
known by mot\na of Vorbal Authority (or Revolntion, Scripture). Bocause, 
l\8 thoro is no ooripture other than the Veda which i8 iU.lf without an author, 
t.h& roquir~d scripture cannot be one which is without an author ; nor can it 
be ono that has an .author; boee.use aucb a acripturo would iU.lf be unreliable. 
Booauto, \>hen the scripture would be the work of an author,--it could be 
the work of (1) Manu a.nd othor writer& related to the Vodo, or of (2) the 
&4AytU and Mtmv not rolatod ta tha Vod&.-Aa regvda the first alternative, 
-it is aaid.-'cureganU tk uxndoof MonuattdoiMu, ~ .,._, :- 'Tat1Tt4'
duo ta the Voda ;-this means that th..., worb are not Mil..wlicient in 
their authority.-Tho objection w the aeoond alternative is next stated
' .d~u. tee. UC.'- lwlao Juu 110 con~knl'-with the V «la; because 
such persona aro not on ti-tled ta the study of the Veda. • Any 01)..,. u:riler •
i.e. tho work of a person who has no connection with the Vedn.-' VUa
k4rdgoma/,> •,-i.e. opoaking of the Author of the Vedn. 

(<l) PNmitam-vouchod for by the six Menn.o of Right Oognition.
' !l'ln<> .,;n4 '-without an Author.-' K inchit '-tmything vouobod for by the 
Meana of Righ~ Cognition.-' A smin '-Author. 

In tho word 1 pr~ycidi ', 1 f'tliability and ¥J forth ',-'so forth ' is 
meant to i11olude Dharma and such notions. 

'Ab/o4"""'' ;-it is only by the sixth Means of Oognition, Ntgation, 
that it oan be known that a omain thing dou t1<>' ~ ; as it i8 that alone 
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that envisages MgOI~--01" it may mean that suth an Author is cognised 
in the form of neglltiou~i.o. tu ~; bec&uae lhore is no moons of 
knowing him. 

• Pram<lr;tlibhdvabl/dhan<U' ;-' abMva ', ooasat.ion of the Moons of Cogni
tion ; i.e. Negat.ion as the Meo.no of Cognition ;-by thie Negation, the idea of 
tho Author i• precluded. · :Hence it is ootablished that there con bono Author 
of tho Veda.-(2088-2095) 

The following argument might bo urged (against the MTmam«>ka) :
If you pi'Ove the fact of the Vtda not boing the work of an Author, and then, 
on that besia, prove ita authoritative (reliable) character,-then, lo ! the 
MlthOrity of the Veda raota upon oomething other than itaelf; aa the authority 
of tho Veda e.>nnot booome rocognieed until the fact of ite not being the 
\'C'Ork of an author is recognised. 

The Mimllmsaka'• aMwer to this is as follows :-

TEXT (2096). 

"As A JtU.'l"EEJJ 01' J'AC7r, T1D1 m'RA. 01' 'I'1DI VBDA IOol BBINO T1D1 WOBK OF 

A.."( A'O'I'ROR IS IDalUlllS.JID ONLY I'OR TR:E FO'RPOS.JI Ol' SHOWING 

TIU.T TR:EBJI O.L"( B.JI NO OAtJSJI FOR u:nrtlial/iluy ; A.ND AS 

StJOH AN mBA (DBING N'ROATIVE) lS A NON· 

ENTlTl', IT OANNOT BE PROVED 

BY ~H!ANS Oll' PROOFS."-

(2096) 

COMMENTARY. 

What iA meant by thiA it aa follows :- We are not proving the Reliability 
(Authority) as a positive faot, which it not rocognieed ; 1\U that we are doing 
it to roject the unreliobilil!l (of the Veda) wbith h&s boon urged by our 
Opponent ; and when this thargo bae boon set asido, the origins! posit.ivo 
proposition remains fully rooogniaed by itaelf.-Aa a mattar of fact, even 
the idea of the Vede. not being tho work of an Author is not being •ought to 
bo proved by us ; becauae, if it were proved, tho implioat.ion would bo that 
the reliability of the Veda reeu upon something else. Tho faot of the mattar 
ia that the said idea coMiste in the mere mgalion of the f&et of the Veda 
being tha work of an Author, and ao ouch, it ia a --emitv (wbith cannot 
be proved).-(2096) 

Quuti<m .~If it is not proved (by you), bow doee it beecme proved by 
itielf! 

A.,_ (from the Mimdmaa.l:a) :-
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TEXT (2097). 

' ' WIIEN THE LoGlClAN ASSRRTS THE FACT OF 'l'KE VEDA D.lllNO THE 

WOlUC OP AN AUTUOH1 TlfB R~BO'TA'l'ION OF THAT Ji'AOT J?.Q.OVES 

THE UCT 01? TUB VEDA not BBlNO THB WOJIK 011 AN 

AUTHOR."-(2097) 

OOMl!EJ.'IT AR Y. 

Quulion .~Even on tbo refutation of the Opponcn~'• view, if the 
upholder of the Vada doeo no~ actually pro,.., his own view, bow could tbo 
la~ter be accepted and ~he upholders of the Vada become 81\ti•6od ! 

This auest-ion is further expounded :-

TEXT (2098). 

WHEN THERll ARB TWO J'OSlTIVB VIEWS REOAltDI!IO A QUESTION- E.G. 

r PRnl:oRDIAL .MA'I"l"ER I AND (ATOll • .AS TKB CAUS.B OJ' TRE 

\VORLD,-11' 0:-'11 lS NOT PROVED, THE OTHER DOES 

NOT DEOOMl! PROVED &y i18tlf.-(2098) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following TtXI oxploins tho wrm ' Primordial MaJtor and Atm»' :-

TEXT (2099). 

EVEN Al'TER RBli'UTINO Tlr& trACT OF PltlllOltDIAL ?t!A'M'ER BRING 

TB:& OAUSE OJ' TDE WORLD, THE IDEA OF TilE ATOM BEING 

THE OAUSE OF THB WO.RLD HAS GOT TO BE P.ROVED 

DY OTIDU\ REA.SONS.-(2099) 

OOIDmNTARY. 

Even though the Vo~ hao (su~ly) ro!u~ tho SanlJ.ya 
view that tbo World is n product of Primordial Matter,-)-et bo hao got w 
pro"o, by means of other Rcuo011, the fact of the world being the product 
of Atonl$;-similarly in the oaoe in queotion (it is n...-&ry for the Mimiim.al:a 
to adduce reasons in proof of his view).-(2099) 

The answer to the abovo (from the Mimam8<Jka) ill M follo1va :-
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'l'EXTS (2100-2101). 

"WHEN A PROOF lS Al>DUCED Ill SUPPORT 011 •rB'l:l affir'>llative vmw,
il' THA1'1S l~EFUTED, 'rilE negative VI:&W (TO THB CONTRARY) llEOO•OllS 

RIGH'tLY PROVED BY l'MELF. 'l'HUS l'l' lS THAT, WHEN THE 

OTHER PARTY ADDUCE PROOFS IN SUPPORT Olr TB£ ~VO 

!::NOS OF THE VEDA, THE UPHOLDERS 0~' THE VEDA HAVE 

THEIR PURPOSE ACCOAtPLISHEU BY THE RE~'UTA · 

'riON 011 THOSE PROO>'S."-(2100-2101) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Ajfm>l.f:Uivo view '-that the Veda is the work of a.n Author; and the 
denial of that is the ' Negatit-e view'. These two vieWM are so rola.Wd tha.t the 
truth of the one in,.ol,.e.~ the falsity of the other and vioo versa ;-hence the 
fkniat of one is concomitsnt with the ajfirrn.tuion of the other ; so that the 
Negative view bocomos proved by itself. For instance, for the pul'po$0 of 
provirig the 'two ends '-beginning and end-of the Veda., the Buddhists 
adduce certain proois,-the mero r&futation of these proofs proves the 
contrary view that the Veda has no beginning or end, and as suoh, is n<>l 

the work of an Author; and when this has become proved, the Upholders of 
the Veda become satisfied on the accomplishment of what is dosired by 
them.-(210Q.-210l) 

Objecli<»> :-Eve11 when the said proofs have been refuted, it is neoes.'<8ol'y 
to put forth a fm'ther effort to prove t he positi~ fact of the V<da being 
eternal; under the circwnstauces, how ca.n tho Upholders of t..ho Veda. be 
""ti•fied, until they have actually proved the Eternality of tM V «la ! 

The answer to this (from tho Mim<lmsaka) is "" follows ,_ 

'l'EX:l' (2102). 

" AS REGARDS THE POSITIVE FACT OF 'l'KE ./!}ternalily of lke V <da, IT 

nECO~IES ESTADLlSHED FOR US ON THE REJECTiON OF TilE ' 'l'WO 

BNI>S' (OF THE VEDA),-li\V.EN l'HOUOH WE DO NOT 

ADDUOE l'BOOE'S lN SUPPORT OF TllE SAlD 

Etermrlity."-(2102) 

COMMENTARY. 

' The lWO eflds '-i.e. the proof adduced in proof of the idea of the Veda 
having a beglMiug and oud.-(2!02) 

' 
Row the rejection of tbe ' two ends ' automatically proves Ete1'n(Jlity 

is explained in tho following :-

17 
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'£E:X.1' (21113). 
11 TnE • .fir~t end' OF THE VBVA OONMlS'r.i IN TH.K I Ot;A Ul' I~ 881~H THF! 

WORK UP A.N A UTHOR,-ANO Tll£ '01/u:r end' CO.N~IK'l'~ IN l'l'S 

BElNO :DKSTROYlrO; AND THE NBGATION 01' THKSB 

(Two .liNo~) ~lt:AN8 • ETt:ltiiAWTY '."-(21Ua) 

OOMMEN~'ARY. 

AB do matt.el' of fao~ \ .l!:t..emalit.y' aud ' Hu.viug tho two oud~' tU'6 

mutually axclU!ive,-one involving the uegat.ion of tlw other i and bt-twoon 
two mutually excluP!ive ide83, the ab.ience of one itJ ahva)'1J cuucowitaut. with 
the prosenco ol t.he ot.her; as ha.< boou t\lJ'Mdy poi.utud out.-(2108) 

The ot.her party ~lf the ·negation of U>O two end. • OOIIl<tiluiA!o 
Ettnullity, thon it comes to lhis that .Btertt<Jlily is not. a ~it.ivo qtml.ity of 
thinga. 

The auower to t.bia (from t.he M~) i.o 88 folloW1! :-

TEXTS (2104-2105). 

"'£ruJ eJerMlity 011 TIIE VII.L>A CONSISTS 1N TBE JIAO'r Tli.AT IT lS NO'r 

PRODIIOED IN TBB BBGO."NlNG A.."'D DOltS NOT PIIIUSR L'< THE END.

Jr IT ll.ll liROBD THAT ' EVEN SO, TliJS ekf111Jiily IS SOMJITHUIU 

coqniMJbk_ ',~JU:N (TIL!l ANSWER IS Tli.AT) eJerMlity IS WliAT 

IS IIO:ANT Bl( THII TWO OllAJU.Ol'MIS OF 'BEINU NOT 

PRODIIOIID ' AND ' BIIIN() NOT DllSTROYIID ' ; Al!D 

BOTH THESJI Bl!liNO OF TRill NATO'IlB 011 

NXOATION DO NO'r RJIQUU<E A.'<Y PliOOF 

FoR TJUilS.KLVJ:l~."-(2!04-2106) 

UO.M.MEN'fARY. 

What U. moe.nt. by t.b.i.s he ti.Ju.t. dcNtalit!f !otm,l; t)W'L of tho very nat.lu'O 
of t.hc Veda, which is an enti~y. 

'IJ "' bo urged. ate;. etc:.'-This u.nticip"Wd the [ollowi.ng ubjectiou lrow 
the Opponent-If it is •• stated, t.heu .bll<:nl<dity i• 6ll entity !Uld as fllach i~ ;, 
eomet.hing that has to be oognisod by a Meaua of Cognition, t.o be proved. 

'J.'J1e answo.r to th.itt U+-' Wliat Ut 11it4nl., clc. etc: 
• JJoth lhuo '-i.e. the obarBCten~ of ttol boi•lll p1'0<1U<#l 11o0d nol b<i"!l 

~ 
'Proof for themHltJU "- i.o. any means or cognhci11g thoi.t own [oru~s. 

What is m""nt is that there nood bo uol.lallig inooll8l'uou• in :Nog .. tion boing 
an wily; so U1at eveu t.hough 11!18Mlity co•lllillt.< in t.he two ehata<>Uinl of 
• not being producod • ~U~d 'no~ boing dootroyod ', i~ uood \'O~ bo " non· 
entity.~21~·210.S) 

" Having thus shown that the five Meaua or Right Cognitio,; aro not 
elles:tivo in t.ho ma.tter, it is regarded aa proved that thoro is no Aut.hor ol the 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

r 
I 

I 

l 
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V&dd ; tltad OOnltO<JUftntly thot'O CMil be uo ' iuRdmiMibiHty • iu the Rtw«)u 
..ddu<'<l<l by tJ>u Nlmli...UCU-· l>ccot""' lhe Voda is free from th~ coutac~ of 
t.lofN:-lt4 thtt..l· briug nhout.. fuli!:it.y ·.-Nor tun the Rcu.f40n bu rogttrd.ed tw 

' Cout.mdiotory • i boett.uKO it. ht j)l"eijt'nt whorover tJta Probt1.ndum is pre~;ent ; 

tt.lld ~ing not pr~nt where the Probandum is not prosent, it cannot be 
regarded "" 'luconclusive. Thus it becollleo eolehliabed that the Ved& ;., 
tt.utboritt~tivo a.ud reliable." 

Now the Mitndm8aka P•'<>eeeds to point out in detnil the defooto in tho 
two "'·gurnenl8 put forwru-d by hi• Opponent in support of the view tJ"'t the 
Vu/a is 11<>1 authoritative and reliable. 

Tb- two arguments are as foUowa :- (A) What is pot"C$ptiblo by the 
son-. and (B) whnt i• produced by effort, must be n<m·eternal,-e.g. the 
Jar ;-n.nd so.md i • both (]>Crceptible and produced by effort); tJiese are 
.ReMollll based upon the nature of thing., which prove tho non·<Urnality 
of aound in geneMI; and this being proved, the non·eternality of the Vtd1> 

u...-arily folloW11; and from this it aloo follows, by implication, that like 
tbo ..-rtion• of human beingo, the words of the Vedn s l•o may bo false.
.Sucb is the WU80 of wb~t is argued by the Buddhist.. and othars. 

Against those argument.<, the Mimdm«lka 86U! forth in detail the ..rgu· 
. men~ that tbe propooilion of the Opponenta is annuUod by the Vorbel and 
other Means of Right Cognit.ioo. 

:b'ins~ of a ll, tho followiug Tto:t show" thnt the l'r<>JJo•i~ion 1J1~t tho Vedie 
\Vut"tlij tU'O fuJ_ijo i~ nunuUcd by Verbal Cog;nitiou i taeU :-

'J.'EXT (2100). 

" QNPl WHO ASSERTS TBlil YALST'l'Y OJ' TDl!l VEDIO WORDS ON THl! BASIS 

or lNPERliNOE, HAS ms PROl'OSITION A!INVU.ZD BY THB POROB 

0>' TIU! CooNITION V.IUUVE)) .!'ROM Tll.ll VJWA."--{2100) 

OOA!MEN'.l'A.lt Y. 

· Vaidtl:a' it~~ fleriutd. Jrmu tha Vetla; i.o. lll.uch c.ognittonM or notion.& aa 
· Hetwen followv from t.h(l pe.rfonnanco of the Agnilwtra, ;-by t.he force 
uf ttuch notioru~, hiK PropoKitjon boooml~~t o.nnulled, UH it iij !:let usjde by it. 
'.l'hiK ho.s been thUM ~saerted-" As a matter o f fact, t.hu notion derlvcd from 
tho Injunction U. not of a doubtful character,-iu ooy Much form B.M ' this 
Ul.l:toY or ma.y not. bo so ' ; uor tit. tulY other time or pltt.ee, or in ~Y other 
ciroumstanooa, or in tmy othor parson: do~ there a.ppeor any oo1ioo to the 
coutre.ry, th.o.t • it iH false '. AJJ rega.rd.t4: the idet\ tho.t,-.• t110 notion deri'9ed 
from tho Vediu injunction must bo fa~e becaulSG wo tuwu found tlnothet 
!tta~ment wado in t.be Yeda to be. faLse' ,- th£8 Us unly an Merenco, and as 
such, booomeH •ublatod by the 11fo.-.id direct coguitiuu to tJ>c ount rary." 
(SIUJ.bara·bhaf!la·'l'r<>nlliatwn, page IS .-(2106) 

&ya the othor party :-The two-Verbal Cognition and lnference-being 
of equal strength (validit.y), bow can one ha annnlled by the other I If even 
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when thoy are o! equal strength, tboro ean bo •ublation, th~n why should 
not the In!orenoo aublate tho Verbal Uognitiou l " 

The &DBWer to tru.. is .,. follows :-

'.r.EX'l' (21 07). 

" T.lll: 10<0\VLEOOB DBBIVBD YROll TBB VEDA IS OP THE 8.UIB DBORI!B AS 

PEJ.tO'JIPTlON, AND HENOB STRONGKR TITAN INHERENCE; CON· 

SBQUII'l<TLY, l'r CAN NEVIIR BE ANNUU.BO BY 

bn:.&KNOB."-{2107) 

COMMENTARY. 

QUU~ion .~How tbeu is In!eronco Wlllullod by W•o Vorbe.l Uognition 
(derived from the Voda) ? 

A~r.'-
TEXT (2108). 

"JNASMVOH AS TBB VEDA HAS BEEN PLACED ll< 'I'Jill SAME POSITION 

AS PE!Wlll'TION, IT IS STRONOER THAN, AND liEN OB SETS 

ASIDE, l.NFEB.ENOE. "-{210~) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbia has been thus declared-" Tho oognition dcrivod from the word!~ 
or tho Voda is Porooptioo, Md In!ereooo contrary to Perooption cannot bo 
valid " .-(2108) 

QUU~i<m .-In whut w11y ix Verbal Cognition (derivocl from tho Voda) 
•tronger than In!orouce,- by virt.uo or which it is reganlod ... equal to 
Perception r 

An.twOr :-
'l'EXTS (:!109-2110). 

u i 'KERE IS A OHUR.KE OF SlMPL!OIT'Y lN TJtE VALWITY OF VER.8AL 

CoGNITION-DUll TO TH ll )'ACJT Ol'l'rS NOT NliHOING A CollliOBORATIVll 

L'IS'I'A.'<Oll, AND TO TJU! ABSENCE OP DBBBOTS,- WIDOB IS NOT 

POUND IN fnjtrm«. C'ONSI!QUIIN1'LY, Wli:O.Evmt THElUt 

SKOULD JIB ANY DOUBT BETWEBN V E RBAL COONITION 

AND lNI'ERENOll, 1'1' IS VERBAL CooNt1'101'1 TllAT 

l<ROULD BE REOABOED Ali8TRONOEB, .L'<D TBE 

~!ATTEJ.< DltTBBMlNTID ACCORDINGLY." 

-{2109-2110). 

COM~fKNTARl". 

c P1'clrn4~ '-the Locntivo is to 00 COD!\1ruod with' l4ghaoom ' . 
' W7oiel> i• ""'found in /rift~' ;-bee&\100 it neodo a Corrobol'lltive 

Inatenoe and bocllu80 dofecta aro poallible in it; the defect being that it is 

I 

i 

i 

I 
l 
I 
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annulled by Cognition derived !tom t.ho V<da which io equal in authority to 
Perc:eption.-(2109·211 0) 

Tho othor pnrty •·ais"" on objection-As a rule thot alone is regarded as 
n. 1 Defect;' in nrgu.mont which iR tulmitted by both po.1·ti('IB ; in tl1o ea.SG in 
quostlon, Revelation iR not.t\ frleana ot vali.d Cognition, for tho Buddhist, who 
po•its only two Moon. of Cognition (Perception and Inferonce): then how 
eau there be an ' aunulrnont' or In!orence b}r whAt ia not accopted as a. 
Mean• or Cognitiou,---..o for 08 the Buddhi•t i• concerned ! 

The Rnswer to U1i• (from the Mitndii1A<lht) is "" follow• :-

TEXTS (2111-21111). 

" WJJILE T!B VEDA lA OLEA RLY BRINGING ABOUT Tllll OOOJ:.'"ITI<Y.N OF 

TH.UWS, THE ASS!m1'\0N TlTAT ' IT IS NOT A MEANS 011 CoGNITION 

FOU. ME' SHOULD NOT DB MADB BY A 'T'RUTRJI"UL PERSON, BY 

REASON 011 llltl'!ER MALTOB. !T CANNOT OBASI'J TO DB A :MEANS OF 

CoGNITION, ON THl'! (IDOUND THAT THERE 18 MALIOII AGA.INST IT OR 

BECAUSE IT IS NOT l'OI'T!LAR; NOR 0""" ANYTJD:NG BECOXX A M:Ju.NS 

OF CooNI'l'ION, ON TKZ GROUND THA.T 01<11 LntJtll IT .U<D IT lS POPULAR. 

Evm; THOSE wno AJil: HOSTILE TO TBl! VIIDA DO NOT ASSDT AXY 

RIIASON WHY IT SHOULD NOT BE A MEANS OJ' RJGRT CoGNITION ;-BY 

VIRTUE 011 WIDOH THEY COULD BE REGARDED AS TRUTIDUL P;E:OPLE. 

WHEN PEOPLE, Wl'IO HA VII DEI!lN INTENT UPON Tllll STUDY, TBJ!l 

RETENTION ANI:/ Tllll EXPOSITION 011 THE VJIDA AND UPON TB» PER· 

l/ORMANOE OF AOTS ENJOINED TBBRBlN, BA VB NOT DIIJIN ABLE TO 

DETECT ANY GROUNDS OllliALSJTY, ROW CAN TJTEY DE DIIT:ooTED BY 

PJIRSONS WHO HA VI! Jtlll'T THEMSELVES ALOOF PROM IT ! lT IS ONLY 

PERSONS WHO AJI.II ltt!LLY OOJ:.~T WlTl'l A TJJJ:NG AND WHO 

KAVlt TitETR PU1tl'OSJI OIINTRBD THEREIN THAT 0AN D.ETBOT Tint 

OOOD AND BAD POINTS OP 'l'RAT THING. THOSE "£VTL.MiliDED PEOPLE 

ON THE OTHER HAND, Wl!O AJIB ROS'l'lLE TO BII.Al!MAN AN'D lD."VE 

BEEN FAll REAlOVED JI'ROM T1IE V:E:DA,-ROW OAN Tll:OSII PEOPLE 

RARE·}'AOEDLY SPEAR 01!' TffFl OOOD AND BAD POJN'l'lllN TilE VIIDA 1" 
-(2J ll-2llfl). 

OOMM.F.NTAJW. 

This is bow the Mim<lm40m arguo&-" Thing• do not become eeteblished 
or otherwise merely secording to one's whim: by viMue of wrueh the mero 
~on of the opinion would *"t aside the validity of Vorbel Cognition; 
what iA eeteblish«< by reeoon must be aocepted by both parties: it has 
been oxplainod that the conviction derived from the Vedic declarat.ions 
regarding Avnihofra, otc. i• oxctptionally strong: how then can it be said 
!.hat it io flCt o Means of Cognition ? It is o mere a0110rtion of youn, wholly 
devoid of ree.son " .-Suob i1l brief is what is me11nt by tho M11111imsom. 
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' Berawre it iA not pop1tlar '-l?<~opiA'A np:roomAnt. <·on~tit.ut.oH it.$; 

popnlarit.y. 
• A loof jron-. lht! l'~>da. '-SIW.lcya n.ncl ot.hn~ who I~N'J) fl.wny from t.he 

Vedn ; be<ttl\L% they a re exeludt'd fl'()l11 it.-c Htndy. ot.o. 
' ·Who 114ve thejr pttrpOiJt ~rei/. therein -i.tt. wllOf.IO purpoR'&--0nd:-~ of 

life, in the shape of sncrifice; ot.c.-i< contrtd--<>xpounded-in the Veda.. 
t B08lile to Bralwna~ '-:i.e. Host.ilo to t.ho Veda-. Or 'Brahman • mn.y 

be taken Q..loo Htnudlug fo1· the kuO\vledge JerivOO !1-om t.h" Vt:dn..
(2111-2116) 

u Or. if, m1\y 00 i.hnt tJ1e JnferenM j j:C not. annulled by Vcrbnl Cognition; 
even so, the, Proposition of the Buddhh;t i~ dofectivo; l»c&n!m it. i~ mmnllud 
by P~rception nud other Meaus o f Cognition ". 

ThiR ik the idea. expounded in tJlf~ following :-

TEXT (2117). 

"Tm!N AGAIN, THE eternality AN')) all-pmxzsivenc88 GF THE WORD, TS 

RSTABUSR'RD BY AUDITORY RECOGNITION ;-WJlO, 'l'RP.N, OOULl) 

EVE"'& CONOEIVE OF THE CONTRARY 1 , 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows annulment by Peroeption. 
For instance, at all times, the Word is rooogniped by J>er<:"aption as 

• the sa.me'; bene» the eternality of the Word is proved by this ~cognition 
which is called • Perception '.- And being recognised a.s 'the ffin'IO ', in nll 
places., \Vord is proved to be al14 pervasive also.-Under t.be circumst&nctl$1. 
who could coneoive of tbo contre.ry-<>f the said ~ity and aU'1't1'008ivme&s I 
- No one. The 'contrary • of e1<1'rn>lity and llll?rt>a8ivtnut would be ,.,,. 
eternality and non.per!XI8ivenus (respoctively).-(2117) 

The position iA summed up in the following :-

TEXT (2118). 

''FROM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT THll FAO'r OF ITS Rll>JA'ININO TJrn 

SAME AT ALL TIMES ANl> AT ALL PLACE.~ IS PROVJID RY PE'ROEP

TIONAL RE<JOGNITION ; ANI) THT.S ANJ!,"lJT,s TT." -(2118) 

COMMENTARY. 

' A t aU tim& ',-i.e. in t.he pa.~t, present and fut.ur('l. 
• It '-the • contrary' (•pok~n of in the preceding text).-(21 18) 

I 

l 

~ 
s 

• • • 

• I 

• • 
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Tho rollowitt.g Te:ci.NI\Ilticipato and t\U.RW61' tho o bj('CtiOJ\ t.llt\t Recop:nition 
is notinfnlliblu (not alwa.yA ~-t'UO)-

TEXTS (2119-2120). 

" Ill TT BB 'OROBO THAT-' TN TRB CASE Olr SUOF! THING~ ~R TRB Ft.u!:e, 
TT TR l'OUNO THAT THOTIOU TT RXISTR POB ONE MON:BNT ONLY, 

YET TKFol\R TS R"£000N1TTON ',~ ANSWD L<; TRA.T tT IS NOT 

SO ; WllAT Lq teJXJg'11Utd. fN THERE OASES TS TBE univtra<Jl, 

ANll THAT JS llTl'lRNAL,IIOR OS. IN OASHS WJrERll-TIIJI)ll!l 

TR NOTION 011 Dllli'IIRENOB TN RROARI> '1'0 ANY 

A!!'Pl!Ci' OP 'I'Trll 'I'FITNO, ON AOOOWT 01" OBR'l'ATN 

<rrROUMSTAl\"TTAL OOl\'lllTIONS,--THERE TS 

NO R.J:OOOmTION, AS 18 OLIIAR J?ROM 

TlTE NO'NON OF Dili'F:I:R'BNOE. "-

(211 9-2120). 

COMMENTARY. 

'Such. things '-thi.A includtft the caseR of Ho.ir, nails and gre.ss, etc.
whir.h Are Mlt ond grow a.pin,-M a.l~o that <'f wa.ter·falJA : u in tb~ oasee 
nlJOO thRM i• Recognition thl\~ u- ..... th~ Mme Jl'oirs and Nl\ibo, the......,. 
~· the wate.r-fallt the AAme river-waW and~ forth. 

This i• not right. In nil th011e ease what i• te~i«d i• the Uniwraol, 
-the eommonolty-<meh ne • Firo • {in the on .. of the Lamp) and •o forth; 
and thia Universal is held to bo eternal ; where then is there tmy falait,y in 
our PremiM I Tb~ individu&l fonn of thoee thing~'. which io ovaoeeC6nt, 
that oenainly ill not ru»gniwJ {M boinj! the *'IM) ; wh- then iB there 
My falllity in our Premiso t 

• In re9ord I() any .upocl'- in regard to the greater or 1- degree. 
'On account of certain circumstantial condilions '-the le...,r degree 

being due to going upward. 
Qu.ution :-How do you know that there is no Rooognition in euoh ea.ses r 
A n41Dtlr -~• A1i8 <WJr jnmr. U.. notion of diff•renoo ',-it is deduood from 

the presenoe of the notion of difference that th""" ill in aucb C88e5-

(2119-2120) 

The Mlm4mlaka next proceeds to show how the P roposition of the 
13u4<1hiat (resnrding Vtda being non-eternal) io Mnulled by lnferenou :-
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TEXTS (2121-2130). 

.. (I I THE NOTIONS OF TltB INDIVIDUAL <»tD-1DDO'd, THOUGH DIVER.~'£ 
tN POINTS PLACE, TJJrO:, ETC., MUST A.LL E.NVISAO£ TRll SAHE cotl'~ 

toord,--Tlt&Y DO ~OT £1\"VISA.OJ: SEVERAl .. WORDA,-BRCAURE THEY 

ALWAYS APPEAR IN THE !'ORM ' Cow ',-LlKJl TRE NOTION 0 1' ' Cow ' 
THAT Al'PIIARS AT THE PRESENT MOMBNT.-(2) TUiil NOTION OF Tll£ 

COID•UIO?'a THAT APl'BARlll) YESTERl)A Y ENVISAGED TlUS ~AME COil'· 

wora,-BEOAUSE IT ENVlSAO'SD TRE COW·WOra,-LIXH THE NOTION 

AP'PI!ABINO TO·DAY.-(3) TBIS NOTION DNVlSAOB$ THAT C<)IC·WOI'<l,

POR TRJI SA!dB · SAID REASON,-LlXE TRJI l'REV10l!S NOTION.

(4) BOTll NOTIONS ENVISAGE THE SAME C<)tu•t<.'Orrl,-Lll<Jt THE SJNOLE 

NOTION.-(5) ALL NOTIONS 0'11 THE 'Cow', DlV&ROBNT AS REGABDS 

PLACI, TIME, ETO., ARE BROUGHT A'BOtJT 'BY TUB SAKB cm.o-toorcl, 
-BBOAUSB T'JIB'Y ARE NOTIO~S OF THB 'Cow' ,-UK::B THE SINOLE 

NO'tiON.-{6) THE eot<>-lt>Ord TRAT WAS UTTJIRF.D YBSTERDAY VUST 

EXIST TODAY AUIO,-BEOAUSE IT IS ln-"VlSAOBD BY TBll OOOliiTION 

OP 1'H1I COID-1<JOrri,-LIKE THE SAlOl WORD UTI'ERBD TODAY.-(7) THE 
cow-lt>Ord THAT IS ll1aRD TODAY WAS HEARD BY 14.11 YESTERDAY 

ALSO ; J10R THE AFORESAID .REA.CJON ,-UXE 1'1iE WO.lt'O OTT.EltED 

Y'E.~TERDAY.-{8) ALL SUCH WORDS AS ARII EXPRBSSIVE MUST BE 

REGARDED AS LASTTNO A LONG TTME,-DEOAUSB THEY BRJNO ABOUT 

THE CoONlTION OF THE COOlilSADLE T>IfNG TJmOUOil THE APPRE· 

llllNSlON OF RELATIONSX!PS,-E'VERYTI11'NG TITAT DOES TillS HAS 

DBRN l10UND TO DB l'ERMANENT,-LO<B TFIX ' UNtvER.~AL ' ASPIICT 

01' Smoke.-(9) TltAT WIDOR DJ!NOTP.S Tl<llWS TIIROUGil TilE APPRE· 

IIIINA!ON Otr RELATIONSX!PS CANNOT BE IIVAN"J!SCRNT,-BEOAUSII {T 

hiU~T liAVIIlTS RRLATTONSHTP CONTTNUfNO 'MT,.L TR'B TlME OP USE,

LIKII TIOI LTOHT OF TKB Lil!l' AND THJI LTOUTN!No.-TilUS THE 

ffiBA OP' WOBD·SOtn<D BEINO NON·ETERNAL 18 ANNULLED BY AU~ 

TllBSII il<P'BRBNOES WlliGil YUST BR ADMJTTIID TO BB PBRFRCl'LY 

SOUND. CoNSEQUW'I'LY IT BJ!(l()M'ltS Jt.<ITABLlSHliD TllAT WORDS ARP. 

'F.TRRNAI •• "-(212J-2J30) 

COMMENTARY. 

u (I) Tht" notions that nppear in connoction with the individua l wortl& 

• Cow •,-thousch divr.rgent through divers.it.ieR nf place, timt'l, quick. middli~ 
n.nd prolongNI. rmd Ro fort.b,-n.U envisage thP ft~m~ word,-t.hoy do not 
onvitmgo div('l"PPI words,-hecause they all appeAr in t.he t~nmo lol'm • C<~w '. 
-Jikc t.hC' not ion ol the cow·word appearing at. t.ho prc_mont time. 

"Or. (2) \Vhenover tbero is notion of the word' Oow ', it muMt h~ taken 
&k reforri11g to th~ \\'()J'd '<::hw' nppearing to·d~y,-1')ftCAURO it envisagM the 
word ' Cow ',-like th& word appea.ring to-do.y j-tJlo notion of t.ho word 
appoaring y .. u.rdo.y ~nvillage.• the l!&me word.-Tl•iA i• thu•" &.Mon b88NI 
upon tho no.ture of things. 

I 
I 
' I 
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"Or, (3) The 'orubjoct' of the Inference may be tJte notion of tJte """'d 
appearing to-day,-' being emrisaged by the notion of the word that appea<'ed 
yesterday' is th& Prob&ndum,-' because it envisages the word • is the 
Proba11s ;--<>nd 'the notion of the word appeat·ing ye$terday • is the Corro
borat.ive lMtance.-This is the argument formulated in the words.-' Thilt 
notion e.n"Visage&, elc. etc.'-' this notion • stands for the notion appearing 
to·®y.- ' That '-tbo word 'Cow' apprehendad by the Cognition of the 
word 'Cow' that appeared yesterday.- • FM t.ht .same saicl rea8ott. '-i.e. 
'beca.\186 it. envise:ges the word Cow '. 

" Or, ( 4) Both-the notions !\ppeiU'ing to-day and yuterday~nvissge 
the AAme word,-beea.use both envisage the word ' Cow ' ;~iko the notion 
of the s ingle word 1 Cow '.-This argument ia ex-pressed in the words ' Both, 
etc. etc. •. The Reason has not been stated in detail, as it is well-known. 

" Or, (5) All notions of the universal 1 Cow ',- though divergent in 
regard to diversities of plaC9, time, etc.-are produced by the same word 
' Cow' ,- because they are notions of the Cow,-like the notion of the single 
Cow.- In the previous argument, the • Subject • (Minor Term) consisted 
of 't.he notions envisaging the word 'Oow '.- 'envisaging the same object' 
being the Probendum ; while in the present argument, the notioM envisaging 
the univer$$1 'Cow' form the Minor Term.-a.nd • beng produced by the 
s.a.me word Oow, is the Probandum ;-this is the difference between the two 
argllme,,t.s. 

"(6) The compound 'hy<£Stq,rwclu:JW.ra'f)4' means 'that which had its 
utterance yasterda.y • ;-this mentions the Minor Term ; 'existing to-day ' 
is the Probandum. The rest is essily understood. 

"(7) TJte word 'Oow' t/uu i• heard to-®y is the Minor Term;-'"""" 
heard yesterday' is the Probandum.-' Af<nuoid ',-i.e. 'because it is appre
hended by the Cognition of the word O<>W ', is the Probans. 

"Or, (8) 'all fltldl. word8 a8 are e»prU8iV8 • is tbo 1\finor Term ;-their 
• 11U!ting for along time ' iii the Probandum ;-and ' bacause they bring about 
the coguition of the cognisable thing through the apprehension of rcmtion
sh.ip."1' is the Proba.ns.-In the compound • 8ambandMnubhavci~ ~c.' 'sam· 
bandhilnubhil.pekf(ln..,' qua.lides 'jft.eyajiio.no.pravartanam' ;-' should be re
garded RK laating ' ; • for o JQ,tg time ' qualifies ' la8ting '. The ' la.st.ing 
cho.rn.eter • moant here is in regard to time, not in regard to pla-ce, M in 
tho oo.<e of mountains ;- this iii what iii intendad to be indicated by the 
qt1alifying term 1 for a long time '.-• Like the unit:eraal a8pect of Smoke' is the 
Corroborative In~to.nce; the l speeilie individua.Uty' of things cannot. ha.ve 
any continuity of exiAtence or eoncomito.nce, hence it is the ' uni'9'eroo1 
n..-cpoot. ' alone tl1at can serve as the CorroborAtive Instance . 

.. (9) ' Cannot be evanescent' ;-this states the s:~ame argument 
negatively.-' Because it must hat:e, etc. etc.'.- ' Tiid.atvika '-till th.a.t time, 
i.e. t.ill the time or use,-its 'nimitta •,- relationship-should eontinue."
(2121- 21 ~0) 

The following objection iii rsised- In t.hi• way, tho JM a.nd such t.hing« 
also may be a.saert.od to be one only. For instance, alJ not.ions off,he individual 
Ja.r, t!)ough diverse through.divergenco of Place, Time, etc. must be regard ad 
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M envisagj~ ono and the 14mc thing, and unt ns t'n\'Ucngin,g: ~"'""'1 thin~.
becAt~ it. appeon'l in tho form of · Jar \-liketho uutiun ofthf~ Jnr nppeilring 
at the pro~ent. 1nomfiont.; snd :oo forth. As o. 100tter uf feet. howe\-et, ~'Uch 
ono-uoac of ttu, Jar iK noithN" dMired nor vouched for by puroepHon. Bton«· 
all tl,., Roouoonillg><,..t forth obo\'t> mW!t bo regarded ..,. How (Fallaciou><). 

Tbe nnswer to t.his objection (from the Mnllutn..,.h>) is M follow• :-

TEXTS (2131.2132). 

"Jv 1'1rR OIIMMAR of tllt .Jar, 'l'ffAT I~ URGII'D AR AN UNDI!AffiABU I CON· 

TTNOENOV, TR tN REFER'BNCB TO THE 'UNtVE'RSAt. ASPP.QT',~BEN 
TRll AMIIMl'lN'r IS SU1'ERFLUOUS.-!Y HOWliVBR, ONl'l WERl-1 TO 

UIIOll TJIJI OONTINtlRKCY 01' THB indi!JidWJl JAll.~ 81!11<0 <>m, ON TJm 

S'l"Rl!~G'Mt OV THR ABOVII AROUMENTS,-'I'RT.N IT OAN 111! POIN'l'RD OUT 

TRA 'l' SUCH tu.'l mRA WOULD liE CONTRARY 'lO ALL VOR]I{!I 01 RJUBT 

CoOlnTION ; szo•usl'l 'I'1DI MULTIPLtCI'l'Y o• h<olVTll"O'ALA HAll JIRBN 

Dl!liiNl'I'&LY :a.qTABLISBRI? av ALL M»ANs Oll' RroiM' CooNtTION, 

Sm<SB·PXRORP'I'ION tu.'l'D mE REST."-{2131·2132) 

COMMENTARY. 

If itis1n refe.reooe to the' Universa.l '-t.he • gonnR ', 4 Jar '-that <me·nUB 

i• sought to bo provod by the nbove Reductio ad. A.bBUrd«t», then, it ia super· 
f\uOUll ; ... it hM been declared-' ThM aspc<lt, of the object, wl>ioh i• u .. ;..,..,~ 
Common, i• oternnl, the other Mpect U. held to bo perishable'. 

On tho other hnnd, if the ll<lductio ad A.b.ffirdum iM meant, tn prove the 
ON>·MUOI tho lntliuidWil JM~,-even so, thatdooo not fnl•ily our premi,.,.... 
Booauoe such ll Propo!lition U. directly IIJllluUed by Sonoe·perception tu>d uthor 
M,..n.• of Cognition ; speciaUy os all the .ReoooM adduced in thi.o connection 
heve to be regardad aa qualified by the condition that ' what they a.osert. is 
1IOC ormulllld • ; how then could t,hore be any falaity in our JleMoM !-Such to 
tbe .. - of lho """""ge. 

• WO\oild be ccmtraty. etc. etc. '-That is, tJ•e Propotrition in queRtion is 
so contrary. 

The,..... ia OMily undorst.ood.-{2131·2132) 

Again, t,ho Mlmiim8aka proceedA t.o •how thnt, tl>o Propo&tion th~t 
' \V'ordtt aro non·eterual ' iR annulled by Inftll'ence nnd t>reAumption.-T.h6 
{>lferonco thM ho sot" forth ill-" When tho rol&tion bot,woon two t,hings is 
not.,.,.lifu:illl (otornnl), the two things themselvoo must bo rog~trded AA Ml

artifo:ial (etornnl) ;--<>,g, Akdaha nnd the Atom ;--t>nd the relation of 
DmoU.. and Denoted botween the Wore! and ill! denotation in the form of the 
• Unive1'8AI • it not-artifiCial ;-hence this i8 a Reason bued upon the nature 
of tbinp." 

' 

I 
I 
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In t.h~ following TexlJI t.he Mimli?>18aka proooeclo to show that. the 
ltf~AF~on hm"t:t a.ddm~l (t.l~tt.t the roltLt.lon bot..woor'l tho V\'orcl &nd ita Denota
tion is etern.aJ-) iH not 1 inadmis.~blc · :-

TEXTS (21 33-21 !lt>). 

" TF 'l'HF. RliLATIONSJHl' rn Q,URSTTON WERll art\ficild (SET UP oon TRP. 

OCCASION), TH:F:N, M THF. l'ARTIOOLAR USE WILT, HA~ .BECOME 

ACOOh(l'LTS'fiED AND COME 1'0 .AN END,-11' WOULD BR Al'l'LlOABL'E 

TO 'l'HAT Ot.'"E PARTTOUT .. AR CA.~£ ONLY, AND WOUJ.;O NOT BE \JNIVl'JnSAT..~ 

lN TTS APPLTOATION. IN THE Cow 'l'IIT.l!R IS A OOMb!TNOLYNA OF 

SEVl~fi\AL li'ACTOJtS-,.~uoR AS THE 'EAR{I'R ', 'SuJJ~TANOE ', 'BEING ', 

'TAIL' AND SO FORTK,-'l'lll!RR COULD BE NO DEFINITE IDEA OF THl! 

' Cow ' EXOEP'I' TKROITOR IIRllQUENT REPRATED USAOE.-FRO~t THIS IT 

HOLLOWS TI{A'l'THE WORD ffi not-artificiiU: AND IT NEVER PERTSHES,

BEOAUSE TT HAS AN ETF.RNAL !UlLATJONSHTI' \VITR AN ETBRNAL 

RNTTTV-LT>CE THJI Akasha AND THE Atom."-[Shlokarortika-
ETERNALJTY OF WORDS, 359-361).-(2133-2135) 

COMMBNTARY. 

"rhe ~nRO requires tlu; rending ' J,:rtrimatve cha ~aml:xz.ndha81Ja ' . 
If the Relationship were s-rtHi.cial. then,-inasmuoh as thG pa:rticular 

use wi11 have been a.ccomplished,--eomo to n.n end,- the Word would have 
come to a.n end ; hence the relationship between the Word and its meaning 
would not be univeraal- i.e. applicable t.o all t tSeO of the Word a.t all times. 
-Why ?-Beealll\& it would be applioe.bl& to th<tt OJ19 particular case only ; 
i.&. it would apply to one parti<rnlar Oow only. It\ support of this a. Presurop· 
tlon is put forward-When ~evoral Cow~ are there before one: e"Ven though 
the Unive-rsal 'Oow, may be subsisting in a single individual Cow, wbat is 
underRtood is the universal 'Cow' a.q e.xtraeted from the word 'Cow,; 
and t.his would not. be possible if the Word were not there.- Why it. would 
not be possible is exrlained in the Word.-' Ther•is o. commingling of •werlll 
jacl.ors, etc.. etc..'-This Pre..:;umption is based upon the authority of WordR. 

' For thutH"taaona W ortL can~ be artificial'.- This sums up the 1 nfer$nee. · 
1 With an ekrnal entity '-i.e. the objoct named • Universal ', 'Oom. 

munity '.-'Eternal rtlation8hip '-which lasts for a.ll time; just 1iko the
relationship of Atoms with Akii8ha, which is eternal.-(2133- 2135) 
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'The following tcts rejoot the 'Inconclusivou~:;' or the nbove 
P1'<!8U1Dption :-

TEXTS (2136-2138). 

"TNAS:IlUCK AS Tllm WORD, HEARD BUT ONOll, EJ-"VISAOES SEVl'lRAL 

f UNIV:I&.'lA.LS J fN A'S" INDRPIN11'S J'OR!I(, lT CA.~""NOT DBI'TNITBLY 

POHI't TO ITS OWN S?EOlliiO DENCYrATION, AS DIS'l'INOV!SRED 7ROM 

THE OTKBR ' UNIVBRSAU!-{UNTIL IT RA.' IliiEN USliD SEVERAL 

TI?.CU).-As A MATTER OP PAOT, Tim WOitD 'Cow' WOULD 01111' AT 

THE SPliOlli'IC DENOTATION Oll' TilE PARTICULAR 'UNTVIIRSAL' ' Cow ' 
Oli'LY AM'ER A LONG TTMll WHElN IT HAS IlEEN HEARD SEVERAL Tl)tES, 

AND HAS TRIIIti'!BY EXCLUDED THE OTlll!R Unit-n~' LiviNG 

BETNOS ' , ''l'HE quality ov WmTnN~ss ', TJm fiCtion Oll' ' MOVTNO ', 

THE u .. i..,.,u ·DEWLAP·, • T•IL •, .. ,.on ALSO TIUI ItllfiWIViJU, 
THE 'Cow OY VARTEOATBD OOLOUlL ', THE 'RORNL'E.S.q COW' Al'"D 

'tHE LlKB,-WRIOH ARE DIVERSE BY REASON OP Tmrut TNDIVJ· 

ouAL PKCULIA1tlT£U."-{S71lo.tamrtih>-E'I'EttNAUTY ow WoRns-

364-3M)-(2136-2138) 

001\rMEN'l' A RY. 

This haa bt>en !Jm• oxplained in tho BlliJ.f!la (of Shabara, on Sio. J. 1. 19) 
_ .. If the word • Oow ' is eternAl. it is thfl Mm& word that. is uttMed mAoy 
t.im"" "nd hM been proviou.•ly hcl\rd "'"o oeveral t.imee, M applied to other 
individual Cows; and thus by a prooess or positive t\nd ne.gativo concomit.ance 
the Word oomes to be reoognited "" denoting th~ pnnlenlar Univerool; for 
thi• rMSOn &180. the Word m not be etem~l." 

'Indivillual8 w1,icJl are diutrM, etc. ue.'-i.o. distingniAhcd by their 
MRpective poculia.ritiOR ; their diversity iR ba,qed upon their being cognised 
M different from onr another. Benee tho compound '........,,.;bandhon<l~ 
is to be expounded to m98n 'which havo their divtnoit.y bAAM upon the 
cosmitinn ()(their J'('~p.-etivo pecnlinritieR '. 

'Rtroing tzdtufetl' hOB to be eon•tn•ed wiU• 1\ll th•--(21 ~!1-2138) 

'rho following might he urged (ogninot tho M inulm.<aka) :-Tf thr Worcl 
get nt itA denotM:.ion Aft.er n long tlme.~vt'n RO, hnw does it become proved 
that the Word exi!M for aD time f 

~rhe onswct tn this ia as fo11ows :-
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'l'EXTS (213U-2140). 

" i\ND IF 'l'l:iB \A/OH.LJ l+!XlSTKD li"Oll SUCli A LONG Tlltll!:, WHO COULD D:KSTROY 

11~ Ali'TER T.RA'r '!-(6'/dokavartiku--ETERNALlTY OF WOROS-367).

J!'OR ,\NOT.Il$R REASON AGAIN IT IS NOT POSSI.BX.E l!OR TRB 

WORIJ TO BE DESTROYED : {N THE CASE Oil' TRE JAit AND 

Ol'RlUt THINGS, IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT THEY WOULD 

!l£001\l£ O£S'r&OYlH> ElTUER l'HROUGK DECAY OR 

THROUGH SOME WlMPON ; THERE IS NO SUC.,'H 

OAUSE BY WH!OH THE WORD COULD BH 

DESTROYE0.''-(2139-2140) 

COMMJJ:NTARY. 

' !J'or l!uch a limg time ',-i.e. during which time it denotes its own meaning 
after excluding so many other factors. 

Sa.ys tho Opponent '-In the c..so of tho Jar, etc. it is found t.hat though 
they continue to exist for a long Lime, yot they come to be destroyed by the 
stroke of a stick or some such thing; tbe same may be the c...se with Word 
ulso. 

The answer to this is- " For another rtaSOn, etc. etc.".-' Bhii.ya.TJ.' 
-ago.in. 

Thingri like the Jo.r undorgo destruction either by decay or by the stroke 
of some weapon; there is no snob cause for the dostruction of the Word..
Why ?-Beca.nse the Word is incorporeal, '"'bile the .Ta.r and other things 
ure corpore .. l.- (2139-2140} 

It has been declarod (under Tta 2131, above)"" follows ,_• Ii the one
ness of the Jar, that. is urged as; an undesirable contingency, is in reference to 
tho Universal aspect, then the argument. is ~uperftuous.-If however, one were 
to urge the eont.ingeney of the In<li11idual Jars being one, on the •trongth of 
the above arguments, then it ea.n be pointed out that ;,uch a..n idea. would be 
contrary to all Forms of Right Oognition '.- What has been said tbere is 
equally a-pplicable to the p.--nt ce.se ' Fo•· instance-If tl>e one·ness urgod 
is i.u. regard to the 'Univeraal' a.speot of the 'ga' and other let-ters {corn~ 
poaing the word 1 Gavl,• '), then i ll is superfluous, and so forth, all the rest 
of i t ma.y be repeated. BecaUse in view of the diversity of Place, Timu 
and Speaker, the Individual X.Ctters-G'" and the rest are matty ; and it is 
in these tho.t the 'Universal' Cow subsists; and in the same way, the 
UnifJeT8C£l aspect of the lett<Or 'ga ' is held to subsist in the individual 
letter; so the two cases are ex.aotly similar in all aspects [and on the sa.me 
grounds tha.t the individual jar8 cannot all bG the same th0 individual word 
• Cow', or the individual letter 1 ga ',cannot all be the so.me]. 

Anticipating this argument, th6 Mima,...,ka offers the following 

a.nswer :-
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'l'EX'l' (2141). 

"b!vKN T HOUuH 'I'H~H.B AW~ IHttH.KKKNUJ.;s o Jt PLAOB, '1'1~H! ANU Ustm,
TIIli:RB lS NO DJV£.R::UTY' IN TH.B L.B'J""fER 'Ga • AND TH.B REST: 

AS TJUii ' RECOONlTlON ' IN TlUU.R CA~8 lS OUAlt 

ANll VlST1110'f,"-(l!14J ) 

lJOMMJ!:N'l'~Y-

From Pe·roopt.iou, in tho Kh&pe o[ ll«xxJn.iti.()Pf, it. ht proved that Llae 
Individual~ (lottont) are ont' ;-Inferonco can have uo validity, as ~pinat 
Percepuou ; Percepuon being tho high""~ of 11ll MeuM of Righ~ Cogni~ion. 

Such ie tho seu•o of ~he ~xt..-(2141) 

Ol>jwion :-Diverai~y of Lbe Le•t.enl ;, proved by •ucb divenliues iu thoir 
pronowwlng M fait, middlin(J, slow 3od KO forth ; uudor the o.irou.mHt,.,nOUM, 
how ca.n it bo ;Jt\id that th6ir Recognltiou llS boing the ttu.mu iH cleat· u.nd 
distinct f 

Tbe .11.....,.,. to this is .,. follows :-

TEXT (214!!). 

"EVBN WHBN TllliRII IS DIVERSITY IN Tllll PBOliUNCLI.TION BEING liAST, 

ETO., 'J'H1I lNDlV11JI1AL LJil't'BR '(I(J' IS NOT CLBABLY COGNISED 

AS AN fH:S'rABUSJUW .x.NTli'Y, OUfi'INOOJ::JH.X.U YROM. TUg 

O't:JUUt lNlllVIOUAL LX'1"1'JIU ' flU. '."-[;S/.U,ka. 
viirlika-Bpho/4, :1:1].--{214!!) 

UUM.b!J~N'!'Al~ Y. 

• .Eilabli8Md '-uuL merely wnwivtd or fwu::iud. 
• DiiiCingt-U.dll#l '-distinct., ~ieparnto, difforcnt. 
' GCJ·t)t)y<t./ai. ·~tt-nds fur 'yahiravvakli ', t.lto L.aUivjcl ut~l Jott.el'•KOund 

• qa. '. 
WIUlt. is IOtlftnt. ig t.haL Rocognition haviug etrt.ublishocl l·he ideutit.y 

among tbo lndividu~ls, thon:t tun be nu 1 uthur' lncHviduKl at. u ll.-(2142) 

Se;vs tho Opponou~ll'ba~ is recogou.A is ouly tbe UnivulltU upe<l ol 
the Let tor • gG ' ,-not the individual A8p&ot.; how auu there bo •id to be a 
"COfl"i#on of tho Individual• f 

Tbe an•wor (of t.be ll!itnlltnfllka) w thib is M follows :-

• 
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TEXT (2143). 

"'J'ug l1HHVIUUAL LK'M'MR • Ora' KA:S NO HXISTJ!INOB AI'AK'l' l!'ROM THE 

suBSTRATUAt Olo' THH Uzr..'lVER.~AL 'Ga ',-BJW.AU~.B JT CAN 

lU~VER B"B APPREHRNJlBD BY ANY OOONITION OTliER THAN 

THAT Ol!' ' Ga ',--..JUST r .. m.E TRB UNIVERSAL 'Gn. • 
POSTULATJ>O DY Tllll OTRIIR . PARTY."-[Sll/oka

vtirtika--EJpMta, 32]-(2143) 

COMMENTARY. 

' (/dn!I(Jbuddhyanirilpyotwl '-BeC<tu... it ia not "I'J>t"o!Jendc..:J-cogui8ed 
-by any cognition excopt t.lt&t ol the letter ' Ga '. 

'Like the Un.itJeTsal, de. etc. '-Because the view of t.ho ot.her l)t\.l'ty is 
t.ha..t' UnitJCrii(Jl8 tt.ro without univol'liOJIS '.-(2143) 

TEXT (2144) . 

u 1'H:B SAMB CONCLUSIO~ OOULD B.E PROVED ON TB~ OROlll'fD Ol" lTS 

II~UW A LdUT, LllU> Tllll Ll!'ITI'!R. Kha '.-As .. MA'M"JIR OY 1/At:n: 

TKE CONTRARY OP TB18 18 NBVER Pl!RC&lVl!D ; JU:NCII 

THll S.UD OONCLIISION O.U.'NOT BB SAW TO 

BBANNIILLBU llY PBRCBPTION."-{Sllloir«

vtirlif<a-Spllo~, 34]- (2144) 

OOl\G!ENTARY. 

4 The ¥Umc amclu-t~ion. '- Lilo douiul of Lb.~ iudividual 'UtL • Mt.)K.f't. b·om the 
Univo,..l. 

'l'ho a.rgum~nt. may fJo furumh•LOO a.ti foiJom~: -'l'be ~l.lor • Oa • cu.unot. 
bo entiroly diffe.rent.il'-tod from t.hc Hubrt.nl.t"\Ull of lho wllven.J 'Ga. •,--e.g. 
the 1eU.Or • Khs ',-tmd • Oa. ' ~ " letter ;-hence here thero is tlpprehonsion 
Of what is OOtlOOD1itant with lhU Cunt.rary,-as 'bciug Lot.t.,r' m invariably 
<."UHOOwit.d.ut. with thtt oout.rOJ·y uf boing the subwt.rat.uw of the Uuivenal 

'(.h\ ' . 

'.L'Jmt,; t ho VouoluJo~iun of thiN W"j.(UWont jg nuL ~mbla.LOd by J.Jw.·ce}>tion is 
JJhO\'Vll h,Y t h('l word:i-' Tlus e~r~U.rury of tll.i8. etc. etc.'-' eonltrary' 11ta.ndo for 
rJ.iJfert~t~U betwoon the Lwu.-' /JffW"' '- l'en:eived lact.- (2!44) 

'fhu followi"l:l 111ighL b<> urgo>d :-'fbe arguweuL addu..OO U. 111•-perjlu.ou<s, 
..., addJ'Ct'><Od to lhe BuddhiHI.. l.loo.IW!O t.ho idea of ' oneu-' iH held by hi.w 
to be bft.Med. upou • t.be t\XcluaAuu uf otheN ", and not. upou tt..ny Universal io 
the IJhape or • Gl\. tu.C tt-pu.rt> from I he lndividuala; 80 that eve-n whf'n the 
Un.ivorsa.l t G" • is deujed M a distiuet. entity, the 'one·nOIJII • of tbe Letter 
dooa not become estabUabed on the ba&B of the idea of ' ooe-n ... ',-u it. is 
btused upon the ' exclusion o£ others '. 
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'r hiA objection is ant.icipe\00 and nnawered (by t.be Mitll<in...,i<>) in l.he 
following:-

TEXTS (2146-2146). 

" TH s &'OTlTY 1.N THE FORM OJr T.HB I LBTTB.R ' IS ADM1'M'BD BY BOTU 

PAl\TlES; JT JS ONLY RIOH'l' TRERXFORE THAT 1 ETE1t.NALITY • ANU 

OTIIBlt OHAUAOTER8,-WIDOII ARE ATTRIBUTED TO AN ASSU~tllD 

liNTlTY,__,ROULD BB Afi'RIBOTBD TO WHAT lS ADMITTED 

BY BOT(( :PARTIES. Taos IT l'OLLOWS THAT TO ONE 

IDEA A.UISJ!S OUT Oil THE ONE· NESS Oil TKE Lli'M'ER. 

As RBGARDS 'I'RB IDEAS 011' :PECULIAR IlEA TUBES, 

TllAT WOULD BE DUE TO TRE DIVERSITY IN 

'£liE CHARACTER 011 'rHB ~CANJ£l::STING 

AGBNOY.''-{8hJolt4tJii.rti/ca-Sp/w!a, 
18, 23].-(2145-2145) 

OOMMENTAJ.W. 

"Why is it that leaving aside tho LeUer itaelf,-which i• admitted by 
botb pa.rtie~.-EJuGh oha.ra.otora as 'eternality •, 'multiplicity', 'pervMivo. 
n ... ' lltld the rest aro &ttributod to an assumed ont.ity, in the sllape of tbo. 
' oxolusion of others ',-u iH cloar from such assertions as ' the class and t.ho 
proporty thus booome determined ' ! 'fhe right thing to do would be to 
attributo all thooo to what ia admitted by both parties ; M otherwise thoro 
would be the nooeosity of .... u.ming much thet ia never poroeived at all. 
-Henoe it folloWB t.bat the !Uoognili<m of the LGtter as one and the 1!8.111& 

must be due to t.bc one-n..,. ol the Letter itael!." 
Question :-Ir thu.t is so, then how could the1•o be such diverse notionf; 

rega.rding the Lot.ter, as 1/lorl, medi"m and lwd ! 
.A'tVKlt7 .-· .A1 ngt:ml.l, etc. de. '-' ManVuting CJglmCfl '-oon.siating of 

the oonjunct<ono Md disjunctions of Air (proceeding from the throat of the 
spoakor).-(2ltG·2146) 

A8 a matter of ft~Ct, Air ill never approhended by the Ear ; conjunctions 
and disjunctions alilo of tho Air mu•t bo inapprehensible by the Ear ; \lndor 
the ciroumstonooe, unless t.bo mnui!esting agency is apprehended, how onn 
the manijukid (property) be Apprehended ! For example, unt.il the Light is 
-n, there is no perception of the Jar illumined by it. 

With tho above idea in his mind, the Opponent of the Mimamoai<> 
urges tho following objection :-

I 
I 



'' THE RlWEALED \VO:RD." 1013 

TEXT (2147). 

ONE FOR WHOM 1l0Tii ARE AMENABLE TO AUDITORY PERCEPTION COULD 

HAVE THE DIJAL NOTION; FOR YOU IlOWIIVl:lR, Tltll piU;h. (OF THE 

LE1.'T.IIR·SOUND} BEING BEYOND TKE SENSES, HOW COULD THE 

SAID PEOULlAit FEATIJRES BE DUE TO THE pitch 1-

[Sltlo/eaviirtika,-Splwja, 38).-(2147) 

COMME:NTARY. 

'One for whom. '-i.e. the Grammarian and others, o.ccording to whom 
t he ma.nif(>!joor con•ista of tbe letter-Sound in the fo<m of yhofa (articult>tion), 
not of tho conjunctionH and disjunctlollB of Air,-for such roen h9th, tho 
Manifested (letter-Sound) a.nd the ManifeBter (o.rticulation), are apprehended 
by auditory perception ; for such people, thare may be the two notioru<,
the notion of all ., one, and also the notion of the peoulia<ities of the pitch, 
etc. But for you, the MimdmBaka, how could tho Pitch, which is in tho form 
of the conjuoctiona e·nd disjunctions of Aix, bring about the notion of the 
po<."Ulio.rities,- such Pitches, etc. are not perceptible by the Ear ?-(214.7) 

'£<.> tho o.bovo vbjection, the Mini.UnUJaka mokes the following answer:-

TEX'l' (2148). 

·'SOME PEOPLE ASSERT THAT WHEN A WORD-SoUND IS COGNISED liY TIJE 

EAlt AS AFFECTED BY TBI:l DEGREE OF THE PrrcJI,-TBEN IT IS 

TJIAT TllE11J:1 IS APPREHENSION OF TliE PECULIAR DEGREE 

OP PITOl.l, :BROUGHT A:SOUT ON ACCOUNT OF ITS 

:BEING MIXBD UP WITH TBB WORD-SOUND." 

-{Shlokavartika-Splwja, 30].- (214!!) 

COMJIIEN1'ARY. 

• Tadupa8h/.efa '-being mixed with tbe Word-Sound. 
• TasYa '-of the Pitch. 
'B~ '-&pJlreheruion. 

18 
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• Son"' JJtopte aasort •.-What th""" people moon i4 t.ha.t, t.hough put'e 
Pit.cb by iteolf i4 not apprehended by tho Ee.r, yet when it i4 mixed up with 
&un<l. it d- become oo apprehended ; Wld benOO> the dual notion comee 
about..-{2148) 

The following Tera jW!t.ifi08 tho du!\1 notion, uvon under tho view t.huL 
there is no apprehenaion of the Pit.c.b :-

TEXT (2149). 

" OR, THERE MAY BE NO APPRBDNSlO!r OF THESE (Prro.KES) ; IT IS Ot.'LY 

TBE OOGNlTION Oll' TlUI WoRD·SOUND THAT IS BROUGHT AJIOUT 

TllliOU'GB THE PrTOH. As ll'O& Ttm DEGBRES 011 THE PITOB,-

IN TBE SlLU'B Oll' lNTBNSITY, BTO.--'l'BliY ARll OOGNISBD, IN 

.. OOORDL'<OE WITH THR Wl'RRSSIONS ( AUDJ: BY TBB 

SOUND·l'l'tOH)."-[Shlo.l:avarlika.-SphoJa, 40]. 
- (2149) 

OOMMENTARY. 

'Tlf<lrn '-of t.ho Pit.ob.e<i ; conaisting of the conjunctions and diajunotioos 
of Air. 

Quulion .~Ho'v can there be a cognit.ion of the Manifes/.tli. when the 
Menifester il not cognised t 

.d.-.-• It ;, only, etc. de. '-' Tod....,U '- t.hrough tbo P it.oh; i.e. 
by the more prosenoo of the Pit.oh. 

Quution .~There may bo opprohonaion of t he more form of the Word· 
Sound ; how is t.here the apprehenaion of tbo degreee of t.he Pit.ch I 

.<!.......,. .-· TMV oro oogni«d, etc. etc. • ;-When the more intensive 
Pit.c.b prod~ an intensive impression on the Ear, then thet intenaity is 
cogni$00 in the Souod ; on the other bend, when the impression produced is 
weak, the Sound is percoivod as weak. l 'hua the varying dogreee of the 
Piteb are approhondod in occorde.noo witb the improlllion modo upon the 
Ear.-{2149) 

&.ys the Opponent :-The varying degrees of Pit.ob resides oooording 
to you, in till> Manijuter, no~ in tho Manifu/.tli. (So'W:Id); theae degroos t.here· 
fore would be unapprehendod bocause ~bo ManifuteT i~f is not apprehondod ; 
under the eiroumsta.noeo, withou~ e.pprohonding the degrees of Pit.ob in the 
ManijUIQ bow could one t>Uribute it to the Word-Sound t Until tbo Water 
boa been apprehended, i~ is not attribuud to-imposed upon- the ltlirage r 

l'be answer to this (from the Mim<ltMOka) is as follows :-
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'l'EX'l'S (2150-2153). 

t 'rHOSE WHO llAVE THEUt MtN DS l'l!:RVRRTBD DY 'J.'liE DlSOBDEBS OF 

ll!LR PERCEIVE THE IWeJJt A$ bit.Ur, AND wf•ite AS yellow ;-"l'HOSE 

WHO ARE RUNNING l'AST, OR SAlLING l:N A BOAT, ~USTARE THE lilLL 
AND OTHER OBJECTS TO BE l».OVlNG ; THOSE WHO liAVl: A.:PPLIBD THE 

FAT OF THE FROG 1'0 THEilt EYES ~ITSTAKE THII PIECE OF BA)IBOO TO 

DE A SERPBNT.-lN THB Sum MANNER, THROUGH THE HIGHER AND 

LOWER INTENSITIES OF TIIB INDIVIDUALS, PEOPLE liAVE TilE IDEA 

OF THR Univer&al AS BEINO THE SUBSTRATUM OF THOSE INTENSITi:ES. 

-JUST AS, IN THB OASES OTTED, PEOPLE liAVE TilE IDEAS (OF biUer· 
11.e88, ETC.) \VlTHOUT HAV!NQ ANY PERCEPTION OF TREnt CAUSES (IN 

THE SHAPE 01' THE DISORDERED BILE, BTC.)---,so, l:N THE CASE IN 

QUESTION, WITHOUT COGNIS!NQ Tl!li VARYING Dl'lGREES OF PITCH IN 

THE MANil'BSTllm, THEJ.l:S WOULD BB A lUSTAK.EN IDEA OF Tl!ESE 

IN CONNECTION \V('fH THE MA.NIFESTllD."-[8h!okavartika-8ph.o{.a, 
41-44].-(2150-2153) 

COMMENTARY. 

Through the disorders of Bile, people apprehend the sweet thing as 
bitter, without having any idea. of th& character of the Bil& ;-simi!&dy 
while running fast or sailing f&&t on a. boat, people are led to the misteken 
notion of tho Hill ond othor objocb::t tnoving along ;-eimila.rly when one applies 
the fat of the frog to his eyea, he perceives bamboo-pieces as s&tpents ;
simil&rly, through the varying degrees of intc~>sity in the Individuals, people 
have the idaa of the Universal &a being the substratum of those degrees; 
'B&ing • being the largest, highest, tlniven;al, and the 'Cow' and the like 
being the lesser, tonallor, Univereals.-If it were not so, then, being e/4rn4l 
and aU1Jeroasit!<l, all UuiversoJs would be equal; and in that case to what 
could the 'largeness' or 'smallness' of the Universo.J..s be due t-Hence the 
conclusion is that-just as people have the notion of Bitter in con· 
nection with the Swe&t thing, without having uny notion of the Bile to which 
the misconception is due,--so also, in the case in quostion, without 
apprehending the larger or smaller intensity in the Mani.je&ter, people would 
htwe the misconcoption of these in connection with the manije&t.ed. Sound. 

' Abudhvd ', 'witJwut oogniaing' ;-the sequence of the nominative agent 
is in reference to the a.otion of 'misconception ' ; otherwise the Po.stpartic.ipial 
affix 'Klvii.' would not be possible.-(2150-2153) 

Que&ion:-:S:ow do you know that the idea of Larger and Smaller 
intensity tha.t appears in connection with Sound is due to extraneous 
circumstenoes, a.nd the Sound itaelf has no such diversity ! 

A- (from the Mimiimtaka) :-
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1'EXTS (2154-2155). 

" 'l'a:x I>ISTlNOTlON IN TUJI LJrrn<R IT8EL1' INTO &/wrl, JITC. WOULD BB 

COJI'l'RAI\Y TO TIO:: OOOTIUJ<E OF ETIIRNALITY (01!' WOKDS) ; FOK, liOW 

CAM •rJW L l-:TTER, WlUOK IS EVB:.R PltESENT, Ul=! SAID TO HR 

'ffleaiUI'e<i ln.J auratkm 1 CoNSBQUII<NTliY, IT .IS 'l'llll articuJ4. 
tkm OF THB LETTER THAT SHOULD BB IDWARDED AS 

mca8Ure<i by d"raticm, FOR 0118 OR TWO lltOIIJINTS ; 

TJD!l LETTER ITSEiil!' O.U.'NOT BB MI:ASURBD BY 

DUK.AT!ON. "-{ Slll.okaviJ.rt·ika-SpluJ[.a, 50-51]. 
-(2154-2155) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Sl&orl, lema, ck. '. 'rhc ' ctcue:ra' inoluc.Jw tbu Lo111/t t.ho uhff,·Umy, 
bho High l.'it.ch, the Low !'it.ch, tho Middling Pit.ch, o>nd ""' 'fJtu,lj" • Bnd 
oWlur t.nlUiioul notes.. 

'Wc>UI4~Cl0nttwy, ""'- ""'-'-'-That.io, bowW<O tho BkNIDlily of tbu LuLt.or 
ha.s becm ciet.blished by ~nilion.-(2154-2155) 

In tbo following toxt, tho Oppo•iLo viuw i• pub forwurtl-thut tho a .. id 
• Ullullfost.n.tiun ' cannot. bo o.drnit.Wd-

TEXTS (2156-2167). 

TlLtl MAIHWESTA.TION 01•' Wono-SotJND BY AllT!OIJLATION IS NOT l'O~~lBLB; 
THAT MANUIJISTATlON OOULO RE IJOll '1'0 TUE EMIIBLLISII:M.ENT Bl'tlDI!t 

OF TH1l SoUND ITSIILII', 01< 01' TH1I SBNSB·OROAN OONOBRN11D1 OR 

Olf BOTH. bIT WERB TRB SoUND THAT WAS SM.BEu.ISHED, 

TIIBNITWOULO:SE DOONI.SED BY A.LLASSO 1!:\IBIU.LISRBD; 

AND IT BBINO IMPAI<TITB AND ALL-l'El\VADING, 

THBRB COULD BB NO IIMBELLmltMBNT 011 IT IN 

ANY l'Al<TS.-(2166-2 157) 

COMMENTARY. 

[£ thuro Wl\1'0 Jnatai.ftJ~J.tation. of the VlorcJ .. Souncl by tho coujunct.ions nnd 
disjunc1.iono of Air, it could bo through tho ombollishmlOnt of tho Sound it.aolf, 
or tbrous)l t.bo ombollisbmont of the Scnae-orgnn, or through the embolliah
wont of both-of the Sound Bnd al8o of the Senl.e-organ.-ll there wore 
ombelliohmont o f tho sOund, then whon ombelli&hcd at one pla..,......t 
P<lf<Jii.pulra for itU!tanco,-it would booomo approhendocl by peoplo in Bll 
pltl.CC»\ ; aH i~ goos evarywbora simlllt.onool.tsly. 

I t might be ""id that only a pe.rt of Lhe Sound bocomoa ombolliahod. 
The uDBWBr t.o !.het ;. that. 01 iB imporliu,-oot modo up of pe.rte, being 

incorporeal ; hence, oven t.heugh io is aD-pervading, it boing without parta. 
how could there be M.Y embolliahment ·i" pa.rt !-(2156-2157) 
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It might bo argued that-as the substratum of the Sound varies, there· 
could be embellishment of it, even though it is without pnrts,-through that 
diversity of substratum. 

Tho n.nRwo-r to the nbove iA a.a follows :-

TEXT (2158). 

NoR OAN TB:F.RE BE DETERJI!INAT!ON OF THE EMBELLISIDIENT THROUGH 

THE DIVEMITY 011 SUBSTRATUllf ; BECAUSE SOUND HAS NO 

SUBSTRATUM AT ALT..,- L'IKE .4kdi!oo AND SO'!d.-(2158) 

COMA-tENTAR.Y. 

BecaURo Sound iA nJI·pru"vading, like Akaslm rmd Soul,-it is without 
RUbotmtum.-(2158) 

Say!! the other party-A• a mntter of fMt Sound is a quality of AMsha, 
and qualities always sub.;st in the Sub•tnnce to which they bolong; so t.hat 
Akiisha would bo the Rubstrot1un (or roonptacle) of Sound. 

Tho £mswer to this is o.s follows :-

TEXT (2159). 

TP A kiisha IS THE SUBSTl\ATUl>I,-EVEN SO, il.kli8ha ITSELF BEING 

WITHOUT PARTS, THERJ!l COULD BE NO Rl\IBRLLISH!IIENT in part, 
BEOAUSll THE WORD·SOUND IS ALWAYS OOOh'JSED AS 

A WHOLE.-(2109) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho snid Al.x<slm boing without parts, tho diverRity in the cmbolli•hmont 
onnld not bo due to the clivnroity of tho pru-ts of t.hc subotrntum. 

Tho Opponent argues thuli-Though AM~lia is without part., yet there 
is diversity n.roong subata.neoa coming into contact with .Aktiiha ; e.g. we 
have • the Akiisha in the Jo.r • and so forth; so that the if.'lr4sha within the 
tympanum of one mM WOllld be different from t.hat within another man's. 

Th& answer to that i11-' Becau.!e IM 1Vord-Sound, ete. etc. '-this is to bo 
construed with the sentence • tJaere could be no ~llishment in JX~rt' ; tlte 
scnso being that Sotmd itself is nlwn.ys t>pprehonded ns being without pnrts 
nnd RUcb an apprehoru<ion would not be possible if t.ho em holli•hmont belonged 
to only ono pnrt. of the AMshn.-(215!1) 

The following'"" sums up the argument nnd shows how it is as stated :-
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TEXT (2160). 

L"< AS JIUOR AS Somm P.JO!\'r$ AS A WHOLII l'ERVADT!<O OVP.R THE ENTIRE 

Ahi&}IIJ., JT ootJLn NOT BB oomnSBD AS • WHOLR, rr lT \Vl!RE 

RMJIRLLL'UJED 1N PART.-{2Hl()) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ao n. mnt.t.cr <>f fMt;, the Word :Sound pervndoo ovor t.ho antiro Akii•lm; 
nnd honco th~ who!• o f i t> could not bo cogniROd if it woro ombolli•hod only 
in port.- (2160) 

The .Mim4m.~aka'• Opponent now sell< forth objoctiono ngnin•t the view 
thnt the embellishment port.aiM to the Sen!<e·O~nn [tho oooond nlterno.tive 
view o~tod under T<%18 215G-2157, ~arding the vnrintiono of Sound 
being due to embelliehm•nt., in the shape of tho conjunction• nnd dU.jnnc
tiona or Sound}-

TEXTS (2161-2162). 

Um>DR TlDI vmw TRAT 'mE AtJDITORY OMAN OONSISTS or Ak41ha, 
A.S Tliii OBOAN WOULD Bll A.tiL-l'EBVADlNO, IT WOO'LD Bll EQUALLY 

IN ooli'J'Aor wiTJJ ALL 'I'HINOS ; so TRAT liVEN WllliN 'I'B1I SoUND 

rs l'BODUOIID liAR OD, IT SHOULD BE IDIAl\D JI.IIRJI.-JN 
TRIS WAY THll AtJDITORY ORGAN ALSO WOO'LD Bl'l ONE 

ONLY F OR ALL LIVING BEINGS; JlliNOII AT TUB 'l'!Mil 

~'RAT ONIIl'llRSON HEARS A SOUND, ALL M~N 
SHOULD Hll&& IT.-(2161-2162) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then> nre oome people who hold that the Auditory Org"" consist& 
of A.tallla ; under this view, M Ab>sha is ono and aU-porvacling, it \'fOuld bo 
in equal contoot with aU Sound., and honoo it •hould be polllliblo to boor 
Sounds at a diatanoo ILI$o.-The Anditory Organ at.o would bo ono and the 
aame for all living boing.<; hence when one of them bMtll n oouncl, that sonod 
should be hoard by All of them; beoouse tho Auditory brgnn i• one and the 
samo for all. I t should bo added aJso tllAt if ono anr>n <looo not hMr n Sound, 
no mw> should lumr it.-(2161-21G2) 

The following might bo urged-Tho Auclitory Orglln oonoisto nf AMIIhn 
ns conditioned by the tympanum ~mhnllished hy Mori!. nnd Domnrit; honoo 
"" tho Sound honrd would ho subsisting in tho AkO.!Iw "" contl\ined in t ho 
tympo.num,-thoro would be no room for t ho t.wo undooirablo contingencies 
just pointed out-viz. : (o) that boing nll-porvooing, tho Org<>n would bo in 
equal oontnot with aU Sound•. and (b) that thoro \vonld I><> one nnd tho same 
Organ for nil living boinjtl'l. 

Th" an.tWer to this is u !oUows :-
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TEXT (2163). 

As Akas~ r s WITHOUT PAitTS, THB AUDITORY OI<GAN coULD NOT coNSIST 

OF Akii,sha AS CONDITIONED BY MlnuT AND DEM'ERtT -WHICH • 
IS ESSENTIAL FOR TBE T\VO LTh!ITA TIONS I<IIFEI<l<ED 

TO A.BOVE.-(2163) 

COMMENTARY. 

For that which is impartite, ther<> e&n be no part$, by virtue of which & 

certein par! of iik&ha cculd constitute the Auditory Organ. 
'The lwo limi4Uiom '-the limitetion tbet the contact of the Orgen with 

nil-Sounds 9"JUlOt be the aame, and that there""" several Auditory Orgo.ns.
Or the ' two limitetions' may be those rell\ting to the apprthen$ion and non. 
apprthenaitm of Sound.-(2163) 

TEXTS (2164·2165). 

FuRTHER, THE AUDITOI<Y 0I<GAN, ONCE EMB1!LLISHED, SHOULD BRING 

ABOUT THII COGNITION OF ALL SOUNDS ; WHEN THE EYE IS OPENED 

FOR SEEING THE Jar, IT DOES NOT PAIL TO APPREHEND THE 

OkJth.-THJS SAME CONTINGENCY MAY BE WGED AI.SO IN 

CONNECTION WITH THE R EMEMlll<ANOE OF TBE TBING 

(SOUND) ; AS THE II>MBELLISBMENT APPERTAINS, 

WITHOUT DISTINOTION, TO TRE SAME SPACE 

IN Ak<i8ha.-(2164.2165) 

OO~!MENTA'RY. 

Further, once ombellished,-the Auditory Organ ahould lead to tho 
Oognition of all Sounds ,-make them npprehended ; ns the eaid Organ would 
apply in common to all Sounds ; and alao beeau.se the Sounds, being all· 
perv..,ive, would be oooupying the same perceptible place. . 

I t might be o,rgued that-it iA for the purpose of cognition that the 
Speo,ker b... embellished the auditory organ of the Hearer ; oonsaquently the 
organ would bring about the ccgnition of that same Sound, not others 
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The onRWOl' to this is-' Wl~ t/UJ eye ia opened, etc. etc. '-'It doM not 
fail to npprohond '-i.o. it dOOR apprehend; that is, on nccount of the pm·. 
roptihility ol the plaC$ being equal. 
~.~Why has the word 'all' boon introduood! 
An_,. .-• AI tM emb<UiMfMnl a1'1)mainl, de. elc. '-All SoundA, bein~t 

nli -J)t'rvo.dinR in chMn.cter, oecnpy the Mm& apnC<\ in ..l.l:ii8ha; honeo thl"'ir 
cmbf.'lliAhmnnt o.lso Rhould bo withont distinction. 

In ,_ornC\ pln.cOA, the rending il• ' samskaro hyaviB1t~&. '. In t.hnt cn.<~o 
thf' pnrticlo 'hi • Rtands for 'bocnn.se' ;-'a~~ • Rt4DdA for 'n.vi~thi
oi!l4 • ; h•nce tho meaning com"" to 00-BocA,.qe tho nmholliAAmont hAA been 
produced in Sound& without diRtinet~on,~n ACCOttnt of thoir occnpying: the 
•nmc SJ>MO,- th<trofore itsbonld be J>O"Siblo fbr aU SonndA to be app...,hondod 
(nt the Rnmo timo).-(2164-216~) 

Th<> following might be nrgod-Thonj!h the ombnlli•hmnnt. appnrt..iM 
to all Sound> <'qnnlly,- ynt thnt Wood-Sonnd 1\loM i• nctunlly nppmhonded 
which th&IUlN'N' deoi""" to Apprehond,-nono other. 

Tl>o &Mwor to thi• i• M follows :-

T'EXT (2166). 

Tm: ID!liELLTSIIMlU.'T, W1lliN IT OOM:ES, WOULD OOME ABOUT BY THE 

REl!OVAL 01' T1Dt IMMOBlLJl Al:R-El.'VI!LOPJ!:; Alo'll IT HAS BEEN 

FOUND TJ!AT W11EN THE OOVBRJNO J!t."VELOP!l IS R'FlMOVl'lD, 

THE Al'J'REHIINSION Oil' WHAT HAS DBEN Tlll!RB FOLLOWR 

(AS A MA'ITIIR OF OOU'RSE).-{2166) 

COMMENTARY. 

There nro two kindR of Air-mobile a,nd lmmobilo; it iA tho immobilo 
Air which nnva.lopM Sound, Jikf\ doMe DarkneAA ;- :it iA in thiR Air-~nv~lo~ 
that ConjunctioM and Dilljunotiono nm prodnoed' by the Air J)J'OOOI'dinjli from 
the Spaakar'o mouth ;-t.heoo ConjtmctioM And Diojunction.• brinjli nbout 
tbe removal of the oaid Air-envelopo ; removal of tho Air-covering io whnt iA 
rnMnt by the • embollisbment' of Sound,- which cnnnot monn the •t.rtlngtbon
ing of itA ohnrnoteriatir. foot.ul'(\A: beon.\lM Sounc1 is otC\rnal Rnd n.lwo,ys of 
one and the Mm& form. ' 

What if it ia 80 t 

·• 
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c It hn.a bun found, etc. etc.•-c Found' in scripture~ and also in common 
experience; e.g. when the enveloping da.rkness is removed, the Jar that 
is there, -even though its perception may not be dosired,-becomes perceived, 
bocnusa it lio.• in a porceptibla spot.--{2106) 

[The following might bo urgod]-lt has boon a'lSOrted (in Tto:~. 2157) . 
thn.t 'if Sound wero embellished, it. would bo hcmrd by all •; but. thiR int'.On· 
grnity doe~ not arise, because even n. single Sound mn.y bA embellished. for 
ono mn.n, while notacmOOUished for anqthor; juAt f\S tho ~o.mo womnn, 
through difference in relationship, mn.y ·oo mothM to ono nncl tla·u,ghttt' to 
nnot.her person. 

The nllBWAr t.o thiR is n.q follows :~ 

TEXT (2167). 

THE WORD·SOUND BBINA ONE, IT CA.l<NOT BE Rll(lABDBD AS BOTH 

mnbeUiske(t AND Mt embelli8/ttd; SO THAT O~'LY ONE CONDITION 

SllOULD BE ADMITI'ED,-NO MA'I'l'ER WHETHER IT BE 

COGNISED, OR NOT COGNISED, BY ALL.- (2167) 

'OO'MMENTARY. 

The Sound being one, the two conditions of being 'embelllilhed' and 
' not embellished' cannot belong to it, a.t the same timt'l; because the COflditit.m. 
cannot differ from the COtlduioned. ; so th~t, n.s the COtlditiontd ' Sound ' is 
one only, its condui<m (embellished or otherwise) must be one only.-Ao 
regnrds the OM<> of one and the same woman being both Mother o.nd Daughter, 
-there it is the narm only that difiers, not the thing itself; while in the 
c.n.se in q,lestion, the differenoo is not merely in name, os; t.he Sound is thor& 
1\.' equally percept.ible by ~>11 men ; whence there could not be perception o.nd 
non·perception at the same time ; and mere change in name cannot deprive 
a thing of its innato capacity for effeetive action. 

I t might be said that the nature of Sound is such that it is perceptible 
by certo.in restricted persons only,-so that there would be nothing incon· 
gruo,la in its perception and non·perception at the ~o time, by reason of 
the capacity of the particular persons concerned. 

This cannot be so ; if it were so, then if Sound is not perceived by a 
mnn o.t one time. it would never bo porooived by him ;-but 8\lOh iA not tJ1o case. 

Henoo, in order to preserve the <me·ne88 of the Sound. only on~ coodi· 
tion •honld be accepted-either the embelli8hed or t.he unemb<l!W.ed. 

Qut8ti<m :-What would be the result of this ! 
An.9'Wtr:-' So tluJJ. only""" COtldition, etc. etc.'-(2167) 

The following T..:t puts forward tl>e objeetion ngninst tho view th~>t 
' there· is embellishment of both. Sound nnd Sense·organ • (the third altern~ 
tive vie1v set forth under Text 2157) :-
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TEXT (216!1). 

THE OB.JEOTIONS THAT I!AVE B'PJlilN trn(lliD AOATNAT JIAOH 011 Tl1R OT1tY.ft 

TWO VIEWS ARE APPLIOADLF. TO 1l1lll VTEW TKAT THERE IS F.>f· 

BF.LLT.'U!Ml!NT or BOTK. TKDs IT rs NOT l'OSsiBLE IN 

ANY WAY TI!AT THERl!! SIIOULD BE ANY 

manifuU:r or T'KII SotJND.-{2168) 

COMMENTARY. 

'To tDdl of the""".,...... '-that there io ombollishmont of the Sound and 
th...., ia ombolliahm4nt of the Se"""·Of8"D· The objectioM that lu>ve been 
urgod against th- n:ro npplicabl~ to tho vif'W thnt thoro iA ombelli•hment of 
botiL 

'Thul, Ilk. ek.'-Thilo •um• up the whole eriticiAm (ogainRt the Mim6m· 

saka'l view). 

Tho following t&xt8 eet forth the Mimiimo<Jk<>'• nn11war to th• above 
eriticiom (oet forth in T~ 2156 to 2168) :-

TEXT (216~). 

" T~ AUTIIOR Oil THE BMwa TtAS EXPOUNDI'lD Tl!l! ANSWER TO TilE 

ABOV11,-GN Tlllil BASIS Oll' Tlm tDIIA TltAT TJIII BMDELLISK)tJlNT 

PERTAINS TO TIIll AUDITORY ORGAN. THE DIVl!!RSl'I'Y 

IN THB l!RARINO DY DT!'FERI!JNT PIIRSONS 

IS ALSO DtTB TO TltE DIVF.RSITY 011 

TRl!! ORGAN."-(2169) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Tho AuJ/wr of the BI1141Ja '.-This i• what bu been snid by him (in 
SluJbiml·BMWG on 1. J. IS)--' For nno who hold> that the Conjunctions 
1\nd Disjunction& f'Mnifu4 (not produce) tM Word, tho snid incongruity (of 
the Word uttered in S"'fi/IM being l!Mrd in P4t<rli,..,ra) doea not ~\rise, 
becat180 the Co~uncUons and Diojunctiono operating in ono place do not. 
affect the Ea.-drum at " diAtanco ; oo that tho Auditory Organ at a distance 
does not catch tho Word .SOund tltat io manifMII'<I'-('l'Mnllm;on, pp. 34·36). 

'Dtus to Ill• diwrmy '-in tho EAr·drum. 
' l>i-.ity in lu!aring '-divontity in the OOI(Dition (of Sound~-(2169) 

Q....Cicm :-How can the oml>f'lliohmont of ono thing bring about the 
manifeataliion of liOmothing el6o f 

Afi4W<r (by the Mlm<im...,b>) :-
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TEXT (2170). 

"JUST AS TH& LAMP IS REGARDED AS T:!IE momifeaf.e1- OF THE JAR, TRROU()I! 

T!TE ATll THAT IT AII'FOltDS TO Tl'!E EYE,-$0 (IN THE OASF. OF THE 

WORD·SOUND) TliE ARTTCUT.ATION WOULD BE THF. MAN!FF.sTER 

(oF THE SoUND) THROUGH THE IM:PRESSioN TRAT IT MAKEs 

IJl>ON THE AUDITORY 0RG.W ." -[S/Uokavartika
ETERNALITY OF WoRDS, 42].-(2170) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as the Lamp becomes the manifester of the Jar, through the help it 
accords to the Eye, RO the Articulation al•o, would bo the manifester of 
the Sound through the embellishment of-impression upon-the Auditory 
Organ.-{2170) 

Says the Opponent :-It hM to be explained in what w~>y the Articulation 
brings about the embellishment of tho Auditory Organ, which is nn M<:Om· 
plished entity. 

Answer (from th<> Mimamsaka) :-

TEXT (2171). 

" TlrERE SHOULD NOT BE ANY SUCH QUESTION AS TO TBE FORM IN WRIOH 

THE EMBF.LLTsmlENT IS MADB; AS THAT QUESTION OAN BE SIJ>m.ARLY 

RAISED IN THB OASE OF THE producticn (oF THE WoRD, IN 

TJi'E EAS); AS IN THAT CASE ALSO, THE capacity (OF THE 

THINGS CONCIIRNBD) IS BEYOND SBNSE·PEROEPTION."

(Sh/oka?J<irtika-ETERNAlilTY OF WoRDS, 43].-
(2171) 

CO~U.I'ENTAlW. 

'That que.orion """ b•, etc. etc.'-Tbe said question can be raised, with 
equal reason, in rcgo.rd to the view thAot ' there is production of Sound in the 
Ear •. Under tb<> view that Sound is productd (not manifeate4) by its causes, 
the said question could 00 raised,-' in wlHa.t form doe~; the Arlictdation, 
which coMiBts in Conjunctions and Di!\junct.ions of Air,-or 1\ny other c.o.use
prodt.u;e the Sound? '-Because in that Cf\86 Rlso,-i.~. in tl1e ea.~ of the 
produQion of Sounds being bro\lght nbo\1t,-th8 capacity of the CRUS<lS of 
t.hA SoundA would be beyond th& roach of SenAO-percP.ption ; and so it is 
in the case of thA view thnt Sounds nr(\ manijuucl (not Jn'oduced). So the 
quosti9n can be raised, with equal rM.'3:nn, in regArd t.o bot.h tho views.-:
(2171) 

Q-uestion :-If the Oapacily iA boyond tho reach of tho Sell.86·organs,
how then can it be admitted 1 

Att.9We1' (from the Mimamsaka) :-
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TEXT (2172). 

" WHY Sll017LD A~"Y QUESTION OR OBJJ:OTION .BE RAI~l!D AO.HNST Tin 

Oapacjjy 01' TIIINOS, \VRlOR tS ALWAYS INI'ERABLE FROM l'l'S EPI'EOTS ~ 
fu'<D 'MU: ONLY PROOF l'OR l'r Llll., IN TifF. JIAOT THAT THE 

PARTICULAR IIFFEOT APl'.IIAM Ot."LY WRl!N TRE l'ARTIOtTLAR 

CAPACITY L'< 'I'HBRE."-{Slllomwrtika--E'I'ERNALITY 

OP WORDS, 44].--{2172) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wbothor it oo t.h~ copadly to monift#, or thn copacily to embellfM,
i.n nil CB8C8, whntover GaJ"'City ia thoro oan ahmya oo inf('m'() from itA offect" ; 
bcnoo no qu<6tion or objoot.ion CM bo rtliJotd ngniMt it. 

Q«ution :-Whnt i• thnt eJ!w whioh loads to t.hn inforonnn of the 
Capacity t 

A""""r:-' Aftd th4 onlyvroof, 01<. clc.'-' Tadbh4ol' -when the Articula
tion is th....,,-thcn alono ia 't<JdbhDvU4 '-i.o. the nppear,.nee of the offoct, 
in the shape of tho oognit.ion of tho Sound ; thia iR IJ>o only proof for thu 
oxiatonoo, in the Al-tioulat.ion, of the cnpRCity to ml\nifcot tho Word-Sound; 
-thnt is, from the ofleet, in tho shnpo of tho oognit.ion of Sound, thoro i• 
inforonoo of tho ae.id capocity. 

• Only '-this is monnt to prooludo the idon of vrodur.ti.m.-(2172) 

Tbo following Te:x:t ~uma up the position:-

TEXT (2173). 

"TiroS TKE CONCLUSION IS THAT IT IS BY ~IEAl<S OF THE IllfPEROEPTmLB 

CAl'AOITY ALONE THAT Tlll!SR (ARTICULATIONS) Jl>fPART AN nt
l'EROEPTIBLII CAJ'AOITY TO TilE SENSE·OROAN CONCERNED, AND 

THEREBY AP'PEAR AS OAUSB.q OF THE tnllnijutatitm. (OF 

TIIB WORD·SOUND)."-{Shlokavlirtika--ETERNALT'I'Y Ot 

WORDS, 46].-{2173) 

COMMENTARY. 

From all thi• it follow< thnt th..., 0\rticulntinn.•, hy monno or their 
impercoptible Q\pM>ity, produce, in tho Auditory OrgAn, nn imperceptible 
Capacity, and appear M tho ""'"""' of mnmjutatimt-i.e. • nr Wordo nnd 
SoomdA ',which haa to be o.ddod.-{2173) 

Qttution .~Why cannot tho ArtiMolntiono bn known (infem>d) "" the 
causes or Production (and n.ot of monifutation) t 

A!""'"' (from the Mim«moa.b>) :-
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TEXTS (2174-2175). 

"THERll ARE SOMJI PEOPLE, ACCORDING TO WHO~l THE WORD-SOUND I~ 

APPREHENDED BY THE AUDiTORY ORGAN, WHEN IT IS l'ROIJUCED 

BUT NOT fN ACTUAL CON'l'ACT WITH:, THAT ORGAN ;-FOR •rJ:Irut, 'l'HE 

aQ6ence Oj c<miact BEING EQUALLY PRESENT IN Tll'll CASE OJI DIS· 

TANT AND NEAR SOUNDS, THE APPREHENSION AND NON·A.PJ.>HEHENSION 

BY PEOPLE FAR AND NEAR WOULD BE EQUALLY POSSIBLE; AND 

TH;ERE COULD BB NO ORDER OF SEQUENCE, NOR THE GREATER AND 

LESS inten.tity (OF SOUNDS Hl!lA.RD) ." - (8/uokavartika-ETERNALITY 

OF WoRDS, 119- 121).-(2174-2175) 

According to tho Buddhists, when Sound is apprehended by the AuditOry 
Organ, it has boon prodttUIL and it; ~ in contact with the or(J"""; in the corn· 
pound 'aprGptajO.ta', 'aprapta •, 'not in contact', qualifies tjiUa', 'pro
duced'; bece.use according to their doctrines, the Visual and Auditory Org""" 
t>re operative witliom eo>ilacl, and Sound is produced by the conjunction and 
disjunction of the Primary Element.o.ry Substance (Air).- ln accordance 
with the view of these people, the 'non-cont.o.ct' with the Auditory Orgeu 
would be equally present in the e&<es of remote, obstructed o.nd "pproximatc 
Sounds, a.nd their apprehension and non.o.pprohon.sion by people fa.T and noar 
would be equally possible ; tha.t is, the apprehelll!ion by the man near the 
Sound would be exactly like tho.t by tbo man fa.r oll,-there being no dif
ference between the two. 

Nor would there be any npprohension of Sound in BUCW~aion ; in the 
w.>y that the apprehension by the nearer ma.n comes first a.nd then foUow• 
the apprehe0$ion by the remoter man. 

Nor would there be any such difterenco in the hearing as that of grootor 
or loss intensity,-as is found to be tho case in actual experience that the 
Sound hea.rd by the nearer man is more intense than that hea.rd by the 
remoter man. So also with tho di£feronco in grades of intelll!ity also.
(2174-2175) 

So.ys tho OpROnont :-Even for tho Mimdmb<lka, according to whom the 
Sound apprehended by the Auditory Organ is one that is in. conl<la with the 
org~m, a.nd is not-producd,-why should the said incongruity not arise ? 

In vie'~ of this question, the Mimiim8aka proooods to dra.w a distinction 
(between the two oases):-
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TEX'lli (:ll7U-:!180). 

"THuS, Jo"ROn.t TUE l'OlNT Ol" VIBW Of•' Tlf 11 VEtHC 8Clle.'l.u\ R Al.~8n, r~H'T tts 

BXAMlNS THS MA1"rt:iat: JT JS AN VNUOUllTKD ~!'ACT T fLr\T (tN I'·WF.AK· 

rNt:) THE AUt WITULN TlfE lt(.~UY, ON THE Utl'ACT OP 'tHK MAN'S 

EF.t'ORT, IS.'itrEli NRTU; ANU IN THU:i IS.'iUI.NU lf'URTU, IT UNOI:SRUO.M.<; 

CoNJUNCTION ANO DlSJUNCtrlOS' WITH TH.K P .U.oAT}! ANU OTIIKU. S~ 
1N THE MOUTH; AND t:NAS.>IUCJI AS TilE Ala JS.<;UES FORTH WITfl 

SOM.& VELOClTY, lT OOES ALONU AS LUNO A.!; THE IN11'1AI.- :.to&1HNTUM 

LASTS ;-IT IS AL.~O OERTAIN TJIA'l", tN TUUS JS!)U lNU YUR'I'II, 'l'HE 

COl\LPO>IKN'l' PAW!'lOLJlS OF TilE A IR COM E I NTO CON'tACT WITH, 

AND BllCOMll D18JOlNil:D FROM, TUB STJ.W. Am (THROUUil WHlCK 

IT PASSES) ;-HAVUIU RBACHJ<D THB Akiisha IN THB AuDITORY 

0BOAN, 'tHlS AlJl UUABTS A OBRTA.l$ CAPACITY TO THAT OROAN ;

AND IT lS ONLY WllBN TH1S IS TUBR& THAT TKRRF. 1S 000111· 

TION (HEARING) or THR SOUND; ~ROll WHENCE IT IS OONCLUDEL> 

THAT THEmE IS A O:BL-tTAlN 
1 

.£M.BBLL'LSJIM.ENT' OF THE OUOAN, A'ND 

'J.'KIS IS THE ONLY U.fPil:ROEPTlBLX FAO'rOn (1'HAT lS POSITIID). 'l'ms 
WOULD BB EXAO'l'Ll:' LIKE' TKR 0APA01TY TO produu' (WXIOH IS POS· 

• T11LA'riiD BY TJIII OTHER PARTY).-Sli!IILABLY PEOOLIAR FORtiS 

WOULD BE L'<J'&R&BD FROY P.ARTICOLAR 1'0RMS OF THE ComlrnoN." 

(8hlo.i:auarli~BI'£A!<..U.l1'Y 011' WORDS, 121-12G).-{2171l-2180) 

COMMENTAIW. 

'r hementlon of tho Mimtim.saka by tho torm 'SIMJt,..iya•, ' VocUo Scholar' 
• id meant to show that ho ls' not a. 'Logicitln ', Md in thiij: wny, by uoutrlll"y 

auggeation, ho indicatoti the superiority of hit~ own viow. 
Quution :-What io tbo view of tb- Vodic Scboiard ! 
A......,.:-' U to "" ... ~/ad, Ilk. t~c.'-TM •ffur' ill tJ10 form of 

tbo opo;ration of th6 Palate and other cou"""' of apee.:b ;-on tbo impowt 
of tlilio effort, there iH urged fol"WlUd, the Air wilJ.in the body,-which i•oming 
out from the nave1, .,preada ib;eU out in tho regions or t.IJo heurt.-rovolv~ 
in tho t hroat and atrllio& the bra.iu,-thon p1-oceoding th•·ough tho mouth, 
i b iBSuos out. 

All this is shown by tbo words- ' In thiUI i#uinyforth, tic. elc.'. When 
thio Air iasubo out, it undergoes contact and diojunctiou with tJ1o l'alllte, 
ot.o.-Whon tbU8 ioHuing out, it does not go on 118 f"' ... AkiUho oxtomiB; 
it goes along 01 ltmq 01 the mo......wm IOIU,-i.o it moves forwwd in accord 
anoo with tl>e momontum imparted to it ;-why 1-boca\1$0 it iHsu011 forth wilh 
•omo velocUy ;-whon tlto Air thtlll goeo out, thoro come about Con.junctio~~B 

and Diojunotion• of tho p"rticles of tlmt Air wit!• tlus &ill Air-tho calm , 
immobile Air. T hUll wbon it rooebOB the Enr·oovity, itauroly impru·t.. & potoncy 
to tho Auditory Organ. And wl&•n tAil to IMro,-i.e. when tho Conjunc
tions and Disjunction& of the Air are tb.,..,,-thero ill cogniti.on of Sound ; 
and it is on this vc>u.nd that it is held that tbote is embellishment of the 
Auditory Organ. You yowself bold thet tbore is production of Sound by 
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other sounds or by t>rticulation, and yot you ruso posit a. potency or capacity; 
so also is tho embellishment held by us.-As doolarod in tho .8/t4fya (Sbabcro
on Su. 1. 1. 13}-' What happens is that the Bir-particJ .. diaturbed by t.he 
eound-provoking strolco, ot.riko apiru<t the stagnant air-perticles and pro· , 
duoe Conjunctions and Dlsjunclri.ous (i.o. rippLOtJ) on t\11 dides. which go on. 
Hpreading as long as the momontum I M to; the Conjunction• and Disjunctio"" 
(Ripplee) are not P6rceived, bcc3W!O the Air (of which they""' ripples) is 
imperceptible ; 'and as for the Sound, it ;.. beard only •u long and oo far as 
the rippleo do not coose,-nd after thoy havo """-"'ld, the Sound i• not 
I ....m '.-(PniMI<Kion, p. 36). 

Obj&eti.oft. :-If that is so, then tbere is no di.1Ieronoo batweon tbo viow 
that Sound is prodt«<d and the view that it is embeUished. 

A_,.:-' SimilDrly, <le. etc.'-' P<IJUliar jorm8 ',-i.u. peculi...-itie<; of 
embellishment are poaible through the peculiarities in the cognition of the 
SoWld. Hence tbo apprehension aod non-approbonsiou by rotnote and 
proximate persons cannot be similar ; "" the etnbelli.ahmont w8uld Vt>l"Y with 
eooh person.-(2176-2180) 

Q....Cian :-Why is then> no cognition of Sound when there u.ro ubotruo· 
tions like tho intervening wall I 

A- (from tha MimdiM<Ika) :-

TEXTS (2181-2182). 

"TBE lNTEROJll'TION OAVSBD BY OJISTA.CLBS LlKll TilE WALL lll QU1Tll 

POSSIBLB tN TKB OA.SE 011 Air. TBll STBlKING A.OA.I:NST THE Tnll'ANUll 

(OB WHICH WB A..RE AT TIMES COGNISANT) IS DUE TO TB:& POROE 

OF THE AlJt..Oti:BRENT. AND lNASMliOH AS TB:.1 AlA PBO· 

O»JroS lN SUCCESSION A.lW II.AS A. WANING lNHNSlTY 

AND VEWOITY, IT BECOAIES TliE OAVSll 011 THE 

~EQ1JENOE AN I) V A.:BYI:NO Oll.Al>.KS 01' INTENSITY 

01' TUB EMliBLLISIUUINT l'BODUOED BY 

IT." -(8/Uol:avdrtik<>--E'l'ERN A.LIT>r 

OF WO)l.l)S, 128-130].-
(2181-2'182) 

OOMM.ENTARY. 

Though Sound is no~ •ubjoct to interception, yet, inasmuch as the Air 
IUld the WaU are both corpore&~ subett.nceo, t.hey are liable to obotruction 
1>nd interception ; ond henoo the Air dooo not rooch the Eor (when there iJ! 
o.n intervening wall) ; and honoo thoro is no ombcUishmont of the orgon ; 
this is tha ......on why tbaro i» no bearing of the intercepted Sound.-'l.'bo 
criticism urged thon>fore is npplicablo to those for whom there is porooption 
of Sound without its aotuaUy reaching the Ear. 

'J.'o the quootion-Bow then is then> the diversity of greater and hllla 
intensity !--tha answer '-' The otri1cing agoi.w, elG. ete.'-The verb 
'yujyatl ', 'is possible ', ha.8 to b6 conatrued with all tbo¥6 sentenoos. 
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• HUI a UXU6it'!J ittk.Mity, e1.e. elc..'-11ho uuw;kuct.ion U.-'£hu liabitau U> 
un11e and vdocily are bot.h poooiblo in Sound.-()r tbu compound mRy bo 
oxpoundod to monn that ' the vulocity is lit\blo to Wt\no • (J(armad/UlroJp) ; 
o1· • thu Sound hll.N u. vo1ooity which i.1:1 liablu to Wtt.uo ' (J)a/uwril~>i). 

'£!to oon.structiou U. tb ... t.-' On t.beso grounds tho vm-ying gm<l011 of 
inton..ity become quite explicablo •. 

'fhu '*luouoo in the embolllilhment d.Jgo booomN cxt,liwblo, t.. .. MAIUbJO of 

th~ JSOquonoo in tho A.ir~ourrent; Myh iutenllftu bucomo.t: u:\:plicablo un Hto 
grow\d of the Air bu.ving volouit.y ; uud low inlen~il!l l>uwmus oxpliuuUlo, tu.: 

boing duo to t.be ""'"ing charaotor of t.be vulucity. 
The term ' 41« • ia meant to include otbor variat.iollll in tho llound.

(2181·2182) 

Say>~ tbo Opponont.-Undor tho viow tlmt tl10 Auditory 01b"" i• Ala'l•l"" 
if thoro Us ombolW..hment of t.ho or~ tht'ro uro vtuioug objoct-iunw UbPKiw;t 
thie cw pointod out above---tJucb tt..~ · Being nll-pervu~tivu., Utero wo uld bo 
oquulity of cont<wt with nllllounds nnd .. u "'8'""'' (Tc.<' 21Ul) ;-huw then 
i• it thn~ thu Author of tho Blidfya (SI<abara) h"" pruvidocl tlm Amswur on 
the OO.iB of tbo ' ombelli8hmon~ of ~bo Auditory Organ ' ! 

Tho Am.wor to thio (from the M".md,....m) i8 .... fullu"" :-

TEXTS (2183-21!!4). 

" Wl:l DO NOT NBOESSAIULY AOO&PT THE IDEA OF TilE AUVITOJ<Y Oi«lAN 

OONSI~'l'L."'G OF AbUlia ; NOB CAN Al:d41&a BB JUWABDIW AS DIIUW 

·wil/wul parl.l ;-BECAUSE SUOH AN IDEA HAS DEI!N NEGATlVEV BY 

Tllll Jaina AND THE 8dnkflya.-CoNSBQ11ENTLY THE AUDITOR¥ 0UGAN 

MAY JIB A PART 011 Ak<Ulm, on IT MAY us A DIS'rLNor BNTlTli' llY 

JTSWLY ;-THUS THllRE Ill .. SEPABATIII AUDITORY Ol<GA.~ PQR BACH 

l'ERSON,- WlUOK IDEA. IS I!ASED Ul'ON l'R.IlSUKl'TION D111! TO TICE 

lfAor TRAT WELL-KNOWN I!L'JI.t:orS OAN.NO'l' DE EXl'LAl.NEI) EXO>:l'T 

ON TRA'I! I!ASIS."-(Shlokavartika-ETIIRNALITY OM WORDS, O!l-61!]. 
~2183-218~) 

OO~'TARY. 

\Vhu.t. i~ mct\-nt; by this if:J that the objootion~J urgud t'guiu~t. tlml. !.huury 
nro not applionblo to tho Mim<lll1.9aka, who do .. not •woopt tlmt thuury. 

'Nor am J.kil4114 bo regard44 M boing willwf4 fi<Jrlo '-'l'be vorb • aiJI•vu· 
plyall • (i• accepted) hue to be OO!IIIzued horo also. 

Wb.y! 
' BWJWJe tuel• an idea 110.8 bun ntg<Uivcd by tM Jai114 and 11 .. Stll\klsva •. 

-Tho Jaina8-tbo ..lr/14108,- woll ao tho Si11\kls!J411 h"w rojootod th11t 
idea. It i8 no~ that 010 Mim4moakao do not make uao or t.bo oonclUlSions 
of o!Jier people; thoy aceept anything that i.o found to follow from lW80D ; 

if ~hoy did not do thi•, t.bey would cooso to be • Mimamsakcu • (Ratiollnli•t.). 
Oonsoquontly, eve11 il they aooopted t.bo Jaitla and Sa>\kilya idoa of ~ho 
Auditory Organ coDAiiat.ing of 41:/W!a., thoy would be do~ nothing objection· 
able. ' Or iHM!J boa diolincl ontilv by iuolj' ,--eallod t.bo • Ear-drum •. 

l 
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' Pruuntp4ibn d11<1, ek:. ek:.' -to. booed upon the fa<.1. U..t. t.OO phenomenon 
o! the llt<U'il'tfl of Sound CNlnOL bo oxplaiued except on Lbo boaia o! this idea. 
--(2183-218~) 

Or, oven tho viuw that tho Auditory Orgen consiMt.l: of thu indivi4ible 
Alc&ll.a, is not OJKin tu tbo duld objuctions.-'111lis it; what lt~ uxplu.inad in the 
!oUowing:-

TEXT (2185). 

"Evi!N u = AoDll.'Oar 0BOAN (AS CONSISTING or TJIZ indit>i4ible 
Ak./.i.oli<o) WBBll ALL-PERV~INC AND ONE,-'I'Bll BHllllt.t..ISRAiln<T 

DIJE TO A.RTICULATION COULD AJFECr ONLY T.Klt: IU.TEBUL SU»· 

STB.A.TUM OP TIIAT OBOAN ; lil!INOB '!'RAT 1U.N ALONII KEARS 

THE SOUND TWI SUBSTRATUM OP WBOSB OBOAN IS 

AliPEOTBD BY TJUT EMBIILLISHMENT. "-(8hlok~· 

•'Cirttka-lllrERNALITY 011 WoRDS, 68-69]. 
-(2185) 

CO:\IMENTAlW. 

' V!14pi '- ' Bkam ·~ut.li!y 'Shrwam' (understood). 
Even so, that ma.n a.lono, no othor, hoars the Sound whoeo ' Ear-drum ', 

a. the •ubstraLwn o! tho AudiLory Orgen-U al!octA>d by Lhe ombollidhment 
duo Lo articulation. 

What i~ moenL by thilt i• that tbo embellishment 01ffeotd the •ubstralum., 
not tho Auditory Orga.n ;-and l\8 the substra-tum vo.rics with oo~b person, 
tho objootioM in qull8tiou do not apply at e.ll.--(2185) 

Th6 !oUowing T""" oxplain11 tbat the •aid objo~liolllt do not apply evon il 
tho omooUiabment is ragarded a. ati..ctiog tOO Auditory Organ iU!clf :-

TEXT (2186). 

" EvRN Il' TB1I EMBELLISIDdJIJIT APIIEOTS TRE organ ITSELP,-AS 1'1' COULD 

A.PJ!'ECT TWI OROAN ONLY THROOOH ITS SUBSTRATUM, THAT OROAN 

011 \VBIOB THE EAR-DRUM l!AS NOT BEEN EMBELLJ,SllllD WOULD 

NOT OATOB THE SOU.NI>."-(Shlokavcirtika-JllrliR.li'ALITY 

Oll WORDS, 69-70].-(2186) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Sl.lbt!trolum '-tM Eat-drum; it is through this Eat-<lrum thet t.bere 
i• runbellishment. of t.he AudiLory Organ,-not by it..,lf. his for this -.;on 
that in the case of persons at a. distance, or with mind preocc.upied, or Mloep 
or in a swoon,--Sound is not hoard, because the substratum of the organ ha.s 
not boon embellished. 

19 
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The compound • tua1fl8/crl.l>, <le. etc.' is to bo oxplainod "" • that organ 
of which the Eo.r-drum has not been ombelliahod '. 

In the worcl • ~•MiaJ.• ', the 'tnli '.allix at tho one! hM the 
-of the Locolil>e.-{2186) • 

S&Y'I the Opponent. :-If tho 1\rliculatioru< cmbelli•h tho •ubotn•twn, or 
the organ as euboistil)g in that substratum,-how is it that tho Sounds 
whose preaenco is approhendod hero and thero do not come to embellish the 
ouhetr&tum of the organs of all Living beings T 

Answer (from the Mimdmoo.b:a) :-

'fEX'r (~187). 

'' 'IXBBB IS NO EJOrRI.IJSJDfBNT OP TKB AUDITORY 0ROA.N, IF .&.'f'D \VIIL"i 

THE ABTIOVUTION DOES NOT REACH TliE LOOtJS OF T1lll OIIGA.."'{ ; 

TIJUS Tll1l RESTltiOTION ON THE EMBllLLISHMENT BEOOMES 

DBTERMlNED ON THII llASlS OF THE DIVBRSITY IN TilE 

SUBSTRATUM (Oil LOCUS) OFTRE OBGAN."-{8hJokaviirtika 

-~A.LlTY Ol' WoBDS, 70-71].-{2187) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if AJ"tioule.tions tend to embellish tbo oubotre.tum, or tho organ 
Ioca.Lised in that aubotrstum,-in eithor """""' it ill only when thoy actually 
get at the object to be embellisbod that they produce the embellillhmont; 
not. when thoy do not gat at iL Hence tbe embollishmont oaonot all"ect 
the aubetrstum of the organs of all person.. 

The mention of the 'Auditory Organ' in the Peo;l is only by wny of 
iUustra.tion ; for the matter of that there is no ombelliahmont of tho f1lb. 
ltratum o.l&o. 

In aomo plAOOS, the reading U. 'aprap~VIi'. Undor U1at 
reading, the meaning wonld be that the &llbwer given before """"' baaed upon 
the idea of tho ombellillhment. all"ecting the Organ tbrol)gh ita oubttrntum ; 
while the answer providod under the clause in quootion i>s t.hatr-even when 
there is no ombellillbment of tho Orgen through the emhelliahmont. o£ its 
substratum, thoro oon be no objootion to tho view put forward ; beoo\llle 
only those air-partidu aro fit for bringing about tho embellishment which 
have actu&lly reached the beae of the Ear-dru.m,-not those thet have not 
got at it; it is ><ilh this other .,..,. ... in viow thet the clause has boon added. 

• Phw, <lc.'-Thia sums up the explanation.-(2187) 

The following text. seta forth on objootion raisod by the Opponent ngainst 
all the three alternative explanntiona detailod abovo :-
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'fE.X.'£ (:l18ls). 

"THE 0FPONENT MAY Al!GUE AS FOLLOWs-' HAVING BECOME E•IBEL. 

LIS.II:ED IN ONE SIJBSTBATUM, 'l'liE AUDITORY ORGAN SIIOIJLD 

BRING A.liOIJT Tli:E OOOlilTION OF THE WORD-SOUND 

IN ALL BODIES,-AOOORDING TO ONE WHO HOLDS 

THE VIJIW THAT TBJl AUDITORY OlloAN 

IS ONll ONLY (ll'Oll ALL)'."

[Shlokaviirtika--ETlm· 

N'ALITY Oll' WORDs-

71- 73).-(2188) 

COMM:EN'l'AlW. 

'l'he Auditory Orgo.n being one only, it cannot have the two mutually 
contradictory chara<:ters of being embeltill..a and being not-~U£8/!ed; 
henco when the-re wou1d be embellishment in one, the orga-n being the same 
in all bodies, it wonld become embellished in all bodies ; hence the Sound 
should be heard by all, even by the doof ;-for one who holds the view that 
the Organ ill one only, for aJI. And in that case, there could be no doofuoSI! 
at aJl.-(2188) 

'l'he answer to the above objection (provided by the Mim4m8aka) ill Q8 

follows:-

TEXT (2189). 

"TilE Al'l'EABANOII OF Tl!E COGNITION (OF SOUND) IS HELD TO TAKE 

l'LACE IN THE BODIES Ol! PllllSONS ; OONSEQUIINTLY, BY R1lASON 

OF Tl!E l'lliNOil'AL FACTOR (BODillS) OCOUFYINO DIIIFBRIINT 

l'LAOllS, THII EMBELLISHMENT OF THE AUDITORY 

ORGAN IS IN:&l!FIOIEh"T TO THAT EXTENT."

(Shlokavdrtika-ETBBNALITY OF 

WORDS, 72-73).-(2189) 

COMMEN'l'AlW. 

'!'hough 'Persons '-in the •hapo of Souil;-nro ..U-porvading, yet the 
view of the M'.m<im8aka8 is that Cognition• appear only in the bodies that 
are adopted by the Souls by virtue of their merit and demerit. Hence as th i.s 
principal factor, in the shape of the bodies, would bo occupying different 



1032 

t>oi.ut.H in spooo, t.ho ombell1dunoo.t in qUOKt.ion, uf Utu Audit.ury Orgu,n,
ovon though U10 Orgsn ;.. all-porvuding-remaino ir .. .D/A:i<>ll (in tho bringing 
t.buu~ of tho Cognition of Sourul in all J>OO!Oilll) ; hunoo thuro w nu room fur 
~o objooUon t lut.t boa boon urged. 

In somo manuscript& tho rcudins il< • «lira llmMk{li!< ' ; in whiob """"
tlto oorutkuot.ion would bo-' .a B<Jtnokflil< llltrO/.I'<U!JG ', 'U>at ombollisbmont 
of ~o Auditory Organ ' .-(2180) 

&Y'! ~o Opponont,-Tbu Soul boins all-porvatling, th u cognition of 

thu Word-Sound in all pin""" •hould bu iri'(JO<i•Ublo. 
l'ho Mlrn<lm.taka' • an•wor to th i• il< "" follow• :-

TEXTS (2100-2192). 

" Ev:&N TBOUOH, AOOOBDING TO US, TRB SotJL IS Wlt:HOU'J' PABTS ANl> 

IS OO:<SOIOUS 01' ALL TlllNGS EVliBYWRBRB, YET IT A<7rUALLY Al'PBB

HBNDS 1:Kil THING IN '!'HE BODY ONLY; AND '1'HliJ\ll CAN BE NOTHL>;G 

\VRONO IN Tlll'8 EXPLAlUTIO~. [Shlokattirtika--ETEIUULrl'Y 0"8 

WORI>S, 73-74.)-0N 'I'KE SA.Mll OROtJNDS DOES DliAJINESS ALSO 

BEOOM» LIMITBI) IN SCOPE ; IT DOES NOT FOR~! PA.RT 01!' THE EX

PERDINOE 01!' ANOTKER SouL, BECAUSJil l'r IS INl'LUENOBD DY MJ!RIT. 

AND DEMlmlT (wmOH VADIES WITH DIF~'EI\ENT SouLS).-JusT AS 

WIDlN TIUI VILLAGE· LORD lfAS BEEN lliiMOVIID l'UOM TJIE LoRDSHIP, 

THOUOU OONTINUINO TO LIVE IN THE vn.LAOB, DOllS NOT ENJOY 

~'!lE PBJVILEOES OJI THE LORDSHIP,-50 Tlrn SOIJL OJ THE DEAF 

MAN Dlll'lUV.BD 011 THE AUDlTOBY 0RGA.'< IN TR.B BODY, THOUGH CONTI· 

NOINO TO DWELL IN THE BODY, DOES NOT ENJOY TilE IIXPERIIINCE 

(OJ' ltll.&lliNO SOUNDS), WmaH OTHER liON ABE HJIARIN0."-{8hloka. 

Wrtika-ETJmNALITY OP WORDS, 71)...78).-{2100-2192) 

OOMMENTARY. 

Wbo.t ia moont ia 08 follows :-
'l'botJ.gh it ia a.s ataWd, yet tho actual ooguit.ion of Sourul by t.bo Soul 

BJ>(>Ol'"' only within tbo limit& of the body wi~ which it haa beon oquippod 
by rotiiiOn of itA lforit and Demerit; hence tho objoct.ion urged ia not applicable. 

Qu<Uion :-'l'ho Soul boing ~. sa.me, how can thoro bo auoh diftorontiJ:Ition 
"" oognitdon ao\d oton-ooguitiou and ombollil<bment nnd noot·ombolli$bmon t 
of tho Auditory Orgaot ! 

,a...,..,, :-'£hero ill no force in this. l'ho\\gh AkO•ha ia without part.> 
yot, on acoountof the diversity of ~e object& wi~ wluoh i t comoo into contact, 
it booomeaaubjooHo dii<Unct.ions""' 'akasha in ~e Jo.r ', 'akilsha in ~o Pot' 
t.nd so forth ; the oamo would bo the C8$0 in the mattor under consideraUon 
eJao. 
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It is for this samo roMOn that., though tho Auditory Organ (08 J/r44ha) 
i• nll·pervnding ~nd without pa.rtlo, yet there lltll ffi!t.riction~ in the ml\ttor of 
DtAjMIIB, oto. on account of tho diversity among objoot.a with which the 
orgen comce into contMt.-Thia is what is moent by the woro-• On the 
.tama (]'1'0UtVU, etc. eu..; ~-the' grounds' con&lst in the divorsity omong objects 
wit.h which it comes into contact. 

Question .~I£ tbo objects \vitb which tho Organ comce into oontACt nre 
divnroo,~vnn 80, why is it that only n cert.nin pol'90n bcoomos den! f 

A,..._:-' 11 dou Me farm pori of the ..,.,......,., <le. <te.'-Thnt AAmo 

dofoctive Auditory Orgnn doos not form p<>rt of the oxperienco of nnother 
per1<0n ;-\vhy 1--becnuRe it is influoncod by Merit and Demerit. 

This same iden is further clarified by m...,_. of an emmple.-' Jt.UJ. 04, 

1DMn the 11illago-lord., tk. <le.'-The Lord of o. cert.nin village, even though 
continuing to live in the villago,-if he is removed by the :King from the 
f..onU.hip,-docs not enjoy tho same privi leges in tho eamo villago ;-in 
tho Mme mnnner. the deaf man dOM not boor tho Sound, ovon though nnot.br-r 
mnn henn it.-{2190-2192) 

So.ys tbo Opponent-All tho three fncton.-tho Auditory Orgnn, the 
Sound and Alr44ha being without pnrts and nU-porvnding,-no porlw 
oxiJ<tonoe iA poot~ible for Any of thorn ; then bow do you got at the distinction 
into 'hoo,ring' nncl 'n.on-heoring ' doWrminod by RuOl\ pn.rtinJ existence ? 

Answor (from tho Mlmam.aka) :-

TEXT (2193). 

"As A MA'M'IIR 011 JIAC!r, THB AUDITORY OBG.u<, THB SOOl."'D AND ITS 

SUBSTRATUM JLWB THEMSJILVES NO l'ARTS,-AN'D TREY DO NOT 

EXTST AT ANY ONE l'LA.OE; BVJIN SO, OUR VfF.W IS NOT 

Ol'E!I TO OR.TE01'JO!I."-{87alo.i:at>Cirtik:G--FJonm. 

NALTTY 01' WORDS, 78-79).-(2193) 

COMMENTAJl.Y. 

'.l'be Audit.ory Orgf\n, the Sound, ond tho substratum of iho Sound- i.o. 
tf.l:asi~G,-iheso thom .. lvos have no parts ; yot •uch pnrt.oJ are attributed to 
t'Mm figUratively through the diversity among objocta with which they 
oomo into contact ;-thiA is whnt.. is moo.nt by Ulo Q\1~1ifying tenn ' t.hem· 
ao1vM ~. 

' Even to. de. uo. ,_, our viow •, rogcudin.g tbo pt\rt.in.l oxiAt..l\nce. and 
rMtrietod nppre'MMion of sound ond 110 forth.-(2193) 

QW8Iion :-How so f 
A- (from tho Mim<lml<lk4) :-
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TEXT (2194). 

"Tltll (VIBRATING) Am•l'ARTtOLJI:S, wmcn ARR THE MAlmi'JiSTERS or 

'£ltll WORD-SOUND, HAVE TllliTR DIFliERENT PARTS OOOUPYINO 

l)fi!'Blll\llNT l'OJNTS IN St'AOll; AND TRERI! ARII Dl&FBRENT 

/cind8 OF THE~< ALSO ;-AND 1'£ IS THROUGH Tffi8 TIIAT 

Tffll BM:BELLL'lltMENT BEOOMJI.~ BEOUL.<TJID."-{Shloka •• 

Vlirli.!:a-ETliRNALITY Oil' WOBDS, 79-80].-{21~) 

They luwo different pGrtA occupying different pointe in •P""" ; nnd 
thoro nro dif!orent kinds of thom nloo,-due to tho diflorenoo among t-h• 
contributory oouses in the form of ouch diverse things nR tl10 Pnlato and t.he 
reet.-(219') 

&ya the Opponent-It hno boon o.lroody pointed out that, • on being 
ombelliahed onoe, the Auditory Organ should bring about tho cognition of n.ll 
Sound3 • (under Te:o:t 2164.). 

Tbe anawor to this (from the Mim<l......W) is as followo :-

TEXT (2195). 

"JUST AS TIIJI Am· VIBRATION PUT FORTH FOR THE PURPOSJI OF ONE 

DOES NOT BRING AliOUT ANOTHJIR,- JN THE SAlllll ltANNEB, 'l'llll Am. 
VIB!l.A'I'ION, OA.P.u:t.E OF BRINOlNG ABOUT THE liiMllJJLLtSil:MENT 

POR TIIJI A-PPRliiKliiNStON OF ONB LliTTliR WILL NOT BRING 

ABOUT A.'<OTIIllA."-{Shlo.l:ac>irli.l:a--ETliiR.'<ALM'Y 

or WoBDs, 80-81 ].-{2195) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Por lho 'fi'IJ"1>>0I of ono ·~ror' the producing of another Lettor. 
'OapabU! of bringing aboul, ele. etc.'-that embelliahmtnl of the Auditory 

Orqan which brings about the hoaring of the Letter, is what is spoken of 
horo by tho torm 'an!{aOO~·&aml!:4ra • ; and it is not tho tml>cllwl•mtr~t of 
lho Ltuer itself that is meant; that it is so follows from the fact that it iA 
tho ombelli8hmont of !M Auditory Organ that forms tho oubjoot-inattor of 
the ~nt discussion. 

' Will ...C bring obcna o!Wiher' ;--<.<>. will not embellWl e.nothot Letter 
thro1>3h the embelli8hment of tho A\lditory Orga.n.-{2194) 

Q....ci<m :-Why should tlt0111 bo the roetriction in the CMO of the Air· 
lrillralion.t only f 

Anttocr (from the Mim<lrnJOl:o) :-
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TEXT (2196). 

"0NF. SET O"F OONTAOTS \VITR TRII PALATE, RTO. SERVES 'l'O BRING ABOUT 

ONLY ONE LETTER-SOUND, NOT Ali"OTHER; IN 'l'RE· $~ :<\tANNER 

TRII CONTAOTS BRINGING ABOUT ONE AR.TICULATION DO NOT 

SERVE TO nRINQ A.BOUT A.NY OTHER AltTIOULATION. ,._ 

Shlokavartika-ETERNALl'.l'Y OF WoRDs, 
0 

81·82] .- (2196) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whnt is monnt is that there are difJerent artioulations,-in the shape 
of Air·vibrations-which se>ove to numuest Sounds ; and they vary with 
the variations in the contact of the Palata, etc. 

• Only ont leU.tr, not anotht¥ '- 'it brougJu. about' has to be taken a.s 
understood. 

'Bringing about of other articulations '-i.e. the putting furth of them. 
' Serving to bring al>om one articul<uion '-is to be construed with ' the 

oontacts of the Pala~. ete.'-(2196) 

The argument is summed llP in the following-

TEXT (2197). 

"FoR TRESII REASONS-IN TRE production AND manift$/iUWn (OF WORD· 

SOUNDS), TRE DIVJ!ltSlTY Oll' CAPACITY IS EQUALLY PRESENT, IN TilE 

Effort AND TRE Dt$ire li> Spea.k,-sUOR DIVERSITY BEING l'RR• 

SUlliED ON TRI! BASIS 0'11 CERTAIN EIIIIEOTS (IIAOTS) WRIOR 

CANNOT BE OTHERWISE EXPLAINED."-(Sklol:avartika

ETRRNA.LITY OF WORDS, 82-83).;- (2197) 

COMMENTARY. 

The word ' mpaUyabhivyalayo/:o' has the Locative ending,- the mooniog 
being-' in the production and in the manilestation of the Word-Sound',
there is equal diversity of capacity in the Effort and the Desire to Speak; 
- why f-beeause the fact of certain well -known effects not being otherwise 
explicable indicates such diversity ; that is, in both cases, the Presumptioq 
bo.sed upon the said inexplicability of certsin facts iB equally operative.
(219?) 

So far the Mimamsaka has taken for granted (for the seke of argument) 
the idea that the Auditory Organ consists of Aki14ha, 88 postulated under 
other doot-rines,--or that it eonsista of the Ear-drum as conceived by common 
people, -and then proceeded to show that there oan be nothing objectionable 
in the idea of the Word·Sound being manifested through the embellishment 
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of the Mid Auditory Organ.- He now proc:eedo to takn hio •lAnd upon t.hc 
idM of tho Auditory Organ consisting of opotO aa d-.illC'd in tl•<> Vedn. 
and I<> •ho\v that there can be no objection ns-inot the idM of Word-SnmKl 
bein~t•Mnifoot«l by the diver.!O emb<ollL•hments nf thnl Ofl!11tl :-

TEXTS (2198-2199). 

"OR, Tlm TDEA TJTAT SJTOULD llE ENTERTAINED 19 TJTAT THE AUDITORY 

0ROAN OONSISTS OF Spau,-wrrrcn IDEA \VOULD DE IN AOOORDANOE 

WITH THE VIIDA (8/i!okaviirtika.--ETIIRNALtTY OF WORDS, 150) ;
NOWRI!Rll IN TRB VIIDA llAS tT DliRN SAID TIIAT THll AUDITORY 

OROAN OONSISTS IN .i.J,uha, ETC.-IN OOI>'"NEOl'ION WITH DrssoLu
TrONS, IT RAS llRRN DEOLAllED (IN Tlm VBDA) THAT TIIB AUDM'ORY 

OliOAN liEOO)(ES DISSOLVED INTO SPAOJ: ; JaR'S WB RA VII Tmt DBS· 

ORTPTJON 01' TBll OI!OANS,- LIKB THE EY'B AND TRII RBST,...;.liEOOJIIJNO 

DISSOLVED INTO TB.BIR ORIOINAL OONSTtT11BNTS.''-{S7tlo.bJt><irtika.-

ETnNALJ'Tr OF WoB:n.~. 150-151).--{21!!8-21!19) 

COMMENTARY. 

• 'I'ho idM tiUJl tho Auditory Organ C<>Tl&i.tt8 in rpace • ; i.e. the ooncluRion 
shotlfd be ncoopted that • Space itaeU is the Auditory Organ. • 

Why ao I . 
• Becotl8e nouN we in t/&6 V eda, etc. ew.' 
rr th&t io ao, then. DO'Where in the Veda is it found declared thnt. Space 

oonot.itutea the Auditory Organ' ; then why should th~>t idon be ll()OOptnd ! 
A~.'-' In connection wiJJr. Di480ltaionl, otc. oto.'-' Dlsaolution' 

oonsisto in becoming diaaolvod into the original oonst.ituent ca\188. At the 
time of the death of living beings, their Eye and other orgaM become di•· 
801ved into their retpective original constituent Muaoa ; in connection witll the 
animal thot ie aacri6oed, it ill aaid in tho Veda.-' May itA! Eye revert to the 
Snn, and the Ear to Speoe •,-' may revert' ill to be oonstruod with tbe latter 
8entenoe abo. • May ....-'-i.e. may it go to tba~ from where it came. 
Tbua though in tbo Veda it hBA not boen directly doelarod that • Speoe oon
etitute. the Auditory Organ •, yot the R<lntenoo • may the Ear revert to 
Spdoe • clearly implioo tbnt idea which ill, thu., ae good "" MSortod. 

How so ! 
A,.,_.~· Hero we have tho descripti&n, ttc. etc.' :- what tho 110ntenoo 

• m!Ly the Etv revert to Space • is meant to dcocribo I• tho foot t.hnt tho Ear 
rovorta to ita original Oon~;t.it\lent Cause, the mooning boin.g-' m€\y tho En.r 
revort to Spn.co, whioh is ite original OonAtitu~nti On.u"n '.- ' Lilte wbnt ? '
• Li" tho ]Dyo, tlo.'-(2198-2199) 

The 011>mo iden ie t'urthor expleinod-
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TEXT (2200). 

"JUST AS, lN CONNECTION WITH THE VISUAL 0.ROAN, IT IS ASSlil.R'l'ED 

' MAY HIS EYE REVE.RT TO THE SUN ',-WHICH CONVEYS THE IDEA THAT 

THR VTSU.H. 0.RGAN HAS ITS O.RIGIN IN Lighi,~O, IN THE SAME 

MANNF..R, THE AUDITORY 01\GAN CONSISTS IN SPAOR."-

(8/doka.J<irtikn.-ETERNALITY Ot> WO.RDS, 

151-152].-(2200) 

COMMENTARY. 

Jw~t. ill\ in thC\ CAM or the ~entence • May his Eye revert to the Sun . 
whnt is a~~P.rt.ecl i~ the idea. tlmt the Vism.o.l Organ has its origin in r .. ight
tho t.orm 4 rltnk$U$fz1t.' hns to be 11mpplied ;·-in the, same manner, what the 
Rcntonoo 'mn.y tho Ear revert to Space ' o.sscrt.R iA the ideo. of tho Auditory 
Orgn.n hn.ving it$1 origin in, and consisting in, Spn.ce.-Tho words n.re ·to be 
con~trncd in this way. 

'Tho iclon. of Light ooing the origin '-i.e. tho idoo of the Vi.,1AI Organ 
COAAi•ting of Light.-(2200) 

Qt~Mlion :-What ia this ' Spaoo ' liko ? 

AnRWer (from the MimiimBaka) :-

TEXT (2201) . 

.. SPAOB IS ONE AND ALL-PI!RVADINO, AND EXTENDS AS FAR AS Ak<U7ul; 
WHEN IT BECOMES LThfiTED WITHIN THE OA VJTY OF THE EA.R, IT 

FOltMS Tlflil Auditory Organ,-IN THE S.UtE WAY AS 

Akiis7ul DOES (FOR THll: OTI!Blt PA.RTY). "

(Shlokatxit'tik<I--ETEENALITY OF 

WORDS, 152.J53].-(220U 

OOMMENTARY. 

Tho 'n.ll-pE'lrvading chAra.ctar' iR explained by the phrasA 'it txtendtt at 

jar a.• Akiislw. '. 
Objection. :-If thiR is so, then, there can bo no 'dea.fness ', etc. 
Afl8Wtr :-' When it beoomu limiUd-, etc. etc.'-Th& entire Space it; not 

the Auditory Organ ; it iR only that much of SpACe "" is encased within tho 
onr-cl\vity.---{2201) 

Sayo the Opponent---Space ooing without parte, how do you aoouro the 
diviaion of it. pru-ts (which the foregoing explanation implies) t 
· A,...,.,. (from the Mimamsa.b) :-
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TEXT (2202). 

"THl: RRASONS THAT Tll'll V a~ OAN ADDUCE I'!< SUPl'ORT o• '!'HR 

VIEW TUAT THE AuDITORY ORGAN IS A part of Aka8lla, WILL APPLY 

EQO'ALLY WELL TO Tlm IDEA OF ITS DllrNO A part of Space ; \VlTll 

TIIIIl DIFll'ERENOB TliAT TRE LATTER IDEA HAS THE SUPPORT 

OW TKB VBDA."-{Shlokar.drtihJ-ETJ!RNA'LtTY OF 

Woaos--153·154].-(2202) 

COMMENTARY. 

In tho cat10 of .lir41114, tlwe is nn 888umption of pa.rU, on the bnaia of tho 
objects with which it oom011 into contAct; t.ho samo would be t.ho eaao wiUt 
Space olao. 

Quution :-What thon ia tbo difference between this view Bnd tbo other 
one under which the Auditory Orgo.n oon•ieta of .lldl.sha I 

A.....,.,.:-' With IJ.y difforenu, eu:. ete.'-(2202) 

In tho following To=, the M'.m4moaka IIUIIl8 up hill poeilion and oxploin.s 
the po.""ibility of Deafneoe, oto.-

TEXT (2203). 

"Tiros 'I'KBN, THE AUDITORY ORGAN OONSISTS OP A PABT OF mB 

SUBSTANO» Space, WIDOB IS Th"''LUJ!NC'IIlD BY :MERIT .lol>'D DEMERIT 

AND \VlllOB COMES TO DE ENCLOSED WlTmN T!tl!l CAVITY OF TUB 

E.ut. AND IT IS TIDS ORGAN TRAT IS embeUuhed (BY 

AR'I'IOULA'I'ION)."-{ShlokaV<irtihJ-E'l'EttNALITY OF 

W ORDS, 154.166].-(2203) 

OOMMID-'TAlW. 

Tho Mimunii<LI:a prooooda to explain that the objections "'ltod do not 
aao &Hoot t.ho view that t.ho embellishmont pertains to the «>jus (tho Word· 
Sound that. ia beord).-

TEXT (2204). 

" EVEN IlP Trul BMBELL!SRMBNT PBRTAINED TO TilE 0DJBOT,- IT \VOU'LD 

AVIIBOT TUAT ON'JI OBnWr ONLY; AND ON AOOOU'NT 01' Tlfll 

DtnBRENOE IN TilE CAPAOTTIJ:S Olr illllli, TIIE SotrND 0011'LO 

NOT BE BEARD BY ALL." -{Shloka!Xftti.l:a.-JhERNALITY 

01r Wonns-83.A4].-(2204) 

OOMMENTARY. 

n llM been nrguod abovo (under To= 2157) that 'if the Word-Sound 
wore embolltahed, it should bo heard by 0.11 men '.-ThiS criticism io not 
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npplicable at i>ll.-Why !-Boenuse on QCeount of tile difference in the 
c.a:pa.c:iti~ of men ; thiA difference in the capacity is duo to the fact that in 
t.he cAAe of some men tho (~ir em bcHiAbing tho Orgnn is in close proximity to 
thoro. while io others, it is not ao.-(2204) 

SaY" the Opponent-The Sound being one and all.p~m~adinq, it must be 
nqnnlly related to an men; how then could there bo 1\ppr:-e.hension (by some) 
nnd non-apprehension (by others) of it r 

An8Wer from the Mimumsaka :-

TEXTS (2205-2206). 

"JUST AS (UNDER TRI! 01'l'ONENT'S VIEW) THE WORD-SOUND, TBOUGR 

PRODUCED AN'D APPEARING EQUALLY WIT1l REGARD TO ALL ~(EN', IS 

NOT BEARD BY ALL, ON ACCOUNT OF TDE Dtvl!lRSITIES OF DIRBOTION, 

PLACE AND SO .FORTH,- IN THE SAME MANlllllR, (UNDER OUR Vlll\'1' 

ALSO) TRE SOUND IS HEARD ONLY BY ONII WHOSE AUDITORY ORGAN 

IS E~mELLISRillD BY THE ARTICULATIONS MADE NEAR IDM,-AND 

NOT BY PERSONS AT A DISTANCE. "-(Shloka~virtika,-ETERNALITY OF 

WORDS-84-86).-(2205-2206) 

COMMENTARY. 

QUMtion :-How is it known thst what proooods from th~ Air-vibrations 
i• the tmbeUi8hmem of the Object (Sound),-and not the Object itself ? 

Answer (from the Mimamsaka) :-

TEXT (2207). 

"INASMUCH AS THE IDEA OF THE pod:uairm OF TDE WORD·SOUN'D HAS 

BEEN REJEOTED,-AND AS NO OTHER :F!xPLANATION OF THE PRENO· 

MENON (OF THE BEARING Oil WoRD-SOUNDS) IS POSSIBLE, IT lS 

CONOLUDED THAT WRAT IS l'l\ODUOED BY THE ARTICULATIONS 

IS THE PARTICULAR EMBELLISHMENT." -(Shlokat'drtika
ETERNALITY OF WoRDS-126-127).-(2207) 

OOMMENTARY. 

On t.ho ground of Rteogn.uion, it hM been o,qtnblished that Sound is om 
and aU.pervading; hence there can be no predt<Ciion of Sound [there can be 
only man.ifUUxlior> of it]; and froxn this it is deduced, by implication,. thst 
what is produced by the a.rtlcnlations is the embelli8hment, not the Word-
S<mnd.-(2207) 

Says tho Opponent :-It i• cloarly known tl1at Sound is the efieot of the 
articulo.tions,-from the fact that it appea,ra only when these a.ro there,
j ust as, on similar grounds, the sprout iJl known to be the Effect of the Seed· 



1040 TA'I'I'VASANOJI.AliA : OllAPTBR XXIV. 

In tbil lat~• oose, it il found that tho Sprout is -n only wbon tbo Aced 
ha8 been tbon>, nod from this it i• ooncluded thnt the Sprout ia the effect 
of the Soed.-in the Mme mRnner, Sound! are perceivnd only wh('ln t.ho 
nrticulations be>ve been thero ; why thon, should Sound bo not rog<>rded "" 
t ho olloot produced by the MticulntioM ! Specially bccnuso tho •nid !net is 
thn fJOio bnRi~ for anything boing J~f'lgnrclocl M tho offnet of Romnthing CIIHo. 

Thf'l Afi'mi~kn.'R nnRu!flr t..o thitJ i~ n.~ foll0\l'1; :-

TEXT (2208). 

11 ALL THAT TilE FAOI" 011' ONE TDtNO APPEARING ONLY W'R'EN TD OTHER 

JS 'I'RllRE INDICA'I'ES is 'l'lt:E P:R"&SENOE (IN THE LATTER) 01' A OE:R'I'AlN 

PO'I'ENOY (011 OAPAOJTY),-JUST LIKE THB PO'l'l!lNOY tN THE 

AUDITORY 0:ROAN; AND THERE THE PRESUlfM'TON 

HAS DEEN ALtOWJID TO RIIST."- [8JilokaVtirtiko
EirERNALITY 011 WORDS-127-128).-(220!\) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thoro ia hearing of Sound when the Auditory Organ i1 thoro ; but this 
fact of tho Sound being het\rd only when the Organ i!1 there does not lend 
to tho inforenoe thnt the Auditory O'J!aD pc" mea the po~noy to produu 
Sound; all thnt can be info.red i1 thnt it has the po~ncy o• capacity of 
a~inq it. Simila•ly, in the """"in question, all that t ho fMt of Sound 
boing hoord only when the ••tlc<untiona e.ro the•e oan justify is tho i.nfcrenco 
that th08& ortieulatioM po8S088 n oortnin potency ;- i t cnnnot indica~ tbo 
proocnoo in them of the oa~uy to product Sound ; as tho onid fnot is oonoo· 
mitnnt only with the presence of the capacity in genornl,-nnd not with nny 
pn.rtioulnr kind of C..pacity. Bonoo in the proving of the perticulnr kind 
of O.pacity, the aaid fact, if citod u the Probo.ns, cannot but be • fallible ', 
'inconclUBivo •.-This is what ia mfl61lt by the te:a. 
~.~How then iJl thoro the idM of the perticula• O..pacity in the 

• Em bollilhment • f 
AMWOT :-' PM>-t the Pruumpti<m hl:u been allowod to •ul. '-Thnt is, 

Rocogn1tion having cstnbliahed tho Eternality of tho Worcl-Sound, thn 
P•oa\lmpMon bnsed upon tho fMt of tho wcll·known phenomenon of Hon.ing 
not being othe.wise explioable hna been mode-by the nntho• of tho Bhil$!Ja 
(Shobtm•)-tn rest in the pnrt.io~tlor ombollishmem ; and tho oopocity of this 
cmbolli•hment hM not been injerr«J. merely from the !net of ooncomi~nce 
(of tho Embolli.shment and the Hearing).--{2208) 

Against the view that ' there iJl embellishment of both (Sound and 
the Auditoey 0'1!"n)' [proponndod M nn al~tivo in the oommonwy 
on T""' 2167],-it has been n.guod (undor Pe:es 2108) that • tlul objections 
urged BgAitlllt each of the two al~rnntivo views nro niiApplionblo to the view 
thnt there is cm bellisbmont of both'· 

Tllo Mlm<lmoaka's nnswor to this la os f9llows :-
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TEXT (2200). 

"As REGARDS THE VIEW TltAT THERE IS EMJl&LLISR>IENT Ol' BOTH, THE 

A.SSEltTION THAT IT IS OPIIN TO BOTH SETS OP OB.TBCTIONS IS FUTILE. 

BBOAUS:B WHEN SoUND IS NOT .HEARD BY ALL, IT IS DUB TO 

Tll1l D:BBICDINOY IN EITJI:BR ONE 011 TU TW0."-{8hloka-

1!4rtika-ETEl!.NALITY 011 WoRns-86-87].-{2209) 

OOMMEN'.rARY. 

The 011110rtion made proviously that both ..ete of objectioM ""'applicable 
ill futile,-UIOleas. 

Wby? 
Booauso, to the deficiency in either one of tbo t\vo-of th& ombolli•hmcnt 

of the Auditory Organ, or of tho ombellisbmont of the object, Sound-is due 
the !a<:t thnt Sound is not' hoord. For in.stonce, even when tho embellish
ment of tho Sound is thoro, the deaf man d0<11 not hear tho Sound, because 
his organ it deficient; and evon when there it no deafneoo, if thoro is no 
me.ni!ooW.tion of the Sound (by articulation), thoro is no heerinS of the Sonnd. 

Tho reading in some pl"""a is • mrf'i doi<J(lwsyl 1/aChaQ ', tbo mooning of 
which is oloor.-(2209) 

Sayo tho Opponent-If oho Word-Sound i.o oU-pervading, bow is it thot 
it is porooivod as several-just like the Jar,-when thoro ia diversity of 
place! AI a matter or fact, as it is all-pervading, it should be alwayo perceived 
in an uninterruptod form. Nor should there be any distinctions of far and 
ntar in tho caso of what ia &11-po.rvt\ding ;-nor can it; come in from any placo, 
as it is always pi."'SSnt evorywhoro. Furthor o.a it is eternal, thore ca.n bo 
no suoh distinctions as long and '''ort, or of various degrees of loudness and 
so forth. Nor again is di.lforonce of ll1>16 posaible.-From all this it follows 
that-becauae Sound is actuaUy perceivod"" alfoctod and divorai6ed in place, 
time and form, therefore, liko tho Jar, it mu.t be '"-"" and ooanucem. 
How thon i.o it that the aaeortion has been mado above (under T""' 2207) 
thot-'' lnll¥muoh as tho idoo of the production of Sound has been rejoctod, 
etc. etc." t 

'.rho Mlmllmmka'• a1111w<>r to tb& abov& is 011 foUows :-

TEXT (2210). 

" THouou TI1:B SUN IS one, YET IT IS SEBN (BY ONE AND 'I'HllSAll!ll MAN) 

AS DIVERSE IN W ATBR AND OTHE R SURIIAOES AT Tall SAMl:l TIMl:l; 

AND YBT IT DOES NOT MAXE IT many; THE SAM:B SHOULD BE 

UNDERSTOOD TO BE THE OASE WITH SOUND ALSO. "-(Shloka
tJdmhJ--ETJmNALJTY OP WoRDS, 178-179, iho11gh 

IM reading IM.re w •lii/lwly differem].-{2210) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whab i.o moont to be shown by this is thot th& fa<:t of boing perceived "" 
divers& in di.lferont pla<:es, aa a Reoson for diversity, is • Inconcluaivo '.-(2210) 
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Sayo the Opponon~In !.he cw;eof tho Sun, Ul<'f\• Rro grounds for tbe illu
sion of muUiplicily, in thoabape of the di- rocept.Meleo in tho form of Water 
and tbe ot.hur ruflocti.na wrl80136; in the CMO in qU(li!Jtion however, tbNe is 
no gro>md for •ueh illusion ; wbilo what wo havo put fon...-.1 "" tho .Rc6Aon 
is accompanied by the qualification ' thare boing uo grounds for illusion • ; 
bow then can our Reason be roga.rdod as being 'Fai>!O and Inconclusivo' ! 

Tbo Mlm<ln~~Gka' • answer to this is aa folloW!l :-

TEX'l'll (2211-2~14). 

"SO'O'ND IS liBARD IN ONLY A l'ABTIOULAlt l't.AOI!, B!IOAUSII IT IS Dlll'EN

DBNT (I'OB ITS OOONlTION) Ul'ON TIDI UTIOULATION TJIA.T llolANl:JESTS 

IT; .AND .L&TIUUUTIONS RAV11 NOT TlDl OAPAClTY TO PBRVADB TIDI 

m."TI!Il!: Sl'AOB; OONSBQoiD:TLY, THB WoaD-SoUND IS NOT HliABD 

OON'TilfUOOSLY ALL OVBR TBJl WORLD ; AND BBOAUSB TIDI ARTICULA

TIONS APPIU.A IN DinEB.IlNT l'LACliS, TBJl IDI.I,JIINO IS BBS'TIUOTBD 

TO TBOS!l PLACES ; AND AS TRII INTRRVJ:NINO SPACES (BBTWEEN THE 

ARTIOO'LA1'10NS) ARE NOT PILLED UP (BY THB ARTIOlJLATION), TKXBE 

IS Tliii OOONlTlON 011' A BRBAX {IN TXE OONTn<"''lTY 01' TliJ! SoUND). 

AND, AS TBliSB Al\TIOlJLATlONS Al'l'BAR ONLY IN LIMl'l'ED l'LACliS, 

Til1lBB ARISES THE NOTION THAT SoUND IS NOT ALL·l'ERVADINO, 

FuB'DOIR, AS TBESE ARTICULATIONS JIA. VE MOVEM'INT AND A OI!BTA.lN 

VBLOOITY,-IIUOM WliAT.BVlllB l'LAOI! TllESll A.R!l'lOULATIONS PROCEED, 

THll IIBAliEB TliiNJtS THAT T.IDil SOUND TIIAT liE IIBABS ALSO OObiES 

JrBOlll THAT s..uDI PLACE.''-( Shloka1Xirt£ka-ETIIRN' ALlTY 011' WORD&-

172-176].-(2211-2214) 

COMMENTARY. 

What U. meant ia that in !.he caao in qU<lolt.ion al..,, tb<>ro ill ground for 
illusion. in t.bo shapo of the diversity of the manifO*ting articulatiolll<, ao 
t.J>at the two - ataod on tha samo footing. 

• B...,..,. il it ~ upon IM manifwing oniculali<>M • ;-i.o. tha 
Oognilion of Sound ia ao dependent. 

' Thcol plou ·-ho place whore the articulation hna appoorod. 
' Thcol '-&und. 
In what wo.y tbo manifesting articulation beoomco the cauao of tho 

iliUIIion of i>aterception ia explained by tho words-• and artioulali<>M do nol 
havo elt& cu.pacilv, etc. etc.';-' a.sau' ~tands for tho Sound;-' el&a luraring '
of tho Sound;-' tcura '-in that pa.rt of Aka8M. 

'A• t/10 ;nu,.ning opares aro nol fii/d "'P ' ;-what io moon~ ill that 
they """ not 6lled up by tbo articulations. 

' Tlf(lm '-.t.ende for !.he artieulalion8. 
'Tl cha 4V<fmo '-this also stande for the artioulcuionl.-{22p-221') 
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Says the Opponen~It cannot be admitted that the single Sun is 
perceived ns dive•'S& because of the separateness of space (ootwoon the reflect
ing Media) : because what are ac-tually app•..,haoded by the Eye are so many 
diverso roflected images of the Sun: and it is not the Sun that i• apprehended. 
For you, who do not rega.rd the reftected image to ~ diffe.ront. from. the 
object. refiooted,-there can be no cause for the apprehension of sevotal 
reflected images 

This argument of the Opponent is what is referred to in the following :-

TEXT (2215). 

"THE OPPONENT SAYs-' BY WHAT CAUSE AB.E THE Rllll'LIICTED lli!AGES 

PBROJ!liV:&D SIMULTANEOUSLY AS DISTINCT IN llAOH VESSEL (01! 

WATER) 1 ' "- [Shlokavartika-ETERNALITY OF WORDS, 

179-180].-(2215) 

COMMENTARY. 

'.Aha '-'says '-the Opponent. 
• SimultaneoU8!y '-at one and the same time.-{2215) 

The answer to the &bove is as follows :-

TEXTS (2216-2217). 

" OUR ANSWER TO THIS IS AS FOLLOWS :-WHAT ACTUALLY HAPPENS IS 

THAT BY THE LIGHT PROM THE SUN SCINTILLATING IN THE 'WATER, 

THE LIGHT l!ROl\1 Tllll EYE (STRilUNG THE WATER) IS TURNED BACK 

IN THE WAKE Ol! THE REFLECTED SOLAR LIGHT, AND THUS IT PER· 

OEIVES THE SUN IN ITS OWN REGION,-BUT THERE IS AN ILLUSION OF 

THERE BEING SEVERAL SUNS 011 DIVERSE FORliiS, BY REASON OP THE 

DIVERSITY OF TliE VESSELS OF WATER. How THEN COULD THERE 

BE ~IUL'l'll'LICITY OF SUNS 1 "-{Shlokaudrtika-ETERNALI'l'Y 011 

WORDS-180- 182).-(2216-2217) 

COMMENTARY. 

The solar light in the vessel of Water which flo,vs out makes theli!(i>t of 
the Eyes turn back-reflected backwards-and henoo, it apprehends the 
Sun in its own place. 
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• YaV.Up4lt'(J.Ut ·-... mu.nyas thu nwnbw ur V'UIIWCLi thut.aro t.lWfi\. 
It Us for thid rot\SOn tht\t the Sun t•t>t>et\l'lj W bo of divor8U formK. How 

then oou there bo multiplicity of tho Sm1 ?-lt oounot bo : bocawso wbut i• 
cliv .... o U. t.ho functioning o! the Eyo.-{2216·2217) 

1'ho followiug Text obOWl! that it U. by """'on of •hu (>Ouuli"" function · 
ing uf t.ho Eyo that tho Sun, though roo.lly on•, io puruoivod o.~ sovoml :-

TEXT (2218). 

" \VHEN TBll En; IS SLIOUTLY PIIES8BD BY TRJI YINOBR, EVEN A SINGLE 

OBJECT IS Pl'lROElVED AS DIVERSE,-BECAUSE OF THE DIVERSITY IN 

THE PUNOT!ONING Oll TUE EYE. THE SA~tll TKINO JIAPJ.'ENS IN 

TUB 0A8B ll< QU¥STION ALSO,-AOOO&DINO TO US."-(Sh/ok<J • 

.xirtika--ETERNALITY OP Wonos-U!2·183].-(2218) 

COMMENTARY. 

· fta' '-<~lightly, a liiUo.-Wiwn tbo Eyo i• HO pro..-..xl,-own 1\ •inglo 
objoot is purooivod 88 divorso-many ;-why f-boo.t\l~O thu £unctioning of 
tho Eyo b ... boon div&rilillod. In tho ontno monnor, for u•, thu single Word· 
Sound would bo '-'<! oa diVVM> (if thoro aru aduquato """""ns for it).
(2218) 

TEXTS (2219.2220). 

"()Titl'JR fi<OPLJI WHO HOLD THE VIEW THAT TIIN REJILP.OT.EO biAOil lS 

ACTUALLY PRODUCED (AS SOME'tliiNO DHIFX&.ENT FROM TltE ltEJ!LHO'l'· 

BD 0B.TEOT) UROE THB i'OU.O\VlNO OsnortON :-' lr THB SAM11 SUN 

IS SEEN IN THE SEVERAL VESSELS, WHY IS NOT THE MAAIE SEEN AS lJlliNO 

OVE&Il:llAD (ovER ONE's HEAD, LIK.E THE REAL SUN) 1 How TOo 

OOULD l'r Bill SlUilN llBLOW, IN WtLLS A.'ID SUCH OTIIE& DEEP WA't.&R· 

1\BSDVOIRS, lP THE RBPLEOI'BD 00011 WERE •NOT ACTUALLY PRO· 

DUOBD TJIBRJI T FURTilE'R, HOW IS IT THAT WHEN A MAN !'AOINO 

THB EAST LOOKS A't Tlill MIRROlt, llB l'EROBlVE.~ Hllltl!ELF AS 11AOINO 

TII:E WEST 1 • "-{Shlokat>Cirtika-ETE&NALITY 011 Wonus-183-1&]. 
-(2219.2220) 

COMMEN1'ARY. 

It wao arguod (uader Pm Z210) that • juot "" in t.ho \Vt>ter, too •inglu 
Si.Jn is geen as diverse, etc. etc.' ; and a.. invalidating t-his l'8680n, BOrne peoplo 
think that the Roflcolod Image is something onliroly dilleront from tho 
Relloctod Object; nnd thoy argue ... foUo, .. :-
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U what is seen (in t.he reftoction), is the sam& Sun, and not t.he Reflocted 

Imap,-t.hen, how is it that it. is not perceived 88 ooing overhead t It oould 
oo so soen if the 88mo SWI had beon seen in different placol! (in t.he rellecting 
surfMOS)-not otherwise; 88 ot.horwiso there would oo inoongruitioe. 

Furt.her, in the 088e of tho Well, how could t.horo oo porooption of the Sun 
lyi.ng eo far deep inside, lf ita Reflected Image wore not produood t.hore!
Certninly the Sun does not aotually exist there inside t.he Well. 

Then ag&in, when & man facing the E&st loolu! at the mirror, bow doee 
be come to lace t.ho Weet t Certainly a faoo is not eeen to have OO.n pro· 
duO&d at his baclc.-(2219·2220) 

The MinttA:~'• answer to the above is as follow'S :-

TEXTS (2221-2223). 

.. WBJIN ... MAN IS LOOJUNO A.T THJ!l SUN A..'<ll TBll WATER, BlS EYE (RAYS) 

PROOEED IN TWO W.lYS,-QNE 'OP'WA.BDS .U.'D TIB OTm!lJl DOWN· 

WAJtDS; TBll PEBCziVEJt DOES NOT PERClm'll: THA.T SON WB!CB IS 

ILLUlOl!ED BY TBll EYB-IlA.YS PllOCEKDINO Ul'WA.IlDS, BEO .. USB IT 

IS NOT IN A STRAl.OHT LINE WITR THE BODILY SUBSTRATlJM 011 TUB 

VISUAL ORGAN; WBILB \YllA.T IS PERCEIVED BY TIIII DOWNWARD RAYS 

IS THE SUN sHi::Nmo AJlOVE PRESENTED )(El)IA.TBLY (INDIRECTLY) ; 

ANll BECAUSE I'!! IS TKE SAME SUN THAT IS SO PRESENTED, THE OB

SBBVER TB'INKS TBAT WIIA.T IS SUN IS ' BELOW '. JT IS THUS THAT IT 

IS TKE SUN ITSELJ' TlU.T IS SEBN BELOW, TKROUOK THE lNTEilVE~"lNG 

MEDIUM (OP THE DOWNWA.Bll RAYS)."-{Shlohudmko-ETERNALITY 

OJI WORDS, 186-188].-{2221-2223) 

commNTAlW. 

Tlte opinion entertained is 88 follows :-If tho organ wore to go out 
and then render the Slln cogniaablo,-t.hen it would oo neceasary that it 
should be seen above, not b<>low ;-what happens however <. that the organ 
brings about the cognition whJie it is iteelf still in the body, and does not 
move upwards, 88 h88 been declared in the following words:-' If the orpn, 
going out, wore tO render the object cognisable t.here, then it might oo 88 

urged ; as a matter of fact, however, it brings ab<>ut t.ho cognition while still 
in the body ' .-(Bhlo.bJoclrliAo-Etemality of Words, 185-186.) 

Th& whole prooosa is aslollowa :-Those who see, in tho v-1, the W&ter 
88 well 88 the Sun, for theee ,.,...,.. looki114 al IM Sun and 1M W our, t.he single 
VitiU>l Organ (in t.he shape of Rays) proooeds in two wa~no upward and 
the ot.her downward ;-then tbo Sun that is illumined by the upward rays 

20 
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is not soon by tho observer ;-why !-Oecamt it i• not in a 8/raight lino ••ill• the 
•ubstrotum of t/10 organ ;-tbo rubfltra.tum of tho Vil!ual Organ in tho body 
does not lie in a straight line with the Sun ;-but 'm¥liaUly '-through an 
intervening moclium-the Sun ia p...,..nted to the Viau•l Bays by lhe rays of 
the Sun, and hence becomes aeon through tba downward rays ;-so that what 
happens is that the Solar RAya P""""nt the luminous object to tho Vil!uel 
Bays, the ViOIU\1 Bays presont it to the Visual Organ, and the Visual Orgl'n 
p...,..,nts it to the perceiving obsorvor. This is whnt is mennt by tho' mediate 
proaentation ' of the lurninoua Sun. Thus it ia that the Sun, shining c>bove, 
ia regarded by the observer aa if it were bdow.-Wbo regwods it so I The 
observing person ;-<Uld it ia not thl't thare is aM41ttJT Sun shining below.
Why ia this eo t-BocaUBe v if 1110 eame; i.e. the Sun is one, not divonoe.
Othera explain ' tadlkatv&' ae ' beoeuae tbe Visuo.l Organ is one '.-Thus it 
is under the inJiuonoe of the downward rays of tho Viaual Organ, as functioning 
throngh a medium, that tho Sun ia seen btl<>w, in tbe Woll ;-so nlso in the 
case of tbo dil1et'IO veesela oonta.ining Water; if it wore not so~ how could 
there be cognition of the Sun aa ono aod tho same f--{2221-2223) 

It has been argued (by oomo people, under TU$ 2220)-' How could 
the man facing the East, come to face the Weat, when looking at the 
mirror 1 ' 

The .llfim4moakco' • answer to this is as followa :-

TEXT (2224). 

"Smrum.y (IN 'l'IIJ'l OASE 011 T1D1 M'A...'OQ' LOOXlNG AT TBll MlllltOR), IT IS 

'I'HROUGR lLLUSJ:ON TKA.T ~ liUN OOGNLS:ES 'l'IIJ'l J'AOil AB J'AOING TBll 

WEST, TJIOUGR IN li1ULITY WHAT Bll AOTU.ALLY PE1IOEIVES lS 

TBll J'AOE AS P.RESEiT!lD BY THE VISUAL RAYS PROOEEDIN'() 

EASTWAIID TO THE RAYS PROOEEDINO WBSTWAJ<D."

(Sh!okawrtika--ETERNALITY OJ' WORDS, 189·100). 
-(2224) 

OOlll:MENTARY. 

What h~ppens is e.a follows :-Firat of aD the Viaual Bays, taking up 
tho face.imngo, iaauo forth till thoy roach the mirror ; these ore spoken of 
as • proceeding outward ' ;-on striking the mirror-epl\00, the sa.id ro.ya n.re 
turned back and come back to the man's face standing there e.a heforo; 
tbia ia spolroll of"' 'prooeodina weetward';-the eastward raya thus 
pr&Mnt tba laoo·im&ge to the weetward raya,-and theee latter P""""nt it to 
tbe Soul (the oboerver); thereupon tb.. Soul, cogni.aing the image.., pnlMtlted 
by the westward rays, has tbo illusion that ho is facing tbo Weet. The aense 
of aD this ia that the diversity of the functioning of tbo Eyo ia at tho 
l'Oot of the illualon in question.--{222() 

• 
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Even granting that tho :Ro&ct.od Image i$ something different, produced 
in the refieeting medium, the Mlm4moaka offers another oxplanation :-

TEXT (2225). 

· • EvEN GRANTING THAT Till!: R.EPI.EGTED iMAGE RBA.LLY liXIS'l'S IN mB 

DIPPEBEl'IT PLAOES,-'THERE CL~ BE l'IO PLURALITY OY TRl!SE 

iMAGES, BECAUSE TRBY ARE ALL APPIUtllBNDBD BY 

TKE SAMll CoONITION."-{Shl<>kat><irtika-ETER.-

NA.LlTY OF WORDs-190-191).-(22215) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if the Refteoted Image is something different, u.- images cannot 
bo .Cve...-1 ;-why t-bc<o- IMy .,,.. oppr<Mnd«l by IM ...,.. Oognijw
i.o. they an fall within the aame idJ!a. 

In the same w&y, the Word-Sound also booom08 -bliabod as one,
boeeuse it is apprehended by a single ldea.-{l\226) 

Says the Opponent-When the images are actually perceived in divorB<l 
plM&II, why should they not bo ••vera~ ? That is to say, when the diver.Uy 
of images is admitted on the ground of their being perceived in diverse 
placos,-how e&n this diversity bo sot aside by the single Cognition (by which 
they are an apprehended) t 

The Mimamsaka'l anawor to this is aa follows:-

TEXT (2226). 

" Tnll IDEA OF DIVERSITY DUll TO DIVERSITY Oi' PLACE IS infertntial ; 

WliiLE TRB IDEA TRAT ' IT IS TilE SAlll< ' IS puuplional,-AND 
HENCE .ANNULS TRB J'OlUOR."-{.8711okavarlika-ETER-

NALITY OF W ORDS, 197-198].--{2226) 

COMMENTARY. 

• It annuls the jO'I'"Mr • ;-beosuse Perception is superior in authority to 
all mec.ns and forma of Cognition.-(2226) 
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The following U:d pointa ou~ that the idea tba~ • it is cognioed BS appearing 
at diverse plaoaB' ls not oonoomitnnt with • divoraity,, and hence thereo CAn 
be no validity nttoobing to lt :-

TEXT (2227). 

"JUST AS THE SINGLE PERSON, Devadalta, PASSING FROM PW.OE TO PLAOE, 

ONE Al!TE!t THE OTJIER, DOES NOT Bl!(lOMJI D.tJrnlRENT,-SO TB.E 

WoRD-SoUND ALSO DOES NOT DII'l'BB (SDa'LY B.BOAUU IT IS 

HEARD L.~ SEVIliiAL PLAOES)."-{SIIIok<imrtika-E'l'ER· 

NALITY OF WORDS, 198-199).-{2227) 

COMMENTARY. 

'So the Word-Sound aloo does""' differ'- ' ei~her in regnrd to time or to 
plooe ',-t.b.i3 hae to be added. . 

Thus, the non-concomitnnce between the two (Diversity of Place of 
Appoarance and Diversity of Sound) h08 been indiec.ted through 8p<>.Cial 
non-oomcomitance ; next, the Mim4m.oal:a proceeds to point out tbo non
COll<lOmitance of tbe two oognitiono, spacial ond cbronologioal,- tbrougb 
chronologieo.l non.coneomitance :-

TEXT (2228). 

u A-~0 AGAnr, TRE SA.M:E DBVA.DA.'J"'''A, WH0$:1 ONB-1\'"J:SS IS WELL KNOWN, 

-WliEN SJlJIN AGAIN AND AGAIN,-DOES NOT BEOO~Ill DIVERSE, 

0.11 AOOOUNT OJI TIIJI DIVJIRSITY OF TWE; SlloiiLARLY THE 

WORD-SoUND DOSS NOT Bl!(l0¥E DIVERSlt ON AOOOIJl'lT 

OJ' THE DlVE&SI'l'Y OF PW.OE."-[BIIIokatl<irli.l:a, 

ETER!,ALITY OF W ORDS, 199-200).-(2228) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Jtlcilaikal~' ,_, whoao unity ia woll known through Rocognition '. 
'On <U>001nlt of lho di-lily in p/4u • ;-tbia is by way of illustration: 

Sound does not bocome dif!orene on occotmt of diversity of l imo either. By 
pOinting One· kind Of non~eoncomitanoo, the other fdnds ofnon-concomlt.ance 
also bocome indiceted. (That is why tho Tm b"" named :pltlco only.)-(2228) 

l 
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The following Tt:r>t anticipates and answers the objootion that the 
Corroborative Instenoo cited (of Devadntte) is not quite relevant :-

TEXT (2229). 

" Jp IT B E AliGUED THAT-' (IN THE CASE OF DtvadatJ.a) THE IDEA OF 

IDS BEING OM IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE (WITH THE FACT OF HIS BEING 

SEEN AT SEVERAL TIMES), BECAUSE THERE IS SUCCESSION (m THE 

SEVERAL COGNITION$ OF HIS :PRESENCE) ',-'I'BlllN (m THE CASE OF 

WORD-SOUND ALSO) :PLEASE SEE THAT THRall IS NO INCOMPATIBILITY ; 

ALSO B:&OAUSE THE SOUND IS ALL·PERVADING. IN FACT, THE 

PROPERTY THAT EXPLAINS A PERC11l'TIDLlil FACT MO.Y BE ACOEl'TED 

O.S BELONGING TO ALL TBINGS."-(.8hlokatxi7lika-ETERNALITY OF 

WORDS, 200-201).-(2229) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument of the Opponent is os follows :- 'The fact tbat, even 
though Devada.tta. is seen in different plaoos and at different t-imes, he is not 
regarded as several, what makes this not-incompatible is the fact that the 
repeated sooinga of Deva.datta occur in succession, ono after the other, and 
not sim\ll tanoously ; tbero is no such reason in the case of Sound. Hence 
there is difference between the ce.sc in dispute and the eaSG cited as an 
exn.mple '. 

In answer to tbis, the Mim<lmwka points out tba.t in the case of Sound 
alao there is a reaaon whewby there can be no incomp&tibility :-' Pka11e 
m, tlc. etc.'-the construction is that 'Please see that there is no incom· 
patibility, because Sound is all-pervading ' . 

Wb&t the po.rlicle t api. ', 'also'. indicates is the reason mentioned before 
' beco.use the articulations do not fill up the intervening space'. 

Question :-Why do you accept the all-pervading character of the Word· 
Sound 1 

Anawer .~· In fact, !M property, etc. ete.'-For the purpose of explaining 
the idea of the same Sound being heard e.t several plaoos and times,-wha.tever 
property is found nocossa.ry is admitted through P resumption based upon 
the fact th~>t a well -known fact cannot be otherwise explained; in the prefient 
instance, if the Sound· did not possess all-pervadingnus, its being heard at 
several places and timee would not be possible ; hence on the ground of this 
Presumption, Sound is regarded as eternal and all-p.,.,.ding.-(2229) 

The Mim<l"""ka ne.xt proceeds to show that the Rea.son that ' buame 
Sound is cogni8ed M having diverse Characurs, it m\tf:i:t he diverse ' is also 
' Inconchu)ivo ', ' not true ' :-
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TEXTS (223G-2233). 

" WUIIN A LARGE PIT IS DtiG IN TKII GROUND, THERE IS A NOTION 011 THE 

Alr&l~a IN TB:» PIT Bl!llNG <LARGE·. AND WIIEN TB:» PIT 18 SMALL, 

TIIEB.1!l IS Tlllll NOTION Oll lTS Bllll!Q ' SMALL ' ; IN TIIII SA Ml!l \VAY 

TIIEB.1!l A.R1'l SDIILAII NOTIONS BIIQAIIDINO SOUND, WHICH ALSO (LIKII 

Ahf&ha) IS NOT SOAU!THJNO PIIOD110lm ; OONSBQUEN'l'LY, '1'Bl! JLLOSOB\' 

TDBA 'I'HA.T PEOPLBllAVE REOABDINO SOUND (BIIING LARGE, INOIIIIAS1ID 

OR SMALL, DEORIIA.Sl!D) IS DtiE TO OTBBR OIROlJMSTANTIAL OONDI• 

TlONS; AS A MATTlm 011 liAOT, 'LAROIIINESS ' AND 'SMALLNESS ' 

All& NEVII.& PliROJillVED AS RESTDINO IN SOUND ; AND 'El!JI ASStl~ll'· 
TION OF TBll 'LARGEl'.'"ESS ' AND 'SMALLNIISS ' (OF SOUND) IS 

D1J11 TO '1'HE GRJIATER AND LESS KEJINNESS Oll lTS PIIROEPTION 

(}bwuNG). As lll!OARDS P:BRCEPTION, IT IS AOTtiALLY FOUND TO BE 

VERY KllEN D TBll OB.TEOT PBROE~Bll JAil- IS ILLlJldiNU> BY 

A LAliGE SOUl!OJI Oll LIGHT,- Bt1T LESS KEEN WREN IT IS JLL1JKINED 

BY A SltALL LlGllT.-FROM ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT SUCH PBO· 

PER.TIES AS 'LlmOTK ', ' SHORTNESS ' AND TilE LIKE Rl'lALLY ll'.IILONO 

TO THE ARTIOULATIONS." - (223Q-2233) 

COMMENTARY. 

The purport of aU UUa io as follows :-U wha~ tbo Opponent puta forward 
aa IUs l\esson is the dive.-ity of such chara<>ter aa greater or lea int<>n.eity 
(in tho Sound),-thon suoh 1> Reason cannot bo 'admissible ' ; beoauae how 
oould one, who hold.o Sound to ha eternal, admit ~lmt tho diveraity of oharo.ct<>rs, 
- whioh, o.ccording to him, halong to other oiroumatant.ial conditiona,-belong 
to the Sound !-U, on the other hand, what la adduoed by the Opponent .. 
his l\esson is tba Cognition that people have of Sound being more or 1-
inteoaive, whioh Cognition eannot bo poeoible without some difference in 
the oharacter of tba Sound,-then the Reuon la • Inconclusive • ; boeause 
whao a large Pit ia dug in the ground, there appears the Cognitioo of 'large· 
noBB' in the A~c4W:J eontained within the Pit,-ovon though the • largeness • 
do08 not belong to the Ak48htl.; in the e.-me manner, in the cnso of Sound 
aloo,-wbioh is absolutoly ceuaeless, not being produoed at all,-the Oogni· 
tion of greater or leBB intensity and the like would he due to the diveraity 
in the articulAtions (tht.t manifest the Sound),-ovon without the Sound itaolf 
having tba said div.,.. oharo.cters. 

This is what is eaid in the words-' C~yiM ill"--f id<G, tiC. 
et<.' 

Quulion .~Row ia it known that the said idea io due to other ciroum· 
stantial oonditiona,-<1nd tho characters do not belong to Sound i~lf 1 

.dn.!Wtr .-' Largenua and amall'I'JU8, etc. uc..'.-What is moont by this is 
1\8 follows :~The man attributes the great<>r or lesa int<>nsity, whieh really 
bolooga to the Porooption, to the Sound. and thus falls into an illusion; and 
it is not possible for tba Sound itself to bo 14~ or miDll; because it hat been 
proved through Recognition that Sound is ono only. 
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The following might be urged ,_If there were no auch diversity in the 
obarecter of the object perooived, how could it appear in i!Ao Cognition ? 

Tho nn8'Wer ill-' A• ••qardl Ptrooplion, it il found to bo .,.,y kun, tic. 
ttc.'-In the case of tho Je.r, oven though there i.a no divon~ity of characters, 
yet it& Perception is more or 1068 keen, on acco\Ult of the Jo.rgcnosa or smallness 
of the Light illumining it ;-in tho snme way, in the o&~~o of Sound also, the 
diversity of • Length', • ShortnoBS • and the 1ike is duo to tho cllvorsity in the 
character of tho o.rticulo.tion,--evon though tbero ia no aucb diversity of 
character in the Word-Sound iteelf.--{2230-2233) 

Tho Mim<imaa.l:o again proeeeds to 8how tbet the Proposition that • the 
Word-Sound is not-eternal • ill r.nnuJled by the fact that the denotative or 
oxpreosive potency of the Word cannot be explained otherwille (than by the 
Preaumption of the eternality of the Word):-

TEXT (2234). 

" As-A MATrBR 01!' ll'AOT, A WORD, \VHOSE RELATIONSHIP TO JT8 DENOTATION 

KAS NOT BEEN A.PPIIBIDINDED, ~ l:>""l!Vl:R BE JIXl'USSIVE. b 
IT WERE SO EXPB.ESSIVB, THEN, BAOB: A..."'f'D ZV'.EBY b'""BW 

WoBD OOULD J:XPRBSS ITS J!!EANINo."-{Shlok<Jvarlika-

ETERN.ALITY Cll/ WORDS, ,242-243].--{2234) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Presumption that ia here put forward is itaelf bMOd upon another 
Prooumption : For instance, Ule eo:presai"" Potency of tho Word is proved 
by tho Presumption that Verbal Cognition cannot be oxplained except on 
that baais ;- and IJlis Poten.cy cannot be explained except on the baais of 
tha eternality of the Word ; henoo IJlis Presumption ia baaed upon the previous 
Preaumption. 

Thia same idea is expounded in detail in the Tea-where it is shown 
that the Word by itoalf cannot be expressive if ita relationship with its denota
tion haa not been apprehended. 

' If 1t were so ~u8iv4, etc. etc.' ;-if the word, whoao relationship to 
the denotation hE>S not boon already apprehended, were expr<lMive of i ta 
moo.ning,-then evon a. new word,-never hoo.rd bofore,--could express 
ita mee.ning; for instaooo, words like 'Cow·~ etc. in tbo oaae of the in
habiton!Ao of the N4rikll4-dt!ipa (the OocOnut-Iale) (who are not cognisant of 
euch wordl~--{2234) 

Seya the Opponent--All regards the argument just aet forth, there ill 
no dispute at all ; hence it ia superfluous ; as a matter of fact, there is no 
one who holds that any meaning is exp~ by a Word whoee connection 
with such meaning has not been already known. But the question is-In 
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wbar way d0fl8 this foot of the relationship of the Word being known prove 
ite elenlolily I 

Tbo Mim<l~'l aoswer to this is aa followo :-

TEXT (2235). 

"TIIB OOO!>'"ITION 011 suca RELATIONSHIP OP Tllll WonD (To ITS 

MBANJNO) OOOLD NOT BE POSSIBLE 111 TBll WORD WERE NOT• 

ETBR."A.L; llEOAUSB, Ill" TJIE COGNITION 011 THAT REL.&.T!ONSRIP 

IS AO)UTTlro, JT CERTAINLY PROVES Tllll E:XlSTliNOB Oll" 

TUB WORD AT SOME OTHER TlME A.LSO."-[SIIloka· 
lldrtika-ETBRNALITY 011 WORDS, 243-244).-

(2235) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbo ...,lationthip between the Word and wbat ia denoted by it can bo 
eateblilhed only wbon both are present belo.-. the man ;-end it is only when 
th111 made tbat it could bo cognised at a law time. All this could not bo 
pollible if the Word perished &a aoon &a it waa produood. 

Thia io wbat la meent by the words-' 1L tDC>Uld >101 bo poollbl. if the Word 
were not~ •. 

I! tbeo, it io admitted tbat tho Word existed at tho time, then tho idee. 
of ite having <>xisted at other times becomes ;r...,.iottbl<> ; &I that would not bo 
inoomp&tible "~th the faete. This has boon thua steted-' If it oxi.ate during 
that time, who can destroy it la.ter on ! '-(T~Uj 2139-Shl<>kavlirtik<>-
Eterno.lity of Words, 366). 

U might bo orguod that-It may bo that tho Word exists nt the time 
that the relationship (with ite denotation) ia sot \lP ; but later on, it would 
porish of i tself. 

The Mim<lm.taka'• answer to this is as folloWII :-

TEXT (2236). 

" 111 TIB &ELATIONSRIP HAS BEEli &EOOG111S&D WITH om: Wean, ..._..,,. 

om:tiR W ORD O.UOOOT Bll EXPRESSIVB or 'I:IIAT :HBA..'<INO (WHOSE 

RIILATIONSIIIP IUS BBIIN OOGJs"ISI!D WlTII ANOTIIJIR WoRD). FoR 

llUlll'IJ!, WRJI." THE RBLA.TIONSHIP HAS Bm:N REOOGNJSBD 

Wl'l'1l TEE WORD ' Cow ', TIIAT DOES NOT MAKE TliB 
WORD 'HoBSII' BXl'RESSIVE (011 TILl. 'I: MliA.NJNO)".

(O'h!okavartika-ETI!RNALITl.' 011' W ORDS, 

244-245].-(2236) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Wilh ""' word '-i.e. with the Word that existed at the time tbat the 
Convention was ~t up futing ite denotation .. 
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The ros;t is easily understood.-(2236) 

The following Tt:tt anticipate.~ and a.nswers an argument of the 
Opponent:-

TEXT (2237). 

"IF lT BE URGED THNP-' THAT O'l'HER WoRD ALSO (WRIOR DID NOT EXIST 

AT THE TIME OF TilE CoNVmi'J.'ION) MAY BE EXJ>RESSIVE 'l"BROUGH 

ITS 0\VN I.NRERENT APTITUDE ',-THEN, W THAT CASE, IN THE 

ABSENCE OF Ah"'Y FIXED RULE, TllERE COULD BE NO CER

TAINTY AS TO wmcH IS TilE WORD THAT IS REALLY 

EXPRESSIVE." -[Shlokiwartika-ETERNALITY 011 

WORDS, 245-246).-(2237) 

COMMENTARY. 

'OtJ,.r Word '-i.e. if the Word that exist.~ &t the time of its use is held 
to be expressive, through its own inherent aptitude, like. the Word that 
existed at tho time of the Convention ;-that cannot be right ; because in 
the absence of a fixed rule, there could be no certainty as to which Word is 
expressive of which meaning.-(2237) 

Says the Opponent-How do you say that there can be no certainty, 
when, ns a matter of fo.ct, it is clearly ascertained that it is by its: inherent 
aptitt1de that the word e>.-presscs its meaning ? 

The MimamJ<>ka's answer to this is as follows:-

TEXT (2238). 

"lF TRE USE OF WORDS BE ASSUMED TO BE BASED UPON ACTUAL 

EXl'ERIENOE AS TO WHICH WORD lll.llNGS A.llOUT 'l'HE OOGNI'J.'ION (OF 

A CERTAIN 'l'lllNG),~ MAY SERVE THE PURPOSE OF THE 

HEAEEDS OF TBE WORD ; IT OA..>iNOT DO SO FOR THOSE WHO 

USE THE Wo&D."-[Shlokavartika-ETED..>IALITY 011 

WoRDS, 246-247].-(2238) 

001\fl\fE~'TARY. 

True ; wl1at has been aaserto.d would bring about certainty in the minds 
of the bearers--as to a certain Word being expressive of a particular thing; 
beea.\tse they may have a. certain cognition arising on the hearing of the 
Word. But this will not be possible for those who use the Word; because 
they do not derive any cognition of anything from that Word; ""they use 
tb!>t Word for the purpose of bringing about the cognition for the bearers 
ooly. Under the circumstances, how could there be any certainty in the · 
!"i"ds of the persons using the Word !-(2288) 

The same idea is further explained-
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TEXT (2239). 

"WrrROtJT KNOWING WITH OBRT...n."TY (WHAT WORD BX:PRliSSBS \VJUT) 

HOW 0017LD TRB tJSltR JU11J1 O'P DlS MTh"D AT Tllll OUTSET AS TO 

WIDOR WORD R11 SBO!ILI) O'SB ! U, ON THE OTJC£11 HA...'W, 

BB DOBS KNOW JT, TllliB IT K'O'ST JU \'E BERN 

KNOWN TO KW J'BOK 8BJ0Rl). "-{ 8Jiloka. 
1>drlihi-Eft&N.u.r:TY OJ' Wonns, 

247-248].-{2239) 

COMMENTARY. 

The lint objection applies to tho view that the user does not definitely 
know (the Word u having a deliolte moening). Under the other view, that 
he doe8 know it ao the time of u.ting it,-it n-.atily foUoW11 thao the Word 
must have been known to him from before (aa oxp..-ive of thatme«ning) 
which establishes ita permanence. Tbia ia what ill meant by the words 
'If, on IM oiMr hand, uo. Uc.'--{2239) 

Says the Opponont-The light of the lamp, even when newly lit, 
illnrninos the object; ei.mUarly tbo Word alao would express it<~ meaning 
(when heerd and used for the 6nro time). 

The Mtm4,....ka'• anewer to thi• ill M foDoWll :-

TEXT (2240). 

" LIGHT IS AO'XILIARY TO T1D1 l'ERORPTION ; KIINOE, liVEN WRBN NEWLY 

LIT, IT ILLO'MDil!S THINGS; (NOT SO T1D1 WoRD].-{Ilr IT 811 Ul!OED 

TIIAT] IN TRE OASI!l 0!' THE WORD TO OOMl'REHENSION 011 THE 

MEANING 01!' A. OIIRTAIN WORD IS DtJB TO ITS $TMII.4RITY TO 

A.NOTII'l!R \VIILL·K.'fOWN WORD ;-TIIml T1D1 ANSWER 

IS TIIAT SO LONO AS THll SlllliLARITY IS NOT RE· 

COGNISED, TllZ WORD O.l.l<"NOT BB liXPRESSIVB 

(OP TIIA.T lltltCUNO) ".-{Shlokptllirli.bJ-.. 

ETE!L'fALITY OJ' WORDS, 248-249]. 
-(2240) 

'Lig/llu awrllia'll k> lho Pw<>ep~i<m • ;-i.e. it ia an eppurtenanee of the 
Pe~ption; as a matter or fact, it heoomeo an auxiliary to P~ptional 
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Cognition, by embellishing either the Object or the&nse-organ; and as such, 
even when newly lit, it serves the purpose of illumining things. As regards 
the Word, on the other hand, directly it denotes only supersensuous things• 
&nd as such it e&nnot be an auxiliary to Perception. So that there is no 
analogy between the two C&SOS. 

Or (the meaning of the Pea:t may be as follows)-What is auxiliary to 
Perception illumines things independently of the idea of any connection 
between the two (the illuminator and the illuminated) ;---<l.g. the Eye ;
Light is auxiliary to Perception ;- hence, even when newly lit, it illumines 
f,hings ;-Word, on the other hand, perta.ining, as it does, to imperceptible 
things, is not auxiliary to Perooption.-Rence thoro is a vast difference 
between the two cases (of the Lamp and of the Word). 

Says the Opponent--Even a new Word would express tho meaning 
through its similarity to a previously-known Word. 

The answer is-• So Wng a8 the $imilarity, etc. etc. '-So long M the 
Similarity has not been actually reeognised, the expressiveness of the Word 
cannot be due to it ; otherwjse there would be incongruities.-(2240) . 

Then again, the 'fecognition of similo.rity ma.y rest awhile ; as a. matter 
of fact, no similar-ity is possible at all ;- this ie what is explained in the 
following:-

TEXTS (2241-2242). 

"WmoR l'a:RTICULAR INDIVIDUAL WoRD WOULD IT BE, THROUGH 8U>tt· 

larity TO WIDCli ANOTUR WORD WOULD BE ASSUli!ED TO BE 

EXPRESSIVE 1 ALL THESE WORDS WOULD BE EQUAL, IN SO JAR AS 

NO 01:.'1! AMONG THEM HAS ITS CONNECTION (WlTH THE MEAl•l"ING) l'RE· 

VIOUSLY KNOWN.-b IT BE HELD THAT-' TB:& WoRD PERCEIVED 

(HEAl!.D) FIRST OF ALL DID ACTUALLY HA VB A MEANING [AND THE 

EXl'RESSIVENESS OF THE OTHERS WOULD BE DEPENDENT Ul'ON THEIR 

SIM1LAR1TY TO THAT WORD) ',--THEN (Tlllll ANSWER IS)-BOW COULD 

IT CONTINUE TO EXIST FOR SUCH A LONG TIME 1 AS A MATTER Ol' 

FACT, A WOIU> IS NOT OOMl'REHJINDED AS HAVING A MEANING UNTIL IT 

HAS BEEN Hlia:RD T'VIOE OR TlllUOB." -(Shlokavartika--E!I'ERNALITY 

OF WORDS, 249-250).- (2241-2242) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wben one Word has been admitted to be expresaive, others conld be 
assumed to be expressive on the ground of their E;imilarity to that Word; 
but this is not possible; because all Words are equally recognised as not 
connected with a meaning. 
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h might bo argued tb&t-' the fu$t Word that wu be&rd at the time of 
the fixina of the Convention, cerUWlly bad & meaning,-nd all the rost 
would be ftmilar to this one,. 

The &nSWer to that is- ' How could il, '"- ~·-How could tb&t first. 
Word-beard pNOviously~ntinue to e.~ during all thio time when (eo:
hypojhui) it muot bo de<Jtroyed as soon 88 produced. 

It might beaekod-Even if the Word is destroyed 118 ooon uit U. uttered, 
-why co.nnot it ha.vo a me-aning t 

Tho answer to that is-' A word. ia not, etc. etc. '-That i8, tho con· 
nootion botwoen the Word and its Denotation io .ecognised only al tar 
repeated bearing of it.-(2241-2242) 

It might bo argued that-on the bea.ring of other word8 of the same kind, 
that Word in .quoetion would beoome expre84ive of the meoning. 

The following 7'<=1 •bows thet that is not poaiblo :-

TEXT (2243). 

"FOR PEBSONS WHO HAVE NOT BEAlU> OTKI!R WORDS (l.ntE IT), TDE 

WORD, AT THE =m, llUST BE ME~N!NGLllSS (INEXPRESSIVE) ; 

THAT TilE SAJIIE W onD WOULD BEOOJIIE EXPRESSIVll AS SOON 

~S THE MAN HAS HEARD OTHER WORDS, WOULO BE A 

WONDBR INDBBD I " .- (Shlokav<frt ika-ETBRNALITY 

011 WoR:os, 251-252]-{2243) 

COMMENTARY. 

For th- obo<>rvora who have not heard other Worda of the same kind,
the Word """rd for the fu$t time is not exp......Ove of any mcening; because 
'llimil&rity ' tb&t MOI8 on divenity is not tha.e at the time.-That the same 
Word, for thooo same oboervers,- wben they have heard other Wordo of the 
kind,--.hould booome exp......Ove would indeed bo 1omething utraordinary ! 
How oould the two contradictory aotiona-ol ezpruoing and 1\0l-ressing
belong to ono nnd the same (Word) l 

The compound 'an!{Mhruli1tdm ' . i8 to be expounded aa " those persons 
who htwo had the 'Shruti ', audition, hearing, of 'anya '-other Words of 
tho enmo klnd ".- (2243) 

H&ving th\18 proved that Wordo are etern&l, on the ground that other
wise th<y could not be oxp.essive, the Mimdmlalo now proocedo to prove 
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the same on the ground that otherwise no connection could be set up between 
the Word o.nd it<s meaning:-

TEXTS (2244-2245) 

"No CONNECTION C.L~ BJI SET UP WITHOUT PBONOUNCING THE WORD; 

AND WREN Tl'IJI WORD PERISHES AS SOON AS IT IS PRONOUNCED, IT 

CAN RAVE NO NEJID FOR ANY CONNECTION. CoNSEQUENTLY, AS 

THE WORDWitLl'IAV.lil PERISHED AND W011LD NO'l'BAVEHAD 

ITS CONNECTION SET UP, THE FIRST WORD MUST BE 

INEXPRESSIVE (MEANINGLESS) ; HOW THEN COULD 

THE SUBSEQUENT WORD ALSO, WIDOll HAS HAD 

NO CONNECTION SET UP, BE RECOGNISED 

AS e:>.:preJJsive 1 "-[ 8hlokavartika-
ETERNALITY OF WORDS, 

256-258].-(2244-2246) 

COMMENTARY. 

First of rul there is utterance of the Word,-then the setting up of its 
eonnoction (with its denota.tion),-then its actual use, in practice ;~eh is 
the way in which Words o.re dealt with in a.ctua.l pra.ctice. How cculd aU 
this process be gone through if the Word perished immedia.tely on being 
uttered, and as such how can it be open to any sequentia.l operation 1 It is 
not only that for what has perished, no connection can be set up ; there 
'(rould not be any use in setting up any such connection ; as it wou1d not be 
present e.t the time of usage ; and it is only for the purposes of use that 
Conventions (regarding words and their meanings) &re set up. 

The words 'Oomequently, etc. etc.' sum up the conclusion; the com
potmd 'asambrnuihan(>f{<lt..U ' is to be e.xploined as-' because it would be 
asambandha--,vithout its connection set up,-a.nd because it would be 
11<>41<>--Perished-the first word-that WBS there at the time of making the 
Convention,-must be inexprossive '. 

It might be said that-' the Word appearing 11t the t ime of ussge would 
be expressive ' . 

The answer to that is-' Ilow tM>t could !M subsequem Word, etc. etc.'
(2244-2245) 

It might be urged that-if the successive utterance, etc. of the non
sequenti~tl Word is not possible,-they may 'oo simultaneous. · 

The a!l.Swer to this, from the Mimdmsaka, is as follows :-
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TEXT (2246). 

" THE UTl'lt!U.NOB OF TBll WORD, TBB Sltl'l'INO 111' OP ITS OOl>'ll'BOtiON 

AND 1'l$ 11811,-ALL l'BIS PROOESS IS, BY ITS QBY NATURE, S11Cl-

01>SSIVJJ ; !lOW OOULD .t..o'<Y ONE l'ERHORM ALL THIS Snn7L• 

TANE011SLY 1 "-{SlilokatxZr!ika--ETERNALITlt' OF WORDS, 

268·269].-{2246) 

COMMEU-<'TARY. 

(I) Utter~n«o of the Word, (2) the setting up of its conneQtion, (3) 
o.otual usago,-o11 those three ncte o.re, by their very na.ture, such B8 can be 
done only ono after the other ; a.nd it is absolu!A>ly impossible to do them all 
at the same time. And when there i.o no simultaneity, there can be no 110tting 
up of the Connection. II su.....ton were waited for, t.hat would mean that 
the Wotd eont.inuoo to exist for 110me time (other than the one at which it is 
produced).-(2248) 

The M!m4m.!Oka rea.ffirms his viow in the following:-

TEXTS (2247-2248). 

"FOR TI!OSE l'DRSONS WHO LIVll AT DIFFERENT TW:ES AND PLAOES, ll'ro. 

- PRIOR ro 'l:lm Hl!ABINO OlJ O'J'HBR WORD$-'l'BEB.B OA.NNOT BB 

liVEN ON'.Il S110B WORD AS IU.D H'S OOSNEOriON Sli:T 131'.-EvBN 

IF TBB IDBJ. BE TIIAT TBJl Com<<~oriON IS 'a&&trkd ' (NOT 

Sli:T 11P OR ORlllATBD),-Tllll Rflli'UTATION Ol' THAT ALSO 

WOOLD llE THE s.o.r:JI ; J.S NO S110R 'ASSERTION ' 

IS POSSIBLE IN llEOUD 'ro WlUT IUS 

PJ!JUSRED~ OR WILA.T IS NON-EXl:STB!fT, O.B 

\VIUT EXI.S'!'S ONLY J.T TRB PliESHNT 

MOMENT ".-{Shlokavartika--
ETBRNALlTY Oll' WoRDS, 

260·261].-{2247-2248)) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho tA>rm '4cU ', ' ttcttt1'a ', includes the states of obildhood, youth and 
so forth. 
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'Pri<>r lo '-this has to be construed with 'M<lring of o4MT Word4' . 
'PuiMIMJ, <". ""-'-'U!hat hcu ~'-i.e. the ,.._:-'what il ...,.. 

ui#enl. '-the jtllure ; 'vith regard to t:heRe two no ' UIM'tion of connection ' 
can be mado>, because thay are non-oxistent e.t the t.imo :_...., "'gazds • U!hat 
~ '-i.e. the ,-...,nt, which is being utt.erod,-thot also perishes imme
diately: how could it continue to exist till the ootting up or the Connection t 
-(22t7-22t8) 

Tho samo idea io further explained :-

TEXTS (2249-2261). 

" Wmon WORD WOULD IT BE wmon THE SPEAK.IIR WOULD SPEAK OF TO 

THE JiJU.Rmt, AS B:EING EXPRESSIVE O:B' MEANlN'G,-WRBN HE IS 

UNA..BLB TO 'OTTER THE WoBD THAT JUS BliJ:N BJ:ARD PREVlOUSLY f 

-liB CANNOT SPEAK OF THE WORD AS liXPRBSSIVll. fu MIGHT 

SPBA.X 01' 1'1' AS 8imilar; BU'l', lN T1lA'l' 0AS11, IT WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE 

J'OR T1D1 RIIARBR TO REOOGNIS11 IT AS SDIILA.R TO TBA. T EXPRESSIVlt 

WORD ; BBOA.USB BE HAS l'ilWBR BEARD 'l'RA T OJUOIN .U. EXJ.>RBSSIVl> 

WORD; \vmLB 'l'BE NEW WORD TBAT BE IJ::&A.RS IS NOT EXPQSSlVll. 

AND \VliEN THE MAN wuo IS A Speaku NOW DEOOMES THE Hl!4rer 
AT A LATIIR TIMII, THE SAME DIETIOUlll'llilS WOULD A.PF:EA.R."

[fJI/lokatx'lrtika-ETBRNA.LITY OF WoRDS, 261- 264).-(2249-2261) 

OO:M.MENTAE.Y. 

Tho Spce.ker ce.nnot opce.k of the pr~vloualy heard Word, to tbo Hearer, 
because it h"' perished already; the Word that be does opeak to him,- tbat 
be ce.nnot prove to be expressive: because tb.ia Word has not yet had any 
connection oet up in regard to its.lf. 

It might be pouible tbot he might speak of it at aimilar to the expreosive 
Word.-But that also ia not possible.-Tb.ia is whet it axple.ined in the worde
'Bw in ~~~M-.<". etc.'-What is desired in thio connection is not rimilmily 
to anything, but aimilarlty to the ...,. .... .,. Word: and that ia not possible. 
I! the Hoaror had heard any expresaivo Word, thon the aimilarity oould be 
pointed out to him ; ao a. matter of fact, however, the HOO!'$r hM not heard 
the expr010ive Word at the time that the Convent-ion regerding ite mooning 
was set up; hence what has been suggoeted is not pouible. 

It m.ight be urged that the Word tbot is boing spoken of to him by t he 
Speakor migM bo expressive. . 

The (llll!wer to that is-' The mw Word 11101 114 hwra il ru>t •'"1"'u8ive' ;
t.ho Word thnt is ooing uttered at the moment is not expressive; because 
no connection has been set up in relation to it : as has been nlreedy pointed 
out. 
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' Wlltn the man who il tJ~ Speaker, tlo. etc.'-Wbnt ia meant by this is 
that wban the present Spoaker, in his return, beoomoe the Hearor,-then 
all thoeo dllllculties would affect him aloo,-i.&. all th080 difficulties i...t•ho•m 
under Tea:' 22150. 

Thus then, for all Speakers, there oon be no exp,....iv& Word nt nil;
this is tho upshot of the whole oo-gumont.-(224~22Gl) 

The following Tt:tt sums up the Mim6m8a1:<>'• poailion :-

TEXT (2252). 

"FOR 4LL TB:BSE REASONS, THE OONN"JWriON BBTWBEN TBll W ORD AND 

1'l'8 loi1UlD;G SROOl.D JIB AOOEPTJ:D AS :&TERNAL ; IT CANNOT BB 

BASED Ul'ON CONVENTION ; AS T11A.T IS NOT POSSIBLE 

IN ANY WAY."- (2252) 

OO:MMENTARY. 

In the following To=~, the M'om<l"""ko sots forth tho view oppoaed to hi• 
own-

TEXT (2253). 

'THE REQIIIS!'IE OAl'AOI'IY DOES NOT BELONG TO TRE Dt:nott:r (WORD) 

AND Tlrll DENOTED (M:IANll<O), BY THEMSELVES; Tlllll IDEA THAT 

PEOPLE DERIVJI P:&Olf WORDS IS DOll TO CoNVEN'IlON ;-JUST A8 

IN Tllll OASE 01? TBll WINKING 011 'I'B:E En.'-{8/llohz. 
tiOrlihl--&mba'lll!h41:,tpGpo.riMrtJ, 12).-(2253) 

COMMENTARY. 

A4 hetw&en the Denotetive Word nnd the Denotod m&aning, there is 
no such capacity inherent in their very nature. by virtuo of which on& is 
tkM/41iw and the other <Unotul. 

Qutlli<>n .~How then is any idea deduced from tho Word ! 
A t14UIOr .~· Th• idt<> tlllU people, uo. eto.'-When tho ce.usal potonoy of 

something ie euch that it atnnds in noad of Convention, thon that cannot be 
its natural potency or capacity ;-for example, some idea is derived from tl1e 
winking of Ilia 1ilye ;-the eawal potency of the Word in bringing about tbe 
notion of it.e meaning is dependent upon Convention ;-henoe here w& find 
something contrary to a. wider tenn. 

Wbnt tho Opponent doee haro is to refute the objections that bnvo boen 
urged by the .11/lmameoko "Sainst u.o' conclusion that' Word8 are not·oternal •. 
-{2253) 
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The anawur to th~ a.bovo (from the Minki1Maka) is a..-. follows :-

TEXTS (2254-2255). 

" Is TlllS CoN\'ENTION MAD!l FOR EACH INDIVIDUAL MORTAL BEING ! OR 

FOR EACH UTTEltANCE OF THE W.ORD ! OR ONLY ONCE AT TIU: 

llEOlNNINO OF THE WORLI), DY SOME ONE PERSON ! -DOES 

THE CONNECTION ALSO (OF TilE WORD WITH ITS DENOTATION) 

DIIIFER \VTTH EACTI INDIVIDUAL l OR IS IT ONJI ONLY, 

FOR ALL !-IF IT IS ONE, IT O.U."NOT BE ART!· 

FIOti.L ;- IF IT IS D1::F'li":£ltENT WITH EACH, 

Tru::RB SHOULD BE SOJIIB IDEA OF TIDS 

DIFFERENCE. "-(Shlokavdrtika-Sam

banJM/C§epapari/Uira, 13-14].-
(2254-2255) 

COMME.NTARY. 

'l'he • Convention ' h; in tbe form • this (Word) is t ho nflmt> of thjs thing 
(obj<+e~ denoted) ' ;-for ~he p\lrpose of comprehension, it could be set "P 
either (a) for &tch individual peraon,-or (b) for Ofl()h utterance and Ull6 by 
each peroon,-or (c) it would be set up aimlessly once only, at the beginning 
of the world-at the time of croo.tion- by some one Person-an orda.iner, in 
the shn.po of God.-These three alternative• are possible. 

'Dou the Connection al8o, etc. ctc..'-The connection a.l~:to botwoon the 
Word and its Denotat.io~-when it ia aet up.-would it som&times differ 
with each living being ! Or wO\lld it be ono only 1-This is another point 
for considoration. 

If it were one only, it would, like tho 'Universal\ contin\lO to 
romain through all variations of time and plaoo, and a.s such it could not be 
' artificial' ; that is, i t would be eternal. 

If, on the other hand, it is different with each living being,- having a. 
different ch(U'B()ter for onch peroon,-then i t would follow that there should 
be cognition of its difference (and diversity) ; e.s diversity in Cognition is 
always based upon diversity of what is oognised. As o. matter of fact, in 
the case of the words, ' Cow ' and the rest, even ~fter the word has boon 
used hundreds of times, there is no cognition of a.ny difierence ; as is clear 
from tbo foot that in usage it is a.lwaya regarded aa one and tho sa.me.
(2254-2255) 

Further, if the Connection is different with each person, then there 
must be cognition of difference, and this would put an end to all use of the 
Word. This is what is shown in the following,_ 

21 



106:2 

TEXT (2256). 

"As TJI:ZU W0l1LD BE Dil'l'EREl'CB BETWEEN TRE I])U$ OF TRE SFEAn:R 

.u<D TII.E fu.u.&ll {IN REGARD TO TJIJt Colll<EOI'IO!<),-THB USE OP 

TBX WORD W0l1LD BECOME VITIATED ; AS TW: rDZA OF THE 

CoNN&onoN IN THE Mnn> 011 TJU: SPEAKJIR WOULD BE 

ON]I, WHILB THAT IN THE MIND Oli' Tllll fuARIU\ WOULD 

Dlil TOT.<LLY Dll!FERE!<T ".-{8hlokalllirti/ta--8a111• 
bandhdlt,epaparillii.ra, 21·22].-(2266) 

OOJIIMENTARY. 

'Difftr.,ou b<twun/M ideao '- The complete phr- should be • diJlorence 
between t.he Oonnoct.ion that forms the objtd of the idoaa • .-Renoo the ..,nae 
oomea t,o be t.bill :-Tbo object, the mo.tt.er, that 1\gu...,. in the ideas of the 
S~kor and tbe a .......... ,-being diJ!'ereot, thoro could be no """l!" bo.aed 
upon the ide. of tho denotation (of the Word) being ono and tbe same. 

0....,;.,,. .-.Why ao t 
A tt.ftDCt' .-' AI 144 conntc:lion in IM mind-. de. cst.c. • 
The Mltn4111<1Gk4 now tak.., up the view that ' tho Oouvont.ion is mode 

for eaoh mortel being' (tbe first alt.ernative, under Tc:t~ 225•): and poinl6 
out tho defect in it:-

TEXTS (2257-2263). 

" FOB TB:ll PUBPOSill Oll SETTING Ul' TB:& OONNEO'XION IIOR TilE BENEFIT 

OF tho lbARER,-\VHIOH 'CONNBOTION ' COULD TKII SPEAiti!)B HAVE 

RBOOITRSII TO 1-TKB CoNNECTION WlUOH Hll HAS PUORIVBD BEl!ORE, 

.....JMl Hll O.u<NOT SJI1' UF l!()B Tlm RBARBR; WlULB TJIE NIIW ONII 

TRAT Wl llllGJIT SliT UP HAS l>~Vli.R BBIIN AOTU£LI.Y l'Otn.'D TO Bll 

JlXFBZSSIVll..... IF IT BB ABOlJED TIUT-' THll S.uol ABOU· 

MBNTS APPLY TO THE JAR A..'<D SUCH THINOS ALSO ',--'lXEN TKB 

ANSWER lS THAT IT IS NOT SO ; BEOAUSJI IN TfiB CASE OF THBSB WJIA1' 

IS BEOOOmSBD IS 1'HE 'U~'XVEBS.U. ', WHOSE JlXISTJI..'I'OE HAS BBEN 

A.LilliADY ESTABLISHBD ;-EVEN AS REOAlt.DS TXI 1 nrD!VIDUAL ' 

(JAR), THAT IIIDlVIDUAL WlUOH HAS lllllh'l' FllBOEIVJlD TO BE lln"I· 

OIB!<T OAliNOT B& SilT V:e; \V1UL'fl THAT lNDIVlDVAL WIUOR MAY BE 

811'1' UF I!AS NOT BEll!< FOUND TO BE EE'l!'IOlJlNT IN BRINOlNO ABOUT 

lTS l'l~li'.EOT.-EVEN WITH ALL TIUS, IIOW'lllVBR, IN TilE OASE Oli' 

UT1'11RANOIIS, TJIE l!OTENOY OR El!'li'I01ENOY HAS DIIBN BBOOG!<ISED 

ON TII!J BASIS 011' THE • CoNFIGURATION. (I.B. TIIII • UNIVl!RSAL '). 

-Tms • Umv:ERSAL' CAN HAVE NO B:EGU.'NING ; BUT YOUII • CON· 

NEOTION ' HAS BIIO~'ING.-U, IN OONNEOTION WITH TIUT (CoNNBC-

' 

' ! 
l 
' I 
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TlON) ALSO, YOU ADMil' OF ,\.N El'E&NAL ' U NlVllll8AL' (COM· 

MONA!Jl'Y),-'l'HEN OUR VWW OF TlUI MATTER BEOOM£.'1 ESTABLISHED. 

BoT EV.Illl SO, 'l'BERE CANNOT BE A DUAL J'ORM. As A HATTER OF 

FAct, mE • Co!f~""EarroN • rs o·.Nx.Y A K..J.No Oil' POU:ru;y; 4ND oP TBlS 

NO DlVZBSITY IS l'EROEIVED; Il' 18 ALWAYS IllliER&IID IIROM 

ITS lWFEOTS, A.ND AS SOOH, Il' lrOLLOWS l'HE DIVERSITY IN 'flDI 

EIIFEOl'S.-JN l!A.OT Tllll POTENOY !8 ALWAYS l'&ESOMliD ON 'fHll 

BASIS 011' THE FAOT Ol' MOMJITHlt'<G WELL•RNOWN NOT BEUIG OTHER

WISE EXl'LIOABLE; AND WHliN TBlS PURPOSE (Ol? BXPLACIL'{G) HAS 

BUN AOOOMPLISRBD BY TII£ l'RESUMl'TION OP ~ POTENCY, TII£RE 

OAN Bll NO .roSTffiOA.TlON JrOR ASSUMDIO SIIVII!RA.L ".-{81&W/atll<irtika. 
- Sambo.ndhiik§epaparillli.ra, 22-29].-(2257-2263) 

COMMENTARY. 

'TIW 114 "'""""m up for llus Heo.ru' ;-be<:&""" it. baa perished (accord
ing to the Opponont). 

'Hatt ,..,.,.,. been four.d to 1!6 ""J'TUBiw ',-boonuse it. btW never boon 
perceived before. 

'In 1114 ea•• of the Jor or.d other lhing• • .-By put.ting forwerd tW.. 
incongruity, t.he Oppononto moon to suggeot. the 'Inconc!Wiivo • eharacter 
of the MlmcftnooA:a'• R"'""'n. What. is mee.nt ia that what boa been urged ib 
applicable to the case of t.be Jar, etc. also; for instano&, the Jar t.hat has 
been actually found to be efficient in 8000mpliabing an elfect.ivo Mtion cannot 
be znodo ogo.in, beceuse it perished as soon"" produced ; while the one t hat is 
made now bM never boon 110tually found to bo olflcient. 

Tho anHwer to this i&-~ 1' i8notll0; becoU~CinlM ~ ofU.ut, ~e. etc.'.
' l t is not 80 • denies the Opponent's assertion.-Why is it not 110 ?-Beca...., 
tbo 'Univon~al • has been eat.abUsbed. 

TOO. same id"" is further clarified- ' Even with regard to tho Iw:lioidual, 
.u:. eU:. ' .-Even though tbo individual Jar has had its efficiency perceived 
in the P""t h> the facMng of wo~r. yet thllt individual Cl>nnot bo made 
a-gain ; a.s it has come and porisbed ; whilo tho one that is mru:lo now, i~ 
cspacity for elfective act.ion has not yet been aacert&ined.-Evon so, the 
capacity for elfective act.ion ill t.aken for granted in all individU8ls, on the 
besis of the • Universal • (Oommonalty). 

Howao 1 
' This can hat.-e no b4ginning.' -' Th.ia' at.n.nds for tho • U nivers.al •. 

In some places the reading is ' na cJ14ta.Byiidimalt4, eto. • the meanlng of which 
iB BB folloW11 :- Of the e/fi<;Wlcy lo bring Gbow ifi«U like waUt--ft.khing and the 
l~ thore is no beginning in time; because the ' univer.;&l ' ia alway3 eternal ; 
and it ia abeolutely non-diflerent from i t.o IIUbolrata (in the ohape of the 
Indivi.duell) ; as declared in the words-' Tho Unive,...l has no existence 
apart from the Individual •. 

Saya tho Opponent--' 'fho Oonnection (bctwoon Word and Meaning) also 
may be similarly regarded ... eternal, on tho baois of the Uni.,.,...,z•. 



1064 TATI'VASA.iiGR.ULI.: OIIAPT&R XXIV. 

Tho answer to thie ie ,that that cnnnot be right ; this iH what ia explained 
i.n tho words-' BUl your connection lilllllw,}innitJ{f ' . 

lh ll'tber, if you ndmit of the otorno.l l Unlv<trKal' in thtt 011.1(0 o r tho 
Connection betwee.n tho \~'ord and its monniog,-in that c;aRO it booomM 
u*tabiU.hed that thero il an entity that is oternal; and thi• iK exactly our viow. 

It might be wg<>d that thet fact. (of eternality)does not ~mo 08tablished 
i11 connection wit.b tho IVord, which is tbo matter under consideration. 

· The answer to that. L&-4 &M wen M), tl~ro. cannot be a dual Jo"" • ;-t.htt 
• two forms' consisting of the 'Connoction, and the 'Univonml' ; only one. 
form is possible, not the Univer11<1l : booauao tho • Univen~ol ' !fubf:fiHW in 
t~ovru-t\1 individual&; whilo the 'Cotmootion' iH ono only. 

Quuti<m .~How do you know that tho Oon...ai<m is ono only ! 
.A__..~· .A1 eo mauer of fad.. !M Oonn•ction il only " kind of I>ok'"'Y· 

e1e. e1e. '-The • CoMcction ' is not anything clillorent from tho PIJU1Icy. 
Q~i<m .~Whet if tbot is so ! 
A.n.9Wtr :-• AM of lAi• no diuerNy i~ perceived'.-' D'wrlity ·

plur!>lity. 
Quution .~Why is ie noe porooived ! 
Att.fWtr :-'It if alwaya inferred- f rom, itAt ej]eds' ;- that is, in nlJ oo.ses, 

it. CAn ollly be inferrod from t.h6 effeott; it. prt~d\1068; tW dlj(!ltu-ud in t.lu.> word!:f
• Pot.cncios of all thing>t can be provod only by t.be fO<lt of t.boir offoet~ not 
being ol.berwitieoxplicablo'.-It is ior thiH roaaon U1at the Potoocy only fullow• 
the diversity of itM oftocta ; that is., whon it. givea rise to &1\Y notion or 
cUvorsity regarding it.aoU, it. is only in accordance with tbo divu~it.y of its 
of!ootll; ~het is t.c "''Y• on the ground that thoro can be no idoa of divorsity in 
the Potency unletl$ thoro is diversity in ita offoot&.- ln the Cfl80 in quostion, 
thoro is no d iversity in the effoot. DllOOu•o tbo effect (in tbo caso of U>o 
Wotdl!) consist& only in the bringing about of tho particular cognition; and 
this cognition could bo based oithor upon tho IVord or upon ohe Ol>jOcl (denotod 
by it.). Thero is no diveroity in the formor; boca.- tho Word is alway>~ 
recognised as the I&IDO. Nor can the..., bo div.,.ity in the cognition bMod 
upon the Object ; bocause ovon when ~he word • Cow' has bean uUered 
hundreds of timeo, tho cognition produood is nover of any othor kind (~~&vo 
thl\t o f t.bo Oow). 

'l'hu upshot o f tho wholo it~ stated in tllu word.»-' l n,jact, llae Pt>l6nc1J, etc. 
ttc.'-It is booause tho oognition ol tho mooning (denotation of the object, 
ia not otherwise oxplicablo thet the Potoooy of the • Denoted and Deno!er • 
is pl'NWilod ; and ae t.bia purpose is aocompiWled hy a single Potency, t.ho 
881umption olsovoral Potencies is aboolutely uoeless. 

Noc can the divonlity of the Potency be ;rojerna on the basis of t.bo 
fM~ of denotation not being otherwise oxpliet>ble; all ~hat thi• fact 
cl\n indicate is ,..,. Pol•ncy (not itll di..,raily).-(2257- 2263) 

Tbo following I4ZU proooed to show that foe the following f'CMOn also 
the notion oi the Connection being made ca=ot be right, and conrequontJy, 
the Connection mUit be otemal :- · · 
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TEXTS (2'264-2265). 

"AT THJI TRO: THAT 1'RE Col."-'EC'nON L' A8SlUITEO, Ill TKE WORD 'Cow' 

I.S UTrE.R:£D, SOJB l"EOPLE, BEING OOONlSA.N'T OP T'Jt£ Co~£CU:ON, 

COMPR&REND THE M:&L'nNO,-WBJLE OTIJJIRS DO NOT DO SO. CoN· 

SEQU"ENTLY, U', AT ANY TIME, THE CoNN:EOTtON WER'E NON-EXISTENT, 

NO ONE WOULD CO>rPREHEND ITS lllEANiliO.-J T MAY l!E Al!OUED 

THAT--' IF TKE CONNECTION \VERB TR'ERE, ALL )tEN WOULD 00>1· 

l'RlUIIIND IT '.-BUT THAT IS NOT l'OSSil!LE; DEOAUSII (BVIIN THOUGH 

TIII!Rll) TJUI CoNNECTION MAY NOT DE KNOWN TO CERTAIN l'ERSONS." 

-[ ShwkaV<irtiku,-Samhcmdht'i,/qepaparili(Jra, 30· 31].- (2264-2265) 

COMMENTARY. 

When some ono says ~ Tllls Cow ~;hould not. bo t.ouclled with t11e foot', 
some people, having been cognisant of the Connection of Dmot<d and De=U<r 
between the word and the perticular animru, oomprohond the object, through 
that Connection ; wrule others who ore not cognisant of the Conneetion com
prehend only t11o verbal form, not its meaning. Such being the case, if the 
Connection wol'o not a real entity, then all men, experienced in usage, would 
be unAble to comprehend the mooning. Beoa1100 the """"" thing cannot 
he>vo tho two mutually cont.redictory cherootoro of being ~ and ,.,.. 
osi•tem. From this it follows that the Connection must be thoro permanently. 

Says the Opponent-' If the Connection is always thoro, then how is it 
th&t nil men do not haw the comprehension of the meruling at all t.imes ! ' 

Tho Mimdmotlka nnticipnte.• this objection and at>pplies the detailed 
n.nswor to lt, in the words-' Ij tlus Oonn.ution 1.001'0 tJ~d, etc. etc.'.-• T hat 
ib not possible, etc.' eots Mido th& objootion. 

Why KO t 
'Buat.so tM Ocmnectionmaynot bo known~ certain ,.,.801\8.'-(22<14-2266) 

&yo tho Opponent-' Even if the Connection ia not known (to some 
peroons), why should it not bring abo\lt it. own effects t Even though 
hidden in tho holes of the Threshing Yard, tho ICOd dOM not relinquish its 
own function of producing the sprout'. 

The Mimli..-'• answer to this is AA follows:-

TEXT (2266). 

"Tlu: CoNNBOTION IS ONLY AN indicatbr; IBN011 (7011 ITS l'UNOTIO::."JNG) 

IT STANDS IN NEED OF B:£INO COGNISED ITSIIU; IT IS FOil THIS REASON 

THAT, Tl!.OUOR l'RESIINT, lT DOES NOT DO TR1I indicating UNTIL 

IT IS ITSELll COGNISED ." -[Shlokavanikl£-Sambandha
qepaparili(Jra, 32].-(2266) 

COMMENTARY. 

The natura of the Indicator is <lifleront from that of the Prodmer ; the 
Word, like the Smoke, is only <>n Indicator, not a ,.odUUf', like the seed. 
:S:enoe tho objection raised is not applicable.-(2266) 
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Sa.v- the Opponentr-It is not possible for the oame t.bing to have the 
two oontmdictoty characton; of bftng ezilt..V and bftng ,..,._;11..u ; 
similarly it CNlllOt be right. for th& same thing to bf! both mow.. and fiOI 

k-. If there is no incomJl8tibility between th- two, why •hould thnA 
bo incompatibility between e:ri.unce and n<>n-<rilt.,.ce ! 

The Mit)kimMika'• answer to this is 8A follows:-

TEXTS (2267- 2269). 

"JT IS OPTliN FOUND TKAT THOUGH A OllltTAIN TIIIN() ~4, IT IS 

Mt known; BUT IT JS NEVElt FOUND DY ANY PERSON THAT WliAT IS 

ABSOLIJTIILY ~ IS ~; liBOAUSE ~lt;IIU AND 01011. 

~ BEING KO'l'l7ALLY OO!'o"l'RADTOTORY, OAl'o'"NOT li:ELONO TO 'I'B1I 

SAIO 'I'HINO, TBl!RB IS NO SUCIJ OOlo'TRADIOTION lll&TWEB"N being 

kftOID!O AND being 1101 known; liEOAUSE /moroUdgt SITIISISTS IN THE 

COONl.SANT pD'fCM; AND AS PERSONALITIES VA8Y, 'l'JI'.B1tE IS NO 

JNOOXPATDIILITY ; JlltNOB THE a/Juftu ofknml:luigt, AS ll"ESIDINO 

IN ONII PERSON, DOES NOT BBOOllE EXOLlJDBl) (BY Tl111 fWMe>ICt of 

bww/tdgt, IN ANOTHER FERSON).-{Sh/okavlirti/ca.-Samband7Ui· 

k#etpa1JaNlulra, 33-85].-(2267- 2269) 

CObiMENTAJ.W. 

It is incompatible for two mutl>o.lly contradictory propertiee to reside 
in the I!Amo thing,-not wh•n they reside in different things. Aa regards 
being hwwn ond being t10t .i:notm,-th""" ""'ide in different persons ; benct' 
there can be no incongruity in this. The same cannot be said of ~ 
and ...,.-ori..,,.,., which have bean held (by the Opponent) to reside in the 
oam& thing (the Connection~ Such, in brie.f, ia the 80n1111 of the argument..
(226?-2269) 

Says the Opponentr-In the """" of the two oharacton! of being .bwwn 
and being Mt·tncnm,- tbooo two ai!IO i.mply the mutuBlly contradictory 
charac~rR of ~llf?t<O nnd n<m-e:timme M residing in tho 11!\me lll>bAtratoum 
[it hoing tho Object that M$ the characton! o f being known and being nol· 
known, cvon though the ~"tlhUWige ,....;dos in tho m en]; l1enoo tho anid incon
gruity "Vitintos th1R view nJao. Because tho cognition o.nd fWfl.·cognit·icm of 
thingR nro invnrin.bly concomitant with th~ir t!tU!fnce o.nd non.-txi81~ i 

beoou80 thoy ""' based upon these; ii it i• not 110, M1on it behove& you to 
explain why when two persons are stonding upon oqually ouitablo places, 
one - tho thing while the other doee not. 

In anticipation of this argument, the M im4mMJ/oG says :-
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TEXT (2270). 

" Tlill WJUTII: OBJECT STAliDINO Bli:FOJUI PERSONS SOME 011 WHOM AJUI 

BLIND AND THE OTB:KBS AJUI NOT,--THE OIIJltOT IS NOT SBBN BY !'JtOSit 

WHO ARE BJ.,JlrD, W'lllLE IT IS SEEN BY THOSE WHO ARB .NOT; 

BOT THIS DO:&s N<Yr MAKE THE OB.JEOT ~ AND n<m
t:rislent. '' -( Shlokavdr!ika-Sam.lx•tullldkfepaparihara, 

37].-(2270) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Colour present before two penon-..1 whom one ia blind and tho 
other not ao,-is aotually aoen only by ono who"" vision ia perfect, and 
not by tho other ; a.nd even for these men, th.io fact does not mnko the Colour 
..,;.tent (for the one) and n<>n·t:tistent (for the other).-The aame would 
be the 08&0 with tho Conneot.ion a.!Ao.-{2270) 

In ordor to meet the queation na l<> what ill the cau.oe of this,-the 
Mimt1m~ak<J offers the following explanation :-

TEXT (2271). 

" THERJI IS NO INOOMI'ATilllLI'I'Y IN THIS CASE, Bl!CAtTSE TIIERB IS 

DtvltR.Sl'l'Y IN THE CAP AmTY AND IN OAP AmTY O:P 14%!1. JN THE 

CASE IN QtTESTION (07 WORDS) ALSO, TIIXRE IS NO OAtTSE 01' 

TltB l'EltOEPT!ON (07 Tllll l\lltANINCI), OTJ[RR THAN TBB 

Cor~nection. "-[ShWkavdrtika-Samband/ui. 
kftpapariMra, 38].-(2271) 

001\IMENTARY. 

Whl\t is me=t is M follows :-Mere t:riot~nu is not the caWM> of a. thing 
being perceived; the onuso of it lies in the oapncity of the perceiving man; 
it is for thiR reuon that oven when the thing ia existent. itA non-perception 
by .somo ono who is dovoid of the capacity to perceive it., doae: not involve 
any incongruity ; hence ' non-cognition ' CAnnot. be said to be invariably 
concomitant. wit.h non.e:eWf~. 

Says the Opponent--If that i8 •o, then, even when the Oc>nnation (of 
the Worcl l\nd its meaning) ie not there, tho cognition or non-cognition of 
the meaning by men would be determined by the presence a.nd abeence of 
the c&pncity in the men ; so that it all stands on the same footJng. 

The a.nawer to thia ia-' 'l'Mn is no cou.~o, etc.. t:tc. '.-That is, the cogni· 
tlon of the moaning alwa.ys follows from the cognition of the Connection.
' OtMr' goee with t cause'. 

• Of tl" perception '- i.e. or the apprehonllion of the meaning of the 
Word. 

'Dar~lu•nasya '-the Genitive is to be conatrue<j.-with 'hlru!> '. 
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In • So~ndh<U •, tbo Ablative is to be corurtrued with 'onya!l'. 
• Ita tJa• t.(J.N i"' qvu.ticm '-i.e. in tho matter of the UMgo relating to 

Words and their meaninv-
Othor people take the 6Nt helf of the tt:ZI. it-elf M providing the reRSOn 

domnndod by tlto Opponent, and explain the term '&~ndhdi ', M 'npsrt 
from tho capacitieR of men~; and • atra • OJI standing for the 'white object' 

spoken of abovo.-(2271' 

In tho following p..,e, the M'tmamsaka' sum• 111> tho nrgumont M hearing 
upon tho mntter under diAouRc;ion :-

TEXT (2272). 

11 Tm:Js TlfBN, THE' KNOWLJIDCE OF USAOE' STAlfDS ON TRl! SAME POOTINO 

AS Trnt SJ:NSE·OilGANS; SO '.\'RAT THOSE WBO HAVE TRE SAID KNOW· 

Ll:l>OB AJ'PRJ:JIE!Il> 'l'B1! liE..UiiNO, WHILE OTJm!IS, NOT RA VTNG 

TlDl SAID KNOWL£001!, DO NOT Al'PBIIH1Ill1> JT,--Jl7l!T 

AS 't'llll IILINl> MAN (BEING DEVOID OP TilE VISUAL 

ORGAN, DOES NOT Al'PRlllKB!Il> COLO'O'R)."

rSJJokaviirtika--Samlxnul/uikfepaporiMro, 39). 

-(2272) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho term 1 vya.oolllira '. ' usage •, here RtruldR for the Connection between 
tha'WOf'tlond ita mMninq, in the aon~ thnt it iRon th0 bo.Ai111 of t.hiR that wordB 
aro usod- 1 tJVOvahriyaJi a8miil' ;-the 'Knowled.go' of thiA Oonnect~on, 
standR on tho Mmo footing M the Rcnse-org&M; for inRtn.noe, thcso nlone 
who hAve the 80nAe-Organ perceive the object,-whilo th- who have not 
do not pere<oive it even though the objoet i.o there; oimilarly, those who hAve 
the knowledge of tbe Coim<lction comprehend the mooning from thl\ Word, 
•hilo thooe who do not hAve that knowledgo do not oomprehend it, ~wn 
though the Connoction iA there :-M really thero io portect 1\Mlogy botweon 
tbo two cnaoe.--(2272) 

[Undo.r the view that the Connection of tho Word with it. mooning WM 

·crooted, sot up n.t n. certain timo, by a certain per&On] it hos to be explained, 
who tho Po~l'80n wa.e who created the Connection nnd to whom he com
muniootod it.-lt CRnnot be right to say that tho man loorn• it by himRClf ; 
M tho Bnmo might bo so.id regarding o~hora o.lso.- If it wa.e communicated to 
tho prosont mnn by some one else,-then it Mould htwo boon commuoief\ted 
M 'that man oleo by somo ono else,-then, in thot CMO, thoro bein~ no begin· 
oing, tho Oonneotion must bo regarded as eternal. 

Thia is ohown by the Mimam.a.to in the following :-
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TEXT (2273). 

" At< A lfA'l'I'ER 011' PAOT, FOR ALL PJolRSONS IGNORANT (01' TRE CoNNEartON), 

TJIE Com."ECTJON llEOOMES KNOWN TBIIOUOH LONO·CONTtNUED 

TRADITION,-ANJ> TJtERE HAS BEEN NO BROTNN-:ffiO OF · 

•rm; 00NNEO'rlON. "- (2273) 

00!\GfEN'l'ARY. 

The argument may be tormulatA>d as follows :-The Connection between 
tho Word and ita meaning mtUit be regnrdad as prucdad by tba usage of 
elderly people,- bccau.se it io a Oonnection,- like Connection• of tba pre!ellt 
time,-th& Con.neet-ion under cllirpute is also a Connecdon : hence this i9: a 
Reaoon bMcd upon tbo nature of thing~<.-(227S) 

Having thm\ established tho conclusion thnt it iR not poRSiblo for the 
Convention to be ~t up with regard to ench mortnl boing (t.ho first nlterua.tivo 
RuggO><ted in Text 2264 ),- Uto Mirrult»$ak.a prOC<'<'<IR t.n rojoot tho othP.r 
n.lternat.i.vo (Rl\AAC~tOO tJ1oro) that. it iB SGt up in rofcroneo to ooch utt-Cl"'Llnce. 

TEXTS (2274-2277). 

" Col<w'"VENTION IN REGARD TO EACH UTI'ERANCE OAlfNOT B.:& MADE BY 

USAOE.- AT TITE TIM"& OP Tli1'l BEGINNING 01' TirE CREATION, THERE 

COULD NOT BE AN lr 817CH AOT.ION ; AND NO SUCJI TIME lS AD~UTTED 

JIY 11s. "-[Bhlokavartik~Bambandhtikfepaparihara, 42].- THE 
VI1i:W ll"ELD BY US IS ~'JIAT THE WORLD WAS NlllVBI~ OTHERWISE 

THAN WHAT IT IS NOW.-AS POR THE 'UNIVDit~AL DISSOLUTION', 

IT CANNOT BE KNOWN THAT TRliRE OA..>< BB ANY SUOJI IN REALITY. 

IN I'AOT • DISSOLUTION. MAY Bll A NAXE POR TilE Nil;hJ. 01\'LY. 

WREN THERE IS cu.tati<m of tJU llClit7Uy; THII Day IN TKAT OASB WOULD 

BB 
1 

CREA.TIO!'f ', BEOAVSF. ALL SORTS OP ACT'IVlTY PROOZB.D AT 'X'HAT 

TIME. OR 'DrSSOL17TlON' lllAY BE TRBRB Ill THE FORK OF TUl'! 

J>ut'M/.cli<m of particu/4r counlriu OR DESTRUCTION OF PARTICULAR 

FAMILIRS.- TtiERE IS NO EVIDENCE FOR ANY SUOII l>i88ol"tiun. AS 

CONSISTS IN THE DESTRUCTION OF ALL TIDNOS. "- (2274-2277) 

001\n!ENTARY. 

'By U8CJ9'e ,-i.e. through th~ setting up of usago; what is meo.nt is that. 
otherwi&e, there could bo no 80tting up of the usage prior to the oetting up 
of the Connection. 

H has been ~ tha~ the Connection could have been I!Ct up either 
at the beginning of Creation or it might be oet up in the r:-nt. Tltis is 
rebutted by tho wo~' At ~ time, etc. uc. '-' Svcl• time '-i.e. the time 
of tho dissolution or the world, when tborc would be no connection between 
word.s o.nd meanings. 
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• OIAenniM. 1Aon. Waat il i•' ;-i.e. in the etA to of t ho utt:N nnnihilation of 
tLU things ;-M there is no evidence for thiA. 

o.-;,m .~How tl•on do people speak of tllfl 'DiAO<>lution' t 
AMftr :-l AI fur Oniw:rlltll Diuolution .. ttr. tJc.' ;- ' MnnOI be l:noton '

by people:-' in f'co.Uly' whn.t iA mcont is t-hat A.n tJ.AMmwl d~tn1ction of n.ll 
thingo ml>y not be denied. 

Th- niJRumptions are oxernplifiod-' Di..-lulitm ma11 bo fl•• fiO?>It for 
NighJ. only '. 

Qt«!llitm :-Why iA not the reo! 'DiAAolution' admiltod ! 
An81L-.r .~· '1!/UI!"tJ i•no evidence, tto. tlc.'-(2274-2277) 

Gro.nting thn.t there is ~;eal 'DiASOintion' ;-nvon M, M n.t. thnt Umc, 
thoro would be no c.rootivo P$r'Son, in tho shnpo of Ood. who hos not(\ntiro1y 
lost his mnmory, intuit.ion and other faculf.iBil,-no IWIUing UJ> of tJ~o Oonnect~on 
would be pollllible. 

Thia iAI •hown in t.he following:-

TEXT (2278). 

" AS A KA."M'Blt Ol' PACJ! TB:EltE CAN BE NO ll'rBlt!IA.L 0a&A.TOlt AND 

DESTI\OYliR, IN THE SHAPE Ol' GOD OR ANY SUOH BElNO, WHO, 

NOT HAV[NQ LOST HIS MEUORY, COULD SI!T UP THE 

CoNNEOTroN."-(2278) 

COMMENTARY. 

4 Thera can be, tt.c. etc. '-Bcermi'W' tho poMibility of t\.ny AHOh Being haa 
been ropudiM<'d in det.ail.-{22-78) · 

In the following tm.r, the MimiitMO!m l\nlicipatM the objection• of the 
Opponent--

TEXT (2279) . 

.. [SAYS T1IB 0PPON1!NT}-' [EvsN THOUGH 11DI Wltrl IUY BE ETERNAL) 

'!'RE AltltANOT.MliNT (ORDlllt) OP TilE LJ!'I'l'ERS OAJ>"'NOT 111: ETEB..'<AL ;

OONSWQUJINTLY WHAT IS exprtMi~ OA.NNOT 1111 RTIIltNAL. 

BHOAUSB WHAT IS RJ!OARDRD AS ""PYtMi~ lS THE Word; 
A!ID THE IDEA OB THE WORD IS DIIPIINDENT UPON 

'!'HE SAID ORDER (OB LETTERS) '."-{Shlokalllirtika
ETERNALITY OP WORD~, 27R).-(2279) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Word ill hold (by tho MimUmlaka) to consiot of tbo definite aiTilll&"· 
mont of the J.et-toro,--not of any such single ont.ity M the 'Spbot<> • [which, 
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fl<lCOrding to tbo Grammarian, i8 wha~ in the C888 of ovory Word, is really 
the entity rep......,nting the whole Word, which exp,..,...., the mooning];..:.... 
nnd M the nrrangement or ordor of the Letters io alway>o dependent upon U1o 
whim of man (the SpMker), it cAnnot be eternal ; nnd in thi• way the Letters 
BIEJ:o mus-t be regarded BR non-et..e.rnf\1 ; becau$10 tho • 1\rrnngement' iR nM· 
nnything different from the Letter•. 

:R:ow so ? 

• &cauo• whot ~ regardtd tu t.tpf"Urioe, ttc.. lite. '-H io tho Word, con· 
oioUng of the Lettero, t.hat U. rognrdod to lx> e:rpreuj.., ; bece•l80 tho idoo of 
• Word • is d116 to the particular arrangement of the LoU6n'. not. to any such 
of her entity as the 'Sf'Aola • ;-end the arrnngemrnt. itt dun to human agency. 
-(2279) 

Tho sn.mn idea iA fnrthcr explained-

TEXTS (2280-2281). 

" [TKJI O PPONENT OON'J'!N11ES)-' As, AOOORDINO TO YOU, THB LETTll&~ 

ARE ALL-PERVADING, ANY PAllfioo:t..\ll AJIJL\.NOEYMT OAlo'"NOT BE 

IN11lmltNT IN TlfE)(SELVES j BEOAUSE Till'! ARilANOJDrl!NT IS THE 

PRODUCT OF ARTIOULATION WHICH IS NOT-IITERNAL,-IT 

1\!UST, ON THAT AOOOUNT, :BE NON-ETERN A.L.- F'uRTJIER, 

TilE SAID AltllANOEMID<T MUST BFJ DEl'IINDENT 

UPON Trill WJrTM OF Tf111 SPEAKRR, AS IT OWIIS 

ITS APPEARANOII TO HIS DESIRR TO SPIIAK. 

TiroS TRll BTERNALITY OP THE LETTERS 

WO'O'LD BB USBLBSS FOR YOtJ '. "

(Sltlokarorli.i:a-ETERNALITY 

01' WORDS, 279-280]. 

- (2280-221!1) 

COMMENTARY. 

Accort#ng to you-Mitn<lmBa.ka8--Let.ters are nil -pervading; hence 
there can be no ordor or 1\.J"f"ft.ngoment among them. in relat.ion to Bptl~ ; nor 
can it be in relatiOn to time, boca'1se they o.re etemnl ; honeo it could bo 
tha.., only a.o due to the al1i<:Woli<m that manile<rt4 them ;-<>nd "" thio 
articulation is not eternal. what ia d\le to it mufi a1AO be non-e-ternal. 

Tho argument may ~ formulated as follows :-• What iA due to some-
t.hi.ng non-eternal must> be non-otcmal,-<>.g. the Jar ;-the order of the 
Lot tors is due to something non-eternal; hence this is a n'M.\AOn b&sod upon the 
nature of things. ' 
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Then ngaJn, whot comot o,bont. throt1gh the man's • desire to spook' 
.must bo treAted hy the intelligent AM of human origin,-like t.ho shaking of 
tho hnr1<VI, the winking or tha Eyo and HO forth ;-nnd tho Order of the 
Letters (in a word) cothCIJ about by tho do~ire or Jna.n ;-honce this is 11 ReMon 
OOsed upon the nature or tl•i.llj!)l.-(2280·2281) 

n might be ufll'ld that--the Lottel'll tll&m86lve•. without any order, 
as they beoomo heard by tho EAr, would oxp,_ the meaning. 

The Opponent'• anowor to thiA iA 118 folio"":-

TEXTS (2282-2283). 

" ' WORDS, WITHOUT SOU ORDER, HA VB !<1IVliR BEEN KNOWN '1'0 BE 

EXl'RI!SSlVII ; li"XNOJI IT L, TlUI ORDER (OR ARRANOElO!NT) WBlCH 

SHOULD BR BROA..RDBD AS 'I'Hll Word. FoR THOSE PJ!OPLR 

ALONR, AOOORDt"NO TO WliOM Tllll If ord IS SOM:ETJDNG Dill· 

l>El\JINT IIROM TJ[E lJtTTJIR.,, AND Dl!VOTD Oll' A..'<Y ORDER 

OF SI!Q!T1lli0B (ORAllRANOI!MliNT), CAN THE ASSV)Il'· 

TION OF THD ETIIRNALITY 011 WORDS liAVE 

ANY "USII '."--(S/ilokat>irtiit(.-E-fJnt-
NALT'l'Y OB WORDS, 282-283].-

(2282-2283) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Lottors thomROlvoH, wit,hout nny order, hnvo novor been found 
to bo o:<profl.it.ivo of moonings; hon.oo t\ dofinito order or o.rrf\ngcmont of 
Lottor11 boo got !-<> bo ndmittod. Undor tho ciro\lmRt.nnC<JR, it i• tho order 

. tho.t comes to be the Word, and ltiAo ea:preuit~e,-for you, MimUm&akas; 
ond nll this chnrMtOr CJ\.n_not belong r.o tho Lctton them,;cJvos. 

· This Order. howovor. is aomothlng non·Gtern.nl; hence what iA: ~· 
8ivt. must o.UJo ba non-otom.nl; honoo tho MAumption of the eternality of 
Words is nhflolutoly [utilo. Bocnu..., whnt i• cloairod by yo11 i• to prove the 
oterMlity of only tbot Word which iA =P,..,;.,.,-not of any other ; honoo 
the proof• Umt you adduoo in eupport o f tho Lottora only nro of no use in 
tho mat-tor undO!" coMidoration ; bocanRO tho mcro Letten are not e:.cpre~~· 
8iw ;-t-bon u ~gnrd.A what. i11 ~W. i.e-. the order or 1\r'J"angement. 
of tbo Lottoro,-it io not regordod as otornal ; hanoo o.ll your effort i• futile. 

There are oome poople,-e.g. the 011<mmorinruo,-who regard the SpM/4, 
which i• on imp&rtita ontity 118 • wbolo, opan from the Lottas, to bo 
~ .. ;-for thaoc people alono the .... umption or the etemality or 
tbo Word enn hnve any ,.., ; botll\186 Lho ~&id entity 'Spo/4' is etema!.
(2282-2283) 

To tho Bbovo nrgmnnnta or tho Opponent.. the llfinuim«>hr> offers the 
following roply :-
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TEXT (2284). 

"THE CONTINGENCY 011 TIJ8 order OR tlrrt•MJe?Mnl B&lNG REGA.RDED AB 

TJfE IV ord DOES NOT ARlSJl FOR IJ>;. BECA USH TllE ortkr OR arrange. 
1/lenl A$ SUBSISTING 1N ANYTHING EUiE HAS N &V rm BEEN 

JIOIJND TO RE lLLUMfNATIVE (llXPRESSIVJoJ)."-(Shloka. 

v<irtika-ETEttNALITY o~· WoRDS, 284].- (2284) 

COMl\(ENTARY. 

' Ordur' oo~h!: in a ctU"tn.in sequential a.rraogumunt. : any 8uch ~ 
naenl CAnnot become expn»Uvo,-w1der our viow; becAURO it. would not bo 
univorRally trn6.-ThW iif 8hown by the words-• Booatue., etc. tJ.c..'-'Sub
lilling in anytliing cllo ',-<>.g. that subsisting in gems, poarl• and so fort!>. 
-(2284) 

Further, it is not only thu ordur $'Ubsistin(f in the l...e!.terlJ that il'l heJcl to 
bo uxpru&Uv~.-Why f-Tho roaHon iA cxplainod in tht.• following:-

TEXT (2285). 

u As A MATTER 011' FACT, TTilt ORDER. OR Aluu..NOEMl:.NT 18 ONLY A PRO. 

l'BRTV OP TIIB LX'M'KR>I ; IT IS NOT RJIOABDED TO BB A DISTINCT 

BNTlTY BY l'n!liLII. THB IDEA, lN J!ACT, lS TIJAT WHAT ARE 

EXPRESSIVE ARB tJr.e Ldttra a.t cognised in tJr.e aai.cl Order."
[Shlokav<irtika-ET&RNALlTY 011 LETTER8, 286-287). 

--{2285) 

CO:!illlfENTARY. 

• NIX a dislind e.uuv '-i.o., AA exprest;ive independently by itsell. 
Otherwise. there would be 1"01\1 dilfonmOt> betwoon tho Property and tb& Object 
to which it belougs,-wbicb difference is not dcsirablo. 

Quuti<m :-What is it t.hon that is expressive f 
Avwer :-• PM id«& in fact, etc. e./.C. '- ' IUJunn ', in a. particular ordQJ' . 
\~hat is mcantia na folfows:-It. ian.otmerWy tbo 0rd4r tht)t itt o.xpressivo; 

-nor tho Order aa subsititing in tho f.:ottors ;-nor moroJy tho ~r8; what. 
a.ro uxpressive are the ~tdr8 cu arranged in a ccrUJin order; henoo in 
tJ1o matter of e:r,pruaion, tho Order is not the principal ro.ctor; beco.noo tho 
Letters are cognised M having tho Order; hence theOrdor occupies only asecon· 
dary posi~ion; and it is tho Letters U\8t &re recognised aa the thing poss"SB;ng 
that Order as their property. 'J.'hia is what is mee.nt by the T--(2285) 

Two argu.menta have beon urged (by the Opponont, under T"'"' 2280) 
to the effect--{1) that tho Letters ""' the produote or Articulation, &nd (2) 
that they &re dopondon6 upon tho whim of the Speakor.-It is pointed out 
by the Mimam..aka in the following taU that )?oth th..., Rea.sons are 
' inadmissible ' :-
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TEXTS (2286-2287). 

"As A MATTBII 011 IIAfn, TID'l 011D:&R OF SBQUBNOE IS NOT A PIIODUOT; 

BECAUSE IT IS ALWAYS AOOJIPTED AS .ul ALBEADY ESTABLISBED 

BNTITY ; TJf8 SPEAKER DOES Nor ADOPT AllY ORDD INDEP&NDI!NTLY 

BY IllS OWN OliO<OE ; IN IIAOT, DE ALWAYS DESIRES TO UT1'EII TDE 

WORD 1N TilE SAME FORM IN WIDOR IT HAS BBEN UTTERED BY O'l'REIU> 

IN THB PA.ST; AND O'I'HER J?BRSONS OOMJNO LATBR A.LSO UTTIIR l'r 

IN THAT SAX!! J'Olt>f ;-'I'R'US IT IS THAT TUIJI ALSO IS WITHOUT 

BEOJNNlliO,-LIKB TID CoNNIWIJ.ON (Oil TU :MJwnllo)."-{Qhlo,l,.. 
wnika.-ETERNALITY o• Woaos, 287-289].-{2286-2287) 

COM1.1EN'rARY. 

• BecaWie U i4 always, e1o. et<.'-i.e. ~he Speakor odopto iho !'lreody 
existing order. 

This is funll•r cl..nfied-' Th• ~ dou Ml, et<. et<.'. 
Like the a ...... c~w... the lftder at.o is without ~ginning.-(2286-2287) 

Tho argumont i• •wnmed \lfl by tbo Mim<inl<lokco in the following:-

TEXT (2288). 

"TauS TRBN, EVEN TROUOJJ TJlJI ORDER IS NOT SOlfETJIINO uncllangoable 
(AND eternal IN THAT SBNSll), YliT IT IS ehrnal, IN 11.tage. AND WB 

HAVE TO MAKB AN BFIIORT TO REFUTE TU TDJIA 011 lltEN BI!JNO 

INDEPENDBl<T (IN THEIII OHOIOE 011 THB 0RDIIB OP LETTBBS 

11SED)."-{87alo.l:atoirti.l:a-ETER..><ALJTY o• Wo&Ds, 
289-290].-(2288) 

COM~IEN'l'ARY. 

• No(> '-the Genitive ending is due to Uao vorbal affix found in 
· ~Jay6.'. 

The objection that haa boon urged is there!o~ not applicable. 
Thus though the Order is not eternal in the aen.oe of being maclw:mg<abk, 

Jiko the Hill,-yet it.e eternality has to be aecoptod on the basis of tho usago 
of experienced po111ons. 

Wha.t this means is that the Ordor is eternoJ for all pra.:tical purpoft08,
and not tmdiong<ably eternal, like tbo Hills.-(2288) 

Quunon .~If that is so in tho """" of tbo Order, why is not tho 
'oternaliiy' of tho totters alao regarded as being for praetiCI\1 purpo868 
only f 

An.IWtt" .-
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TEXTS (2289-2290). 

" lN THE CASE OF TRE LE'M'SBS HOWEVER, SUOil E'I'ERNA.LITY IVOULD 

NOT BE POSSIBLE Ill' THEY Wli:l\.& NOT .BlliALLY UllOllANOBABLE; IT IS 

ONLY 'VREN ~·RE L&l•t&l~ Tlli•MSELVES AllE lllT.IIUNAL THAT Tl111m 

qrcter CAN Al'l'EAR TfUIOUOH USAGE ; JUS'r IN TJU: SA~fE MANNER AS 

THll JAB AND OTH!'R TlfiN(lS ARE MADE ONLY WlU!N TIIB ETERNAL 

ATOMS A.RB TIIEIIB ; 1N TUB ABSENCE OF TRESE, TIUI MAKING OF 

THESE THINGS WOULD UAVll NO BASIS AT ALL, A~'D NO~'ll SUCH IS 

EVER l'El!CliiVBD."-{Shlo.l:amrtiol:a-ETE&"A.LITY 01' WORDS, 

29()-292].-{2289-2200) 

UOMMENTARY. 

Liko tho Order, tbo Lutto"' nlao could not bo rogardod .., etornal in ...age, 
though not ut>ehangeably eternal, o.nd the phenomena of the comprehension 
of the meanings of wordo explained on that basis. 

Quurion :- Why ean it not be so explained t 
A.,_. :-' It v OJily ......,. IM IA~en, etc. etc.'-1! the Letters were 

1411Changeably <Umal,-in that ....... the usaee would be po68ible through 
tradition among poople and thence the appeal1lnco of t.he Order ; i.e. the 
Ordar would acquire ita exiatence; as for example, tho mo.Jdng of the Jar, 
oto. procoods from the Atoms a. tboit basis. 

In some plaoos, t.ho rellding is • kramii.dayal_;' (for 'kramoday~ '); 
in which ce.so the • adi' would ~nclude their ' Connoction •, ' Recognition • 
and "" forth. 

Quution :-' Why oonno~ the making (and appoaranoo, u! Jar, et.c. and 
Order) bo poSBible withou~ t.he eternali~y of tho Lett.era and tho Atoms ! • 

A,_:-' In IM oboe""" of thuo, etc. etc.'-• in the abeence of tb-' 
ot.ands for ' if both, the Lot.lonl and the Atoms, were not uncliangall>ly ~ '. 

Says the OppoDent.-Juat 88 tho Atoms are the oo110t.ituent cause of the 
Jru: and other t.bings,-<10 of the Lett.era also, there would be aubtJer constituent 
parts; as has been doclared (by Gramma.riaM) that.-' Of Letter• tber6 are 
constituent parts, of which the Lettors themselve• are only the fourth stage '. 
Undor tho cirou.m8tanCC6, how i• it that. Letters are desorl bod (l.ll undoangeably 
oltrnall 

Anower :-'£his does not af!oct our case. H haa boon oxplainod in 
ooune of the Refutation of Sp/w/4 (Shlokat>iirlilco), that Lot.taro have no 
conalitueDt part&.-{2289·2200) 

Further, if Let.ten! were not etornal, in the ""nao of boing 14ndumgeabh, 
-then, in the mind of every uoer of words, the idea could not bo there that 
' I am uttering only thoao words that. have been used by otben ' ; and yet as 
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n mntwr of fMt, thU. idol\ i• thoro : honoo it folloW!! tho.t thi• oould not be 
J>OS"iblo if tho Lctton< wero not otornal. 

Thio is whl\t is cxplainod in tho following:-

TEXT (2291). 

"Till: IDEA IN TUB MIND 01' liVllRY SPEAKI!R IS ALWAYS THAT 'J A~l 
U'M'BIIING WORDS THAT HA VI! Bli'EN USI'lD BY OTR'ER PllltSONS': 

TRtS IN l'I'SELI' MAJtl'lS TU'E)( B'I'ER.'<AL ; AND THnll 1$ :SOTHING 

l'OR YOU THAT WOULD BB INDIOATIVll (Olf A OO:."rR.-'RY 

OONOLUSION)."-{81alol:atodrlikcr-ElTERNALITY O'f 

WORDS, 294].-{2291) 

OOM:M:EN'£ARY. 

S&ys t.ho Opponunt.--H tho Ordor of tlw Lott"''"· G" and the rest, is 
not .,wnnl in roa.lity,- nor n.rt, t.hu ariicuJnJim-. mn.nifc..-Ung tJ1cm, nor those 
Conjwlct.ioDH and DiKjunctioll8 of t .. hu Pu)a.to, otc.,-thon ono cannot bring 
o.bout the110 promptcM of tho urt,inulntJon• [&A they n.ro prust ruul gono irnmu
dintcly on comins] ; nnd the now oncK thnt ono doOH bring nbouf, hnv& novor 
boforo boon found to bo auoh prompt"" ;- under tho oircumatnncxv;, how CAn 
the Letters, mo.nitotd.od in a cortain ordor, b&OOmo the mean& of compro.hcnding 
t ho moaning T-(2201) 

In viow of oil th""" lld'gumont.o, tho ll!im<l"""'k<> 80oY8 :-

TEXT (2292). 

"JUST AS IN TUE OASII or TilE JA'R Al!D 8UOU TRINOS, TIIEIR USE IS 

OHARAOTERISBD (AND WDIOATED) BY THE 'UNlVERSAL' ;~0 IN TR'E 

sun: MANN.&R, TUB ORDER·on AnnANOEli'ENT (o:r THB Ll!Trns) 

WOULD BB00)('£ OllARAORRISED AND INDlOATllD THROUGH 

T1l1l • UNIVJIR.SAL '."-{Shlo.l:avllrlil:<>--ElT'ERNALITY O'l 

WORDS, 295).-(2292) 

OOMMENTA.RY. 

Just "" in the ....., of tho Jar, oto., ovon though they ""'non.ot.emal, 
yet tboir uiiJO is indiCl\t.ed by t.ho • Univt:~:rsal ',-110, in the same way, oven 
though the part.iculu arrangement of the Lott..nl may be non-eternal, 
their use could be determined and uplained.-(2292) 

I 

f 
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How the use ooul~ be determined and indicated is next e>--plained :-

TEXTS (2293-2294). 

"SuCH UNIVERSALS AS THE 'PAX.A'rE ', me. A..Rll ALWAYS l'R:&Sl!N'r (IN 

THEIR UNIVERSAL OR COM:liiON FORM) IN ALL MEN ; AND IT IS THROUGH 

THESE THAT THE Sl'EAXl:R EMITS THE Articulat~ ;- AND TBEBE 

ARE DISTINCT UNIVERSAL$ OF THESE (ARTIOllLATIONS) ALSO, \Vl3IOH 

SERVE TO BRING ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OF THE SOUNDS, AND 

THERE ARE AS litANY OF THESE AS THERE ARE LETTERS ;-oR lT IS 

THE PARTICULAR INDlVIDUALS (ARTIOllLATlONS) THEMSELVES AS 

ASSOCIATED WttH THE SAID UNIVERSAL$ THAT BRING ABOUT TRE 

MANIFESTATION OF THE PARTIO'Ul.A..R LETTER·SOUNDS."-{Shloka

vdrtika-ETERNALITY OF WoRDS, 296-297).- (2293-2294) 

COMMENTARY. 

Such UnitJ<lrsal$ as ' the Palo>te ' and other speech-centres subsist in 
the individuaJ Pa.la.tes of all men ; and as such are present in a.ll men ;
it ia through these Universals that the Speaker determines these speech
centres, and then emits-exhales-through them the Aniculatiom in the 
shape of the manifestive air-eurr6nts ; this is in accordan.ce with the ma..'Xim 
that ' there can be no idoo. of the Qualified until there is cognition of the 
·Qualification ' . 

Though these A1'ticulation8 are evanescent,- yet like the Universal 
~ Cow ' and the like, there are as many ' Univeraals ' as there are Letters ; 
and these same Universala, associated with the Individuals, become mani
festaters of the Letter-Sounds. 

Or, tbo individual Articulations themselves, associated with the Univer· 
sale, proceed to manifest the Sounds in consonance with the Letters. This 
ia an alternative view.-(2293-2294) 

S..ys the Opponene-1'bough there are distinct Universals of the Articula
tions, yet, even when .these Articulations are marked by thoso Universals, 
they cannot bring about the particul"r order in which the Letters are mani· 
festcd,-unless the Order is there. Because even though, through their 
respootivo Universals, they a.re distinct from one another, yet there can be 
no Order inherent in themselves ; because they are impe.rtite things. Under 
the circumstances, how can there be any idea of the Order among Letters, 
brought about by the Order in their manifester ! 

Tbe Mimihnsaka' a answer t.o this is as follows :-

22 
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TEXT (2295). 

" Tml ORDER or SEQUENCE uosc THB ARTICVLA'I'IOSS wotJLD BE DUll 

TO TIJll ORDER Aa!ONG TRR CoSTONCTlOXS AND D!STONCTIOSS OP 

'J:KE p .ALATII, ETC. ; .um TBl: ETE!l.'U.LlTY OF BOT1I WOtJLD BE 

D11E TO 1:llEIR RRSPECTlVE UmvERSALS."-{Slilokamrli.l:a
ElTERNALI'l'Y OP WoRDS, 298).--(2295) 

OOMMEl\'TARY. 

'£hough thoro 'i• no Order among tho Articulations by thcml«llve•, yet 
the Ordor among them ill brought about by the Conjunctiollll and Disjunct ions. 

Tllo <loi'Mlil!l of botla,-i.e. (I) ot the Orde•· of the Conj11nctions and 
DisjunoticM with the Palate, etc .. and (2) of the Order ot tho Articulations,
;. due to tho Univorsals Sllbsisting in them t<lSpooth·oly. 

ThUA e~hing is all rigbt,--{2295) 

Quution .-\Vben the Order is non~etf'tnal by itiJC.\If. how can ita eternality 
be indicated by the Un.iv-eno.l. by "-;rtue of wWeh it would form [lftrt oi 
Usap! 

AMIDOT :-

TEXT (2296). 

"JUST AS IN TllB CASE OF llfovi·ng About AND OTJlEll AOTlONS, THF.RR IS 

AN OnDER 011 SEQUENCE, TimOUOJI T!Dl 'UNJVEI.l.•Ar. • SODSISTINO 

IN TICe VARIOUS FACTORS IN THE AOTlON,-80 A SIM:ILAU ORDER 

011 SEQ11ENCE MAY BE mERE AlltONO TllB PALATE, ETc., 

TliE ARTtotTLATtoN AND THE LE'ITER, TllllOUOit THEm 

RESPECTIVE U~-rvERSAIS."-{Shlokavartika-

E'rER.'<ALITY OF WoRDS, 299].-(2296) 

JUAt as in the ease ot the particular Actions ot Moving About and the 
liko,-' and the lilte • including Ant-lines, etc.-the p.....,noe of the Order of 
Soquonoe becomeo • port ot uaage, through the • Universol •, etc. subsisting 
in the ve.rioua fo.ctol'8,-here also ' et«U:.ra' includes the Unh•ersals in the 
Ant·linoa, etc.,---~Jo, in the sa.me manner, the proRonce of the Order of 
Sequenco among t-ho Pala.te, the ArticulatioM and tho f-otto"' is ndoptod in 
nee, 08 indicatod by tho Universo1s subsisting ln t.ho Palato, otc. 

Tllo compound • t4lvlldidhvanivaN.tablulk • is to be ox pounded aa • tulv<idi •, 
' Po.lt\to, oto.'-' dlu.'(lnaya~ ', 'Art.icula.tions ',---e.nd 'oort\4~~ ', 'Lottel"S' 
[a copulative compoun.d]-' that which beare this' is • t(llv/1 • . . bhll!: •. Th\•S 
wh&t is meant is that-(a) the Order of the ConjunctiOO!I and Dilljunctions of 
tho Palnte, indicated by ita own 'Uni,-ersal '. js the etul88 of the exhalation of 

• 
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the Articuh\tion,-(2) the Order of the Articulations, due to the Order of 
the Conjunctions and Disjunctions of the Palate, etc .. indicated by its own 
'Universal ',becomes the cause of the Order in the manifestation of t.he Letters; 
and this la.'tt becomes the cattSe of the comprehension of the meaning. 

In some places, the reading is • bhtigiiiJ.' ; tmder which the meo.ning 
would be as follows :-Just as the pari$ of the Action.• of Moviny Alx>ut o.nd 
tho like, which appear in a certain Order of Sequence, become the basis of 
usage, when thc.'ly nre marked by a • Universal' or by some other property,
similady the Order of Sequence in the Palate, etc. become.~ part of the usage. 

Some people read ' 1(1'amdnusmrtir!·vam •ytit • (in place ' ]{romiin.ttv}'Ui
rlt..-am sycit '); which would be construed ns follows :-Just ns the part.cs of 
the Actions of .3:toving About, etc. are 1·emenWcred as rnarl,ed by the Univorsal, 
etc.,-Sit!1i1Arly in thGctu;o·or tltG Palate, otc. also thore would be remembrance 
of the Orclor, ""morked by the Unitwaal, etc.-(229G) 

Or, tho Ord01· of the Articulations may not he due to tho Ordot· of the 
Conjunctions and Disjnnctions of the Palate, etc.,-it may be due to the 
Articulation~ themselves, becattso they a1·e mnde up of component ptu:ts.
This i~ t·hE' vit~w put forwa.rd in the following :-

TEXT (2297). 

•• OR, TKEINDlVlDUALS (ARTICULATIONS} TKEMSELVF.S, BEING EXTREMELY 

SUBTLE IN THEm NATURE,-THERE IS COONlTJON 011 THE PRO · 

PERTIES OF Tl!E ' UNIVERSAL ' ; AND IT IS THROUGH TIDS THAT 

THERE IS COGNITION Oll 0RJ>ER AMONG THE LETTERS, EVEN 

TROUGH THESE Alt:& ALL-PERVADING."-(Sl!lokaV<ir· 

tika-ETERNALITY OF WORDS, 300].- (2297) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Individ11al8 '-<!tands for the particular Articulations. The parts
components-of the Articula.tions-wbich appear in a. certain order~-a·r& 

extremely 8\tbtle ; hence there co.n be no usage through them ; consequently 
the properties of the Universal-such a.s eternality a.nd the rest-become 
recognised-definitely known-as the causes of the manifestation of the 
Word·Sound. 

Question :-What if that is so ! 
Amwer :-'It is through t},i.s, ttc. uc..'- Even though the Letters are 

aU.pervn.d.ing, yet they appear ""if in an Order of !;!equonce, on account of 
the Order of the Articulations which always appear in a certain order.-{2297) 

The following uo:t sums up the discussion :-
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TEXT (2298). 

" TiroS IT IS "l1U T THE LBTTERS, l!OLLOW:WG trP TRE PROPllR'l'IES 011 

THE .Al!.TlCULATlON WRtOH Al'PliAR THERE AS ETERNAL, BEOO)Il'J 

EXPRESSIVE Olr DIVIIRSE MEANDIGS."-{Sh!o.l:alldrti.l:a 
-ETERNALITY 011 WORDS, 301 ).- (2298) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Propuliu of IM Anictdatiml ' ,-41lch as sequential Order, g<eater or 
le.ot inU>nsity, limitation in space and so forth. 

' lf/oich appear there <U <Untol',-tbrongh tha Uni,.,orm. 
' Pollmcing 1.1p '-in accordance witb.-(2298) 

Thus, it has been explained in detail that, if on Mcount of their being 
otcrnal and all-pervading, Letters cannot havo any Order, eto. by themselves, 
-evO{lso, all this Order, eto., roally belonging to the manifeoting Articulatione, 
become attributed to the Lettero and thereby becomo contributoriea to the 
comprehension of the meaning of (the Word).-Now the Mim4"""ka prooeeds 
to oot forth another view, under which the said distinctiona of Order, eto. 
....Uy belong to Time, of which tho Articuletions are only the qualifying 
adjuncts ; and thOS8 being perceived in the Letter.., become contributories 
to tho comprehension of the meaning.-

TEXT (2299). 

" Tall Order o-, Tlill LmTliiiS, AS ALSO Tllll 8HORTNl:SS, LENG-TH Aln> 

P!toLO!<GATtOl<,- ALL TllltSII .oJ\11 O:!'LY DIS1'1NoriONS Oil DIVISIONS 

Oli' Tna ; ~"D TllliY 00)(!) TO BB Rl!OOGNISED AS OONDI'IIONilD 

(OR A.li'li"EOl"Ell) BY TilE MTlcroLATIONS. "-{ S1alokatdrliko
ETER..'lALITY OP WOilDS, 302].-{2299) 

COMl!Eloo'"TARY. 

'rho compound • dlU>onyuplldhoval.• ' is to be expounded as-• The dis· 
ti.notions of Time which have the m"nilesting Articulations for their 
qualiJicmtion '.-(2299) 

Saya the Opponen-Peoplo who have postula.ted Timo have. regarded 
it aa one, all-pervading and eternal ; as has been declared in tha foUowing 
worda :-'Some people regard Time aa a substance which io ono, eternal and 
&11-porvading,-d something quits apt\l't from the operation of modillable 
subetanoee' ;-under the circum.et.noes, how can there be any 'dittinctions • 
(or divisions) of Time I 

The lVimdmsaka'• answer to this is aa follows :-
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TEXTS (2300-2301). 

u TntE IS ONE, ALL-PE:llV ADINO L~ ETERN.AL,-Alii"D YET IT IS EN OWN 

TO BB 'DIVlDED ' ALSo, AMONO ALL THINGS ;-JOST LIKE LETTEBS ; 

AND IT BEOOMllS btANIFESTED DY OEliTAIN THINGS lN OEliTAIN 

OA.SBS ;-WREN IT lS >UNU'ESTBD IN OONNEO'l'lON WlTR 

LBTTEltS, IT BEOOMP!S OONTltiBUTORY TO THE att of 
ezprUfiflg (011 DENOTING); AND AS IT EXISTS 

ELSBWB:B&E ALSO, ITS FORM lS IU!OABDED AS 

ET ERN AL.''-[ Shloka~'drtik<z-ETE&NALlTY 
ov WoRDS, 303-304].-{2300-2801) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Divided aZ.o ' ;-the term ' also 'goes "1th &11 that h811 gone befor&-it is 
ono al•o, otoNU>l aZ.o, all-p<'MX!dino aZ.o ; tho11gh it h{LS been misplaced in 
t h• Te:u. 

Q"""ion :-In what way is it ' di.rided ' ? 
A,.._r :- 'Among all lhing1, liU ~.'.-What is meant is "" 

folloW>!:- Though the Letter , Ga for inatllnoo, is one only and otemal, yet when 
it comes to be manifeetod by a po.rticule.r Artioulation at o. particular placo• 
then it is known "" di.rided through the di.risiona of place, otc. ; oimilarly 
1'im4 atoo; though it porvadea ovor all things, yet when it oomea to be mAni 
fested by a cert..in action in regerd to a certain object, it becomes known 
as 'divided, or 'diltinct' ; and when it is m&nifeeted in connection with 
L!ltters, " b<camu CMtriomorv to the ace of o:rprt~eing. 

Quut-i"" :- If Time is so 'divided ', how is it regarded M eternal and 
all-pervading f 

AN1DtT :-'AI U ezi&k. etc. etc..'-' Ei8ewh1Jrt '-i .. e. in Creepers, Leavee 
of treee and so forth ;-because it exiate in those also, ite utrflality and all
perwli..,...., become recognioed and astablishod--' Eternality' alono is 
mentioned in the TfO>t, by way of illustrntion.-(2300-2301) 

TEXT (2302). 

" FRO~t ALL TmS IT liOLLOWS THAT THERE IS NO SUOR PROPERTY IN 

W ORDS AS lS PERJ:SHABLE; OONSEQUIINTLY IT BEOOM:ES ES

TABLlSHED TIUT TBll WORD lS ETERNAL, 1'0& 'tROSB WHO 

OPHOLD THE ETER.><ALITY OP LI!:TTEltS. "-{Shlokatdrtika 
-ETIIliNALITY OF W oRDS, 805]--{2302) 

COb!MENTARY. 

- ll'rom all thio, .u. Uc-'- Thio 1um4 up th& Mlmd.....al.u'• own view. 
' Such prqperty '-os Order, otc.-(2302) 
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SAys the Opponentr-U the Qrdu then ia a property of Pimo, or of the 
manif08ling Articulation,- and does not rtally belong to Letl4nl,-then 
bo>•d-it beeomecontributorytotheexpre611ingofthe meening f Certainly 
the property of ono thing cannot belong to the other. 

The Mlm8mMJ.in'• answer to this is as !ono,...:-

TEXT (2303). 

" AS MATTER Oil' WAOT, A PROPJ;RTY BELONGING TO ONE TTnNO DOES BECOME 

AUXILIARY TO ANOTJIER THINO,-AS HAS BBm< l'OIN'TIID OUT IN 

THPl OASE Oll' THE SPEED OF THE ROBSE.-As REGARDS ' ETER· 

NALITY 1
1 

TN THE OASB OF ALL TliiNOS, 211111 ON'LY rROOW OF 

IT CONSL~TS IN' PREsmn>TloN."-(811lo.l:a.Urtii:4-

F.ffi:RN.u.I'l'Y OP WORDS, 306).-(2303) 

• AI ha1 bun poinkd ota '-in suoll aasortioru: M • P&aplo going in n. boat. 
etc. etc.' where the 'boAt ' i~J meant to Bta.nd for o.Jl ltindl of convoyonee. 

• Lik4 tJte Spud of tl•• BorBe, e:c.'-For exAmple, -.hen pooplo are ridinjl 
n horse, thCI ApA&d of tho horse is contributory to tlto man's renching a distant 
place, n.nd nl.so tho mnn'R notion that the troos on tho rondsidc nro moving. 
Similarly the O•'llor, though belonging to the Articulation, becomOf! eontri· 
butory to the Letters bringing about the comprehol18ion of the m""ning. 

Having thu• oho"'ll in detail that the MS<lrtion of tho non·tlmtaUty of 
1Vord• is annulled by Preaumption, the Mimilm«<ka sums up his position in 
the word»-' A•~ tlomality, m. m.'-The term '14mdt' os introdt1cing 
the t\lnlming up iA to be regarded ns understood bore. 

'In tlu..,.. of allthi~ '-Wbat ia mee.nt iA thet it i& not tho tUmt>lity 
of Lctur• only that iA proved by the fact thet the exp.,.;on of meening by 
the Lett6nl cannot bo otherwise e:rplained,-but the eterMiity of the Palate, 
• to. and olao of the Articulations. This baa been doclared in the Bhi4ya 
(Sbabaro. I. I. IS, Tre.D8., p. 37) in the following "'Ol'do :-'If the Word 
oe&~l to oxirt ao toon ao uttered, then no ono could rponk of anything to 
oti\OI'fl; and in tl"'t .....,, the Word could not be uttered for the benefit of 
anotho.r. On tbo other hand, if the Word does not COI\80 t.o exist, then it is 
only right thttt on hearing the Word sovern.J tunes, there i• eomprehen· 
•ion of its mooning '.-(2309) 

Tbe Mimllrn«Jka proceed$ to point out that in denying the oterna.lity of 
Wordt, the Opponent goes against (a) his o'vn words, (b) agaimlt biB own 
doct.rino, (e) againot scriptures, and (d) against common experience :-
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TEXTS (2304-2305). 

"J:N SEEKING TO PROVE THE NON-ETEltNALlTY Oi WORDS, THE OTRER 

PAll.TY INOURS THE ODIUM OF CONTBADICTING lliS OWN )VOWS• 

ETC.; •\S A MATTIDt OF FACT, EVERY P:nOPOSITlON IS ASSERTED ONLY 

FOR THE POBPOSE OF BRINGING ABOUT THE COl\IPRBHENSION OF 

\VHAT ONE DESIRES TO PROVE; AND IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED TRAT 

THE NON- ETERNAL WORD CAl\'NOT EXPRESS ITS OWN MEANING. 

CoNSEQUENTLY, AS YOOB OWN ASSERTION EXPRESSES ITS llll>A}.'JNG, 

IT FOLLOWS THAT IT MOST BE ETERNAL; AND TliUS TRER.E IS REJEC

TION 01! :rilE DESTRUCTIBILITY (NON-ETER..'IA.LITY, OF Tl!E WORD)."

[Sh!oka.v<ir/ika-ETERNALITY OF WORDS, 313-314).-(2304-2305) 

COIDJE~'TARY. 

'Hia own u;orda, etc.•-• Etc.' is mennt to include the contra<liotion of hie 
own accepttd doctrines. 

'It ltas bun. t."tplained '- Under th<'l Text-' A '~1ord is not e!\."Pressive if 
its connection with the mea.ning is not known •. (See Text 2234.) 

~ Consequently, it jollowa, etc. etc. '-The 'eternality' follows from-is 
proved by-the comprehension of t.he meaning. That is, tho et<>rnlility 
is proved by t.he fact of the ' comprehenaion of meaning . being ot.herwise 
inexplicablo.- (2304-2305) 

The following Te.m point out th~t t.ho Opponent's Msertion implies the 
rejection of his own accepted doctrine:-

TEXTS (2306). 

" HAVING ADMITTED THE CAl' AOI'J:Y OF WORDS TO E.'CPRESS TllllllR 

MEANING, IF THE Ql'l'ONENT l'J\OOEEDS TO ESTABLISH ms CASE, 

HE CLEARLY SE'fS ASIDE THE 'NON-ETERNALITY' (Oli' WORDS), 

BY ms OWN ACCEPTED DOCTRINE " .-[Sklokawrtika
ETERNALITY Oli' WORDS, 315).-(2306) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Mim<lm8aka showa that the Opponent's Proposition goos against 

all scriptures-
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TEXT (2307). 

"Fon ALL P.utTIES, TRE PEBTSHAEJUfl' (NON·IIT:ERl'~ALrrY, OP WoRDS) 
B:IOOMBS A..'f!o"VLL!D BY '8cBT:PTuRE '(V:ERBALA.UTUORITY), TllllOUGR 

TR:B POTENO'IIS OJ' WORDS Ill '1'R1I BRINGING J.BOUT OJ' TIIB 0001<1-

Tl.Ol< OJ' TREm ME.L'UNGS,-WRICR POTENCIES J'OB)l TRR 

BASIS OJ' EACR AND E\1ERY SORIPTtJl\B ".-{Shlohr
t><frli.l:a-Erl:RNALlTY 011 Woaus, 910]. 

-{2307) 

COM11ENTARY. 

Tho compound 'crrth4pr<Uiti, etc. etc.' is to be expounded as-' thos& • potencie......,f woro.-tha.t are evinced in the bringing about of tho cognition 
of their own moanings.'-The sense is that these..erve to •et uidelhe Proposi· 
tion aoaerted by the Opponent.-(2$0'1) 

The Mlm4"""""' next points out. that. t.be Opponent'• Proposition i1r 
annulled by common experien..,_ 

TEXTS· (2308-2309). 

" IN 'I'RB MANNBB sxowN BEFORE, = OnoNIINT'S PaorosmoN 1s 

ANNULLED BY comnu>n ~erience ALSO.-TR'BRE IS Al<NUL)IBNT BY 

lnftre:nu ALSO, 110R REASONS S'I'A.TBD BBFOBE.-{Sh/Q.I:at><Jrti.l:a 
-ETBBNALJTY OF WORDS, 317].-ANNULUII!NT BY PBRCBP· 

TIOI< ALSO HJ.S BBBN POINTED OUT llEJORE-Gl< THE 

ORCUND OF THE Olloe·11e88 OF WORD·SOlll!D :SEINO 

DEBINlTBLY PR0\1ED BY ltEOOOIIlT!Ol< 

BBOUORT ABOUT BY Tllll: AUDITORY 

OBOAN ".-(2308-2909) 

COMMENTARY. 

' [.,. IM ,..,,.,.., ""'""' abovo ',-iD the preceding text. But it should 
be l'fl&d aa followa-' For all parties the perisbabillt.y of words becomes 
aonullad by the potencies or words to bring about the comprehension of 
their moo.nings,-whieh potencies are definit.aly recognised by all men_,.d 
alto by common experience '. 

Tbe words • There ia annulment by Inference, etc. eto.' aervo to remind 
the reader of what. bas been said before regarding the Buddhist'a Proposition 
being opposed to Inf6rence, et.e. The ' rtasons tl<lt<d ~oro ' have been of 
several kin~those detailed in the Te:rts 2121 "•«<· 

'Hat bun poit1t<d out bejor• ,..:_under T~ 2117.-(2S08·2809) 

Tbe Mimcfmlaio proceeds to point. out the defoct.s in the ' Subjoet' 
(Minor Term) and in the 'Reasons ' (Probans) of the Roo&Oning put. forward 
(by the Opponent)-

[ 
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TEX."TS (2310-2312). 

"IT HAS TO BE IIXPLAINIID WHAT THE • S!uWda ', 'WoRD-SOUND', 18 

WHICH IS Bl!:lNO PBOVl!D TO BB PBBISBABLB.-(a) ls IT TH11 'AGORll· 

GATE Ol> THE THREE ATTR11111TES ' l-QR (b) SOMETHING ATOMIC t 
-GR (c) 'A QAULlTY OF iJ.kdslla' l - OR (d) SOM:ETJUNO IN THE FORM 

OF lii:ERE Sound, AS APART l>BOII THE LETTERS 1 OR (e) soWtTHING 

IN THE FORM OF A1ll • , NOT l!lXPRESSIVll (OF M:Ulo"lNOS) 1 ()R (/) 

'Spho!a' IN T1IE FORM OF WORDS AND SENTBNOIIlS t On (g) MERE 

' SIIKII.oABITY ' ! OR (h) THE ' IIXCLUSTON OF OTHIIlRS ' 1-ALL TllliSI!l 

MAY BE NON-ETERNAL; ACOOROINO TO OS tU:rM.lity DOES NOT BllLONG 

TO TKESE.-HBNOE YOtm R!lASONINO IS OPEN TO THE DEFECTS Oil" 

(1) HA VINO A 'SUBJECT' WBOS!l EXACT NATORB IS NOT KNOWN 

OR ADMITTED, Al<"D (2) HAVlNO A 'PROBA.._,S' WHICH HAS NO SUB• 

STRATUM (OR BASIS) " .-(Shlokavartika-ETERNALlTY OF WORDS. 

318-321].-(231(}-2312) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho 'fexts aet8 fort.b thti severBl views thnt have boon held by varioua 
philosophers regarding the exact nature of 'S114bdc.' 'Word...,und' (in the 
present context). 

(a) Aceordiog to the 8/Jrilkhyaa, • 8/~abd<o' ie held to be something con
Rillting of the • Three Attributes' of Harmony, Energy and Jncrtia.-(b) 
Aocordi.o8 to the Digambam (Jai,.,..), it ill aomt>thing alomic ;-' pudgala ' 
ia .ll.lom ; what portsins to the -pudgoko, ill palldgala, ' atomic' ; i.e. consisting 
of t he At.om.-(o) The followers of l{atl(ida hold it t.o boa • quoJity of .l.ki1.sh4 '· 
-(d) Aocording to tho common peoplo, it is something of the nature of mere 
Sound, aa a port from the Letters ; as b&e been declared in I'oltlfidolt' 1 Bh<iflp
• Or, Shabda among men is known os 101lnel whose meaning is well know'll '.
(o) According to tbe author of tho Shik,O., it is of tho nature of Air, not 
expressive ; as declared by them • The Air beoomos the SluJbd<o '.-{f) The 
Cmmmarions hold S/labda to consist of the Word·op/w/4 and 8..-.qho/4; 
as has boon soid by t.hom-' Tho sounds sow the soed in the Buddhi, along 

• Tut. 2311 pNetnta what. may bo regvded ae a • litorary cu.riotiLy '. Here 
wo have a quotetionfrom the Shl<>k<i..,rlik~p~on SM.bd4nily614. Shlok4 319. 
Karnalalhilo ao.ye, tJ\il represontl the view of tho Sh\lqa tha.t ' tho ShAbda. eonaiste 
or Air and is ~w '; tho roe.d.in& in tbo quotation being f vl!iyurGpoma\14· 
c:A<>km>t •• The -.!ins in the Shlok4.,.,.,iloo itself, however. ~ • <>6yvr(Jpo'rllim>6· 
chaka~ '. wbioh m•ket the Sll41xl4, '(ltthauGchaka '. aprtui01 of me&ning. The 
N1J{lyaralt\llktua aaye this it: tbe viow of tbo SJ,ik,fd.--One or tho othe.r-
T~ and ia Commonl6ey on tho ono band, and Slllok4t>llrtw and ita 
Commen.ary on the other, mun be wrong ; both -~ be right, as re-.fin& 
the viow or tho SMkf4. P&~ini'o Shikf4 doos not bolp to oolve tbo riddle,-On 
the face of i<, the roading adopted in tho Taltv08angraha appoars to bo wrong; as 
tbo aubjoct..mattor of the whole diocussion ~ the _...;w Sloobda, not that which 
il ine:qwuriw. 
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with the laat &rticulation, and when this seed hM devolop<ld by repetition, 
the Shabt/4 becomes oogniloed '.-{g) According to Vindltyaoidli,., Slwbda 
consi.ta in 'oimilarity ·.~h) According to the Battddllu whe~ oxprGSSeO tho 
meaning ooDii3ttt i.n the • exclusion of others', called • .Apoha of others'. 

If whet the Buddhiet oeeks to prove a the • non-oterne>Jity. of these 
eigh~ k.inda of ' Shabda '-'-68 postulated by the Sankhya and othora,-then 
the • Subject • becomca open to the defect of being ftttilo, which ill expressed 
in its own form; n.a tmch 'Subject ' ha.~J been rejectod by us. Nor do thA 
Mim0m8<1kal wiab to prove the eternality of auob Sha/xla n• thoao. 

F\U'thor, any mch 'subject, &.Cl Sltabda in thG pn.rticulnr (ortns of tho 
' Three·Attribute entity * a.ncl the rest is not ndm.lttocl or known, so fo.r o.s 
we aro conccrnocl ; hence the 'subject , becomes opnn to tho charge of having 
it.ll e.xact na.tu.l'6 unknown. Tho Proban..ts or Reason olso, on tha.t aruna 
account, becomea one whose substro.tum (in tho &hape of tho Subject or 
Minor Term) is not admit.kd or known; and any S\ICh 'aubjoot. ' is not ndmittod 
at all.~231G-2812) 

TEXTS (2313-2314). 

" £F THll~, Y011B • S u anor • oR • MINoR TERM • CONSISTS O'I1'KB Bhabda 
AS POSTOU.TED BY US, 'l'la.><, BOTH TJn:SE l'.U.LAOI£S BECOliE 

Al'PLIOABt.:e ro YOU (WHO DO NOT AD)IlT or ANY SUOIJ 8ha!Jda AS 

H£LD BY US).-b MJIRI'l 8halxkJ (IN GENERAL, WITHOUT ANY QUALI

'IIOATIOY) WERE ASSl'JRTED AS TB:E 'SUBJl:or' 011' YOUR REASONING, 

TREN, IT WOULD llllM.N TH.<T 'tOR You, Tml Univtrsal • SHADDA ' 

JTSBL't IS NON·iTERNAL; AND SUOH A VIEW WOULD DB CONTRAltY 

TO TilE V.IEW AOOM'TED BY ALL MEN THAT TRE UniVCrSli!IS ALWAYS 

IITERNAL ; IN ONE li'ORM OR THE OTRJIR, THE ' UNIVERSAL ' IS 

REGARDED BY BVJI:RY ONE AS ETIIRNAL ".-(8/zlokatldrtika-ETB&
NALITY 011 WORDS, 321-323].- (2313-2314) 

OOMlfENTARY. 

We, .llltll<lmoakru, bold that • Shabda' consist& only in tho Lott.on! • Ga • 
and the I'OIIt, it iJ not anything apart from Ut- ;-ond if t ha a the Shabt/4 
which tho Buddhl&t and othora mako the • Subjeet • of their Propoeition, 
then both tliUOja/laciu-tbe Proposition having tho oxaet nature ol ita Subject 
unknown and the Rell80n having no ~woula befall tilCim. 

If mere 'ShoJJda' wms 018011ecL-i.e. M the subject of tbo Propoaition,
tben for you the univer8al • Sbabda • would itoolf bo notHitmal ;-tho 
phrase ' be non·o!Grnal • ill to be supplied. Becauoo the epithet 'mere • 
menns th& o:ccluaion of o.ll pa.rt.ieular features, whn.t olso--apurt from tha 
UniverwL-could it bo that would be 'mero Slta.bd4 • f Th118 by implication 
your proposition would be cleclaring tho uon-etornnlity of thG Univoraal 
• Shabd" • it.tol r. 

'Be ic. so, what then 1 ' 

That cannot be right; os 'such a v~w would bo conlrary, e1<. t1c. '-for 
instanoo, the Buddhistto themselves, who postulat<> the ExcJUAion, • Apo/UJ, 
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of others ', havt> dO<llared that ' it i• the Uni-.U that lltrulda '. So that the 
view now put forth would involve the contradiction of what has boon admitted 
by them. 

Tbio V. what V. abown in the wont.-' In on~ form or th4 ollu:r, etc. etc.'
] n whatever form the 'Univorsal ' has been postulated by philoaophez$. in 
l\CCOrd&.nco with their respective docLa•jnes, i t is held, by nll partioe, to be 
~nwl.. If it wero not so, then, like the Individuals, each Univer80.1, appear
ing a iter tha other, would beoome intermingled; end tho very el>arae«-r 
of the' Universal' would become Joot.-(2313-2314) 

Having tJms pointed out the dcfoets in the ' Subject' Uu-ough tho 
various alternative views regarding the natu:te of the thing itself (Bhabdo) 
the .tllimamsaka now proceeds to point out tho some, through the various 
&lt.erna.tive viewR regtl.rding the exftot nature of tho Probandum (non
ctornality) :-

TEXTS (2315-2316). 

" Tlm.~ AOAIN, Dr BY 'NON·BTER.'IAUTY ' Y011 M:B.L~ pi'OIIbiU& lt) /Jh8olti.U 
de.ati"Udion, TRSN, SO J'AR AS WE ARE OONO.BRlo."ED, THE ' S'trBJ:ECT ' 

COMES 1'0 Dill ONE WHOSE QI1ALlli'lOA1'lON IS not admitted.-!P WIL<1' 

IS lllllANT IS - 8otl 01> CR.UlAO'l'llB WHICH lUltli:S Slw1xJ4 L1ABL"8 

TO BE1NG OALI..ED 6 NON ·BT:S..R..~AL ',-TIIEN SUCH ' NON ·~DNAL11'Y ' 

WOUT.D BE ONll THAT IS ADMITTED DY US AL~O,-IN TIIJ'l SENSE 

TH.A T FROll TBE ' Ul-.~NIFESTED STATE ' IT COMES INTO TilE 

• li.UIIl'ESTED STATE' ".-{Slllol:at><irlika--ETElL'IALITY 01' WOBDS, 

326-327].-(2315-2316) 

OOliMENTARY. 

lf by • non-ctQ,rnality • you mftn.n that tho Word·Sonnd ia liable to 
absolute destruction. loovin,g no trace bohiD.d.- thon, so fnr a.~ we, l\1im4m

'"""•· ""' conoornod, the queUIIMtion would be' ir>Admissible •, and this would 
vitiate your premie~. Bee&u!Je for the Mimdm&Okaa, "" for the 84nkhya8, 
there is no such t.hiug M ' absolute cleRttuction '; beoa.uso even when tho 
Jar disappears, it continues to exist in the form of & Potency; in the ease 
of things like the Lamp a!Ro, the view is that (when it ia blown out) ita 
subtle ptvlicles become scattct-ed in all directiona. 

If however what you mean to prove is that-the Word-sound io •'"nehow 
capeblo of being called 'non-eternal ',-then the argument is open to the 
charge of being ' futile ' ; because even when Word-sounde are eternal, it is 
lldmitted by ns also that they m&y be callod ' non-eterno>l ' in the oense of 
going from the ' unmanifeoted state' to the ' manifested state ' and tJict· 
-oa.-{2316-2316) 

So far the Proposition (of the Buddhist) that 'Word is non·cternnl ' 
bill! been criticised in detail. The Mim<lmlaka now proceeds to criticise 
hia Rea.'IOn-' Bee&uae it is percepbole by the S&nseo' :-
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TEXT (2317). 

"IF THE REASON THAT IS PUT FORWABD IS ONLY amenahi/ily /() the 
8en8e-OrgaM,---Tln:N IT IS CLEARLY RECOGNISED AS jallaciOU8, IN 

VIEW OF THE Universal W'IIIOH HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED " .-

(8hlokavarfika.-E•rERNALITY OF WOJ.<DS, 343-344].-
(2317) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Only amenability to tl&e sen.se·organ& ',-without any auch qu.alification 
a.t; ' being a product ' and so forth. 

If the Reason (Probans) is put forwe.rd in this unqualifiod form, then it 
becomos 'fallacious', ' Inconclusive ', in view of the ' Universal ' whicl\ 
has been established before; because no ' negative concomitance ' would 
be available (to confirm the Premiss).-(2317) 

The following might be urged :-Even though, by reason of the other 
party (Va-ishe$ika.) admitting the Unit:ersal, the negative concomitance i!:1 
not availab1e,-yet as the Bauddha., who is the ma-in opponent of the Mimdm· 
saka,., does not admit the Uniptrsal, the said negative coneoroitanoo would 
be quite available ; how then can the Probans be said to be lnCQM/wi•• 1 

The .M"111Uimsaka's answer to this is as follows :-

TEXT (2318). 

"JUST AS THE REASON OEASES TO BE A TBUE REASON lll' IT DOI;:S ~OT' 

RE:SIDE IN THE 'SUBJECT', ACCORDING TO THE OTHER l'ABTY,-

50 ALSO, IF IT IS DEVOID OF AFF,ffi~IATIVE AND NEGATIVE CoN

COM!TA.NCE " .-{Shlokava>·tika-ETERNALITY OF WOJ.<DS, 

344-345).-{2318) 

COMMENTARY. 

The principle is that ' t.hat Probans alone is able to pro,·• or disprove 
which is admitted by both part.ies I ; hence, that Probans which is not 
admitted by any one of the two parties to reside in the ' Subject I becomes 
' fallacious' ; in the sa,me ma.nner, it becomes fa.llacioua, if either part.y 
does not admit its a.ffirmative and negat.lve concomitance (with the 
Probandum). 

The construction is 'crnvayat1yatir6kayo~ aeiddhayol} ·, · if the affirmative 
and negative concomitance are not admitted '.-(2818) 

Que8lion :-If that Probans alone can prove or disprove which is admitted 
by both parties,-then, how is it t·hat you yourself have urged t-he 'incon
clusiveness ' of a Reason, against the Buddhist, on the bna.i& of the ' Universal • 
(which is not admitted by him) 1 

.A.n.ttOer :-

I 
I 
j 
I 
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TEXT (2319). 

" I N THE CASE CITED, IT MAY BE THAT THE 'UNIVERSAL' IS NOT ADIDTTBD 

BY THE PARTY ADDUCING THE PROBANS ; EYEN SO, Q'HE PROBANS 

RElJAINS INV.\.UD, SO LONG AS THE 'UNIVERSAL' HAS NOT BEEN 

R:EJECTED."- [Shlol:avartika--E'!'ERNALITY Oll' WORDS, 

345.346].-(2319) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though, by the Buddhist and others who have put forwo.rd the 
ProbaM in question, the 'Universal ' is not a.dmitt&d as something wherein t-he 
contro.ry of the Probandum is present,-yet, as a matter of fact, the olcistance 
of the Universal cannot- be denied. The'sense is that, even under t.he ciroum· 
st-ances, the Probans is ono "ivhos& concomitance with the contrary of the 
Probandum is ~cud (and hence invalid).-(2319) 

The Mimamsaka puta forward anothor objection against tho Probons 
and the Probandum,-through another altarnntiv&-

TEXTS (2320-2321 ). 

" IN REGARD TO amenability to the 8tn8e8 AND THE REST (THAT HAVE BEBN 

CITED l)Y THE OPPONENT), IT HAS TO BE CLEARLY ASCERTATh'liD 

WHAT IT REALLY IS ; (a) IS IT THII SAME AS THE INDIVIDUAL (THINGS 

IN WHICH IT SUBSISTS) 1 OR (b) IS IT SO)CETH!l<G DIFIIERENT FROM 

TH:llM 1-[AND m IT IS Dmll'ERENT FROlJ THE INDIVIDUALS)-(~) 
IS IT DISTINCT WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL 1 OR (d~ ONE AND THB SAME 
WITH ALL 1-PNDE:& loLL THESE, ACCORDING AS TRE ALTERNATIVE 

THAT MAY BE ACCEPTED »Y THE OTHER PARTY, THE REASON WOULD 

»E SU»JECT (RESPECTIVELY) TO THE l>ALLAOIES 01? (a) BEING 'TOO 

SPECIFIC ', (b) BEING ' IN ADMISSIBLE ', ( ~) AND ' HAVING '!'HE 

CORROBOMTIVE INSTANCE DIIVOID OF THE PRoBANDUM ' .-{ShJ.ol:a
vartika.-ETERNALITY OF WORDS, 346-348).-(2320-2321) 

COMMENTARY. 

' A11d the rest '-includes 11<m·<t<!rnality. 
An ox:a.mi.nation ia to be made aa to the e.xact na.ture of the sa..id c a.men· 

ability to the senses ' : (a) Is it the same as the Individuals 1 (the individual 
things in which it subsists) !-Or (b) i9 it something different from them l
and, ifitie different from them, it hM to be examined whether these difterent 
a.menabilities are (c) different with each individual object ! or (d) one and the 
SMile with all 1 

(a) If the ' amenability to sense' is the same as the individuals, the 
Proba.os is' too specifie' ; as there ca.n be no 'negation' of individual; and 
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liko ita own form, ono Individual, would not be p...,..nt in another Individual 
[so that there could be no ooncomitance, negative or positive, of .it). 

(b) aod (c) If it is different from the Individuals,- IUCh difference i' nor 
admiLtod by the Milll<inUoh>, whether it be different or tbo same in regard 
to oach individual. it would.. in eit-her ease, be' InadmU.iblo '. 

It;, for this rooeon thot the defect in the fonrtb nlt•rnative (d}-whereby 
tho • nmenobility • is different from the Individu&l8, but the same in oll-hn.• 
not boon sopt>mtoly mentioned. Because there would bo room for it only 
if tl\o difforonce were admitted. 

In rognrd to 'oon~eternality' (which iR another Jloo.~on put forward 
by tho OppouOittJ ogoin.st the expressiveness o£ worda),- if it iH diflerent 
fro•n tho Ind(vidunls, the Corroborative lnatanoo would bo devoid of tho 
J?robtutdwn.-lf, on the other hand, it i• 110n-dif!oront from Lh•m, tho 
InatAnce would be oertn.lnly devoid of the I•roband1un; boco.ttJKO orle tndividnn l 
cnu never bo p.....,nt in anothor Individual.-(2320·2321) 

Noxt. tho Mi.mcinwa.bJ proceeds to point out Ute' Inconclusivo' character 
of anoth<r Probans cited by the Oppono11t-' Beoou•o it io invariably ooo· 
oomitan~ with effort' :-

TEXTS (2322-2324). 

" ' Blln<G l'ERO:&IVED AS FOLLO\Vll<G PRO~I EP!'OBT ' HA!! DEEN 

A.DDUOllD AS A REASON FOR THE WORD J!l'l!NG A PRODVO'I' AND NON · 

ETe'RNAL. Tins IS '!NCONOLUSIVE ', IN vmw Oil' O&RTAIN TlllNOS 

TIIAT ARE Mt-mo~~Wttary ;-sUCH AS TilE TKRJIE TTIINOS: (1) CON· 

SOIOUS DESTRUCTION, (2) UNOONSO!OUS DESTRUCTION, AND (3) 
hlBliA : ( 1) WUBN TJili) DESTRUCTION 011 TIIINOS JS l!ROUOHT 

ABOUT INTI'lNTIONALLY, IT IS llBOARDIID AS '0oNSOI0118 DESTllU0-

1'10N ' ;--(2) WREN OBSTRUCTION IS n.ot BROUGRT ABOUT INTBN

T.IONALLY, IT IS 'UNCONSCIOUS DESTRUCTION' ;-BOTll. THESE, ::OEINC 

'I.W'IIB.t.SHAIILJI ', HAVE BEEN REGARDED (BY T!Ul Barufti/w.) AS 

'UNOAUSIID ' .U.SO."-{S&E Skk>kamrti~ETEII..'<.lLITY OP WORDS, 

22-23H2322-2324) 

COlDIE.NTARY. 

What is .,.....,. by ' Praymnllnantariyo;oo ' is tbo cbnrncter of being 
por<t:ivul .u foll<Jwifll} afw an e.f!ort.-And as thi• ohl\l'Mtor is present in 
caseo whoro tbo Prohondum is absent, the said oho111oter, adduced o.s tbo 
Probans, for proving th$t Words ore prodt.a• and non·UGm<ll, is 'lnconclu
•ivo •. For iMtanco, tho Buddhists postulate (I ) 'Co11scioua Destruction •, 
(2) • Unoo11aoioua Destructio11 ' , and (3) '.dkcUha • AA throo ontitiea which 
are unmodiftnblo and not·tMm6>li""Y· i.e. otorool. And yet, tho Proban• in 
question ('being poreeivod no following after effort') is found in thoao also. 

'tltis ia whnt iJI pointed out by tho word&-' when tl~ dutructiOft, ttc . .u. • 
-that deotruc!Jon of things like the Jar which i3 brought nbout intentionally, 

I 
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i,. oaUod 'Conscious I>estruction • ; while that which iA not intentional, is 
1 Unooll8cious Destruction' ; suoh is the sch.ome of tho Buddhists. 

• 7'Jfd11> '-of things liko tho Jar. 
1 Ta.u rl!a '--i.e. the Conscious and Uneon.~ioua Doat:ruction.s.. 
1 UncaU8ect also • ;-' ab4o • includes. 'non-eternal ' .-(2322- 2324) 

How these two DMtl·uctiotUt are • uneausod' and • ettll'L\Rl • and how 
thoy oubst'lt in tho Prooo!lll,-i• (>Ointod out iu tlm follo\\"lng T&.'<U!,-from 
tlw point of viow of tho Op[>OnNtt (&uddlla) :-

TEXTS (2325-2328) . 

"Tn:EY DECLARE TltA'r ' DESTRUOl'ION ' lS BROUGHT ABOUT BY ITSELP, 

ANll IS wilhrnd cauat ... WHIIN FuEL COMBS INTO OONTAOT WITH 

FIRll, TUERJI PBOOBEDS A SllRJES OF FIERY Jl~llimBS.-DUtrmtion IS 

NA'l'URAL, ~~D Th'""Hl~lt.lilNT IN EVF~YTIIINO '.rllA.T IS DOltN ; IT l S 

SIJBTLE, AND 1\IIIROED IN A IIOMOOENEOVS 'SERIES'; IT L~ NOT PER· 

OJIIVED ; WilE .. '< ROWEVIIB A PECULIAR CAUSE OPIIRATES tJI'ON TIU: 

ROMOOEN't:OUS 'SntES ', TIIEN, THROUGH A PEOULL\.R EFFECT, THE 

DESTB'UCl'ION BECOl\CK., HANII1ESTED IN ITS OROSS POIIM. TutJS, 

TJIAT sAME CAusE PRO)t wmOH THE l:IXTEBOOliNEOtJS 'SI!RIES • 

HAS BEBN PRODUCED, ALSO SERVES TO lLUllYBS'r TBll DESTRUOl'IO!<, 

TIIOUGH TRlS DBSTIIOOTIO!< IS NOT PBODOOED BY THAT 

OAUS'&."-(Vitk Shlokl•t.drtika-ETER.'ULITY 011 WOIIDS, 24-29j.
(2325-2:l28) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Tl!oy '-13uddhillt!f. 
$1\yo tho Opponent-A& n matt<lr of fnct, we find tl•• wood being burnt 

by fire, and the Jar smashed by the bludgeon: whero thoro are cau.scs of 
Delltruction : how then can Destruction be wilhout caUH I 

,(...,..,. :-' lVknfuol"""ou iniD «mltJCt, ete. lk. '-In this case what the 
.Firo ia tho couse of is not Destruction, but the fiery embe...,,- is ....,..,tained. 
through (>OSitive and nogativo ooncomitanoo : specially u Destruction exists 
by i tAl vory ne.ture. 

Quution :-If Deotruoeion is aornething toot existe by it8 ve1•y nature,
how is it that it is not pi'OC(Iivcd thoro prior to the contoot of such cnu!lell 
"" the Fire nnd the like I 

A,.,....,.:-' It is~ '-Doing deceived by the appoo.ranoo of the several 
similar factors; in tho ' homogeneous series ', people !aiJ to perceive the 
Deatruotion in its subele form : iu fact by tho perception of the homogeneous 
oeriea, they are led to imagine that the object ill • undoetroyod '. 

• Paculiar """-- '-iu the ahape of the Bludgeon. 
• Paculiar e.f!ed '-in the shape of the Potsbord&. 
It is under th- oonditions that the grossne88 of the Doatruelion_ beeomes 

manifested. 
• Thus, eu. eu. '-sums up the argument. 
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• Butrog<n<- Hriu ',-of a dif!ereot cbaract4r. 
• BUolo • iA ~ b6 conducted with ' yalGio ' .-· Tlno '-by that sam~ 

call!O,-which ha8 b6co referred ~ by tb6 pronoun io '~'-is the 
Deat.ruct.ioo me.nifesu.d.-Sucb ill the co118tnlct.ion with the preceding 
clauoe.--{2325-2328) 

In the following Text, the Mim<imi<Jka pointo out that the Probans in 
question is preoont in the contrary of tho Probandum :-

T EXT (2329). 

" T nus AS Tms Dl:STRUCTION, l'EROEIVED AI!TBR Tn» IIPii'ORT INVOLVED 

IN T!IlJ STROKE 01< TIIII :BLUDGEON, IS FOUND TO DE 1t!ICIIu.ted,
YOUB. PROBANS BE00)!BS ' FAt.Sll • J c !NOONOLUSIVE , . H 

-{8hlokovdTlika-ETERNALITY 01' WORDS, 

29-30].-(2329) 

COID!ENTARY. 

' Tllil'-tho two kinds of Destruction. 
The oompound ' Proyatn<!, etc. ' stands for · invariably concomite.nt 

with effort involved in the stroke of the Bludgeon '.--{2320) 

It wu 8MCrtod (under Tut 2322) that tho Prob&ns is abown ~ be 
• Inconclusive' in view of three factors. Inconolua:ivenea due to two faotors 
h011 boon ahown,-in the shapo of the two kinds of De~~truotion ; tb~t duo ~ 
the third fM~r of ' .Aiditih4 ' is no.'<t pointed out :-

TEXTS (2330-2331). 

" Ak44ha .U.SO, BEING E'rERNAL,-WII!!N SURROUND.tlD BY IURni AND BY 

WAT:BB,-Bl:OOli!ES MANIPBSTED (RBND:BBED l'J:ROJlPTIBLII) BY TRE 

lUlXOV AL 011 TlJBSE BY MEANS OF digging A. 'm pumping oul ; SO 

TIJAT DRE .U.SO mxRR IS Al'l'B.J:HII!(SION 011 Ait&ha liOLLOW-

JNG .:BTilR AN EPii'ORT ; 00Ns:BQ11UTLY TJIE l'Bo!IA..'<S 

01\GBD IN OO:sl<""EOnON W1TJI W ORD B.&OOXBS. L><

OONCLUSJVII '. "-{Shlo.i:a..artika-ETza.'<ALJTY 

011 Woaos, 30-32].-{2330-2331) 

COMMENTARY. 

• By tloo ,..moMI of thue '- The removal of the Enrtb by digging with the 
gpWo, oto. 

' Talra '-in regard to the Word-sound: 
' DaTiil<lntJJn '-i.e. apprehension following from efJort.-(2880-ZS31) 

Having thua pointed out the defects in the Probans (of t!1e Opponent), 
-the M!mllr7llaktl proceeds to point out those in the Corroborative Inste.nce :-
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TEXTS (2~3Z-2334). 

"Tml EXACT NATURB 011 THJI (OPPONENT'S) CoRROBORATIVE INSTANCE 

ALSO llAS COT TO DB lllCAMlNIIO :-IF IT lS MEANT TO Bll TAKllN IN 

ITS DTRIICT DEN01'A1'ION (I.E. THE UNIVBMAL), 1'11BN, IT IS DEVOID 

OF TUB PnoDANDU>I.-b IT IS TAX:EN IN THE JNDllltCT DENOTA

TION, AS lNDlOATlNO TllE lNDIVIDUA"L,-'l'HEN THII QUESTION ARISES 

AS TO ITS BElNO TllE SAME AS, OR DIFFERENT P.ROM, THE UNIVERSAL. 

IF IT IS DIPFERENT (PROM TilE U~"IVERSAL), THBN THE ' OBJECT ' 

BECOJIIES ONE THAT CANNOT BE ADlUtTED BY US; WlDLil IP IT IS 

NOT DIPFERENT (ntOlll TilE UNIVI!BSAL), TBl<l< TRll OBJl!CT IS O:S:B 

THAT CANNOT BE ADM.ITTXD BY OTKERS.-JF IT IS $0)(ll'l'llll<O 

i...,Z,.jin,\te (VAOUE),-'I'IIliN SUCH A THING CANNOT BR liiTilBR ENTm»LY 

ete1-nal OR RNTIRJI"LY M>l-etermol, l'OR US. BECAUSE THAT BLEMENT 

IN IT WlliOil IS CALLED TilE ' UNTVERSAL' IS J~TERNA"L, Wlm:.E TllE 

OTJffitl. ELEMENT IS PFJRfSllAJlLE ; AND IT li.AS BBEN EXPLAINED 

JJEFORE THAT EVElW OBJECT llAS A hUXED OHAIUOTER ".-{VIDE 

Sl!lokuV<irtik~ETFiRNA"LIT'< Oil' Wonns, 350-352].-(233Z-2334) 

CO~£MENTARY. 

Tho tcnn ' Sapal:p' (whinh is UlAt wherein tho Probandum ill known 
by all tc be present) horo •t.o.ndo for t.he Corroborativo Inst.anoo (in the 
roN<Oning of the Opponent., who:ro the Jar hM been cited a8 ~n inotonoo of 
whnt i• ptJr<eiv<d U8 appt4ring a,/Ur e.ffort and is non·<Umal). 

The qlleHtion, ''" regru-do tho In•tance that has been ciWd (tho ' Jar ') i•
iH U\o word meant to bo tu)cen in itA dirE'Ict denotativo s~n8o (which is the 
UniWirll<•l) ?-Or in tho aonao of tho Individual Jar ? 

If it iil meant t-o bo taken in the direct sense, then it is defective, in so 
far"" it ix devoid of the Probllndum (Non-eternality). • SI•MUi • hero stN>ds 
for the Word ;-the 'arlloa' is what. is directly denoted by it. ;-and what 
is 10 denoted is t.he UniwrMOl • Jar ' ;-and tho Uftiwrldl ia admitted by all 
ptU'tiea to be eternal ;-Mnce thMe co.nnot be presence, in it, of non-dvnolity, 
which forms tho Probllndum. 

In som{'! places, tlle rG&ding is 'jaJyartJwl)' in placo of ' a);ntlyar~' ; 
undor which • jiU:i' is to be taken M in appo!'dtion to 'art/;a '. The meaning 
howovor remains the an.mo M before. 

If the second u.ltel'nntlvu jJt moont--that tho word • Jar' atcmds for the 
[ 11dividual Jar,-t.hon also, it. hAA to be oonoidered whother tho Individual 
that i.8 intondod to bn the corroborative Instance is the llamo M, or differon~ 
from, the UnivonJ&I; tbM ill, whet.her tho Individual is something different 
from the Universal t Or non-different. !tom i~ t 

If it is different, then tbo object cited as the Inotance ill ono tho.t cannot 
be admitted by the Mima-.b>; booouao the u,~ doe. not hold the 
Universal tc be something absolutely different !tom tJto Individual, as the 
Vai8M,ika8 and others do; M hu been MSerted in tho worde-' For us the 
Universal ill nothing diff~ront from t,ho Individual'. 

23 
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11, ou tho otlallr hum), tll(' Jndivitlul\l j)l uu•mt. tH l.o 'wtt-4/i.Dcrcnt (£nun 
tho truivCI'akiJ),-then t.bo objeet cit.t.-d. n:c thu JJl.loiiAnt1t i~ uw~ thnt cmuwt 
bo lU;l.ltlittcd by the ..Buddhi~t and otlw~. These 1 oHu.•M4 • tlo not. n.•gurd tltu 
Unl .. r~~al 111< non-<lifleren~ from t.ho Inditrid~al. 

If eho Jor ia mon.nli t.n bfl tho Iru-tnnco, in the judt,tinito rol'rn, f t'llt-1 f l'UII\ 

nU oontoptual contents liko difference tltld nmt.·differetti'C,-ovt'n t hl~n. nt:t:oJ'Cl· 

ing to us, tho Insttw.co coJHCJH tn bo ouo dovoid uf tho l'rul>ru1tlu111. 'l'hi)l i.<i 
wha.t is 8886rtod in the wo1'<l~t-' )f jt, il! iJOtncl.h.iw; itukjinitc, etc. clc:. '-' Tcu' 
•t...ndo for the Jar. 

Qu<#w" .~Row oo ? 
4,_ :-' Tloal <kme>t~, u.. u.. '-Or Uoo outit.y cullro 'Jo1r •, tiJKt 

factor which is called th& 'Univonal' i.~S otenU\1, whilo tho other {tl<;tur 
whiuh iM ealled the 'lndividul\1 • iH poriKhable. 

Quutiofl. :-How can ono und tho m~nu thing llt\vo t.wu nmtuu.Jiy c:on· 
t.mdiot.ory cbara.ct.crs t 

Answor :-' Mi:ud cliara<lor, clc. clc.--{2332-2334) 

The Mitncit,UJaka prooood.IC »g«in t.o point out tho doft"'t~ in tho C..:UI'l'OIJoro.
t.ivo Instance, through tho variou• uiiAlrnativ"" HJJ>t '"" po.,.;bJ~ in regiU'(l 
to tho Probundum :-

TEXT (2335). 

'
1 IN T1Ul SAME MANNER. TJI£ BXAOT .NATUl:tE OTr 'NON·.ETJ)RNALITY 1 

(YOIIB PROBANDUM) ALSO liAS OOT TO BE CONSIDERED. IJr W1lAT IS 

MlllANT IS ABSOLUTE Dll~1'RUOTION,-THEN THE INSTANOII IS 

DEVOID OF T.RIS PliOilANDUM, FOR US. lF IT IS OTRJIRWISE, 

'tHEN THE INSTANOJI Ill DEVOID OF THE PROBANDUM, 

IIOR YOU.-TJrus BIUBFLY HAS Tllll WAY BERN 

SHOWN IIOR 7INDINO OlU'BCTS IN YOUR AIIOU· 

Mmo'T ".-{8Mo/:411drlika--ETEB..•u.LITY 01' 
Woaos, 363].--{2335) 

UOMMEN'l'AlW. 

1£ wh,tt.t, i~ moouli by your l'&·olJJtndutn, • non-oteruniH.y '-hf ab8olule 
DoHtnu.:t,.iou,-thcn for we, J1im0m«tlca.'J, t.bc J.ugtnnuu U. duvoid of tJu, 
Probandum; becaUl!O we do not. admit of any aboo!mo DOHtruc-t.ion of things; 
aa they alwa.yo rom&in in tho form or Polenciu. 

Though the word u8<ld in tbo Text is the wmmon wurd, 'n.Uha •, yot 
from tho Cont..n, it& mu .. ning "Pi><""" to be ....,irictod to ullcr, abooltJJt> 
dUirUcti<m. If it were nut ao, why odoould tbo writ.cr llltvo urgod tbe u.rgu: 
mont. tbat tho Instance i• devoid or J.bo Probandum 1 

QuutW.. .~The quest.ion "" to what. is meant by • non-etorn&lity • h"" 
been alroody diseussod before under Te:a 2315; why is it diacWJsed over 
ngnin t 
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A ,_.tcer :-Tnao i hut. it wt.s discussed there for U1o purpottO of pointing 
uul.. tlau dcfoc.:h; in Uu.' 1 Subjool. ', whilo on tho pl"O.lKiut oo<:u.Kion it is dis
cUJo~tcOtl f1>r tho pm·po>40 of [)ointiug OUt. tho defett8 in tbo Corroborative 
fn~ttmw. 'l'bis ~ tho dill'oroneo. 

lf, on th., othOl' lttutd, 'non-et.t>l'llQ.lity • that i ~o~ lilotUlt itt aUJt. in f,h~ form 
•Jf 'ubHoluW Dekh'uot,ion ',-but in tbo foru\ o f • op[)C(u-unco und diJo>A.ppe&r· 
tmco •,-thoh tho nnF>WOJ' i~' lj it i~ otherwise •,-i.o. if 1 non·otornnHty' iH 
MOJuot.hing ot.ller tbM..O 1 Abdoluto Det~truct.i.on '. 

'For you'- ' thttro iH ubiK!.nt.'O u{ Proba.ndwn •_,tJU_, J.m...i tu bo eoru;:truW 
horu al&o ;-i.e. in the ln*n.ce.-As yuu, Budd.hU,1.6 do nut.. admit. of' Dc:t;truc· 
tion with a $.;:iduo "-8$ t.ho &nkhva.t do. ~onco uudvr your view, tho 
ln.olnnoo tiled would bo dovoid or lbo l>robandum. 

Thi"' Uc the W\\Y in wh.ich the u.rguments in tCUpport of Lho nun-eternality 
ut \\·ord"' ht"'e to bo t'Ofutod.- which lnl.i:) been c.:.xpuuudod fur thu loorued; 
ot.lmr t~rgmnon~ JUay nla~o bo put ful'wurd by inttdligou.t pooplu t.bomsolvcs. 
-(2Ua5) 

Tho i\limiim.salta uext ttO~ forth thogo objcctionl'l of tbo oppuncnt against 
h.i.¥ dvuUi.tt~ :-

'£EXTS (2336-23311). 

"(I)Ayg Till< 0Pt>ON.t:NT)-' '£HOUGf! TR:B WORD, THX M.z.ANJNO AND TH:H 

CoNNECTION BlCTWEEN TJJEM HAVE BEEN PROVED 1'0 B.B BTERNA.L, 

YWr ~0 li'AR A$ THR VALiDITY (RELIABILXTlr) OJ/ ~·EJI MliANING OF THE 

SBN~'J,;'NOE 1S OONOERNJIQ., THAT CANNOT Bll ADl\HT'l'RD.-(Shlo/ca. 
t.drtik(£--01< SENTBNOE- 1).-lT MAY BE THAT THE , MllJANllW 

01' ~:BNTRNOES HAS lll!IIN ASSUMJ;:D BY THE MIM . .tM&:KAS, WXTHOUT 

.INY BASIS, IN AOOORDANOB WlTHTliB C<JNVENTIONS OJ/~IEN,-JOST AS 

IN TKB OASE Oll SUOJI T.KCIUilOAL TERMS AS gtitW, vrtJ4ho AND 'l'Bll 

LJ.KJI.-lfuRTHXR, JIRUIO lN Tlf1! JIORM OJ/ A OO¥PILATlON, 'mll VBDA 

MOST BE REOAIU>ED AS A HUMAN PRODUCTION, LIXl! A BOOK 0¥ 

S'I'ORlES. AND YET TllBRE IS NO RBLIABLB PERSON (KNOWN, W110 

OOULD BE THE AUTHOR CV TB.Jol VBDA) ;---'lm: VEDA THEBEPORll MUST 

Bl! RECA.UDED AS unrelit1blt ' ," (SEE 8hJok4vdrtika-0N S:l:NTBNOE, 

108-110].-{2336-2338) 

OOMMEN'fARY. 

'l'ho 'mooning of sentence • consist.& in the Injunction or Prohibition of 
Jmrijeule.r acts .... ......,.,;alcd wit.h po.rticular moans or aoc:omplisbment; 
boroin loo lios the validity or oftlcioncy of the Vedic Injunction u a • Meano 
or Right Cognition • ; it dO<lll not reet in what is oxp wood by """'"'· Con· 
~~<~quentJy when t.he V$lidity or authority or reliability or the Veda hao to 
be proved,-what has been eotobuehed regarding the etei'1UIIity of th& Word, 
ite moaning and the connection of t.hese, is of no \l.Se in th& m otter a.t issue. 
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Furthor, whonevcr t hera iH cognition of the m«cnin!J of a stmlen.ce, it is 
olways found 1<> bo lxuecl upon Oonvonti<m; o.g. •ontcnoes liko • <lll·U"~''* ' 
(Pinini'a St'Ura, defining what is • gm)&'), brin.g about t.hu cognition of 
what is meant by the technical terms 'gtl~ ', "l!(ddhi ' u.nd the like ;-the 
cognition of the meaning of tho 11\junctive Sentcnoo i.8 <O!f'lilitm of tl~ 111tttning 
of a sentent:e ;-hence this ia a. rooson baso<l \&)'>On the na.hU'e of thin.gs.
'l'bjs is whnt is Rbowu in the wordft-' Incucorvltm~ tcW• Oont:ttltlons, etc. e4c.' 

. Like tJ~a t()t/ittical terms, ow. etc. '-The nitl:< 'vaa, has tho HOI\I:W of tho 
Locn.tive. 

In support of the said idea it i.8 added-' teitlit>W. a111J ba1i1 ·.-That is, 
it;. just po80ible that ,..;tho"t any teA80n,-thro\>j!h their unbridled im•ginn· 
tion,- for the purpoiiO of making a living-the • Sacrifi.,.,..,. • haw ,_umed 
the me&.nlngs of such Veclio HCntenceH M-' DeMiring Raaven, one Mhould 
offer the Aqnilwtra •. 

Then again, u a ma.tWr of fnct, who.tevor ifJ o. compilaticn ia o. human 
product.~g. Dmmos and St<>rie.<,-and t.ho Ved~< io a. compilation of 
words ;-hence this is a reuon bMed on t.be nature of the thing. 

Thus tbon, e.s the Ved.a is a human work, it. ruust be uni"C!Unble-like 
the wordll of tho mnn by the roAdilido. 

It might bo that i t is reliablo because it i• tho work of 1\ relinblo por~~on. 

Tho answer to that is-' Phtre ilf no relioble 7Jtmron l."Jtmon. tic:. etc. •
(2331>-2338) 

To t.he abo•oe, the Mimd"""""' wakes tbe following an...wer :-

TEXTS (2339-2340). 

" Tml IITERNAL!TY 01!' TH1I SEIITiilNOll IS TO Dll ASSIIRTED IN T1IB 8.&.'101 

ldA.."l\-n lN \VHlOB TI{E lm<RNALITY O.P TKB CoNNBOTION (BETWUN 

WoRD AND ME.uitNO) IIAS BEEN ASSERT£0.-{Shlo.i:omrlika-()N 
8ENT£NOII, 365).-Ev:FJN TROUGH IN TB£ OASlil OF TR£ TEOID<IOAL 

WORDS Lllrn 'vrddhi ', WIIAT IIAS BBl'JN ASSRIITED MAY ll£ POSSIBLE 
' BEOA tJSII TR&SE DEAL WITH PltRClU'TIDLll TlnNGS ; IN Jl£(lARO TO 

THE VBDA llOWltVER, TK8 fDBA OF ' OONVJlSTIONALlTY ' IS NOT POS· 

SIBLll ; BIIOAtJSX BY WHOM HAS TRB OONNBOTJON BETWEBN HliA VEN 

.L~D TD1l SAORD'ICES (SPOKJI); OP IN THE VEDA}-WBlCH 18 BEYO~"D 
THE REACH 011" TilE S:E.~SES,-BEEN PEROEIVEO ! "-{2339-234{)) 

COMMENTARY. 

The reo.'IOning that haa boon put forward above in •upport. of tho view 
that tho Connection between the Word and ita Moaning cannot be artificial, 
-under the Pm 2267 ,-on the bo.oi3 of that 01\mo _..,ning the eternality 
of the Vedic Santence also m"y bo MOerted. 

The Mimlfnuraka points out t.ho ' ineonc1usivo ' chn,raeter o f tJl& ret\8oning 
put forward by the Opponent, under T e:.t 2337-in the word.o-' Becawe 
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t-huc dMI. tU. d~.'-In the CM6 ot the Stu.ro.• like • ad.Otigu~• ',as they 
dMI witJ• UW>g. that are Jl"roeptibl<>, it il< posoiblo th"t the idoe& oonve:y-od 
tnay be b~ upon C.onventiou ;-thh• however i8 not. possible in tbo case 
of tho Veda; beCAU":'' BeaVfJn and IIUCh thingA-which are !lpOken o r in the 
Vcda,-nro beyond t ho reach or t,ho ~on~, and hcnco 11.0 Convnntion could be 
mado (by mon) regnnling Lhorn.-(2330·2340) 

Sayll tho Opponent--If that i• MO, then tho Vcda may be mooning!..,.. 
Tho 8MWe.r to this b1 OH foiJov;'B :-

TEXTS (2341-2342). 

u JT CANNOT JH~ M&ANL'f0Ll!!i8 j AS l'l'S 'M.BANING IS CLEARLY 

APPREHIINUIID " .--(2341) 

CO~L~ffiNTARY. 

' It '-«tan~ for the V eda.-(2341) 

Tho Opponent 1\M urged (under 'l'o:a 2338 tho fact of the Vcda being 
on 'a~te • AA a re&IJOn for ita unreliability. By means or a counter· 
reason, tho Mimdm.taktl 11hows that. the said reason is • InconeluJJ.ive ' ~ 

TEXTS (2341-2342). 

"As REOARDS THE A.ROUM:BNT BASED UPON TRJI PACT 011 THE VEDA 

BBTNO AN aggregaU, THE COUliTl'lR·ARGUMliNT SHOtn:.D BB STATED 

AS I!'OLLO\VS :-ALL VEDIO STUDY (BY ANY PERSON) IS ALWAYS 

l'REGBDED BY l'REVIOUS ' STUDY • BY HIS TBACRliR,

BEOAUSl! IT IS OALLBD ' VEDIO STVDY '-LIKE 

THE 'STUDY ' CARRIED ON AT TltB l'R:&SE>-'T 

TIME ".-{8hlckavi!rtika-ON SliN'rENCE, 

365-366].--{2341-2342) 

COMMENTARY. 

Say• tho Opponont.-The so.me con be sn.id in t•ogo.rd to t.ho 'study ' 
of the MaMbhdrW.C. alao: oll 'study • of the MaMblufral<> is alw&yw preceded 
by the previous study by the Toocl\er,-like the • study' at the present 
time ; but it will not bo right to argue thus; henee the counter-argument 
put forward is • inconclu8ive ' . 

Tho M'imatnsako'l onswer to this is ns follows:-
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l'EXT (2343). 

"Tlm AROIJ)fl!!<T )llO:RT n11 IJROP.O IN RF.tlARO TO THE Mtolllifl/uirtrl" 
AL<;O; BOT IT IS BLOCKP.D B., THH DL'tTJNOT 'RIUI.Ii:M'RRANC•R' 

{?I{RN'l'ION) 011 l'l'$ WRITKR. TROUOI! TR.I!RR ARP. SUCH 
1 ltF.MRMlJRA'NCBS' IN 1\.lr.OARO TO TJfR VRDA AL.qo,

YWr, 'l'lm:Y ARB AT.T, IJASJ~O TTPON 'OO~fr.tr.rNDA'NltY' 

OR~ORTPTION ".-fl'lhlol:c""irtilcll·-01'1 HRNT>:NCK, 

3(17].-{2-343) 

OOM11fENTARY. 

Tho Mmn M~oment mil(ht bo lll'jtO<l in •·•I(Or<l t.o tho 111aMbltllrota ab\o ; 
bnt the Author, Vyi'i.'IA, ik clearly 'remo.rnl')f\ro<l' (mrmt.ionod); honCfi Rneh 
1\r\ assortlon (,_ ronde:rod impoHMihlo by thi-N ln"ntion of tho 1\uthot, nnd hence 
cannot be mRtlo. Thmo is no 111ueh mmt:ion nf tM 1 Author, in t.ho M.HO of 
the Veda. 

Says tlln Oppono.n~In reg~>rd to tl>o Vodl\ nt.o, thn Author ia mont.innod, 
in RUch Pf'&"JBP M-' AgnirlltKJJ~hrlurkru(t aiinuini •.. ttlltar,-,il11iili(l;man?~> '. 

The an~nvor to thiR iR--' TJUYUgl• there are Htwh.. etc.. eJ.c. '-Ale rC'IgnrrlFI t.hc 
montion or I AUthors) in the Vcda. that i& based ti]JOn rotmnerulaiM'fl ducrip. 
lion.; I fU"4JKJv1Jd4 I if.l the t tddt'f 0

, d~riptiOJ\, or f Qrl/l/'J• '1 I (ft.Ctft I j this 
deocription is tho baai.• of thft Mlid mention (of Authoro in the Voda); henee 
the word • cAak~' in tho ~ qnot.OO d()(lllt not f'tand ror crurting or 
producing, but for rtmcmbt,.;ng; 140 thf\ mMn1nst" i~ t hn.t tht' pcrAOnH nn.mccl 
'<ememberwl' the Si/man., eto.-(2343) 

Quulion .-Ho\Y hn~ thl" manning bP-en ~tcrmined ? 
A. MIDilltr :--

TEXTS (2344.234n). 

"THE PAST ANl> F'lnoBE TTMll$ 0A."' HAVE l!O COln•ECTIOll WITH ANY 

'A11dwr 011 Tm! VED.o. ',-BEOAIISE 'mBY ARt'! POINTS or 'I'IMII,

Ln<:ll TJIII PrtMnJ. TIXE AS PERCIIIVliD.-TT SHOULD liE tTNDliR· 

S'I'OOD '!'RAT Brohmtl ANI> THE REST A:RR NO'r .TIIE Mn~M 
011 TlTll VBoA,-DIIOAUSll TlmY ARR PliR.~ows, wro. 

R'I'O.,-LTKR ORDINARY M:RN ".-(2344.234/l) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho two nrgumonf>l hero oot forth nre cnRily undorstoocl.-{2344·2845) 

In the following Pt:r.I.S, thn \Vholo •ubjoot·mntt<>r of thA Cont~xt iR Rum mod 
np by t.he Mimd"""'ka nnd •npported by n~umnntJI :-
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TEXTS (234!1-23o0). 

u TUHK 'I"JlRN, IT ~Jl01li~O nft UN1>RRST001) CLEARLY THAT TU~ ASSF.R.TfON 

fN TFO< VRDA IS Nc:>T VAI.~•: (llNRY.LIAlli.R) ;- BRCAUSB IN THB RXPRES· 

SlON OB ITS MRANTNCI, JT 18 NOT O"EPBNOENT UPON A SP.RAKER,

roST LilO~ 'I'm: WOlll> IN TErn EXPRESSION 0~ Tfi:E WORD·MEANINO " . 

-(2346). 
u 'rmt OoONl'.rtoNs nmnvRt> PROM THR VRDA )fURT BE u.to'HT ,-BEOA uss 

THltY ARL'tE PROM TlJP. ltTRRNAL SENTRNOB,-LIXE TJTR OOONlTION 

op THE Sf<NT£SCR ITI!JILP.-Tm: ARtiUMRNTS DlM'A!LliD BBYORB 

ARF. ALL APPLIOAIILF. IIFntll ".-(.'/hloJ.."IIvUrl~'lamllfi.M~I!pa, 2). 

- (2347). 
"THB COUNtf'J'TON :nRonon'l• A'UOlJ't' nv 'l'ltE VP.UIO lNroNOTrON l.rnsT BR 

RBLIABLE; (") BEOMISB IT IS PRODUOBO BY CAUSES rrRliR FROM ALL 

DE"FF-OTS ;-LIKB TlfF. IDEAS PRODUCf:D BY THJI INll'EREN'I'lAL INDTC~· 
TtVE, OR BY THE AS.1ERTION OP TRUSTWORTHY PltRSONS, OR BY 

Pl:ROBPTION ;-(b) AU!O BRC~USR IT 1S PRODUCED BY AN ASSERTION 

WMCR DOES NOT BIIJANATE FROM AN UNRELIA..BLE PERSON, AND 

Bll0A1JS11 IT IS FREE Fl<OM SUBLATION AT ALL TIMES AND PLAOES,

T.TKE TILE IDEA PROUUOIID B\' TIIE AS.~ERTION OF A RELIA BLlll'.&RSON "• 

-[Sirl.,k<W<irtil:a, SUTRA 2, 184--185). (2348-2349) 
"TT BEIN(I THIIS ESTAJILll!JIP.D THAT TilE VBDA IS AUTHORITATIVE AND 

RRLIABLE,-'I'JtB LONOSTAHDINO B:EOINNJNOLRSS LINE OJI T1!ACH1!11S 

ANn P liPIJ,, THAT lHS JlBEN ASSVMEO TENDS TO PROVE TJC.-T IT I~ 

F I\EJ.l >' ROM DflFEC'I'S ".-(2350) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thnt which produooo " cognition, independently of the peraon using 
it, with regnrd to a certain thing, cannot bo fi>lse in roapeot or that thing; 
e.g. the Word"" bringing About the cognit.ion of ill! own meaning ;-the Vedio 
Sentenco produoo.• the cognition of ill! me=ing, independentJy of MY speaker 
in the ahapo of ibl Autbor ;-benco thoro io apprehension of a condition 
contrary to the wider condition ;--' falsity' ~ing 'less wide' than c being 
productive of cognitioM t.hro\lgh dependence upon the compooing P«tSSn •. 
which latter thus iA th" 'tnj4poka t, the • wider conclition ·,-the' virtt.ddha •, 
'contrary', of thi" "Would b., 'being prod\10t.ivo of eognit.ionB indopondentJy 
of the composing person ' ; n.nd thi• lat tor oondition is npprel1onded in t.he 
""""of the Voda. 

• LtM /M Word in /M ~ion of iu "'""'""9 ' ;- thia is m"""t to show 
that Word.e are productive of oognitions in conformity with the real otate of 
things ; ,.nd tbo • cognition produced by the word ' is not meant to be the 
Corroborative Irurtanco ; t,bo 'UI01"<ia thom•olvos being that inatanco.-Thllll 
then, in tllo n:rgurnent, TV brd is the Minor Torm ; and wll~t ia sought to be 
proved in rcgnro. to it i~ ibl non-fa!oity on oooount of itA being tho co.use of 
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cognitiona in oonfonnit.y with tho ....U .tale of thill8" ;-.,onooquontly, tho 
Corrobontt.ive lnstanoo also sho uld htwo nxaetly the samo chnl"8C::Wr; other
wi"" the Jnatonoo would be rlovoill oj the Probantlu11• 

Thero iN nnother (\rgumNtt, which iH fonnuJa1 00 ug followtc :-'J'hAt 
Co~nition whic:h i~:; brol•ght l\bout by an ctol'nal S<'llh"'nco nmJCt be in oon
fol'mity with tho rcnl F.~-to.to o f thin~ 1md htln<•(l right ;-ju~t liku tho cognition 
or eho VCltbnl fonn of tho ltelllC.'Hl'O it~olf ;-t.lte cognition of tho fuct o! Uttt 

po.rfol"manc(l of J1gnihot.m, etc. IC'nding to Hooven is produc&d by the eternal 
Mntonc.-e ;-hence this is a Rt-&IIOn based upon t11e nature of thingA.-The 
otornolity (of tho Veda) bu ho<!n proved in detail already; honoo tho Probonl< 
in thie argument cannot bo ooid to 1M' 'Inodmissible ' . 

• '1'~ Cognition brovgh' abom by th• Vedic In:jundion, tl<. el<. '-Tbi• 
hM boon nlrcady explained. 

'.rhOt'e l\.Tft two other argutn(lntk, formulated ru; folio"'" :- Tho C'o~nit:ion 
that h4 not. produced by tho l\SMrt.ion of an 1mroJiablo Pf'J'f'On,-.nnd nlRo 
Ull\t which is !reo from con.trn.diotion (flubJation, nnnulnHml) throughout 
tho variations of t-ime, place o.nd pct*Ronnlitie~, mm~t bo rclinblu,- lil<o thtl 
Cognition produced by the nHM:rtion of n roliablo pel'ROn ;-of this Ml114:! 

kind i• the Cognition producod by the Vedic lnjlmetivc Scntonoo ;-hence 
thi• i• « n-on hosed upon ~~~ .. nature of the thing concerned. 

Tho ~\not of the R"""""" odduced here cannot bo l't'~od a.s 
• JnAC!miMihle'; bocou..., it '"'" boon proved at gre&t loogtb tllt\t the Vcda 
is not tho work of a. P01"80n .. 

Nor can the second R.oo.Aon IX\ regarded as 'InA.dmi.IJAiblo' ; bocause, 
"" hM boon explained in tho following possa.ge-' Tho ide& brought about 
by tho tulfiertion-" D&Siring Bcavon, ono flhou1d perform KO.crjflcofl tt-is not 
on uncertain ono ; that ja, it iH not in tho form t;ha~Hcavon may or mo.y not 
foUow from tho performance of McriRoos ; in fact, tho idM iH ~ dofinitoly 
ccrto.in one that Hea.von doo8 follow ; and when this is cognised for eortain, 
it cl\nnot bo false. That Cognition alone is false which, having appeared, 
bocom"" 11\lbl,.ted by t-bo notion thAt IUch i1 no' /M aclual m••; tho ide& in 
quootion (that Hea-.-en follow>< the porlormanea of !!Mrifi0011) ia never found 
to bo ao sublatcd at any tim&, or in regard to any peroon, or \mder any 
c.i.rcumetances, or at any pla.oo. Honoo it follo'W'S that it is not fA.180 or wrong' 
-{Sh4bara-.1Jhdwa on 1. 1. 2, 'l'roMI<ltion, Page 5). 

From nil this it beeom08 Ollt&bli•hed that the Voda is relinblo, by i!l!elf, 
boi11g M it ia, the bMis of all idOM or Dhorma and allied mattora ;-and 
Jiko Light, it is o. trust.worthy BOureo of knowledge for o..U mon. Hence, it 
booomClll 08t&blisbed that all 81toh thoorios "" 'all thnt oxiot.. is mere 
Ideo', which have ho<!n propounded by the Buddhitlll and otbo,., cannot 
bo rigbt.-{2346-2350) 

&ya the Opponent-If, liko Light, the Veda is, by it4101f, a reliable 
aourco of knowledge for all men,-lhen bow is it that t11o Duddbiat and 
otho,. do not secopt that viow I Jt cannot be right that Cor ~hem, the 
Vod& i• not a. roli&blo aource of knowledge. 

Anticipating this, the Mlm4•M<>ka supplios the following nnawor :-
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•rEXT (231H) . 

··THus, LlKB LtOHT, THE VBDA BBtNC TH& • En' trOR ALL .HEN,

'l'KB HOSTlLlTY THAT A.RJSltS AOAlNS'I' IT A)IO:NO SOME P.EOPLB, 18 LIKE 

THE HOSTJLITY OF TUI>l OWL (TO LIORT),-AND IS TilE KVF£0T 

Oil' '!'llEIR Dlil>t8!UT ".- (2351) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the Sun, which i• the common Eye or 6U, has dispelled all darkness 
by its ma~JH of effulgent r111yM and ,.;hines nil ro\md,-colour doc8 not become 
visible t.o tho owl which htUt it.. Eye inefficjent. in the performing of it~ func
tions; in the oame way, peoplo like the BuddhiHIA, whoS& Ey .. or Tntclligenoo 
have bocomo di.sal>lod by Demerit, lu\.ve their vhdon obstructed,-evcu when 
th& one common Eye of all people, iu th& shape of the V «la, io there. 

The perticlo ' K ilt.J' iit meant. t.o indicatt'l di8}>Uai"UT'e. 

[Here •"''" the ea•• for the Rtliability of the VEDA, ths REv.t:ALBD WoRD. 
-Next follow 1/us aroumont• AOAINST 11•• Rel·iability of the REVEALE D 

WoRD, Veda.) 

The oaid 'hostility' to th<> Voda is now expounded:-

TEXT (2352). 

A1.J- THIS IS Tm> l'ROOUOT OJ' THE PAL.~Jl PRIDE OF TBll: TwiCE-BORN 

PEOPLE. TIIEREI IS .NO TBIJTU IN TIDS, EVEN BlC TliE 

SLIGHTEST CHA.NOE.-(2352) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Ghu'(IIJk~C~rtw<U • '-even by the slightest chance; like the 'Crow and the 
Palm-fruit '.-(2302) 

1 • mu-~ ·-•ben iNiocta got into (\ pi coo or wood &nd ma.ko holes in 
it. some timee, t.bo boles that. appee.r beeomo. by ehanee~ eo e.rro.nged u to at8UIDO 

the shape of LetterS ; henco • G4~o '~ f inMct·lottem •. at.anda for • mere
chance,. So allo 'Orow A.nd t.ho Pahn fruit • etand1 for mtr" eJwm.cc; exemplified 
by th() cuo '"hen the Pe..lm fruit drops from tho troo when tho Crow site upon 
it, it is mo.ro cha.nce, aa tho coming o£ the Crow ct\nnot be tho roaJ cause of tho 
f&lfu>g of tho fruit. 
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le liAR boon nrg,•od (by t.ho llfimum110ka) Umt. "thnt. whioh i~ froo £rom 
tho C"..ontnc.t or d~£ceM oondueivo to jal1tity mnst be 1 he aourt"f' c•f /nJf. roJi(Jtil ion. 
~tt". ot.c.".-'r1W' Ant.hor. for thn Mnk(~ o£ 1\-rgmncmt., admits ilw Hc~u~nu ''""''. 
odclm:f'~l. nml t.hon proi-.•Nl~ f,fl 11how t.lll~(. it. i J<C ' im·mwhiMi\'o '- -

TEXT (2353). 

EVBN TROUOR 'I'HER11 I S NO AIITROR, TRB VBDA OAJ-'l<O'r OH ltBHAitllllll 

AS RAYINO WI\11'1' JS T!<Ufl ;-llEOAUSR \T IS DIUVOIV OF 'rRO.~K 

F.XOELLJINO&'I IN ITS ROUROR WRIOJJ WOIILO M.<KE IT 

TRU1'Rli'U'L ;--.JUST A-~ TN Tim A BSENOR O'P 

DF.11EOTS, •rJm W O IU) rs NOT RROA RIHW 

AA fnl3e.--(2,3i'J3) 

OOMMEN'l' ARY. 

'./i)q{l' at<1ncls for the Ved"' 
A lnM undbr the inllnen"" of Love Md Hatred, 1\tc. is found to oay 

thinS"' t.hat are not """; in this we.y, throngb poRitivo nnd nopt.ivo con~ 
comitl\n~. it is ascertained thnt ~Hll'O Ot"' oerto.itl dMoctR w)tioh lie 1\t· f.ho 
root offalaity; oimilarly a IMn full of mftrCy nnd other good qualitiC»> is found 
to be truthful ; banco thOS& RQOO qualitios ""' nx oollOIIOO<I thM lie nt tho 
root of truthftd....,s.- 1'hus, in tho ab•once (in the enso of the Veda) of th""" 
cau.see of truU•f•~neos, the effect, in tho •hapo of 'l'niJAfuln.t.~~~~, ahio llbould be 
non·exietent.-so that even though U1o Voda may not bo U10 work of n. 
l'eraon, its truiJi.julnu• i• not "'t<>blW•od ; henco the RoOS<on put forwnrd by 
the Mim4moak4 is 'Inconchl><ive '.--(2353) 

Qt4ution :-" Bu~ how is it MocrlainM that tht\ m:collen~ aft'! n~nt f n 

A nMDtr :-

TEXT (2364). 

TT IS ONY.Y IN THB OASII OF 'l'II1'l WOIU(A OF P"IISONS THAT 'rll& QURS'I'TON 

Al\I~RS AS TO WJIJI!TTUl& Tli}J BXOELLENOP.S AliR TlfERR Olt NOT. 

JlRNOJI THERJI IS NO NBRD I'OR SUOJJ AN RNQUTRV IN 

'l'lf}J OASR fN QUR.qT!OI< ; ANI) WE ITA VB NOT Tlrn 

SLIORTEST IDEA 011 TIIEitJl RT!TNO ANY 

RXCBLLflNOR AT Af.L.-(23G4) 

CO~IMEN'l'ARY. 

What this •hows i• thnt tho grnund• for donyin11 tho tlt/«1• in tho """" 
of th• Veda ore also t.hn grounW. for dCinyin~~t tl11> ....,.}IMtceo niM [viv.. : thn 
absence of al'onon"" the mtt.hor).-{2304) 
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Summing up tho nrgnrnont, tl\o Author proceeds to show that when wa 
do not. flncl the eans.c~< (of t.rnth fulnos.·~ a.nd fnhlity). there c~a.nnot be any 
poAAihilit .. v or uu~ Vr'(\11, l~in~ C'i1hr.r /nm or ftt/J•:e :-

TEXT (2355). 

THUS, TNA~MUCH AS THE CAUSES OF tru1J<f11lne88 and fal8ity,-rn THE 

SRAl:'E (a.) OF Wl$D0hl AND MERcY AND (b) OF ABSENCE 011 

MERCY, Fl'I'C.,-ARE NOT '!'HERB, '!'HE SA!O TWO QtTALTTTES 

CANNOT BRWN(I '1'0 THE Vllt>A.-(2355) 

COMMENTARY. 

WiRdom, etc. nre the con~W~ of trtdliftilnesa, whilt'l t.hfl. absence of mercy, 
ot.e. o.ro thA ""'" ""' ofjaWty,-reJ!peetively. 

'Piu: two '-i.e. TruthfulneAA and Falsity.-(2355) 

Tho following Te.m ~how what follows '"'hen tho Vedn is neiUu~.r trutliful 
nm· j{llM.-

TEXTS (2356-2357). 

THUS THE VF.DA IS RE-DUCED TO FUTILITY ,-LIKE S1TOH SENTENCES AS 

'SIX CAKES '.-JF IT BE AMUED THAT ":D:flM.NINQ-S A_RE AC"l'UALLY 

CO~fl>Rl!ll[l!;NDlilD (FROM VlilDlO SBNTBNCJ;S), rn Rl!S1'EC1' OF AO'I'IONS 

AND AOTTVB AGENTS ",-{THE ANSWER' IS THAT) THIIRE >fAY BE 

SUCH OO>IPREHENSION rn OASES WRBRE THERE ARE EXPLANATIONS 

SUPPLIED BY >mN,-AS lN THE CASE OF THE DOINGS OF UnxJBhi,

BVF.N '!'HOUGH THE WORDS (OF THB VBDA) BY THEMSELVES DO 

NOT REALLY 001\'"VEY ANY SUCH MEANING AT ALL,-AS HELD BY YOU. 

-(2356-2357) 
COMMENTARY. 

The Veda now turnR out to be BA l ft1tile' nnd moaningles.'l n..q such stray 
nttnrances of the mad-Mp as 'six cakeo ', 'ten pom~gronates' and tl1e like. 

&ys the Mimii1mclka-" In seeking to prove the futility of the Veda., 
the Bnddb.ist mo.kes his Proposition contrary to a poreeptible fact ; because 
it is directly perceived thA-t t..h& V&die sentence l\ctnally provid&.~ the com· 
prehansion oi the idea that 1 from tho perfonnanoo of the Agnihotra, follows 
the Mtainment of Heaven'. How then can this be denied t" 
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ln arUMW to thiK, th& Author. ~-itb a view to leaving no room for th8 
Opporumt. to tcay n.nyth.ing. &a)~· Thue may bt •11th ten•prtl;en.rion, et~. tU. • 
-Th~ idea i• aefollow·s :-There would Mvo beun a.nuulnre.nt of our .PropoeQ· 
tJon if wu triod l.o prove the mca.ningles:tmOSK of the V ode. by it~lf; what. we 
...., doing ill only lo put forwnrd s Jkdw:Jio Ad Al>lrurdtmo; 8nd lhU. Cl'lmOI 
sot a.sidu our Propo:\ition. us there i~; no .Propo~ition in ff\lcl.l nn 4\rgumcnt 
a.t all i a.U t.hnt it' dono iB to show that when the othur t)arty do~ uot admit 
t.be absence of tho nt\l'rowor factor twon whc.·n t.hu widor fautor iH ai:>~Scut, 
bo incunJ an undoe.irnble in.c011gruity nnd oont.racliota hiR own woJ•dll. 

Nor iB o ur Propol;.ition con t.rv.ry to tulY pl\N!Oivod ft\(l t. Booauso. a vt3n 
whon tho Vodt~ is roo.lly meaning!~, a~uch comp•·ohollldOu o f mc'tmiug flS 

has boon urgod mo.y be the effect of tho oxpl"n"tion• pruvidod by poople ; 
for irultanco, in regtud to t ho Vodieseutenco • Het\Von foUowH from tho Agni· 
hotm ', aomo ono anay say-' what are dOI::!Ctibt.td in tbitl sontonco aro the do in~ 
of BAorata, Un.YJIIIi nnd other persons • ; and oven though ho mn.y havo offert;td 
t.b.i1l oxplanation without. actually knowing Ul.o mMniug of tbo !'lenttmcu, 
yet ~ubtlequont.ly, th6 man actually has the cc.mlprehension or tbe Kt:lid idOA 
from tho M>ntenco. But tbi>l does noL mako tho Vcdlo ocmtonoo really 
upre&rive of that. meaning.-In the sa.mo manner, t.ho • oomprehension of 
tbe meaning ' that ha& boon u:glld by the other party may proooed from 
the Vedic aontonco, oven tho1Agh, in reality, this ecnto.nce may be entirely 
tneADinglooo.-llow then can our Propooition bo annullod by ' " f~Wt of .Peroop· 
tion '.-(23G0·23G7) 

l!'urthor, it muy bo thM in the Veda, thertl i• uboonce, only of the defect.! 
conduclvo to jaU!'ty. not. of the excellences ; oven so, tho 'inconclusiveness • 
of yow· Prob~n• iolrr<l8istiblo. This is shown in the loUowing :-

TEXT (2358). 

EvJIN U THJQIE Bll NO DEPEGTS, TRUTmriJLNESS DO:U NOT BECOMJ! 

PRO'nD SOO'LY B:ECAUSE THE orHER AllrERNATIVE KUST BE 

AOClEl'TZD; BECAUSE THEB.E IS A 'l'BIRD ALTBB.NATIVII 

POSSIBLE, TBAT OB 'MEA.NINOL&SSb"'ESS t .-

(2358) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ir, in connection with VVorch~, there wore only two potP:liblu (llturnativM-
jaJ.aity and truilifulfltU,- then, the absonce of o no alterun.tlvo would noce88Qr-ily 
imply tbo l'rOMonoo of the other; there is however<> ~bird !>lternative poBSiblo 
-that thoy aro mea1ainglua ; \mder ~e circumstancoa, the negation of jalttity 
d..., not neo688Mily imply the assertion of INilifulnu•; 1111 there ill no nngntion 
o f tbn otlw alternative of ,....ning!'a.,.....-(2358) 

• 
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TEXTS (235!}-2361). 

IT AflOHT BE SAID THAT--" THE VEDA BY t·rsELP, tNOEPENDlllNT o:e ANY 

PEBSONALITIBS, STANDS CAPABLE OP BRlNGINO AllOO'T TB'JI TBO'l! 

KNOWLEDGE OF TIIINOS,-AND IT IS ON THAT GROO'ND THAT 1'1' IS 

REGARD.R:D AS TRUTHFUL A'Nl) 'RELTADT .. :£ ".-JF THAT IS SO, THAT 

KNOWLEDOII SHOULD 811 APP&ARINO INCBS.~ANTLY,-BBOAO'SE ITS 

OAO'SE IS ALWAYS TRERE,-AS AT TJI1! MOMENT 1NTENDE0.-0R AT 

THE Tillffi THAT 01!11 COGNITION APPEARS, ALL OOONITIONS PROVlt>ED 

BY TBII VEOA SHOULt> APPEAR SDIULTANEOUSLY,-BEOAU$11 IT IS A.>< 

ltFPICIRNT CAO'SE,-AS IN TirE OASE OF T1fR INTltNDED 000N1TlON.-

{231J!J-2361) 

CO~OIENTARY. 

The following might be urged-" If we h!ld regarded tho Veda "" tMtJhjm 
by reason of the p,...,..noe of Mercy and such other exC<~Ilenoes in ita author, 
t.hon. ss tho exeellen..,.. \VOuld be resting in the Peroon,-when thi8 Person 
would cMAO to e.xist, t he exeeUencoR would diAAppea.r, nnd thence the truth
julnu• basod llpon the oxoollen088 would al1<0 disapperu-. As a m~tter of 
fact, however, it is by ita very nature that the Veda is thcaource of knowledge 
of rool thinWJ,-RDd thi• capacity or the Veda i8 not dne to any exoellenceo in 
any Person ; hence the.rf'l oon b& no • inconcluRi.voness' jn our Rooson. Nor 
i• there O.l\Y poasibility of the Veda boinp: t>W>ninglus ". 

Antieipetil\g this argument of the llfim0tn80/oa, the Author aay.-' If 
that f• so, eu. ttc.. '-Ju"t as, it~ b' by its very nature that tho Veda has a 
monuiog,-in the same way it might be poBR.ihlo that. it iR faJ.se; so tl\&t the 
Re&llOn still roma.ina InconclWiit!$. Thi• i• going to bo further explained 
later on. 

If the Veda were the oonroo of knowledge, by it. very nature, then the 
oognitiona provided by it should appear at all times and all simultaneously, 
M tbe.ir ef'Aciont cauBO wouJd be theN\ alv."83rs. How then co.n the con
tingeney of boing """ningZ... be avoided ! 

The argument may be formulated ao followo :-When the efficient causo 
of a certain thing ie thoro, tlmt thing mu$1t. come 1\bout,..,-.e.g. the cognition 
ol the Agnihotre provided by tho Vedio oontcnoes ;- tJ>o efficient eauso, 
in tba shape of Veda, of all eognitions arising from the Vedio 10ntenceo, 
is always present ; hence this is a Reason bued upon t.he nature of thi~4-
(2S59-2S61) 

The Author next pointe out another objoetion &piMt !J>e idea of eogm
tion.a appearing aironlteneously :-
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TEXT (:!362) . 

.!.iTER TllAT TU£ VEOA'g 0A1"ACITY TO BRL.~G ABOliT l!OONITIOSS \\'tHI J...D 

CEASE; CONSEQUENTLY THE VEDA COULD NOT BM l!TERNAL. I V 

Tf!E SAJD OAPAOlTY CONTiNUES TO EXT:;T, THE!I THl~ SA~fE 

COONJTIONS lillO\JLD APP.IMJ.t ACIALN .-(:!362) 

COIDIENTARY . 

.-rlmt. i11 to ~y. if, oJtel' hsving lf.imultunooul:Jiy produced tt.ll tilt' U1gui· 
tioutt-, tho Vodu. lo~ tho cnptwity to produce Coguit.ionl'l, thlm, on twcount uf 
tbo cet~Sat.ion of that CBpi\City, which formi'J tho very UMHcmoo o f tiH• Vc>du., 
IJ>e Ved& itoeU becomoo liablo to""""" to .,.,u.t..-If howovw-, tl., Vetl" d0<11 
AM lose that. capACity. then, lalter on, tho StUn& got, uf Cognitiomc Mhould 
appear aga.in. Hence, we conclude tlut.t ntJ utcrnal thiuu cuo ~~~ uuy 
capacity for ofloetiw aotiou.-(2362) 

In the follo,ving T.., the lluthor putM forWllrd " likely oxplruu\tjon to 
meet tho tU'IUJ.uoot that' whun tbo efficient. causu of u tiring istnu;t.·ut. that 
thing mwrt. appear ' :-

'l'J:!;:X.T (23U3). 

lT MIGHT 811 SAlD TRAT-" TKB VEDA STA!IDS L'{ Nl!l!D OV l<XJ'LANATION•. 

ETO., AND AS TlmSB IIXl'LANATIONS AP.P.&AR IN SUCCESSION, 

TB£ OOONITIONS (BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE V.&DA) ARE 

HELD TO BE SUOOESSIVJ:l ALSO." -(2363) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 'ot..c. ' Us meant. to include Couvont-iont5. 
''.I'huo ·-t.ands for tho e:r:p/anatioM.-(2363) 

'L'lllis objootion is lln•w&red in the following :-

TEXT (23U4). 

JT CANNOT ~~~ SO ; WIIBN 1'1' IS EFli!OUINT (AND IIA~ 'r!ill CAPACJ.'f~)
WRAT SURT OP 'DEPBNDBNOB ' 0011LD THERE DB ! lJr IT IS 111'1'1· 

OD<NT BEOAUSB 01' TIIB PBESENOE Olf 'l'IL\T ON WBJOH IT IS 

DEIJ!NOB.~o""iT,-\VHAT HOPE, T1IBN, o.u-~ YOU HAVE 01' ITS 

ll.t:INO elt:rnal!-(23(14) 

COMMEN'£ARY. 

U is only when something is in~ by itoeU, tbat it needs tho help of 
others in aocuring the. required efficiency; when, however, a thing ill quite 
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ofliciHut. hy i'.solf, tlwJ'u iN nu irupc.rloctiun in ilH cl\t\l'U~Wr; whtt.t.""rt uf tr.ud 
or dOJIC'IKICJta: (..VUic.l thoro bo in that <:aJ;O? 

H it. I'Jt! hold t.h1.'t. nt. fin;t.. it. i>.s .;1,elflei.t...,•l, but IHJIIliL'tJuC..utly, it bucornes 
e;Qici.eflt through t.ho cuntt:wt. uf contribut(Jty cfnal;(Jte,-tbcn you hnd bott.er 
giw up nil bopo for tlm otorru;Uty of tho V<:<U.!-(2aU4) 

t;lucM.Wn _._ .. llow got"' 
Attrwer :-

' l'J;JX'l' {~3liG). 

111' IT WAS rttlWIOlfSLY JS~PI'IOLEST, ANO IS llAOE K.FPJClHNT 6Y TJ!Jo: 

lCX"PLANATlONS,-THEN lT BHCObl.&'i A SOUROJo.: Ofo' KNOWL8DOK 

THROUU I( TH}! FmL1' O.h' PERSONALlTCES• ANO HENCE •r~m 

WORK 0~ A P~BSON .-{2365) 

COMMENTARY. 

'!'ho undtwlyiu.g jdoa iM tho.t t.ho eftloioncy or potency is not. ,.omot hing 
lll)tU't. from the Vodu. it~:~elf; if it were smocthing diffw•cnt, then as thcro wo\lld 
bo no wnne<.-t.ion boLwoon tho Vcda twd t.bo efficioncy, the Vcda would not 
be "" active agenL 1\t all ; "" ell'eotl! are J?I'Oducod from efticiuncy only. 

'1:/ourc£ oflcnowltdgo '-l'h& Vcda ao 110uree of knowledge, oomeo; to be 
bornufl'orsoutllitiOtC; thof()I'Dl of the Vcdt,itsolfbecomed bornofPereonalities; 
..ud"" "" t.lu>1 io not different £row tbo Veda, the V eel& itl!elf boocm011 • born 
of penoonalities '.-(2365) 

}'\u·thor, it. i8 not. only that. by dependent.-e upon sowet.Jling else, the 
Vodu booc.m1CN nou-ot.t~t·ua.l; t.ho e.m;umptivn th~t jt ht nut. t.bG work of an 
a.ut.hor W..O bowuWII futile.-'!'W.. ill •huwn in t.bo following :-

T.I!:X'l't:l (:!3l!U-l!3U8). 

THB VtcDA, AS lT ::sTANDS, l'R.OVlDES NO Kl\OWLEJ>U.B TO tiS, UNTlL IT 1S 

ILLUH.lNATJID {&Xl'LAn-""liO) BY Pl:B.>!ONS WHO AOT AS L.UIPS. CoN

SEQtr:SNTLY TJIERE IS NO RSASON li'OR THE ASSUbU'TlON TUAT WHAT 

lUUNOS ABOUi' THE KNOWL~DGE 0¥ T.wliGS IS SOMh'TKll'IO WlUOll IS 

NOT THE WORK Oil' A PEBSON ; Bl!lCAUSE THll KNOWl.IIDOJil IN 

QU~"T.ION DOES P.ROOJIIU> I'ROH Tllll Jll<PL.UIATIONS P.ROVU>BD BY 

PERSONS. THUS TRll OIU.BA.CTER OJ' 1WI bftng lM. work of a 
Person, EVEN THOVGH IT MAY Bll l'RJISENT IN THII YEDA, Ill 011 NO 

11811; BEOAU811 THII ONLY RESULT PRODIJOJIO BY TBE VEOA-I.E. 

KNOWJ.£011-lll DBPKl<DJINT UPON P BilliONS.-{2366-23611) 

OOMJiiENTARY. 

Tho idea th&t Lbo Veda ia not tho work of a Person is pO$t\ll&ted for 
t.be purpose of showing th&t the knowledge provided by it must be right;-
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thi.t &MUmption also is not independent of ponoonl\lities in providing that 
knowledgo,-hcooo the asswnption is entirely futile. In foct, the Pen<ons, 
"" aut.horo of t.he Veda, might very well be the reliabl<> ..,ur<e of right know
lodge,- what is the tile of 88!!Uming thi.o independon<c of Per/IOn<llitie,., wbicll, 
arw all, is itoelf dependent on penronaliti80 1-(236$--2308) 

H might be argued that-in order to !\void tho eontinl(oney of th~ \'eda 
becoming non·otorno.l, and aiJoJo that of tho Mi4tunption of tho Vedt\ being 
indepondene of Porsonaliti"" becoming futilo,- tho Vacln io held to bo alu:aya 
oflicient,- thon this view becom~ open to tho objoct.ion alrettdy point<:d 
out.-'l'hia is whut is shown in tho followinsc :-

TEXT (2309). 

lP TJU VllDA IS ALWAYS EFJIIC!BNT (TO PRODUOB KNOWLRDOE), 'I'HBN 

WHY SHOULD IT BEQVIRB ANYTHING BLSB f THI~ REQUIRED 

KNOWLBDQII WOULD BB IIORTHOOMIIIO IIOR \'OU PROM 

TKB PRESENOB OF THAT SL'IGLB BIIP!OlBNT 

OAUSB.-{2369) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged-" Even if tho help of Personalities is 
needed, tho idea. o!frudom from Per10naliliu doe3 not bocome rutiJo ; bec&u.\:ie 
wl>a~ is mado cloot (explained) by t.he Poroona i• tho mooni.ng M it is there 
alroady,-thoy do not produa anything new; if they produced something 
now, then alono would tho independonee of those Persons bocomo admitted ; 
and in thM coso, boing beoet with attachment nnd other Dofoota, if they 
wore to sot. about producing Vedio texts giving oxproMion to wrong ideas, 
how could tJ1oy bo prevented t " 

Tho f\1\BWftr is t..h.a.t. eJ) these eontingonciM would nrieo also under the 
vie" that !J>e knowlodgo of ~he meaning of Vedic Sont.onooa is brought; about 
by t.he e:<pl~<nationa provided by Persons. 

This is what ;., Ahown in the following :-

TEXTS (2370-2371 ). 

l'l!RSONS, B£fNO IIRBE AOBNTS, PROO!:BDING TO BXJ'LA:n< TB.E VBDA, 

AOOORDn<O TO THEIR WHIMS, COULD NEVER BE OHECUD BY 

ANY ONm. CONSRQUL'ITLY, BEING Bl!SET WITJI SOOJI DBFEOTS 

AS D8L08ION, VANITY, ETC., THEY MTORT PROVIDE WRONO 

BXPLI.NATIONS 011 TBE VEDA.-TJIBRB IS ROO~I FOR 

SOOK A SUSPICION .-(2370-237]) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thon again, no such Person hAA been postulated M is independentJy 
oogniean! of thomeaninv of tk l'eda., which is boyond tJoe 1'600h of the SGnses, 
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who would expotmd this meaning. Beeaw!<l the power of S\>Ch a Person to 
perecive supene~auous things through hia knowledge of the Ved8, cannot 
belong to him independently by himoelf ;-and the l&owledge of tbo 
meaning of the Ved& <>lso io not pollllible without the power to perceive 
supct8ensuou.~ things ;-thus there is an unavoidable mutual interdependence. 

Tlli$ ia wbAL ia oltown in the following :-

TEXTS (2372-2373). 

Tlrll OTHER l'A.RTY DO NOT AJ)MJT ANY PERsON CAPABLE OF PBRC!I:IVlNO 

SUPERSE!<SUOUS 1'HINGS ;-.U."'D THE KNOWLEDC:B OP THl! GO~EO

TION BETWEEN HEAvEN AND SAORmCUL PEro-oR.lltANOE OAN. 

NOl' Bll OBTAINED EXOEl'T ll'ROl\1 TirE (VllDIO) INJUNCTION ; 

BBOAUSE FOR YOU, THEBJi: IS NO PERSON WHO IS OAP• 

ABLE OP DIREO'I'LY I'EROEIVC<G SUPEliSENSUOVS 

TKINOS ; AS WHOEV:&R HAS ANY KNO\VLEDOE OF 

THESE HAS IT ONLY TRROUOH THE ETIIRNAL 

WOBDS.-{2372-2373) 

COlmfENTARY. 

Tho compound • achodanam' is to be explained 1\8--' that for which 
there .is no Injunction' ; i.e. that which is independe.nt- of the Injunction. 

The reason for this is next stated-• Bea:ul#, ac.. etc.. ' 
Quulion ,._ .. Why is this also so?" 
An.ttoer .~· d• ~-. elc. uc. '-A• ho.s been decl&red iu tho following 

worda--c For the~JG reasons there is no Perceiver of superserum0\18 things; 
whoever knows Rnything about these knowo it only through the Ee.rnal 
TVord'--{2372-2373) 

Tho following might he urged-" The Veda i~•elf would make known to 
such a. person i ta own meaning, withouto.ny n.otion on the part of thnt Person; 
80 t.bat there ie no mutual interdependence ". 

Tbe answer to this is aa follows :-

TEXT (2374). 

Tlf:E VEDA, BY ITSELF, WITHOUT A..'<Y Sl1l'POBT, O.U."NOT ALWAYS WXB 

XNOWN ITS OWN HEANTNO ; IN FAcr, TT STANDS IN NBED OF EXI'LA.NA· 

TIONS llY PJlRSONS,-SUOH EXPLANATIONS BIIING LIKE THE 

STICK JIBLD BY TRll BLIND MAN.-{2374) 

W hen the Vedia sentenae is heard by a man for the llrst t imo, it does 
not make known it& meaning to that man, if he does not know the conventions 
(rogvdiJ>g the wordo and their meanings). 

24 



lllO TATTVASANG&ABA: CHAPTER XXIV. 

Quulion :- '" "ltat tllen does it do ? ,. 

An811.14J' :-'It nted8, etc. etc. '- The compound i~t to be exptaioKl tl.8-

'th&t which is similar to the stick b~ld by the blind man '.-{23H) 

Question :-" It may be ir1 need ol it; where is t hf' hnrm 1 " 
An8Wflr :-

TEXT (2375). 

WDN PULLED \lP BY THE EXPLANATIONS, THE V.&DA MlOHT PALL lliTO 

TirE WRONG PATH; Ali.O IN THAT CASE, IT WOt"LD NOT BE RIGHT 

TO BEGARD TK& VEDA AS THE 'E¥11 ' (ILLU~tL~ATING THINGS) 

LIKE THB LIGHT. -{237 5) 

COIDIEXT.u\Y. 

'Sa. ·-tanc!A for th• Veda. 
' TaytJ '-standi for the :Explanation.- b~· men. 
• ],fight jo.U inlo tile wrong palh '-by providillg " WI'Ong knt~Wic"Clgc or 

thin8", ex~ t bingo ns they Arf' no I. 
Thus, Lt cannot be l'ight. to 8ft:'~-·, o~ hAS lwttllSftid (by the .aJimiim8aX:a) 

- ' Tho Yod.a, like, Light, i.s the one e!-'f' (or nll men. t\ud thC"rc ghotald be- no 
objeetiolllll'\\ised Rgainst it '. (2'ut 2351).--{2375) 

The follov.ing Tm sttms up tht" discu.q;lon :-

TEXT (2376). 

EVEN THOUOJI B¥ ITSELF, TH1 VBDA liH Y BE ABLE TO BBL'<O A ROUT 

OOONITIONS,- YET ITS V .U.lDlTY (RIIlLIABILTTY) CANNOT BE 

QVITE CLEAR; AS IT IS DEPBNDE.'<T l:J'PON 

P:£RSONALITIJ'JS.-(23i6) 

COMMENTARY. 

I~ has been alr•ead~· explained that what ill efficient cannot bring about 
cognitions through tbo help of Porsonalities.-Even granting that the Vedt\ 
is efficient and ye~ it is productive of Co!!JUtioWI through the help of Per
sonalities,-e~n so, though it may be t\ble to bring about cognition& through 
th& help of Pert10na.litios, yet it3 validity and reliability would not be clearly 
poSIIible.-Such ia the con.atn•ction of the sentence. 

The part.icle ' api. ~ i~ m.iSplneed ; lt should be construed nfter • 11ati '.
(2370) 

The following 2'tzt further clarifies this same idea:-

i 
• 
I 
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TEXT (Z377). 

T HE VALIDITY OF A MEANS OF COGNITION IS AOCl!Jl'TED ON THll GROUND 

OF ITS BRINGING ABOUT COGNITION$ IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REAL 

STATE OF THINGS. b THEN, TR!,l VEDA DEPENDS UPON EX

PLANA~'IONS PROVIDED BY liEN, THll ASSUMPTION OF ITS 

V .ALIDITY (RELIABlLITY) CANNOT BE RTGRT.-(2.377) 

COMMENTARY. 

' The assumption of it8'VaU.dity cannot bt r;gJ~' ;-because under Text 2375 
it hns been shown that ' it might fa.ll on the \\TOng path '.--{2377) 

From tho above it follov;.-s that it is t)Ot right to a,.c;sert as hnH been 
asserted (by the Mimiim8aka, Wlder Text 2350, above) that- ' The Veda, 
being reliable, a beginningless line of Pupils and Tooohers tends to make it 
fmtltlo!l.• ' . 

Tlli$> iH whn.t ii-t shown in tho following:-

TEXT (2378). 

THUR, THE VEDA not HA VINO BEEN PROVED TO BE VALID, ANY BEGU."NING

LESS LTNl;J OV PUl'ILS <I.ND fiAO!UlBS, E VEN THOUGH ASSUMED, 

CANNOT MAKE IT FAULTLESS.- (2.378) 

COMMENTARY. 

After' nwna •, we should read' a-8thite '.-(2378) 

Que&ion :- "Why cannot it malte it faultless ? " 
Amwer:-

TEXT (Z379). 

BECAUSE NOT A SINGLE PERSON AMONG THEM TB HELD TO BE CAPABLE 

OF PERCEIVING SUPEJISENSUOUS THINGS ; HBNOE, EVEN THOUGH 

ASSUMED, THE TRADITIONAL LINE OF PUl'ILS .L'IJ) 

TEACHERS C.L'<' BE ONLY A LINE 011 BLIND 

PERSONS.-(2379) 

C011MEN"'l' AR Y. 

Quuti<m :-" If it is a line of blind people,-what then ! ' ' 
Answer:-
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TEXT (2380). 

\VRBN A BLIND XAl< IS LED BY A.'<OTBBR BLIND lCAN, llE IS NOT SUR:£ TO 

0:£'1' AT TB:£ RIGHT PATH; RJL'IC:£ TB:£ ASS11lll't'10N OP TJIE 

BEOIN~'JNOLESSN&SS OF TB:£ LIN1! (OF PIJl'JLS AND 

TUCKERS) IS ENTIRELY PIJTIL:£.-(2380) 

COMMENTARY. 

1'his h~~a b<>on tbu.s """"rt.ld in the Sllabara·BM.~ya (!. J. 2)- In rnga.rd 
ta suoh things M o.ro beyond the senses, the words of mon cannot b<> n rclie.blo 
source of knowledge; just e.s the words of person• b<>rn blind cannot be a 
reliable source of knowledge regarding Rhe.dM of oolour '.-(Translation, 
page 5~ 

Bitherta objeet.ioM apinst the Veda b&ve been urged after b&ving 
admitted (for the S&ke of argument) that the beginningl_n_ of the Veda 
is proved by ' the line of Pupils and Teach""' '.-Now it is going to be ohown 
1 hat this aloo i• not so proved :-

TEXT (2381). 

AS A MATrBR 011 IIAOT, TH:£RE IS NO MEANS OB KNOWING FOR CERTAIN 

TKAT THIS TIIIJIO (TRII VRDA A..."<D ITS MEANING) HAS NOT BEEN 

MADE (COMPOSED) BY SUOH LATER BBINGS AS Manu, 
Vy.Ua AND OTHERS.-(2381) 

'No 7MI>M of blotDing, elc. ttc. '- ;-becauoo the matter is entirely 
imparcept.ible. 

The following might be urged-" When we regard tho Veda ae valid and 
reliable, it is not becaWJe it i.s the source of true knowledge and henoe not the 
work of any per11on ; we do so simply bcoauso the oonMot.ion between 
wordo and thoir meanings is e terne.J and what they express is true. This 
could not he po118ible ii the Veda wore the work of a Ponon ". 

But thi1 o.Iso is 'Inconclusive ' ; where is the ground for the hard and 
fast rule that what expresses the truth mu.st not be the work of a Person ! 
-But grant.ing tb&t it is •o ;-oven so the view is opon ta objections. 

This it what is pointed out in the following:-
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TEXTS {2382-2383). 

TKE VALIDITY Ah'D RELIABJLITY OP TB% VI!DA HAY BE Dl1l: MERELY TO 

l!'ri!R.'<AL OONNEOTION EXPRESSIVE OF TRUJ: TRINOS ; £~"EN SO, 'l'llERE 

IS NO ONE WHO BVER PERCEIVES THAT OONNEortON, WHICH IS 

BEYOND Ttr.B SENSES. ALL THAT IS EXPRESSED BY THE 

WORDS (OF THE VEDA) IS SUPERSENSl!OUS; RBNOE ITS 

OONNEOTION ALSO )lUST lii'J SUPl'JRSBNSUOO'S; WHtLE 

ALL Hlll>IAN BEINGS JlY THIUISELVES ARE 

INCAPABLE OF SEEING TffiNOS BEYOND 

THE REACH Oll THE SENS&S.-

(2382-2383) 

' Soty(lrlha ' qualifies ' nuy-mbondlu> '. 
A.. & matter of fact, the 'eternal connection • i8 something that has 

beon a1101umed ; and if it did not bring about tho cogrution of the meaning, its 
aseumption would be Eutile ; certainly it has no other oharactar except that of 
being produotivo of the oogo.ition of the mooning ;-the operntion of the 
connootion oonsista only in bringing about the oogo.ition of t he meaning ; 
bow tbon can thoro be & Conneetion which doe• not bring about such 
Cognition f It is not by its more presence that tho Connection brings about 
tho cognition; i t does ao only when it ia iteelf recogniaed; if it. were not so, 
thon tbo oogo.ition of the moaning would appear also in one who is ignorant 
of tbo oonvontion (bearing upon the oonneetion betwoon words and meanings); 
and yet the oonneotion cannot be reoo~ by any one; because one 
member of the connection-in the shspo of H ... ven, etc.-being beyond the 
-oh of the tenMe, the oonneetion itself must ab<> be beyond it. 

I t might be srgned thet.-" People capoble of pe.rooiving supe.rsonsuou.s 
thiDge would recognise the oonneotiou ". 

Tho answer to that is-' A.U """''"' being•, etc. uc. '-M has boon doo!Ared 
in the following words-' Thus there is no direct peroeivor of things beyond 
the eentJea; if people know those things it is only through tbo Word'. 

'A.Mtyakf<ldr•~ '-capable of porooiving ouperl!ensuous things.
(2382-2383) 

It might be urged thet.-" the Voda itself would make this Connection 
koow·n ". 

The Mawer to thet is as folio, .. :-
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TEXT (2384). 

THE VEDA CERTAINLY DOES NOT SAY-' SUOR AND SUOH IS MY CONNECTION 

WITH THE htEANlliO ' ; AS RJ:03RDS TBE ' OONlll!:OTION OT Till!: 

lllEA.o~INO ' THAT WOULD BE FIXED BY laN, A...~D WOULD 

NOT DIRER I'ROM BBING 'TKB WORE. 0 .. M.L."\ '.-

(2384) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not that the Veda-Personality, ovor·flowing with sympt~thy, his 
mind bent upon piety, devoted to doing good to others, and chnritably dis
poo«<, invites tha Brihm$088 and oilers to thom the meaning ol the Veda. 
saying to them-' 0 Br&hmeou, sueh and ouch is my meening, pl-a=pt 
this'. 

Quution :-·' In that case, the BmhmGt\M would thotnMlvM hnngine 
tho mooning " . 

.tln~Wer :-' A• regardl, etc. etc.' 
The following Tc.tt expJa..ioA the • nOil·diCfe.renoo' montioncd in the 

prooeding Ttlll :-

TEXT (2385) 

JUST AS IT IS SOSl'EOTED TBAT WHAT TBE WORD OF MAN SAYS MAY 

BEl VNTRUE,-IN Tlll! SAME WAY, MAY IT NOT BE SUSPEClnD 

THAT TBE )(E.UIINO IlllAGTh'ED BY MAN MAY BE WRONO 1 

-{2385) 

COMMENTARY. 

It sometimes lmppons that with the intention of knowing things in a 
jumbled up form, men make use of conlusod and jumbled up words,- in the 
"""" way, they may imagine and dotennino the mMning of words in the 
same conf\l$ed manner. Wbere then is the dif!orenoe between the two t 

• 84 '-ctands for~· 

'8hm\Jcya '-might be Buspocted.-{2385) 

At 6rst, it WM explained that tho Vcda itsel.f being unreliable, the 
-umption of the' line of pupils and teAchers • i• futile. Now, it ill granted 
(for the sake of argument) that the Veda is reliable; and tben sho"" that in 
either case, tbe 118BUDlpt.ion of the 'line of pupils and teachers • is futile :-

I • I 

j 
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TEXT (2386). 

EvEN I? TH"E VEDA 1$ A REUABLE S017ROE OF RNOWLBDGB, THE 

BI!GINNINGLESS • L!NB OF PuPn.s A..'ID TRACKERS. 1'1U.T HAS 

BEE-'< A$$IDO:D B&COliES LIKE A ' LINE OF Bt.IND 

FI'JRSONS '.-{2386) 

CO~illENTARY. 

In the following leJd, the Opponent uri{OO the fallaey of • Impossibility' 
againSb the foregoing .....,rtion of the Bnddhi8t to the effect-' :May it not be 
suspected, ete. otc.' (Tm 2386) :-

TEXTS (2387 -2388). 

"THE COGNITION TR.•T AR!SIIS IN R:OOARD TO HEAVEN AND SUCll 'I'RINGS, 

FROM Tli.B VEDIC SENTRNOES SPEAKING Olr THE AgniJJ.olrCJ., :&TO. IS 

FOUND TO BE FREE FROM DOlTB'T A..'ID VNC.ERu.n;TY,---JUST LJXll 

THE FIRM CONVIOT!ON THAT l'ROOEEDS FROM Sl!NSE·FER• 

OBPTION. WHY TB'EJN SHOULD THE VEDA, BRINGING 

ABOUT SUOH COGN'ITlON NOT llE R:OOARDBD AS 

RELIAllLE f IT IS FOR THIS RIIASON THAT TBll 

IDEA THAT 0!-'11 DElliVES 00)( THE WORDS 

011 TJrE VBDA IS O:.'EVJ!R DOUllTFUL 

AND UNOIIRTAIN. "-(2387·2388) 

CO::IIMENTARY. 

• A ,...M '-ia doubt., uftCCt'tQ.inty.-• 4di' ie meant to include mt&ah, 
wrongnt ... - As declared in the Slw.bara-Bh4f110 (I. I. 2)--' The idea brongbt 
about by the n.ssertion-Deoiring Heaven, one should perform saeriJices
iR not an uncertain one ; i.e. it i8 not in t.he form-Hea,ren mBy or ma.y not 
follow from the performnnee of aa<:rifiees ; in fi\Ct, the ideo. ie " definitely 
certain on&-that Hea.ve.n dooa follow; and whon this is eognia&d for certain, 
it eennot be false. That Cognition or Idea alone is false which, having 
appeared, becomes sublated by the notion-«uch is not the aetual ...., ; the 
idea in quoetion-that Heaven followt; from the performance of ....,.;n..,._ 
is never found to be so fmblated at any time, or i.n regard to o.ny person, or 
under any circumstances, or at any plo.ce. Hence it folio'~ that it is not 
false or wrong .'-(Tramlation, p. 6). 

If it were not so, then why should not your mind be swinging in doubt , 
even when you may be aetually fooling the hnge &me of fire with gleaming 
sparks flying on all sides t In fact, under the cireumstancee, there would 
be nothing reliable for you. 

Such io the sense of the Opponent (Mimd,....ka). 
H is t~rgwnent ma.y be formulated thutl :-That Cognit ion whieh is 

iroe from doubt t>nd mistake muot be regarded by all intelligent moo as ' valid 
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and reli&ble ' ;-e.g. tht certaln cognition of fire that the rntm hns. who 
desires beat for oooking o.nd whoso mind is not under delusion ;-nnd the 
Cognition e.rising from tbe Vedic sontonC08 speaking of the Afl1'illotra, etc. 
is free from doubt and mistake; hence this ia " ReMon ba'<ed \lpon the 
nature of tho thing. 

'Na4valambita '-is to be coo..'ttrued with (aa governing)' pramiinattim '. 
• Tam kuiWn '-bringing abo11t 1\lOh oognition.-(2387 -2388) 

Tho author ann..,.. the above argument in the following-

TEXTS (2389-2390). 

IT IS NOT SO ; BBO.t.USE UNOEJtTAil<TY DOES AEISE (IN THE CASE OP THE 

VEDto SE~"'rBNoa), JUST IN TRE s.ua wA v AS m THE cASE oF 

ANOTRER AssKBTION TO TU OONTIIA.RY ; AND O."'rELLIGENT PEOPLE 

DO NOT PEROEIVll ANY DtnERENOB BBTWBEN THE T\VO CASES. 

L'< PAOT, IN REOAEI> TO TIIDIGS BBYO:!o'll 'I"IIE SENSES, THERE CAN 

BE NO OERT.u!<TY REOARDINO THEm ezois~ OR ~.
b IT BB UROBD Tl!A'l'-" TKJS CERTAINTY DOES ARISE FRO~! 
THE VEI>lO SENTliNOR ",--'I'IUJN (TRE ANS\VIIlR IS)-WRY CANNOT 

THERE Bill CERTAINTY REOABDINO TR!i OONTRARY OF Tf{AT, FROM 

ANOTHER SBNTBNOB 1-(2389-2390) 

COMllt:El\'T AR Y. 

IJ yo11r Reason means that the notion that intelligent men obtain 
from the Veda is Creo from un.cortainty, oto.-thon it is not 'admissible ' ; 
beoo.use the notion that tl1o intelligent man has ol Agnihotra leading 1o Htat>tn 
is jus~ o.s uncert&in o.s tbae of Agnlhotra nol leading to Heo.ven ; in fact, in 
tbe m&t~r ol allou~rsewmowo thing!J, there can bono cause for any ahsolutoly 
cert.ain cognition ns to the thing being ci1Jent or non-a:isttnt; beca.use th& 
eorroboration of the ACtual poreoption of the real st&te of things is equally 
unavailable in both cnsea. 

'..4• in tM c:aH oj anolMr ountion tQ tlla conJrary '-Tbe 't"Wi' affix is 
added t.o the word with the Locati"" ending. 

It might bo o.rg11ed that-" the oertainty is obtained from the Vedic 
sentence itself; "'by seek for another cause for it t " 

The answer to thiA i-' TYhJI amnol tlure bo, <J<. <tc.'-i.e. eertainty 
oontruy to what is uoerted in the Vedio ..,ntence. 

• PwJm on.ollau ~ '-i~e. from one emanating from a man. 
'Whl! """'"'' IMro bo '-i.e. thoro mwot be.-Henoe that also should 

be ~ed a.s •·alid and reliable ; .. t ba ' abeenoe of sublation • wonld be 
equally available in both -.--{2389-2390) 

It might be argued tbat-" AI a m attar of fact intelligent Vedie scholars 
do Mtually obtain unshakeable notions from tbe Veda ; hence the R<l&aoa; 
cannot be ' inadmi.aible ' u . 
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The answer to that i8 thtt.t. such notions may be obtained ; but even so, 
if the Ree.son is not 'inadmiaible ', it certainly is • Inconclusive •. 

This is &hown in the following-

TEXTS (2391-2393). 

THAT VEDIC SCHOLARS DERIVE UNSHAKABLE NOTIONS PROM Till< VEDA 

IS DUE TO ~'IIEIB ~UNDS BEING INIILVENCED DY l?AITH ; AND TmS IS 

EQUALLY PI!.ESENT IN OTHEI.t l'EOl'Llll'S MINDS, IN RESl'EOT OF OTHER 

ASSERTIONS. FoE l!lXA.Kl'Lll, QUITI!l AS UNSHAKABLE NOTIONS AIUl 

DERIVED BY THE B111)DJIISTS REGARDING TIIOITBLE A.>nl StiDEBING 

RESULTING FROM SAClllll'lCES wmcli !NVOLV. THE XILLING OF 

ANIMALS. OF THIS LA'l'l'ER NOTION Wli: DO NOT 1l1ND ANY SUBLATION 

TILL NOW. lJ IT BE SAID THAT "rliEllll: MAY Bll SUBLATION 

01' IT AT SOHE .PUTO'RE TIME .AND 'PLACE ".i--TH.B SAX£ 18 EQUALLY 

l'OSSIBLE IN THE cASE 01' THE VEDlc SENTENCE ALS0.-(2391-2393). 

COMMENT AlW. 

I sa '-the firm conviction. 
'Anyifdm '-of the Buddhist and other people. 
• .dnyata.J,l'-from such sentences ae • From eacrifices. involving the 

killing of animals, proceed trouble and suffering '. 
This is what is $ho""' in the sentence begiru>ing with ' For tztJmpk, 

etc. tk.'-It is eaai.ly understood.-(2391- 2393) . 

Tho Author again shoWI! tho.t the premiss regE>rding the Vodn being 
independent of personalitiee is ' inconclusive' :-

TEXTS (2394-2397). 

lJ Tliii VBDA BXl'B&SSED ITS MlMNING BY ITSELll INDEPENDENTLY OF 

OONVBNTIONS JotADE BY TBll WBlMS OF MEN,--THlL'I" IT MIGHT BE 

VALID AND BELJABLII:. As, IN TlU.T OASl:, IT WOULD NOT AB.U.""DON 

ITS MEANING, EVEN WUEN BXPLAl:RI!D OTHliBWISE BY !ON \(OJTH 

liiiNDS PEBVBRTED DY DELVSION, VANITY AND OTHER DEFECTS;

A.'I"D IT W011LD DIRE<n'LY BltlNG ABOUT THE COGNITION OF TIIAT 

KEA.."''TNO ALO~'"E, Al<t'"D NOT EXPllESS A..'~ ),[BA.""llNG THAT MAY BE 

DESIBED BY MBN.-b HOWEVElt, IT DEPE?>""DS 11PON THE WliDfS OF 

MEN, TIIEN IT DOES NOT Dlll'FIIR FROM TBll COAIMON ASSERTIONS 011 

MEN; AS IN THAT OASB THE EXPRESSING OF MBA!>'"ING \VOULD BE 

DEPE><""DENT tll'ON YEN, .<.'ID IT IS QVITE POSSIBLE TlU.T IT XAY BE 

WEONG.-(2394-2397) 
COMMENTARY. 

The whims of men are unlettered : ii then the Ved& depended, in the 
exp.-ing of its meaning, upon Con,.,ntioll* made by the whima of men,-
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it would uot expreu the meaniJ>& that is dosired ; ""tl....., •~o1Ud ba nothing 
to reotrict it. On the otbe< hand, if the Veda expresoecl it~< meening indt>pen· 
dt>ntly of the Conventions, then it would be J)OAAiblo for it to be valid and 
reliable ; be<>a11M regardless of the explanatio.u p<opounded by men, it 
would directly express its meaning; even though it might ba ft:q>lained 
otherwiso by men, it would never abandon the function of ex~ing its 
own moaning by itacU,~act.ly as the eye nnd other orga.M do not nbandou 
their inhoront !unction of apprebecding things.-Thi• is the ROll.!KI n! the 
whole o.rgumont. 

'AkAyllyamlioo '-Boing explained. 
• A1"('&fn '-Quickly ; at once. 
' Wrong '-i.o. tbo whims of men may be wrong.-(2394-:-2397) 

It m&y be that, on account of the Veda nnt being the work of nn author, 
its connection 'vitb ite meaning is inherent; oven 110, bo,qevGr, what is 
desired by the Mlmclmoakc> is not proved ; M the R<>aeon adduoed remains 
' Inconclusive '. 

This it the view expounded in the following:-

TEXTS (2398-2399). 

IT IS SAID TIIAT THE VEDA, NOT BEING THB WORJ( 01' AN AUTHOR, IUS 

THB INUlilRlilNT OAPAO!Tlr OJ' ASSERTING WHAT JS TRUE ;-BUT WliY 

CANNOT IT Blll SUSPECTED THAT WHAT IT SAYS IS NOT TnlJE ! 
J UST AS ITS TnUTHJ'11LNESS lS DEDUC&D FRO)! THE J!ACT 

THAT lllr lTSELJ', IT BRINGS AliOUT THE OOONJTIOI< 011 

WHAT IS TRUE,- n< THE SAlCII MANNER JT KIOBT 

BB StrSPBOTIID '!'BAT BY lTSBLJ' lT BJUNOS 

ABOUT THE COGNITION OJ' WJlA1' IS I<OT 

BOE.--{2-398-2399) 

COMMENTARY. 

'PrDkrllJm '-pertaining to its nature; inherent.-(2398-2399) 

The following text proooeds to urge thnt the reaoon for the vo.lidity and 
reli~bility of the Veda may be hold to lie in the fact of its being t.be work of 
a reliable poraon ; why rely upon its not being ~he work of o.nyone, which 
only sho)"S your ttupidity r 
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TEXTS (2400-2401). 

l<'tJRTJIER, Ill YOl' ,AJU; REALLY EAGER TO REOARD T1U YEDA AS VALID 

AND R.ELtA.BLE, TB:B'N TRY A2'oo'"D PRO\TE THAT IT IS "'"llB W01Ui.. O'P' A 

PEIL~Oll FREE PRO)l DEFECTS A..VO SO PORTH. lE IT IS COil!· 

POAED BY' A FA'OL't'LESS AUTHOR. ANl) 1$ 'EXPOUNDED Th~ THE 

W()RI,D liY PAUl.TLESS 'EX'POU~DER8, IT Oi:RTAINLY CAN 

SE THE MEANS OF OBTATh~O Tlllt C0(1N1T10N OF 

THE REAL TRUTR RE(>ARDING TlriNOS.-

(24(}(}.240 1) 

COMMEN'l'ARY. 

'Ami 80 .forth •-iK tru~ant to lr\clude tho fMtltleAA e.rpou.7'llhr8-(24.00· 
2401) 

Quulion-" How eau validity and relinbility bo ~ted"" attaching to 
the \'I'd" M <Ompo«d and oxplaint:d b~· fault!..,. pHOOnA 1" 

Anlaotr ."--

TEXT (2402). 

TnE WELL- DEFlNED AND R.'XCELLENT WORDS Ol" P.EilSO~S FULL OF WISDOY 

AND OOMPA.S.~ION, EVEN TIIOUOR El<ANATINO PROM PERSONALITIES, 

ARE ACTUALLY THE Ml:A.o'<S OF TRUE COONlTIONS.-(2402) 

COMMENTARY. 

'.Chi• hM baen thu• declared by Sl~abaraavamin (irl h i• BM.Itya on Su. 
1. 1. 2)-u As rcgal'dll the assertion. of ordinnry men, if it emana.tes froz:n a. 
tntAtworth~· po.rson,-or if it pertains to something that ie directly pel"'Oived 
by tho """'"'"·-it must bo tnte ". (Tra.ulation, t>· 4.) 

• Sadvac/wl• '-Excellent aa..nions.-(2402) 

Theo following Ptzt, again shows the ' inconchUI:ivenMB ' of no£ being tJu 
U'Ork of a P•r110n M a ~n for reliability. 

TEXT (2403) . 

.As A MATTER OP 'fAOT, TilE VEDA OA.'<NOT 11£ REOARDBO AS A SOOROE OP 

RIGHT COGNITION, SlMPLY BECAUSE IT IS NOT THE WORK OF 

~lA N. BECAUS'FJ IT IIAS BEEN POUNl> THAT SUOR TBINOS 

AS jore8t·firt AND THE L:UO: (\VRIOIJ ARE NOT 

THE WORE OF MAN) ARE TliE SOUl\Oill 

OF FALSE COONITION'S.-·(2403) 

COMMENTARY. 

Mi•taken cognitions do not alw&ys ari•e from the p,....once of delects in 
men ; oven jn CMell where no such defect~~ a~ poMible,-e.g. in tihe ca.se of 
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ouch thilljp< as/,....Jirt,-<Mre are wrong cognitioM in l't'gnrd to the Blue 
Lotus and •uch things (the Blut Lotus &ppeoring Red under the glal't' or the 
extell8iva fir&} 

'D1J,..-1l011ni '-io the wild lire burning in tM v.'OOCIH. What i.• meent 
to be cit4d. a• tha source of wrong cognition is that Fire which start• b~· 
iwelf through the friction of driod bamboos, etc. in th~ lo-t. That fire on 
the other bond which i• producod by men by rubbing together of two 
~Lie.k8,--'thiH cannot be regarded 8.Si c not. the work o f ml\n ' ; Rnd hence~ this 
could not invalid&ta the Mim4m8<lka'a Reason. 

'For.,l.ji.ro and !M liko ' - 'and tholikt' is moont to il•clude the Mirage 
ond suoh phonomena.-(2403) 

How thoee t\r(t the SOtl.l'ee of wrong eognitlons ia 1hown in the following:-

TEXT (2404). 

1.'< 'I1l.ll OLARII OF riBE, T1ll! Blue LoTus Al'PEA.IIS A8 Red.-lr lT IS SAU> 

TII.AT-" L'< TKIS CASE T1lll Fnu; IS THE OAUSll OP TKE \VROlH> 

Cool>'lTIO:<, "'''1> IS a produa {:<OT ~BJL'<AL) "-{TK&:<, 
TIB Al<SwER lS AS IN TRB POLLOW[l<O Tal]. 

-{24Q4) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be said (by the Mill\6maal:a)--" The mere fact of 
not bti>IQ u .. 1D0rk of a 1JtTBon has not boon put forward by u~ M the Reason 
(for Reli~bility),-whot is me~nt by us to be the Reason is that fact olong· 
with the faot of not being a prod~<e~.-Or it iB this cha.racter of not b.ing " 
producl that io indicated by the character of not being lh• work of a Ptraon. 
Hence the RoMon iB not rendered Inconclll8ive by t he cose of tho Forest 
fire, which i• " product (with a. beginning) ".-

This ia the Mlm6"""ka'1 answer which iB •nticipated and Bet forth in the 
wo.rd.!J-t lA U.i1 COH, IM Fire, ttc. de. • 

'TaddAflu?l'-the source of wrong cognition.--{U04) 

The ana,."Or to th~ above is as follows :-

TEXT {2405). 

DoES Tl\11 'CHARACTER 01' BEING A. P:l<ODUCT ' MAKll Tll1NOS TilE SOURCE 

OJ' WRONG COGJ>'lTIOliS ! Ill TIIAT OA.SE, Smo~ WOULD !lOT 

BB TilE CORRECT INDICATOR 011 FmE.- {240S) 

COMMENTARY. 

That alone can be a. qllalification of the Reaaon (Probans) which $ervea 
to differentiate the Probans from the contrery of tM Probandum ;-other-
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wise, if any and every qualiftcati.oo coukl make the Re&SOn conc:lUiiW, then 
no JW\son could ever be I .......a,..;,.; because qualificatiom would eaaily be 
available by the mere wish for it ;-the character of""' being a Producs does 
not set aside its capacit'IJ to bring about wrong Mlion4 ; because i! being a pro· 
duct wore known to be tho O.l\ou.ao o! bting n source of wrottO tto4ions, then the 
ubsonco of the formo1· might mo11u the abRence of the ln.tter al~:~o. 

The Opponent might. s.o.y-" lt is so known " . 
The 8J1Swer to that i&-' In that aue, etc. etc.' -IJ the cJ111.r<u:Ur of being 

" Prodtld were the rea/Ion for being the sourct of wronu -ioov,-then the. 
cJiaiVICUT of ""' being a Producs would be the rea.'IOn for being IM 80We<! Of 
rig/14 nt>4iom ;-because Right nnd Wrong CogJution• being mutually 
contradictory, both could not proceed from one and the oame cause ; e.g. 
Fire, which is tho source of HeoJ, c.a.noot be the source of gold; consequently~ 
1\11 Smoke i• u. product, it could not be thn means of the Riglil Notion o!Fire.
(240ll) 

Tho following might be tu•god :-" What is meant by us i9, not that 
the character of being a produd io tho cause of wrong cognition only, but that 
the ..Ud character alone ia the cause of the wrong cognition ; ther& is no 
othor cause for it ; we do not aasert thu.t Right Cognition can never be 
brough~ about by what io a Producl. Everything that is a produa is no~ 
..qually regarded by u.s as being the cause of Wrong Cognition ; by virtue 
of which, the Right and Wrong Oognitions being mutually contradictory, 
all tha~ is not-prodtld would be the source of Right Cognition. What io 
moant by u.s is that ProducU being multifarious, it is only some Products 
that aro the source of \Vrong Cognition,-e.g. jaundice, otc.-while some are 
tho source of Right Cognition,-o.g. the whole lot of u.ndi8otl8ed sen&e·organa. 
It it wero not so, then, on finding that some products like Ico &ro the source of 
cold,-it might be presumod by implication that warmtll which is contrary to 
cold i• due to something tht.l io not a Product. As a matter of fact, however, 
this io not ao.-Thus, inaamuoh u we do not deny the fact of tha Product 
being the source of Right CogAiliion, Smoke doetl remt.in the me&Dil of Right 
Cognition (of Fire)". 

Anticipe.ting this argument, the Author answers it in the following--

TEXT (2406). 

THUS, E VEN THOUGH NOT TilE WORK Oli' A PERSON, THE VEDA 

OANNOT BE Tlm SOUBOE 01' RIGHT CoGNJTION ; HENOE THl'.l 

A.SSU14l'TION OF IT IS ENTIRELY l!"l1'1'1LE.-(2406) 

oom!El.""TARY. 

If tbe cloa'l'tUU:r of being a Produa were tho cause of both Rightness and 
Wrongneos,-then the absence of that character would mean the absence of 
both Right and Wrong CognWon; conaequently the faot of the V~a. not 
boing a produd could not be a ground for its being asourcoof RtghtCogmtion; 
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as that iB not a e&u.se of thio lAtter; hence the quftlifioation-' not being a 
product '-.a applied to the Probans, is useless. 

The foUowing might he urged-" By the quftli6cetion-' not b<>ing th• 
work of mM •, what. i.s meant is not. the • Positivo-.Negative ' Premilfl, but a 
purely nopt.ive Promise; the sense being tba~inq" ProduCI, which is the 
contm.ry or the Probans ('not being the work of man'), is concomitant with 
'falsity •, which iB the contrary of the l'robnndum (' Truthfuln""" '),
baen.nso JaUitv i8 found in the words of man only-hence where,·e•· the!ro i)l 
the chara~tr of 11~ being a Product, which i>c contrnrr to tlmt with which 
}

1al8ity is in.vat·jably concomit.nnt,-thcre, the clwractcr of no: bein(J a Prodrtct,
which is nogativoly concomitant. with/al8ity-boing nogo.ti,~ed, it" concomi· 
tant, Falaity, obro becomM ne-gath•ed ; a.nd thus it would follow that tl.."'uJt is 
tlM a Product o.AAcrt.B what ia true; nud e.'l thus the dCiijired conChtMiou would be 
got O\""Cn without the n.ffirmath·e p1-emi.K."• any RtatomPnt of tcueh a Pl'Pmiss 
would be ~ll.'ltc:tl ". 

Truo; thi• i.A JtO, If the eoncomittu1ce bet.we<'n tltt two contnuj~ i'i 
edmitted. Bu~ it i< not admitted. For iru!tance, thero would be con
comitance bet\\'OCD Uw tu-o contrarie'4 of the Probondun1, if agajmd tbe 
l'robAoo, which is oont.ary to the Probandum. t.heff w~re a oublath·e ~i
tion. There ill. howe\-et, no smch sublativo eognition. :\toro non-perce-ption 
doeM not provo non·exiAtencc; as it is not a oonciU~~lve proof for non..cxi.sunce. 

Tho following mlght be urged-u Being a Prodtltt i.8 the- contrary of 
~-bein(la P-roduc4; in the fonner we tindfal8ilJJ, wlwnco it follow)$ by implicn· 
tion that what. is 1\.01 " Prod ut/ Us devoid of faUity ". 

'£his iR not right. ~Tom sroing aomcthif1g in one plnco, it does not follow 
that it doos not e:ciBt elwwhere i because ono and the Ha1ne thlng ia found 
to bo concomitant with mutually contradictory things:. l~'or instance, the 
• inglo ol\O.<Mt.er of Mrt·etomality ia found to be concomito.n~ with what is 
produw.l bu ejfor' 11nd also what is not so produced ; and the mero fact of 
"""~ernGlily being found in '<ha~ U. produced by oftort, cannot lead to the 
coochU!ion that it does not exis~ in what is not produced by eftort. 

Further, i! the •nere fact of fallsity being sometim .. found in what is a 
Product woro to mean that the two are invariably coocom.itant1 the1\ it 
might he that lnllhjuJrtU• being found in words prooeeding from men,
trullifulnu~ and procudinq from ,..,. may he regarded u invariable con
comit.antft ;-..cl coaeeqoontly, on the """""tion of the character of boing 
a produt$, f<JUitv ohould ceas<~,-<L, al'lO 'I'niJJajuJMII •hould """"" ; so 
11111~ tho moro fac~ of net boinq 1/u work of" Per10n do .. not prove trwhfulrtUI· 
Enough of thia di.sc\Wlion.-(2406) 

'fho Author ha~-J, so far, proved, in det.ail, the 'InaonclueivonOAA' of the 
following Reaaon. (propounded by the Mima,_k<>, in ouppor& of t he 
Reliability of ~ho Vedn)-(a) ~bat it is freo from all defeetft conducive to 
faloily, aa implied by tbe fact of its not being tho work of ma11,-(b) that it 
is not tho work of ma.n, M indiceted by the absence of defoct.3,-(c) that i t 
is not the work of man, which has been directly stated in oo many words. 
Re now proceeda to ohow the • inadmiseibility • of those :-
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TEXTS (2407-2409). 

FRObl ALL TinS lT ~"OLLOWS THAT THE REASONS IN" SUPPORT 011' (1) THE 

VEDA NOT BEING THE WORK OF A PERSON, (2) OF THEJ.U! BEING ON"LY A 

' MANTIIRSTATION ' OF IT, AND (3) OF ITS DJll"NO E'l'El<NAL,- AS ALSO 

(4) OF THE ETERNAL CONNEO'r!ON BETWEEN T1IB WORDS AND ITS 

MEANING1-HAVE ALL BEEN S:&T PORTH USELESSLY. BECAUSE, EVEN 

Ill THE VEDA HAS ALL TJUS CHARAOTER, IT CANNOT BE ACCEl'TED 

TO BE THE SOURCE OF T.RUE KNOWLEDGE; AS HAS BEEN .JUST STATED 

IN DETAIL. HENCE WE ARE NOT PAYING MUCH ATTENTION TO THE 

REFUTATION OF THIS IDEA (OF THE VEDA NOT BEING THE WORK OF A 

PERSON) . WHO WOULD EVER CARE TO REFUTE WHAT HAS NO BEARING 

UPON THE MATTER UNDER CONSIDERATION 1- (2407- 240!!) 

COMMENTARY. 

(I) The idoa of its not being t-he work of a Person, (2) the idea that 
the1·e is • mnnifcl;:tt\t;ion' of it, and (3) the idea tbnt it js eternal ;-the 
ReRsons in support all this.- ' SUdll.ana 1 bein,t:t t.hat by which something is 
proved, i.o. Reo.son, Pl'obans.- Various kinchl of such Reasons ha.ve 'been 
shown above already. 

'Ta.tmi-n '- even if all this be true.-' A.t1ftt' of the Veda. 
' Upayamya.t6 '-cannot be accepted. 
• Vyii8ata~ .. '-in deta.i l. 
'Altatprati~iipe '-to the rofutat.ion of all thi• idea-of tho Veda not 

being tilt work of a Person a.nd so forth. 
J<;ven if a ll t.his i~ true, 'vha.t is wt~~ntod by the Mimlhmaka ifJ not aceom· 

pliahN.l ;- l\nd a.." tbiK has been explained o.lready ; if a further refuW.t·ion o£ 
nil this were do no, it would be of no""" in the present di$OtOAAion.-(2407-2409) 

This same iden. i.~ £u.rtber explained-

TEXTS (2410-2411). 

'l'Jm QUESTION THAT JS BEING CONSIDERED NOW IS THE IDEA OF THE 

VEDA BEING THE SOU!.WE OF RIGIIT KNOWLEDGE ; AND IT HAS BEEN 

PROVED THAT IT OAl<""NOT BE SO, :&VJIN IF IT BE NOT THE WORK . 

OP A PERSON.-WllAT LITTLE IS SAID IN THIS CON

NECTION (BY THE OTHER PARTY) IN SHEER VANITY, 

-ALL THAT VANISHES IN THIS SAME WAY, FOR 

ALL MEN OF KEI'JN IN"TELLECTUAL 

VISION.-(2410-2411) 

COllfllfEl\'"T AR y: 
• A hopuru,;k<l '-vanity.-The nomiMI affix '11U1\' being due to the

term being included. under tho ' Man<>;na' group. 
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• Mett of L"et1t inulligt;tt.c.c ',-,vhose vision. in the HhApe of Intelligence. 
U. vOTy k..,n.-{2410·2411) 

lt. lla8 been argued by the MitiiU.....aka under 2095, above, tlu\t ' the 
author of the Veda • i • not cogni,..blo by any of tho five Mo•m• of Knowledge, 
etc. ete. 

The o.aU~wc.r to th iR iM n.s follou'fl :-

TEXT (2412). 

TKE ABSIINOE 01!' THE }If 00113 OF COGNITION DOIIiS NOT NECESSARILY 

~"EAN TUB J.BSJJNCE OF TJa Object OF CooNITION ; .BEOAUSB THE 

LATTJlB AIIE NOT CAUSES WITll WRIOH THE PORMJlR IS 

INVABLUII.Y CONOOMITANT.-(2412) 

CO:IDIENTARY. 

What io meant by this the most i.nporte.nt argument (of the Mlm4m..oa.W) 
is 'in.admi88iblo '. 

It io only what is all·pervsding, e.g. the OQW., which, being absent, 
indicntefl tbo absence of tho less pervasive, e.g. tbo Jj)J!ect; b&eau~ thooe two 
are related to each othor-"th.o all·porva.silfe to tho 101111 pervasive, by the 
relMio•> ol eo·oBBontiality, and the Cause to tbe Effect by the relation of the one 
being produced by the other ;---1\nd for you, the •J!w and tho lu•-p~oe 
jacll>r ct\nnot be Jm~~ent when thoir correlativ.., arc not there.-AB regard$ 
the i1!66llll of Cognition, they cannot be ,.,........,.. _,., and tbe Cause of, all 
things. For inatanco, i t is quite possible for o. thing far removed in time and 
place and nature, to exist even without the Means of Cognition applying to 
it; henoo the ..Ud M....,. of Cognition cannot be pervasive over all tbings. 
Nor can the Means of Cognition be regarded oa the ea,.,. ol all tbinp, for 
the same _..n; specially "" it is the other way •bout., the MoaM of 
Cognition itaolf being the effect. or product of the Obj«U of Cognition. And 
yet. when the Ell'oct ia absent., it. does not. imply the Aboenee of the Cause; 
as such a premiao is found to be false. And what is noit.her the C..u.eo nor 
all·perVMive cannot. indicate the abeenee of ito eorrel.u.iv011; as, if it did, 
thoro would be incongruities. 

Thus it i• eotebliohed thnt in the proving ol the nbaonoo of t.ho Object 
ol Cognition only, the abRonce of tbe Moans of Cognition only, if cited as 
a Rooaon, ia clearly 'inconciusivo • and wrong.-(2412) 

The srune 'Inconclusiveness • is further confirmed by the poll!libility 
of the Roe.aon in the Ooottary of the Probandum :-

I 
I 
f 

I 

I 
• 
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TEXT (24-13). 

TR1JS, EVEN TROUGH NOT OOGNISABLB BY TR1l fl!M l\fBANS OF CoGNITION, 

TRliAUTROR OPTBJJ VBDA IS NOT UIENABLBTO' NoN-A.PPRJJRJ:NSION' 

(NBGATJON) ALONB ;- HE BJruiO .fUST LlKl'l TR1'l AUTHOR 011 

TRE STOltY·BOOK WHOSE AUTR:Olt IS NOT 

KNOWN.-{2413) 

OOM:MENl'A.R Y. 

'Tal '-Thus ; therefore. 
Con•true th\-· Palleliabllil• agamyopi slu·mll• k<lrw '. 
'Avijll<ila, <lo.'-The oompouod is to oo expounded -· thoeo wh08e 

authon1 are unknown' ; and this to be taken as in opposition to (qualifying) 
• ukhyfiyikiidi' ; nnd thon tho Oerut-ivo Ending and the • va~i '-affix.-{2'13) 

Tho following Tu:l points out the ' inadmissibility ' and hence • Incon
clusiveno83' of the Minu1msa.l:a' 1 Ptob&n.a :-

TEXT (2414). 

IJ1 THE AUTHOR OF THESE STORY·BOOKS IS IN.I'.IBRED :rtiOJII Tllll PACT 

OF THEIR BBINO :ZXJ'BESSIVII OF DISTINCTLY OLEA.ll lKBA.l>ANOS,

l'HEN WHY CANNOT TII1'l SAMlll 11111 DONE IN REOARD TO Tlfl! 

VEDA ALSO T-(2414) 

COMJIIENTAlW. 

• TU/Im '-1taods tor the story-books, ot-o. 
• Why cannol, et<:. uc.'-Thnt is, why i3 not the Author of tho Vedn 

"!so inferred from ita being e~ve of distinctly clear meanings !-there 
being no difierence between the two caa.. Thua the :Reason-' beoa>U!<' 
there is n'o means of knowing aucll an Author ' b&oomos 'inndmlssiblo ', 
'untrue '.-{2414) 

~\>rther, the :Reason as ndd~tced by the MimllmBoka can have two 
mearunp-(1) ~bat the Au~hor is no~ cognised by any OM through tb• 
Five l\foans of Cognition, and (2) that he is llOt so oog>>ised by !M Mlm4msaka 
ilimstlf ;-in the former 80IISI>, it is Doubiftd·""'"·Itllldmi•lible; and in the 
latter, i~ la 1..-..J...m..-This la obown in the follo'lring :-

25 
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TEXTS (2415-2417) 

AS RI!OARDS ms BEINO NOT COOlllS:EO BY ALL BEINGS, -THAT 1S ALWAYS 

doubiful ; AS IT IS POSSIBLII THAT AT SOMll TIME BY SOMB MEANS 011 

COONI'l'ION, BB MIOHT BI!OOMK COGNISED BY SOME ONE. BECAUSE 

•rru.T liE IS SO UNOOOlllSABLII CANNOT Bll CLEABLY ASC.IlRTAU<I!D 

BY ALL LIVING BEINGS OI! ALL Tll!! THREE WORLDS COMINO TOOE'l'HER 

WJ'I'IlOUT EXCEPTION.- AS IIEOABDS HIS BEING NOT COONISIID BY TBE 

MimiiiMIJh.!JlVSFIP, TT ISCLBAIILY 'L'<CONCLUSIV1! ', BBOAUSB TILAT 

DOES NOT PBOV:E WITH OllllT.I.INTY THAT TKIRE IS NO OOONlTION 

BY 0TH:D PEBSONS.-{2415-2417) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Imam '-i.e. the fact that tho Author of the Veda. io not cognised 
by anyom. 

• 'Pa.Uiil hi, etc.. etc. '-eonfitma tho eaid • Inconch1aivoneR8 '-through the 
oonvictioM of other people and al•o the cogitAtions of otndonts.-(2411>-
2417) 

It hM been argued by the Mima,....m, under Tat 2088, that ·• t.be 
Author of the Veda is not. pe.rcee'wd ... 

Th& following Tezt 8hOW19 that this Reason is • inadmisoible ' :-

TEXT (2418). 

[T IS Tltll.OUOH PEBOEPTION 'l'JJAT 'IJll! ll.EADEIIS OF THE VliDA ABE nEOOO· 

l'o'lBIID AS THE ' MAXERS '. IT CAlllfOT BE RIOBT 'rO REGARD THBM 

AS. KA.NJ:lfESTERS' ; BE:CA'OSB TU' M.A.~TATION' I OJI' ET"BRNAL 

'I'Im<GS IS fli(I'OSSIBLB.-{2418) 

COM.MEJ.'<TARY. 

Ir the opinion held i.s that 'no mahr of th& Veda ia eve.r pereoived ',
then, in n.& much as readers of the Vcda oro nlwo.ys seen, whnt is n886.rted i~ 
olenrly • Lnudmiss.iblo ' · 

If tho idOl> held i$ that th& jim • maker' of the Vedn h!UI not been 
BOen,~von rw the fact remain~t d.oubt.j«l-hence--ifUJdmillible ; it being 
po08ible that be might have boon """n by 110me one at some time. 

If the idea is that the ' Roftdora • cannot be regarded M • M&ket$ ' or 
' Autho"' ',-tbey are only the • mao.i!eot.ers • of the Veds,-then the IUlJIWtlr 

to that is that-' ll """""'be r ig/IJ, de. uc. •-• To • stando for the R«Jdt~r•. 
That the • i\!ao.i!estation ' of eternal things is not poAAiblo is going to 

be explained later on. 
Q«ulion :-" How then can thoro be a 'Mnnifester' of the "on·Oiernal 

Jnr f n 
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..!- .~True: there can be no • i\lanifester • for --z thlngs ....... 
QIIUiion .~" How then are thln8s like tho Lamp regarded as 

· Manifeaten • t .. 
.-INW$1" .~No; in the C88e8 ci!OO, the Lamp ia reolly the producer of the 

Jar, inMmuch tul it produces the jar capoblo of bri0gi113 Dbout ita cognition ; 
and it is spokon of a.& • Manifester •. in order to indicate tho exact nature 
ol tho ' producing • done by it .. 

Suoh n • Mf>nifester' is not possible in the eose of tho Voda : because ita 
no.ture is Auo.h that ita successive Rt3g68 of production o.ro not cloo.rly per· 
ceptiblo.-(2418) 

Even granting that there can be a • Manifoster' of the eternal thing ;
PiUCh o. 1 Manifester • does not differ from the ' mo.ker •.-Thi~ is what is shown 
in the following:-

TEXT (2419). 

THE VEDAS BEING PERCEl'TIBLE IN TB:Elll CBABAOI'BR, 'I'HERB IS APPEAR· 

Al/011 Oil' TREM WJD:~ TBJ!RB IS OPERATION OP TBl! 'MA.'<IIl'JISTElt ': 

IJr Tllll\' EXISTED EVEN BEIJ'ORJI THAT OPEl<ATJON, THEN TJlEY 

SHOULD BE PEBOEl'TlliLll il THAT TJMll 

ALS0.-(2419) 

COMMENTARY. 

Nothing can be regarded as ' Manife~<ter ' unlOM it <loe8 something ; 
otherwi.ee thet't'l wo\tld be incongruities; nnd if it dou something, then it 
hecomeo t\dmittod that it is the producer; beeauso tho production of a portieula.r 
thing conoistll only in th& coming abo\lt o f another charnoter. 

'Beinq poruptibu in their character '-Thi• qu&lifl011 tho VtdM. 
It mighL be argned that-" the Vedtul woro pore<>ptible in their character 

~von bofore ; then bow can they be said to appotu" through th& operation 
or t.ho Moni}Ukr" ! 

Tb6 ftDBWOr to tbi$ is-' I f IMy ozUttd """' bofor•, ele. ele. ' - ' TOf<im' 
•tond8 for the VedM thaL are perceptible in their character.-{2419) 

Tho ""mo idea it further supported :-

TEXT (2420). 

TR11 VEDA 18 ltll:pOONISED AS CAPABLE OF BEING TRBATIID AS THE effect 
produced BY THE ' MA.l<IFIIS'l'li:R ',-BEOAUSll IT APl'IIARS ONLY 

W1H!N THlS LATTER IS PRESENT ;-r.D\E TRI!l SPROUT 

TN TRI!l PRESENOII Oll' THE SEED.-(2420) 

COMMENTARY. 

The argument ma.y be formuh•ted as follow11 ,-When one thing is fotmd 
to appear when tbero is functioning of t\1\0tber thing, the former is eapoble 
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of being W'oated as the effect produced by tbo latw,- for iDHinnce, tht· 

sprout, ap~ when tbe seed functioDB, ;. reg!U'ded "" it• effi'Ct :-th• 
Veda ill found to appeou- only wben the functioning of tbo Reader (Manife;.terJ 
is t.bero; honoe tbis ia a Reason based upon the noture of thiojll<. 

'Bting lrtole<l' consists in abf\ndoniog or ..curing the thing.-' il.di · 
•tando for bting cogni.W, bti"!! q>okm of and oo forth. 

Tho &aeon here adduced is not 'inadmissible' ; if it werP, thc1l th<· 
Veda woul<! be porooived even before (its manife8lat.ion by tho Reoder). 

Nor ie the R&e.aon • Inconclusive' ; SH thore can be no ot.llttr renson for 
its being troatod as a product.-(2420) 

. It has boen nrguod undor Ptrl 2088 above that-" Tho Author of lile l'eda 
lme not hl\d lUa rolationsh.ip perceived previously, eto. et.o.-bcnce he Cl\tnl.ot 

be inferred.". 
The an.tWer to tbi8 i8 ao follows :-

TEXT (2421). 

BECJ.OSE THJIY A.l'Y&.ul IN 1'Ull SEQ11%NT1A.L J'OIUol IN WHICH 1'UliY BECOME 

)LUl'll'ltSTJJD,-LIXB DB.A.HA.S A~lD STOB.IES,-TB'E VEDAS MUST BE 

TBll WOI\lt 011' AN Al1'1'BOB; 'l'lll1S THE AVTIIOI\ IS OOONISED 

BY MEANS 011' !J>'"PERBNOE ALS0.-(2421) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho reo.aoning m&y be formulated as follows :-WhM, appo&r8 io the 
sequont.ial ordor o! the manifestation must be the work o! an author ;-like 
Dramaa and Stories ;-the Voda appe&r8 in the sequential order of it& mani!es· 
tation ;-honoo tbi8 is a Reason based upon the naturo of things. 

The R<>ason here &dduced cannot be regarded u • la&dmissiblo • ; 
beoauae Lett<!ra ore actually aiW8yB cognised in a oequontial order.--{2421) 

Tbe following 'J'(I!.# ahows that the R.oaoon just &dduced i8 not. • lncon· 
elusive':-

TEXT (2422). 

O:rlaBwiSII! [lJ' TilE VEDA WERE NOT TKE woRK or A P.£1\SON),-AS 

THE VEOA W01TLD BE ETERNAL All'D A.LL.-PEEV AD !NO, THERE 

COULD !Ill NO SEQOENTLU. OBDEB IN IT. AS A MATTER 

011 PJ.OT, Tlll:RE CAN BB NO SEQUBNOB IN 

WHAT IS ETERNAL ; AS THl:Rll CAN 

:BE NO ':MAln:nSTATION' OF 

lT.-(2422) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Othml>il• '-'if the Voda were not the work of a P•raon, and if it were 
et<!rul'l and all.porvading,-then there should be no f!e<J.uonoe in regard to it. 
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Because in the case of the Veda, there oonnot be any sequence of time, &li 
there is in the case of the Seed and the Sprout ; because being et~nai, the 
words must be all synchron0\1&.-Nor co.n there be sequence oi place, as there 
is in the case of the line of ant«; because, being all-pervading, they must 
occupy the same pointa in space.-Nor can there bo ~quonce of n~.anifut.ation ; 
heca.use whA.t is eternal cannot have any peculio.rity impo~ upon itself, and 
hence ettnnot become manifute<i.-(2422) 

It ha-a been argued under Text 2089 that--" there is no Verba.l authority, 
-either eternal or arti/«:1'nl,- which declare~ an Author of the Veda n. 

rl'ho answer to this; is na follows :-

TEXT (2423) . 

I T lUS :BEEN SHOWN THAT 'VERBAL AUTHORITY', 'ANALOGY' AND 

' PRESUMPTION ' CANNOT BE THE MEANS OF RIGHT CoGNITION ; 

-Hli:NOE IT CANNOT BE RIGHT TO BBING THESE 

FORWARD.-{2423) 

COMMENTARY. 

• lt lla8 been elloum '-under the chapter on the Mwns of Bi{Jh.t Oognition. 
• Tiia«m '-of Verbal Authority, Analogy ~nd Prosumption.-{2423} 

It has been arg\led tmder Text 2096 that--"Tho Veda is held to be wi thout 
a.n Author, in order to remove the cha.nces of unreliability, etc. etc .. ". 

The anawer to this is as follows :-

TEXT (2424) . 

lF THE IDEA OF THE VEl>A BEING WITHOUT AN AUTHOR IS INSISTBD 

UPON, IN ORDER TO REMOVE ALL C!IANOJ:S OF ITS UNBBLIABILITY, 

-TBllN, SUCH AN IDEA, BEING A POSl'l'IVE ~TITY, 

MUST :BE ESTABLISHBD :BY li!EANS OF PMOliS. 

- (2424) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question:-" How can that idea be a positive entity ? " 
A,...,_,.,. :-
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TEXT (2426). 

'l'uE VJ:J>A IS Bl!OAlll>:Bl> TO BE SELF·SOJ'J'IOIB!<T,-BECAUSE IT DOES 

NOT l>EPXNJ> UPON THE ACTION OF ANY Plt:BSON ; .<Nl> THE 

SAil> fdj.,-ufficitney M17ST Bll l!l~R THE PROPERTY 

OP A POSITlVB ENTITY ONLY, OR SUCH A 

POSITIVE ENTITY ITSELJ'.-(2426) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wha~ is meent by the Vodt. ' boing without an Author' is that. it. is 
Wj4UJ!kionl; u t.ho argument thet. is put. forward is that " the Veda is 
independent of the action of Per.ans, and henee valid t.nd reliable a.s a 
means of knowledge " . If it. were not so, then what peculiar eheract.er would 
it be which would be proV1ld by the proving of the fact. that the Veda is not 
lhe work of an Author I 

This chataet.er ol ' not. being the work of an author ' is the property 
of an Ullity for those who l't'gN'd tho clist.inction botweon the thing 1\nd it>< 
property 88 reol.-As" matter of fMt., however, the 'property' is only th• 
uturo of the entity itoelf, t.nd is apokcn of M it• ' property ' for the purpose 
of precluding other divorsit.ios. 'l'hio is what is meo.nt by tho words-' or 
a. poaitivt efllily iUelj '-'Such '-i.&. aelf-oufficiont.- (2426) 

It hao boon argued under 7'~1 2100, thnt,-" when the proofs adduced 
to prove t.he oxistenoo of such an A\tthor 0110 re£uWd, the abseneo of such R. 

one follows os o. matter of cout"Bo '*. 
The answer to this is os follows :-

TEXTS (2426-2428). 

b CERTAIN l'ROOJS Allll ADJ>UOJID IN 8111'PORT 011 TilE VDIW TliAT THERE 

IS AN AUTHOR OF TRE Vl!lDAS,-lll' TJD!SB PROOIIS ARE REFUTED, 

IT DOES ~ 1\"l:Oli.SSARILY J'OLLOW THAT TRl!RB IS no SUOH AUTHOR. 

ilf FAOT ON THB RBII'UTATION O'P THl!l PROOF OF IDS EXISTENCE, 

WHAT J'OLLCWS IS 1'1IAT nDlRB 18 NO OllRTAINTY REGARDING MS 

EXIS'l'l1NCE ; SUIILARLY Till! llllmJ: SETTING ASIDE OP Till! IDEA OF 

IIIS BXISTENOJI IS NOT El<OUQJI TO BRING ABOUT ANY CERTAINTY AT 

ALL.-As A MATTER Oll' PAOT, liVEN ON TBJl CESSATION o• THB M:ll..u<S 

OP Cool."'TlON, THERB IS NO CERTAINTY REGARDING TilE NON· 

EXJS~CE OP TBll TiliNG OONOERNED ; RJL~OB ALL THAT IT CA.~ 

PROVB IS THAT Tlll!ll.ll IS NO O'EJI:I'AINTY REOAilDING JIJTHER OP THB 

TWO VU:WS.-(2426-2428) 

COMME NTARY. 

When a .. rtain proof ia adduoed for the purpose or bringing about 
certainty regarding a C«lain thing,-if that proof is rofuted,-ell that will 
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follow would be that tMie would be no certainty relating to i~; it would not 
follow that the thing itoe\C doeo not exist. Because on tho """'"'tion of the 
Meono of Cognition, the <XIjea of Cognition doeo not C<>08e,-as has been 
explt\inod above-on the bMia of its being the Meono or the Pen;ador. 

• Ast! "-on being refuted. 
All that can be MSCrtod with reason is that ' neither of the two vieWll 

"' provod • ; the po.rtiole ' ui ' hiiS to be addod, after ' tl<lfl} •. -(2(26-2428) 

The 8&me idea is further atreogt.henod by meant of an example :-

TEXT (2429). 

lJ'OR INSTANCE, WHEN ON THB OROtn."D 01! ' INOORPOBRA.LITY ', THE 

OTIUR PARTY SEERS TO PROVE THE :&TBRNALITY (Oll' WORD·SOUNDS), 

-AND AGAINST TRIS IT IS POINTED OUT TIIAT, IN VIEW OF 

Plea.ture, WHICH ALSO IS 'INCORPOREAL' (AND YET NOT· 

ETERNAL), THE SAID Rl!A.SON IS ' INOONOL'USIVE ',-IT 

DOES NOT NEOltSSAEILY WOLLOW {ll'RO!o< TRIS OOUN1'1111-

ARGUMENT) THAT TBll WORD·SoUND IS 

l'EIUSllABLE.--{2429) 

COMMENTARY. 

For example, the man who holds the Word·Sound to be etcrnal,-with a 
viow to prove the said eternality, which is one entity,-pute forward the 
argument that 'the Word·Sound must be eternal, because it is incorporeal, 
like .J.lca.lw' ;-thereupon his opponent puts forward the oounter·a.rgument 
that--' The Word.Sound Mnnot bo regarded aa eternal,, on the ground of 
i1a incorporeality, OO...uae in view of the case of PlOMUre, the aeid -.on 
iA inconclusive • ;- in this way, though the Reason for the entity, in the shape 
of ' eternality ', ha.• been refuted, ye~ it does not beoome provod that the said 
Word·Sound is no<·otem<>l ;--oo alto in the CG8e in quutjon......thia oleu.se i4 
to be taken as understood. 

The term ' yatha' in tho U.:l is misplaced ; it should be understood aa 
coming o.fter ' uktjpi ·. 

After the word ' Sl•abdalo ', the phrase ' nil!!Cl/> nddhytJli ' has to be 
addod. Or, a single u.se may be taken as serving both purpooes,-aa in the 
OMO of • Dhima • and othera.-(2429) 

It has been argued e.bov-..nder Te:>:C 2101, tha-" when the other 
porty adduce proof$ in eupport of the two ends of tho Veda, the upholders 
of tho Voda have their purpose aooompUshod by the refutation of thoee 
proofs,.. 

The ans,•er to this is oa follows :-
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TEXT (2430). 

TJros TKBN, Wllll..'l A PROOF HAS BE!ll< A.DDUCBD lN SIJPPOBT 011 TIDl 

TWO BNDS 011 'l'llll VEDA,-BY TBll BDOTATION 011 THAT PROOII", 

TRB IJPHOLDBRS 011 THE V:&DA DO NOT RA VII TR:RJ;R 

PUEII"OSE AOOOMPLISIIIID.--(2430) 

COlfli!ENTARY. 

• Tat '-Thorefor&, t hua. 
'Tltey do not lwvo their pu,..p08e accomplillied '-i.e. thoir opinion do(\l4 

no~ oocomo eetllblished.- (2430) 

I~ baa be<ln ur~ above by the Mim<l"""loa, under tho TU~ 2105, that
" EUmalii!J il what is meant by too two eharoctenl of ~ing nol produced 
Rlld l>ting M~ dulroyod, and both these being of the oaturo of Negation, do 
not. require any proof for themselves". 

The Buddhist'• aosww to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (2431-2432). 

lJ ' E'riiRNALl'l'Y ' lS WHAT IS MEANT BY beSfiiJ not produul AND bei711J not 
du!roytd,-'THIL~, IN.o8!>1UOH AS BOT!i WOULD BE 01' TRB NATUI<E 

Ol' >BBII NIIOATION,-'rKB SAME MAY Bll> SAID REGARDING TKB 

non.-e'llti!y AIJlO. CoNSEQUli>NTLY, JUST All TBll ETli>R

NALITY 01' 'l'llll 'SKY-LOTUS' IS NOT REAL, IN THE 

SAME WAY TIDl reliability OF Tlf» VBDA AIJlO DOES 

NOT BECOME I!S'l'ABLISRED.-(2481-2432) 

COMMENTARY. 

Then are two usumptiollB b~l) thet eternality il 8M8rted on the 
basil of tbo two cha.....ru.n of 6ting ""' prod!M>Od end l>tinq n<>t ~. 
which u-e of the nature of ol>loluu mgcuion,-<U>d (2) that th- latter are 
of the nature of 11</ati.,. Negati<m;-under the fonnor viow (I) the Reason 
being 'incooclusivo' (doubtflll) in view of the ' Sky-lotus ', tho 'eternality' 
of the Veda doeo not become established 88 a real entity ; becoiUIG in the 
"""" of the ' Slcy-Jotue ', tbo~>gb both the oaid charaotara of ~ing produced 
IUld being dulroyed ore denied,-yet ita etcmolily dooa not becomG oatablished 
88 a rea! entity ; the same happens in the ease of the Vedn ; hence the Reason 
is ' IncoucluaivG ' ; and from this it would follow that, as in tbo Sky !<>Ius, so 
in the Vcda &Ieo, there would be no reliabillty.--(2431-2432) 

Tho following T""' shows that the Reason in queation is also 
• Inadmillible' :-
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TEXT (2433). 

EVEN THE DENIAL OH THE CHARACTERS OF being prodU«<f. AND being 
r/ulroyed CANNOT BE A D~nTTED ; AS IT HAS Ul"f;N SAID THA.T 

' THE PROOF IS SB'r ASTDII ' . HII:NOII Eltrtw.lily DOES 

NOT DEOOMB ES'rAllLISHED.-(2433) 

'Sot AAide '- Refuted. 
' Ta' '-Ben~. 

COMMENTARY. 

U the latter view (2)-put forward in the Comment.ary on 2431-io 
nceepted,- then it should not ht said thet ' hteeuse they "'"" of the nature 
of N~gntion, thoy do not need any proof for themselves •. 

This is what is shown in the followio.g :-

TEXTS (2434-2435). 

fp THE TWO CRAIUO'l'ERS )lEANT TO BE THE REASONS IIOR ETBR.."ALITY 

ARB OF THE NATUllB Oil' RELATIVB NEOATJON,-THEN, PA.Bl.'AJtl'NG 

OJ/ TJI:£ NATUllll OJ/ .AJI.rtlll!ATION, TRBY DO STAND IN NEBD OJ/ 

PROOF J/OR TRBMSE!VES.-TlroS, FOR PEO"PL£ WBO DO NOT 

WISH TO PROVE c ETDNALlTY, AS A B.'BA.L EN%ITY, 'IH.B 

SAID ETERNALITY DOES NOT BEOOlllll PROVED 

MERELY BY Tllll REJECTION OH THE TWO 

CONTRARY VIEWS.-(2434-2435) 

COMMENTARY. 

T his is eMily undemood.-{2f3•-2435) 

It hao hten argued by the Mim4moaka, under Te:xl. 2106, thet.-" One 
who a.erta the falsity o f the Vedio Word, on the ba.oil of Inference, has 
hio Propoeition annulled by tbo forco of the cognition derived from the Veda " . 

The Buddhist's llllliWer to this is aa follows :-

TEXT (2436). 

THE RliASON TRAT JIAS BllliN A.DD11~D BY us IN ITS TIIRllli-J/OLD FORM,

OANNOT BE REJroTBD liVBN BY YOUR li'ATBliR.-(2436) 

OOMME..'ITARY. 

• TM Reason ~hat M. bun adduced' ,-under the Chapter on ' Inference ' ; 
whore the three kinds of Reaoon have hten described, 81 ( I ) based upon the 
m>ture of things, (2) based upon the relation of Cau.o 1>nd Effect, and (3) 
bMod on Non-apprehension. 
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Such a R8$80o cannot be refuted ; because it is iru!opara.ble from th• 
real slAte of thinga.-No ono ca.n alter tbo real nature of a thing; beee.use 
that would mean tbo producing of another atate of the thing; and when 
another state of the thing it broughl about, it !lace not moan anything for 
the thing itself ; 88 that would loed to inoongruit.ieo. Consequont.ly when a 
certain thing h88 bean proV<>d by prooiJ!, it cannot be set aside by any one. 
Othel"Wise if there were oetting aaide of what is astablisbed by proof, the 
proof itaelf would beoome vitiated ; thio would mean that there would he no 
confidence in any thing; and benoa that proof would not he reliable at all.
(2438) 

The same idee ia further explained in tba following :-

TEXTS (2437-2438). 

TllE ~ON \VRO HAS Bl:BN SPOXBN O.PIN TUB VEDA AS' NOTPJUUSHINO ', 

-'I'HE DENIAL OP SUOH A PlmsON TIIROUOB !N:rE.BENOE HAS BEEN 

OLEARLY SE'!' J'Olt'l'l! IN THB S£0TION WlllmE ' THE NO·SOI1L 

DOOTRINE' HAS BEEN EXPOtn.'DED.-TJU'l 'UNIVERSAL' AND 

OTHER THINGS ALSO RAVJI Bl!llllN SHOWN THl!Rll TO UAVB 

BEEN DLSOARDED. Tl.O'l INllllRENOE BASED UPON 

WELt.-llllOO<INISED INV ARIAJJLE CONOOMI'l'ANOE, 

AS EXPLAINED BIWOll.E, LS WUAT SETS ASIDE 

'l'InJ SO!TL.-(2487-2488) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has bean declared. in tbe Veda-' This indeed is tho Soul ' ; a.nd iu 
reference to this Soul, it is auorted-1 It is imperieba.blo, it nover perishes, ; 
-<>nd again-' Indestructiblo indeed is tho Soul, chartloteriaed by indestruc
tibility'.-' Dou fU>l f'JP'i4h '-i.e. is eternal. 1 Ari '-i8 an expletive. 

' Uni..,ool 4nd olhn thing1 '--• Other thillgll '3ta.nd• for Qualities and 
Substa.nceo.-In what way th... have been di.ocarded by proofl!, w 
been shown under the chapter on the ' Six Categories '.- And the Inferenco 
that diacards Ule Soul it ono based upon well·rooognised Pramiascs, ahown 
under the Chapter on 'No-Soul '.-{2437-2438) 

SAys tba Opponent-" Whet is doclarecl by tho Vec!A-how can it ~ 
discarded by Inferenoe t If the idee provided by a Meano of Right Cognition 
were discarded,-tben why should tba Inference alao not be discarded t " 

The answer to this ia oa follows :-
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TEXT (2439). 

WHBN Tli.E il.7£R~OI! IS FIRMLY BASI!D 11PO~ THI'! l<4TUBR OF THINGS 

-WllO WOULD BE THR STUPID Pltl!SON \VBO WOULD DISCARD 

IT ON TRR S'l'BRNGTH 011' MERR WORDS,-<lR BY TRE 

COGNITION BORN 011' SUOll Woi.IDS f-(2439) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Tcuya!)-of the Inference. 
Words dept'nd upon the whim of the Speaker, &nd 88 auch they can have 

no fixed relationship to any real state of things ; honoo it cannot be regarded 
88 a Me•M or Right Cognition in regMd to the otate of things.-Inforence, 
on the other hand, •lways •ppee.rs on the b88io of the Probans which is 
inoepolr&bly r&lftted either by samen..,. or by ca...,.Uty ; •nd u such it is 
inoepo~rably connected with the thing ; that iJ wby it is " Means of Right 
Cognition and is capable of discarding notiona to the contrary. 

• TadbMviny4 '-proceeding from wordo.-(2439) 

If even when not inseparably related, tho Word were a Means of Right 
Cognition, then there would be inoongruitie8.-This is what is shown in the 
.following :-

TEXT (2440). 

WitBN A OOGl<lTION l'ROOlli!DS l'ROM TB:£ WORDS OJI A HllloLO.N·Bl!ING, 

IN BEOARD TO SOME'I'Hil<G BEYOND TKB SENSES,-WHY DO YOU 

NOT REGARD IT TO BB AS RELIABLE AS THAT DEBIVBD 

li'BOM SRNSB-PEROEPTION T-(2440) 

COMME:t-.'TARY. 

Why obould not reliability belong to the words that ' Heaven does -not 
rosult from the performance of the .A.gt>illoem' t Boo&\tSe in both oosos
[in tho Cl\llo of these words and in that of the Vodio doolaration that Heaven 
does r 001ult from the performance of tho Ag,.iiiCira}-the character of not 
boi-ng dtniw is equ~>lly prellent.-(2440) 

The samo non-difference between tbo two CMee is further explained :-
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TEXTS (2441-2442). 

llOTll OASES ARE EQUALLY INDlll'ENDENT 011 TilE NEED 011 A CoRROJlORA· 

TIVE !NSTANCB,-AND BOTH A.Bll EQUALLY ltREE FROM DBFEOTS,

B&CAUSE BOTH RELATE TO SOJill!TBDii'O Oll'RBCEPTIBLE.-!T MIGHT 

liE UBOBD TJU'I'-' IN mE CASJI OP TK11 lllrnA. . .-'< ASSERTION, ITS 

SUBLATION OR DENIAL WOOLD BE SUSPEORD, ON THE GROUND OP 

ITS PROCEEDING ll'BOM A HU)fAN Bllll<G '.-IF THAT BE SO, THE)< 

IN TB:l:l OA.Sll Oil' THE YEDIO ASSEliTION ALSO, THE S.UD Sl/Sl'IOJON 

CANNOT BE BNTD\EL'i AllSENT; IT WOULD llE CONSIOBR'I!D ONLY 

NATURAL TJIAT IT SHOUJ..D JlE TH!I SOURCE 011 FALSE NOTIONS.

(2441-2442) . 
COIDI.ENTARY. 

Th<o f"llo"';og might bo urged-" It is J>O,.ible tbot at the tim• that tbe 
human usertion is made, no delec::.t may bo fotmd in it ; btl~ as it arise& !rom 
~ human source, the ll\1Rpioion is nh..--ays there tltnt it may be false ". 

The same may be •aid ol tho Veda also. Bocauso IMllhjttlneaa is o.s nnturnl 
to it OJJ jal4ily. 

Hence tbere is no difforence botwcen the two ciU!CS.- (2441-2442) 

n b .... been argued (by the Mir..Umoako) undor 'l'e:d. 2111 that-" while 
the Voda is clearly bringing about IJle cognition of things, etc. etc. " 

But t.be same may bo aaid in regard to the human assertion a~ to the 
efleot tbat ' Heaven do011 not result from the performance of the Agnihotra.' 

This is wbot is $toted in the following :-

TEXT (2443). 

WBIL£ TKE W ORD (BlrnAN) IS CLEARLY B:JUNGINO ABOUT THE OOGNITION 

OF TlllNGS, NO RIOHT-MINDBD PERSON Sll01TLD SAY, THROUGH 

SHEER M.•LlOlil, THAT IT IS human (AND lmNOE 

UNRELlA.BLE).-(2448) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbo .......tion tbat • Heaven does not foUow from the perl~aoco of 
the Agnilwtra, is h-vmon-i.e. it proceeds from man ;-• suoh an a.seortion 
even tbougb clearly bringing about the cognition of tbings, is not reliable for 
1111, M~ '-this 8ho1~d not bo said by any right-minded Jl0111on, 
through sheer ma.tiee.-Thlo is the sense of tho p&Mage in tbeleo:t.-Whnt is 
m....,t by tbis is tbat in tho matter of what is entirely beyond the 11008<6, 
the capacity to bring about oognitions belongs equally to human nnd non
human Words. Thua the capacity of bringing about cognitions being equally 
-nt in both, ~ can be no reason why reliability should belong to ooe 
and not to the other. 

I 
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It cannot be right to urgo that-" D1.:-,foct& being inhorent in men, the· 
fnlsit;v of thoir assertion i" always suspecLed; which is not tho co.se 'With 
~u}M"rhnmt'ln M&erti.ons " . 

Becat..., in the case of ~OM no~ pro<>eeding from man also, the 
ouspieion i• nlways likely that it may be brin8ing about fal8e eognitions.
(2443) 

The ••mo idea i~ further oxplained :-

TEXT (2444). 

THus IN TUB MATTER 01' SUPER·SENSUOUS THINGS, ALL WORDS ARE 011 

EQUAL STlU!lNOTH AND WEAKNESS ; WRY THEN ST!OUI.D YOU 

BE IN LOVE WITli ONLY ONE KIND OF THEM 1-(2444) 

COJ\~"TARY. 

'AU '- Human and Non-human~ 
'Ono kin<l'-The non-hume.n.-{2444) 

It haa been argued by the Mim<i1718ako, under Tezt 2113,- " Even thos• 
who are hottile to the Vod<> do not assort a.ny roaaon why it should not be a 
Means of Right Cognition, etc. ote. " 

The answer to t·his is as follows :-

TEXT (24415). 

THE Plu:NCJPLJI JUST EXPI.A.IlreD l!'Oru<S TIDllU!.ASON WHY IT IS ASSERTED 

BY 'I'HE WISE THAT THE VEDA OA.l'INOT BE BEGA.BDED A.S A 

MEANS OF RIGHT 0ooNITION. .ru--n IN TBlS TllJIY 

SAY WHAT IS PER11EOl'LY TRUE.-(2445) 

COMMENTARY. 

• PM. Principlo ju# ...-plaiMti '-viz. that • Words, dependent upon 
mere whim, cen have no inaepa.roble connection with the real etat.e of things'. 

• Tho wo '-i.e. the Buddhists. 
The Author of the BM.ni" (Shab<Jr") has declared as folio'"":-" The 

cognition d6l'ivod from the Vodio assertion is cliru e peruption; and no Inference 
c&n be reliable when it is opposed to P er<»pt.ion" (SU. 1. 1. 2). [7'mn~14tion, 
p. 6) ;-end ft86ID-" As & matt;er or fact it ia lbe Vedic Injunction which is 
capable of making known what is pest, preaent and future, alao wha.t is 
subtle o• hidden or remote 1\Dd eueh like ; thia ea.nnot be done by any organ 
of sense". [Trom/4tion, p. 4.. J 

All this boeomes discarded by wha.t hoa been said above ;-<>8 all this is 
equally applitll.ble to human 618ertions also.-{2,46) 
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It haa been argued by tho J\rtm<l""".l:o, under 2llt that-" When peoplu 
who h~vo boon inlbnt upon tho study, the rownt.ion end the exposition of 
the Vod& and in the performo.nce of acts enjoined thP.rein, have not boon 
able to detect any w:ounde of falsity, bow can they be detected by per110n• 
who bovo kept themll&lvee aloof from it ? "-

The answer to tbia is "" foUo,... :-

TEXTS (U46.U47). 

THERE IS NOTHING STil.ANGE tN THE lfACT Tl!AT PEOPLE, WHOSE INTELLI· 

GI!NO. HAS BElL'< DtrLLXD BY THII CONSTANT CONTEMPL.I.TION OF THE 

VEOA, PROMPTBD BY J'ALSE ATl'AomtE::o<T, HAVE IIAILBD TO 

DETE01' TBJ! 801]RCES OF IIALSITY (IN THE VEDA). TH& 

Pararika PEOPLE WllO All£ ADDICT.BD TO TllE PRACTICE 

DO NOT PBRCEIVII ANYTlllNO WBONO IN THE 

lll!lL\lUlL\GE OJ' THElB MOTllEBS.-{2446-2447) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho compound iJ! to be e:<potmded M-' those who have beenjaiJikr/4-
duUed-by the oontemplation of the Vcd~ which has boon promptPd b)• false 
n.ttacbmen~ . ' 

• .ldhyilna ' ia eoneto.nt eonte.mpl&tion or pondering. 
On account of tbeioo,lalseattachmont, etc. they do notperooive the defect, 

oven though it i• thoro. As for example, tbo Pciralika people oee nothing 
wrong in the marriage of their motheNt. So t.here is nothing straugo irl wlmt 
hall been urged by the Mim6-.b>.-(2«6·Ut7) 

It has been argued by tho Mim4mwk<>, under To:o:l 21J7 that-" Tho; 
eternality and all·porvu.ive"""" of the Word ill establlshcd, etc. etc. " 

Tho MSWer t.o this it; as follow'$ :-

TEXT (2448). 

Tll1l IDBA. OJ' ' REOOONITION BEING 011 TIIJI NAT1lRE 011'' PlmOE1'1'ION ' 

HAS BEEN ALJ!ElADY :DISOABDIID ; AND AS WRONG COGNITION IS 

ALWAYS ASSOOIA.'I'IID WITH 'CoNCEPTUAL CoNTENT', 

TH'!IBE OA.o'i B1l NO OEB'l'AINTY IU:OABDING 

ETERNAL!TY.-(2448) 

COMMENTARY. 

S<t~~o.porctp~i<m hao been defined ao whet i8 ' free from Conoeptu!\1 
Content nnd not wrong ' ; Ruognition is not ' free from Conceptual Content •, 
aa it always ap}>61U'8 as associated with word&t in the form • this is tho.t so.me '. 
-Nor ia it 'not wrong': because i~ envi.oagoe a&men- between what 
Wl\S seen beforo ond what is soon now ; o..nd yet what ie seen now can. never 
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be the same as that soon on the previO\IS occo.eion ; as there could be no 
notion of ....,.,...ion in what is not ._i.,._ Tho t.fltd is alwaya something 
that follo·wa from, iA bom of. something else ; when an $fleet doet not. come 
into md8te.nce a.t a certain time.-if its cause is there in ita efficient state, 
why should there be dolny in the appearance of the cffoot !-Then again, 
what i~ oternal does not stand in need of the holp of 1\nything ; heneo i t is 
not poooible for the delay to be due to the absence of that holp. Hence the 
Cognition• that would proceed from tha Eternal Source should all appear 
simultaneously.- Tbe argument may be formulated as follows :-When the 
efficient cause of a certain effect is pre~nt, that effect must appear at the 
time ;-for example, Visunl Perception, when the complete sot of ita ce.uses 
is present. :-the cognition& proceeding from an words, t Cow I and the rest, 
bav• the oomplete set of thair efficient causes p.....,nt at all timee and under 
"ll conditions ;-hence this is a Reaaon based upon the nature of tbings.
Consequent1y,-beeause it is wrong, and because it is 8880ciattd with 
Coucept.unl Content, Recognition oannot be regarded aa Perctpl;otl. All 
this haM been .Uready expluined in course of the oxo.mination of the ' Per· 
manenoo of things ' .-{2H8) 

Even Recovnition jg not found to be pre6ent in the same form in all 
cases.-This is who.t iA pointed out in the following :-

TEXTS (2449-2452). 

THE ID"&A TRAT TBlilRlil APl'EAIUI IN REGARD TO WoRD·SOVNDS IS 

POUND TO DE MOSTLY DIVERGENT; AS IT IS OllTEN COONISBD IN 

SUCH FOR!IlS AS' TIDS IS SPOKlllN DY THE PARJIOT' AND' TIDS OTHER 

Ill SPOKEN :BY Tllll 81uiri/ui '.-U IT IS SA1D THAT "THIS IS DUB TO 

Tllll DIVERSITY O:r THE MANUESTERS 011 T1I.E Som.'DS ",-'l'REN, 
WE SHAU S'l'ATE THE li:EASONS FOR Rl!JEOTINO THIS lDRA OF THE 

'~fANIFESTATION ' (011 SOUNDS). ON TI'IIS OBOUND ALONE, ALL 

TJUS WOULD JIB ONll AND TXJI SAllfE. HJI!ICE TIIRRE CAll DE N O 

t114nijulu, Al<D NO manifuua. BECAUSE "IVlllL'< THE TBJNO IS OlrB 

Alo'D n<DIVIst:BLll, THAT "I ACT PREm.UDES ALL NoriONS 011 DIV&BSI"I'Y.

FVRTIIBR, THERB OAN DE NO Dli:TBR!IfiNATlO:N, BASED Ul'ON R.&eoONI· 

TJON, THAT 'TBESB WORDS ABB human' AND 'THOSE OTHERS AP 

NOT UTTERED :BY JdBN ' .-(2449-2452) 

COMME!<""TARY. 

When certain wordo8ounds ore uttered by bird8,-like tbo Parrot, the 
Slll.lrik4 and the like,-there iB alwe,ya the notion of dive!Sity, 1\8 tltat ' this 
is uttered by the Parrot ', ' that by the Sh4rik4' and so forth ; hence 
Recognition (Word-Sound) dOes not. appear in all cues. 

It might be argued that-" thia notion of diversity, in rep.rd to the 
utteranc011 of t·he Parrot, oto. is due to the diversity runong the manifesting 
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&,fl:enciee" ;-that is nothing; because t-he very idea of the • rnanifesting 
agency • i8 going to be dis<>a!dod. 

This il what. it said in the wo~· Soyarn., ek, ete.'-' Sovom • Rtand.>i 
for the divergent notion. 

TMn again. even ii the di._,.,..;ty in the Word """' held t<> be bosed 
upon the diversity in the manifesters,-.,d not upo11 the Word it.self,
tben, there would be no confidence at all. This iJi tho contingency thnt 
is indicatod in tho words-' On thil grcrund alott•, etc. 4.te.'-• nll tlu'8 '-i.e--. 
tho entire univorso. · 

" Let tht bo ao ; what then I " 
.A1\.8'Wer-' Hence thtr$ can be, etc. etc. '-Thoro could be no ideo.s of 

di.fierenco, auch as 'thjk is the m4nijuter' o.nd • tho.t tho manije81td ',which 
is hosed upon diveroity ;-aa there is no diffoN>nco at all. For example, 
' theso words are hutn&.n ' and 'those otbers, like Slu::mrto dlvi~ etc. ate not 
human ',-all such notions would not be po88iblo for you who are so devoted 
to BCOQgl'llion; aa there is no distinction at all.-{244&-UG2) 

In the following Tezs. tbe Ktmtlmltlk4 aboW11 how there ean be cli5tinction 
bot-o<een the""''""'"' (aecule.r) wordo and the Yedic: woeda :-

TEXT (2453). 

"So»:!: WOIU>S AIUI IIOUND ALWAYS IN ON"B AND Till! S.UU: ORDER 07 

. SEQVllNOli,-Tlll! ORDER 011 TRB manifulc"8 DlllNG l'l,XliD ; THESE 

WORDS Allll l'I:BLD TO BB not-human, Al'PBAJIINO, AS 

'l'REY DO, ALWAYS UT TirE SA!IIB PIX»D 01\Dl!R 

OF SEQIJJ!NOE."-(2453) 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch aa the order of ""'lllence in tbo mani!ost<>ro is fixed and 
rigid,-tbere aro certain wor<ll!--iruoh as 'ShanM ditli~, uc.'-which are 
always found in the same order; be.nce, as always apponring in the sam• 
order, they are ,...-dod aa 7101-humon in origin. It lollowo by implie<~tion 
thot thoao which o.re othorwi$&-i.e. not found always in tho Mme order-
aro /IIIIMn.-{2tG3) 

The above idea i& rejeel<!d in the following:-

TEXT (2454). 

As A MATTBR 011 PACT, THE 01!DBR OF SBQVllNOE IN Tllll MANIJESTING 

AGllNOIES, PALATE AND OTHER Sl'EEOII·OBNTRES-15 SOMETHING 

l'HAT Al'PJIJITAINS TO MEN ; RBNOE IT IS POSSlllL:E 

TJ!AT IT MAY BE OTl!El\WISE.-(2454) 

COMMENTARY. 

That the woeda &!ways appear in the se.me order cannot be admitted ; 
bece.\1.10 tbe order in the words is hold t<> be duet<> the order in the manifutor•; 



"THE REVEAL ED WORD." 1141 

and this ol'der in t·he manijeste:r&-i.e. in the Palate and othor speeeh-centrea, 
-is dependent upon the whim of man, and hence cannot be fixed ; as there . 
-ean be no rest.raint on the whim of man. Consequently, there is no reasonable 
ground for believing tha..t in any set o£ words-' Bluntrw dWi.!z,, tM. 1- the 
order has been and is going to be always the same ; hence it is just possi1:>le 
that the order may be otherwise also.-{2464) 

It has been arllUed by the Mimiimsaka, in Te>:' 2119, that--" Even though 
the Flame is momentary, yet there is Recognition, etc. etc.'" 

The ~nswer to that is as follows :-

TEXT (2455). 

T .Bl! IDEA OF AN'lr SUOli ' UNIVERSAL ' AS ' FiRE ' HAS :SEEN REJ:EC'l'»D 

m DETAIL. HENCE THE ' UNIVERSAL ' THAT IS reeogni8ed 
CANNOT :SE ETEIWAL.--(2455) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author next proeoode to sho'v that all that has boon llaid above 
applies to the case of L<lters also :-

TEX1'S (2456-~457). 

8UOli RECOGNITION IS l'OSSI'BX.E IN THE CASE OF LETTERS ALSO, Wl!XOIJ 

ARE PERISlUBLE,-FOR TBOSE WHO HOLD THA'r TBE UNIVERSAL 

CAN BE rewgnistd. THAT ~EMENT WHEREIN TBEM Al'l'EA.RS 

THE NOTION OF DIFFERENO"E,-LIR.E SLOW> FAST AND SO 

FORTR,-IN REGARD TO THESE TRBRE CAN BE NO 

MCOQ!'."XTION .... , , (1)-(2456-2457) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Uni,.,rsal '-in the form of the 'exclllSion of others '.-(2456·2457) 

I t has been argued by the Mimiimsaka, under Te>:t 2121, that-" The 
notions of the individual Oow·word, though diverse, etc. etc."' 

The nnswer to this i• as follOw$ :-

TEXT (2458). 

IN THE REASONS THAT HAVE :SEEN PUT FORWARD IN PROOP OF THE IDEA. 

OP THE ONE-NESS OP T.Bl! WORD,-'I'RERE IS NO !NvABIABLE 

CONCOMITANCE POSSI:Bx.E; :BECAUSE 'll!EY AJU!l NOT 

INCOMPATIBLE WITB TBl! CONTRAlW.-(2458) 

COMMENTARY'. 

For pro11ing the idea of the Word being one only, the Inferential Roo.sons 
that have been addu<lOO are 'oruch that if a contrary conclusion is established, 

26 
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there baa not been obown any reeaon for •ublat.ing such a oonelusion ~ 
consequently all tboee Reasons are I"amcltuiw.-{2468) 

It hM been argued by the A11»Wmsoka, under T~ 2128, that-" Every
thing that does this has been found to be permanent., like tho univen<al. 
aspect of Smoke, etc. etc." 

The answer to thia is as followw :-

TEXT (24i.i9). 

As REO~s THE • U!<IVEBSAL ASPECT OP SKoa ' ..... [L.•CO'N4 w 
Tllll TEXT) ••.. YOtTR ARGUMENT IS 'SI1PE&FL11011S '.-{2459) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wbat is spoken o1 as tbe ' Inferential Indicative ' (Probans) is Ut& 
• Universal •, which is only the Thing M ' excluded from heterogonoous tbinge '; 
-o.nd this is not. eteMU~l; conseqttently your Oorroborati.ve Instance ia devoid 
of the Probandum '.-(2459) 

It beo been argued by tbe Mima-.t:a under T.m 2131, tbe~" U the. 
one-nees of the Jar. which is urgod, otc. etc. " 

The answer to thi9 is the same, in regard t.o Ltuers a lso. 
Thil i8 whet is pointed out in the following:-

TEXTS (2460.2461). 

b Tllll ONl!:·l<ESS OB TBll LETrllllS Ga, ETC. TIIAT IS 11BOED AS AN: 

Ul\'l>llSIR4.BLB OONTlNOIINCY, 1S IN Rl!rERitNOE TO TRI!l • UNIVERS4L. 

4Sl'ECT ', THEN TBE AROIT!aNT 1S S11l'E1li'L11011S ; BIICAO'SE THB. 
ASPEOT OF • liXOLUSION OF THE 11NLIKll. IS ALRJIA.DY POS~ 

TI1LUED BY 115 A.S ONII AND TRE SA.Ml!: 1N ALL l N

DrvtDUALS.-b THR'£NDIVID11ALS TII:Blii.SELVllS WERB. 

URGED TO B:B Olr& .L'<D TBll SAUB, THEN TU 

Rll .. SON W011LD BE • 1NOONOL11SIVE • ; 

BEOA.O'SE Tl111 MUIJrll'LIOITY 011 TWil 

1NDIVID11AL Li:TTER RAS BERN 

DEPIN'IT.:KLT B.EOOG~"'SBD, lN 

EVERY 11SE OF T.I!EM, BY 

)JEANS OF SIINSII· 

FBROEPTlON, ETO. 

-12460-2461) 

COM11ENTA1W. 

Fivo arguments have beeo set fortb (by the Mim<i-.l:a) under Tezu 
2121 et f<tl· ;-if what i8 meant to be proved by u.- is tbo on•neso ol tho 
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• Universal ' in the ebape or t.be • exclusion of others ', then they are super. 
fluous, OM proving what. ia l\lready ndmitted by the othot party ; M·A matter 
of fact, on the bui.s of the single uniform notion that people bAv& in 
regard te all Individuals, tho one 'Universal •, in tbe ehape of the • uclneion 
of others', is admitted (by us). 

If, on the other hand, whot i.s meant to be proved i.s tho one-nesfl of th<> 
Individuals them8C>Ives, in the form of their Specific lndittidwlitiu; them 
th& Premi"" would b& on& that is cont<ary te and annulled by Perception and 
Inference i nnd thi.e would make o.ll the Ren.ft008 'Inconclusive' . 

. 'By mean.t of Sm.se.-percepiion, ttc. eu.'-' A ~&fa • i& pertaining to ' ak,a ', 
• .....,_n. ' Etc. ' includeo Infer•-. The Plural number io in vi&w of 
the large numb&r of individual Pei<>&ptions and Inferences.-(2400-2461) 

Quulion :-" Row is the diversity of Individuals reeognioed by S..oae
perception ! 11 

Att.fWU :-

TEXTS (2462-2464). 

DIVERSITY IN TB.E POBM OF c A.G.BZ.B.A..BLE ' .&...'(I) 'DISA.OR.EEA.BLJD, L''"D so 
110RTH, IS DIREOTLY PERCEIVED ;-'l'RE DIVERSITY AMONG Cool>"1'1'10NS 

IS OOON1SED ON THE GROUND 011 THEm APPEARING IN S1700ESSION,

AS IN THE OASE OP THll: VIBGIN.-THE 0001-TI'IONS 011 TlDI INDIVIDUAL 

'Cow-woRDS', APPEARING AT Dtn'Bll.Eli'T 'XDtES A.;."ff> :ruo:E.S, 

CANNOT ALL DENOTE ONE AND THE SAUE OBJEor,-BEOAUSE TKIIY 

AorUA.LLY APPIIA.R AS DIVJ!.&SE,-LIKJ!) THE COONITIONS 011 TASTE, 

CoLOUR, J:TO.-Tla: D[VEBSlTY IN THE OOO~'ITIONS OP THll: VARIOUS 

NOTES (011 SOUND) IN THE SJUPE 011 TilE 'Qa4da' AND Tilll REST Ul 

COGNISED BY PERCEPTION ..•.• AS IS OOING TO BE EXPL.Ulll!D 

LATER ON.-(2462-2464) 

. COMMENTARY. 

• MoncfM '-pleasing 1o0 the mind, Agreeable ;-the cont.rary of lhio io 
• ama·nojtia ', Disagreeable. 

Annulment by Inference is next shown-' The diutr1-ily among cognUion~, 
~ -·-The uac~ m&aning- of ~his· will· b& mAde-cleu b&lnw, und&r tbe 
following Tt#. 

The Inference may bo formulated as follows :-Those Cognitions that 
appear u different cannot all enviaage the same objecb,-e.g. the eognitions 
envisaging Taote, Colour and ao forth ;-nd the oognitione of the individual 
• Cow-words • appearing at difierent times and placeo appear u difierent ; 
hence there i& apprehension of the wider ' eonttury '. 

That the Reaaon here put forward io not' ioadmiosible' is shown by the 
11entenco-' Tho di-Mly in !M cogniriono, etc. U<:. '-(2462-2464) 
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Tho Author aupplies t.be proof for the otatemtnL j- mt\do (in 2462) 
regarding tho faet tll&t ' t.be diver.!ity among Cognitions ;.. proved by their 
appearing in au~on, .., in the C&6e of the Virgin':-

TEXT (2465). 

Au, TRESJI COONITIONS OP THB ' Cow. WOltD ', WJ!lOH ArPEAllED YllSTBRDAY 

AND '!O·DAY, CANNOT ALL ENVISAGE TllB SAME OBJEOT,-LJEE 

TilE SUOOESSIVELY APPI!Alt!NQ COONJTIONS 011 CoLOUR 

AND 0DOUlt, E'ro,-(2465) 

COIDIENTARY. 

Tbo argument may be t.bus formulaLed :-Those Cognitions that appear 
in --.Ion do noL tnvi!llgo the same objoct,-<>.g. the Cognitions of Taate, 
Colour, et<>. appearing ono alter the other ,.......,u th- cognitions of the ' Cow
wo>do' t.baL appeared yesterday and to-day have appeared in ou~on ;
hoMO tborc ia apprehension of the wider contrary.-{2465) 

The following Tm ahows that neither of the Ret\ROn3 jU3t adduced by 
the Buddhis~ is • Inconclusive ' :-

TEXT (2466). 

U IT WBRB NOT SO, THEN ALL CooNITIONS WOULD IUV.II ONE .lND THB 

S.<IO OB.IEO'l' ; Tll1tR:& WOULD BE INOONGRUITY ALSO AS 1\BOARDS 

TIIMR APP&ABING IN SUCCESSION, WBE!< TKEIIl BDI· 

CIBNT o.&.USll IS TIIEitl! ALL Tllll TDOI. 

- (2466) 

COliMEl\'T ARY. 

• Of aU, cog>>ilwm '-i.e. of the cognition• or Taste, Colour and so forth. 
-Tbo possibility of all having t.be same object, though appearing diversely
is the o.rgument that annuls the Reason in question. 

' l11congr1d4y M regard8 appearing in succea:aion •-would annul the 
reMon 'beoouso thy appear in succession ' .-(2466) 

It l1a11 boon o.rgued by the Mim<lm&>ka, under Text 2133, ihatr-" If the 
rel8tionahip in question were artificial ,etc. et.e.''. ' 

Tbo Mtwor to that is .., folloW$ :-
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TEXTS (2467-2469). 

IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED BIIFORE THAT EVEN THOUOH THERE IS DIVERSITY 

AMONG THINGS, YET THEY HAVE THE INHERENT CAPACITY O:f BEING 

CONCEIVED AS ONE, WITH CIIRTAIN RESTRIOTIONS.-BUT 11VEN. 

WITH SUCH CONCEPTION, THERE CAN BE one-ness, ETC. OF THE 

WORD. WHAT THE COMMON MAN THINKS IS THAT THERE 

IS REPEATED USE OF ONE AND THE SAME WORD.

THE RELATIONSHIP AlSO IS POSSIBLE WHEN 

SUBSISTING IN SBVJ!RAL INDIVIDUALS. CoN

SEQUENTLY IN ALL OASES, THERE IS 

A MULTIPLICITY OF WORDS, RUT 

THEY COMB TO BE CON· 

CEIVED OF AS ONE.-

(2467-2469) 

COMMENTARY. 

T he meaning of thi.< is eMily underst.ood.-(2467-2469) 

Question :-11 Why irot it. said tht\t. it is the common man that thinks So ? '' 
An.rwer :-

TEXTS (2470-2471). 

IN REALITY, THERE CA.'< BE NO RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE WORD 

AND ITS MEANING; (a) BECAUSE THERE IS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

TRBllf,-AND (b) BECAUS.E ONE IS NOT BORN FROM THE OTHER. 

TIIE RELATIONSHIP RA$ ONLY BEEN IMPOSED BY PEOPLE 

UNDER AN ILLUSION.-TRAT TIIIS IS SO HAS BEEN 

EXPLAINED IN DETAIL ALREADY. L~ FACT, THE 

WHOLE POSITION OF THE WORD AND ITS 

)fEANING IS IDGHLY COMPLICATED ; AS 

THERE IS NO INVARIABLE OONCO~U-

TA.NOE BETWlUlJN' 'l'HEM.-

(2470-2471) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Became tMr• i8 difference' ;-this precludes the rolationship of Identity ; 
- 1 becaus~ ont is ntn b<>rn. jr<nn the other • ;-tllis precludes the telationabip 
of Cause a.nd Effect-Apart from these, there is no other relationship possible, 
-and without such a. relationship~ there can be no restriction regarding the 
Word expressing & definite JJleaning ;-if there were, there would be ineon· 
gruities.-For these reasons., the connection between t.be Word and its 
meaning must be regarded as imposed upon them ; ns ho.s been explained 
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before, in th& aootion. dea.ling with' Apoha. ', tho • Exclusion, of othora '.
(2470-2471) 

The Mim4-.l:a'• argument ha& been formulated under the Put 2136, 
in the following wont-" From thi8 i• follows tha• the Word is ft0t-nl1i/lcial, 
and it never periahca,-because it. has nn eternal relationship with an eternal 
entity- like the Akdaha and the Atom". 

In the following Text, it is pointed out that the Reason and the 
Corroborative J nott>tlee herein adduced are both 'inadmissible'. 

TEXT (2472). 

ANY SUCH ll'l'ERNAL universal AS 'Cow' HAS BEEN ALREADY Rl!JJI!Ol'IID ; 

TBR RELATIONSJ.Dl' AlSO JS PIIRBLY IMAGINARY ; TJa • Akaaha ' 
.Hm THll ' ATOll 'ALSO BA VE BEEN DISC.&RI)ED. liEN OB 

!<B1'1'1l&B 'l'HB I'RGBA.NS NOB 'l'HB CoBRCRORA· 

TIVE L>;STANOE IS S01Th"D.-{U72) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Any IU<l> etemal Uni..,...,!, <le.' ;-this ~~M<>rtA the fact of the eternal 
thing being 'inadmiOiible •. 

' TM. BtlalioiVAip aloo, m. '-t.h;. .-ts the • inadmissibility • of the 
Roe.aon 'becall8e there is relationahip '. 

' TM. Atom and the .tikd•ha al10 have been di~<t~rded ',-t-his asaerta the 
'inadmissibility' of the two Instancea cited by the Mfm8,..,ka. 

' Rtjuted ', 1 Di1card«l ',-in course of the chn.pter on tho • Six 
Ce.tegories •. 

'Na '~eniee the Reason, ete. 
'Tat'- Therelon; hence.-(U72) 

Ithl\8 been argued by the Mfm8n~~t~ka under Te>:~2136, that.-"Inasmuch 
Q.R the Word o.nvit8gcs several Uniwrsal.t, etc. otc." 

The answer to thiB is as follo"""A :-

TEXT (2473). 

You MAY TAKE A toNG TlliB w liXPLAJNJNo TU!l FAOT OF THE WORD 

(' Cow ') llliiNG »XPBESSJVE OP THE ONE UniverMl ' Cow •, AS 

EXTBAOTED (Jr:SOM AMONG THJI SBVltRAL UNIYEJISALS) ; ON 

'l'HB RASJS OP OEL11Ditl) PEOPLE 000~0 JT IN ONE ,um 

THE s.ua rolW.-{2473) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following tut explain.~ why this should be regarded as a' delusion • :-

( 
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TEXT (2474). 

IN BBALITY, TilE THING 18 JIIOME!<TAJIY ; BENCJl JlV.EN FOR TBA.T TIME 1T 

CANNOT REMAIN STATIONARY ; BOW THEN CAN JT BE ADMJT'l'El> TO 

IIX1ST AT TRE SUBSEQUENT TIME 1-(2474) 

OOMMID.'T ARY. 

It h88 be6n argued by the MimiiiMaka under Tt>:t 2HO, that-"In 
,t he coae of tho Jar and other thing$, it le under.;too<i thl\t they wo-uld become 
-deet.royed either through d"""Y, ete. otc." 

Tbe answer to thiJ! is u follows :-

T EXT (2475) • 

IN TBE CASE OF THE JAR AND OTHER TIDNGS ALSO, THERE 1S NO CAUSl!l 

:WOR THEill D:ESTltUCTlON, WHICH CAl< :BE CLEAJILY l'OINTBJ) OUT AS 

'THIS JS \VIIA.T WILL J)J:STROY IT'; HOW, TJI1.~, CAN .L"fr SUCH 

CAUSE :B:S POlNTED OOT 1N Tllll CASE OF Tllll JVOtd !-(2475) 

COM.!I!ENTARY. 

'Thi4 i4 tMal tDiU, etc. etc.'- Aa explab>ed in tbe chllpt.er on tbe 
' Permanent Character of Thing$ • ; where it ha8 been explab>ed that there 
-can be no ca\lf<e for tbe deltruction of things. When in the case of the JIJZ 
.also, there con be no eouse for its deetruction,-how can tbero be any for 
the destruction of the Word ?-The term • n4&hakc!rotwn • is to be cone· 
trued with • Shabdi '. 

What is indicated by tbio is that the Mimii~Maka'• Reasoning is super· 
nuous, and the Corroborative Instance per Dis~imilarity is I iol\dnlissible •. 
-(24.?5) 

lt has been ...-gued by the Mlm4maaka, in Te:tt 2141, that
.u Evon though there are differences of Pla.ce, Time, et.c. etc." 

The answer to this is M follows :·-

TEXTS (2476-2478). 

'T:UAT THERE IS MlSTAKE ll< R!:COGNITtOlOS JUS J.LllBADY BEE!! EXl'LAJNED 

BEFORE.-THE' PROPERTY' VAJUES WITH TBE VARlATlONS OF I'LA.OE, 

Tnlll AND PERsoNS USING (THE WORD); AND THE V.AlllATlOlOS U· 

PRA.R IN TBE SIU.PE OIT THE VARIOUS NOTRS, /Jtulja ~M, GdndJuif'G, 
PaMh4ma AND so ~roam ;-'l'BB Cognuer ALSO IS PEROEIVl:D Dm Ecr· 

LY ; THE INDIVll)UAL LETTER ' GA. ' IS ALSO OLBA.J).LY DISTtNOT.:-ALL 

THIS DJVERSlTY CANNOT BE REGARDBD AS DOB TO THE DIVERSITY 

lN THE ' ~ ' ; THAT THERE CAN B:B NO ' XAl't"''PES'rAT.ION t 

IN T1lll CASE OI!' et.....al TIID'GS 1S GOING TO BE EXPLAJl<BJ) LATER 

ON.- (2476-2478) 
COMMENTARY. 

This is quite euy.- (U7frU78) 
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I~ h8A! beon arguod by tho Mim0tnl(1k"<l, undor T ext 2U3, tl11•t-" Tho 
Individual Loiter • Ga' has no existenoo nport from tho •uhstrntum of the 
Uitiftrsal 'Oa •, etc.. etc.". 

This argument ia open to the ehnrge of l>l'in~ · •uporftuo\JJl ' :-thi• is 
whnt is shown in th& follo·wio.g :-

TEXT (2479). 

Tlm Univer~al ' G.< ' IS NOT HELD TO BE SOMETKHI(l RE.<L, DISTIN<n" 

PROM TIIB LB'l'TBI\ ' GA ' ; KENOE THE OHAROB 01' ' Ptl'TfLtTY ' 

IS IRRESISTIBLE, AS AGAINST THE Jfimiimsaka'N 
UASO!HN0.-{2479) 

COM.MENTAl.W. 

' [fyali ', ' is held ' ; tbill: is t.o be construed with th~ · na · following 
in the sooond line.-(2479) 

TEXTS (2480-2481 ). 

JF IT BB URGED TTTAT WHAT IS SOUGHT TO llB PROVED (llY THJI. 

Jfima~'l ABOITKENT) IS TKATIT IS NOT THE SUliST&ATUlot 0 11 Till: 

Unit>eTial 'GA ', \VBICil IS OP TUB NATURE OF THE ' EXCLUSION 

011 OTRERS ' ,-THAT CANNOT llll RIGHT ; All THAT WILL 

n<1'0LVE THE PA.LLAOY 01' THE BASIS OF TilE RRA· 

SON BXINO ' INA.DMISSIBLE '.-INASMUCH AS THE 

LET'l'JlR ' GA , IS NOTBINO APART PROM ' THE 

BXOLUSION OP 'tliE N cm-ga ', TO \VJUOH 

OBJl!CT WOULD THE OHARAOTIIR OJ' 

' BRING NOT APPREKENDIID BY 

Alo'Y OOONITION OTHER THAN 

TlUTOPGa' BIILON(If-

(2480-2481) 

OO~OIEl-'TARY. 

The foUowing might be urged- " Whnt i~ meant to be proved by th<> 
ree.oning in question is that. the Individual is not the 1\lbotratum of thnt 
tm.ioer.tal ' Ga. ' which ia of tho nnturo of the 'oxclus.ion of othere ' ; hence
there is no 'futility' in it; beeause you (Buddhist) do not hold that the· 
Individual Go i.s not the BUbBtratum of the 'exclusion of otbem • ". 

This i.s the view eembatod in thia Toxi-
Even wbon whnt is sought to be proved is put in this way, the Reaaon 

become& 'inadmissible'. Because the 'axclUJJion of otherS • is not. any
thing diiferent from the thing tbWI ' excluded • from others ; in !net, it 
cons.iets of the r;ame Individtlnl • Ga'; and it; i.a spoken of o.s 'exclusion of 
othera ' or 'Apoha.' etc. when tta preciH nature is meant to be d.e-terrillned' 

• 
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which ia thus done through tbo denial of other oxeh .. iona of unlike things. 
0oll8e<IUOntly thoro being no such obj«t "·hieb could form tbo eubjoet of tho 
argument, -to whom could the Retu!on,-in tbo form • becauoc it i1l not appre· 
bendod by any cognition other thnn t.hnt of Ga '-belong ! To nothing '" 
all.-(2480-2481) 

All regards the Corroborath-e In~~tancc cited by the Mim8,.,.,ka, in Tat 
21(3,-'like the Uuive1'1181 Ga. pMtulatod by the other pArty •,-that also i1l 
one of which the ver-y ba.fiic objoot is not a<.hniNJib1e. Tbia is \Vho.t i8 
shown in the fo11owing :-

TEXT (2482). 

EvERY RIGHT WF.ERENOE ltltQUlltES SUCH 0oRROBORAnV11 llrSTANO:S, . 

ll'ro. AS ARE AD.UTTED BY BOTH PARTiES. !N Tllll OAI!B OP TRE 

lNFERENOB tN QUESTION HOWilVEll, THE OllnOTtv'Fl 

BASIS (OP TIU: R.&ASO!<) IS NOT 80 ADAllTTED. 

-(2482) 

COMMENTARY. 

• It~Btance, etc!-Tho • et-c.' is meant to include the ReMOn (Proba.na) · 
and other factora.-(2482) 

Further, even when the first pnrty does not. ttate it in 80 many words, 
that ia regarded ns to be proved which he haFs in mind; and 83 a matter of 
fact, lt ie not merely the UoivC1'8Q..l • Ga' which you have in your mind s.s to 
be proved ; what you reelly desire is to prove, t hrough this Uni-sal, tho 
one-n- of the letter • Ga.' ; and it has been •lready shown before that 
such a Proposition no the latter i• annulled by Perception and other Mee.n1 
of Cognition. 

This is what il< ahown in the following :-

TEXT (2483). 

ALL TKIS ATTE~Il'T OF YOURS IS POR THE PURPOSE OP PROVLNO THIJ: ONE· 

NESS OF THE LETTER 'Ga'; AND TlttS tS CLEARLY AND ONDBNI· 

ABLY .L'<NULLED llY P.E1101'!PTION, AS ALRBADY EXPLAINED 

TO Y00.-(2483) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Thi• auemp' '-at denyillg the eubstratu.m of the Univet801' Ga '. 
• Annulled 1>y Percopti<m '-The particle • cllo' includea 'annuhnent by 

Inft:nnU ' also. 
'Explainod '-under the Teo:t 24.02 et soq.-(2483) 
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Jt hat boon arguod by the Mim<imaal:a, under Tat 2146, that.-" Tbe 
·entity in the form of the Leuu is admitted by both p!lrli<A, etc. etc." 

Tbe answer 1<> tbi& is as follows :-

TEXTS (2484-2485). 

ALL TBESE OOONITlO.SS OF TBE LETTER' GA 'WHICH AFFEAltBD YESTllnDAY 

AND TODAY, BTO. APPllARlNG IN SUCOESSJON, CANNOT EINVJSAOE ONE 

AND Tllll SAMll TRING,-LIXll T.Rll OOGlo"lTIONS OF TASTB, 00L01m, 

ETO.-Tnvs THE ' ONJI LETrl!R ' IS NOT SOM'JITRJNO 'AD· 

li!ITTED DY BOTH PARTIES'. liEN OB TIIE 'ETERNALITY' 

TJIAT liAS BBRN ASSUMJ!D APPERTAJNS TO TIIE 

POSTULATED 'ExCLUSION OF OTIIEliS '. 

- (2484-2485) 

COMM.El\'TARY. 

The term ' udil<l ' i8 construed here also, with tbe endingo cban~tt<l. 
Thus then, on occoant of tbe diveroity of Words being annullnd by 

' Perception and lnforence. tb-is no singl6 entity in the ohftpe of the • Letter' ; 
hence the tlemolily that has been assnmed can only belong to the aaeumed 
'exclusion of othera ',-the idea of om-mss being d\1e to the eimilo.rity of 

· the conception.-(2484·2486) · 

H hM been 11rgued by tho Mlmlimsaka, under Tea:t 2148, that.-" When 
·"the Word-Sound is oognised by the EM, etc. ete." 

The o.nswer to this is o.s folJows :-

TEXTS (2486-2487). 

AT TIIE Tillll TIU.T TRB WORD-SoUt."D IS HEARD, TRBRB IS NO PEROEPTIO!! 

OF TBE AIR-OUJ\Rr.fts REACJUNO TIIE EAR AN'D ·ElO" TISRJNO TUE 

AUDITORY OROAN. WB:EN 'l'RE SOUt."l> IS OOO:<JSRD TUROUOH 

TBE EAR AS EMliELLISRBD BY TBE PlTOH,......OZRBRE IS IDEA 

01? TBJ: PiTCH AS RELATED TO THAT SoUND; AliD THIS 

IDEA TS OLBARLY ANNULLED JIY DIREOTP!:ROEPTION. 

- (2486-2487) 

COMMIDoi"TARY. 

If it '•ere known by any Means of Rigbt Cognition that • lhere ore 
.Ai.r-=enu embellishing the Auditory organ ', then there migb~ be 80me 

I 

f 
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justillcation for saying that ' the Auditory organ is embellished by the 
Pitch'. As a l'na.tter of fact, however, no sueb Air-currents a.re known; 
hence there is the idea of the Pitch only as related to the Sound and that 
this idea is perceptional is entirely fanciful.-(2486-2487) 

It has been argued by the Mim<'itnsaka, under Text 2160, tho.t-" Those 
who have their xrunds perverted by the disorders of Bile P.,..ceive the s .... e 
as Bitter, etc. etc." 

The answer to thir; js as foiJows :-

TEXT (2488). 

JUST AS THE NOTION OF ' BI1TERNESS ' \VITll REGUI) TO WllA.T IS 

'SWEET', AND OP 'YELLOW' WITH REGARD TO WHAT IS 'WDlTll ', 

lS 'VITHOUT AN OBJEO'l."'VE BA.SIS,-OF THE SAME 

RIND WOULD THE NOTION OF THE WORD· 

SOUN.D ALSO DE.-(2488) 

COMMENTARY. 

This also sets Mide the idea that 'the cognition of the Word-Sound is 
due to that '. 13ee<>use the Cognition which hM no shape cannot h"ve any. 
thing else for its object ; otherwise there would be incongruities.-(2488) 

The following might be urged-" Even if t.he Word-sound is not the 
objective of the Cognition, why should t.he cognition be b""eless (without 

' an object) ! " 
The answer to thirJ is as follows :-

TEXT (2489). 

UNo:e:a THE vARIATIONS o:r 'FAST', 'mDDLING' AND 'sLow ',-THE 
WORD·SOUND ITSELF DOES NOT APPEAR AS Dilll'ERENT. UNDI'J:& 

THE CIROW.ISTANOES, WHEN THE COGNITION ENVISAGES 

SOMETHING IN A FORM TllA.T DOES N.OT BELONG 

TO IT,-\VRY SHOULD NOT THIS 

COGNITION BE objec/ks8 1 
-(2489) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Cognition that appears is in the form of '·fast', 'medium • and 
'slow' ;-and the Word-Sound cannot have the 'fast' a.nd other forms; 
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becauSP. being eternal and all·pervad.ing, it must luwo only ono form;
there is notbing eloe thAt could have the • fMt' and other forms. and appoor 
in the Cognition ;-hence there being no ...,., ohjeet of the said exact form, 
the Cognition is cleorly objec:tlu•.--{2489) 

· The following rnight bo urged-" 1'he •nmo Word.Sound, appooring ill 
the 'last • and other forrM, would form the objective beaia of the Cognition; 
... ha.• been deelared that • in evt!ry e&~~e the objective bMis consi.otJ< in 
the external thing varying 'With the variations of Timt~ and Plnet '. '' 

The answer to this i.s n.s follow~J :-

TEXTS (2490-2493). 

THE ASSlllRTION THAT 'ONE COGNISES THE ONE THING AS OTHBR\VISlll' 

IN\'OLV.!lS Sli"Lli·OONTRADTOTION; IY WHAT IS COGNISED IS ANOTHER 

FO!Ul, TON ROW OAl'< TR£ .tcJmt OB.nOT BE SAil) TO BE OOONISBD f 
Uloo'"DBR TREI VIEW TRA.T CoG!\"'TliON IS I'ORMLBSS, IT WOULD BXlST 

ONLY ll< TKE externa! l!'ORM; OONSBQUENTLY, Ill" WIIAT IS COGNISED 

IS external AND YET NOT OF THE NATURE OF TilE !IX TERN AL THINO, 

--TH11N ROIV IS IT TIIAT IT EXISTS t EVEN UNDER THE VIEW TIIAT 

C<>ol>,TIONS HAVE l'OBMS, TJ£S Cool>~ON ALWAYS Al'l':&ABS ll< 

AOOOBDCICB WI'l'll TKB U'l'ERNAL l!'ORV ; AND TRBN ALONE IS TKZ 

OB.rBOT SAil) TO BB 'OOONISED '.-IN TR£ OASII IN QUESTION, HOW· 

EVER, TIIll COGNITION DOES NOT Al'l'EAR IN AOOOROANOII WITH THII 

EXTERNAL FORJIL-I£»NOII IT FOLLOWS THAT ALl. THIS CoGNITION, 

\VHIOH IS WllONO, IS ENT!Rl:LY objtdku -:2490-2493) 

CmfMENTARY. 

•stlj.contradiction '-' Theu.me' and' Otherwise' aro mutut\llyexclusive, 
the presence and absence of the one involving the abeence and p.-nce 
(l'"f>O(lOCtivety) of the other ; and as such. t.h- cannot eo-<>xiat in the aam~ 
objeet. 

Then apin, under the view that forms do not belong t.o Cognitions, all 
Oognitions are fnlso ; while under the view that forms belong to Cognitiona, 
all Cognitiona are objectl-. This is what ia ahown by the wor<h-' Under 
lA• ciN, etc., etc.'-For thoeo who~ the Cojtnitiooo aajannluo, what i• 
perooived io the Bluo frmn as subsisting in the Object. The Coneh.sholl d0001 
not really exi~t. in the yellow form in which it figures in th& wrong Coplltion: 
hence tbia is all the more clearly objealu•. 

Says the Opponent-" If the yellow form is not in the Object, then 
it must be in the Cognition; otherwise, if it were in neither, how could there 
be cognition of it! Thus if it resides in the Cognition, it behoves you to 
txplain how Cognition can be formless ? " 
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Thie itJ tzue; but wMn wo uset1. that Cognition is objoetleee, we do so, 
on accepting the view that Cognition is formless. One 'who holds Cognition& 
to bo forml688 hM got to provide an answer to the question that bl\8 been 
roiaod. · 

Even under the viow that the (orm resides in the Cognition, the a.ppre
honsion of the Ob ject is explained on the basis of the idea that what is actually 
apprehended is that form of the Cognition which bears tho imprint of the 
form of the Object. In the case of wrong Cognition there i• no apprehension 
of the form of Cognition bearing the impri.ntof the Object; hence the Cognition 
is cleArly objectlosa. Ap&rt from bring 1Dith jtWm and boi"9 with<>o4form, 
tbera is no other alternative pooaible, in regard to the ap~honaion of tbing11. 
Hence it follows that all Cognition, which i• wrong, is objoctJOR&.-(2491}... 
24m · 

The following Pu1 shows thM in the case in quootlon. thoro is no eauw 
for m istake (wrong Cognition) :- A., 

TEXT (2494). 

IT CANNOT BE RJGBT THAT THERE SllOULI> BE A • MA:mr:esTEB ·.
Sl'ECULLY FOB Wll.a.'r IS ETEBNA.L,- IN AOCORDANOE WlTB ITS EM· 

BBITJSRMENTS (AND MODWOA.TIONS); OONSEQIT!INTLY TIIERE. 

CANNOT BE DIVERSE OOONlTIONS IN REGAIID TO TBJ'J WORD· 

SOITND.-(2494) 

COMMENTARY. 

In regard to' Dh110ni '-i.e. Word-Sound,- tha diveraity of tbem<Jnijea~er 
ia aaid to be the collll& of the iUusion that there ie diversity ' in the soUnd 
aloe. But for anything that is eternal, there can be no 'manifestor • ;'as 
in regard to eterneJ thingS, there is nothing tha't the Manijuur can do; 
nnd unless it does something to it, it cannot be its • M&n.if68tcr'; if it were, 
thoro would bo an ab8urdity ; and anything could bo the ' Manifester ' of 
anything. 

For these roa.sono it oaooot be right to bold that diverse Cognitiono 
rogarcling the Word-Sound are duo to the embollisbment& of the manijeslor. 
-(2404). . . 

lb has been argued by the Mim4moaka under Pm 2170, tha~" Just 
aa the Lamp is regatded M ·. the mani/uta, of the Jar, through tha aid that 
it IIBords to the Eye, etc. etc." 

.In the first of the following te:<U, the Author explai.no the opponent'a 
posi tion, and in the remaining texts, he BOta forth the objootion4 to it :-
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TEXTS (2495-2499). 

"JUST AS TilE LAll1' RESTRICtS THE P'OTiiSC\' OF TH:B En TO TIUI PER· 

OIU'TlON Ol? TO JAR,-SO WILL THll ABTIOT1LATION 1\"ESTIUCI' Tllll 

POTENCY O:P THB AUDITORY OI!GAl'< TO TH:B .Al'PREIJIINSTON OP THE 

SOUND ".-!J?, AS IT STANDS BY ITSELF, TilE SOUND TS OAPABLB OP 

BBINO APPREHENDED BY THE AUDITORY ORQAN,-TIIEN WHY IS lT 

NOT Al'PB.BHIINDED, WHILE TltE A UDITORY ORGAN IS NOT EMBELLlSH· 

&J> ?-WHEN ITS El?PIOIENT CAUSE IS TKERB, THII APPREIIENSION 

MOSl' J'OLLO\V; AND TIDS CONDITION !S PRESENT AT THE TUIB Oi' 

THE EMIIIIT.LlSIDIENT OF '!'HE AUDI'l'ORY 0ROAN.-lll, ON THE OTIIIIR 

ltA.ND, 'l'RB SOUND IS NOT CAPABLE OF BBINO AP.PB.!l:IIENl)ED, IIOW 

COVLD IT BECOME APPREHENDED EVEN AT A LATER TIME 1 !J? TKE 

AP1'Rlllt£NSION IS TKERB, THEN WllAT lS APPREHENDED MUST BB 

SOME OTm:tt SoUND WHICH HAS THll BE~UlSITE OAl'AOITY.-IP THEN, 

liVEN AT A LATilt 'I'!Ml!, THER'£ IS NO OOONmON (APP&BHENSION) 

01> TIIS WOBD·SollND DUlt TO 1'[$ OWN INJIIUt£NT OAPAOITY,

TKEN IT IS .OB TliiS ltEASON TKAT IT IS ASSERTED THAT IT IS PRO· 

DUOBD BY TRB BMBELLISHBD AUDITORY 0ltOAN A.'lll OTllBR AGENCIES. 

-(2495-2499) 
COMMENTARY. 

It may bo that the Auditory Organ is ombellish&d ; but what yo1.1 hAve 
to explain is-Whether or not the Word·Sound, by ita very nature, ia 
<:apablo of bringing about the cognition of itself. 

In the former case (i.e. if it i•· so c«pable),-thon it ahould be cognised 
even before the Auditory Organ has been ombelliahed . . 

This is what Ut sa.ld in the words-' why i1 it~ a.pprel~en<Ud, etc. t.tc.' 
• 1'MYO '-of the Word·Sound.-'1'al '- therefore. 

The argwnont may be formulated, M before, thua-' Tf ita cause i• 
deficient etc. ' ; and it may be add&d thAt in this case the ombellitthment of 
the Auditory Organ ""uld be useless. 

Undet the latur view (tbat the Word·Sound by it.ooll it ""' eapablo of 
bringing about ita own c»gnition),-the Cognition of the Sound ohould oot 
come about even when the embellishment of the Auditory Organ ia tbere; 
becluoo the Sound must, for ever, remain incapable (of being cogni8ed). 
So tbat under thi.t view also, the embellishment of the Auditory Org<>n would 
be useleOB. 

This argument may be formulated M follows :-When one thing does 
not deviate from the condition in which i t was not nble to produce tlo pa.rticular 
etlect, it co.nnot produce that eff&et ;-as, for instance, tho l{odmva·seed 
cannot produce tho Paddy·spr<>ut ;-nd even on the embellishment of the 
Auditory Orgnn, the Word..,ound does not deviate from the incapacity to 
produoe CogniMon ;-hence there ia non·apprehension of the wider condition. 

That the Roaton here adduc&d i.s not ' inadmiOBible' ia ohown in the 
worda-' If the apprehension i.s there, etc. etc.' 

f 

1 



" THE REVEALED WORD!• 1155· 

' Y ogy<Uliyogi '-t.hat which ha.s connection with the ca.paeity.-(2495-
2499) 

Says the Opponent-" If the Word-Sound were held to bo o. oo.use of the. 
production of the Cognition, t hen there might be some room for raising 
the question as to its being capable or 1wt capable ;---as it is, however, what is 
held to bo t he ca.US<> of the Cognition of the Word-Sound is the embollished 
Auditory Organ,-e.nd not the Sound; hence there is t\O room for the objec· 
t-ions that have been urged". 

The Author attacks the view directly a nd refutes it in the following:-

TEXT (2500). 

! N THIS WAY THE WORD·SOUN1> WOULD RB UNCOGNISABLB; A.S IT WOULD 

NOT BlD 0:&' ANY USE IN ITS OWN COGNITION, AND, ON THAT 

A.OCOUNT, IT WOULD NOT BE DIFFERENT FROM TASTE 

AND OTUiill.l TiliNG$ (SO FAR AS HAVING NO 

. BEARING ON TJU: SAID CoGNITION IS 

CONCERNBD).- (2500) 

COMMENTARY. 

In thi• way, like Taste, ete., the Word-Sound also would have no bearing· 
upon its Cognition; and thls would mean that it is not cognisable by tho.t 
Cognition. 

This argument roo.y be formulated a.s follows :-When o. certain thing 
hM no bearing upon o. Cognition, it cannot be cognised by that Cognition ;
e.g. Taste, etc. in regard to Audit.ory Cognition ;-the Word-Sound has no 
hearing upon the Cognition of that Sound ;-henoo there is l>pprehension of' 
something contrary to tho wider condition. 

Tho roo.son here adduced is not ' Inconclusive, ; because, if what has 
no bearing upon a Cognition were cognised by that Cognition,-t.bere would 
be no restriction e.t e.ll, e.nd Taste might also become cogni,..ble by Auditory 
Oognition.-(2500) 

Says t he Opponent:-" The oouse of the Cognition itself would •erve to 
restrict its scope, and there would be no such al>Wrd contingenciea as ha.ve· 
been indicated. Because it is the cognition of the Word-Sound-and not tho.t 
of Taste, ete.-whieh is actually found to come about from the eo>uMl faeto.,. . 
appearing immediately after the embellishment of the Auditory Organ,
because the efficiency of the causal faeto"' is so restricted.- Even if the 
Word-Sound were necasaarily regarded as the c1>use (of its own cognition), 
some restriction on the efficiency of the cause will have to bo admitted ; 
becaUS<>, if the question is rai>Jed-' when all things o.re equally the OO.US<> 
of the Cognition, then, why is it thet the cognition of sotmd that is produef'd 
i.s of the nature of the appreMn8ion of sound only, not of the apprehension. 
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of IM Auditory "'17'1" ! '-tbe only~ possible \VOuld be that the efficiency 
of tbe 0..\IMI factors i8 restriet<>cl in this mann~r ". 

B1>ving reviewed all thi•, the Author an•wero the ch~>rgo of 'Incon· 
clusiveno88' n.gain.a:t hir:s re.oson :-

TEXT (2501). 

I T lltAY Bll TAKEN (POR GRANTED) THAT THE COGNITION OJ' TRE NATI1RII 

Oi' TH.Jil Cogflition of Word-Sound lltAY Bll TAKEN AS PROD11CED BY 

TBE 1114liBLLISH.IID AUDITORY ORGAN. "&TO., SPOKEN OP BIIJ'ORJl, 

-Jlll)I!PIINDB!ITLY 011" TH.II WORD·801n1D ITSELI!".-{2501) 

COMllfEN1'ARY. 

'Nllm4 '-' mtJ.Y bo taken '-thi• meens that it may bo taken for ~nted 
(for the solce of argument).-That thit view i~ not tenable is going to bo shown 
later on, under Tezt 2607. 

'By lho embtllilhtd Auditllry Organ, uo.'-The 'et<>.' includes the 
immediately following causal faetore.-(2501) 

Even if the Word·Sound is not the cause of the Cognition of it, thoro 
are incongruities. For intJt&noo, thor& are two alternatives possible-I• the 
Word-Sound endowed with the natwe of being apprehended by its Cogni
tion or not ?-If it ie, then there is tbe following di8crepancy :-

TEXTS (2502-2604). 

"Tms WORD·SOmro BEING OP THE NATI1RII OJ' WHAT IS Al'PURE~'DED BY 

ITS C0GN1TION,-IN WRATSOEVIIB II"OIUol JT OO~iTJN11ES TO EXIST (~'1>' 
IT li:DSTS II"OR ALL TllllE, e:t hypothta>] AS 'WORD-S011ND ',-Tllll SAID 

COGNITION ALSO \yn.L HA.Vll TO OONTINllll ALONG WITH IT,- WDER' 

YOUR THEORY (BY WHICH appthemibility by tMt Cognition FORMS 

THE VZRY NATI1RE 01? TJa WORD·SOlJlro) ;--oTH.li:RWISll: IT COULD 

NOT BB OONTUIVINO ALONG \VITH. THE C0GNJTION. AND BY THAT. 

S.lMll COG~'ITION WOULD .TKAT WORD·S011ND BE APl'RflH.ENDillD ;

'I'KIS WOULD OERTAINLY INVOLVE 'l'BE WORST INOONGRlliTY FOR YOU. 

On IS oP 1'BE NATliRE oF TIUI Cognition, A.ND THE 01'Bl:R IS oF TIDt 

N ATI1RII 01? TIDI CogniMQ. ; AND TRE TWO ARE THEIU:J!OR!l TIED 11P 

TOOIITHIIR AS BY A OHA.IN ; OO!ISEQUE!ITLY WHI!!NliVER TH.Il ONE 19 

'l'IIER!l THE OTHER MUST BE TH.IlliE ALSO, WiTliOllT l?AlL.- (2502- . 
2504) 

COMli!ENTARY. 

Jf the Word·Sound is of the nnture of b•ing llpprtlumdtd by its Oo(/11;. 
~ion, then, like tbe Word, its Cognition also ahould be et•r.lm, existing 
&t all times: because the nature of apprehenaibility by it continuea for all 

r 
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time (in the Word). For oxamplo, when the tharacw.r of Mldirog the stidc 
bolongo to De•-ac!atta, it t. not poeoible tbot the stick should not continue 
"" long M DevadattA ia tllere. 

·Tied up togetlttr <U b1J a chain '-t B ·i' stands for become. The sense 
th\IR i• as follow" :-BeoaUic the naturG of being COO"i4t<> ond the natUI'G of 
being Oognition are tied tos;other ns by a. chn.in,-tl\erolore it. becomes 
eatl>bli8hed that whenever the one is present, the other also has to be 
preaont,-without faii.-{2502-2G04) 

Qut.tion :-"Let. that. be ao; what. is the harm t" 
A-:-

TEXT (2505). 

IN TIUT CASE, IT WOULD ~UIAN THAT THE WOBD·SOUND, WHICH OONTI:N'lmS 

TO BE INSEPARABLY RELATED TO THE COGNITION PRODUOlllLE Oll' THE 

E~IBELLISBliD AUDITORY 0ROAN, WOULD BE OLEARLY PRESENT 

BVBN WHEN TlDl AUDITORY 0BGAN HAS NOT BEEN 

EMBELLISllJilD.-(2505) 

COMMENTARY. 

After the compound ending with '&mballdho. ', the phrase ' SluJbd.oJ} 

onutxu14ll' is understood. 
Thus then, becsuse the Word connected with the CognWon producible 

by the Embellished Organ continues for oJl time,-therefore it follows tbot 
even for the man wbooe A\lditory Orgen has not been embellished, the said 
Oognition would be there ; so that there would bo no \18e for the Embellish· 
mont of the Auclitory Orgllll.-(2605) 

The oecond alternative [noted in the Introduction to Teo:l 2502, that 
• by ita very nat\u'e:, the Word-Sound is not endowed with th& ehfU"acter of 
being apprehended by ita Cognition ')also is open to thoiollowing objection:-

TEXT (2506). 

Ill' TJ£E WORD-SoUND 18 l<OT Oll' T1IB NATURE OF BIIINO APPBEllJilNDED 

BY YTS CooNITJON, TllEN, lN rHAT OAS:f!, 1T W'OULD BE Ol< THE SAME 

Jl'OOTING AS TASrlll AND OrRER THINGS, WBIOH ALSO ARE NOT Oll' 

THE NATURE OF BJIU\'() APPREHENDED BY THll COONJTJON OF 

WoRD·SOlll!D; AND m THAT OASE, AUDITORY PER-
OEPTJON WOULD NOT BE THE CoO:NlTION Oj 

SOIInd.-{2506) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thia is easily underatood.-(2500) 

All this has been said after admitting (for the sake of argument) that 
the Cognition, which i8 not helped by the Word·Souncl, i• of the nature 

27 
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of the Apprehension of that Sound. The Author now p~ to •how that 
the ideo. of lhe Cognition having the nature of the Cognition of the Word· 
Sound ia untenable; u~oss there is some connection between them. 

TEXTS (2507-2509). 

WRAT IS THB RELATION BETWEEN TO CoGNITION AND Tllll WORD

SOUND, ON TilE BASIS OP WHICH THE COGNITION IS llliLD TO BB OF 

TIIB NATURII 011 TIIB A.l'PRliHENSION 011 THAT SouND 1-Tms 
BIILATION OANNOT BB TIUT OP IDENTITY, Bli:OAUSJI Tl!JI TWO ARE 

OtB.UlLY Dli1RRJ:b'T. NOR IS THE ONE PRODUOJID PROM THII OrHIIR ; 

Bl!OAUSB THII WORD-8o17b"t> IS (ex hypot/lui) NOT PRODUOJID ; AKD 

Ill IT WEIUt PBODUOBD, 'IX&."< rr WOULD APP.&AR AT ALL TIXES; .AlfD 

HINOJ: nu: CooNITJO~ 011 THAT SOUND WOULD BJ1'11ER 1111 PBO

DUOIID AT ALL TQ!IIS,~B IT WOULD NOT BE PBODUOJ:I) AT ALL. 

SUOH BEINO Tllll UNDESIBABLE STATE OF THINOS, TRJI AS811Ml'TION 

OP Tllll ' EMllllLLISHloiEb'T OP THE AUDITORY 0ROAN ' IS E!<TIRm.Y 

IIUTILE.-(2507-2509) 

COMMENTARY. 

There nro only two kinds of relation.ship among things-the relation of 
Identity and tho rolation of Cause and Efl'oct; in no third form can any 
help be rendered ; and thoro con be no relationship between things which 
do not render oome help to ono another; otherwiae there would be inoon
gruitioa.-Neither of theoe two relationships i8 poooiblo between the Word. 
Sound ond ita Cognition; and in theabaence of such a relationship, how could 
the Cogrution be of tbo nature of the approhoJUion of the \Vord.Sound 1 
If it did, there would be incongruities. 

n might be urged tba-" When the Cognition is produced, it is in the 
form of the Word·Sound, and it is on the basis of this thot the Cognition i.a 
hold to be of the nature of th& comprehension of eho Sound,-evon though 
there is no roletioMhip bet.:weon the two " . 

This o~nnot be right; because Cognition baa boon rogardod as formlus, 
the Mim<l,...kas do not admit the view that Cognition& ho.ve forms.-But 
even if it were &8 nBBert~ the view set forth cannot be ri.ght-; ott in that-
08.86, tho Sound would btwe to be regarded as im]Uf'upliblo. '!'hat is, under 
the view, Sound would be imptrupli&, not 1Jercepliblo; and honco thoro being 
no me&ns of knowing it, the idea of its Cognition having the form of th& 
Word·Sound would itself be an impossibility. It could not be known by 
the ~nco of its effect; because it is not regarded as productive of effects. 
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The following might be t~rged-" Even for one who holds the view that 
C<>gnitioM hcwe forms, and the Object is ;produaivo of the Cognition,-the 
Object would b& always imperceptible; bow then can it b& known that the 
Cognition baa tbo form of th• Object.! ., 

True ; but- the way in which it is known iB this-From the pt"OSenoe 
of the Effect, it is deduood that there is a Causo for it: and the idea that 
Cognition aorves to differentiate the Bl\ae ond other form f'l , is got a.t from 
positive and negative concomitance. For instance, the Eye, the Lig~t. and 
the Miod·funotioning b&ing common to all Vi•ual CognitioM, the difference 
among the OognitioM of the Blue and othen connot be due to th-; hence 
the implication is that there is some other Cause for it,-thi.t implieation 
being derived from the negetive prerni88 ju&t indicated; and hence it is 
concluded that the said difference must be due to thi• othor O.use. And 
on the bMis of this it is UI!J!erted that tho form having been brought about 
by that, it is this form that i.s apprehended by the C<>gnition.- But even this 
way is not available for you; b&cause you do not ~ tbo Word.Sound 
to be a oa.- at. all. 

Th<l following might b& •ll'Sed-" The Eye and the other factors are 
themselvoa imperceptible ; how is it known that these are present in a11 
Visual Perceptions ? " 

All this is quite true, when we are di8cu88ing the doctrine of Ideali81». 
The Idaaliat holds that the peculiarities of every Cognition are &U due to tb& 
immediately preceding subjective caUMI factoro,-es in the - of Dreams; 
and be doea not regerd them M due to any external or objective oonditiona. 
-But all that i$ being aaid on the present oocasion is on the understanding 
that the EKtcrnal Object dooa exist. If it wore not ao, then the tirst point 
to be urgod would be-how can the External Object be proved by the Effect r 
All that could b& proved would b& the preoenoo of the Came, not of anything 
~. objwiw; b&cauao it is quita po .. ible that. the aaid Or.uae may b& 
something inumal, 8!Jhjwiw,-u in the -of Dreams.-Enough of this 1 

Even if the idaa of the Word-Sound being ;producti~ is accopted,-tbo 
ineongruity remains ;-thil is what i9 ebown by the worch-' 1J U totn 

produced, it would bo produced at all timu, etc. etc.'- ' Sa' stands for the 
;producti<m. 

The argument is summed up in the wordo-' Ht:IIU tM Oogniti<m of~ 
Sound, ttt. ttc.' 

• Or is 1DOUid ""'be produced at all' ,-under the vie"' tbot Sound is ""' 
;produaiw. 

• Untielimbl• SU>te of lhi"'!• '-tbot the Cognition must b& either always 
present, or nlways absent.-(2607-2609) 

Hitherto the Author bel admitted (for the sake of argument) tbat there 
is Emb&llisbment of the Auditory Organ ;-4\ld then prooeeded to ooo.oider 
whether or not the Objw io tbo productive Or.u .. of tbo C<>gnition,-which 
consideration has led to the conclusion th~t the Embelliahment of the 
Auditory Organ is absolutely useless.-He now proceed& to show that the 
Embellishment it...lf of the Auditory Orgen is not possible :-
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TEXTS (2510...2512). 

CooNITION WOULD BB POSSIBLB ONLY D TliB EMBEI I!SBMENT \VERB 

oceti&Umal ; rliB IDEA Oil' TH11 'E:ltBBLLISB.MJINT ' WOULD BB AOCEPT

ABLB Ol>'LY IF IT \VJ:BB O<XaSIONAL. TllB IDEA OP 'E><BETUSH

Io!El<T ', WIDOB IS A XIND Oil' POTBl<OY, IS DERIVliD PRO» TRll Xl'E'Ecr 
IN '1'B1l l'OBiol Ol' TilE Coo!llTIOl<. Now 'l'IDS CoGNITioN >U.Y 

BITHER APP!Wl AT ALL TDil!S, OR NOT APPEAR AT ALL. How TRBN 

OOULD IT tl<DICATE TilE O«Mional ElmEtrJSJI)D:><'l' (Ol' TilE 

AUDITORY O:ao.u<) 1 H£NOE THE EXPL.t.NA'.I'ION BASED trPON ~ 

'ElmELLJ.SmU!NT Oil' THE AUDITORY 0ROAN ' HAS NOT BEEN SOIJND.

(251()...2512) 

COMMENTARY. 

Cognition aa the oftect of EmbeUJahment CO\~d be occMional only if the 
Embellishment were occa&ion&l ; otherwise if the Cause in it<~ efficient <ltate 
were there alwa.ys, why should ita eftoct be occMional ! As a matter of 
f!l<lt however, the Embellishment is not occa~iol14l ;-this is what is shown 
in the word&-' Tho idea of tile Emb<l!..,ilmen: i1 cluiV«L, tU:. tltc.'-That is to 
say, the Embellishment of the Auditory Organ, deduced from the coming 
about of its effect in the shape of tho Cognition (of Sound}, could only consist 
in a certain PoU""'J ;-as Potency alono la '~bat can ho deduood from an 
effect ;-this Potenoy should form part of the Auditory Organ itself; it cannot 
be &.nythillfl different from it; as In the latter caso the Auditory Orge.n itself 
would not be the Onuae of the effect (Cognition). Then again, as no sort of 
xelationship ce.n he known, whonever the Potency would he there, the 
resultant Cognition should also bo thero. It the Cognition ia not there, then 
it oculd never follow from that Potency; and as a ro<lult of this, the Cognition 
could not be occMional. Under the circumatanooe, how oculd the occMionru 
Cognition indicate tho Potency as the 'Embellishment of the Auditory 
Organ' ? It could never indicate it.-{UIQ-2612) 

The following might he u:ged-" n is not an inherent Potency that is 
inferrad from the elfect in tho ahapo of Cognition; what happena is that it 
is an entirely new Potency that io produced in the Auditory Organ by the 
Articulations; and it ia thio Potonoy that io inferred from the .Cognition; 
henee it is quite reuonable that the occas:ional Cognition becomes indicative 
of the Potency ". 

The aDSWeJ: to this is ,as folio"" ::-
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TEXT (2-513). 

TilE POTENCY THAT IS PRODUCED IN THE AUDITORY 0ROA.N,- IF IT IS 

SOMETHING NOT DIFFERENT 11ROM TliE 0ROAN ITSELF,-THEN 

THAT DOES AWAY WITH Tlll!l ETERNALITY OP TRE Ak/Ulla 
OR OF Spa.ct ; AS IT WOULD BE SOllETRlNO 

PRODUOED.-{2513) 

COilllEJ).'TARY. 

The Potency that i8 produced in the Audito!'Y Organ-(1) i.• it of the 
nature of the Organ itself f-or (2) i8 it something different from it f-or 
(3) i.• it different-non-diltorent !-These are the three alternative• poMible. 

Under the first alternative, like the Potency it8el£, the Auditory Organ
whether it consists of ·Akllslla or ot Space,-also boeomoH non-eternal ;-why ?' 
-' a• ;, 'WO'Uld be aomtt.hing prodt4-ttd' j-i.e. because it is produe&d. 

It might be arguod th~~" The view held i8 not thnt the Auditory Organ 
ia non-dilterent from the Potency; but that the Potency ie non-different from 
the Auditory Organ ". 

Now, just look at thia working of sheer btindn- I When the nature 
of ono thing is tied up with that of the other, bow can thia latter bo far 
removed from it at the eamo time 1 Because 'non.cl.ifference' between 
two things collSists in the fusion of the natures of both into one. While 
the ~lilk remains at a distance from the Water, it dooo not become mingled 
\vith it; hence tho explanation auggcsted is futile.-(2313) 

The following T'e:tt show& that even if it be M suggested, the view remains 
open to objection :-

TEXT (2514 ). 

Tltt 'EMBELLISHMENT' OF A THINO, BEING NOT-Dll'Jr.&RENT DOl>! TBll 

TBlNO ITSELF, lfUST BE ET.&RNAL; CONSEQUENTLY TIDJRE WOULD 

BE COGNITION OF THINGS AT ALL Ttlf!S.-(2514) 

COMMENTARY. 

Like the form of the thing it8elf, the Embellishment also should be 
eternal, a.s it is non-diffecent from it.. So that tbis ie an additional objection 
te which the $$id view is open.-(2614) · 

Tho following Pt:t$ poin\8 out the objection against tho ucond alternativ& 
(suggested i.n the Oommentary on 2313,-that the Potency imparted to th& 
Auditory Organ is_differe"' from it):-
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TEXT (2515). 

lJr THE POTENCY IS SOME'l'IUNG Dll'FERENT J>BO:II TH.B A UDITORY ORGAN, 

TirE~ TB.ERB OAN BE NO RBL.~110N'SHIP BE"t'\VBRN TR:EI TWO.-FultTl!ER, 

THE AUDITOIW ORGAN CANNOT BE AN ACTIVE AGENT (lN THE 

BRINGING ABOUT OF THI! CoGNITION), AS THE COGNITION 

WOlJLl) BB BROUGHT ABOUT BY TB£ Potency.-{2516) 

CO~BfENTARY. 

I f the Potency be held to be oomethitJg different from tho thing (the 
Auditory Organ),-thon there eould be no such rolationship as • thi.a is 
the Potency of that' ; because what doe.• not derive any benefit from another 
thing c"nnot be dependent upon thi• latter. And M a matter of fact, the 
Auditory Organ does not benefit the Potency; because what has been Mld 
to render help to the Potency is only the mM.IfO<Iting agency in the •hape of 
Articn•lation.-If the Auditory Org.-n be regarded M helping the Potency, 
then that Potency (of tbe Auditory Orgcn), which would help tha Potency, 
wonld be .On>ething difforont irom the Auditory Orgcn ; and oo on and on, 
there would be an Infinito Regro.ss. And in this wo.y, M the Potencies them
selves would neoomplioh all that ia nocessOJ'y, the effect (in the shape of the 
Cognition) would foUow from the Potency, and t.lw. Auditory Organ would 
not be An active agent in bringing .it about; and thj11 would rendor it Jio.blo 
to he regnrded M a non-et>lity. 

If (in order to escape from the Infinite Regren) it he held that the Potency 
that helpe the Potency ill not anything different (from the Auditory Organ), 
-thon why should there he any hostility against the fll'At Potenoy itself I 

Then again, there would be the contingcncy of the Potency being pro
duoed eonstantly; as ita Clause, in the ahape of tha Auditory Organ, ill eternal ; 
and what doea not derive any benefit from anything else could not be 
dependent upon auxiliari&S.-(2515) 

The Author no.v takes up the third alt.ernativo (•uggesW in the Corn. 
mentnry on T""' 2513,-that 'the Potenoy i• different-non-different' from 
the Auditory Orgen) :-

TEXT (2516). 

T HB OTHER ALTEIL'iAl'IVE ALSI>-UNDBR WHIOH THlmE 18 Nl!liTH:EIR 

Dll'PEIIl:!iOE NOR NON·DIFFDBNCE-HAS ALREADY BEEN OVER

TIIli()WN,-THus WHEN THE' EillliEI.USllliENT OF THE A UDITORY 

ORGAN' IS PU'l' J'ORWABD AS THE EXPLANATION, IT MUST 

BE DUE TO THE FACT OP THE PERSON PROI'OUNDINO IT 

R&ING NOT 'B:ICBELLI.SJJBD' (OO'LTUltBD).-(2516) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Alrwdv o~ • -under the chapter on the • Pvdgo14 '. The 
.......,n for it lies in the fact, that the aame thing cannot he both nlllrmed and 

1 

I 
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denied. For instance. 'Difference·, o.nd • Non.clifferenco , nre mutually 
cxchuUve ; and the pre#nce of one is always characterised by the a.b8:ence 
of tbe other ; when betwe~n two things-e.g. • Existence' a.nd • Non·&xistence' 
- the nA.ture of one cannot be affirmed witho\lt the denial of the other, that is, 
it cnn exist only when the other is absent ;-:-and when two things a.re 1nutua.lly 
exclusive, the a.b.r;ence of one implying the presence of the other and t'ice 
versa,-the affirmat.ion of one must be concomitant with the denia.l of the 
other. Consequently when the 'Difference' (of the Potency hom the 
Organ) is denied, it implies the affirmation of Sa.menua (Non·difference); and 
it cannot be right to deny this latter also at the san)& time ; beceuse in that 
case there may be affirmation o£ Differenoo also._:_Such are the objections 
that may be pointed out against the view that there ia cl·iJJerence~non~ 

d"fferenoo (between the Potency and th& Auditory Organ).-(2516) 

TEXTS (2517-2518). 

BY 'l'IIESE SAME ARGUlltE:t.'TS MAY BE REJECTED THE VlEW THAT THERE IS 

EMBEX.LlSRli!ENT OF THE Objed AND OF BOTll.- F'ROM ALL THIS IT 

FOLLOWS Tli-4-'r TJJER11 CAN BE NO ROOM FOR T.Bll VIlllW TJJAT 

'!'HERE IS 'MANIFESTATION' OF WJJA.'r IS etmuil. AND FROM 

TIDS IT ALSO FOLLOWS TJJA'r l'B1!liE OAN BB NO ROOM FOR 

ANY DISTINCTIONS TJJAT A.RE l\IADE ON THE BASIS 

OF SUCJJ 'MANIFES'rATION ',- SUOJJ DISTINC· 

TIONS AS THOSE OF ' LONG ', ' SllOltT ' , 

' ORDER OF SEQUE NCE ' .L'W SO 

FOR'l'H.-(2517 -2518) 

COMMENTARY. 

' By thue ....,,., argu>n<~nt8 '-i.e. by putting forward the alternatives 
regarding the capaeity or otherwise to produce Cognitions. 

'From all thi.t, etc. etc. '-This Stlma up the argument. 
• Order of sequence, etc! - ' Etc.' is meant to include the tdtra..J.ong, the 

' Ud<itta • accent and so forth.-(2617-2618) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdmsaka, under Te:ct 2174, that-" There 
are some people according to whom the Word-Sound is apprehended by the 
Auditory Organ, when it is produced but not in actual contact with tbat 
Organ, etc. etc." 

The answer to that is as follows :-
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TEXT (2519). 

EvJn< \VJDIN TilE 'AJISKNCE OF COl!.'TACT' ts J!QUALLY 1'RES£NT IN ALL 

<U.BES, THE CoolllTION OF ALL THINGS DOES NOT COX£ ABOUT, 

BEO .. VS!l TBll OAl'AOlTY OF THINGS ts ALWAYS RESTRICTED; 

AS 18 l'OtiND IN 'l'Bl! CASE Oil" THE lBON BEING A TTRAOTED 

BY THE l\'!A.ONET.-(2519) 

COM!'irENTARY. 

Though thoro iB 'aboon.ce of conto.ct' in aH thingH, yot there is no 
poBSibility of the apprehension of the antecedent object, beoau•o the capacity 
of thingo ia always restricted; for iMtance, the piece of subot.anoo called 
' MAgnet' draws to itsoU the pieoo of Iron (which i.o not. in contact with it); 
a.nd yeb it doea not draw all other things which also are not in contact with 
it.-(2Gl9) 

In the foUowing 2'""" the Author anticipateo and aMwero the objection 
that h$3 been taken by Shcu\kara81>'imi>l agai011t the &dmi.oaibility of tbe 
iostance of the 'Magnet' jost cited :-

TEXT (2520). 

lF IT BE URGIID THAT-" THERE IS ATTRACTION l)Y TRE MAGNET ON 

ACCOUNT 011 THE OONTAOT (OF THE !ROll) WITH TRiil LtOHT 

E~IANATL''G FROM T1IB MAGNET ",-'rHBN TllB ANSWER 

IS TllAT, AS NO SUCH LtOHT IS VtsmLB, HOW IS 

IT IL.'<OWN t'HAT IT EXISTS 1-(2520) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sha.U..rwoclmi,. bae argued 88 follows:-" In the case of the Magnet., 
the attraction of tba Iron is due to ita baing penetrated by tba Ligbt·rays 
emanating from the MAgnet; for, if it were not so, then t !tore would be 
attraction of all Iron·pioceo in the ...;orld. Even ~bough the Ligh~ enumnting 
from tbe Magne~ is not perceived in the manner of the Light emanating 
from the Lamp, yot it can ba inferred from the fMt ~hat there i• attraction 
even whore the Iron is at some distance, if there is nothing botwoen the Iron 
and the Magnet". 

The anrwer to this is-' As M md• .Lighl, etc. ctc.'-The phro.8e 'ic il 
Ml viliblo' doo.iee tho proptioty of the Light being oJ<istont,-on the ground 
of itll non·approhenl!ion.- (2520) 

As regal'ds the Rtductio ad Almtrdum put forward by the a88ertion that 
u th&re wouJd be attraction of an the Iron·pieOM in the world" ,-the all&wer
to tbat is as follow• :-
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TEXT (2521). 

WRY IS IT THAT THE SAID LIGHT DOES NOT ATTRACT PIEOES Oli' \VOOD 

AND OTHER THINGS WffiOH COli!» INTO CONTACT WITH IT 1-!F IT IS 

SAID THAT "IT DOES NOT DO SO BEOAtJSE ITS CAPACITY IS 

RESTitlOTED ",-TICS:N THE SAME MAY 'B'£ $A.l1) REGARDING 

THE O.OSE OF.' NON-CONTACT' ALS0.--(2521) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho so.me contingency is oqua.tly possible under th6 view tha.t t·here is 
actual contact :-Why is it that the Light emanating from the Magnet does 
not attract all those things, wood-pieces and the like, that happen to be 
in contact with it ? 

If the answer is that- " The said contingency does not nrise a.s the 
capacity of things is re.o::;tricted ",-then the same may be said under the 
view tho.t there is no contact in such cases ; who has deprived things of their 
capacity,-by virtue of which the same i.CJ not admitted in tllls case ? 

Hence i t folio,..,. that the assumption of the invisible rays of Light 
is futile.-{2521) 

It h4s been argued by the Mimdm8<>ka, under Pe:a 2175, that-" F:or 
them, th• absenco of oontact being equally present in the ca.se of <listent and 
near sounds, the apprehension and non.a.pprehensiou by people far and near 
would be equally poMible, and there could be no order of sequence". 

The answer to t.hat is o.s follows :-

TEXT (2522). 

As A 1\IATTER OF FACT, THE APPREHENSION BY MEN PAR, ~nDWAY AND 

NEAR IS NOT IN ANY ORDER OF SEQtJENOE AT ALL ; AS IN ALL 

OASES THE COGNITION IS PRODtJOED lllliiEDIATELY 

AFI'ER THE tJSE (UTTERANCE OF THE WoRD· 

Som."D).--(2522) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Successive Apprehension' is not admitted~ because the Cognitioils of all 
men appe&r simulteneously.--(2522). 

It h4s been argued under t.he same Pat (2175) t.hat-" the greater and 
lesser intensity of Sounds would not be pos.•ible ". 

The answer to that is as follow•s :-
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TEXT (2523). 

J uST AS Ol< AOOOUNT 011 THE D~CES IN T1llt SIU.l'E OF R~
•}ll) NMI'1IUI, THE Cot.<lll:R 011 'l'JUNOS IS SEEN INDJSTINCI:LY AND 

DJSTtNOil.Y (RESFEOTIVELY),-IN THE SAME MANNER TRERE 

WOULD ALSO BE THE Cool11TION OF LESSER AND GREATER 

INTBNSITY OF THE SotJND.-(2523) 

COMMENTARY. 

Colour nloo is perceived without eont.<~et with tho Eyo and is not &11· 
porvading,-o.nd iUJ perception is distinct or indietinct; in the sa.m.e manner 
in the ease of Sound also, wbieb also is not aJI.porvading and not in contact 
with tho Ear, there would be Oognitions of greater or loaa intanAity. 

Objoolicm .-"The other pony does not admit of the perception of Colour 
without contact; how then is it put forward os the Corroborative Instance t " 

..!!.....,.,. .-This does not affect our position. Though it is by mere words 
that the other parly does not ~it it, yet what is vouobod for by proofs 
mutt be admiual by both perties. 

"Wh"t is tbe proof that vouobes for the i~ in qu .. tion (that there is 
perception without contact) ? " 

The proof it provided by the fact that tharo i• • imultanoous perception of 
near and remote things. A thing that has movement gets at the nearer object 
quickly, nnd at the remoter object with some delay; 'when tor instance, one 
goes from one village to Mother. But in the cMe of tho Brnnolt of the tree and 
the Moon seen through it,-tho perception of both is simultanoous. M soon 
M the Eyes are opened. From this it is deduced thnt the Eye is operative 
without aotu~lly gotting into contact. with the objeot perceived. 

In connection with this 8llbjoct, UddyoUI/car11 arguoa M follows:-" In· 
BBmuch oa Oognitions are produced quickly, there can be no perception of 
the time taken; banco the idea. that • the sevaral Oognitions appear in the 
xnaanor of the pieroill.l! of the hundred petals of the Lotu.t ', it not true". 

Thia ia not right.. In this v.-a.y, in the CM& of the two words '10ra, 
and ' - ' abo, there ohould be no recognition or the ordor in which the 
Jettenl are hMrd ; the quick production of the pereept.ion being preoent hme 
also; Md if that is 10, than there should be no difference between the Cognition 
of the '•ord ' 1010' a.o.d that. of • J"Q8(J •. And as there i8 ' quick production • 
in the cMe of all Cognitions, there would be no perception of any order Of 
eequenee at aii.-This has been alreedy thrashed out in detnil before. 

Again Mys Ucldyolalcara :-"Even if the Eye were operative without 
contact, tho wall 'vould have no power to obstruct it ; hence there 
would be no concealment of things. Nor would thoro be this phenomenon 
thab what ia remote ie not seen while what ie nMr is 600J\.-lt might be 
argued that-' Thnt object. !\lone is seen which oomes wi thin rnngo of t.he 
Eye, and what does not do ao i.s n ot seen '.-But that ia not. ao ; without 
some sort of connoction, ther6 ee.n be no cotniflg within ra~ Bec.auso what 
is tbio comi..g Vlilhin rang•. apert from being connotU<i t The only difference 

I 
' 
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i1 that what I eall • connection' is called by you • comini within range • ;_ 
there is no other difference ... 

Thio is not right. What i• called by us cominu within rano• i~ btcominu 
tl&c Otul.tt ;-n .. ot Ccmtltction. Because when the Eye producoa Cognitions, the 
Object--Colour, etc.-becomes ita fiuxiliary, and heneo eo lied Ha' objective'; 
l\nd it iM not en.lled so because it comes into oontaet with it.-The purpose 
oorved by the aid providod by auxiliaries is of two kinds-( I) mutuol benefit, 
e.g. between the Light.rays and tbo thing within covor,-Md (2) serving 
the same purpose; e.g. when tho man sees Colour immediately on opening 
hla Eyes.-In both ways, tba Obj"' of the Cognition iB eo called beceuse it is 
itA .-uliar Gluse, and noo bee"'""' it is connedtd with it. 

"This same reotriction or specification of the Ccuue would not be possible 
without eome Oon.nution." 

Not 80 ; bew.w.e the n&<&88ru"y restriction is secured by tho capacity of 
tho Cause it6elf. In faet when. the Cause is produce<\ out of .its own Ca.use' 
it is produced e"actly in the form in which only some of it becomes productive 
of tl1e Cognition, not o.ll i boeau.se the difference among all things is due to 
the <llfference in their Ca.uses.-Juet as under your view,--aven though the 
Connection is eqllally present in both cases, why is it that thb Eye appre
hends the Colour only, not the Tute ?-It might be argued thtit.-" the Taste 
is not apprehended becaW6 it i8 not connected with the Eyo ".-Why shonld 
not tho same Connection be preMOt in the case of Taste also ?-as the locuo 
of booh (Taste and Colour) is the same; and there is nothing to restrict the 
Connection (to Colour only),-wbereby, even though residing in the same 
100\lll, the Eye comes up to tho Colour only and not to the Taate, though this 
o.lso i• pret!ent at the same placo,-nnd also it does not come up to the Colour 
o.l&o j£ lt is very remote. 

l t might be urged that-" tho l"ilStriction would be duo to its own 
On.\18&,. 

This can be said also under the view tbot the Eye la operative wUhout 
c:<m14Ct.-Enough of this diacuasion.;-(2523) 

The following Put anticipe.tee and answers an objection from the other 
party:-

TEXT (2524). 

" How CAN THERE Bill A SINGLE OBJECTrv:ll BASIS lrOR COGNITIONS WHICH 

Al'l'BAR AS DIVERSE ! "-lJr THIS IS URGIIlD, THEN (THE ANSWER 

lS THAT) THE s.utE OBJXOTION, AS AGAINST Tllll "Ol'HOLDERS 

OF TBll ExTERNAL WoJ.tLD, m EQUALLY .Al'l'LIOABLB TO 

TlD! Co<7m'llONS OP CoLOUR ALS0.-{2624) 

"How can there be e. tingle object for Cognition whiob appears "" 
divoree 1" 
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Wha~ the Opponent meano is U1at in this "*Y the CognitioM of Colour, 
Taste, etc. migh~ be snid to have ono and the same objective "-sit. 

The o..n.rJwer to this is as foiJows :-' Tht $Q1)"l6 objtdion, etc. etc.,;

• 'I'o O~niiWnl of Ooloura '-i.e. to Cognition• envissgiug Colour-this same 
objoctio" i.8 oqually applicablo.-How oon th&rO be o. single objootive bosill 
for the di.otinct Oognitions of thinga far and near ! 

All tbi.o objection is applicable to those who uphold the reality of the 
External World, who attribute the form to the Ollject., not to the O~nilitm. 

Those, however, who uphold the Id«> alone.-i.e. the Ideelis~,-for them all 
Cosnition i.8 equally olljedltu, being self-cognised, and i8 pr<>du<ed in the 
dillift<l and other forms ; and hence to these Idealists, the objection doos no~ 
apply.-Those upbolders·of the External World who attribute tha form to 
~ha O~ilitm do not admit the~ there is ab!oolute samen""" of form between 
tha Objoot and the Cognition ; 88 tha~ thero would be tho same form, in 
f'.()rto.in o.spoots; and hence thero would be no lncongn.Uty in there being tha 
11!\rne objoot for Cognitions appearing no d ivorso ; consequently, the objection 
would no~ be npplienble to theso olso.-(2624) 

QuuU.m :-"What proof then is thoro c>g<>inst the idea tha~ the Word
Sound is apprehended only .,. ClOfllatl with the .Auditory Orpn,-<~nd in 
#V1'1)0rl of tbe idea tba~ it is approheoded Wlillloul ouch ctn~ln<t I " 

AMWe~".~ 

TEXT (2525). 

UNDER TIIil VIEW TJUT Till! PERCEPTION (OF SoUND) IS TBROUOK OONTAor 

(\VITil TIIE SEINSE·OROAN), TRE COGNITION OF THE Som<D OF 

TlnmDER COULD NOT llll IN TRJI INTERBUPTIIlD POB~f,

LIKE TRAT OJ THE VBATH:EB IN TKII EAn.-(2525) 

OOllMENT .ARY. 

'Lia ~~ f«UUlu in IM Ear ',-thlB iB nn inste.noe ptr diuimilarily; 
and the ' mli '-aflh: is added to the word ending in the ~nitive endi"l!· 
The maani"l! thus is-when a man is engaged in tickling the E&r with a 
fOGther, tho Sound made by the !eMber is heerd M continuouA, without 
intorn1ption; in the same mannor, when there is Sotmd or ThUJlder ~preading 
all round like the filaments of tho Kndamba Bower, a nd it i• henrd on reMhing 
tho Enr,-then this hearing o.lso Rhould bo continuous, not intol'tuptod.
It cannot be right to ""Y that theM io illusion of break on account of the 
poculia.rity of the substratum whoroin tho conjunction of it.R Cause subsists. 
:a-use there iB no perception of •uoh place, etc. ; and no Cognition ever 
oppsaro which imposes forms which hove never been,eogni~ ; t.g. th~ Visual 
P.,...ption doee not impo.., the form of Taate.--{2526) 

Having thus atotod the proof c>g<>inBI the view that Sound iB herud on 
getting into eonmct wi~h the Senoa-organ,-~be Author nod e~le<! tbe proof 
in oupporl of the view thM the poroeption takOf< place 'vithout the •aid: 
conto.ct :-



H THE REVEALED \VORD., 1169 

TEXT (2526). 

BECAUSE THE AUDITORY ORGAN BRINGS ABOUT TBE COGNITION Oil' 

SOUND AS INTERRUl'TED, THBREFORE, LUrE TBE :l<lJND, IT MUST 

BE REGABDED AS OPERATING WITHOUT CONTACT;-

NOT OTHERWISII, LIRB THE Sxn< (TACTILE 

ORGAN).-(2526) 

COMMENTARY. 
• Tm. '-Therefore. 
'Not otherwiBe, etc. eu;.'- This supplies the Corroborative ln.<Jta.nce for 

diBsimilarity.- In tbe case of the Tactile Organ (which Op<lrates by contact), 
the petception is net inttrrupted, and the same would have been t.he case with 
the Auditory Organ also (ii this alJ!o operated through contact).- (2526) 

In the following Text, the Author anticipates the objection that the 
Corroborative Instance-of the Mi nd-is one that is devoid of t-he Pro
bandum,-and oupplioa the answer to it:-

TEXT (2527). 

FOR THOSII PEOPLE WHO DECLARE THAT "TBE :l<lJND ALSO IS OPERATIVE 

THROUGH CONTACT ",- THERE SHOULD NOT be ANY COGNITION OF 

FAR OFF THlNGS IN A SINGLE MOMID!T.- (2527) 

COMMENTARY. 

Uddyolakara, Kttml/.rila and others put forward tbc following arguments 
in support of the sense-organs being oporativ~ by clirect contact:-" (a) 
The Eyo o.nd the Ear must bo regarded "" operative by contsct,-bocause 
tJ>ey are external organs,-like the Olfactory Organ. The quoli6eation 
• External ' is added in order to a. void the charge of being 'false' in view 
of the Mind (which is 1101 operative by contact).-{b) The Eye ond the Ear 
must be regarded as oper&ti ve by contact,- beeause being organs, they 
do not apprehend things hidden and far off,-Jike the Olfactory Orga.n. The 
qua.lifieation • being organs • has been added for the purpose of excluding the 
object.- (c) Colour and Sound must be regarded as cognisable by means of 
those external organs that are operative by contact,- bocause they are 
objects of external organs,- like Odour and Taste.-(<l) the Cognit.ions of 
Colour and Sound must be regarded as having for their objective bssia ·ouch 
objects as e.r& cognisable by means of external organs operative by contact,....:.. 
like the Cognitions of Odour and Tast<> ". 

The objections against these argumenta are set fort-h in the followirig :-
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TEXT (2528). 

THE REASON TIUT IS POT FORWARD, IN TU FORM ' BECAUSE THEY ARE 

EXTERNAL OROL~S ',-lN SUPPORT OP TilE VIEW THAT THE ORGANS 

IN QURSTION A.11B OPl!RATIVZ BY OONTAOI',-IS 'PALLACIOOS' 

{INOONOLOSlVB); BEO.I.OSB IT J:S UNLIKII THElR OTHER 

PROPERTIES AND HENCB TBEJ!.E IS OONTIUOlOI'lON 

(IN COUP A 'l'IBILITY).--{2528) 

The meaning ia cleu.-{2528) 

The following ~"" auppli .. the anowor to what IWI been urg«< by the 
Mimdm«J.tG, under the ~m 2176, to thb effect that-" Thus from the point 
of view of the Vedio Scholar, let. us examine the mat.ter, etc. etc.':-

TEXTS (2629.2530). 

THE IDEA OF Till! Am·CUlll!.!'lNTS BEING SOM:ETWNO DIPFERiilNT FROM THJ!l 

CoN.JUNOTIONS .u<D DIS.JUNOI'lOl<S IIAS BEEN ALREADY OISOAB.DED 

JIEPORII ; AND lN,\S~lUOil AS THE Am IS NOT·MOMENTAJ!.Y 

(AOOOROtNG TO THE Mim41Mtlka), TKEY CANNOT Bll THE 

SAME AS TR'll CONJUNOTIONS AND DtSJUNOI'IONS. FOR 

THE SAME REASON, AS TIIBRm Al!.E NO DISTINCTIONS 

IN IT, TH:&RR OAN' B& NO MOVEUBNT OF IT, 

SPECIALLY BEOAUSII IT HAS NO VELOO!Tll', 

AND RliNOII o.u<NOT 00 ALONO 

AS LONG AS TIIB VELOCITY LASTS. 

-(2529.2530) 

COMlltENTARY. 

'Bejor~ '-under the examination of the • Six CategoriM '. 
Says the Opponent--" If they are not diJ!or<m, then they may be ...,_ 

diJ!m~same ". 
At\I'Wer .-' lfttl.lt'nuch tulM Air, ttc. uc.'-Tbo Air-currents themselves# 

produoed u eonjoined and dlojoined, ate apokeo of ae the 'non-di.lterent 
Conjunctions and Diljuoctions ' ; and what. are Mn-motnen.tary cannot. 
beocme oonjoined with thingo, in ou..,...;on,- they are all of one IUld the 
satnefo~--(2529-2630) 

It hu been auerted by the Mim4~ under ~m 2179, that
"Having .-ehed the Alr41/o4 in the Auditory Organ, the Air impo.rta a 
certain eap6city to that organ, etc. etc." 

Th6 allllwer to t.hia ia u followt :-

' 

I 
I 
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TEXTS (2531-2532) 

IF, ON REAORING THE Akdsha IN THl:: AUDITORY ORGAN, THE AIR llfPART$ 

A CERTAIN OAPAOITY TO THE ORGAN,-'rHEN WHY SHOULD TIIERE 

BE NO COGNITION OF THE Am WHEN TRERll IS OOONITION OF Tlllil 

SOUND,---JUST AS THERE IS OF THiil STROKE OF THE WHIP 

(\VHEl' THE WHII'·STROKB IS ALSO COONISED ALONQ 

WITH THE SOUND OF THE \VHil') ! -THE IDEA THAT 

-"THE COGNITION OF THE SOUND OBSTRUCTS 

THE SAID COGNITION (OF THE Am)"-
CANNOT BE RIGHT, FOR ONE \VllO IS 

COGNISANT OF THE WHil'-STROKE 

AND ANOTHER Am (AT THE 

SA.iltE TIME).-

(2531-2532) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are two views possible in t.his connection-{!) that the Air is. 
perceptible and {2) that it is not-perceptible. 

Under the former view, a.t tho ti.mo that Sound is cognised, there should 
be cognition of the Air also, as in the ease of the whip-stroke. 

It might be argued that-" as two cognition& cannot appear simul
taneously, the cognition of Sound obstructs the cognition of the Air ". 

This cannot be right-in the mouth of one who is cognisant of the whip
stroke and the other Air, at the time that the Sound is cognised. JUJit &S 

the 'Other Air' set up by the fan, and t11e 'whip-stroke ' are both perceived 
e-t the time that the Sound is beard,-in the same manner there should be 
the perception of the touch of the Air reaching the auditory organ. 

Wha.t this shows is that the assertion that tbere cannot be simultaneous 
cognitions is contrary to & directly perceived fact.-{2531-2532) 

It has been explained already that t he idea of simultaneous cognitiona 
is due to the illusion caused by the quickness with which the cognitio!Ul 
e.ppear. It may be that in .the case of Cognitions appearing in succession 
there may be an illusion of simultaneity due to the quickness with which th&y 
e.ppear ; but in the present discUSRion, the said explanation is of no use ;. 
hence it is nothing.- Thia is what is asserted in the following:-

TEXT (2533). 

EvEN THOUGH IN SOME OASES, THERE ~!AY Bl! lLJJUSION OF Sllt:UI/rA.NBITY 

DUE TO QUICKNESS OF APPBARANCE,-YIIT THAT HAS NOTHING 

TO DO WITR Tl!ll l'R.ESEN'T CONTEXT ; BECAUSE RER.E 

THE AIR IS NOT COGNISED AT AIL.-(2533) 

COMMENTARY. 

I t may be that, on aooount of the quickness in the appearance of t he 
Cognit.i.ons, there is an illusion of simultaneity. But this cannot apply to 
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the CMe whet;> Wer.> is no perception of a thins which is quite poreeptible. I 
For insiAD.., in the present context, there is abl!olut~ly no cognition-
either oucceooive or 8imuliADeoU&-Of the Air that has reached the regions 
of tJlo Auditory Organ. Henoe the explanation that " the illusion of simul-
taneity of Cognitions is due to the quickness with which they appear" can I 
havo no bearing on tho pn!Sent di..:u.~on ; i.e. it should be ignored.-(2533) 

I 
. Tho following text takes \lP the B<c:>n<l ~lternntive view (Silgg<llftod in the ! 

commentary on Teo:t 2531,-that ~~~~ Air i8 not percoptiblo) :-

TEXT (2534). 

JJ! mB Am (RB.t.CHINO THE EAR) IS BEYOND TIIB SBNSES (IXPEROBPTmLE), 

AS A8SZBTBD BY 'IRE .FOLLOWERS 01! Ka'l)iidQ., .A.l<D ALSO BY YO'Gli

SliLVliS,---TH&N, TO WlUT CA!< ITS omeMI;ility W ToutJ. BB 

DIIE, \YlllCH IUS BEEN SPOK:L'< 01' IN 

THE BM4yo 1-(2534) 

COMMENTARY. 

'·Fo~rs oj l{a~Uld<> '-the Vauh~ikM; according to whom Air is 
indicMed by (inlerred fTom) So\IDd. 

'fho ~lltbor of your own BhiiMJa, Shabara h88 nlso doclo.red thl\t "when 
the MriAJ ConjunctioDl! and Disjunctions of tho imperceptible Air proceed 
from the Ear-drum, they are not perceived". (MI. SO. 1. 1. 13.) 

Tbo objection to this view is set forth in the worn-• To whol """ il8 
"'nmability to Touch be a""!·- · BPT#IJilpti • ie tho 'lfpti '-po88ibility of 
• IPr#i '-touch. Tbia ia what the author of your Bh&eya hae opoken of; 
how io t.lult f Aa against the view of the author of the s~ thet • tho 
Air beoom08 tbo Sound •, the author of the Bhiifya (6'llobal-c>) has eaid-(under 
Si!. 1. 1. 22) ae !ono...,._" If the Word-Sound ... ro tho produc~ of Air, then 
it oould only bo Air in a particular shape; ae a matter of fact, however, we 
do not reoognise ""Y particle of Air in the coJUtitution of the Word-Sound, 
in the manner in which we recognise the particles of yo.rn in the collBlitution 
of the Cloth; therefore the Word-Sound canno~ be 1> product of Air ;-if 
ihe Wor<l-Sound wore the produc~ of Aix, then we could perceive it with 
our tootilo org110 (1>1! we perceive Air); and yet wo do not fool by touch ~my 
air-pn.rticloe in the Word-Sound ".-(Tran•latio•~ p. 41.)-(2634) 

Even gronung (for tho sllke of argumen~) thl\~ Air ia boyond the senses, 
imperooptible,-the Author proeoeds to poin~ ou~ defoote in the Opponen~'s 
.argumenta :-
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TEXT (2535). 

Os, 'l1lll Am n< QUESTIO!< :!lAY BE BEYOND TIJ::B SBNSES ; liVEN so, 'l'BEBE 

WOULD BB COONITION OF THE TAl~GlllLB (Am),-WHIOR JS NEI1HEB 

HOT NOR OOLD,-RESTING OS TKll V AlUOUS SUBSTANCES THAT 

MAY BB l"N CONTACT Wim l'l'; JUST A.S T~ IS 

OF OTHER .A.ms.-(2536) 

COMUENTARY. 

'Tadyoga~ '-contMt with the different nlr-ourrents ;-that which 
has thl~t contact i.a 1 tatta.dyogin ',-i.e. the substances known o.a • Water ', 
'Firo' n.nd 'Earth' ;-and that which is • gala '-resting, residing in these~ 

is 'lt!Ucr.dyO(Ji(Jtlta' ;-i.e. the Air resting on Water, Flro and Eart.h.-The 
compounding is in accordance with P~ni's SDtN • Dvil~hriiU. et<>. 
etc. '~This compound qualifies '#J>rafi<J"'/0 '-tho tang:iblo Air ;-whieh is of a 
nature that ia different from hot and oo/d.-There should be 'w '-Cogni
tion~! the aaid Air.-' JU4ltu thtn i• of Olla«r .A.i, '-i.e. of Air other than 
that within the body of the Speaker, wbieh Air ia hold (by the Opponent) 
to be the manifutu of the particular Word-Sound.-The '-• '.affix is 
added to the word ending in the Locative. 

What ia meant is that there would be cognition of the Air in question, 
just as there is of the &ir during winter, carrying with it the coolness of the 
snows,~! that during summer, when all the quartors are Jilled with the 
burning rays of the m n,-of that during the soason which is neither hot nor 
cold, which Is yet felt by the toueh to bo cool or \varm.- (2535) 

In the following Teo:l, the Author anticipates and re!utes the Opponent's 
answer:-

TEXTS (2536-2537). 

I T !oiiOBT BE 8ADl THAT " TRERE IS NO COONJTION OF TR1!! Am IN QITESTION 

:BBOAUSB IT IS NOT IN OONTAor WITH Tml 1'no>..U.'11ll ".- B'u'l', 
'I"BliN, BOW IS IT KNOWN TKAT IT IIAS IUIAc:mtD TBll lwh<l 

IN TKII EAR t - FaoM ALL 'I'IIIS IT .OLLOWS m.t.T ALL THIS 

ASSIDIPTION BY TBll VxDio SORoLAll IS A.BSOLVTELY 

BASELESS ; IT IS NOT AGREIU.:BLB TO THB LB.UtllliD, 

AND sun•ES ONLY AMONO VEDIO 

ScuoLAES.-(2536-2587) 

COMMENTARY. 

• T<Uya '-of the Air. 
• Alloga.!> •-non-contact,- ' with the tympanum ' . 
The reet i.a clear.-(2636-2537) 

28 
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It has been argued by the Mim<i>,...,ka, undor P•:re 2198, tha~" or, th& 
!do. that should be ontortained is that the Auditory Organ coll.3iste of opau, 
which idea. would bo in necordance with tho Yodn. " . 

All this is open to the same objection•, the Author appli .. them to tbnt 
view, in the followins :-

TEXT (2538). 

ALL THOSE OBJl!OTlONS THAT IL\ VB BEitN OROBD AGAINST THOSE WIIO 

HOLD Ahi8ha TO BE without pat/8, SROVLD BE UNDERSTOOD TO BE 

EQUALLY APPLIOADLE TO THAT VIEW A.LSO UNDER \VIDOB TB11 

AUDITORY 0ROAN CONSISTS Oli' TK"II ONB INDIVISIBLlll 

Bpau.- (2538) 

COMMENTARY. 

The view that the Auditory Org&n conaists of the indivi8iblo Space, 
io open to all thoS<l objectiono-the futility of ombell.ishment, the imp041sibility 
of ombeUishment, etc.-that have been urgod against the view that it consists 
of the incJi,.;sible .dl:d811G. Hence it; is not; nooossary to stn&e the objeotiono 
againat this other view .. J,..r&te\y.-{2538) 

H has been argued by the Mima,.,.,.l-D, under p.., 2185, tha~" Even 
if the Andi&ory Organ '""" one and all-pervading, Ute Embelliohmont dU& 
t;o Articulation could &.fleet only the material aubatrotum of that organ, 
etc. etc.". 

The answer to thi• is M follows :-

TE XTS (2539-2544). 

UNDER THE vu:w 'flUT ~ktUho lS on A.'<D ALL-PEBVADINO, 1'H:ZU OA...'< 

BE NO SUCH DMSION AS THAT T.n:E ONB IS T.n:E SUBSTRATUM OP TB:S 

J:MBELLlSHED OROAN AND THE OTIOl.R IS NOT SO ; BEOAUSll iktUho 
lS ONE (AJ;'D INDIVISIBL&).- IF THE AUDITORY 0ROAN CONSISTS 

Oll THE ONlll ~/td6ho, THEN IT CANNOT RAVE ITS T n!l'ANUM 'UN· 

EMlli!.LLISliED '. CoNSEQUENTLY, ANY RESTRICTION IN TR.Iil EMBliL· 

LISIIXENT ON THE BA.STS OF TllJI SUBSTRATUM C.L'<NOT STAND. 

0oNSBQUE!I'I"LY, W1111..'< T.8:E 0BOAN HAS SIIOOBRD TilE EKBEu.ISII-

x::ENT IN ONE SO'"BSTIU.TUK, IT SHOULD B.IWIO ABOUT THE Qoo:nTION 

IN THE BODDI:S 01' ALL MEN ;-AOOORDINO TO THOSE WHO DE014BE 

THE ORGAN TO BE ONB ONLY. You MAY HOLD THAT COOl<ITIONS 

(SENSATIONS) APPEAR IN TK1I VARIOUS PARTS OF THE BODlllS OF 

IIOlN ; BUT AOOORDINO TO YOU, Tmll.lll CAN BE NO DIVERSITY Oll 

PLACE li'OB "TU PBINOIPA.L li'AOTOB, IN RBLATiON TO Ahi8ho 'vm:CH 

I 
1 
l 

I 

lS OM ONLY.-TliB OTIIJIB PA.II'l'Y MIOII'r SAY-" AOOOI.IDINO TO US, !' 
TB:B SoUL lS WimOUT PA.RTS, lNDlVISIBLE, A.'<l> IT lS IN ITS ltNTIBB'I'Y 

I 
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TBA.T lT COG~"'IS&S T.H.lNOS. AND YET IT A.CI'UA.LLY APPBEl[L~$ IT 

IN THE BODY ONLY " ;-BtrT EVE.N WITH TKIS• THE V1EW IS OPEN 

TO OBJECTION : THERE WOULD, IN TBJS CASE, B1!l NO SUOH DISTINC

TIONS AS THAT OP THE 'DEAP' AND THE LIKE, AND FOR T.HE SAlllE 

l<»ASON lT WOULD NOT BB POSSillLFJ FOR ON» COONITlON NOT TO BE 

AP!'REH»NDED BY ANOTH~R SoUL ; AS Tm!lBl!l lS NO DIFFJ:lR)i)NCE 

BETWEEN Tl{)i) TW0.-(2539-2544) 

COMMEl'i'TARY . 

• ""~~"''-the substratum or the unembellished organ. 
Such distinction is not po88ible in the """" or what is without parts. 

indivisible. If there wore, it would have to be regarded M with parts, 
divisiblo.-Ir the di$tinetion wore merely asoumtd (not real), then there 
would bo an incompatibility regarding its being with and a lso withom elfeotivo 
o.otion : booa.use effective o.ctiona never follow in the wo.lc.e of mere a.ssump
tiODII; they are alwaya relnted to real entities. Coll8equently, il the organ 
has become embellished in one eubstratwn, it acqu.iree thereby the capacity 
to bring about the cognition or things ; so that in another substratum also, 
aa the organ would reelly be the oame, it would be embtlliohed •-ywhere, 
and hence capable of bringing about tbe Cognition of t.binp. 

Thus what haa been seid (in Te:JU 2542) regardina "the Oognitions 
appearing in th8 several parte of the bodies of men", becomes set. aside ; 
because there can be no real division in what is OM only.-Tbis ia what is 
shown in the words ' P'Um.4m., elc. et.:.' 

'P1'0dll6114V(J.idtshyom '.-• PradMna ', ' Principa-l Factor', eta.ncla for 
the Body;-' Vaiduhya '-r03idence in <lllferent parts of .lk4sloa. 

• Evamuktipi·, etc.'-because there can be no division for what is c:m.6 

only. 
' A.vyoV<l81MMm'--impoaoibility of such <llatinctiona.-(2639-U«) 

Tbe following TUl ahows how there is no dilferenoo between the two ,_ 

TEXT (2545). 

Wllll)!< IT CANNOT ABANDON ITS PB»YlOUS FORM, AND WJDll< l'IO NEW 

Il'l!lATlTBES CAo..."f APPEAR lN IT,-WB:lr CANNOT TilE AI1DITOlloY 
0RGA.N COI(E \VlTIIIN RANG:trOF THE IIXP1IR!IIN'OB Oil' 

ANOTHBB.-(2$45) 

COMMEI.'ITARY. 

It might be argued that-" thon> would be differences, by reaaon of the 
Auditory Organ being influonoed by Merit and Demerit ". 

The answer to that io n• follows,_ 
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TEXT (2548). 

bASmJCB £.8 H' IS ETBII.FA.L, Th"'I>El'ENDENT,-'!'Bll Ak<ishic ilwlilory 
Orgall a.u<NOT BE n.-n.UENCED BY ~ AND DJWBIUT ; AND 

HBNGII SH011LD NOT PALL WITHIN 'I'Hll SOOPJ!; OP 

Tllll llXPEBIE:NOll OF A.RY ONE AT 

A!L.-{2546) 

COliMENTARY. 

' Being eternal , i8 the reeson for ',being indopondont' nnd alAO for 
'being no~ inJiueue«< by Merit and Demerit •.-(2~t6) 

Qt<Uti<)n .- "Even though it is independent, why ec.nno~ it be influenced 
(by Merit and Demorit) ! " 

TEXT (2547). 

THll A.billla IS ~ .uTIICTED BY ~ AND DlWliB.IT ; BEING 

lmllll<A.L, IT CAN l!<""BVES BI'J A.'< EPl'BOr; WHAT SO&T 011 

' Il<ftiOESOE ' 'I'HEN CAN THERE BE OVER IT 1-{2547) 

COilliE.NTARY. 

~ Being independent' implies tbat it is not an e.ffed; And wbat is not 
an ejfw cannot be inJiueneed or affected by Bllything; o.g. the Hare's Horn, 
or the 'Unconscious Destruction ' of things ;-and tho Auditory Organ is 
noi an ~ed. ;-hoooo there is apprehem~ion of n character contrary to the 
wider tcl'm. 

'Bei-ng eu.rnal' JJete Mido tho 'inadmissibility • of tho Reason :-' not 
bti-ng an effe.cl·, tiC. et(.' set.e aside its' ineonc)usiven&M '.-(254.7) 

Says tho Opponont :-"It is found that even what ia not an effect is 
in!luenood by thinga : £or inste.noe, the Auditory Organ, which WM not within 
r&Jl6" or one'• oxporionoo be£oro (in the case or tho doe£) corn"' within its 
...,ge, thl'Ougb tha inlluenoo of medicines and eharma. Tbuo your Reason 
becomee Inconclusive '". 

The answer to t.hia ia as follows :-

TEXT (2548). 

How OOIILD TilE AoDtTORY ORGAN coo WlTHil< TKE RANGE OF oNE's 
EXPERlliNCE, THROUGH THE INFLUENCE OF CHARMS AND MEDICINES, 

11'1'0. I BEING .BTESNAL, IT OA.'WOT DERIVE ANY 

PECULIARITIES FROM THESE.-{2548) 

COmfENTARY. 

• Medicinu, ttc.!-' etc.' ineh1des acratchings, opcrtltions. 
• How could u, l!k. '~i.e. if, even so, it did not have the cho.raoter o£ an 

•ff«t. 

I 

I 
I 

I 
i 



Cf THE REVEALED WORD.'' 11'17 

"Even if it ia not. an Effeet., there would be injluel1<li"'l by the more 
p<Oduction or peculiarities." 

A"""'.~· B•i"'l <Umal. <~c. <~c.'-(2548) 

[Says the other pe.rt.y}-" If such is tho ease, then t.he snbetratum being 
not-eternal, the embellishment could be of that, and through that the Audi • 
tory Organ aleo, though eternal, would come to bo inftuenoed ". 

Thia is the ideo. aet forth a.nd allllwered in the lcUowing :-

TEXT (2549). 

" EVBN TII0170H THE S171lSTRA.TUM IS 11C/.-eteMUJ!, 11'S non-eternality WOULD 

NOT BE OF TH:Iil NATURE OF mom..eniarin.eu ";-rr TJ:OS lS URGED, 

TRIIN (THll ANSIVER IS THAT), !NASM170H AS NO ADDITIONAL 

l'ROPERTIRS C017LD BE PROD170ED IN IT, Dw.fnuB, ETO. 

W017LD NOT n POSSIIII:.ll.-{2549) 

COM){ENTARY. 

'If il V non...cternal '~its destruction would be euro t.o come in oours& 
of time,-ti.ll thet. time, it. would continue to have one and tbo same form ; 
and hence, no in the eternal thing, so here alto no additional prcpertiea would 
appear in it.; how then, could there be any 'embollishment. • of it !-(2549) 

Even granting that additiollJII qualities might oppear,-tho author 
points out tho.t even so the theory is open to objection:-

TEXTS (2550-2551). 

OR, TlDil ADDITIONAL PROPERTY MAY BII PRODUOBD IN TirE OROA.."\' ; 

BUT IN NO OASII 0017LD IT RXIST IN THB AkfUhq. ; NOR COULD IT 

BB D1711 TO ITS OONNIIOTION WITH ITS RBOIIPTACI.E ; BECAUSE 

IT IS IIT.Ell!<AL .um INDEPE:t>"DENT. !IENO:E, Dz.o.nn:ss, ETO. 

0017LD NOT 00:\IE ABOUT TIIIIOIJOR 1'1UT BITHER.-

EVEN Il' AkfU}oq. WRRI! WITH PA.RTS AI<D di!Miblt, 
'I'KB AIIOUKB~'TS W017LD APPLY TO IT, 

ON THE GB017ND OP ITS eJU'Mlily.-
(2550-2551) 

COMMENTARY. 

'210 1, • it '-e~nde for the acldil.ional proptrty. 
"Even if it does not exist ther:e. it may como to it on account of its 

connection with its receptacle " . 
11 could not be due to m connection with iJ• Bteepla<U. 
As regnrds the Mgument tba.t A k48h4 ia no~ withou~ partB,-tbe answer 

io that if the divilib/4 .lkdAh4 is held to be eternAl, then all the objections 



1178 

that have~ urged against the 'iew that • t.he indivi•ible AkABha io eternal •, 
become &pplieable. This io wh&t ia meant by the word&-' Eom if .J.ktWaa 
were divWbU, etc. .u.'-(2650·2661) 

It he.s been argued by tho Mlnl4t~, in Tnt 2192, that.-" J ust IISl 
tho village-lord, removed from the lordship, though continuing to Jive in the 
villoge, does not enjoy the pri\ilegea of the Lordship, similarly the soul of 
the deaf man deprived of the auditory organ, though continuing to dwell in 
the body, doeo not enjoy the experience or heering sounds ". 

The answer to this is ae foUowa :-

TEXTS (2552-2553). 

EVBN l'Ol\ YOU, THIS 'REMOVAL li'l\OM THE OWNERSKll' ' OANNOT BE 

l'OSSlllLB,-UNLESS 'l'HE 0\VNDIISKll' IS )IOM.ENl'ARY. WRAT 

ADDITIONAL PROPERTY HAS BEEN PRODUCED IN lT, BY 

VIRTUE OP \VHlOB lT IS REMOVED PROM l'HB 

OWl\~ AND DOES NOT IL'UOY TB1I 

8.Ure BXl'liiiUltNOB AGA.I!i !-
(2562-2553) 

COW.IENTARY. 

This ie quite ea.sy.-(2662-2663) 

It has been argued by tho Mlma,....,.,._, under Text 2104, thnt.-" The 
vibrating a.ir·partjcles, which are the mtulifeeterS, etc. etc. 11 

The answer to thi& is u followa :-

TE~TS (2554-2558). 

Tiros l'.I!EN, TliBRE IS NO 'EMliBLLISHMENT ' POSSIBLE, :BITIIER IN TBE 

AuDITORY ORGAN OR IN THB WoRD-Som.'D ; BEOAUSII IT IS NOT 

POSSJllLB FOR THE EMil·ELLISHMBNT TO BE EITHER , Dll'li'EBENT OR 

NON ·DIFll'liRENT (FROM TllEM). FOR INSTAl< CB, lP THE EMBBLLISH

MBNT 1s soME'l'liD!G DnrPIIRENT trROM TK11 A UDITORY OnoAN AND 

TK1I SoUND, mEN THitSII TWO OA.><NOT BE REGA.RDF.D AS • EM
BJILLISIIED '; AS 'l'RESB WOULD IUVE NO li.ELATIONSBll' \YI'<R TB11 

ElfB£t.I ISKYR\"T ; BE0At182 BETWEEN TWO DIFl'EJU!NT' TJ[[NOS, T1IE 

Ollo"'LY IIELATIO~SBll' POSSlBLE IS !:HE Ca!Ual ONE ; AND I11 11BXS 

RJ!LATIONSBll' WED TIII!IIE, THJlN TB11 EMll:tLI.ISJn!ENT \VOULD BE 

TBBRE AT ALL TIMES, AS ITS OAUSE WOULD BE THERE AT ALL TIMES.

EvBN UNDER THE VIEW T.HA T TB11 EMBELLISIOfBNT IS 110, SOJIOI· 

l'HINQ DIFFERENT,-IT WOULD Blil ETERNAL, LIXE T}JJI AuDITORY 
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ORGAN AND TH1I SOUND; AND HB.~OE IT OOULD :NOT Bll l'l\ODUOED 

BY ANYTHING ; OON8EQUBNTLY THB OOGNITION (DUll TO TH1I Ear
BELLlSIDCENT) WOULD BE BV11RLASTIN'O.-BEOA.11SE .AIL THIS IS SO, 

THEREMORE ANY BEOULATlON OR RESTRIOl'ION 071 THE CAJ'AOITY 

OJ' 1'Hl! Am-OURRDTS, :ETO. O.UtNOT BE POSSI:BLE; A I'D \VXEN WEAT 

IS TO BE A000)£PLISBED IS NOT PRESENT, THE CAPACITY TO AOOOM· 

PLISH IT OAN BE 011' NO USii.-(2554-2558) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Yod4 '-Because-' Ewm '-• Thus,-in the manner jutt. described. 
this 'beoo:tUe' has to be conat·rued with' ua' • thcro!ore, etc. etc.' of 7"t%l 25ts8. 

How this Glnbellishment is not. possible is explained in detail, in the 
words-' Because 1't is twt poa~iblt for the tmbelli8hment, etc. etc.'-Wha.t is 
meant ie aa follows-When the embellishment comee, it eould be eithor different 
or ntm-diffennt (from the t-hing embellisbed); u.- are the only two possibi
lities, aa tho matter does not admit of a third alternative. 

In tho former ca.se,-i.e. if it ia di.ff.,.mt,-tbere eonld be no • embellish
ment' of the auditory organ or of the Word-So1md; bemuse what is brougl>t 
.about i~ different; and whon the Jar ia brought about, it is not the Oloth 
that is embelliehed. Nor ean there be any relationehip between the Embellish
ment and the aaid two (Auditory Organ and the Word-sound); by virtue of 
wbieb by the bringing about of the Embelliehment, whieb ia their relative, 
those two eould become embellished.-Becauee, u it has been held to be 
<lifferent, the relationship of the Embellishment with the Auditory Organ or 
the Word-Sound could not be of the naturo of • identity' ; in ft>et whenever 
there is a. rolationship betwoon two ruflorent things, it ean bo only of the 
nature of Oo.u•• and Eff«t ; aa there eould be no help in any other way. 
If there were this relation of OaiUt and Eff<a betw~ the Embelliebment 
and the other two (Auditory Organ and Word-Sound),- the Embellishment 
would be there for all time, aa its cause, in the ohape of the Auditory Organ 
and the Word-Sound, would bo there all the time (both of these being etemnl, 
a: hypotlle•i). 

Under the seeond alternative (that tho Embelliebment ia not different 
from th6 Auditory Organ and the Word-Sound), the difficulty is that
• Eoen tti'I<Ur !M~~. etc. tto.'-' TadtJOt '-Like the Auditory Organ and the 
Word-Sound.-' A""" '-tho Embollishmont ;-end henee, as it would be 
eternal, the Embellishment eould not be produced or brought about by any
thing. 

Thue, under the view that Cogoitions !\re produced by the Embellishment, 
-every cognition would be eternal. This ia the difficulty in the Embellishment 
~getenal. 

The whole argument io summed up in tbe worde-' T~or• ony regul<l
~ion or rutri<lion, etc. elc.'-(2664-2558) 

The following Teau set forth the argument.& in support of the vie,., 
that W m-Sound is not-etert14l. 
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TEXTS (2559-2660). 

Ttros,-nu.suuoa AS NO • >IANtFESTATto:<' (or TB:E Woao.Sowo) lS 

POSSDLE,~ht Oognuitm of tht W ord-S011nd MUST BE REOA.RDED AS 

BA. VINO TKtS ORARA<n'lffi THAT lT lS nnrARtABLY CONOO>OTANT WITR 

THE BIRTH (COlll.NO lh"IO &lCISTENO&) 01' WHAT tS Al'.PR'!RENDED BY 

IT,~ THE COOlU'l'ION Of 'l'BE INDIVIDUAL JAR AND SUCH miNGS. 

-Coss.EQUE..'\TLY, BOTH ' PBODUOlNO ' "'" ' ~-\.o."fD"llSTINO ·~-AS 
BROUGHT J..IIOUr BY ejjtfrl .U.."D arlicW4/ion,-WU.L I!A'VE 1'RE 

DIV:ERSll'Y OF 'l'BElR OAI'AOITY DI!TERlmnm BY PitEsUJoll'TlON 

BASED UPON Tllll N.t.TUBE or TIDl I!Plii!O'!S PRODUCED BY 1'H:BM.

(2559-2560) 
COMMEl\'TARY. 

The argumonL may be formulated .. followa :-WhA~ i4 oeea.aiooal 
must be produced by a cauae which t.l3o hu had ita production,_...,. for 
example, the cognition of the individual Jar ;-<lnd the Cognition of the 
Wotd-Sound is occasional ; honco this io n Reason based on the nature of 
thiags. 

The Reo.&on cannot- bo regord&d aa 1 ino.dmisslble ', because as a matter 
of fact, ~he snid cognition is not found to appear nt all times.-Nor can it 
he regarded "" ' inconcluaive ' ; M the ideO> of Sound being 'manifested' 
hu been oJroacly disonrded.-Nor ngo.ill oan it be regarded o.s ' contradictory ' ; 
because it is found to be prosent in all plo.ces where the Probandum is pl'<l6<lnt. 

'Idam-phalam' is a compound,, mennio.g--' that, which has idam '-this, 
i.o. being invariably concomiront with ~he birth of wha~ iA apprehended by 
it-for its 'phalam ', not gain, oho.raotor. · 

The root is easily undorstood.-(2~~0·2G60) 

The objectiono ogainot the view that tho Auditory Organ consists of 
Spo.ce have been alroody aroted before ; hence they are 11ot stated again ; 
the Author only reminds tho reader of whAt haa been said before :-

TEXT (2561). 

ALL THOSE REASONS THAT GO TO INVALIDATE TKE VIEW THAT THE 

AumroaY OBOAN tS l'ART or .dk4&ha, suotJLD BE trNDI!RSTOOD 

BY INULUOENT JW:N '10 Al'l'LY ALSO TO TBl1 VIEW 

TBA.T IT lS I' ART 01' Spoce.-{2561) 

COMMENTARY. 

It ha8 been argued by the Mlm4-.l:o, in Tm 2204, that-" Even if 
tbe Embelliahment pertoina to the Objus, it would alfect that one object 
only, etc. etc." 

The anower to this is aa folio"' :-
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TEXT (2562). 

THE ASSERTION THAT-" IV THE EM:BELLlSRli!El>'T PERTAINS TO Tlll!l 

OBJEOT, IT WOULD Ali'IIEOT TRA TONE OBJECT ONLY "-QANNOT BE 

RIOKT ; B!CA11SII IT llAS BEEN DISCARDED ; ALSO 

BECAUSE TRB CAPACITY 011' TBINOS IS LIMITED. 

-H.&NOE THERE CANNOT liE EMBEI.-

LlSUMENT 0>' TltE OBJEOT. 

-{2562) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Na '-'l'hat is, it cannot be right to t\.'i-%rt that "if the Embollislunont 
port.ains to the Objeet it would affect that on<> objeet only ". 

u \Vhy! n 

• .&caUH u /I.QI bun <ii•carded '-i.e. beei\\UIO t.he Emb&lliobment itself 
has been rejoot&d.-Th~t io, the Emb&lliahrnent, oa different Md as not· 
diflorent, baa boon a!r<>ady discarded. 

For t.he following reaaon also t.hero can be no Emb&IIWlment of t.ho 
Objeet.. 

"What reMOn ? " 
Becau8e of tk limitatioM of tk cap<>eity of tiling•.- which aro going to bo 

pointed out. 
After ' Niya.tll)' a ' OM • is underatood; henoo the meaning comes to 

be that-<Jl8o beoauso of the limitatiooa of the capacity of things, t.here 
oannot be an Embellishment of the Object.-(2562) 

The said ' limitation on t.he cepacity of things' ia illuatmtod-

TEXTS (2~63-2564). 

U 'I'JIJI WORD·S011ND DID NOT POSSESS THE CAPACITY TO PROD110B 

OOOll<'lTIONS, TBlL'< IT OOOLD NBVJ:B BE COGlo'lSIID BY L'<YOn Al>"Y

\VKERE ; AS IT COULD NOT RAVE ANY B.EABIN'O UPON ITS OOONl· 

TION.-I:r, ON. TRB OTHER RAND, IT DID POSSESS THE CAPA-

CITY, TmlN XT WOULD BE CCONIS:Sl> BY ALL l\!BN, AT ALL 

TOOlS AND AT ALL PLACBS ; AS IT WOULD OO:STIN1TB 

TO BE TliE OAUSE OP THAT OOONlTION.-

(2569·2~64) 

COMMENTARY. 

By ita very nature, tho Word-Sound ahould bo either ;Mapable or cap<l/J/4 
of producing ita cognition. These are the only two olt.ornatives possiblo.
In tho former case-i.e. if it is incapable-the Word·Sound would never bo 
cognis<>d by any one. In tbe latter caao, it would be cognised by all men 
at all times : beoaUS& it would always be of the samo fo rm. 
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P'%om t.ha i~ followo tba~ the Embelliahment can have no capacity at 
all.-(25&3.250.) 

The following might be argued-" Even i! tba Word·Souod bed tbe 
capacity to bring about ita cognition, it might not bring it abou~ on aceouot 
of foroea to the contrary ; similarly, even if it did not have the capacity, it 
c:oold have tho capaei~y imparted to it by auxiliAry foree6 t>nd thereby bring 
about tho cognition 11

• 

The anawer to this is o.s follows :-

TEXT (2565). 

111 THE WOitD·SOIDo'D IS, BY ITS VERY NATURB, 011.111l!ITBLY OAPABLB OR 

INOAPABLB,-WRAT ROSTILB Olt IIEL1'11UL J'OROB COULD SRT 

IT ASIDE !-{2565) 

COilllEXTARY. 

Unl- a ~hing Mt.s aside, or brings about, tbe natwe of a thing, it 
cannot be regarded u hostile or helpful; otberwiee there would be in<:OD· 
gnritioo. And if ~be oaid «Uing .,.;,u or bringing aboul ware admitted, tbe 
Word·Souod l<Ould ION its eternal cberaetar.-(2565) 

It hao beon Argued by the M;ma,....ka, in Tc= 2205, that " Just as the 
Word.Sound, though produced and appearing equally with r<~gard to all 
men, etc. etc." 

The answer to t·his is as follows :-

TEXTS (2566·2567). 

As A MATTER 01111ACT, WREN THE \VORD.S0UND APPBA.RS, IT IS OAPABLB 

OP PllODUOINO ITS COGNITION IN SOME PlUlSONS ONLY : IJENOB WliEN 

IT IS PltODUOBD, IT IS NOT OOG:!11SBD BY ALL lolliN .-OR, BOW 

COULD IT BB THAT THE Som.-n IS BEARD ONLY BY TROSII 

)US IN CLOSE PROXDDTY TO WBO:V IT IS DeBET r !SJIBl) 

BY AltTIOULATlONS,-A...>m NOT BY THOSE AT A 

DISTANOB 1-{2566.2567) 

COMMENTARY. 

What h110 beoo urged doe• not affeet the view that Word.Sound• are 
pro<luwl (not et.ornnl). Beeause whenever 1\ Word·SO\Ind ia produced by ita 
eau~. it is produced 1"1 capable of bring;ng about ito cognition under certain 
limit&tiona ; and it is on account of this that it is not beard by nil men at 
o.JJ tim81l. 

The view, however, that the Sound is (ewrnal and) ia only manijtBUd,
is open t.o tba said object.ion,-..ven if the Embellishment it posaible. This 
ia what i.t shown by the aeot.oooe beginning with 'or •. · 
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The objection that 't.here ebould be bearing ol far-of'! tound also • is 
opplieable, not only to tbo view that the Word-Sound io endowed, by ita 
very nature. with the capacity to prC>duoe its cognit.ion,-by.t it is also 
appli~ablo to the vie'v that there is Embellishment (of the Word-Sound). 
Benoo this has been set forth AA ILllothor alternntive view- 'Why it i8 nol 

heard by persons at "dilk>nco I'-' is heard' is to bo oonttrucd here. What 
i• moont is that it sho.uld oertainly be hoord.-(2666·2567) 

The same idea is further clarified :-

TEXT (2568). 

EVEN IN CASES OF PROXDUTY, THE EMBEI IIS!ruENT IS SllPl'OS.ED TO BE 

T.l!E OAllSPl (OF TllE CoGNITION) ; ANI> TJOS EMBELLISHMENT 

WOULD BE EQUALLY TllERE POR PERSONS AT A DISTANCE 

ALS0.-(2568) 

COMMENTARY. 

lt has been argued by the Mirruimsaka, in Ten 2270, tbat--"lnasmucb 
oa the idea of the Word-Sonnd being 1Jf'oduced has been rejoct<!d, ete. er.c." 

The answer to this i• aa folloWB :-

TEXTS (2569.2570). 

!F TJIE IDEA IS THAT PARTICULAR EMll:ELLlSHM:ENTS AJ.lJI: PRODUOBD DY 

A.BTIOULATIONS, THEN IN THAT OASE, NO ONE CAN DENY THE IDEA 

OF THE SOUND BBniG product.d. B IICA'O'SE THB l'A.BTlC'O'LA.B 

EMBELUSIDD!NT IS NOT SO¥B1'H1NG Dil'PERII:NT lfBOll TliB 

WoRD-SoUND ; OTIURWISE nm WoJU>.SoUND woULD 

BE INOOGS!Si.JILE. CoNSEQUENTLY '!'K!! WOJU>· 

SoUND ALSO suoULD BE RBGA.BDBD AS 

productd.-(2569-2570) 

COMMENTARY. 

I£ the Embellishmnnt ia something that l.s 1Jf'oductd, thnn there abould 
be 1Jf'od~n of the Word-Sound also; because it ia not dif'lorent from th& 
Embelliabment.-In case it ia diJJerent, then, aa the Cognition would be 
brought about by the Embelliahn>ent itael!, the Word-Sound would not 
be an active agent i.n it; and hence it would not be apprehended by tllat 
Cognition. For the66 """""n' it abould be admitted that the Word-Sound 
eJao ia prodtu:ed.- (2660·2670) 

The following might be urged-" Just as for you, the Buddhist, the 
Word-Sound is produce<! oa capable ol bringing about a particular restricted 
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cognition,-.o also for us, there is restriction in regard to the Embellishment 
alto ; whereby the Sound is not heard by people at a distance " . 

The answer to this is as follows :-

TEXT (2671 ). 

HA vn;o liEOOJIOl EMBELLL~K!D ONOE, IF TO WORD·Sotnm DOES NOT 

ABANDON TlL!.T (l:MBELLISKJID) J>ORY, ON AOOOUNT 01 ITS 

E\'Alf.&SCX!<T CILUlAorER,--'rKEN IT SHOULD OONTINtTII 

TO liE IIEUD 70R A.LL TD!B.-

(2571) 

COMliiEN'l'AlW. 

Even if the idea be that-" The Word-Sound that i• ombellisbod is 
one that is capable of briiiging about the cognition within the ' ehein' of 
oertain particular persons only "-thoro \Vould be objections against it. For 
instance, if the Sound does not abendon the form which is capable of bringitlg 
about the cognition, then its cognition should continue to be produced for 
all time. If it abandons it, then it becomes evanescent, not eumai.-Hence 
it must be ad.mitted that it is ~.-{2671) 

H bas been argued by tho Mlm4m.taka in Tw 2209, that-" Aa rogarda 
the viow tbat there is embellisbmont of both, the assertion that it is open 
to both sets of objections is futilo, etc. etc." 

The answer to this is 1\8 follows :-

TEXT (2572). 

EVEN AS I.U!OUDS mE VIEW TIUT 'IHERB IS EXBELLIS!DOL.'IT OP :SOTS, 

TKE ASSERTION 1'KA.T IT IS OPEN TO BOTH SETS OP OliJEOT!ONS IS 

QlJITE TRUE ; BECAUSE D.El'IOIENOY IS NOT IN ONE 011 TD 

TWO ONLY; AS TJIE PREVIOUS ONE CONTINUES. 

-(2572) 

COMMENTARY. 

For th06e who bold the view that the Word-Sound is ,.,.odueld, it is 
poaible that one or the other ebould bo deficient ;-it is not poaible for 
those who hold that there is EmbeUW.men~ (not produdion) ; as for them, 
the provioue embellished form would continue to exist.-(2672) 

The said ' continuity • is further olarided,-

I 
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TEXT (2573). 

THE AUDITORY ORGAN AND THE L:&'ITER-SOUNDS THAT 1L1. VE BEEN 

PREVIOUSLY EMBELLISHED BY TIIE MANIFESTERS CANNOT BECOME 

DESTROYED,-BEOAUSE IF T~Y DID, THEY WOULD BE NON· 

ETERNAL ; AND CONSEQUENTLY THEY WOULD BE HEARD 

AT ALL TIMES.-(2573) 

COMMENTARY. 

• OhyutVJ>raptel) '-becauao of liability to become non-eternal. Otherwise, 
there would be Renunciation of Proposition (on your part). 

• Sarva-slmtt0 '-Hearing at aU timu.-not of all; as in the latter c8Se, 
the compound would fall und<>r the prohibition contained in PdJ;l.ini's Sutra 
• Karmat~i clla ' .-(2573) 

The following might he urged-" It ia of only a few limited number 
of persona whose Organ and Letter-Sounds WO\Ild be embellished and fit for 
audition, ~>nd hence the Sound could not be heard by all men ". 

But in tha.t ense-, there would be no hearing by those men who were 
going to hear other Letter-Sounds. 

This is what is pointed out in the following :-

TEXT (2574). 

IF THE EMBELLISRED ORGAN AND LETTER-SOUNDS WERE CAPABLE 011 

BEAIUNG BY A l'EW LIMITED PEBSONS, T!IEN 'l'IIRRE WOULD BE NO 

BEARING :roR OTHER PERSONS WHO WOULD BE GOING TO ~ 

THE SAMB LETTER·SOUNDS.-(2574) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound • niyatashroJ.·iyogyau ' . is to be explained as • shruti
yogyau '-capable of hearing-' niyatanam ;pumsllm '-by a few limited 
persons. 

' Anya'UCl.t"J;14, etc. '-This ma.y be taken as ' other persons who would be 
going to bear that same sound ',- Or as 'persons who would be going to hear 
other sounds '.-(2574) 

The following might be urged-" For the benefit _of those other persons 
who would be going to hear the same sound, there would be another em hellish. 
ment of tbe Auditory Organ and t.he Letter-So\md " . 

The following Tt«t anticipates and an&wers this argument :-
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TEXT (2575). 

U IT Bll SAID THAT-" THE 0BGAl~ L'(J) TilE LE"T"riiR-SolTND UJI Eli

B:BLLISIIED AGAIN, A.ND AlU: FIT FOR THE PURFOSII OP TlrJ!I OOO!fiTION 

OP TRA.T SOUND BY OTRER PERSONS" .--TDN ALSO TBERE 

wouLD a• coNTn<UATION oF THE SAME OooA>t AND SolTND, 

AND HBNOII OF THE M.aring ALSO OF THE SAMll 80171<1) 

AND BY THE SAME PERSON.-{2575) 

COM!I!ENTAIW. 

The compound • tadvat"!U>o etc. • is to be expoundod -6~ for tbo 
ttijl\6114--«>gnition--of those Sounds by those peroons ;-"which Letter
Sounds 1"-th-tbat~ heard by the other hearero ;-nd ~he • pen>Ons • ~ 
the 'bearero of th- sounds •. 

• TaJIO'"I'"' '-i.e. the Organ and Letter-Sound omholliohocl previously. 
• 'I'oiJOrOpi '-of the previous Person nnd Letter-Sound. 
What i8 moont is that, when the Lettere-ko and the ""'t.----4re heard 

later on by other po'"ons, they should be heard oxaetly M they had been 
heard by the previous peroons ;-heeeuae their previous chari\Cter woult:. still 
continue.-{2G7G) 

Tho rollowtng 7"~ 11hows tha.t if there is no such continua.t.io~ ns has 
been pointed out, then they become non-eternal :-

TEXT (2.576). 

lP TIUSII OTHIIR 0RO&'I AND LB'M'JUt.SolTND AIU! DISTIII'OT (FliOI>I TlrOSII 

EllllltLLI'llHBD Blm>BE),~ WHY DOES NOT THit HOPB OJ' 

TKES£ BEING ETEB.l<AL BEOOMJ! Blo"T!RBLY 

BASELESS 7-{2576) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thio ia easily underotood.-{2576) 

It has been argued hy thell1l"""-i:a, in 'l'oo:l 2210, that;-" Though the 
Sun is om, yet it ia oeen, etc. etc." 

The anawer to thia i.a as followo :-
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TEXT (2577). 

!N THE WATER AND OTHER REFLECTING SUBSTANCES, IT IS NOT TilE 

SAME SUN SEEN IN V A.RIOUS FORMS ; BECAUSE THE COGNITION$ 

THAT ARE THERE ALL PERTAIN TO THE :R'SFLECTED IMAGES, 

AND ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF ANY OB.TEOTIVE 

BASIS.-(2577) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has already been explained before thnt all wrong cognitioos are. 
withO\tt exception, devoid of any objective baai!i; still it ill! explained again, 
in the fo11owing Pe:xt, in connection with tho eognitions of the reflected 
images,-be they regarded as (a) with or (b) witlwut fonn.- First the Author 
takes up the former view (that the Reflected Image hos a form):-

TEXTS (2578-2582). 

EVEN UNDER YOUR VIEW, ALL 000N1TIONS ARE jo7'1111Ma, AND IT IS ONLY 

THE EXTER..'<ALTHING THAT IS HELD TO BE wifhj(YI'Tn. THE REFLECTED 

bfAGE THAT IS SEEN IS SEEN WITHIN TB:& W ATlilR ; AND YET THlil 

SW EXISTING IN THE Sll:Y IS NOT THERE IN THE WATER.-" Row 

IS IT THEN THAT IT APPEABS AS IF IN TRE W ATEB? "-IT IS TllltOUGil 

DELUSION, AND HENCE IT IS THAT IT IS CLEARLY DEVOID OF AN 

OB.TEOTIVE BASIS ; BECAUSE IT HAS NO CONNECTION WITH ANY OB.TECT 

WITH THAT FOBM.-Ilr IT IS URGED THAT "rr IS THE SA~Gl SUN THAT 

IS :P:SROEIVED OTHERWISE" ,--TIDS WOULD BE AN"0Tli£It EXCELLENT

ASSERTION-THE same AND YET otherwiae.-BUT IN THIS WAY, 

EVERY CoGNITION WOULD APPREHEND EVERYTHING. IT WOULD B:& 

THE CoGNITION OF THE SA~fE SuN ONLY IF IT \VBRE SEE.~ EXACTLY 

AS IT IS ; WREN HOWEVER, IT IS ACTUALLY PERCEIVED IN ANCYl'aB:R 

FOIDI, JIOW OOULD IT BE THE PE,ROEPTION OF THE SAME SUN ?-(2578-
2582) 

COMMENTARY. 

For you, the Mim4msal:a, Oognitions are jormlu•, and it is the extarnal 
objoot that is with form. .Hence what is seen in the water cannot be the 
form of the Cognition; because forms are held to belong to external things 
only.-Nor is the ReBected Image held to be an entirely different thing; 
as in that case, it would not be a case of the perception of the Sun at aU.
Nor does the Sun itself entar the water, by virtue of which it could appear 
there (as the Reflected Image); because it remains in the regions of Akii.8luv
lf it be asserted that-" it is throughillu.sion that it appears in the water",
in that case, the Cognition would not have the Sun for i t.s objective baais ; 
beceuse the form within the water doos not belong to the Sun.-From all this it 
follows that tho form that belongs to the object (Sun) does not figure in th& 
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Cognition ; and hence hAving no connection with thAt form, the laid Cognition 
la chwly baseless (without an objective ballis). 

The argument may be formulated "" folio"" :-When an Objoct has a 
form that doea not figure in "'Cognition, that Object cannot be tho objective 
baaio of that Cognition ;-o.g. Colour cannot bo the objoct,ive bnoia of Auditot·y 
Cognition ;-the Sun does not havo the form that figures in the Cognition 
of the Roftocted Imago ;-hence there is non-a.ppr<>hension of the wider 
oba.racl:er (which impti68 the abe..noo of the loas wide ohamot<>r).-Tbo 
Reuon bore adduced oannot he rogaroed "" • Inadmi!lldblo ' ; because in 
-Uty the Sun does not have the form tb&t is within the Wt\ter.-Nor can 
the Reoaon be rogaroed "" ' Inconcl~vo ' ; "" that would lead to inoollj!l'Uiti"" ; 
aa in this W11Y anythillg oould be the objective bo.sis or nny Cognition.
Nor onn the R<>...on be roga.rdod u • Contrndictory • ; .., it is prosont in &11 
caaos where the Probandum is prMOnt. 

It might be argued tbat-" It is the s&nle Sun that is seen in the water, 
only it appea.rs otherwise, on aeeount of the difference in its position, and 
consequently, the Buddhiat'fl Ro.Mon is' lnadtni~ble • ". 

Wl>o, oxeept an audacioua logician like yourself, oould make wch an 
8880rtJon as' it is the scuno-a.nd otMrwU~ '.. Because the U~~ertioo 'it is the 
aame' off.m18 tb&t it is of the """"e form, and the e.ssertion tbet 'it is other
wiae • tkniu that it hAs the oame form; how tluln oould 1-hMe two mutual 
oontrari-.AJJinnolion and Dcni<Jl..-<>ppertain to the same thing (Sun) ! 

If, even when oogni&od u Olkrwioo, the thing (Sun) WetO the "'""'·
then the on tire Universe migM he regarded as the.,.,..; and aa e COD.I!O<Iuence 
or tbio, the birth and death of thingo would come at the aome time and all 
Co8Jlitions would have on& and tho BMlO object. From this it follows that 
if the tiling were cognised ns it notually oxist8 in relation to particular time 
and place, etc. then, the s<>mo Sun would have been cognised. How then 
can our :Reason be • lnadmieeible' !-(2678-2582) 

Under the soeond view also-that Cognitions are wW. Jorm,-tho Cogni
tiODS of the Refloctod lm&gM are devoid or objective be8i.s ;-this i8 what is 
pointed out in tlul following:-

TEXT (2583). 

EVEN Il' TBlJ CoGNITION DE luitll fonn, IT CAN DE n:&GAl\DBD .AS 

APPRBRBNDING AN OBJECT ONLY Il' IT JUS A 11'0RM TJLI.T IS not 
DIFl1EBENT ll'ROM 1'1111 OBJECT TIJA.T IS 

OOGNlSED.-(25S3) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even under the view tbet ~tions are with form,-thougb the 
Cognition or the Reflected l:mago may he with form, yot, the external object 
can be e&id to be 'cognised • only whon the form in which it ia approbonded 
ill not ili£rerent from the externt>l ohjoct itMelf,-nnd not when it is appre
hende<l in n different form; if it woro not so, tbero would bo incongruities. 

• • 
I 

I 
I 
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-In the case of the Cognitioru~ of the Refiected Images, the apprehension is 
- of & form that is noo-difltrent from tbo form of the Sun; for if it were 
thore, t.ho Cognitiooa of tbo Reflected Images would bo e"Mtly the same as 
the lr!M Cognition of the Sun itAel!.-(2583) 

H has been m•gued by the Mlma>naaka in Teo:l 2221, thatr-" When 
n man is \ooking at the Sun and the Water, his eye (r&y•) proceed in two 
wa~ne \tpw&rds and the other downwards, ete. ete.''. 

'fha answer- to Uti1' i8 as rollow8 :·-

TEXTS (2584-2585). 

JT llAY BB THAT WHAT IS PERCEIVED BY TKll DOWNWARD RAYS IS TRll 

SUN SHINING ABOVE PRESENTED 'lEDIATELY ; BUT IIV:EN SO, TRll 

PEROEIVER RBGAltDS TIIB SUN SIIINJ.NG ABOVE AS ACTUALLY 

DOWN IN THE WATBR.-Ir; THE SUN WERE ACTUALLY 

PERCEIVED JUST AS IT STANDS, THEN 1'1' WOULD BE 

COGNISED AS SUCH, NOT OTHERWISE. Tms 1lAS 

BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED.-(21S84-21SSIS) 

COMME!-.'TARY. 

' What u pt~ivtd '-by the Soul. 
• Shining abot.~e '-·t.his qualifies the • Sun ', as it exietc. 
• Beyarcl4 '-i.e. the po.rceiving Soul thinks. 
What is meant. is aH follows :-If what the Peroipiont Sou] sees is t.he 

Sun shining above, presented to him media.tely, through tbe downward 
r~ys,-how is it thl\t he regards t.he Sun as actttally down in the water~ &nd 
not as shining o.bovo! It would be regarded ~' rmoh, if it were actually 
npprehended as it exists; otherwU.e there would be incongruities.-(21>84-2586) 

It has boon argued by the Mi""'-.ka. lmder Tezt 2224, thatr-" Jn the 
cue of the man looking at. t.ho mirror, it is through illusion that, etc. etc." 

ThollllSWer to tbia is"* foUo'll'!l :-

TEXT (2586j. 

SIMILARLY IT IS NOT TRVE l'IlAl' (IN THE CASE 01>' THE MAN LOOKJNO AT 

THE MIRROR}-" lT IS THROtiOH ILLUSION THAT Tlllll MAN 000!\'ISES 

TB.E PACE AS PAOINO Tllll WEST, TROUGH IN REALITY WHAT HE 

ACTUALLY PERO.EI'VU IS THE PACE AS PRESWT.IlD BY THE 

VISUAL RAYS PROCEEDING EASTWARD TO TKB RAYS AS 

PBOOEBDJNO WBSTWABD."-(2586) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho reason why thio ia not truo ia •toted in tho following :-

29 
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TEXT (2587). 

As A MATTER 01' PA<:tr, TKII PIIRO&PTION OF TRE R£11LEQTED IMAOE 

CA.>INOT HA VII 'I'KE MAN'S OWN RE.AcL PACII AS ITS OBJ"EOTI\'11 BASIS; 
BBCAUSII WHAT FIOITRES 1.N TKB l'EROBPTION IS SOMETHING 

ENTIRELY DIPPUIINT J&OM TKE REAL PAOE; JUST .AcS IN THJI 

O.AcSII 01' Tl!ll PIIIIOIIPTJONS OF TASTII A..'ID 

SOUND, BT0.-(2587) 

CO!WENTARY. 

'ToduilaJ:fil!IO, elc.'-Thilword baa t.o be ooMtruod &S with the abstract 
ending •- • ; and u a. Bohuorihi eo m pound. 

This argument may be formulated aa follows :-When a Cognition 
envisa.gee something entirely difl•ront from a certain thing, it cannot have 
this latter for ita objeotivo baais ;-<t.g. the Cognit.ion of Taste cannot have 
Sound for ite objeotive buis; or the Cognit.ion of Sound cannot have Taste 
for ita objeotive basi.o ;-tbo Oognitiono of th.o rofl""ted image envisage some
thing entirely different from the root face ;-hence hero we have the appre
hension of something contrary t.o the wider factor.--{2687) 

In the following Text1, tho 011thor pointo out that the Reason here put 
forward cannot be regorded as 'Inndmlesible' :-

TEXTS (2588-2690). 

b A S>l.U.LER MIRROR TRIU ll"AOE APPJIARS AS SMALLElR ;- TKII. TREE 

REIILEetrliD IN TKJ!l WATER APPJIAIIS AS IJPSID& DOWN, AND AS SUNX 

IN TirE WATER; TKB OBJIIOT RErLEOTED IN THII M!R.ROR FAOIIS 

TI'!:E MIRROR,-NOT SO ITS RtlrLIIOTIIO IMAGE ;-WHILE THJI 

REFLROTIID I>!AOE IS 1.N THE WATliR, TRII OBJ"IIOT 

REJILEOTI!lD 18 FAR Of'l ;-THll RIIJI'LEOTED I>!AOE 

ALWAYS V.AcRU!lS WITH TRB RBPLEOTINO StiR-

J'AOE, AS REO.Ac&DS ITS LAROBNESS, SMALL-

!'(ltSS, .BTC.,-~OT SO Tlll OJJ.rEOT RB·· 

J'LEOTIID.-FOE Tlfi!SE RBASONS 

OUR Rli.AcSOI< CANNOT BE RE· 

OARO&O AS ' lNA.DXISSLBLR '. 

-(2688-2590) 

COMME~'TARY. 

In a smaller mirror, tbo face, though really larger, appoan1aa smaller ;
the troe rotlocted in water is perceiv«l top down~ and as sun!< in tho 
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wate.r ;-tho face reflected in ~he mirror its perceived 68 facing the west ;
and i.n water, as being far off ;--Aimilarly in auch reflecting meditt. a.s the 
Bright Sword and the like, the Re6.ect.ed I mage ap~ in varying degrees 
of length. ete. in aeeordance with the natuno of tho roll6cti113 medium; omd 
yet the object reflected d""" not po8f1M$ ~he vuyi113 length, ete. ThUII then, 
the ido"' that the cognition of the Reftooted Imo.go envioagos something 
diftert'nt from tho Reflected objoot.. cannot be • inl>dmio.•ible ·.-(2538-2590) 

In tho followirlg 'l'e.:a, the a.uthor refutes thoohargo of' Inconclusiveness • 
ago.inet his Reason :-

TEXT (2591). 

lF, EVl!N WHl!:tf WHAT Al'P£AIIS IN THE COGNITION IS SOMETHING QUITE 

Dll"l'£&£NT I'ROM THE OBJEC'l', IT BE REGARDED AS TRE COGNITION 

O:r THAT OBJEOr,--TBl!N ALL OOONITIONS GP CoL0011, Sotn-'1> 

AJ<l) OTKER TBINGS, WO'Ot.D £!<VISAGE ALL TlllliGS.-{2591) 

CO~!MENTARY. 

That all cognitions would have all things for their object is the Reason 
that ""rves to 1\Mul the conclusion of t.be othor pl'rty.-{2391) 

It hns boon argued by the Mim<imsaka in Te:tl 22!8 that-" When 
the eyn ia slightly pressed by tbe finger, even a single object ia perceived as 
diverse, because or the d iversity in the functioning of the oye,-tho same 
thing happon.e in the case in question also ". 

Tbia also ia discarded by what has been said l\bove. 

TEXT (2592). 

\VKEN THJI EYB IS SUGB'l'LY PRESSED BY TilE lrlNGIIR, IJ' A SINGLE OBn!CT 

IS PRROBTVED AS DIVRRSB,--TRAT ALSO IS PtiR£ ILLUSION, 

Et<TmELY BAS)ILESS.-{2592) 

COMMENTARY. 

X. haa been o.rgued by the Mim<lm8<1ka undor t he Te:tl 2225, that
"Evon granting that the Reflooted timnge really exiato in the d ifferent 
p!aoos,-there can be no plurality, eto. ete. ". 

The answer to this is as foll<>MI :-
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TEXT (2593). 

Tu RBALJTY 01r 'l'H"B APPRARANCE oP Tliii REl'LIWtBD I ~AOB RAS ALRBADY 

BEEN DISCARDED BB:BOBB ; BEOAUSB TWO COBPOBRAL ~ATEBIAL 
OBJllOTfl CA.}.'NOT EXIST TOGETRBB, BEOAUSB THl!Y ARE 

MUTUALLY OB&l'BUOTIVF.-(2503) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idOl\ of the R<>flected Image being nn entity haa boon rejected before ; 
where it ho.s boon shown thnt one corporeal object Mt>not occupy the same 
place "" another o.nd so forth.-(2593) 

Granting that the Reflected Image is <> rool entity ; even so .. vera! such 
images can 6gure in the same Cognition ;-thiA i~ what is shown in the 
following:-

TEXT (2594). 

EvEN rr TUll RnLECTED OOOB EXISTS IN SBVEBAL l'UOBS, IT V ABIES 

BBOABDINO ITS LARGENESS, SXALL.'<ESS AND SO IOBTR; nE..~OB 

IT CANNOT BB OKB AND TilE SAMJD.-(2594) 

COMMENTARY. 

' And 1<> forti> '-include~~ length, etc. 
It might be o.rg<tod that--" Even though thore is diversity of largenua 

and the roat, yet in some way, on account of all being bluo, etc., they might 
figuro in the &&me cognition ". 

But oven ltO, that does not prove real (m4·?\UI ; the one-m&~ might be 
auum«l; but aa regards that, your argument would be futile (M toot is 
admitted by us also~ 

Jf the"""'""" were I'MI, even when the lm3geo IU'e per<>eivod in different 
plaoea, etc.,-then there may be one-ness between the BnShma114 and the 
0~ on thegl'Onnd of both being men ;-there would be one.,_ between 
your mother and your wife, on the gl'Onnd of botll being _,~na·ness 

al.oo between your mouth an.d the lowar oritioe, on the gl'OUDd of both being 
made up of Ea.th. In foot, the whole universe would be one, on the ground 
of everything being a Entily; and in that CMe tbn oontingenoy of the oimul
toneoua birth nnd death of thinge would becomo irroaietible.-(2~94) 

Tlto following hM bean urged in the Bhii.f!fl (of Slaa.bara) :-" It might 
be \trgcd thM it is not possible for one and the eame thing to ha seen simu!. 
tanaoualy o6 sevarol placea ; but tl!e fooli•h mnn who s&ys this should look 
at tllo 'suh, where Ono and the· same sun is '""'n in sevcl'l\1 places . . . . . It 
m4!ht be thM its exoot position is not...,.oartainod on account of rcmotenOSB ; 
hence there ~ M illusion. The same may be said in reglll'd to the Word· 
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Sound also: there is no ®finite cognition of the exact pooJition ". (Sil. 1. 1. 15 : 
2'ra,.lalion, pp. 35·36). 

The rul.Swer to tb.i8 is n.s followe :-

'l'EXTS (2595-2599). 

TH£ IDEA THAT APPEARS lN lloiJIN AS TO 'TKI!l SUN BEING OVER MY BEAD • 

LS SURELY WRONG ; llltOAUSE ALL LIVING IIElNOS SEE THE SAM.£ 

SUN AT Tltt SAliE TDrE,-A....~D NOT D~T SUNS; BECAUSE IN 

REALITY NO SECOND SOLAR DISC EXISTS ; 1P IT EXISTED, IT 

WOULD SURELY BE SE::£N, AND YET IT IS NOT SEW; K£NCE IT IS 

DBFINITELY CONCLUDED THAT ONLY ONE SUN EXISTS.-AS REOAADS 

THE WORD·SOUNl), HOWEVER, IT HAS NEVER BEtN DE~'INITIILY ASCE'R· 

TATNED TO BE ONE AND THE SA!IlE ; BECAUSII WHElTKBR APPBARIN(l 

lN SUCCESSION OR SJMULTANBOUSLY IT IS CLEARLY CHARACTERISED 

llY MULTIPLICITY. EVBN WIIEN SP:&A.KERS PRONOUNOE TilE LETTER 

• OA ' AT ON'B AND TKB S.U0 TDIE, TllE: l)TQB:llENOE AMONG THEM 

LS OLRARLY APPREHliNDED.--{2595-2599) 

COMMENTARY. 

I£ the aecond solar Disc existod, it would be perceptibl~ i but it is never 
porcoivod; hence it follows with certainty that it is ono only ; henCE~ th& 
idoa. that' the .sun is above me ' is held to be wrong. 

The cme-nu1 of th& Word·So\m.d, however, i.IJ not l"eeogniaed in this 
manner : by virtue of which the idea of its being prosont in several place8 
might be regarded a.s wrong. It ia only when such on&·neoe is established 
that tha idea of the ·said P"""'noe oculd be wrong. But thet one·nees itself 
'""' not been esteblished. 

• Solar disc '.-The tenn 'rd-mm' is made np or tho oou.n • ravi 'with 
the ' C1Jl ' affix. 

&ys the Opponent :-"The one.nnss of the Word·Sound has certainly 
boon do6nitely established through Ruognilion ". 

Tho answer to this is-' It ha4 mt:•er been definitely a.furtaintd, etc. uc. '
Toot is to so.y, the validity of I«>cognition "" a meatl8 of Right Cognition 
ha8 been already rejectod. 

Tha words '.,.,. wMn, o1<:. .u:. • ~>xplain that even whon the appeenmce 
i.s simultaneous, there is multiplicity. 

' Okorly • :-because all detam regatding owiftn018, middling and slow, 
ot.o. et.o. are clet~rly pereeived.-(2S95-2699) 

The following Tu:t shows that thor<> is diversity BIIIO when the letter is 
pronounced in succession :-



TEXT (2600). 

WuEN THE LE'M'BR IS PRONOUNCED IN SUCCESSION , ONE AlTER THE 

O'l"llER, THE DlVBR.')TTY IS :NOT ONLY DJRE(TLY 'P}.jRO&JVBD, BUT 

ALSO nrPERR&D THROUGH THE INFlUIEl!TIAL lNDIC.&TlVE IN THE 

SHAl'B OJ' Tllll PAC't OP THE OOO!U'!'IONS APPEARING IN 

SUOC'ESSION .-:2600) 

COMUEJ.\'TAR Y. 

• Not only d&rully perceived' ;-beei\U80 oven so it is clearly n.ppre1leoded 
to be diverse, on nccount of the dive1'$ity in the notu, • $atlja ' and the rest. 

This cannot be a ea66 of diversity among the manijuter1 ; "" that idea 
..._ been already <liocarded. ' 

'Through IM Jnj<nNial lndimli""' ;-i.e. through lnf•rente also; the 
argument be;ng formulated as follows :-At the time tllat " thing d- not 
come into existence, ite cause is not present in an efficient form,""'"""6.g. visual 
cognition does not nppenr when tb('l sot of ita causes is devoid of .. the 
EtJ•, oven though the other fMtoli! are thoro in tho form of t he Colour, 'the 
Light, the mental condition, and so forth ;-ot the time tht tho •evoml 
cognitiono of tho oinglo letter • gn' "PI*''• there do not appeAr tho.., sub· 
*IUOnt cognitioM whieh are held to follow from the said eognition.a :
henoo then> is non"'Pprohonsion of the wider term ; tlla ~ee Of the 
efficient eause being invariably concomitant wit.h coming into ut.-cnce, and 
the said ' proaenct ' being not tbero. 

Sa.ys the Oppon•nt :-"If what you seok to prov~ is the neg<>t.ion of the 
pree:ence of the efficit'nt cause in general,-thon your argument is superfluous; 
beoousooven though the eternal Word.,.oun<l ia" ""'""· thoro may be a de6-
ciency due to the absence of its au.xiliN'iOIJ, which renders the appearance of 
the subsequent eognition.s impossible; and this fact is admitted by your 
opponent..-Jf, on the other hand, ,.hot you are n•g<>tiving ia the eeusal 
efficiency of the Word-Sound in ptuticu14r,-<.bon your Reuon ia ' Inconclu
sive' ' and the Corroborative Irutance i3 I devoid or the Probandum'. 
Beca\186 when tho Visual Perception do68 not nppoor, its non-appoomnoo is 
not due to the doBoienoy of the cauoe of tho Word-Sound; it is duo to the 
deficiency (absenee) of the eye". 

This is not right.. What we seek to provo is the fACt in its o•tutralaspeot. 
Nor is our argument • super.fluous' in thAt cue-. Beea1.180 if the oternal 
thing bad need of another Clluse, then alone could our argument be 'auper· 
tluous '. As a matter of fRet, however, the eternal thing doea ttOl 
d.epend upon another CA.tlS&; beca.\l&O sneh a. ca.use could not. render 
""Y help to the eternal thing; nnd it is only wbot helps that io needed; 
otherwiS<> there would be in~.ongruities. Cons•qnantly, if the Word-Sound, 
indepenclontly, wero hold to be the cnuse, nil tho eognitions proeeerlifl$ there
from '~ot~d always have the efficient """"" pr<>..,nt; and hence they would 
aU appe<\r at all timee. If they did not, then the non-appeornnoe of the 
cognitions ~"& therefrom would indiORte the inefficiency of the Word
Sound itseH. How then can our ergument be ' •uperfluom ' f 
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Even if what is monnt to be proved wen> th& deReiency of a parlicu/4T 
Cause, our argument could not be 'inconclusive' ; nor would our Corrobor&· 
t.ive Instance be • devoid of the Probandum ' ; who.t is m001nt ill M follows :
oven when one thing js present, if the other thing dooe not come into 
existence, t.he former cannot bo the cau.se of t-he lntter,-according to you; 
--o.g. V ;sual organ doe& not n.ppear when Sou.ntl is pre.~Jont ;~ven when the 
pattieutar forms of the lott.tr • Oa' are there, the Col!)litiono held to proceed 
from them do not come into exi~tenoe; hence there i8 non-apprehension of 
the wider character. 

Here also the fact of the Eternal Thing not n&eding anoth&r Cause 
ouppli08 tb& reason for the 1>nnulment of the contrary eonclu.oion. The ease of 
t.he&od in th& granary c&nnot be cited to the contrary; bec&use theseedean· 
not be the primMy enu•e of the Sprout. We deai•t from labourmg this 
point further.-(2600) 

It h ... been ru·gucd nbove, by the Mimiim8aka, under Ttxt 2211, that
" Becauso it is dependent tlpon tho manifesting a.rtiouln.tions, therefore it is 
o.pprehended only at the place where they are, etc. etc. " 

Though this idee hao boon already refuted, the author reverts to i~ in 
order to point out that the view i.1 open to objection even if tber& be a 
manifeow for eternal thinp :-

TEXTS (260l-2M5). 

lT MAY BE THAT TRll APPREIIIINSION OF THE WOBD·SOUND IS DEPEND;BNT 

1JPON THE MANIPESTJNO ARTI017LATIONS ; BOT EVEN SO IT 0017LD BE 

APPREHENDED ONLY AS IT REALLY EXISTS ; 0TlfliRW18E, 1'1£11 Al'PBE· 

HBNSION WOULD NOT Bll OP THAT SOUND AT ALL; AS ITS FORM W017LD 

NOT PIOtJRB fN THAT A.PPR.EHRNSION. As A MAT'l"ER OF Jr'ACT, TRB 

WORD·SaUND IS NEVER Al'l'BEBl!~'DED .AS PERVADINO OVER TBll 

WliOLE Alai8luJ. Wnv TliiiN DOES THE WoRD·SOtniD :JOLLOW TBll 

DIVXIISITY OP 'PLACit 011 THE ARTICULATION t \VHJtN JU.l,-r:rE:STED, 

IT WOULD APPEAR BY lTSELP, LIKE THE JAR AND OTHER ctmNGS. 

ALL THIS ABOUT THE CAVSE HAS BEEN SAID ONLY BY WAY OF .'-.'I' 

llLAllORATION OF OUII AIIOOMENT. IN REALITY TllE l:NliFFICIENCY 

OF THE mcmiftsters HAS ALREADY BEEN PROVED ON TllE BASIS OF 

THE IMPOSSIBILITY OP manifesto.ti<m.-As REGARDS 'l'B'E DIREOTLY 

PERCEPTIONAL NOTION THAT 'THIS IS TIDI s.t.hr:E WORD·SOVND ', 

-TJI.A.T HAS BEEN ALREADY DISCARDED ; A..'lD. IT STANDS VNREPUTBD 

THAT APPEARING IN DlVXIISB PLACES, TJDl WORD·SOtn.'D K11ST Bll 

DIVllRSE.-{260 l- 2605) 

CO?.iMENTARY. 

· If the apprehension of tho Word·Sound is dependent upon manifuura, 
then, how is it thn.t it is not npprehended ... pervading the entire lkiiBM, 
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wherein it pervades f Ita apprehension mu8t bo in t.hnt Corm : otherwjso 
thore would be incongruities; nll t·his ha~ been expla.ined befot•e. And 
yet the Word·Sound itt not henrd throughout the entire Akuaha : hcnco it 
eo.nnot be right that t.he hoa.ring of sound iA in Rccordan<:e with the rnani!oet· 
ing articulation; i11 fact, the Apprehension must follow that \·\~ord-Sound 
alone of which it is the apprehension. Thus alone could there be a Ptl"'henoion 
of the \Vord.Sound, not otherwise. Con.equently like the Jar and other 
things. the Word.Sound ahonld alwayf' tiJ)~'Ir in ibt rutirf' form. Such jn 
brief ia <he sense of the text, 

'Tat '-Thereforo.--{2001- 2005} 

It has been argued by the Jlrund...,.k<r, under Ttrt 2227, thn~" Juat 
aa the single person, Devadatta, (l88Sing froin place to place. one altfr tho 
othtr. does not beeome different, so the Word-Sound also dooo not differ 
simply because it ill hetU'd in ~vera! plac<"8 ''. 

Tho answer to thitt i8 nR foJJo,v-A :-

TEXTS (2006.2007). 

WHEN A MAN PASSBS PROAl PLACE TO PLilOE, ONB AFTER TBJI OTIIER,

lT IS SO BBOA11SB Hll IS IN A PERPETVAL nVX ; IF IT WERE NOT SO, 

TBERE COULD BE NO SUCR ' GOING ' ; lP HE REMAINED !'IXJID, 

Plill'C.M.A.NENTLY, 1'HBN TKE MAN, NOT DISSOOUTED J'B.OW HL'i 

PREVIOUS POSITION, WOI1LD OONTINVB 'fO REll.A.IN 

TBEBE ; .&JI1) AS SUCH BB 0011LD NOT OBT AT 

ANOTHER PLACli.-{26QG.2607) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the """" of the non-e<emal thing, tho nnly 'movement ' (lOIISible ia 
ill the lhape of l>oing bono in a'flt>lhu plau; not 110 in the case of tho eternal 
thing, which, unl- it 1\bandono its ehert\C<er aa associated with ono plaeo, 
Cl)n t\ever • go' to nnothe.r plaoe.- This iiJ whnt is pointed out by t.bo IJ'e:et 
2607.-(2606·2607) 

It has been argued by the Mimamoahl nndor Tm 2230 above, that
•• when a latge pit ia dug in th.o ground, eto. etc. ,. 

The answer to thia ia .. foUows :-
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TEXT (2608) . 

Aka8h:.' BEING UNDEFlNADLE AND VAGUE, THERE OAN BE NO 'MANC

FESTATION' OF IT ; AND AS IT IS BEYOND THE REACU OF THE 

SENSES, \\'J<AT IS stuw IN THE PIT, IS NOT AMslw, ov•r 
.Liglu.-(2608) 

COMMENTARY. 

It cannot be proved thAt ..11ciiAIUJ is a positive entity ; henoo there can 
be no ' mani~estation ' of it; specially AS there is the idM or Akii8ha only 
when thoro is nothing tangible perceived; for instenee. in deep derkne$8, 
when people do not meet with ~>ny ob<1truction, they ue found to say
' thoro is nothing here, it is mere Akii1ll<l '. 

Even for those who rego.rd AkUiha as a. positive entity, it is beyond 
the reach of the senses; how then could there be any cognition of Al..:d81l4 !
Thje iJJ 'vha.t is meant by tho words- ' As it i s beyo'l1<l the ,·.sac]" of tlie senses, 
t.tc. etc. ' 

Question:-" If this is ao. then what iCi it that ik soon in the pit ! " 
Amwor .~It is only Lisht that iA seen.-{2608) 

The roUowins - point out thAt--oven if Aldillt<o is a positive entity, 
there can be no manij811olicm of it-

TEXTS (2609-2611 ). 

FuRTllliR, AS IN TilE CASE OF THE WORD-SOUND, SO IN THE CASE OP 

Akiisha ALSo, THRRE OAN nE NO 'MA..'UFESTATION'; suon '~IANI· 
FESTATION ' WOULD ~fEAN COONITION ; AND TIWJ WOULD BE EVER· 

LASTING, AS ITS CAUSE WOULD BE ALWAYS TIIERE.-JUST AS, IN 

TBll CA..<JI OF THR WORD, Tln>Rll OA..'< BE NO mJJnijUia',--$0 IT CAN

NOT BB IN TB:E PRESJtlrfT OAS.B ALSO; A.4'm IN tl'EALITY, IT JS A..~ ILLVSION 

APPEAB!l\G, THROUGH EX~,..OVS C1ROUMSTAYO'U, IN BEGABD TO 

TilE COO.N1TION OP TII:E WORD-SOUND. HENOJ: TUE CONCLUSION 

IS THAT LENGTH, Sl!ORTNBSS AND TBll REST AR!l NOT PROPERTIES 

OF THE AltTICULATION. THEY COULD BE SO ONLY Il' TUE AliTICULA• 

TIONS WERE THE manifesters OF THE WORD-SOUND ; AND THIS IDEA 

HAS BEEN R.llJEOTED.--{2609-2611) 

OOlllMENTARY. 

• Tky could~.., '-i.e. J.ensth, etc. could be properties or Articulation. 
• Thi• '-the idea thAt the Artieulationa are manifea~.-. of the Word

Sound.-{2609--2611) 

It hAS been argued by the Mlm6mlaka, under T.., 2234., that-" a word 
whose relationship to it~ denotetion hAS not been apprehended can never be 
expretJSive, ate. etc . ... 

The &Mwer to thlA is n.fl follows :-
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TEXTS (2612-2613). 

!T JUS .BEll!< PRl!QUE.'1TLY EXPLAIN1t0 BEFORE THAT WORDS AN1> TIID\GS 

THAT ARE ENTIRELY Oll!FERENT FROM ONE ANOTHER ARE CAPABLE 

OF PROVIDING TJllll SA~fl! IDEAS. HENCE lT 19 NOT TRUE THAT 

THil WORD BECOMES EXPRE.SSIVll ONLY WU&N lTS RELA• 

TIONSHIP TO lTS l>li!<OTAnOI' HAS BEE:!' APPEEJIE"DED. 

Bl!OAUSE, AS ALIU!AJ>Y ll~ .BBFOBE, I!< 

BliALlTY, Tl!.ll WORD, BY ITSELF, IS NOT liXPRES• 

SIVII AT ALL.-(2612-2613) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho "'"'"" of thls i.s briefly as foUowa :-If wh~t you are urging io the 
contingency t.hat there would be no renl donotative relfttionship between the 
Word and itJJ clenotation,-then your Argument is fut.ilo; because wtder tho 
chapter on Word, the idea of the 'Uniwrsal ', or the 'Specific Individue.lity' 
of thing~, being denoted by worde bu been refuted at longtb. 

If what you ue urging i.s in regard t.o the iUU60ry denotative relotioMhip, 
then your lteMon is ' lnconcluaiv& '. Becf\\.UI:&, as a mAtter of fact, thore n.ro 
certain thinga which, though entirely different from one o.nother, serve to 
bring about cognitiono of the ~mo form; and tb<.., would bring about the 
illllsory dmotatiw relationohlp between the Word and ito meaning .-.o we 
have ~y explained in oouroe of the diaoU8Sion on' ..tpo/14 '. CoD80Quently, 
os ega~ the Buddhist3, who ue upholdGrB of the dootrino of .Apoh<>, nil 
that hao been urged i• ontiroly wortbleRII and tliekere only for " momont.
(2612-2618) 

The foUowing t.- explain the po!llibility of 'Denotation ' on the basis 
of IUuoion :-

TEXTS (2014-261 6) 

.AS A • MA'M'ER OP FACT, ALL COOmTIONS PRODUCED BY WORDS AllE 

EXPRJ:SSIVB OP WllAT IS U:<llu.L; B:Ba.t.USE Ol' T11B PACT TJUT TllliRB 

CAN BE NO D:KNOTATlON OF TKE 'UNIVEBSAL' OR OF TBll 'SP!:Oll!IC 

lNOIVlDUALITY' AND SUCH THINGS; BUT .EVIIN THOUGH lN RIIALITY, 

TIIER.!l IS DlVERSlTY, PEOPLE, TKBOUOH lLLUSlON, COME TO TREAT 

AND SPEAK 01' THE WOllD--' Cow 1 :J'OR INST..A.NOE,-AS ont O~'"LY,

EEO.uulniO ALL AS T11B SA.)(E.-TJnS MUCH OF WHAT HAS BEEN SAID 

BY 'I'IDI GREAT l3R1RMA~A (Minui~) ON 'I'IDI BASlS OP TR!l 

DIVERSITY OF WORDS LS lll'TffiiiLY BASELRSS.-(2614-(2616) 

COMi\.IENTARY. 

That idea is called 'Samt>,1i • (Diuoory) which, by its appeere.noe, 
conceaz.-' 1am~oti '-the rool ebaraot.er of another--through not mani. 
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feot.ing the real characVr or the thing; and it is purely ' fanciful ' ; hence 
the form of things that is .,....eotl'd by such an idea ill called • Scum.-,ta,' 
'illuaory,' 'fanciful'. 

This iA what is meant by : illuMYf'y e.xiJttence ' ; it is oot real; in reality, 
it. doett not ox.iRt; and an • illusory cognition' ~ devoid of objective be.sis.
(26U-2GIG) 

The followin{l mi~tht be urgecl--" If the ono·no88 of the Word is not 
real,-then how i.s it. t.hat words accomplish tho purpo86 of afflrmjng and 
denyjng thingil,-through mefe (ill\lSOry) impos1t.ion f" 

'Xhe answet to this is as followi; :-

TEXTS (2617-2618). 

FOR INSTANCE, THE SB.AKING OF THE RA.'JD AND SUCH GESTt11UlS ARE NOT 

RliOAitDED AS ONE .LVI> Tnl!l SAMl! (AND YET THBY INDICATE AFFIRMA· 

TtON AND D:ENIAL). TJm COO~'l'l'IONS Olr TllJI WORD-Somm THAT 

AIIB PRODUCED HAV:E THE VARYING CllARAOTBRISTICS OF LENGTH, 

SHORTNBSS, ETC.-(WBICB ALSO SHOWS THAT THE WORD tS :l<OT 

~] ;-TilE IDEA THAT THE ONE WORD IS VARIOUSLY ' M.un:

l'li:STED ' HAS BEEN DISCARDED. THERE I$ NO ' OOMMONALTY ' 

(COMMON ORARAC'I"Ell;) PE~PTIRLE IN THE SBV:ERAL APPEARL'fCES 

OW THB W ORD; A.'<D IT IS· OI<LY THROUGH CONVENTION. THAT THEY 

llllCOME AIDS TO THE COGNITION OF DENIAL, AFFIRMATION AND THE 

UllST.-(2617 -2618) 

CO:I<J.MENTARY. 

• Such gutttrt.S '- such ns winking oj tM eyu, etc. ·· 
' IV ith 111cli mryi>~g eharactui.otie~ cut kngtl1, eu;. ·~this has to be construed 

with 1 /,uddhibhUat.a(l, ' • tJu. cognition., ttt.'. 
Nor can thesE" c.harac.teristics be due to variations in the' manifester, ; 8$ 

the very ide& or such 'manifestation • has boon di&earded.-' Tadvyakt~' 
-mwft'8t&tion of the eternal thing (Word-Sound). 

Nor can tho Word serve es the basil of IJIGGO t.hJ'Ough a ~; 
a.a no lAtch • commonalty ' is known ; a:od a ' oo:aunonalty ' that is not 
known cannot form th• ba$is of usage; ae in that eaao, the W~Bge would go 
on for 1111 time. 

• .A ich to the cognition of denial, ac. m. '-The • etc. 'incl\tdee affirmation, 
pormiMion, request and so forth.- The • gati' of these is their cognition, 
comprehension ;-the ' a id ' to this is its C<JtMO.-lt is the shaking of the 
hand, ttc. thllt become such aids.-Wbat i8 mennt is that the •amo would be 
the oaoo with words &lso.- (2617-2618) 

Jt hos boon o.rgtted by tho Mitn<Un10ka, undor Teu 2252, that-" For 
theso reasons the relationship between the Word Md its meaning is declared 
to be eternal 11

• 

Tbo &nawer to this is M follows :-
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TEXT (2619). 

JT HAS BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED TBAT WORDS DO !lOT BRl!IO ABOUT 

TKB OOOl\'lTIOll Olt ~CS DIB.&OTLY,-BECA.t1SII TmtRF. IS NO 

INVAIUABLJ!l OO!<GO)II'I'J.NGE B&TWEIIN WORDS AND EXTERNAL 

THlNOS; ALL THAT THE WORDS DO IS TO INDIOAT& THE 

PRESJ:!<CII (IN TR!l SPIIAKER) 011 TilE dt8ire lo 
~eak (OF THINOS).~26lll) 

COMMEl'.'TARY. 

M n matter of raet, t.he.re is no real eonnt~ction botw('o6n the \Vord and the 
thing expretsed by tt,-whieh eou1d be e.ithet eternal or non·t'lttrnnl. BecauAe 
it is not the txternal obj&cts that worc!A denote; ns there iJJ no lm·nrio.b1e 
concomit&nCf! between tham ; as has heen previo\tAly explained under the 
chapter on • Word •. And if words ,....., to donot< thin~!" without ouch 
contomitanc::e, thon there would be ineongruitif'tf.. 

Quution .~" If that. is so, then ...-bat. iA it. that. the words exp...,.." ! 
... .,.,..,..~·All lAm the vm-d• do, et<. eu. '-this • c!Hi"' to a~k' also, 

they point. t.o. not &S oomething derwttd by tb•m; tboy only serve"" sign.o 
indicAtive of it. ThAt. is \vby they ha.'·e been spoken of M • indicating' the 
Dui,.. to Speok. 'What happens is that when the Word is lltt.,....t. there 
ttppef\1'8 1\ 1 conception • enviAAging the object, and not tnvbJagin.g theo Duir~ 
to Speak; and what is not envisaged by the Word when h•nrd,- how oon that 
bo rognrded M' denoted' by it f-(2619) 

Quution :-•'If that ig so, then what is the oonn&otion botwoon tl1e words 
and theaaid Duirfto Speak,- by virtu• of which they could ..,rv• to indieate 
that Df<!ire I " · 

A t~o~tCt~r .-

TEXT (2620). 

WoRDS ARE DEPINtTELV IO'OWN-THROt10H PEROEPTIOJ< Al<D NoN

AI'PRBKBliSION-AS THE tjftd OF THE DESIRE TO SPEAX ; 

HIINGE B&TWEES TIIID( THE R&UTIOl<SBil' IS CLEARLY 

THAT OJ' Cause alld Bffect.~2620) 

COMMENTARY. 

Aa a matter of fact, words are definitely known-through Perception 
tlnd Non-~pprehen.aion in oueself,-t.o b<l the effect of the Duirt to Speok ; 
honce the relation b<ltween them is that of Oalt.lo ami Effect.-(2020) 

Says tho Opponent :-u If that is so, then Convention becomes useless ; 
the 86id couSt\1 relation being determined by the •aid Perception and Non
apprehension 11

• 

The AMW•r to thAt i• M !olloWll :-
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TEXT {2621) . 
... . 

IT 18 ONLY WHEN THE MAN HAS D&Fl'NlTELY RECO<INIS.ED THE SAID 

CAUSAL RELATIONSHlP THROUOH CONVENTION THAT RE COMPRE 

HENDS, FROM WORDS, THE De8ire to !JpeJ:d; ; AS IN 1'Ull CASE 

OF TIII!l OESTURES OF THE IIAND.-(2621) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ide& is 88 rollo"'-a :-The CO\LW relation that ha.o been reoo~ is 
with mere ' Desire to Sptok ' in general ; as for the said relation with · a 
p&rtioular' Desire to SJ)6flk •, no this would naturally be pnsont in tho 'sub
joctive chain • of tmother ~r&on (to whom the words are "}))ken), it could 
not be known except throt1gh Convention ; hence it. ia for the due asce.rtain
mont of this tha.t the Convention i1:1 made. 

Sn.ys the Opponent:- " How co.tl this be a.lioortained thro\tgh Convention 
alflo f If, at the time of tho making of the Convention, tlle particular dui re 
or the other person to lfJeok were tbo moons of bringing about the Cognition, 
thou it might be that the Convention thereupon would, at the time or \L""'go, 
eerve to bring about the Cognition or the particuler duire to #ptiiJk. .A.• it is, 
how6\-"41', the said mean.a ia not there yet. Because the Convention eannot 
be made without pronouncing the Word ; so that if the pGrticuler • desire to 
apea.k • were also comprehended from the samo word, then there would l:e 
mutual intexdep&ndence. Bocauso through Convention, the Word would 
indicate the particular Desire, n.nd the Convention cannot, bo made without 
t ht.; C<•gnit.ion of the partim1lM and general deaire to speak; honco there would 
bo clonr mutual interdependence,, 

'rhiA does not affoct our position. Aa n. matter of fact, the whole 
verbnJ usage is admitted only on the basis of one's own jmpreesions ; bece.u86 
it io r&dieally wrong, iUusory,- liko the ideas or the man with the blurrtd 
vision having the idea of 'two moons'. Where than doee the point of tle 
objoction lie? 

Xor indeed is tho Word the only moans oi knowing the particuler • Desire 
to Sp<~&k •, in all ea8N. B<>ea\J.Ioe there are other way. al8o in which the 
Couventjon can be mado,-ouch 88 actually _pointing to the thing, through 
Context, ote. by positing a sp<~cioJ meaning and thereby indicatmg tte 
pnrticular ' Desire to Speak ' . 

Thus there would b<> no mutue.l interdependence. 
Then again, to you ulso, who uphold the affirmative viow, the objection 

i• equally applicable, that tho Cognition or one man not bringing about tl:e 
Cognit•on in another man, bow can there be any oerta.inty M to the spookt<r 
and the hearer having the Cognition or the same thing !-And without the 
common Cognition of such a thing; there can be no Con,·ention. 

The answer that you would mako to this objection would b<> our answer 
alao to your objection. 

The following might be urgod-"JU the Word doeo not enter into the 
' Deaire to Speak •, how can it have any connection with thi& desire ascertained 



1202 

through Convention t Any Convention that is made ~ cannot be indiCt\· 
tive of any other meanio.g ; if it did, there would be incongruit.iM ". 

Thio does not affect our pooitlon. What is meant here by the term 
• Dosire to Speak ' is that which, even when in confusion tt.S t.o being in the 
form or the object or in it$ own Corm, does not ,·ary with it. B600U86 in 
.-.~lily it is only this that has the nntme of the ' D<laire to SpGnk '. 

And it is this particular form of tho • D""i.re to SpGak ' that ill meant 
here. Convention also is made in relation to this Desire, not in regn.rd to 
tho Specific Individuality of tbi031 : and hence thot .. mo particulAr Desire 
io whot is indicated by tho word. Thus alone ill it pos8ible for it to be con • 
..,i,-ed of in that form. Mere deaire ;,. gennol eannot be oxpreoeed by tb& 
word : u baa been explained above.-{2621) 

Quueion :-"If, 04 jult explained, the causal relation of the Word is 
only with such form of the Object as varies with the opooker'a ' deaire to 
ap&ak ·,~hon, how is it that in soveml pl&oeS, great teachers havo doolnred 
the relat.ionohip of the Word to oonoiot in the Convention itsolf,-or to be 
bo.8&d upon Convention ? " 

A~~~We>" :-
TEXTS (2622-2623). 

lT IS ONLY WX!t.'< TR:& CoNVENTIO!< IS TJIERE THAT TJO:IU: OOIUS ABOUT 

TIIJl CAUSAL RELA..TIONSKIP 07 TIDI WORD wtm Tllll OBJEOT VARYING 

\VITII TRB SPEAKER'S lliTII~'TIONS. lT IS ON TillS AOOOUNT 

TFIATIT IUS BEEN D:OOL&JIED TO Bll' DUE TO Co!<VIINT!ON': 

AND INAS&UJOH· A$ IT TS &CAND!I!STIID BY CO~'VIINTION, 

THE SAID RELATIONSHil' OOMJIS TO Bll SPOKEN OF 

AS ' CoNVENTION 'tTS£LV,-BUT NOT DIREOTLY, 

(ONLY PIO!TBATtv!LY).-{2622-2623) 

COMMENTARY. 

'&lmoyib ', 'con.vcotional ', la that which eomes about.--ia: preeent-. 
when the '&maya '-Coovention-i.a present jn the mind of t.be hearer. 
The torm is formed from the noun '10maya' with t.he nominal affix ' Thaf\ ' . 
Though Lhis a.Jilx has been ord&ined 04 to be used in the oenso of mere,;....,...., 
yet, ilt reality, there being no difforonoc botween pre.senu nnd coming i-nto 
&ti.tUncc, in the present inat.a.nce, it is the latter that is meant. 

'fhe Convention itself is prosont in the subjective 'chain ' of tho Speaker; 
and as the .. id relationship io manifeoted by that, the re!Mionohip oomee 
to be apoken of as • Convention' itoelf; but only figure.tively. And it is 
not al-ys present every time thot tho Word is nsed, 04 it appN<O only at 
e&rtain limos.-{2622-2623) 

S.ya the Opponent.-" If, M 11 .. boon said, tbere is no reel relationship 
between the Obj&et and the \Vord,-thon how dO&B tho .. id ootUQl rt~o&n~A;p 
come about. t " 

A-:-
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TEXT (2624). 

TilE Rl!LATIOK OF c.urn ..... o EFYEar IS l!IOT .U.'YTI{[!<O Dl1'1111B.X!<T 

PROM TKB TIID<OS THAT ARB TRE CAUSB AKD TKII EUJWr; IT 

IS TIIESB TRL'<CS TREHSBLVES TllA.T ARB SPOBJIY OP 

AS SUOII.~2624) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Th~ Oau88 and the Effect. '-i.e. the two things of which one is th& 
Oauso Ot>d another the EjJecl. 

• Spok•nof a• ..,cl• ·- 'Cowu>l relation ' , etc.-for the sake of brevity. 
~2624) 

&ya the Opponent-" If that is so, then ... they vary with each individual 
person, how could both the speaker and bearer rocogniae the same Relation
ship ! For inatenee, the idea present in the speaker' a mind i.s that • I am 
speaking of <he same thing and by the same word that I knew at the tim& 
of the Convention ' :-<>nd in the mind of the H&arer o.lao, the idea is that 
• thia mania apeaking of the same thing by the aeme word'. If it were not 
eo, then the oause (word) and the effect (oognition of the thing) being in 
two difforont piMea, bow could thoro be any Uaogo ot all ! " 

Tho answer to this is as folloW!~ :-

T EXT (2626). 

EAOII OF THE TwO 15 APPREHENDED BY DULL·WITTBD MEN AS Ol'ffi 

AYD TKE SA. M£ ; TR"''S tT IS THAT 11' IS R&Lt> TO OO~"TINUE DURING 

ALL TilE TDlll FROM TB:& Co>o-vJ:<<TION TO TII'E USAOI!>.-

(2625) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Dull~_,. '-i.e. people under illusion. 
• Gall '-e.pprohended. 
• Sarlklla, $/.C. '-i.e. the time tsken-oooupied-by the Convention and 

tho Uaago :-i.o. by the repeated idea o£ Cause nnd Effect and of sameness 
(of the Word and Meani.ng).-(2625) 

Qt.ueion :-" Why ;,. not the Relationship rognrded to be really one only. 
-<>nd why ahould it be rognrded as illusory (888umed)" ! 

Ani'Wtl" .-
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TEXT (2626). 

lT IS NOT POSSlllLE. FOR THE RELATIONSHIP. TO BE rettl AND one. BECA \l$E 

THE THINGS DENOTED BEING DISTINCT AND DIVEME, THERE 

WOULD BE NO RBLATIONSIJ!l' AT .~LL.-(2626) 

CmlMEN'rARY. 

The ono Relationship, when there, cot~ld. rn1bsist eit.her in d.ifl'erent., 
or non-different~ things.- It cannot subsiat in different thingA; booanse ench . 
t.bing rests within itself in it-s own distinct form ; and there can be no inter. 
ntixtu.re.-If it were in non-different things, thon, as the entity would be 
one only, wherewith wou1d t.bere be any ReJation.ciliip ? So that there would 
be no Relationship at all.--{2626) 

The Mim<!mM1ka has raised the objection agninst t.lle view tbo.t the 
Relationship consists of f.he Convention, under Text 2254,- to f.be effect that 
-"Is this Convention made for each mortal being or for ench utterance of 
the Word ? and so forth ". 

I t is poinl<ld out in the following u:tls that thi• nrgumeut is entirely 
'futile':-

TEXTS (2627-2629). 

AS REGARDS TilE .ASSERTION TIL\T-" TilE CoNVENTION BEING MADE 

l.i"OR EACH MORTAL BEING, OR FOR E·AOH U1"1'.EltANCE, :&TO. E"'''. " 

HAS BEEN 1\!ADE WITl:OUT KNOWLEDGE OF THE VIEW OP THE OTHER 

PARTY. AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE CONVENTION AS CONSTITUTING 

TlUl RELATIONSHIP DOES NOT BELONG TO THE TWO PAOTORS (W ORD 

AND ITS MEANING ),- IT BELONGS TO THE MAN ; THE ONLY RELA· 

TIONSR!P BE'rWEBN THE TWO IS THAT ONE SERVES TO M:ANill'EST 

(IND!CAT.IJ) Tl!E OTJIER ; AND THIS RELATIONSHIP ALSO IS NOT DIRECT. 

-NOR DO THE OTHER l'AR,TY HOLD THE CoNVENTION TO PERTAlN 

TO EAOR UTTI!RANCE ;-NOR (ACCORDING TO THEM) lS TJIE 0oNVEN • 

TION MADE BY GoD, OR ANY OTHER BEING, AT THE BEGINNING OF 

01\li)ATION; AS THE IDEA OF SUOl! BEINGS HAS BEEN ALREADY 

RllJEOTED.-(2627-2629) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the author means is that the contingency that has been urged by 
the "l!imcl1>18al:a does not affect the Buddhist position. Because the Buddhist 
does not hold that the relationship between the Word and Meaning is 
diroot; aeoording to him, it helonga to the Man; so that if the said view 
is found to be defective, that does no hnrm to the Buddhist. What belonga 
to one tlting cannot form the Relationship of o.notber thing ; if it did, there 
would he incongruities.· 

It has boon asked- " Is the Convention made for each utterance Y Or 
at the time of <:rea.tion ! ,-where two alternative viowa have been shown. 
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Tbe U>SWcr t.o that is thM this does not affect our ~it.ion, M ""' do not 
accept either of thoso viemo. This it! wbat is 88id ill the wordo 'Nor do the othu 
fX!rty, de. etc. ._, .EtWm' ato.nds for the Q<,nvention.-~ Pari '-Buddhists. 
-'God or any other beinqa '-i.e. Ood, Brohmii and so !orth.-{2627-2629) 

I t bE>O boon nrgued by the Mimam.aka, u.nder T ext 22GG,-" Would the 
Rel&tio08hip vary with oa.ch being or ,vou1d it be on.o only for all, etc. e~ ? u 

Tho nn.~wer to that is M follows :-

TEXT (2630). 

T.IIE RELATIONSHlP WITH :IAOU BJ:n<G MUST BE Dll'P!lllBNT, B:&:OAUSB OP 

' PERPETUAL FLux ' ; AS li'OR THE IDEA Ol' ' snrtt.ARITY ' , 

THAT IS NOT IN00)fPATIDLE WITH di.fferM~U.-(2630) 

COMMENTA.lW. 

The second viow is the one that is favoured. It would not involve the 
oont<ngoncy o! their being oogniaod as different; becall4o, oven when thoro is 
dif!oronco, tbcra can be nothing inooogruous in their being rogwded as 
1imiltJr. Hence wben tba Mim4"""ko said (in Tm 22.56) that ' tbare should 
be some idea of difference ' bo said what was • inoonclu.oive '.-(20:iO) 

The following might be u.rgcd-" The Perp<~u<>l Flw: is not admitted 
by us ; why then should you II>Y that it must be different on a.:eount of 
Perpotu<>l Flux ? " 

Tho o.nswer to this i8 M follows :-

TEXT (2631). 

TKB Coo!<ITIONS OP TII.L.'I'OS OLBABLY APPJ!AR IN SUOOESSIOI'; JllWOl! 

THEY D£0LABB TRAT (RELATIONSHlP) ALSO TO BB ~tie; 
OTHE&WISlll TllBRl: WOULD Bl! NO SUOOESSION. 

-(2631) 

COMMENTARY. 

• TIJI!IilPi ·-t~>nds for 1.ho Relat.ionsbipe. 
'Ahu/> '- t.hoy (Buddhi.ot.e) explain i t as suob. 
· Ollwv>iot, etc. etc. '-i.&. thoro would be no ouooession in the Coguitions 

aloo.-{2031) 

It has been arp;uod by tho Jlfimdmoako, under 7'e:o$ 2266, tb&t-" As 
thoro wonld be difference between the ideas of the Speaker nnd tbo He1>r0r, 
the uso of the Word would become vitiated. etc. ot.e.11 

'rho answer to thiB is n.a follows :-

30 
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TEXTS (2632-2635). 

As 'l'IJ8 lniDEIIST.L'<DINO IS CO:IOI TO BY M.C."Y PBBSONS AT ONl: AND TfW 

S,U(B TIME, THE Co~>"VEJ>"t''ON IS NOT HI!LI) TO BE DD'FE&IL."<T (WITH 

EAOll INDIVIDUAL); TlJST AS IN THE CASE OP THE ONE BlUt'1JOint. 
Ir ts NOT THAT Ol>"E CoNNECTION Ol< RELATtONSRil' IS PRBSENT 

IN T1IB MIND Ot THE SPEAKER, .L"<D AN ENTIRELY DIUJ:.'RENT ONE IN 

THAT OJ' TirE JiBA.RBB; BECAUSE IT IS 011 Ol<ll AND THE SAMJJ FOR~! 
AND IS PRESENT, AS SUCH, IN THE MINDS OF DOTH. WHEN THE 

SPIIAKBR PROOUDS TO LAY DOWN A OONNEOTION FOR THE BENEFIT 

011 THE HEARER, HE LAYS DOWN ONLY THAT OONNEO'I'lllN WIDOH 

HAS DEBN KNOWN TO HIMSELI1 FROM DBIIOR.E. TRUS, INASMUCH 

AS ITS RBOOONITlON AL\VAlrS APPEARS IN THE SAME IIORM,-EVEN 

\Vl!EN THE WoRD, E'IO. ARE DIPl!RRENT, RE OOMES TO COONISE THE 

ONBNESS (01' '1'IDI Co~'l!OTION).-{2632-2635) 

COMMENTARY. 

JUit "" t.bo Bluc·point, oven when se&n by aevoral people, doea not 
become divenoo,--cinulo.rly, oven when t.bo Convention regarding the eonnoc· 
lion ia modo by oovoral people, the connected (Word) will not beoomo diverse ; 
what to ""Y of the oeae whore only two porso114 are oonoorned t That is to 
say, &11 the persons have tbo same notion regarding it. CoMOquently, the 
oonnoetion for the E:oorer wonld not be different from !Mt of the Spooker.
(2632-2636) 

It hM boon a:guOO. by the Mimamaakc>, under T~l 2268, that-" If it 
be argued !Mt tho same arguments apply to the Jar, otc. also, then the 
"nswor ia tb~~ot it ia not so, beoauso what i.9 reeogniood in tho caso of these 
ia t.he Uniw:rlt:J.l, ote. etc.". 

The answer to tbia ia as follows :-

TEXTS (2636-2639). 

As JU:GARDS TRB Ju AND OTHER TRINos ALSO, TRE • UNIVERSAL' rus 

l!l:l'lN ALIUlAJ),Y DISOARDl!D.- THE 'CoN'YlOURATIO:N' ('UNIVERSAL') 

IS :NOT DLD TO l!ll A QUALITY OF MATIIRIAL SUliSTANOES.-NoR IS 

Tli1J OAPAOITY 01' THE Ja, TO CONTAIN WATER !'OR INSTANOll, 

KNOWN II'RO)I ITS ' UN!'Vli:RSAL '.-Jv TilE Ja, &ro. ARE NON. 

DlFEERIIN'I' PROM TRB 'UNIVERSAL', THEN, LllUl IT, Tl!JJY ALSO 

SHOULD BE E'l'l!RN'AL. Ill' 'l'llliN, TBEY AM DlFJfERIINT PROM THE 

'UmvERSAL ', m:BN IT BEOOMES OPBN TO OBJECTIONS REU.TING 

TO THE RELATioN Bl!lTWEEN T1IB '1'\VO.-Jv TRB REU.TIONSHIP 

WliRB SOI<IE'l'BING l'BODUOED, TBJIN TRB UNlVERSAL WOULD BE NON-
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ETB&'<AL.- JiENOE TlU OAl'AOlTY (OF THE JAR) TO CONTAIN THE 

WATER CAl>'NOT BE DVE TO THE 'UNIVERSAL '.-Ev.fiN 1J THE JAR 

ET<!. WERE DIFFERlilNT,--THERE WOVLD SURELY DE ALL Tl!BSE 

OBJEO'l'IONS REGARDING TltB ' CAPACITY' ; AND TRE EFFECTS Oir 

THIS ' OAl'AOITY ', IN THE SHArE OF THE co!Uaining of water, ETC. 

WOULD THUS HA VJI TO l)R R.EGARDBD AS ETERNAL.-(2636-2639) 

COIDlENTARY. 

' Alnady ditoa~Ykd '- in courae of the examinAtion of the • UniverMI '. 
The refutation or the 'Univen<al ' ia briefly ,.,t forth here also: 'TM

UniV~T~al is not, etc. etc. '-You, .3:f"ttndm.IQ:ko, do not hold the 'universal ' 
to be a quality of tho materinl subeta.nces,-earth, water, oto.-like their 
do:rk coloW", etc.,-68 aomot.hing distinct from th086 Bubetonce,..-Thougb 
tt iJ! held to be visible, it ie novor soon. 

Nor ca.n it be right to rogn.rd it as non-different from thllf!O; ns in that 
cnso the particular mMerlal thing also-like the Jar-would have to be 
regarded ""' .Umal, juat like itA! Universal. 

Even when it ia regarded aa diffetent from theaa tbings,-it becomes 
open to the objection that thoro can be no relationahip betwoon them. 
Bet.woan two different things, tbe only relation poaaiblo ia the causal on&-
tbat. tbe one should be produoad by tbe other; so tbet if the Univer.!81 were 
rega.rdod as productd by the Individuel things,-then the Univer.!81 ~ould 
become non-eternal, on aeoount o f ito liability to being produced, like the 
Jar. 

In tJome plo.ces, the rending ia • nityata ' , • eternoJity •, (ol' ' anityat<4 ', 
' non.,eterna.Jity ' ; the mennin.g in. tha.t cn.se is as follows :-If it is held that 
tbo Jar, etc. are produoad from the Universa.l, then the Jar, etc. would have to 

rega.rdod as eternol ; that io, this oauae being alway& !.hero, tho Jar, etc. would 
be there at all timas. 

U the Universal (or tho Ja.r) be regarded as being of t.ba nature of both, 
then it becomea open to the objeetiona that relate to both ;-end it also 
Ieeds to ita boing deprivod of itA! c>m-tiUB; because one and tbo aome t.hing 
•Rnnot be of the nature of two things. So that tho two would be two 
distinct entities,-and not OM, of the nature or both. U t.ho thing be hold to 
be noithor the one nor t.ho othor, then it ceases to bo nn entity. It has also to 
be pointed out that one t>nd the same thing cannot be both p08itive and 
negnt.ivo. 

• AU !hue objutioM '-in tho ohapo of (1) aboanoe of relationship, (2) 
tho oontingsncy of being eternal nnd so lort.h.-There ia tho additional objec
tion tbet tbe work of contaU.ing -... e1<:. also would have to be regardod 
aa etemal.-(2636-2639) 

It has been argued by the Mlmdm.!a.l:a, under Too:~ 2262, that-" the 
Connection is only a kind of PoteMy, otc. etc.". 

The answer to this ie ao followa :-
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TEXTS (2640-2641 ). 

l1l IT rs llELD THAT-" TB1I Co:on.-:EcrroN (oR RJa.ATIONSKlP) L~ o~-x.\' A 

JUND OJP POTBNOY, .U.'ll 'l'HDE CAN 8£ NO DIVERSITY m POTENCY", 

---'I'H£N 1'Rl1 POTBNOY oF THE WoRD A>-'D ITS M&\NINO womo 

DE O~"E AND THB SAME, AS 'I'II:ER"E W011LD DJI NO DISTINO· 

TION.-EVJIN IF TBl:RE WERE SOME D!STINOTION, THERE 

COULD BE NO CONNECTION B,ETIVEF.N TO P<YrENOY 

AND TUOSB TW0.-111 IT Wl!lRB SOMETIUN() 

PJlODUOJIO, l'HEN IT COULD NOT llH ETllR· 

NAL; AND THBRB IS NO OTIIER 

POSSIBILITY FOR ANYTIIIN0.-

(2.a4().2641) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Tlwo " .., otlw, tte. tte. '- Tiwlro being objoetio,..._... explained 
befo.........to t.he Potency being or no~ being of the nature of bot.b.-{2a.G-
2641) 

It lula been argued by the M"omdtnsaka, under T<Z4 2264, that-" At 
the time th&t the Connection is asserted, etc. etc. ". 

The nn.wer tc this is as follows :-

TEXTS (2642-2648). 

AT TilE TIMJI OF TJDI ASSERTION OF TilE CoNNEOTlON, . WHIIN THE WORD 

'COW 'IS UTTii1RBD, SOME PEOPLE, WHO ARE 000Nl8ANT OF THE CON

NEOl'ION, COMPREREND ITS M:BANINO,-Wl!ILB OTIIERS DO NOT ;-AND 

TKB REASON YOB 'mlS LIES IN THE PRESENCE 01!' THJ: CoNNitOTION m 
Tllll IIORM AND KA.NN.&R IN WlllOll IT IIAS BBBll MADE K:NOWN,:

UNDI.iR YOtJlt VU:W Ol" TliB r Col\~""B'TION 1
1 

HO\VltV.EB, ALL AJ:XS 

SDOULD COKPRIIRBND TBl! ~"!NO ; BEOAUSll AOOORDINO TO YOU, 

THE Co:."NEOl'!Oll CONSISTS OF Potent;y ONLY, AND POTENOY IS 

BTER.'<AL ; SO THAT IT SDOULD BB ABLE TO BBUIO ABOUT '1'KE COON!· 

TION 01~ TIU 'liE.A..l-o-rNO AT ALL TIMES; OR, OTJil:.RWIS..£, IT SHOULD 

NOT BB l!'RBB FIIOM Ll>UTATIONS.-lt! BEINO ETERNAL, IT WERE 

PRI!E !!'ROM LI)UTATIONS,-WBY SR011LD NOT ALL MEN OOMPRSIIEND 

THE )!EANINO OP THE WORD Y-lJI, ON TilE OTIISR JIAND, IT HAS 

LDllTATIONS,-\VHAT WOULD BE THE REASON IIOR SOOR LilltlTATION, 

WREN IT IS IN THII NATURll OF TilE POTENCY !T!IELF 1 A MAN WHO 

RAS NO KNOWLBDOB OF THE CoNVENTION (BBAlUNG ON TRE WORD), 

OR WBllN HE IIAS FORGOTTEN lT,-DOES TUB OOONITION 01!' TRE 

MliAI-'1110 APPEAR IN T1IB SA.Mll ONE MAN f BEOAUSB THll POTE.'<OY 

BESTRIOTED TO TilE PRODUCTION OP THAT CoONITION IS TDBRE 
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ALL THE T!ME.-'l'HJllDIIA IS THAT THE IITERNAL POTENCY TS EFBBO· 

TIVE ONLY WHEN IT IS ITSELF IU"'OWN,-SO TllAT, rB TRE· knO!IJ'n 

P OTII!<OY BE DI1111BRIINT II'ROM TKEUnhioWI> ONB,-TRBN IT LOSES ITS 

ETEBYALJTY ;__:wJDt..E nr IT IS TKB SAlm, WHY IS THIS DISTINCJ'ION 

SET I!'ORTII f-(2642-26<18) 

COMl<IENTARY. 

The proper idoo would bo thnt somo J)eople eomprol1end the me.>ning of 
words through that relatioMhip of ea.uso and etloet which might be there ; 
because the fact always romaina that such relationship is the means of such 
comprehension. 

But ns rogards the Rol~tioll8hip that you pol!i~ everything i• wrong. 
This is what is pointed out by tho word.<!-' Under ytmr tJiow of rllo Connection 
lwu:et;er, etc. etc. ' That is (in tho case of word11) t.ho Connection iR held to be 
" form of Potoncy,-and Potency is deseribod M productive capllcily ;-r>nd 
this Cl\J""'ity ill hold to be oU.rnal and uniform ;-and alwnys ....,tricted to 
tho bringing about of tha cognition of the m....Ung. 

Now the Q\lest.ion thnt ari8e8 is-Being th\18 restricted to the bringing 
about of the Cognition of the me.>ning,-is this Potency held to be withou~ 
Zimi«Ltion.t,- not limited to n. tow porsons only--or is it otherwiAe t Theso 
are tho only possible alternatives. · 

Under the first alternativo (that it is without limitationa), all men would 
have tho Cognition of tbe meaning at ono nnd tho same time.-Under tha 
aecond altomativo also, the oauao tbatservee to roetrict the said productiv""""" 
of the Potoncy to certain p<ll'80D8 has got to be pointed out; beei\USO in the 
CQ.S& o! all ovo.noscent effeot.IJ, tber& 81'6 n.lw&y8 certain C8\lsnJ ff\ctors thn.t go 
to regulat.e 1\lld restrict tholr prod1Jctivity ; not so in tho CMO of eterna.l 
things. 

The following might be urged-" In tbo caae of eternal things also, 
their very nature is such that they bring about only certain elfooiAI, not all. 
And certainly no one oon objoot to tha nature of things". 

In tba~ esse, if 8\>eh is it<~ nature by itself, indo)lendently of other things, 
then, pl"ior to the kn.owlcdge of tho Convention, or on forgetting tho Conven· 
t.ion,-unde.r auch conditions olso, the man who has comprohonded tba.t 
restricted meaning would continue to do so for all timo; beeau86 the cspacity 
of tbe Potenoy to produce that particular cognition would remain there 
permanently. 

The !oJiowing might be urged :-" As tho Potency brings about tho 
Cognition, tho Potency in tho shape of tho Relationship oon bring e.bout 
Cognition only after it hM itself been reoognised,-not whilo it itself 
remains uncogni.8ed; hence the incongruity pointAxl out dO(W; not o.riae ". 

This ia not right. If it i1 held that the Potency as .l:nown dilrcn from 
tha Potency u ~-then it loSM ita eternality.-If there i.a no diJ. 
!erence between tham, thoro is no justification for mnking nny such distinction 
ns the • Potency known' nnd • Potency unknown ' . Becn\18e for the same 
person, ono and the same thing cannot have the two mutually contradictory 
character& of boing .!.-nmon nnd unknown.-(26~2-26~8) 
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Then again, the Po!()ncy would he known only when the moons of know
ing it would be there ; as a matter of fl\Ct, however, thil means is not thet?. 
- With th;. idea, the Author puts the following question :--

TEXT (2649). 

COMMENTARY. 

In the following Peru, the Author eets fqrth in detail the anewt~r from 
the view-point o f the other po.rty (the Mim<l-.l:o) :-

TEXTS (2649-2651). 

"IT lS DY )fBANS OF P!lESO"Xl'TlOl< ;--'l'lre PROCESS DE !NO AS FOLLOWS:

"TKII loUN Pl!BCIIIVES "TKII WORD·Som<o, THll EXPERIENCED MAN 

(PRONOITl<CING TU \VORD) AND 'l'Hll THING SPOitEN OF-THROUGH 

. 8tn8e-ptruptiou ;-TilE PAO'l' OF THE JU:A.ItER HAVING COMPRJIIUINDliD 

THB )fEANlNG IS OOON1SED TRR0110H Jnjert:nU PROM HIS ACTIVITY ; 

AND Tlllt DUAL PO'l'ENOY IS OOON1SED m:ROUOR THE FACT 01' TltB 

PKBNOlolltNON NOT BEING CAPABLII 01? Al>'Y O'l'lll!!R l!Xl't.All'4'l'ION ;

'l'HUS I'l' IS BY PRESUMPTION TRA.T THliY REOOONISll THE RELA'l'ION· 

SWP VOUOIIRD FOil DY TltE THREE llfliANS OF 000N1'l'ION ".-[8hloka
IXirlika-SambandJI4kflpaparihara, 140-141).-(2649-2651) 

OOM:MENTA.RY. 

Tho process of the oomprohension of tho Rolat.ionahip hn.• beoll thnR 
described by Kwnarila :-(I ) First of all, through Se11Ml-1JD"COPiion, one 
cognises the Word (pronounced), the ~ "''"' who pronounces tb" 
won!, IUid the thing opol:tn of ;-eftor thet, through lnf..-.-., throu$1h the 
Inferential Indicative in the abepe of the activity (of the man), it i• known 
thAt tho Iloorer luJ.s untlerstood tho mooning of tho Word ;-the 'ncti · 
vity ' ia spoken of M • tnlerence ', in the sense of what is instrumental 
in bringing about the Inferential Oognition ;-then, through l'rutnnplion, 
he ~ the Potency aa 'dual ',-i.6. aa subsisting in the Word and the 
meaning.-Aa the PotMOY itself is dirodly cognised through Presumption, it 
ia said that 'they recognise it through Prosumption '.-• V~ for by the 
thm mtaM of Oognition.-l.e. it\ the Oognition of which, all the three moa.ns 
of Oognition hmction-in the ehepe of Pereeption,lnferonee and Presumption. 
-(26(~2651) 

The following Put sotl! forth the objection to tho above view :-

! • 
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TEXT (2652). 

TilE POTENCY CANNOT BB COGNISED lN THE MA.NJ>."ER SUOOESTBD; BECAUSE 

THE PHENOMENON IS QUITE EXPLICABLE OTBXRWISE j YOB INSTA.NC'£, 

TRERllllS NO DIFFICULTY IN THE OOlll'RE.RliNSION OF THE MEANING 

011 TllE WORD FROM THE WORD ITSELF A.S A.lDED BY 

0oJ>.'"Vlt!o"'l'ION .-{2652) 

COI>IMENTARY. 

Thi8 ehows tho inconclueive chenlotcr of the Presumption (cited by lhe 
Mimlimoaka) ;-the sense io that even without the eternal Relationship, 
tho phenomenon of comprehension of tlle meaning of words co.n be explained, 
"" obown.-{2652) 

The .... umption of the Potency is not right,-not only beoouao there is 
nothing to prove ita existence, but a.lao because the very notion of it i8 
ruu>ulled by proofa.-Thi8 i8 what is ahown in the followillg :-

TEXTS (2653-2655) 

UNDER TBJ!l VIll\V THAT TBJ!l P OTENCY IS BTlllRNA.L, TJD:Bl: 0...'< BE NO 

NEED I!'OR ANYTIIINO IN TIJ:B SHA.l'l!J OF COllo'"VENT!ON A.ND TBJ!l RRST ; 

AND '1'RB OO!olPREII:ENSION 011 TRl!J MEANING OF TllB WORD WOULD 

BE THERE AT A.LL '.I'I"MES.- !P A WORD HAD Tlll!J P OTENCY OP 

:&.'l:PBl!JSSINO OTIIER MEANINGS ALSO,-AS IN Tltlll OASl'l Oll' TRB 

WORDS 'Kali' AND 'M(J.rya '-lT OOULD NOT BRING ABOUT 

Tltlll Coollo'"ITXON 01' THOSE OTHER l\OIANINOS ; AS TilE 

PoTlllNOY OY THE WoRD ts RE$TRICTED.-Is THB PoTENCY 

HELD TO BB INDICATIVE OP TBB SEVERAL MEANINGS, 

ONE OR DIVERSE t !P IT IS one, TJmN AT ONE AJ>."D 

THE SAME Til\IE, THERE SHOtTLD BB 001>1l'Bl!JIIENSION 

01' THE SEVERAL >lEANINGS 0"6 TilE ONE WORD 

A.LL AT ONOE.-(2653-2655) 

COMMENTARY. 

:rho argument may be formulated u foUowa :-Words that are O%pi"088ive 
of things through the o.id of Convention CllollJlOt bavo o.o.y eternal ro.hition. 
ahips,-<>.g. such 'vords as 'g<ltll ' and tho like ;-11 Vodio as woll "" secular 
words like • go • (Cow) are oxpressivo of moenings through t.be holp of 
Convention ;- hanoo there is apprehon&on of whst i8 concomitant wit.b the 
contrary ;-' dependence' boing inclnd_ed under c presence of nonaetenl~l 
relationship', whiob is 'eont.rary' to tho 'presence of eternal relationship'. 

That this is so is going to be proved later on. On tho present. ooossion 
only the Invariable Concomitance is pointed out. It i8 through Relationship 
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in the form of POlOfley, -"hich is what bring10 about tho comprchellJ!ion of tbo 
meaning,-thot Worda are held to b&vo " permanent rell\tiowiliip ;-thUl! 
Potency, being eternal, cannot be bolped by ad)•thing else ;-hence it 
connot nood any such nida 88 the Convention and tho like. · Undor the 
circumstonoeo, the oomprohon.sion of tho monning of the word should be thero 
at nil times. 

Furth&r, such a. Potency could eithor be restricted to Olle mooning or 
rtiStrictod to IJO•wal moening10 ! - If it ia restricted to _...z moenin!P', is 
the potency of one Word to bring about the cognition of lh& a&voral mroniD~P<, 
one or • .,.,...z !-ThellO nro the only altornntives po88iblo. 

Under the first a.IWm.t\tivo, thoro could be no comprohonsion of tnonnings 
o.s is found in such caaoB as-when t\ different Con ve.ntion hna boon 60t 
up in reference to divorao times and plnees, the Word actually oxp..
anotbor ~ng ; ao for instance, in the case of the worda ' Kali ' and 
'Mli"'JG' ao US6d among the Dm•i.4M and the d'1f'l', which respectivoly 
donoto (nmong ono people) 'the lMt point of time' (death !) and tho 'Pori! 
of too muoh Rain ' ( ?) ;-no comproholl!lion would be possible l\8 tho 
Potency wiU have been NStricted to one meaning only; aa in the 
case of tb& Eye and othor organs of porooption ; tho Eyo certainly ie not 
capable of being made by Convention to bring about the approhonoion of 
Taste, et.o. 

Under the second altorootive also, thoro would bo the possibility of nU 
nl<ln comprehending the mooning of the Word at one and the flame time.
This is what is pointed ont by the woro.-• Of 1/u ono_,.,, <le. <tc..'.-(2653-
2655) 

Another objection js pointed out agn.inet tho stUDe vie\V :-

TEXTS (2656-2657). 

As TIIIl POTBl'IOY INDIOATlVB OF TI!ll ~!EA..'IING RKMAINS THERE AT ALL 

Tlli!ES, Till! OOMI'REWlNSION OF THE ~lliANING BROUGHT ABOUT DY 

IT WOULD ALSO Dill TR.ERlll AT ALL TIMES AND rOR ALL MEN.-

IJ, POB THAT, IT IS ASSUIDID THAT THE PO'l'El<OY IS DEl'EN• 

DENT UPON CoNVENTION, 7KBl< IT WOULD BE DlllPEN-

DBNT UPON A HELPER ; AND BEING hWptd, IT OOOLD 

NOT BB PERMANENT, ETJmNAL.-(261J6.2657) 

'For tJuu '- i.e. for the comprehension of the meaning. 
'sa '-the Pooonoy. 
'.llcilal4 '-Eoornru.-Thia is the ro&son why the Potency cannot be 

'helped '.-(26M-265?) 

Even gnmting the dependence of the Potency upon Convention ;-the 
Author points out another objection:-
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TEXT (2658) . 

INASMUOH AS Tn"E CONVl'!NTION TIIAT s:mRVES TO INDICATE THE MEAl>INil 

IS DEPENDIINT lJJ.'ON MAN,-TBJ!lRE WOULD llE POSSIDILITY OF 

'FALSITY' (MISTAKB) IN TIUI POTENCY, EVEN TBOUOJI 

BOlt.~ ()TJ{BR\VISE.-(2658) 

COMMENTARY. 

With the view that you may ha.vo a clonr and correct. eooC<"ption of the 
.n.,.nings of wordo, you ht<va discarded the agency of man (in the matter of 
tho Potency of word$), regarding him ao the source of confusion and mistako. 
-But when wordo used by cerWn pe111ons become confounded regouding 
thoir exo.ct significo.tion,-then tho VocUo acholanJ would ha.vo o.n cqunl 
Cognition of all those signiflcntions, nnd would they not themsel""" make a 
confll8ion among them f Spcclally aa t.hooe people would no• be ooguisant 
of the truth. Thu11 thon the Convention would be dependent upon the 
whime of men ; nnd who couJd restrt\in this whim whence it hae: begun to 
opomto, in tbo """" of mon ignorent of the truth !-Thus the Convention 
bom of the WU"08trained whim would iteolf be unroetrainod and hostile : 
and being so, why should it &void the wrong signification !-(2668) 

'l'o.king for gr11nted (for the sake of nrgument) that the Word hQS the 
Potency of oxprcsaing several meaning>o,-the Author proceeds to point out 
another objection :-

TEXTS (2659-2660). 

A SINGLE WORD MAY BA VII THE POTENCY TO EXPRESS SEVERAL li!EANINGS. 

EVIIN SO, SUOR TKI!<OS AS TBB 'Ag>liholra' AND 1'1IB LIXII, CANNOT 

ALL BE 01? USE TO ALL M:EN ; BEOAUSB IT IS POSSUILE THAT TKBY 

)lAY liJXPRESS TBINOS CONTRARY TO WllAT IS DE:SmED BY A 

CERTAIN PliRSON. JiENCEl 11017R ASSUMP'l'ION 011 AN 

ETERNAL R.Et.ATIONSHIP BETWEEN TIO: WORD 

AND ITS MEANlNG IS ENTIRELY VUTILE.

(2659-2660) 

OOMMENTARY. 

Even though word$ may b&vo the capacity of expreasing oevsral mean· 
ings,-tbe thing~t denoted by them are not capo.ble of aJI effective actions ; 
"" the causal oAloioncy of all things is restricted. If it were not eo, then 
there would be nothing dt8lrodi"" or non~i~6.-Thus then, when 
one wiahos to tJ)e"k of something capable of aceompli.shing a particulo.r 
fruitful act, ...... nd prooeedo to eet about the Convention in connection with 
a Word which by its nature io capeblo of expu .. ing thing>o,-he should 
set up only that Convention which would be conducive to tho expression 
of only tbat pert.ioula.r thing which be deaires to spaak of ;-but how could 
tha ba socured ! Thus, there being a poesibility of mistake, there is no 
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poin~ in MSuming an eternal r<llationahip between Words and Monnings.
(2659·2660) 

The author again proceeds to point out the futility of <he ossumption-

TEXTS (2661.2662). 

Wlll!N 'I'KBRB IS Nl!IID )'OR Tll& CoNVItNTION, WHY AJIE YOU SllliiKlNO TO 

DOLST&R UP. WITHOUT REA.SON, TH£ 'RflLATIONSB:d>' Jlf THE SIIAI'Jl 

01 THE BTERNAL POTENCY !-IN Tll'& )lATTER OF liiXP.RI!SSINO 

TIIfl MllA.lilliO, THERE IS liO'r POUND, .&PA&T PBOX Coli· 

VIINTION, <ll<"Y OPER.&TION OF SUCH A FlTLL•PLIID0'8D 

E.liTITY <lS TIT!: 'RllLATIONSlllP '.-{2661·2662) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the &lationehip, by its mare p1'006noo, wore the cause of the cogniti~n 
of the meaning, then, thOr<l would be auch cognition even in a man who is 
ignorant of tbe Convention. Hence tho need of Convention must be admitted. 
That bei.ng so, it being admitted that Convention ia a meona of comprehending 
the meaning,-why i• any auch thing belsterod up na ft fuJI.ftodged entity in 
the •hope of tha eternal Relotionahip,-without any ratlliOn I Because 
tbe function of the Relationship would lie in tho brioging about of the corn· 
prehension of tho maaning; and if this is brought ftbout by Convention, 
what is the use of aasuming an eternal Relfttion.ohip l-It hM •lso boen 
o><plained hundreds of timaa tlmt being oternul, it cannot have any peculiar 
featnre impoaod upon it; ""d hallOO it cannot need tho halp of anything 
eiJ!o. 

If caus..l efllcienoy is attributed to a thing which haa Elever boon foWid 
to ha officient,--tbon why cannot it be Msumod that Oll obtaining the 
Haritakl, tho Oeleatial Bei~ would """" their bowola movod 1-(2661-
2062) 

In the following 1&1:1, tho author poi"ta out "88in the impo88ibility of 
the functioning of the RelGtionship in quostion :-

TEXT (2668) . 

.ANY llllNCl'lONINO (Oil TH!l RBLATIONSHIP) HAS NJlVEJ\ BE.EN PEROEIVED. 

L~ TH!l .I.B8B.'<Oll OF Co~'VENTION.-U IT llB ASSER"t'liD Tll.&T Tll£ 

R£L<.1'10NSHIP PROOEI!OS 111\0M TIU! CoNVl!NTION,-TREN 

DISASl'ROUS JlfDU:D W0t1LI> SUOll A REGRESS 

BE.-(2663) 

COMMENTARY. 

' T""""' '-<Jtaodo for tbe OonVMtion. 
'DioaBtl"'tt#, .U. tic. ' ;-as there would be an infinite regre88 involved in 

the assumption of eomething "" the 'cause', whoM capacity has oevor been 
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perceived. For instance, ·having n.ssumed the Relationship, wherefortf 
could you not go on &aauroing other cDuses with unknown potencies 1 1 Unseen 
Potency' would be common to both cases. And so on and on, there would 
be a disaserous regress.-(2663) 

HEwing thus established th!> Invariable Concomitance (Pre~) of the 
Reaao1\ing annulling the opponent's ooncluaion, the Author sums up t.he 
argument that mere 1 Presumption • is • ineonelnsive ',-a. fact which has 
been explained before already:-

TEXT (2664). 

AI:L USAGE BECOMES EXPLICABLE ON THE BASIS OP ~IERE CONVENTION 

PROCEEDING PRO~! '.I'RE WIUMS 0~' MEN ; HENCE '.I'Jll!ltE lS NO 

RE.<SON ll'OR POS'.I'ULA'.I'ING Tll:E REX.ATIONSHIP.-(2664) 

COMMENTARY. 

'TIU! Relatit»Uthip '-i.e. n.s nn eteNl<ll factor.-(2664) 

AU this being established, tbe Author ne:rt. proceeds to point out the 
self-contradiction involved io the argt.unent of the Mimdmsaka, set forth 
under Text 2273, to the effect that-" For all persons ignorant of the Connee· 
tion, the Connection becomes known through long·continued tradition, etc. 
etc. ".-

TEXT.3 (2665·2666). 

1'1' IS MERELY SUSPECTED THAT THERE OAN BE NO OTHER EXPLANATION 

li'Olt USAGE ; BU'l' '.l'l'U T DOES NOl' lllUNG ABOUT THE PROPER CO(lNl

TION OF THE CONNECTION (OR RELATIONSBll') WHICH IS BEYONl> 

THE SENSES.-.<\$ ALL MEN WOULD BE IGNORANT, THERE 

COULD BE NO f LONG-CONTINUED TRADITION 1 W.WCR 

COULD ESTABLISB: 'IHE CONNECTION IN QUESTION. 

How TliEN CAN SUOH AN ASSUMPTION BE MAD!> 1 
- (2665·2666) 

C0llfli£ENTARY. 

If nU men aro ignorant,-then every prec(>di.og generation would also 
be ignorant; under the circumstances, bow could the Connection be established 
by that tradition ? No 'tradition • of :Slind people ever tands to bring 
about tbe right cognition of Colour; as onys Shabara in his BM.1t11~' In 
mattors like those mere human Q.SSertion cannot bring about :right cognition, 
just e.s tho word of tbe blind cannot bring about tho right cognition of 
Colour'. 

The following might be urged-'' All rnen aro co.lled ' ignorant', in 
the sense that they cannot perceive things beyond the senses, and not that 
they do not kn~w anything at all. And it is on tl•e strength of the fact that 
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Verbal """8" i8 othcrniAo inexpliCAblo that it i8 beliovcd with certaint)· that 
tb.,.. ha'"' boon gen...,.tioM of axperioneed men l<ho bavo bocu dui_,. cogni
sant (of the Connection in quostion) ". 

ThiH ia not right; bocause Verbal w;age could procood al8o on anothor 
""-"i!>-tbat or Oon.,mion. It has not been quito deflnitol~· Meertained. 
but i~ is doubtful wb&tber this is eternal or non-etornoi.-Thiil is tht" rcnsou 
why the Text. hu used the expression-' it ia suaputtd •.-.:\\'hnt i~ rn('!t\nt is 
time Ot\ tho bOAis of tho said 'Pre.~t~mption ', all thn.t itt Honght. to bo pl·Ov('(l 
ifJ the mere exi.&tttttt of the Rela.tioru;,hip; it indico.toa nothing obout tho 
poculit\1' fonturo of it ;- ·that iK, becauso there is no concornitn.noo with Ruch 
fll fOt\turo. On this point, t.hore is no rufl'o.rcnco bot.wacn P11mutuption mHI 
Inftll'onoo. f 

Tho following might be urged-" AB a matter of foot, no non-etornnl 
thing has ever been found to bring about the cognition or tbo mc'llnings o f 
wordlt: ; nor can this bo possible, M llA8 been oxplnincd before; rmd it iR 

thie incapacity of tbo non-eternal tbet provOR t.be Rolntion•hiJ> ('<hieh brings 
about the Mid Cognition) to be eternal. 

Thi8 oame argument, bowovor, e&n ·bo urged against tJ1o derMl thing 
nlso. The RoMoo adduced is also • inadmissliblo'; for iustanee, it can be 
ooid, with equal justiJ!ention, that tba mmal Relntionabip nloo has nover 
been found to bring a.bout. the cognition of the menn.ing; and furthrr, sneh 
things aa g08tureo by lbo band, ntc., oven though non-eternal. nl't' actually 
found to be oxpre88.ivo of meanings; hence the Opponont.'H Retuton is 'inad
mi68ibfo '. Renco it ea.nnot be admitted that u it is net po11ible for the 
non-etornal thing to bring about tho cognit-ion o f tho moaning ". On the 
ntb lll' hnnd, it is ;., the case of t-be m""-"! thing thM tho 8!\id expreggio•• 
ct\nnot bo right; bocauae of t11e incongruity involv6d in tho nfl'octivc nct.ivlty 
of the ot.ornol thing boing oonaecutive or concurront.- Whnt bM boon said 
therefore, doeorves no conaidomtion.- (2666-2666) 

Having thua aummod up the 'Inconclusiven ... ' of Preeumption, tho 
Author now sums up tbe argument to the contrary, annulling that. 
~mpt.ion:-

TEXT (2667). 

FOR 'I'HESB R&A.SONS, ALL SVCB WORDS AS t Cow ', 1 HORSE ' A...".O SO 

lORTH O.U."NOT HAVE .U.'Y RTERXAL RELATIONSlliPS,-B&C.WRE 

THllY ARE DEPElil>ENT UPON CONVENTION,-LfKE SUCH 

WORDS AS 'gavi' AND THE LIXB.-(2067) 

COMMENTARY. 
'Tat '-'rhoretore. 
1 N1Jya~ambandl;ayogina~ '-to be construed with • na '. 
Tho formnlation of this o.rgnment bM been pr680ntcd boforo.-(2667) 

S..)'t the Opponent:-" Such words aa 'glivl' and tbe like are incorrect 
(gremmatically) ; and as such these aro not truly ..,_,...,,;""; hence your 
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Corroboro.t.ive Instance is ina.clmiMible. This ha.CJ been thwi aMerted by 
J(un>.ariU. (in Slllokavart·ika-Eternality of Word•. 276)-' For Uli, the word 
Go is eternal, and peoplo ba.ve the idea of the artimo.l Cow from such vulgar 
deformations of it as G<ivi and the like only when they resemble the original 
correct word Go; and the use of the incorrect form is due to iuca.pacit~· '-The 
mooning of t.hia ia a.s foUows :--The eorroot word Go being t ruly expressive, 
when people RnY that the idea of tho Cow is derived also from the use of Ute 
incorroot (corrupt) words M Oiivi and the like, the said idea is not provided, 
by these incorrect words.- Then how does it arise ?-It arises from. its being 
like the original correct word Go ;- thia (use of the corrupt word) is 
due t.o th0 incapacity of the ma.n to pronounce the cortect form ' go ';
from this arises the peculiar action of the Palate and other Speech-centres, 
from which follows the utterance of the corrupt ... vord gavt. Bltartrhari a.lr;o haa 
declat"d"" follows :- ' Tho child, on being taught, so.ys amha, amba (Mother, 
Mother) in the indistinct form, and yet people knowing the correct word 
have the definite cognition from it i in the aame manner, when the correct 
,vord should be used, if one uses the incorrect form, from tba.t there is inferred 
a. certain meaning through the intervention of the correct word ' ". 

This idea is set forth in the following :-

TEXT (2668). 

u 'rHE OAP ABLE (EXPRESSIVE) WORD 1 go ' BEING THERE, IF THE IDEA OF 

TR1l Cow ARISES FROM THE USE OF TRE CORRUPT FORM 'G!Vl ',
IT IS :OUE TO ITS RESEMJ!LING 'rRE ORIGINAL (COitREOT) WOR:O ; 

-$UCl:! USE BEIN() :OUE TO THE INCAPACITY (OF THE 

S:PllARER)."-(2668) 

COMMENTARY. 

The above argument is answered in the following :-

TEXTS (2669-2670). 

THIS CANNOT BE RIGHT. Row 0~'<' ANY SUCH COGNITION OF THll lUGIIT 

~lEANING APPEAR ON ACCOUNT OF THE RESEMBLANCE TO THE ORIGINAL 

CORRECT WOR:O, AMONG }"'SBERMEN, ETC. , WHO ARE IGNORANT 

OF THE SANSKRIT LANGUAG);: ?-FOR THESE REASONS IT 

OA.NNOT BE A:OMITTE:O THAT THERE IS AN ETER.'IAL 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WoR:OS AND MlilANINOS. 

IT CAN ONLY BE BASE:O UPON COJ>."VENTION ; 

AS THAT IS l/OSSJJILE IN ALL OASES.

(2669-2670) 

COMMENTARY. 

'S'hanaka' is the Fisherman.- ' Etc.' includes the MluhclU14S and other 
people. In the case of these m en what really happens is that it is only when 
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things aro spoken of by correct Senskrit word8 tbat they become confounded; 
hence in aucb caaee, the cognition of the mooning cannot be due to reeemblnnce 
to the original oom>et word.-(2860·2670) 

It has boon argued by the Mim4moolm, under 2'ut2277, that--" DifO!Olu
tion may be tbere in tl>e form ol the deotruction of p&rticular countriee or the 
deatruction of p&rticular farniliM, etc. etc.". 

The answer to thi.o ia as folio,..:-

TEXTS (2671-2673). 

lr TRRR.E BB DJ.'ISOL11TION IN TBll :IOlUI 07 m!! DESTRUCTION OP 

l'ARTJOUL.&R OOUNTRIZS OR TUB Dli!STRUOTION 0., PABTlCULAlt 

l?AMILlli\S,~R IN TKII "IOIW OF THAT UNDENIABLll DESTBUCTlON 

POSTULATBD BY vtB BUDDHIST,-W1UOH IS SUSPliOTED OF Al!FliCT· 

ll<G BRAHM1, liTO. A.LS0,-.8UOH DESTRUCTION' WOULD Bll POSSDlLll 

FOB THE VEDA A.LSO. fuNOI!l ANY SUBSBQUliN'T ID!!A.~ TI'L\'r l>liOBT 

APPEAB (AS BASI!D UPON THE VJJDA) WOULD BE ONB WHOSE BASIS 

HAS BEEN DESTMYIID, AND rr MIOBT DB ASSU)IJIJ) TBA T THEY MAY 

ALL Dll JIA.LSE ANO WRONO, ARISING li'MAI DELUSION, STUPEl1ACTION, 

AND SUOH OTB:SR SOUMIS; AND BINOE THE Veda NOW A\'AlLAllLll 

WOULD Bll ONLY A MIIRll SJIMDLANOJI OV TBI ORIOINAL.-ALL TBJISE 

NOTIONS lUOHT 00 ON ARISINO UNTIL REASONS ARE NO'l' A\' AIL

ABLE TO 1'Bfl OONTRARll.-(267)-2673) 

COMMENTARY. 

The view hold is a.s followa :-Wo also do not spook of a dissolution 
consisting in the diat>ppeo.r&nce or nll word8; nor do we adroit of a beginning
leos Personality who create& and deotroya tho world. What we ht>ld <• >hat 
the entire univene ia beginning!- ;-Verbal Ullage also (aecordlng to tL•) 
goee on, based upon ConC<>ptions ariaing froiD beginningleea Impressions.
But aa regards tho • Dioaolution ' that you have deoeribed, aa consiscing in 
tbo • ~ction of p&rticular countzieo' or tho • deetruction of particular 
fam.iliee '.- aleo the Bucldhitt'a ideo of Diaaolution consisting in the with
drawal of the enezlp. ol Fire, Water ond Air,--utending (o) horizontally 
over the • ~ ', (b) downwudo to the wry limits of the 
atmospheric Air, and (c) upworda, gradually, to the First, Seeond &nd Third 
stageo ol ' Dhy.tno ',-bicb cannot be negt.tived by any proofs, end is there
fore • tuldMUoblo ',-which it il ...,p&oted, afteot.o Brahm4 and other Beings 
also ;-undor both theoe forma ol Diaaolution (one posited by tho Opponent 
and tbe ot.bo< by tbe Buddhilt), the ~ction of the Veda would be quite 
pcl6llible; and it ...-ould also be justifiable to OMWDe that. what is aaaerted there 
is a.D wrong; ao that what ia now known u the • Veda' ia something quito 
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diiforent from the original, of which it is a. mere • Semblance', a mere husk, 
muquerading as the ronl V eda.--8uch a suspicion i8 quit& possible, and 
oonnot be oo.sily shaken off, until there &re proofa to the cont<ory.-(2671-
2073) 

The following might be urged-" There i8 a proof nnnulling your con· 
el'uoion. For instence, throughout the cou.ntry men cannot alter· the text 
of tho Veda; from tbi8 we conclude that it has been oo in tho put and i8 
going to be so in the future''. 

In anticipation of thio, the author provides tbe fol'lowing answer :-

TEXTS (2674-2675). 

As A MATTER OF FAOT, lll' THJlRE WERE A DESIRE TO ALTER THE TEXT 

O"ll' THE VEDA, THE W ORDS OOULD NOT RE.<UAIN ntl!l S.U!Il,-$0 ALSO 

1W THERE WERE NO SVOR DESIRE IN 'I'BE MlNDS 01' iiO'!N,-THEN 

AND NOT O'l'lm.RIVISl!, OOULD TBl!.R£ Bl!l A.'< LVl'OSSl:BILl'l'Y OF 

Rl!QAJI.Dil\'0 TB1l VBDA .L'<l> l'l'S MJI.Al>'"INO BEINO 0T11ER 

THAN THl! ONB USUALLY A<XlEl'Tl!D.-EVBN ll!' 

THIS DESmll IS NOT THERE, THE SliSPIOION 

DOES NOT AL'l'OOETHER DlSAI/l'IIA.R.-

(26U·2675) 

CO'If.tMENTARY. 

JI it were a fact tbet even when ono has the desire to alter the text of 
the Veda, there is no change in the words of the Veda,--or ii the desire itself 
to change tbe text were impoeaible to be produoed,-thon alone could it be 
taken u proved that man hu no capBcity to alter the Vcdio text; but that 
conclll8ion also could not apply to an men; M the more non-pareoption (of 
~uch chongo) does not prove "nything ; ..nd a.!so becauoe there ia difference 
in the capacities of mon.-All a mi\ttor of fact, howovor, it is quite possible 
for m<>n to alter the text of the Vedio p88Sa.ges-f!ueh aa 'S/l().nno devirabhi
#/41Jl, olc. '-or to explain them as meaning •omothing quite different trom 
whae they <>re reg<>rded u m01>ning. For instance, we find thM oven Mimllm· 
ltJJ:tu and the Author of the Niruk/JJ and others do often differ among them· 
oelv01 regarding the explanation of Vedio texte.-Hence the doubta rege<ding 
ita voracity and fidelity cannoe 08880 altogother.~2&74-287S) 

It has been argued by the Mimam.oka under Teo:l 2288, that-" The 
Order of sequence ia not a produob; ie is always aooepted u an est..blished 
entity, etc. etc. ",- where oe.rtain objootions have been anawerod. 

The rojoinder to that is os follows :-
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TEXTS (2676-2678). 

TK& ORD&R OF SEQUliNCB lS NOT AOOEI"l'ED BY ALl. KEN AS l'JXEO roR 

ALL; 1N I'AOI', PBOPLB ADOPT TB:E ORDER OH WORDS AND S&."\TR..'~\CES 

Al"D L&'JTERS ACCOJ\DINO TO. THEm OWN WISH. Jr THAT \VEl\& NOT 

SO, TREN, J'O& YOU, LIKE THE VEDA, Tli:ER:t WOULD BE NO BOOK 

WRlTT~ BY ~r&N; SO THAT THE OOMPOSINO OF ALL MEANlNO· 

LESS (Ol\ WIOK&D) WORKS IS RENDERED IMl'OSSIBLB AT ONE 

STROKE I BECAUSE THERE COULD Bll NO OJll\TAINTl( THAT 
TillS ~IAN IS UTTERING WORDS IIXAOTLY AS •!'KEY HAD 

BIISN VSIIO PltEVIOUSLY BY OTHRRS,-TREREPOBI! LIKE 

THII RELATIONSHIP, THEY ALSO COULD NOT Bll 

REOARDBD AS beginni?117lu8.-(2676-2618) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compo,wd 'padavciJ:ya.,-' ia 1<> boolCpOunded -'pada'- words 
-• uaJ:ya ·~tonce&--' akfa.m '-letters ;-the • bomcl'-order of se· 
quen.........,fth-. 

• A~ntha, - olc. '-«>nstrue "" • K~il> dlu>IUfd ', 'composing 
hM been ronder«l impoottible '. 

'AnarUwJgra"'-"a. "-is a 'vork which has no 'a.rtho '-een.se ; i.e. such 
meaninglou tJCntencea as 'ten pomegranates' and tho lilco.-Or 'a11artha' 
mny be • works contrary I<> the Veda ', wick«i,-like thooo formulating the 
Buddhiot dootrines, for instance.-The term • mat,..' donotoo uni,...M!ity. 
-' krti ', doing, composing.-' tatlla '-like the Ve®.-
. ' At\iyad '-no certainty; i.o. thore W0\1ld bo no corto.inty on t.hc 
point. 

• Tal •:......rhereforo.-(2676-2678) 

h hNI been nrgued by the Mim<l~ under Too:~ 2291, tbnt-" 'l'h& 
idM in the mind of every sp<l<lker iB tbnt 'I am uttering words that have 
been uaed. by other pe<BOns'; thia in itself makoe them eternal, et<:. etc.". 

Tbo answer to thia is .. follows :-

TEXT (2679). 

TIIE rDBA TJIAT 'l MI USINO TKE WORDS THAT JUVll DBBN USED BY 

OTIIl!R P"&RSONS ' WOIILD PROCEIID FRO)! tLLVSlON, DUE TO THE 

lUt<lOONITION OP SDIILARITY ; JUST AS Tll.Sl\E IS u; 
THE CASE OF AOTS.-(2679) 

001\IMENTARY. 

• Karm<Whldaoot '-the • vati •_..ffix added nfter tho Looot.ivo ending. 
This pointe nut the po!Oiibility of tbe rocognition of similnrity leading 

t<> a. conclusion contmry to that degired by the other pArty, and thoreby 
'indicetea itA 'inconcl~h···ness ' as a reo.son in support of the latter.-{2679) 
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'l'he following might be \t.rged-" How is it known that this is an 
illusion ? , 

An.tt»et :-

TEXTS (2680-2681). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, ~'HE WORDS UTTEll.l:lD BY A MAN A.RE NOT EXAC'l'LY 

THOSE USED BY OTREliS ; AS THERE ARE ALWAYS DIFFERENcES 

OF ACCENT ANl> OTH:eR DETAJL~.-THESE LATTER A.RE NOT 

PROPERTIES BELONGh'<G TO THE MANIFESTING AGENCY ; 

BECAUSE THEY ARE ALWAYS PERCEIVED IN THE FORM 

OF LETTERS. CoNSEQUENTLY THE LETTERS PRO-

NOUNCED BY EACH MAN MUST BE ltMA.RDED 

AS DlS'fiNCT,-LIKE THE JAR AND SUCH 

TffiNGS. Tms DIFFERENCE BEING 

QUITE CLEAR, WHY ARE YOU 

DENYING THE SIGNS 011 THAT 

DI1111ERENCE 1-{2680-
2681) 

COMMENTARY. 

• A.ccents '-such ns the ' Udiiua, and the re.<:~t. 
'Other details '-including ~:~wiftnoss, slowneas, n.nd middling. 
'These are 11ot properliea, etc. etc. '-' Theae '-i.e. Accent, etc. 
"Why? 11 

Bec~>use these Aeeents, etc. '""' nlwa.ys perooived in the shape of Letters ; 
i.e. they tu·e known as such. 

'T'M signs of tlwe '-The •igns of the clifferenee of the Letters. 
' Why are you denying '-in the words 'there ia no other sign for yotl' 

(Text 2291).-(2680-2681) 

It has boon argued by the Mimllm.saka, under Text 2292, th<>t--" Ju•t 
t\.8 in the case of the Jar and such things, etc. etc. ". 

The answer to that is a.a foUo"'·s :-

TEXT (2682). 

THE IDEA THAT ' IN THE CASE OF THE JAB, ETC. THEIR USE IS CHARAC

TERISED AND INDICATED BY THE H UNIVERSAL " I RAS ALREADY 

BEEN DISCARDED ; BECAUSE THE UNIVERSAL DOES NOT li:XIST, 

AND BECAUSE IT CAN HAVE NO CONNEOTION WlTli TK£l 

lNDtvlDUAL THING.-(2682) 

COMllfEJ.'<TARY. 

• Already •-under the chapter dealing with the 'Universa.J •. 
'Beoous6 it dces not ~iat l- i.e. because the Universal has no oxistence. 

31 
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Even if it exist., it can have no connection with the Individual thing, 
in tho shape of tho Jo.r; because it cannot bo bonetltod by this IRtter. 
Ronce ita uae co.nnot bo regarded os ohRrootoriaed or indicnte<l by the 
'Univorsal '.-(2682) 

The following - poinb. out that, u a eonaequence of what has gone 
above, it follows that all that has boon allegocl by the other party on the basis 
of the' Uniwrsal • il entirely irrelevant,-

TEXT (2683). 

ALL sucn UnitJtrsah, TtmRUORE, AS 'PALATE' AND THE BEST VABY IN 

ALL MEN ; OONSEQUBNTLY WREN TKE SPEAJO!R UTTERS WORD· 

SOUNDS, KE DOES NOT DO SO THROUGH THOSE 

u .. -mmsA.LS.--{2683) 

COMMENTARY. 

It hM boon argued by the Mimdmsokl>, under Teo;l 2204, that- " there 
aro distinct Universola of tho Articulations .vhicb serve to b1·ing nbout the 
ma.nifeeto.tion of the Word.Sounds, etc. et.c.. " 

The answer to this ia as follows :-

TEXT (2684). 

Tlrus THERE ARE NO DISTINor UNIVERSALS 01' TRESE AltTIOULA.TIONS 

WBIOR COULD 9lllRV11 TO BlUNG ABOUT THE MANIFESTATION OP 

THE WOllD·SOUNDS; NOB ARE THERE AS ~!ANY O"f 

THESE AS THERE ARE LETTEBS.- (2684) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Tai'- Tberoforo; tbua.-(2684.) 

It has boon argued by tbo Mim<imlelka, under Teo;~ 22M, that...:." Tho 
order of sequence among the Art.ieulatio.a would be duo to the order among 
tho Conjunctions and Disjunction& of tho Palnto, etc." 

The OUISW8r to this ia as follows :-

TEXT (2685). 

NOR, AS ASSERTJ!D BY YOU, OOULD THE ORDER 01' SEQUENCE AKONO 1'JIB 

AJI'l"IOUL.<TIO"S BB DtJE '1'0 THE OBDBB AMO"O THE 0oNJVNOTIONS 

ANl) D ISJWOTIONS 01' THE PALATII, E'l'O.; NOB OOULD THE 

ETERNALITY Oi BOTH BE DUB TO THllllR BESPEOTIVB 

u~""IVBRSA.LS.-(268/i) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the M"tm4.....,.1:o, in T"'" 2296, that-" Just as 
in tbe case of Moving About and other actions, there is an ordeo- of oequenoe, 
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through the Univen;al subsisting in tbo various factors of the Action, ete. 
etc.". 

As against this, it is pointed out in the following Tut that tbe Corrobortl· 
tive Ineta.nce, 'Moving Aboue, etc. ' is 'ino.dmisaible' :-

TEXT (2686). 

JUST AS IN THE ACTIONS 01' MOVING ABOUT, &TO. THERE IS no ORDER 01!" 

SEQUENCE TH!IOtJO.H THE UNIVER.SALS,-SO TOO THERE IS Mne 

..ulO!IO THE PALATE, ETC., THE A.llTIOtTLA'tlON AND 

THE LETTER.-(2686) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is, because the very idea of tbo 'UniversaJ • itself bao boon di.o
earclod.-{2686) 

It has been o.rgued by the Mim4tnsaka under Text 2297, that.-" The 
individual Artioulot.lons themselves boing extremely subtle, ete. ete. ". 

The answer to this is aa follows :-

TEXT (2687). 

THE OOONITION Oi' THE PROPERTIES 011' THE UNIVERSAL cannot BE DUll TO 

TliE SUBTLB. NATURE Oi' TB!: L'<l)IVU)UALS; nor OA..'< THERE BB, 

THROUGH THIS, THE COGJ>ilTION OF ORDER AMONG TIDI 

• LETTERS, EVBN THOUGH THESE ARE ALL· 

l'ERVADING.-(2687) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbe second lino is the onawer to whM hM been assorted by "the Mim<im· 
8aka in tbe second line of Text 2297.-(2;B87) 

I t hM been argued by the M"tm4mooka in Tm 2298, thet.-" Tho Letters 
following up the properties of the Artioulotiona, \vhicb appear there ao 
et;erno.l, beoomo expressivo of divel"Se' mMninga " . 

Tbe answer to this is as follow>~ :-

TEXT (2688). 

CoNSEQUENTLY; THE LIITT&RS, FOLLOWING TH.I!l PROPERTli!S OF TJlB 

AllTIGtTLATIONS, WRIOH APPEAR AS ETEIINAL, cannot BEOOMll 

EXl'IIESSIVE OF DIVEIIS:E MllA..">'INGS.-(2688) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asaerted by the M"tm4moaka in Text 2294, thet.-" there are 
distinct Univeroals of tbe Art.lculation.o, et.c. et.c. ". 
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AdmiWng this (for tru. .a!<& of azgun•en•) the Aut.bor p~ to point 
out. obj('CtinM 1\g&iMt tJJe ideA of the • UnivftNftl ' :-

TEXTS (2689-2690). 

TlllmE Ill ANOTILE& POINT: GRANTING THAT 'THERE ARE UNIVERSAL$ 

WID(ll! SERVll TO MA.NlFESr THE SOUND~, AND THEMl ARE AS ~!ANY 

011 Tli:&SE AS TliEJ.Ul ARE LETTERS' ;-UNDER 'Tms vu:w, AS 

TilE MANll1ESTER WOULD BE ALWAYS TllBRE, TilE SOUND 

8JIOUI.D DE BEARD AT ALL Tn!l!S. CONSEQUENTLY, THE 

ORDIII!. 011 SEQtrllNGE AMONG TRE LETTBR·SOUNDS 

CANNOT Bll IN ACCORDANCE \VlTll TII'E ORDER 011 

TBll MAl\'IFESTATIO:s'S.-(2089-2690) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 1111voral p8rticles uoed. here nre to be takon .,. eerving U>e purpose 
of introduction. 

• re• '-for this ree.son. 
The mooning •hua comes to be this :-As Universal• are t.be mnnileeters 

of the Word-Sound, there should be approhenaion of t.be Sound. at 
nil timco. And u tbore iJ! no order of sequence among the mnnilcstations .. . 

[The PMMB• i• corrupt and full of k:cun01; honce unintolligjble].-
(2680-2600) 

Granting (for the sake of argument) t.bo ~latlonship between the 
UniveNJal n.nd tbolndividual, tbe Author proceeds to point out objectio,_ 

TEX'l'S (2691-2692). 

a '11lB U!>"IV£JISA.LS OONTt~:vs TO EXIST AS RELATED TO 'l'Hll L'mrvmtr.u.s, 
Till! MIDl.'UJ.I'l'Y Oi' TRE ll."DIVIDUALS ,\UI() 18 IR&ESI.S'IIBLll. OB 

( OONVliRSltLY), D' THE INDIVIDUALS t:XlS'l' AS RELATED TO TRE 

UNIVB&SALS, THEN Till!: UNIVE&SALS AUIO SHOULD BE NON· 

IITflRNAL, BVBN D' YOU DO NOT RDLISB IT.-(2691 -2692) 

COllfMENTARY. 

Every Rell\t.iouahip subsists between two relativos ; Universals are 
·regard&d M ,et.ornol; hence wlmt exists in the form rolatod to the Universal, 
must itself be etema.l. Otherwise the Univarsnls would not have their form 
oonaieting ol t.be relationship of the Individuals. Similarly,. M Individuals 
a.e held to be non-etarnal, the Universale, whiob oonaitt in t.bo relationship 
to theoo, must al.oo be non-eternal. If the Individuals are non-eternal, the 
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UnivorsaJs ll\ust also be non-eternal. If it were not so, then, while one of 
the two reJatives WO\lld be there in o. perfect condition, it cannot be right 
for tht'l other to bo itnJl(\rfeet ; aa in thnt eoso, tho Relntionship itself would 
cease.-(2691·2692) 

Another: objecti9n, urged before, is reitern.tcd-

TEXT (2693). 

TBE FACT THAT THERE CAN BE NO COl!tNECTION WITH manifeata~i<m. 
HAVING BEEN ALREADY ESTABLISHED, 'I'KE LE'l"l'ERS THUS 

COULD NEVER BE EXPltP.SS(VE.- (2693) 

COMMENTARY. 
(Corrupt.) 
It has been assertod by the Mlm<im•aka \mder 'l'e.-.t 2300, that-" Time 

ia one, all~pervnding, eternal, etc. etc. , 
The <u>awer to this if; "" follows ,_ 

TEXTS (2694-2698). 

TIME, AS SOMETHING ONE, ALL·PBRYADINO Al."'TD E'X'X:UNAL, HA$ ALREADY 

BEEN REJEai"El) ; NOR IS rr MANIFESTED IN ALL TliiN'GS, LtEE THE 

LETTERS,. RY Al'OYTBll:rG ; AND IF TT IS ~lANIFESTED IN Tim Ll:TTJSRS, 

lT CANNOT IIOR~! A li'ACTOR lN THE EAl'RESSION OF THE MEANING 

OF WORDS ;-AS IT IS NOT DIFFERENT FROM OTf!ER TRINGS,-AND 

AS IT DOES NOT JSXIST ELSEWIIERE, IT CANNOT BE ETJ!:RNAL.- TlroS 

THEN, Tll:E ORDER OF TllE L.&'l'TERS,- AS ALSO THEm SI!ORTNJSSS, 

LENGTH, ETC.- ARE ALL ADJUNCTS OL' TlUl ARTICULATION, AND ARE 

NOT SO MANY PHASES OF Tum.-TlroS FOR YOU, THERE IS NO 

PROPERTY IN WORDS WHICH IS ETERNAL; HENCE IT BlSCOb!ES 

ESTABLISIIED THAT THE WORD IS NOT·l!l"l'llltN.U.,-Il'OR THOSE WBO 

REGARD THE LETTER AS NON-ETERNAL.-NOR COULD tT FORM PART 

OF THE P.ROP:&RTY OF ANYTHING ELSE,-LIXE THE FLElliTNl:SS OF 

THE HORSE,-Ill IT \\'ERE ASSUMED THAT TKE MANill'ESTING COGNI· 

TJONS BRING ABOUT TilE MANIFESTATION OF THE WORDS.- (26!)4-

2698) 
CO~!ENTARY. 

' Already '-under the chapter on the ' Six Categorie« •. 
'It is not m.a:nijeateit by anything •-simply because it does not exist;

oven if it existed, the mo.nifestat.ion of the eternoJ thiuF would also be eternal. 
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• Nol difftrttU from other thlno• '-i.e. it is non.clifferont from other 
things. &cause the nature of the Time that is manifested in the pheno
menon conal$ting of U>e .-lollpi'Out.-ereeper does not in nny way differ from 
tbat which is moni!osted in the Lettel'fl. ••••• (Leounm in Text). 

'Noc pha8e.s of time '-bocause there i<J no liluch thing ns 'l'i~o. Even 1f it 
•:rists, ita divisibility i$ not admitted. 

The ...,.t L~ OMily intelligible.-{2694-2008) 

TEXTS (2699-2704). 

THl! PRBS17KPTION PUT JORW A1<D IN SUPPORT Oli' TBll li'l'l':R..'< AUTY OP 

ALL '.l'Hil<GS HAS BE!illl ALREADY DlSOARDlll>. IT liAS ALSO llBEN 

PROVJID THAT THE OOMJ'REHENSlON OF THE MEANINGS OP WORDS IS 

POSSIBLE ONLY WHEN WORDS ABB liOT BTBRNAL.-WREN ON1! 

LB'.M'E'R-SOUND IS PRODUCED BY TBll ' DIISIBE TO UTTER,' FQLLOWING 

FROM TRE DESIRE TO UTT.ER · ANOTHER LETTEJI..SOUND,.....JI'l[E 

PORlaR IS H&ARD nontDUTELY AliTER THll W.'l'l'ER ;-'I'BE OOGN'l· 

TION PROOIIBDING FRO!! '1'1111 OOGlnTION 01!' TBll P.!UlOEDINO LETTER 

lS NOT RF;AI\D veRY QUICKLY ; IN PAOT, WITB' THE AID OF TBll Rli:· 

MEMBJUNCES 01!' 'llllll'RI!:VIOUS LETTBRS, THE W.'l'Tl!R .BRINGS A 'BOUT 

ITS OWN lUIMEMBRANOB LATER ON. THus IT HAS TIIB OHARAOTER 

OF AN Elftct, IN RELATION TO TBll OOGNITIONS LEADING UP TO, 

A~"'D Al'PIIElONDINO, JT,-011, THB ORDER OF TBll LETTERS KAY Rll 

DE1'BNJ):£NT UPON lrBN. FRoM ALL T1l'JS IT FOLLOWS THAT THE 

L ETTERS OLEARLY VARY Wl'l'H BAO'II WOliD ; AS IS POIJNJ) IN THE 

CASE OP SVOJJ WOBDS .LliJ ' Dama '-' M ada •, ' Lata '· 4 T6la ' BTO., 

WJIIIRII 'I'HB LETTERS ARE TRJll SAME llUT THEm ORmilR DlliF»>\ENT 

IN TJtE TWO WORDS. IT IS UNDER TlllS ORDER OF Sli:QUENOE 'I'B'AT 

'l'B'IISll WOJU>S BllCOMlt lOO'~ Or DlliJ'BJUil-"T MEAl-"'INOS.

CoNSEQUENTLY, THE ASSUMPTION Oil THil 'Sp'MI4' AT..SO IS ABSO· 

LUTELY FUTILE IN TmS CONNEOTION.--{2699-2704) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Th• Pruumplitm htu bun dinord..t.'-Under 'I'u:t 2617, it. hM been 
~hown thnt the PreAumption is wron~t and n.lRo annnl1ed by other means 
of Cognition. 

(The text is corrupt.] 
The U!"'hot of the wholo of thi• ergument is "" follows :-In the 'chain ' 

of the Spee.ker, from his d81lire to speak, there ari- "seri0<1 of Cognitions, 
eaeh member of which i• produced by it. predeoeMOr ~nd theoe ideas 
arouse eaoh Letter-oound ; thll8 the oeverel Letter-sound.a como Rbout ; and 
~hose diroctly produce. in the 'ehain ' of the Bearer, successive Oognit.ions. 
~member of which io helped by ita predoeessor; later on, the<!e~tions 

I 
1 
J. 
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bj.ing about sueoo.t;aive rernembrances relating to themselves, indirectly in 
clue order. 

Consequently, these Remombra.nees come to be t'<lge.rded o.s ' effects ' 
in. relation to the cognitions appearing in the Speaker's 'chain', which have 
given rise to the l'<emembrances; while in relation to the cognition.9 app&aring 
in the Roorer's 'chain', they come to be regarded as the 'Cause'. Herein 
lies their (order of sequence' ;-nowhere else. ThuFi, as the character of 
the Letters in every word, is vorio.bJe,........sometimes appearjng oa causes and 
sometimes as effects,-it is only rigbt that in tbe cose of such simila.r words os 
' sa·ra ' and 'ra.sa ', the res·ult&nt cognitiona should be different. But this 
cannot be right if the Letters and words are eumal ; ... eternal things retein 
the same form at all times. Nor in their case can any order of sequenoo 
be rege.rded aa aomethlng different from themselves. Even if it were some· 
thlng different, there would be no relationship between them ; this is what is 
really meant. 

The meaning of the words of the Text is now explained:-' lVhen one 
LUUT·IJOUnd i8 1)1"oduced '-such is the cons~ruction.-In the ease of such 
words as • aada , and • 8tmwya. t, there is the vowe1 • a t a.fter • a t ,-there is 
desire to utter this arising from the desire to utter 's' ; hence this is 1 another 
desire '.-Wlmt is meant is as follows :-In the Speaker's 'Chain', there is 
one' desire to utter' following from o.nother, and so on; this desire is followed 
by the Letter·Sound produced,-thls Sound brings about the Remembrance; 
• uch is the connection with what follows in the text later on. 

Having thus doseribod the fact of the Letters being ' effects' of the 
xeries of • desires to speak' in the Speaker's 1 Chain' ,- tbe author proceeds 
to point out tho fact of its being the 'cause' of the eognitions appearing in 
the Hearer's 'Cht\in '-'The former i8 heard, etc. etc. ·- • Ttuya' refers to 
I yal)., in the previous line ;-ita hearing is produced, it 18 heard-' imme
diauly •-,vithout anything intervening. 

llo.ving thus shown that it is the cause of the H~r·s Ccgnition, the 
author now proceeds to show that it is the cauae of R-emembra-nce.- ' Not 
heard .,.,-y quickly '-qnick hearing being incapable of being produoed by 
Remembrance.-• Tlu 1t::&trer t-i.e. the later • Letter '.-• Remembrancu '
of the previous Letters in the chain.- ' With the aid '-with the help of it, i t 
arouses tho Remembrance with regard to itself;-' the c<>gniti<YM leading 
up to, and apprehending, it',-' it' ata.nds for the Letttr ;-this is to be treated 
a.s a Copulative Compound ; or even as a. Tatpu1'1J,.§'G or Karmadhii:roya ;
and in relation to these cognitioD.s. these e..re • effects ' ; but they are ' ea.usos ' 
in relation to the subsequent. cognitions and remembra.nces. 

llo.ving thus discarded the idea of the 'order ' being sotnethlng different 
{from the Letters or Words). the Author proceeds next to discard the view 
of the Gra.mmarians that the • word • that. is expressive is of the nature of a. 
' Sphoi<J. ', whloh is something entiroly different from the Letter·SOunds,
by the sentence beginning with • Ccnsequently '.-(2699-2704) 

[It has to be noted that the commentary is very incomplete in the printed 
text; and muoh of the translation there is based upon mere surmise.] 
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TEXTS (2705-2706). 

T Hlll 'Splu.J<•' UAS BEEN ASSIDIEO BY 'l'IDl Gru.miARIANS FOR TJH! 

Pl7lll'OSE OII IIXPLAINlNG THE 00Glll'I10N OF TKI! li!E.u."lNOS OP WORDS. 

-BUT 'I:HII LETTR118 TURlo!SELV118 BEINO COMPETENT TO En>BE~S 

THE MBANING OF WORDS, TKE ASSUMING OF TKE SA ID Spl10fa 
IS FUTILE. As IT WOllLD BB PERCEPTIBLE (IF rr EXIS-

TED), BOT IS NOTPBBCUV.D, ITISCONOLUDEDTRAT 

lT DOES NOT JIXlST.-!Jr IT IS IMPERORl'TIBLE, 

'I'HEN IT OANNOT BE IN'DIOATIV.E, LlltE THn 

L>;'l'EIUI!ITU.L L~DIOATIVE (wmon IS 

!lFFRCTIVll 01-lLY WREN PBRCEIVRD). 

-(2705-2706) 

[Tbore is" lncuna in the rext of the Commontat)']. 
' its u woul<l bo perctplible, ele. eu:. '-Nothing apart from the Lotton!.

in the form of \Vord, eternal and inclivisiblo,-is over poroei\'ed by auditory 
perception. On the cont,..ry. whet ia clearly proved is the fnct that no tuch 
• Bp/1()/0. ' exilllo at all. 

rr the second viow i-. acooptecl ..... . . [tho referenco itt cloorly tn tlu~ 
la<>una}-tbo eau .. could be either posili1>0 or fi4{10Ji"" or both positive nnd 
nogativt>,-thMo ""' tb~ only alternAtives poeaiblo.-Accordlng to the first 
viow (!) .. . . the Cause could be either the propert)• of whet i8 called • Spl•ora ', 
or thnt of •omothing el•o. It cnm1ot bo the former, as tho SpllO(a itMll ho• 
boon •hown to be non-exi~tcnt. Nor could i~ be tho property of I<Ome
thina else; becan110 it eould not sublia1. in the • wbject' ; just like the ' tv'ms 
and foot' in tho proving of the non-eternnlity of the Jar (!).-Nor could tho 
ce.UBO 00· tho property of something "'U"~i>'O; na that eoulcl prove ool.Y the 
contrnry of whllt is d08ireci.-Nor could it bo both posilitlt and tw,Jr~lh~; 
M tbat. i.H always 'jnconelusive •. 

Then again, is the • Spllo(a' proved by a R<wiou based upon tho nnture 
of tho thing f Or by ono bnaod upon tho Causal l'WlMi0118hil> !-The former 
view cannot be right; because as it. i.s beyond the 88l1Se3, itl ttalui"G ann not 
be known ; if i~ wwe known, there would be no poin• in eeeking for the proof 
of ita existence : M it4J net ure would bo \\l.rcady known ; ond the whole 
nttompt ia to prov& i ta &xlstenc& M d uaturo.-Nor is tho Hocon(J viow ac
ceptAble, becft\186 no ooU40lrelotion can bo kno'vn in relation to whet is be)'ond 
the IM>DSOS. 

It might bo argul>d ao follows;-" In the oase of the Anditory and other 
perceptions, '•llo11 it is founcl thllt tboy appear only ocOMionnlly, it i9 ton 
eluded thllt thoy are depondont upon other cauaoa also; and from thllt, by 
implication, it is ooncluded that tbero is the Audit<>ry •'ll""; in the !lAID& 

manner, in the cue in quoation. tbe oomprebe:Mion of meo.ning being the 
'subject', it is found thl\t oven whon the Lottors are tho "nme,-e.s in tb& 
caae of the words c tara' and • ra10 '- the mennings comprehended are l 
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different ; from which we shall infer tho proseuco of anotheJ· Causo, i.ll t.be 
shape of the ' Splwto. ' " . 

This also cannot be right ; because nothing apart from the Letters 
is known. As it has just been established th"t it is the Letters themselves 
which, varying in each 'Vord., become c.a.pable of bringing about the com
prehension of the meaning, through the vn-riations in tho relation of Cause 
n.nd Effect. So tbo.t the assumption in question is entirely futile. 

It is also implied that the same objections apply also to the viow that the 
existence of the ' Sp/wf,o.' can be inferred. 

n might be argued that-" it is not to be infcn·ed, but it is absolutely 
imperceptible " . 

The answer to that is-' If it is imperccptiblt, etc. etc. '--Just aa the 
{nferential Indicat.ivo, while it is itsoJf unknown, does not bring $-bout any 

cogn.ition,-80 this Spllof,a also, while itsoJf uttknown, cnnnot bring o.bout the 
comprohonsion of tho menning.-(2705·270G) 

TEXTS (2707-2710). 

JF IT BE URGED THAT-" THE COGNITION FOLLOWS FROM ITS MlSRE 

:SXISTENOE; AND AS ITS CAUSAL CHARACTER IS 'r!ll1ltE, IT IS HELD 

TO BE ABLE TO !HUNG A.BOUT THE COGNITION LIKE '!'HE V ISUAL 

OMAN" :-THEN, Tlt:E A.N$\\"'ER IS THAT, IN THAT CAS:&, THE SAID 

COGNI'I'ION WOULD 'BE THERE A.T ALL TI>IES ;-EVEN WHEN THERE IS 

NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE COJ'o'VENTION, AND TH'ERE IS NO IIEARING 

OF TH'E LETTERf ,-THERE WOULD BE COGNITION l'ROOEEDING FROM 

TilE Spho~, AS ITS EFFIOIENT CAUSE WOULD BE THER.E ALWAYS; A.S 

TmS ENTITY (Splu>!t•) IS ETERNAL (ACCORDING TO THE GRAM· 
MAJUA.N), AND IT HAS NO NEED FOR ANYTHING ELSE. NoR CA.~ 
THERE BE ' MA..'ITFESTATION ' OF IT BY ARTIOULATION OR CONVENTION 

OR LETTERS ; A.S IT IS NEVER l'ERCElVED ; IT IS cognition ITSELF 

THAT IS SPOKEN OF AS ' MAloo"lPESTATION ' AND Tli'£lm IS NO COGNI

TION OF IT. H'ENOE IT FOLLOWS THAT THE A.SSIDrPTION OF Tll& 

'MANITESTER' OF THE Spho!t• IS ALSO FUTILE.-(2707-2710) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that-" by its mere existence, the SpiiO!O. would be 
the cause of the comprehension of meanings,-just as the vlsuoJ and other 
organs are the cause of the eogn.ition of things''. 

But in tho>t ease, the cogrution proceeding from it should be t.here .. !ways ; 
so that even without any idea. of the Convention, etc. bearing upon thet 
Word, the comprehension of its meaning wot1ld be there.-Thia is what is 
pointed out by tho words- ' Ewn when. there is, etc. etc. ·- The reMon in 
support of this is next stated in the words- ' As thi8 entity i8 eternal. etc. etc.'. 
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'It m.ight oo l\l'gued that-" It is only when tbo SphtJ!a Iw.s bcon mo.nifOilted 
thBt it; is hold to be the cau.oa of the coroprebcn•ion of the meening,-and 
not by it;s mere P"uence; so that the clifficulty point;ed out does not ariee ". 

The answer to this is-' Nt11 Qln I.Mrt. b4 'lntmifutal~ etc. etc. '~-'M 
it i6 .....,. ,.,...iwd '-never cognised; becau"" it has been held to be 
imperceptible. 

This samo idoo is further reiteratod by the word1t-' ther• i8 M CO(J7liticn 
of it, tU. •le. •.-(2707-2710) 

Tbe following migbt be urpd-" It eaonot be admittAld thst the thing 
appoaro and ;. yet Ml perc:tiwd; and it is an actual facl that tbe Word Cl4 an 
indivilibU whol• dooo appear in oonsciousneea, in which there hM bean & 

development of the impl'61!8lons of onch preceding Letter (oompo&ing the 
Word) u. 

This is what is anticipat;ed and answered in the following:-

TEXTS (2711-2712). 

"WJLI.T llAPPBNS IS THAT TU ARTICULATION PLANTS THE SEJ'!D IN 

CoNSCIOUSNl'!SS, A.'<D IT BECOXES DEVELOPED 811 THE LAST .ulTIOULA.· 

TIOS,-Allll TIIERBI!ORII 'l1lll WO!'li A.l'PIIABS IN THE CoNSOIOUS· 

NESS ".-Tms ASSUMPTION .ALSO IS MADB WITHOUT RRASON. 

BECAUSE EVliN SO, THE WORD IS NOT PERCEIVED TO 

A.l'PEAR AS ·.u<YTRINO DD?E'EIIJINT (ll'IIO>! TBll 

LETTIRS).-(27] 1-2712) 

CO~'I.ENTARY. 

'..!vrt/a(l'-beeome; the imp.....,ions produced by the cognitions of all 
the Lettel'f! btto>no developed in Consciou.snoaa. 

• Witllota ,._ '.-Whatis meant is tbot whM happens is that the Lettel'f! 
themselves, alter the cognition of each, beoome subeoquently included under 
the compounded eognitio1> appearing in the form of Remembrance. Bec&use 
aa a matter of fact, ""' do not perceive,-nor doeo the Spee.ker perooive,
any WOI'Il Cl4 an indivisible whole, after the IMt Jotter h&a been oognieod.
It is a more droam on the part of the Grammarian, arising from the bewildered 
leoling that the idee of such woi'Cl as a. whole appearing in CoMciou.mess 
would IIUU<o things nice for him.-(2711·2712) 

So far, the author has point;ed out the objeotions ags.inst the view that 
" the SphtJ!a ie eternal ". He now prooaeds to point out the objections ~ 
against the vlew that "the Sp/wja is without parts, inclivisible •,-whiob ob· 
joctions are applicoble to both views, -of eternality as well as nOIHimllllity :-

I 
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TEXTS (2713-2714)-

WHETHER THE Sphcpa lS prodw:td OR manifested BY TBJI ARTICULATIONS 

WHICH APPEAR IN SUCOESSION,-SUCH SUCCESSION IS INCOAIPATIBLE 

WITH ·rHE VIEW OF THOSE W>IO UP>IOLD THE Splw#a. WJIEN 

TRE 8pJw#:r. IS INDIVISlBLE (WITHOUT PARTS), THERE CA!< Bl'l 

!<EITHER m.an.ijest«!ion NOR production Oil' IT IN SUO-

CESSION. As THEY WOULD NEVER LIE OUTSIDE THE 

ONE AND THE SAMEI POR.."I\1,-TREY WOULD BE 

THERE FOR ALL.-(2713-2714) 

COM)}!Jl:NTARY. 

Some Vaibh<'i$ikas bold that there is 'Spht>ta ' of S$ntences also, which 
is produced ns t ho effect of words. 

'It i8 1rtdivi8ible '- i.e. an entity without component parts. 
' They ·would never lie, etc. '- From t-he one form- produced or mrmifested 

-what is held to be =produced or unmanifosted could not be different. 
' They '-i.e. the production and the ma.nifeato.tion,-would be there 

for a ll; so that there would be no need for tho uso of any other Jettera or 
words M a.JJ.-(2713-2714) 

The following Teo:t points out objection• agaioat the viow that the 
Splwra is '"ith parts (divisible)-

TEXT (2715). 

EVEN IF THE 8ph<#.~ IS WITH PARTS (DIVISIBLE), AS THE LETTERS EX

PRESSING THEM WOULD DO SO ONLY IN SUCCESSION, \VJIY SHOULD 

NOT THE 8pM/a·p<!rl8 ALSO BE LIKEWXSJ> 1 W>IY SHOULD 

UNSEEN ONES BJ> ASSUMED 1-(2715) 

COllfllfEN"rARY. 

Would eooh one of the Spht>/4-par/.8 be without meaning (inexprei!Sive) 
or with meo.ning (expressive) ?- If the former, then, as those part$ \ \'O\lld be 
appea.<ing in succes.•ion, the whole SphtJ(4-Iike Lettsrs- would be inexpros 
•ive. Its tolprUsiven.ess might be assumed ; as there would be attributing a 
form to a thing which does not have that form. Because the expressive 
sentence is so.id to ha.ve one form only, and ita components are inea:pt'ts8ive; 
hence the expressive chameter of those Jatte< could be only 8-'!Snmed-or 
figurative,- l ike the character of the Lion attributed to the Boy. The 
e.~presaivenus th\1$ being assumed, it is fa.r better to regard the component 
letlers themselves as expre.saive,-ratber than a.s8\lme'the \tn.'ieen Spllota-parts, 
to no purpose. 

If on the other hand the SphtJta-par/.8 are expressivo (the second viow)
tben there can be no need for several assumptions ; becn.use tho ' Sentence , 
is described a.s a group of word.<:J conveying one complete idea ; if each part 
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of the sentaoee were exprf'Mi~ then ther6 would be M mnn~' ·sentences • 
as thol\e porta, o.nd not one • Sentonee • compoetd of Me\ -era I coulponent 
part& And when the meaning of on& of these l"'rl• would I><' COIDJ>rehended, 
thM> would be compl'ehen..;on of the m&ening of th& "holo .. ntenee. This 
haa been thus deelnred-' If ooeb of the parts were exprcMh1', the t\SS\tm.ing 
of ~Jevoml such would be futile; because the oom~veheosion of the meaning 
of one po.rt would bring about the comprohtn"ion o f tho moaning uf t-bt
wholo I!Ciltonco '.-(2716) 

It hns been said under Tea:& 2714 tht~t-' in t.ho cnMO of the indivisible 
Spho/a, production and manifestation &l'O not poRKible '. 

Tho following 7'c:tl •eta forth tho Opponont'• nnowe~• to thnt :-

TEXTS (2716.2717). 

"EVBN WHEN THE PRODUCING AND THII MA.'<fVESTL'<O (OB TKE ENTiltE 

SphtJ/4) RAVJI BEEN DONE ONCE BY ONJI ARTICULATION, PEOPLE 

l'RONOtrNCB mB OTilBR LiTBRs J'OR TB:B PURPOSE OP A CLEARER 

MANtnSTATION ; BECAUSE lT IS DIIIPICt:JL'I' TO DBTliRMlNJ! 

IT AS MANlPESTBD ONCE ;--TB:EBliPORE IT IS biANUEST£1> 

AGAIN AND AGAIN BY MEANS CP LETTERS Wl't'R 

SThiiLAR APPEARANOF.S. "---{27 lG-2717) 

COMMENTARY. 

Evo11 though tbo 1>roducing or manijutiny of the ot>tiro Splw/a U. done 
by t\ singlo Articulntion,-yet tho s;ubaoq\1Mt Art.iculo.t.ione are not entirel~, 
uselets ; M t11c80 so.rvo to render the manife8to.tion clootor i just M f\ verse. 
when r01)0.0,tod ngnin and again, becomos moro distinct than by 8 single 
utteranc& ;-m>d even tqongh the frequent repotition dooe not produce MY· 
thlng nO:\\' in it, yet the repetition is not useleM ; llimilBrly in tho cas& in 
quostion aloo, tllo later Articulatiollll are not \1801&8&-Thia i8 whot iA point&d 
out by the wordo 'yata~. ttc. ttc. '-' Durai>OdMr4 ·~cult to dotormin<' 
or ........Wn.--{2716·2717) 

Tbe following Pm .. ts forth the Author'• rejoinder to the above argu. 
ment (of the Sphojia) :-

TEXT (2718). 

WHEN, 81&, TKAT SAME, OR SOl>tE1'l!J:NO :SLSE, IS REP:SATED AGAIN AND 

AGAIN,-tS t'T NOT Tli& 1M11ijestalitm 011 tT TRAT IS REPEATED,

TH:ERR BEING NO DI1l'JIERENOE l-(2718) 

COMMENT.IUW. 

• Nonu' a:igni6es add.ross-c Sir'. 
\Vbet\ 'that tame 1-tbe Letter pronounood for the drat time, -or 'B'Ot'ne

lhing .z,. ',--.ome other Letter contoin&d therein,-io re(lt6t&d again &Dd 
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again,-is it not tho nw:nijuting that ia done ? Cert.n.inJy tho manije8ta-tion 
would not fail to bo accomplished when done by that. Tints then the only 
offec~ that the utterance of the subsequent Letters would bn.ve wo\lld consist 
in the repetition of the manijestatio118,-booauSG all of them would be po· 
ssessed of tho same potency ; thi.s repetition ca.n be repeated over and over 
again by the same Letter being repeated ; consequently there would be no 
need for the utterance of the ""'t of the letters. Nor wiU it bo right to 
rego.rd t.he aubseq\10Dt Letters a.~ posaessed of different potencies ; because 
into what is indivisible and without parts, no new features can be introduced; 
and when no new featw-es can be introduced. the assuming of diverse potencies 
,•ould bo u.'!eles.•.-(2718) 

All that is aaid by the other party might happen, if the Manifeato.tion 
were there; as o. matter of fact, however, thjs ].la-nifeRtation itself ia not 
possible.- This is what is pointed out in the following:-

TEXT (2719) . 

'!'HE ' MANIFESTATION 1

1- AS I:N THE CASE OF LETTERS,--<JAN ONLY 
CONSIS'l' IN '!'HE E.'dllELLISlDIEN'l' OJI 'l'ltE O BJ'EO'l' OR '!'HE SENSE·ORG:.L'< 

CONCERNED. AND HERE ALSO, IN ltEGA.RD TO TilE COGNITION 

ENVISAGING THE SplUJJa, THE SAID ' lltANIFIISTATION ' CAN 

BE DENIED IN THE SAME WAY (AS IN THE CASE OF 

LETTERS).-(2719) 

COi\fME.o.'ITARY. 

(As in the cet81J of Leuer8 • ;-in connection with Letters, t.be idea. that 
' there is manifestation in tho shapo of the embellishment of the Object and 
the Sense·organ ' ha.. been refuted by showing that none of the alternativ"" 
possible is admiSI!ible rega1'ding ita capacity or otherwise of bringing about 
cognitions ;- the same refutation is applicable to the present case a1so. 

' The cognition envi8Q{fi11{] the Spheta '-' TaJ, ' stands for the Spheja. 
This is said on admitting {for the sake of argument) that there is such a 
cognition. 

What is meant is aa follows :-If there did really appear in consciousness 
a verbo.l entity called ' Spheta ' o.s something apart from the L<lttera,- then 
its 'manifestation ' could be possible ; as 'manifestation ' would mean 
'apprehension ,_ As e. m.e.tter of faot, however, no such entity appears in 
Consciousnesa,-I>S already explained before.-But, let it appear in Con· 
sciousness ; even so, the said ' manifestation ' ca.nnot be a..ccepta.ble ; as by 
i~• very nature, it cannot be either eapable or ineapable of being apprehended. 
- {Z719) 

The follo,ving t<o:t sums up the position and proceeds to show that the 
comprehension of the mooning of words is possible even wit.hout the 
Spheta :-
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TEXT (2720). 

h())l ALL THI8 IT l!OLLOW$ THAT IT IS THE WORD THAT IS Al'PRER!h'<DEO 

OS THE W.UO: 07 THE PREVIOUS SUOOESSIVB OOO~nTIONS OP 

ALL THE OOMPO~"EST LllTTERS,-WHJOll IS THE OAlTS.E 

011 TRB COMPREHENSION 01' Tllll MllAN!N(I. 

-(2720) 

COMMENTARY. 

Say8 tho Opponent-" The Letters in a Word atnnd inn doRnite ordor,
thoy nro poreelved a.Jao jn a definite order : Remombrnnoo is ohvay11 in accord· 
ance with the previous perception ;-how thon oon thoro be the single eogni. 
tion envisaging oJI ~he Letters, which con only be of the nature of romem. 
branoo,-oxoept through the Spho(a f Certainly when the thing haa been 
eognisod ae without order, tMre esn be no appearance of the Letters which 
are thero in a deB.nito order ? n 

In anticipation of this argument, the Author IUpplioo the following 
ADJn\"er:-

TEX'l (2721). 

WHAT JUl'PENS IS THAT--WREN THE l'IN.U. LETTER lN TBZ WORD HAS 

BB:Bl< OOONISED, TRB IMPRBSSIONS LJ:l'T BY THE OOOltlTIOI< 011 

ALL TirE LETTERS BIUNOS A..BOUT TirZ REMliMBIU.NCE 

0:1' ALL THE LETTERS SIMULT.U."EOUSLY.-(2721) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wllt\t ill monnt by this is as follows :-First of t>ll,, there is apprehenaion 
(of tho LeiiONI),-thon the Remembrances immediately following from them 
eome about in the same ord&r as tbe Letters ;-then from these Remem· 
bmncos, thoro follows tbe cumulative cognition of all tbo Lettors,-this cogni· 
tion Blso ill ol the nature ol Remembrsnoe ; becauso it only envioages things 
tJU\t have boon previously peroeived.-(2721) 

In tho following Tezt the Author points ou~ the~ wba~ has boon stated 
is odmi•tod by all parties, -and it is not only hi• own -umption :-

' 
TEXT (2722). 

ALL PA.RTJES AGREE THAT THERE IS SUOB SUB.Tl:OTIVE (CU>rlTLATIVl'l) 

OOOI<ITION IN OOID<Z:GTION WITH ALL THINOS,-BVEN WHEN 

TllllY ARE OOONISED IN ._ OERTAlN ORDER Of 

SEQUENOE--(2722) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Bua '-stands for the cumulative cognition.-(2722) 

Tho following Tezt points out that this view, being in due t\Oeorchvitb 
reeaon, de&ervoo to be aooeptod :-
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TEXT (2723). 

IN OASI!l TMS IS NOT ADMITTED, TII:EN, IN CONNEOIION WITH THINGS SEEN 

ONII AliTER THE OTII:ER, TID!lRIIl COULD Bill .NO SUOK OUliULATIVE 

COGNITION AS TB:Illlll!l IS IN THE IDEA Olf' A HUNDRED ' 

AND OTHER NUl\!BERS.- (2723) 

COMMENTARY. 

If all Remembranoea appe&rM only in a oert&in order of aequence,
then, in connection witb thins* -n one afrer tbe otbor, tbero could be no 
ruoh oonoeption of them at one and the same time aa ;. involved in the idea 
of • & hundred ' and so forth ; nor would there be any difference in the coneep~ 
tions of tho ' hundred' o.nd the ' million ' and so forth,--o.t. tho time of their 
appoo.ranoe.-{2723) 

The following Texlsuma up the discussion :-

TEXT (2724). 

Tiros THEN, TROUGH, L'< &EOARD TO 1'IIE LBTT£118, THE COO!>""lT[OJSS, 

AUDITORY AND ilO:NT.U., THAT Al'PEAB AT PI11ST ABII IN .L'< 

ORDER OF SEQUIIlNOII,-YXT, LATER ON, THBRII IS R&· 
MEMBRANCII OF THEM ALL, AT TilE SAMll TIMII • 

-{2724) 

COMMENTARY. 

The following might be urged-" If it is aa stated, then tbo said eumula . 
tive cognition itself may be tbo cause of the comprehension of tbe meaning.
not the Letters ; a.s tbeae will have long """6ed to oxiat. But this cannot be 
right ; because all men, down to tbo eblld, kno..-s tbal; the meaning is corn. 
prehended immediately on tbe cognition of tbe Word ". 

In anticipation of tbis argument. tbe Autbor supplies the following 
an.ewer:-

TEXT (2725) . . 

TKVS THE LETTERS DO ENTEB INTO IT; AS THE TmNOS DENOTED ABE NOT 

FAR REMOVED PR())[ THEM; TRIS IS THE :REASON WRY PEOPLE 

SPEAK OP .THE COONITION AS P&OOEEDINO FROM TR1l 

Woan.-{2725) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Bntu into U '-i.&. enter into the said Cumulative Cognition. 
• Lotlkikai~ '-tbe nominnl affix ha.s been used hero it1 tl)e reflective sense. 

-(2726) 
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So.~·s tht' Opponent~ .. Even ao, as the Let.ters wilJ have cro~ long 
ngo, t.lwy do not exist at the time of the comprebensiofl ; how t,hl\n CO\tld 
they MW into the cumulative Cognition I " 

The '"""'"" to this it u foUou-s :-

TEXT (2726). 

ALL THIS IS QtnTB COMPAT11lLE WITH TB1I VIE\V i'RAT CooNITIOliS IIAVB 

~'()J.ll!S ; OTli.ER\VISE, AS THBY WOULD BG DESTROYED, HOW 

COULD TilE)[ FIGURE m TWl REMEMBRANa& t-(272.()) 

COMJI!ENTARY. 

Quut-ion ,._11 'Vhy i8 it not compn.tihlo wit.h tho view that Cognlt.ions 
have no fon:ns t 11 

AfVICt'l" .-' OthuwiH, ClC. ttc.. '. 
Thus the cumulative cognition that Kunlilrila has urgod againBt the 

upholder of the Sphot<>-tltnt " when tlte la.~ Letter has boon cognised, there 
ia a simultaneous Remembrance of Bll the I"'8t, brought about by the 
impressions of these" [S~iko, Spho(a, 112, reproducod here under 
Te%1 2721, 'vith a slight vnrjo.tion}-la true only in nceordanco with our view, 
not in accordance with tho Mimiim.te.tka'• view, thnt Cognit.ions are formless. 
Tlm it what ia meant by the TU:.-(2726) 

Says the Opponent :-" It is true according to the 1\fima,...kao t>lso ; 
because tmdor their view, the Lettel'1l ~>re not destroyed ; hGnce there is 
nothing to prevent their llguri.ng in the cognition; it ;. only tMt their 
appooranee has beoome conceBiod ; they are tb""' all the same". 

This is what is t>nticipatod in the first part of the following T<rQ, and 
enaworod by the lut purt beginning with • It 01\noot be so ' :-

TEXT (2727). 

JF IT IS ARGUED TRAT-" THl:l PRIIVIOUSLY OOGNISIID LETI'BRS HAVE 

ONLY THBill APPEA.RA..NCE OONOBA.LED, BUT WB1.~ B.Bll'.£llBBRSD, 

THEY ARE THEB.E ALL RIGHT 11 ,-THEN, THE ANSWE:a IS TllAT 

-IT CANNOT BB SO ; AS, Ii IT WERE SO, THEN THERII WOULD 

BE A CLBAR IDIIA OP TBE».-(2727) 

OOMJIIENTARY. 

If the same Letters that bed been heard before are lying with thrur 
appearance oonooBiod, and are subeequontly apprehended by the cumulative 
cognition, , then like their own cognition, the cumulative oognition also 
should apprehend them quite distinctly ; as the form is exterior to the 
cognition &nd it is of one and the aama form.-Further, if they have their 
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appea.rance cOnCMI&d, bow can thoy appear ? Bece.use • appearance ' is of 
the n&ture of apprehen.tion.-(2727) 

• 
Then again, if it were possible for wha.t is rxut to continue to exist, then 

whn.t is asserted might be true; as a matter of fact however, what is pa.at 
does llOt continue to exist; hence the se.id e.ppear~>nce of the Letters in the 
-cumule.tive Cog)lition e~>nnot be rigbt.-Tbis is what is pointed out in the 
!ollowing :-

TEXT (2728). 

'SUCH CONTINUANCE, HOWEVER, HAS BEllN A.LREADY Rl:.TlPOTllD ; IF THERB 

WERE SUCH CONTINUANCE, THEN THE REllfliMBRA.NcE SHOULD 

APPEAR AT THE TIME OF THE COGNITION OP THE APPRBBENSioN 

OF THE LETTERS; BECAUSE THE TWO WOULD HA. VB oNE 

A.ND THE SA..c"\I:E OAUSE.-(2728) 

COl\1MENTARY. 

'Already '-i.e. llndor the Chapter on the 'Three Pointe of Time'. 
In support of this be adduces e.n argument annulling the Opponent's idea 

-'If there were such continuance, etc. etc.! ;--at the very time when there is 
cog)lition of the apprehension of the Letters, there would be the likelihood 
o1 the· Remembr~>nce appearing. This is the argument that sets aside the 
MinWmsaka's view. 

'Havi'll{J IM &a?M cau..e '-Their causes are not different.-(2728) 

The Grammarians urge the following objection-" If there is no such 
single entity as the 'Sphota ', of the nature of the Word,-then bow is it 
that on the utterance of the word ' go.', (' Cow '), there appears the single 
cognition in the one form of 'gau~' (and not in that of the component 
letters) ? " 

The answer to this is as follows :-

TEXT (2729). 

WB ARl'l NOT OBJECTING TO THE SINGLE COGNITION IN THE POBM OP 

' gaul) ', THE Cow ; BUT THE NOTION OF oneness REGARDING 

THE WoRD IS DUE TO THE PA.OTs--(1) THA.T IT IS 

A.PPRl:HENDED BY A SINGLE IDEA AND (2) 
THA.T IT DENOTES A. SINGLE THING.-

(2729) 

COMMEJ>'TARY. 

'JiJkamatitva '-the faot of there being a single cog)lition. 
• Tadgrli.hyaika, etc. etc. '-It is apprehended by a single cog)lition,

and it serves a single purpose.-The compound being of the • Copulative 
32 
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kind.-What is m<e.nt is that.--(1) beeauae it is apprebonded by a aingl& 
cognition, and (2) beeause it denotes the eingle object, the animal with the 
dewlap,-therefore the word 'go' is said to be o""-(2729) 

Tbo following 7'<>:1 shows tbot the fact of being reg•rded as om io not 
true in all cases :-

TEXT (2730). 

T ID! 1ll!JTA.BY OOliO:EPTION liU. Y BB POSSIBL:E IN TH1I OASII OF THl!J WORD 

'00' Oll A.OOOIJNT OP TRJ: RA.PIDITY (OF ITS tJTri:JI..U;OE) A.ND 

011' 'l'HE S)IALLNJ:SS OJ TnB ll!TEBV A.L ; BlJT IN TilE OA.SEI 

OJ SUOll WORDS A.S ' Dtvadalla ', THl!J DI.li'· 

FIIBENOE IS OLll!A.BLY PIIROEIVED.-

(2730) 

COMJI[ENTARY. 

' Ropidily '-quiclmeas of utterance. 
. s-u- of lh4 intm>ol' ,-the very alight separation betwesn tbo 

letter-sounds. 
• SIJ •- the unitary ooneeptJon, the idoa of onentsa. 
In the case of words like 'dlv<></4U4' the artieulatJona are clearly per· 

oeived aa distinct.. He.nee the unitary conception is 'inadmiatibl& ', io regard 
to a part of the • Subject ' .-(2730) 

T he same idoa ie further aupported by a formulated argumont :-

TEXT (2731). 

TID! OOONlTIOll OF Tilll MBANINO WST Bll EEOA.EDIID A.S A.BISINO JROlr 

TnB !.=BS ; BEOA.lJSE IT A.PPIIA.BS A.FTER TH1I OOONITION 01' 

TmiSE ; WllA.T IS LIXE IT A.RISBS PROll T'IL\T,-LIXE 

TBE OOO:t.'TIION OF FmE ABISINO FBO~I 
ShiOKE.- (2731) 

COMMENTARY. 

The formulation of the argument is as follows :-When one Cognition 
appears after anothor cognition, it must bo regarded no arising from this 
latter, indiroctly,-.g. the cognition of the • aubject •, Pirt, prooeeding from 
the oognition of tbo ' Indicative •, S""'k4 :--dlo cognition of the Mooning 
appears after the cognition of the Letters; hence this is a Reaaon bnoed upon 
tho nature of thin!Pl. 

What is meant to bo proved here is the fo.ct of it& bolng regardt4. ne tbo 
effect of that ot.ber oognition ; this is what conatitutea the dilferenoe between 
the l'r<>ba08 and the Probandum.-(2731) 
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The following T~ shows that the Reason adduced in the preceding 
tt:tt is not ' inadmissible , :-

TEXT (2732). 

As A MA'l'TER OF FAcYr, l'lUl COGNITION OF TBE ME4.NING IS NOT FOUND 

TO FOLLOW AFTER A COGNITION ENVISAGING A VERBAL ENTITY 

Al.' ART .FROM. TBE LETTiiRS ; HENCE NO oTHER WORD 

OAN BB Eln'RESSIVE (OF TIIAT ME4.NING).-

(2732) 

COMMENTARY. 

That 'cognition, of meaning does not exist which e,ppears afteracognition 
enviseging any verbal entity apo.rt from the Letters; what does exist is only 
that 'cognition of moaning' which appears after the cognition of the Letters. 
Hence the Reason adduced is not ' inadmissible •. 

This also points out the fact of thinge being tre3ted as non·exi.<t<mt
wbon, being perceptible, they are not peroeived.-(2732) 

The following Text points out that the said Reason is not • Incon
~lusive' :-

TEXT (2733). 

IN ALL OASES, l'OSITIVE AND ~"EGATIVE OONCOMITANCBS ARE DEFINITELY 

KNOWN TO BE THE GROUND FOR REGARDING ONE THING AS TIIE 

effed OF ANOTHER; AND ITIS TRUSTRATTBElNvARI.<BLl!J 

OoNCOMITANOB IS ltllOOGNISED IN TBE OASE 

IN QUll:STION .-(2733) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Kliryatli., etc. etc. '-Being· regardod o.s the oa.use, or baais, of boing 
regarded as the ef!ecJ. 

" What is that basis ? " 
It is po.titiV<l and mgati"" concomitance.-This is co-ordinated with 

'angam '.- The only basis for ono thing being regarded as the ejjw of another 
l ies in following the positive a.nd negative concomita.noe between the two 
thinge. Hence the impossibility of there being any other basis for regarding 
the • cognition of the meaning ' as the effect of anything else (other than the 
Cognition of Letters) provides the proof for the annubnent of a contrary 
conclusion. Hence the neoessery Invariable Concomironce between the two 
becomes esteblished.-(2733) 

T he following might be urged :-" It may be that the Spho(Q. is not 
expressi vo. The Letters themselves, being eternal, would be ezpr ... ive ; a.nd 
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that thee<> Lettere are etarnal bM boon eetablished by Se~-perception and 

othor Means of Cognition "-
The answer to this ia 88 foUowa :-

TEXT (2734). 

lT IU.VINO BEEN :BSfillLISB]IJ) TJU'r :u:;r&J:SSIVL'fl!SS BELONGS TO NON

E'l':IRN.AL LltTJ'Ell.S,--'tlm f RKOOONm"ON" • .&.'0) f b7.£BENOE •• 

1'tlT EORWA.BD IN PBOO:r O:r de111.1Jlily, BEOOD 

AlniutUll.-(2734) 

OO'IOIENTARY. 

• PMiyobM.iMnwn41>i' ;-i.e. R<>oognition ond Inference. 
In some plaoea, the readio$ it '~ijM11tu114nom • ; in which cese 

tbe oompound;. to be !:'o&ted 111 'Sam41!<11'c>-Doond.,.' ; or 88 "K~. 
involving the deletion of the t.erm 'l<lhi14' (the meening being 'Recognition 
ol<m4wilh Inference ').-(2734) 

Tbo following Too:~ pointe out that the ergumont put forward by the 
other perty involvee '~~&lf-contrndict.ion ' :-

TEXTS (2736-2736). 

TBB Oll.JEO'l'ION IN Q11EST10ll HA.8 BBJIN UROED llY THE O'l'lllllt l'AR'rY, 
'l'HROUOB IGNOBANOII TIU.T ms DOING SO "(NVOLVIIS SELli'-CONTRAI>IO· 

TIONS ON HIS PAR'r; DEOAUSE T!IlllllE ARE ALL T!IlllSE (SELF· 

OONTRA.DIOTIONS), Ill' Y011 BOLD TO ' TilE VIEW Olt T!Illl 

, ETBBNALITY (OE' LmTTEIBS AND WORDS).-lT llAS DEBN 

ALREADY EIXl'LAINBD THAT 1l' W ORDS ARE ETERNAL, 

THEY CANNOT BEl E:URBSSIVE ; BEOAUSB T!IlllY 

0011LD NOT :W.VE ANY OONNEOTION WITH 

TBE OBDBR 07 SltQ11El<OB (.utO:NO 1'HE 

ComoNBNT LETTERS) .~.o'<ll so 
J'OB'I'B; ALSO llEOA11SE 'I'BEY 

ABB NOT PJBOUVED 

A'r ALL TD!ES.-

(2736-2736) 

COMMENTARY. 

'All lhuo '-t611-eontrad.ictions. 
• With 1114 .,.U, of~' ,-• and oo ft>rlA' is mes.nt to include the fact 

of their • hearing • and • remembm.noe' being succeaive. All this is so, 
because on aooount of the eternality · (of wordt) the pertieuler order of 
oequenoe cannot be duo to time; and on aooount or their all-pervasiveness, it 
cennot be due to pia<» ; nor CAD it be due to monifUiali<m; because the idee. 
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of such 'manifestation • has been already rejected. -Similarly, in the bringing 
about of cognitions, eteNtal words can serve no useful purpose ; as has been 
expla-ined on s&v&ral ocoasiom.--(2735-2736) 

It boa been argued by the Mlmiimoak<J, under Text 2310, that-" It has 
to be explained what the W ord-Scund is which is being proved to be perishable, 
eto. etc.". 

The amwer to this is o.s follows :-

TEXTS (2737-2739). 

THE ' INADMISSI!)ILITY OF THE REASON IN llliSl'ECT OF ITS SUBS'l'BATU>l ' 

WRIOR HAS llEEN SOUGHT TO BE l'ROVlllD BY '1XE PUTTING FORWARD 

OF A :t."UMBER OF LIKELY ALT&BNATIVES REGARDING THE N-"TUltE 

OF THE 'SUBJEOT ' (WOliD),-XS ALL DUE TO IGNOliANCE OF THE 

REAL OH.<:&ACTE:& 0}' [,.ference; BECAUSE THE 'SUBJECT' IS ALWAYS 

THAT WHIOR ACTUALLY APPEARS (IN CONSCIOUSNESS). WHAT 

ACTUALLY APPEARS IN OONSOIOUSN:eSS IS WXLL•KNOWN, WITHOUT 

COGITATION ;-EVEN OliDL~AliY FISHERMEN L';OW THAT THAT ALONE 

OAN FORM TU 'SuBJECT '.-AND Y.ET, IT IS ON TII1S Vlll:&Y POINT 

THAT DISPUTE .HAS AlllSEN AMONG BABBLERS. T HERE OAN BE NO 

DISPUTE REGARDING A THING wREliE D!Vlll:&SITY IS CREATED ONLY 

THROUGH ON:e'S WHIM.-(2737-2739) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the ' Subject • has been indicated in the unqualified form, the 
setting up of a number of altarnatives regarding ita qualification constitutes 
a 'Futil& Rejoinder • .-This is what is pointed out in the following:-

TEXTS (2741>-2742). 

WHEN THE • SUBJECT • HAS BEBN Sl'OXBN OF WITHOUT QUALIFICATIONS, 

THE SlilTTING tl1' OF ALTERNATIVES REGARDING QUALIFICATIONS 

WOULD PUT A STOP TO ALL INFER»..>;TUL PROOESSES.-EVEN WITH BE· 

GARD TO THE (Mimamsaka'8) INFBRBNCB THAT-" THE IDlilA DERIVED 

. FliOM THE VEDIO W.JUNOTION MUST BE RIGHT, BECAUSE IT IS BliOUGHT 

ABOUT BY CAUSES FRBE FROM DEFECT " ,-sEVERAL SUOR ALTBRNA · 

TIVES COULD BE URGED AGAINST BIM, AS-' b THE Subjeet IS 

1\IEANT TO BE THE COGNITION lmn<ght ®out &y 1 njun.ction& that are 
et€rnal arul related to eternal fkMtation&, THEN THE PROBANS IS Ol<E 

WllOS!i> SUBSTIU.TUM 

(2740-2742) 
IS NOT ADMITTED BY THE OTHEB PARTY.'-

COMMENTARY. 

Th& Injunction is itseU eternal,-and is related to th& etarnal d&notation, 
- in th6 shape of the 'Universe.! • ;- the cognition brought about by such 
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an Injunction ;-if t.hab is the • Subject', then the Probans ia one t.hab 
oannoe be admittA>d by the other perty.-(2741>-27t2) 

It. haa been arguad by tbe M"omcimoa.l>c>, under Te=l 2$16, that-" If by 
non-lity is meant n.menability to abeoluie destruction, etc. oto. " · 

Tho answer to tbio is a.s follows:-

TEXT (2743). 

' ETI!.aN ALIT¥ ' CONSISTS IN continuing in the .mme condition. ; .AND TB:Il 

OPPOSITB OF THLS IS 'NON·ET:Il!INALITY '. lJo Tllll continuing in 
IM ICime condition. O:ll.ASI!S, \VIUT IS Llll'l' TnERE TIUT 0017LD 

BE HELD TO BE ' EXTANT ' 1-(2743) 

• IV!Iol w ltfc, de. <le. '-Tho • condition • ia not anything diJJ...,nt from 
tho entity to whiob it belongs; hence when the condition hat ooased, tbe 
entity a'*>, u a oonsequonce, -. Otborwiao, if ono thing doeo not share 
tbo fate of another, it cannot be right to aay that it ia of the aame nature 
as tbo otbor.-(27t S) 

It has been argued by the Mim<im8ak<>, under :re= 2U4, t lmt--" If the 
Reoson tllll.t is put; forward is only anu114&ility 10 80Mt·orgoM, then it is 
eJoarly fo.Uacioua, eta. eto. u. 

The aoawer to this is M follows :-

TEXT (27~). 

b 'lBll Rlw!oN Pll'l' l!OBWABD IS Oh'LY ai!WI4bility to ~118, 
IT IS OUU.I!o'LY NOT REOOOl<IliKD .lS lfA.LI.AOIOVS,-Cf VIEW 

Olf TB1I P.AfJr 'I'JUT mE • Uh"IVIIBSAL. IUS ALBliADY 

llEEN DISOARDED.·-(27~) 

COMMENTARY. 

'AIIW<ly '-under tbe chapter dee.ling with the 'Unlver~~~~J '.-(2744) 

''If thero is no 'fallaciousness', in view of the • Universal ',-even so, 
having ito negation 8U.6pected, the Reoaon would be Inoonolusive ".
Anticipating thio argument;, tbe Autbor procooda to point out; the Invariable 
Concomitance of the Reason, 'amenebility to aenao-organa ' :-
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TEXT (2745). 

TllAT \VlUCll SERVJ!·S AS THE CAUSE (BASIS} OF THE SBNSE·l'.&ROEPTION 

liNVlSAGlNG IT IS SPOKEN OF AS 'AMENABLE TO SENSE·OMA..'< ' ; 

BUT \VJIAT IS ETERNAL OAN NEVER-Ill! A cau.se; TKIS RAS 

BEEN ALltEA:OY ESTABLISBE:0.-(2745) 

COMMENTARY. 

That objoet is spoken of o.s 'amenable to the senses' which serves aa tbe 
.cause of toot Sense-perception which envisages that object ; in the ca.oe of 
.an eternal entity, however, no efficient activity is possible, either suooosaively 
<>r simultaneo\lsly.. Hence it is only right th&t ther& should be invariable 
.concomitance (between non-eteNUtlity and amenability 1<> Senu-organ•).-(2745) 

It has been argued by the Mimam4aka, under Text 2320, tha-" as 
regards amenability 1<> tM StM .. , it has to be ascertained wha.t it reeJ!y is, 
.etc. etc. , . 

The an.swor to this is as follows :-

TEXT (2746). 

IT IS KNOWN TO ALL \VliAT SORT OF A TKING SJ;:RVES AS THE CAUSE (OF 

OOGNITIONS); IF IT WllltE NOT so, THEN THll SPECULATION LIKE' 

TIIE ONE STAllcTED BY THE• OPPONENT COULD BE ST..:RTED 

EVEN WlTll REGARD TO SUCJI CAUSES OF OOGNI· 

TION AS TIIE Smclce AN:o TilE 

LIKE.-{2746) 

OOMM:EN'rARY. 

' What aort, etc. etc. '-i.e. tbe idoo .is ac·cepted as sound without any 
hesitation. 

l! that were not so, then even in regard to Smou (as th& cause of the 
Inferential Cognition of Firo), the speculation could be started, &&-la the 
,smoke mentioned 1\8 the Rei\Son something that is amenable to th& Sens&a ? 
Or is it only a product of ' Idea • or • Primordial Matter ' or ' Tin:Lo ' and so 
forth ! Is it a composite made up of Atoms ? Or is it not so composed at 
.allf-And in view of sueh speenlations, the ' Smoke' 1\8 the lWason would 
become 'inadmissible ' by one pa.rty or the other.-(2746) 

It has been argued by the Mimamroka, und&r Tea:!. 2822, tha-" Being 
· peruived as follt>wing from effort has been adducod as " Reason for th& Word 

.being e. product and non·etern~ ;-this L~ InconeJusive, etc.. etc. n. 

Th& answer to this is as follows :-
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TEXT (27<17). 

As &&O.t..IIDS. b.'TBll'!IOYAL DESnO'OTIOS '' E'I'O. TllliSJ! A&J! NOT A.DMITI'IIl> 

TO Bll PBODO'CTlVl! (CAUSE) OF TBll XPP&OT IN TB1I SH.U'J! OIP 

'1'1D1 oOoNmON IPOLLOwtNG l!'ROM EFFORT ;-BEOA.O'SE 

1'1IESE A.BE ALL PO'BEL¥ 'ILLUSORY '.-(27<17) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Cognition following from effort' is tho effect, -of which tho producer 
or oe.US6,-ia aaid to be • Intent-ional Destruction', oto. ; but th086 are not 
Mlmitt<>d to be such cause.-Suoh is the construction of th& sentence. 

If it is in aoccrde.nco with the view of the Sowr<lnlik<lf that the Inoon· 
clus.ivone. of our R&ason is urged by the Mim4m«~ko,-thon ouch 'Inoon· 
elusive..-' cannot be admitted; bece.uoo, aoccrding to thooe same philo.· 
aopbere, tbo 'Intentional Destruc.t-ion ', eU:. have a purely • illusory' existence ; 
and whet io illusory cannot be productive of any elloct; for, if it were, lihen it 
would Jooo lhet iUuaory charaotor; bece.we what ia capable of ellocti\"& action 
m...t be rool, and everything other than thia must be iliUIOl'!l ; nch are th& 
charactorirti.co of reality and illusoriness (unroality~-{2"7) 

Il tbo • Inconclueivenesa' urged is from tboetendpoint of the Voib/iafikos, 
-even ao, tbeee people do not regard 'Protila!lkhycl-nirodh4' and th& rest 
as of the na.tur& of 'Destruction', as you have rop,-eaent.cd them to be.
Tbia is whet la pointed out in t.he follo.,.'ing :-

TEXTS (2748-27<19). 

To TWO 'nirod/u>.t' A.lUl NOT REGARDED A.S BEING GV TBl!l NA.T1JBE OP 

• D%5TEuOTios • ; BECAUSE • Pmlii!GnlcJ&ya.nirodha • ts BEOAllDBD 

A.S ' DISSOOIA.TION FROM DtPlJ'ItiTIES BB01JGBT .a.JIOUT BY 

WISDO:II Olf& oU'l'l!1l TBE OTB:&E ' ; WHILJI 'A111'11li«<lilcJ&y4-
nirodlla ' tS 2XI.T WBI<lH SEEVES A.S AN A.BSOLUTB 

a..& TO TBl: A.PPBA.BANOE Olr '1'IDI IKPO'Bm%5.-

T.II11S PEOPLB, NOT XNOWINO TRB TEUB 

DOCTRINES, AND DEPBNDING UPON THE 

WRONG NOTIONS OF THIN OS, OONTI'NU& 

TO WOBBLE.-(2748-2749) 

OOMMENTAIW. 

• TM two nirodll<u '-i.e. Prama!lkhyd-nirodii<J and A,..aaioo?lkhya* 
n\rodlwJ '. 

Qul1ti<m ;--" ln who~ form then are thay regarded t" 
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A~.-' S68hrayaitl-, etc. etc. '-There is 'nirodha '-'dissociation'
from Impurities-which is a.tt&ined by 'P,.ati8ar,M:hya. ', wi8dom; henoo this 
is called 'Pralirot\khya-nirodha '. And this varias with ea.ch associated' 
object ; hence the text has added the phrase 'one after !M other '. The idea is 
that as many of • aasociated ' factors there are, so many are the ' dissociated •· 
factors also.-.Aa regards the ' aJ>!<UiBatlkhya-nirodM ',-this is the name· 
given to that Dissociation which serves as an absolute bar against future 
impwitiGS.- This is due, not to wisdom, but, to the inefficiency of the causal 
fa<:tors ; that is the reason why it is called • .llpratiBarikhyii-nirodM '. 

This bu been thus declared-' PraliBarikhya-nirodM consists in dissocia·· 
tion one after the other; the other, .IJ.pralia<.,\khy/i..niroriha, consists in the· 
absolute bar to the birth of the impurities '.-(2748-2749) 

Eqon if these were of the nature of • Destruction ',- there ia no ' fals.ity' 
or 'Inconolusivoodas ' in ow- R.ea.son.-This is wh&t is pointed out in the
following :-

TEXT (2750). 

T .IIB Akd$ha AND T.IIB. DBS'I'RUOTION' DO NOT. FOLLOW FBOM EllTORT ',

AS THEY ARE ENTIRELY DEVOID OF CJIA.RAOTER. WllAT FO!lllt 

THE BASIS OF THE IDEA OF THESE ARE : ( 1) THE POT· 

SHERDS, (2) THE JIIASS OF LIGHT AND SO 110RTH. 

--(2750) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Prayatnil, etc.. etc. '-This compound is to be construed with 'na '. 
"Whyfn 
'Because they are entirely <Uv<>id of oharaeur '.-Because ' Destruction • 

consists merely in the ~ of lh.t e.Mtcnce of thinga,--<>.nd • .A.k48ha ' 
oonsi.Qts merely in the m(ltUion of Tangibility; hence both thee&-.lk<isM 
and Dostruction,-4ll'O devoid of charact~, featurelOSB. How then can they I» 
foll<>wiw after effort. ! As it is only character that oan be capable of effective-
action. . . , 

QU68tion .~"What then is the basis of the idea of the Dostr;uotion, 
etc. f u 

A118Wtr .-' 'l'he pieces, ~c.. ete.'- 'mciaJJ of light' ; 'and JJO forth • includes 
nuua of darlcneas also.-(2750) 

It has been urged by the Mimli.m8<1ka, under Text 2883, tba-" If it is 
it!d~nite, then such a thing cannot be either entirely eternal or entirely 
n on-eterna.l, etc. etc . .,. . 

The answer to this is as follows :-
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TEXT (271H). 

"l'R:J: JDti Olr A DIJ.U. CIUR.~OTBR OF .U."Y OBnOI'NE :&:l!TITY 1US BEEN 

RIIJl!Ol1tD. CoNSEQIJ:&NTLY, IN TBll CASll Olr TIJll JAR, lT IS 

NOT POSSIBUI THAT Ol>'"E A.Sl'EOT 011 IT SBOIJLD BE ET:&BIUL, 

Ill TKJ! SlU.l'B 0!1 TRE 'UNIVBIISA.L '.-(271Sl) 

COMMENTARY. 

b hoa boen argued by the Mim4m8aka, undor Tul 2S8G, that-" In 
tb& same mo.nncr the exact nature of non-etornaiily also hM to be ooMidored, 
-etc. ote. ". 

Tho answer to thia is !18 follows ,_ 

TEXT (2752). 

'NON·E'l':&llNJLlTY 'IS JIEI.D '1'0 CONSlST MEBEI.Y IN IM.~ (mg<Ui<m) 
of tM exi4ting .tote, ""-'-o IT IS TmS 'l'IL\T IS TD l'RoBA..>ro'Ol! 

(Ill OtJll ABO~T) ; A.."l> THE L.ull' l'llOVIDllS A CLlWl 

OORllOBORATIVE INSTANCE OB TKE SJ.)0.--(2762) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 'non-eternality • that is meant to be our PrOO<Indum la that whlch 
is merely of tbo nature of the ""!~"~ion of IM ""ioeing III<IU ; and in corrobora· 
tioo of this, we have the instance of the Lamp and suoh things. Wherefore 
then can our Corroborative Instance be • devoid of tho Probandum' !-(2752) 

In tbo following W.U the Author pu!AI forward~ftom the Opponent's 
standpoint-the objection that the IMt<lllce of the lAmp eJao ia 'devoid of 
the Probandum ' :-

TEXTS (2753-2766). 

"THE l':&BISIUBu.n'Y (NOli·ETER..'ULlTY) Ol' TBE ·L.ua.:n..ua: IS NOT 

A.DKITTED. WIU.T IU.PPEliS IN ITS CASll IS THAT VEJlY S011TLI!l 

PORTIONS O:r I:T PASS Oll '1'0 .c;om:Bll l'LJ.Ol: vmtY Q'OIOKI.Y ; 

4. LA llOII XASS 01' LIGHT BElLUNS AT Tllll PO lilT 011 TBll 

WlOit ; 'l'IL\T PORTION WHICH GOES Ul'W .t..BD IS O.ALLBD TBll 
'J'LAME ' ; Tl!A.T WRIOB PASSES EVEN BJDYO:ND TRAT 

CONSISTS OF MERE LIGHT (DIF.IrtJSBD); TIIAT 

WIDOB l'A..SSES STILL FIJBTBllR 18 TOO 

SUBTLE TO BE l'EROEIVED."-

(2753-2755) 

001\!MENTARY. 

The portions of ~he Flame pass on from poin~ to point, very quickly ; 
&nd it dOM not perish in a moment.-(2763-2766) · 

I 

. 
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I 
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Quution .-Why do not they all move along at one and the same time ! 
A'~:-

TEXT (2756). 

"'THE PATH BEING OBSTRUCTED BY THOSE THAT HAVE GONE BEFOlll!l, 

THE OTJ!llllS DO NOT .GO PORWABD AT THE SilrE TIME; AS THE 

PREVIOUS ONES GO ON MAXJNG ROOM, SO THE LATER 

ONES PROOEED FORWARD."-(2756) 

COMMENTARY. 

Quution .-If the said portions of the Flame are capable of moving 
.about, why do not they burn the grass or cotton that lies near it ? 

AMWtr :-

TEXT (2757). 

" EVEN THOUGH THEY MOVE ABOUT, TIDilY DO NOT OPBRATlll UPON 

THE GRASS AND OTHER THINGS."-(2757} 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is that it is only when the Flame is in the msssad form 
-that it becomes oper.at.ive,- not when it is scattered e.bout.-(2757) 

The answer to t,he above is as follows :-

TEXT (2767 Suond Half) . 

.ALL THIS IS Mli:RE ASSUMPTION ; AS NO PROOF FOR IT HAS BEEN 

ADDUOED.-(2757) 

COMMENTARY. 

Granting (for the sake of argument) what the other perty has said, the 
.Author points out defects in their argument :-

TEXT (2758). 

FURTHER, SO LONG AS THE POTENOY (011 THE F'LA.MEs) RBMAINS 

UNAP'FEOTED,- WHEN TliEY COME INTO CONTACT WITH GRASS, 

COTTON AND SUOR THINGS,-THE POSSIBILITY 011 

THESE BEING BURNT DOES NOT CEASE ; AS 

BE!!ORE.-(2758) 

COMMENTARY. 

'So long as, etc.'-<>f the perts of the Flame. 
'.48 bej(l1'& '- a.s in the massed state ;- there being no difference between 

'the 6e.me in the two ste.tss.-(2758) 
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11 it is admitted that there is difference in the Fl~UUe in the two &tat.eo,
tholl the loss of eternality become& inevitnble.-This is what is pointed out 
In tb& following :-

TEXT (2759). 

!Jo IT WERE NOT SO, TB:EN WHAT SORT 01' ' E'l'.lllllU.L :rm:NG ' WOULD TB:& 

FL.unJ RE,-WHJIN TllllRE RI!MAINS THE DIJ'l'ERENCE BETWEBN 

ITS ~cie.-.t AND inefficitnt STATES 1-(2759) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily uncletatood.-{2759) 

h has been argued by tb& M'1171<1moa.b>, undDr 'l't:u 2339 tbat-" Tb& 
eternality of the Sontonco may be usorted in tho oame manner u th&t of 
tho &lationship (between Word and Meaning)". 

The answer to this la as follows:-

TEXT (2760). 

T !IJ) ET£RNALITY or nm REunoNSRIP JU.S BEEN A.LRJ!ADY BJ:nOTED; 

HENCE IT IS NOT RIO HT TIUT TRJl ETBIIJU.LITY 01' THE SENTIINOil 

·SHOULD BE REGARDED AS PROVED IN TRII SAME MANNER 

AS THAT 011' THE RRLATIONSIW'.-(2760) 

COMMENTARY. 

With the idea thot under your (Mim4-.to'o) view, the -...,. itc6lf 
il impoeaible, of which you aro seeking to prove the eternality,-tho author 
proceeds to discuss the nature of the StnUn«-

TEXT (2761). 

W RAT IS THB ' Szl!TIINOE ' 01' WHIOH YOI1 ARE l'OSTI1UTINO 'l'HE' 

Ekm~Jlity ! Js 1T WHAT OONSISTS Olll.Y 01' THE LETtERS f 
()R OP THE L1:TrE:as AS APPEARING Jl( A CERTAIN ORDER 

011' SEQI1ll!<OE t OR IS IT SOMRmn<O DIPPERE.'l'r 

(I'BOIK THE L!wrERS) 1-(2761) 

COMMENTARY. 

(I) Ja the 'Sentence ' only the Letters pure and simple, without any 1 
quall&etions f-Or (2) il it the Letters with the qualilication of appearing in 
a oertain order of sequence !-Or (3) il it oomotbin8 different from the 

i '\ 
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Lett.ono,-in tlle form of Sp/wl4 !-There are ~b- three poc$ible views.
(2761) 

The following Ten points out ~be objection• ageiruo~ tlle first view (tbet 
the ' Sen~nce ' eonsi8ta of the Letter• only) :-

TEXT (2762). 

LllrTIIRS, DEVOID 011 OltDElJ, OF SEQUENOll, OANNOT Dll llltl'DliSSIVE ; 

BENOE SUOll: L E'l'TERS OANNOT OONSTITUTJI TilE 

' SENTENOB ',-(2762) 

COMMENTARY. 

The objections against the second ~;ew (tha~ the Sen~nee consists in 
the Let~ arranged in a certain order) are stated in tlle following Ten. :-

TEXTS (2762-2766). 

NoR O&N = LErTERS HA n AN OBDBR 011 SEQUliNOll. As THliY ...aB 

ALL-l'ERVADING AND ETER.l'I'AL, 1'BBRB OANNOT BB ANY SEQUENCE 

IN TllliM 011 EITHER TIMB OR Pl.AOB,-LI&B WlUT THEDll IS IN TJm 

LE1'TIIR8 REDUOED TO WRITING, OR IN TilE OASE 011 JffiUITS AND 

FLOWERS.-b Tll1l ORDER OF SEQUENOE WERE INltl:nl:NT IN T1llil 

LErTliiRS THEMSELVES, THEN T1IE:Y WOULD ALWAYS DE IN TU 
FOBlt t la-1'{1 ', NEVER IN THE FORM 'rll•.ta t ; .k8 TltE LATT.Elt WOULD 

BE INOO'!dl'ATIBLE WITH THE PORMER ORDER, WHIORIS JlTEltNAL. TB:;m 
LETTER ' RA ' 'I'HA.T MIGRT BE ELSEWliE:RJOl O.U."ll'OT Bll SAID TO 

Al'l'E.t.R lN A.'OY O'm1lB OBDD 011 SEQUENOI!, l'ROH OUT Ol' .Am. 
B:sOAUSE EVERY Ol'o"E Oll THE LETrERS HAS BEEN DEar unm TO BE 

OM .ol.li'D ~. b IT WllRE NOT SO, TIDIN ' RJ!OOGNITION ' PUT 

701\\V.t.BD BY ·YOU AS A R!IASON l'OR m!IRNA.Lrl'Y' A.'<D 'ON'El'o'l!SS ' 

WOULD BB l:NOONOI.USIVE ; AS IT WOULD Bll l'RESENT EVEN WllllN 

'l'llll LEl'TERS ARE DIVERSE.-{2762-2766) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Nor can the Letter8, etc. etc. '-Beoa.use the order of sequence among 
thing~~ Cllll be of only two kind.s--$l>Mi~l and chronological ;-there is order 
of sequence in spaC6, a.s in the Letters rodueed to writing ; and there is order 
oleoqusnce in Ti""' na in the case of the serioe consisting of tl1o seed-sprout
trunk-8ower-fruit.-Tbe first kind of soquenoe (that is of opac;) is not 
poasible in the eaae of Letters,- beca>l80 they are 1\ll·pervading;-the Letters 
pervading over all things; eo~quently.- in ..lk44ha, •o in Letters also-
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there can bo no &6quenoe due to breaks in the continuity, bocause thoy 
occupy the whole ape.oe entirel.y ; aa all things auhsiB~ in one p&rt ol .Al.;a,/oa 
on!y.-Nor can aoquence in cim• bolong to Lott.en~ ; boce\180, boing 
et<lnlol, they must be all synchronous. 

Then again, the order of sequence could either bo made by man or bo 
inherent in tbo Letters. It is not held to bo due to man ; oa in that case tho 
Veds wonld have to bo ~rded .. tbo work of man.-U then, the aoqueooe 
is inherent in the Lett.enl, then the form would always bo ' _,.. ',-never 
I f"G..44I '• 

Nor can it bo admlttod that the Lettenl appearing in differeat words 
are different; boceuse Lett.en~ have been provod to bo et.ernal on the ground 
of their boing recogni.ood .. thuame everywhere. And it ia the denial of thla 
se.menoss that would bo 88Bortod in the said propoaition (that they are 
different in different words). Otherwiao Reoognit.ion (as the 1'0&8on for 
elenlalily) wonld bo Inconclwrivo.-{2762-2766) 

It might bo arguod that.-" the Sentence a ball coosist in the order of 
aequenoo in the manifestation (and appoa.rance of tho Letters) ". 

Tbo aDSWer to that ia .. folio,..• :-

TEXT (2767). 

TJn 01\J):BR OE' SEQ11ENOJ: IN Tltll ' l\lANil'l!:SToi.TION ' OANNO'r OONST1T11T& 

Tltll Semtnet, Bt0A11S.B IT lL\S BE:SN SHOWN 'l'IUT TIRBE CAN BB 

NO 'MA.ND!'.&STATlON ' OJ' WHAT IS JITEBNAL.- FO& TKIS 

REASON THJl E'l'Ell.'<.&LITY OF THJl SENTENOll 

CANNOT ll!l D11E TO ITS llFJ!NO RELATED 

ro T JDJ U11ivtrsal ' SBNTENCB '. 

-(2767) 

COMME NTARY. 

Th& particle • cha' implies that the s.- canno• coosiat of tha 
Spho/4 as something difleront from the Lette1'8 ;-the idea boing th&t that 
idea has been rojected by the Mimom.al:o4 themselves. 

'N<tv< vyakh, uo. elo.'-Th&t ia, it he.ving *n ehown that thoro can 
bono 'manifestation • of what ia eterne.l.-{2.767) 

U has been argued by the Mimam~aka., undor Pnt 2339, that.-" Whnt 
ia said by the Buddhist me.y bo poaaible in the case of aueb technical IA!rma 
.., ' Vrddl•i' beea.use these deal with perceptiblo thins-; but in the ease of 
the V oda, the idea of """""nti<malily oannot bo po&sible, ate. eto. " . 

The answer to thia is as follows :-

I 
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TEXTS (2768-2769). 

JUST AS THlll TEOB:NIOAL WORDS LIX.S 'vrddhi' HAVE TliEIR MEANlNGS· 

CREATED RY THE WHIM OF MAN,-80 MAY ALSO RE l.tEGA.RDBD TO BE 

THE CASE WITH WORDS LIKE t St."arga ', ' Y Qga, A.ND SO FORTH.-

IN THE CASE OF SUOB: WO!.<KS Oll MEN AS STO!.<IBS, DRAMAS 

AND NOVEt.S, TID!J CONNECTION BETWEEN WORDS A..'{D 

MEANINGS IS :NEVER MEANT TO BE REAL A.ND 

ETERNAL.-(2768-2769) 

COMMENTARY. 

• IchcMilrachil4, ttc.'- Whose meanings have been created by the wish. 
of ma.n. 

• UllpiiiJya '-The unhe&rd of story created by the writer,-like that of: 
Mah.ii8h'Vita ;-and the dre.me., etc. which also have the same cbaracter.
In the case of these the connection between words and their meanings is not 
meant to bo eternal, in tbo sbe.po of an inkrtnt pottncy. The same may be· 
regardsd to be the case with the Veda also.-Thi.s is the sense of the Text.-· 
(2768-2769) 

In the following text, an objection-based upon the Inadmissibility of' 
the Corroborative Instance- is raised against the above argurnent,- from. 
the standpoint of the other party :-

TEX'f (2770). 

•' IN TID!J 0.\SE OF TRE WORKS CITED ALSO, THE potency IS ETERN.U. ;. 

TliE NON-ETERNALITY ATTACHES ONLY TO THE PARTICULAR USE 

OF TID!J WORD ; AND IT XS ON AOOOUN'l' OF THIS LATTER 

FACT THAT THERE ARISE DOUBTS REGA!.<DING 

TilE ETERNAL l'OTENOY."-(2770) 

COMMENTARY. 

In the ca.se of the sn.id storie.s, etc. also, the potency is held to-be eternal. 
But tho pa.rticular use of the word&-which is made even when tho things 
spoken of are not real,- which is ma.de by men, is wha.t is not-eternal; and 
it is by reason of this that there ari$6 doubts regarding tho eternal potency.
Henco the cotrobotativo Instance cited (by the Buddhist) is • inadmi98iblo '. 
-(2.770) 

The o.nswer to the e.bove is &s follows :-
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TEXT (2771 ). 

'L'< IU:A.LlTY, TBll THING SPOON OF IN Tl!ltSE WORKS HA.S NO IU:A.L 

EXISTENCE OUTSIDE; WliEREIN THEN OOULD TilE MEANING :SE 
A.'lTB.I1lU'l'ED 1-llr IT :SE SA.!D THAT-" THE ~lEANING IS AT

ritlllUTED TO TBll REFLECTED OONOEFTUAL CoNTENT",-

r:u:EN, TliE SAME M:A.Y :SE SAID REGARDING TliE VEDA 

ALS0.-(2771) 

COMMENTARY. 

'E~ oll14iM '- Things like Mahlislweta have had no real e:<ist<>neo 
in the externa.! world.-(2771) 

It has been a.rgued by the Mim<imsaka under Tt:J:t 2340, tlu\-" who 
bas perce,ived the connection of such things as Heat>e1>, Sacri,fo;e, ate., all of 
-which a.re beyond the reo.eh of the senses ! " 

The answer to this is a.o follows :-

TEXTS (2772-2773). 

·wno OAN EVER GOGNlSl: THE POTENCY, IN THR FOlW OF THE CONNl:CTION 

Rl:T\VIU:N THE WoRD AND ITS MEANING 1 THAT IS WliY IN THE 

OA.Sl: OF TH.R VBDA, EVEN THE -use IS NOT RBGARDED AS DUE TO 

li.UMAN A.GlilNOY.- IT OOULD NOT :Sll L1ilARNT FROM MORE 

BXl'IIRIENoED PEOPL11 ; BECAUSE, :SY TBli>ISELVES, 

TH1!S:E ALSO ARE l:QUA.LLY IGNORANT. TH1I ONLY 

OOGJ<'ITION THlmE110RE THAT MAY BE 

POSSIBLE IS THROUGH THE EXPLANA· 

TIONS PROVIDED BY MEN.-

{2772-2773) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is as follows :- By implication, you have yourself shown 
that the knowledge of the meaning of the Vedo. that there is proooeds only 
-from the O"Planetions provided by men. B..,..use by ita very nature, the 
·potsncy reete in supersensuous things ;- hence the use or employment of 
the Word in rega.rd to this potency cannot be due to man ; nor can the 

·cognition of it be derived from the more e"P"rienced people; beca.use all 
these also are equ"lly ignorant ;-the ease therefore would be like the know
ledge of Colour being obtained from blind men.-Hence, by implication, it 
follows that the sa.id cognition must be due to explanations provided by 
msn; there is no other aternetive pessible.-(2772-2773) 

The Opponent brings forwo.rd the following objection :-
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TEXT (2774) . 

.. TW$ OBJ'&CTlON IS EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO 'I'RII S'lRUITURES COMPOSED 

(BY PER.SONS)."- (2774) 

COMMENTARY. 

'£h<> objection that hAa been urged i.s applicable al•o to those uripturos 
that havo been compooed (by Perton.~). For iru!tanco, the question can 
roeaonably be rai.sed-whet.bor the idau t.bat modern people derive from the 
wordl of Buddha and othon dealing with supersell!IUous thinp are in e.oeord· 
anoo with the intentioiUI of t.bOfle Ponono,-or t.be r&VCJ'I0.--(2774) 

Th<> answer to the abov<> is os follows :-

TEXT (2774). 

NOT SO ; BECAUSE TO TllESII (SCRIPTURES) PEOPLE HAVE IU!OOURSE 

THROUGH ll'AlTH .L'Ill CO!IPIDENOE, EVEN lN REOA.RD TO THINGS 

THAT ARE OPEN TO DOUllT.-(2774) 

COlii:MEl\""TARY. 

' TaJto '-to the Script.ure propounded by a Personality, whlch deals 
with matters useful to mon. That is. the wise followore of Buddha have 
r6COUI"80 to their scriptures in full Accordanee with Reo.son,-and not by 
mere hoarsay. 

' Faith and confidenc<> '.- The confuknre born of weli·D8certained 
notions obtained by means of tlle due pondering over l'OO.SOM ; as it is in 
things thus D8certained through proofs that people hav<> conBdenee,-not 
in 1\nythlng else; as in regi\Td to other thl.ngs, doubts never 00086. 

'Thing• thal ar~ <>pm to tiold>I.'-In the ease of .....,rtions of Personaliti.,.., 
, .. the Person ~.,...._ what ho moano, there i.s & pc>BRibllity of such ideas 
having <>Orne down tb.rougb an unbroken line of men who have bOI\rd it from 
their prod""""""rs ; so that it ;. poosible that thoro i.o an unbroken line of 
Tradition from t.be author down to the present day ; and henoe the idOO$ 
oxproesed are true. Such ground for <>Onfidenoe is not ,available in the ease 
of the Script= that h., not proceeded from a Persone.lity ; 88 there is no 
Per&on who actually taught it.- Furtl1er, if there woro a Toacher, then. as 
such a Teacher would be lo<l to propound the Teachings for the benefit of 
men, it stands to reason that he would propound through wordl W~·knowu 
among men ; so that t.be meaningll of those words could be rightly l-ot from 
tuch uto by the Teacher. TIUs ia not possible in t.be C&88 of the Scripture 
that ;. not the work of " Person ; as there can be no intention or effort in 
that 0&80.--(2774.) 

Quution :- "If thi8 ia eo, then why do you not &et in acoordance with any 
Scripture (from among those propounded by human beings) ! Mere doubt· 
fulness would be equally present in the case of all ". 

The a.nswer to this objection is 88 follows :-

83 
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TEXT (2775). 

(WE HAVI!l OONFJDI:NOE L~ THE S OIUI'TURB] TUB ASSERTIO:SS WHEREOF 

ARE BOUND TO BE OONliiRMED :BY PERCBl'TION AND !NFERENCE.

TRA.T CA..>n<OT BE TUB OASII WITH TUB VEDA ; AS THIS 

HAS BEEN JIBLD TO Bll SBLB·SIIl"F''CIENT IN ITS 

AIITHORITY .-(2775) 

COMMENTARY. 

Whon the matter spoken of in tbe Scriptur& is not found to be incom
patible with facts ascertained by Perception and Infereoee,-611d ono acto 
in aeco!dance with tbi.o,-then alone d- ho act wiooly,-even though tb<
matter bo in doubt ;-not when he Mto otherwi""; beoouso doubts rogarding 
ito being wrong and lUldooirable are a<ouood only by ito being found to bo con
trary to weU-aseert&ined facto of Per04ptlon (and Inference). 

" If that ia so, then in the eaae of the Veda, people would bo octiog in 
the same way." 

An.twfr :-~ Tha4 cannot., ttt.' 
'A• thi8 ho. bten held 10 11< selj-~~Ufflcie.U, elc. et<:.'-that is, it is regarded 

""an authority by itsolf; hence in this....., it cannot be right to aot oltor 
having exAmined the teaohinga by proofe and re&SOningo ; as in that """"• 
tba authority or reliebility of tba Veda would be duo to aomething exterior 
to itsolf. 

Nor is it possible for tho teachings of tho Veda to ha confirmed. Because 
in the Veda we read of the man, in due course, being the ad<w and the 
eo:per;.....,.,-hia own preceding and succeeding forma being imperi.shablo &nd 
unbom ;--6nd tbi.8 cannot be right; as has been explained noder the chopt.e.
dealing with tbe 'Soul '.-Then again, we read there of the mmoliiV of 
certain entitioa ; e.nd that thi.a l>lso ia wrong has been explained under th~> 
chapter dealing with the 'Permanence of Things '.-'I'hlrdly, tbe follower8 c>f 
the Veda h&vo hold that thoro exist sueh things as tho 'Univ~rsat' and th~ 
lik&, whieh, tbongh really imporc:eptiblo, are declared to be perceptible; and 
similarly the successive Birth, Existenoe and Cessation of thing,~ have also 
been spoken of; all of whieh a<e absolute impossibilitiea.-similarly, it has been 
t.t\ngbt that the Agent in whom no froah attributes con bo added, and who bad 
not produ04d a si ogle thing bsfore, becomes the producer of someU>ing olse ; 
and similarly it has been taught tbao an eatabli5hed entity, though not. 
produced as an effect, eontinuea to exist, on the strength of oometbing elac ;
and aleo tbo doatruct.ion of things by -toin .,..,_ ; and so on and 10 

forth ;-much is found that is quite contro.ry to all Forma of Right Cogni
tion.-How then could any intelligent person undertake any activity on the 
authority of tllleh a Scripture (as the Veda) ?-{2775) 

K"""'ri/a has pnt forward anot.her argument in support of the eternality 
of the Connection between Word and ito meaning; and it ia pointed out in 
the following !l'e'" thllt that o.rgwnent ia invalidated 11.1 'Inconolu.aive ', 
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with a view to such workll oompofJied by men as Stories, Dm.mM ft,D_d tho 
like:-

TEXT (2776). 

WliAT THE OTHER PARTl( liAS UllOED fN THIS CONNECTION IS MOST ffiRE· 

LEVANT AND HAS BEEN 8AlD WITHOUT PERCEIVING THAT THE 

SAID OHARAorER OF ORlOlNAL STORIES AND DRA)IAS, ETC. 

IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN THE VEDA ALS0.

(2776) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Original storiu, ctc.'-t.hoao whose 8Ubjoot-rnatter is entirely new. 
'Said cha1»Cter,'-<J.g. ~hat o! being composod by the me..., whim o! 

man.-(2776) 

Quealion .~" Wha~ i$ it ~hat has been !IQid by the other party t " 
An.I"Wer :-

TEXTS (2777-2778). 

"BA.RRI:So THE BTBRNALITY Oll TBll WoBD AND ITS :lllBAmNG, TUJmB 

OOULD BB NO OTHER REASON EOR AOCEPTI:NO TBll IITBBNALITY OF 

THltllt RELATIONSHIP. TKBRBliORE IN REGARD TO THll VBDA, 

'I'RBRE CAN BE NO BEGINNING POR TRE SAID RIILATIONSHIP.

THE INFERENCE OP TilE ORIO!NATlON OF TBll SATD RELATION· 

SHIP IS NEGATIVED BY THE ABSENCE OP MlllA.NS (CAUSES) ; 

AND AS FOR THE INFERENCE OF THE NON·ASSERTIJI!LITY 

OF PR:&·ESTABLISHI!lD Rl!LATIONSRIP, IT IS S:BT ASlDE 

BY DIBECT SENSE·FEROEPT!ON."-(Shloi:o~<frtiko-

Sambant!MJ:Iipa-parihara, 136-138].-{2777 -2778) 

' Word '-consisting of Letters ;-' its meaning '-tho Universal;
bo~h of these being beginnlngleu, ~heir RelationBbip nlso--in the shape of 
deno~tive ¥otency-m\Jl!t ll<l beginningless ; that ia to ony, Potency being 
not-clillorent from the thing to which it belongs, there can be no meaM of 
bringing about the said RclatioMhip, whence it is inferred that there iB no 
bringing about of it. 

The argument is formW.tod as follows :-When one thing is devoid of 
the means of bringing about another thing,-the former eo.nnot bring about 
the latter ;-the Potter is uMble to make the Jar, when he is devoid of the 
means o! making it, in the ohape of ~he Clay, :Revolving Stick, Wheel, Water, 
Thread and so forth ;-all men are devoid of the me&M o! m.alcing tbe 
Rolationship (between Worde and meanings); hence there is apprehension 
of & character contra.ry to ~be wider character. 
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The Reeeon adduced here cannot be regarded"' Io&dmi8oible. Becau.e 
it b ... been ainl&dy proved that nU men are without lllleb meal>$, undor th<> 
pe-g~>- 'To whom would tbo Speaker h&,.., reooune to for the purpose of 
maldng up t.he R<llationship for the benefit of the Heerer ! ' 

QtAUCion .~II thl>t. ia so, then, as of the C..uao, 110 of the absence of the 
_..tion of Relationship itself, an Inl""'nco m&y be put forwa.rd. 

'l'ho l\ns1ver to thllt is tlu!.t for the proving of tho 'aboence of the said 
R.lol&ertion ', tho Roaaon--' being devoid of tho means '-would bo inallmisBible. 
-(2777·2778) 

In the following Te>:l, the Mimiimaaka show~ how the said &oson would 
be InadmiMible :-

TEXT (2779). 

" T KB ONLY MlUNS (OF OOMl'lUt!IIl.'fDING TRll MEANING) OONSIS'l'S L'< THE 

PEIICR~O OF I'I'S R£PXA.TBD OOMl'JlElt!!!<SION BY BX1'.£1UJINORD 

PBOPLB. AND OJmTATh'LY THE PAILllll.ll OF SUOB lolliANS CA.l<l<OT 

BR ADMI'ITIID, Of RliGABD TO THB BlllNGil<O ABOUT OP 

TRE OOMl'IUlDNSION " .-{ShloJ:avarti.ta-Sambo11llM· 
qtpa.pariMra, 138-139].-{2779) 

COMMENTARY. 

'£he comprehension of tho Relationship hy oxpol'ionood ponorut-por· 
ceivcd ago.in 0\nd <>go.in-ia the only way of assorting thnt Relationship : 
1mlm one know~ the Relationship hilllBell, he cMnot •peak of it to o.nother 
pol'fiOll. . 

' Thofailuro of •U<h me.uu,'-i.o. the said meens being ineffective. 
' Tho compr<hmoion '-of the Relationsbip.-(2779) 

Jn tbe following Pus, tbe Author procoeda to point out the deleeto in 
the ftbove ... aooning (of the Mimiim&aA:c) :-

TEXT (2780). 

ALL THIS WOULD BE TllUE, 01-'LY Ii' THERE WERE OllllTAil<TY IN REGARD 

TO TRE MIIANING OP TB» VEDA; ONLY IN 'I'IL\T OA.SE COULD TJ1E 

NOTIONS OBTAINIID FROM En'ERD'JNOED li!EN BB Tl\UE (IN 

CONSONANCE WITH IT) ; O'l'RERWlSI'l TDlll WIIOLE l'ABRIO 

\VILL l?ALL TO TDlll GR.OUND.-(2780) 

COMMENTARY. 

It b"" been Mguod (undor T""" 2777) nbovo tbl\t>-" Barring the 
beginningleo&netl8 of the Word and it<; Meaning, eto. eto. "-If, it ia ot.ern<llity 
or the Word and Meaning tlu!.t is meent by their 'boginning!OMneM •,-then 
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tha.t is inadmissible ; as the much \vidGt conclusion to the contra.ry b.Ms 

been establi•hod in the form of the ' Perpetual Flux '. 
If what io me~ut by the '. boginninglessness' of the Word and Meauit\g 

is that there is no beginning of tho sorios of causes and effoots,-thcn the 
Reason is • Inconclusivo ', and also (Contradictory' i becauso the Rela.tion
shlp has no oxiatence o.pn.rt from thP. Relatives ; and consequently, that reJa~ 
t ion.•hip a lso would be etemal like the Word and l\!J>aning. 

A• regMcls 'l3eing devoid of the m eau.., etc.' (Text 1 978),-that also i• 
'Inadmissible'; beca.u$8 it ha.~ been proved that even when th0re is dif
ference by their no.ture, there are some things that are capable of bringing 
about the idea. of sameness. ConseqnentJy, wha.t is meant i.t:J that there is 
a moons available in the shape 9f the idea. of the samenes.• of the thing cog
nised by both Speaker and Hearer. And it hi>S also boon pointed out (Text 
2773) that 'the .Cognition oaunot b6 obtained from the experienced men, 
and they also are equally ignorant '. 

• Otherwise, it •uould fall to t/11> rrrountl ' ;-If it be held that " the 
experienced persons, though themselve!) ign.orant. eomprehend tb& Re.lt\.
t ionship .. -then such a v iew would be clearly cont.ro.ry to a fa..ct of Sense
perception ; the Proposition being like the assertion of tho blind man relnti.ng 
to Colo\U-...- (2780) 

It hM boon arguod by the Mimiim$aka, under Te:xt 2341, that-" Aa 
regard• the argument based upon th6 fact of the Veda being an aggregate,. 
the eounter·argument should be s.;tated os follows :-Vedic study is always 
preceded by previO\\Il study,-because it is cnlled 'Vedio study ',- like th~ 
study carried ou at the p.resent time". 

The t\.n.,wer to t.h.n,t is: t\.'J follows :-

TEXT (2781). 

As A ii!A'l"l'ER OF FACT, THERE CA!< BE NO 'COIJ!<TER-AROUMENT' AGAINST 

THE REASON ' BECA!JSE IT t$ A.'< AGGREGATE ' ; BBOA.!JSE TillS IS 

A CHARACTER WHOSE IN-vARIABLE CoNOOMITA.NCB HAS 

BEEN RECOGNISED A$ E•ffiRACil<G ALL THINGS. 

-{2781) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is, the character of having its invnrinble concomitance with All 
things hi>S been duly recognised. 

This shows that the Bnddhist argument proceeds on the nature and 
capacity of things ; as nothing else can embrace aU t.hings. And when 
1\n Inference has proeeeded on the strength of the nat\\re and ca{lllcity of 
things, there eau be no counter-argument against it. Because the n.o.ture of 
things ea.nnot be altered ; nor is it possible for two mutually contradictory 
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ebaract.ers t.o ouboillt in the Mmo thing ; or e\oo it wo11ld """"" t.o be om 
thing.-(2781) 

The following te:rt pointA out t.ho all·embracing eboraeter of the said 
Reason (Premi .. ) :-

TEXTS (2782.2783). 

WHB~ L1rrrERs AlUI EXPR.IISSIVI, WITH DlSTINOl' XBANINOS, Al<D Al'PJIAR 

~ A PARTTCULAlt ORDER 011' SEQOE~OE,--TIIBY COli'B TO BB KNOWN 

AS ' Wo&D ', '8~•~<011 • AND sooa oaoUPS; rr IS THBSB THAT 
11.\ Vll BJlEN SO SPOJtBN OJr AS 'AOO~ATES '.-A~-o JT HAS BEEN 

SIIOWN THAT ALL Tlti-BX1'RII8SIVBN:ESS, DISTJNOT ~"!NOS 

AND OIU>J:R OF SJ:QUJ:NGII-tS DO'OSSIBLB JN TilE CASE OF 

WORDS NOT EXANATINO J'IIOX PERSONA.t.l'Tt£S.-Hl:li011TRE 

fNVARlABLB CoNOOMITA.'IOE (l'RlllXISS, POT l'ORWARD 

BY TilE BuDDHIST) R'EXAJNS UNSHAKEN.-

(2782.2783) 

COMMENTARY. 

'So 8p<)km of, '-i.e. M • t\ggJ'ogn.t.M •. 
If Letters do not emnnnto from Personalities, thon nil thie-expreB.•iv•· 

n<)68 and th<> ro$~is impo1!8iblo; this hOJJ been proved by. us already. And 
t hus our Tnvariablo Ooneomitnnco (i.e. the PremiM) become~~ fully established. 
-{2782·2783) 

Says tbo Opponent:-" 'l'ho R&ason (Promiss) that we hove put forward 
(under 2342),-' bt>oauso it ia pMceded by Vedio etucly ',-al•o comprehends 
nil things; ne tl1e Author of tho Ved" hOJJ nover boen found". 

The nnRwcr to thiR jj{ 8R followa :-

TEXT (2784). 

TIU!RR IS NO SVCII OERTAJNTY 01! INVAJ.UABLB OONCOmTANCB IN RIIOARD 

'1'0 ' .TJDOJ CJUR•Ol'liR OJr "81!:01'0 8l'OKEN Otr AS Vtdic &t!Ady' : RENCE 

SIICR A RIIASON JS OPEN TO TKll OBAROE Otr JTS ~"EOA'l'IVE 
OONCO)('[TANOE BBINO DOVBTl!tiL.-(2784) 

COMllENTARY. 

• sua. CCI'IGinty'-ea thoro is reg&rding the character or • being""~
gate • ; beca\UMt in the C&86 of • being an aggregate', ita negative eonoomitanee 
witb the eontnry or t.he Probandum is - in doubt·- it is in the ..... of 
the otber party's ......,..n-(' being 11pokeo of ao Vedi<: fl111ly').-(2784) 

The same idM is lnrther explained :-
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TEXTS (2785-2786). 

!BIT \lfEB.E KNOWN :fOR CERTAIN THAT M:EN AlUl UNA..8LE TO BRINO ABOUT 

THE SAJD ORDER OP LETTERS, ETQ.-'l'lfZN ALONE W011LD m:t:RE 

8& TKE !NvARIA.BLE CoNCOlQT.o.NOI! DESIR&D BY TRE OTBER 

PARTY. THAT, HOWEVER, O.ut N1WER BE 10<0\VN FOR 

CERTAIN; SUCH A OERTAINTY OOULD BE OBTAINED ONLY 

IF TIIB CAPACITY AND PROPERTY 01" ALL MEN WE!l.E 

l'ERCE:PTIDLE ; ~D TmS COULD BE POSSIBLE 

ONLY FOR A PERSON WHO IS OhiNlSOJlllNT.-

(2785-2786) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Sucho...Ur '--<>a is found in the eaoe ofouch Vodio~ntenoes as • 8!Jilrga,
J.:(Jmo ' tJnifl<>mlna yajUa '.- U it were known for eerteln that Bll men '"ere 
unable to compooo such coDpcations of letiA!nt, then Lhere might be oert&inty 
relating to Lbo Invariable Conoomitenoo (Premise) urged by the oLber party. 
Ao a matter of fact, however, the said faet cnnnot be known e.~oopt by an 
omniscient ponten.-Thi• i.~ whet is point~ out by th<l worct-' Thia would 
"- pouiblt M>ly for <>n omni&cUN ,-&on' .-(2786-2?86) 

Snyo the Opponent-" There are oertain characteristics in the Veda.
•uoh o.o Twchinq of Dw.y, difftA:Ulty of pronunoialion and the like,-whieh ru-e 
never found tu the words of men ; whenco it followA tha.t it is inconceivable 
that the Veda l<hould be the work of man; under the oireumstancea, how 
CM our RMI!oo be open to the charge of being doubtful nnd hence innd· 
miMiblo t" 

Th0 answer to this is o.s foJlows :-

TEXTS (2787-2789). 

fT IS OLlllARLY OONOI!JVABLll THAT THE VBDA IS Tllll WORK 01' MAN; AS 

IT SPEAKS 01' WRONGI'UL SEXUAL ACTS, KILLINO 01' .U.'DIALS .U.'l> 

TELLil'IO 01' LrES.-As FOR THE CHARACTER 0 1' BEING DIPI'IOULT TO 

PR.ONOUNCB, TKE AGll.EllA.l!LBl>"J:SS OJ' SOUliD, DJ'i"YlCOLTY 01! 00:11-

PREUENSION, di4agrUIJbl£'1W18 lo lk tar AND 80 I'ORTH,-TIDlSE 
CUARAOTERlSTlOS OF THE VEDA A'Rlll l'O'O'ND IN TKE WORKS 

OF DEORIERS OP TltE VEDA ALSO.-As RlllOABDS Sll'OH 

PROPBRTI:&S AS capacity IO cure poiB<m, ETC. THAT ARE 

I'OOND TO BE TRl1E,......IJ'HIS IS I'QUND ALSO t:N THE CASE 

011 I NCANTATIONS LAlD DOWN BY Vainat6ya AND 

SUCH l'JIRSONS.-(2787-2789) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Author means is ,.. folio,.. :-Even if certain chnraeteri.•ti"" 
are not found in huma-n assertJons,-mere non-pe:r-Ception cannot pro-v& 
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anything ; so that tho RoMon still remo.ln.' doubUul n.ncl lnnclmissible; it 
being jUB~ tlOIIOiblo ~hat ~hero may be perooM who would I><' nble t<> cotn!""'o 
works having tbo oaid propertl .. ol the V&da. 

But lho non.porcoption ol the said properties itself crutnot be admitted ; 
becease there ""' .,.rtain charact<>riotico ol the V&da,-auch as the lt>ying 
down oloucb • Duty • na con.si.ot• in wrongful oexual act and tbo like,- which 
are found in the works oflh8 ~ers ol the Vedn ab!o. 

' Wnmgful IUUCJl oc:u '.....-ucb u ..... Thia i& laid do·wn i_n connection 
with tbe a-m-<18Cri6ce; ,.her& we road ' UpoM. udokom cAtlfllli, etc. etc.' 
-where • Upa/IIJ' 1tond8 !or tbe 5Mri6oor; who io spoken ol as tml:in!] llltll8 

In connection "~th tbe AMuamUhca and othor McriA....,-OJe killing 
of araimal6 ill laid down in tl>o Veda; in ouch toxt.s -·At midday, si>: 
hundred animals are used, ote. etc.' 

To/lift!] of Liu-hM been taught in tha text-' Lying iu joke does no 
harm; nor lying t.o women; or a~ tho time of marriage ; or l\•hen thno is 
dooger to Iiio ; or when there ia danger ol losing ono's entiro property ; on 
these five occasions Lvi"!J io not 8inful '. 

l'ho mention ol these ia found in tho Voda; and thcoo "'" found in tlu
work8 of the detractors o{ tho Veda also. 

t TatiW. '-t\tso---• D1:'Q'icuby of pP'01'tDUncing ·,-' AgreeabUnus,' ' Incom· 
prelun.ibilily '--euch M in tho Vedic text, ' Amandroirlndr4, etc.' ; where the 
comtruction is difficult and ftlr·lotchod-' /J' being connected wiUt • !f(il•i' 
ocou.rring lB.tcr on ;-' Diangroe.blo to tho Car'.-' Adi •._tncludes broken 
words, ultr&·long vowola, nnd difflcu1tioa of ncoontuation and so forth. 

TM capacity to curo poi10n, eto.--Or ' removing of poison' and • peculiar 
potency'.-' E1c.' inclu<lOil the cw·ing ol obseAAion by elementA and other 
evil spoils. 

• Truo '-competiblo 'vith tho real ewto of things. 
' Va-ina.tlya, etc. '-'Etc. ' at&nd3 for tho IncantRtion.-c current among 

Buddhists nod othora.-(2787- 2780) 

It ha8 been argued by the Mlmanwol:a, under Tertt 2343, that-" what 
1188 bee11 •nid regarding the Vod& might be said regarding the MahAbharato; 
bnt it ia loreotalled by the romombrRnc<> ol ita author, etc. etc..". 

The l1ll!IW&r to tbia ;. M loUoWI! :-

TEXT (2790). 

C.U."NOT IN THlS WAY AN l!.'J'JIBEl<OE 81! MADE BEOABDINO Till! WORK 

Ol' RI1>U.l< 8Ell<Os-8UCR All THOSE OP TRl! /Juga/a (Btufdl!a) ! 
--{2790) 

COMMENTARY. 

A similor Inference m&y be made, sucb -The study of tbe words of 
the Buddha must have been prooeded by eimilar study, because it is spoken 
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of aa tho • study of the won!$ o! tb& Buddha',-liko tho p<e...,nt study of the 
aamt.-(2700) 

Quuiiol\ .~"If that is so, then bow cnu tho words be regarded as tho~ 
of the Buddha ! " 

AniWOr :-

TEXTS (2791-2792). 

BECAUSE ITS FORM WAS REVEALED BY Hnt, TliltiUIIJORE TKE WORDS ARE 

OALt.'£D ' OF THE Bun mu '. THE REKEMIIRANCII or TilE AUTROR 

THAT IS 'tHEllB MAY ALSO BB BEOAllOBD All KE&BLY COX· 

NBNl>A'l'OBY.-lT lllGHT BE SAID THA.'I'-" THIS IS il<OT SO 

AOOEPT.ED BY THE OTB:Elt PARTY u ;-BtrT IP THE 

R!IASOI< IS EQUALLY APPLICABLE, WHY CANNOT IT 

BE ACOEl'TED ! - OR, U' MAY :t<O'l' BG AOOIIPTED 

BY TilE OTHER PARTY; EVE!< 80, IT MAY 

BE REG .... RDED AS POSSffiL'!l, lN 

ACCORDA.VOE Wl'l'll RBASO:t< .-

(2791-2792) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ita form-eb&nu:IA!r, n&ture,-b&s been r<>veal&d by Budd11a. 
In t.hio eaae also. the idea that people hove regarding the author of tb& 

Buddbiot &ripture may be &.-cpl~>in&d as pnr<>Jy comm<'ndat.ory. And bar<> 
also • author' may bo explained as 'rememborer '. 

The foUowiog might be Ulll&d-" Tho Buddhlota do not accept. the 
view that the idee. of the &uthorship of Buddha is purely commendat<>ry,
h&nco why should you be$e your argument on this t " 

An.twtr .~·'I'M R.a.son boing equanv applicabZ. (to Mah<lbh41"01<> and 
tbo BudcUtist Scripturo), etc. etc.'-If the idea U. in ncoord with R.....,on, 
thon why should the Buddhist not accept it! It is not right for intelligent 
men not to l\Oeept whe.t is in (\ecotd(u'\ee with rol\son. 

Even if ehe intelligent Buddhist doe• not aooopt this iden,-we still 
put this to you purely on t.ho ground of rOlU!on.-(2701·2702) 

Tbio idea. it oonflrm&d by t·he words of the Mim4mookc himself-
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TEXTS (2793-2795) 

f A-z ALL TULES, HR..~ ARE :YOSTLY PBONB TO T&LLfNO LIES; JlJ'S'I' AS Tl:IERB 

IS NO OONnDENCE IN ltl!GARD TO TIIINOS PR&SEJ\"T, SO ALSO THERE 

18 NONE RBOARDING TD D:&SCRU'TlON 0:1' PAST BVENTS' (811Ioka
tdrt;htJ SOTRA. L L 2; 144).-BY TRIS RBASON 01' YOUR OWN, 

TII::EaE OAN IlD NO PERSON REOOONISED AS Tllll AUTHOR OF 

ANY WORK AT ALL; IWJIN THOUCl1l: llll l>IAY liE DEOLARING 

lT TO DJ! JnS OWN WORK.-THUS THEN, PLIIASE ABANDON 

ALL HOP!! lN THII TRUT!'CFULNESS OF TlJJI WORD WBIOR 

001!8 NOT PROCEED Pl<OM A PERSONALITY ; St'EOIALLY 

AS fN" SUOR WORDS llA VE EEEN Ma.'IT!ONJID MA..'IY 

TJllNGS CONTRARY TO WRAT UA.9 'BSEN SAID 

IN THE V:EDA.-{2793-2795) 

COln.r&NTARY. 

·By tllil rocuoning, ac. ac. '-i.e. the 1'0880ning jWit au.l<>d. 
The following might be urged-" Let all the SeripturoM be •uch "!' a,... 

not the work of PersonaJjties " . 
Tbe Mawer to that ia-' 'I'hUI lkn, e1c. etc.'-Tbet is, the men> faet of 

nol being lk work of Pu60Mlity cannot prove the truthful cheracter of tbe 
Revolation; as rmoh o. Rea.son would be • inconclusive •, in view of the . 
words of Bud<lha and others. Becl!UBO theoo lattor speak of many things
~"~Uoh aa 4 thoro iH no Soul, and so forth,- whioh nro oontr&ry to what is said 
in tho Vodn~ 1.\.nd which, according to you. o.re not t.r\18. And it is ju~Sb possible 
to su•peo~ thM the oa.me may be the eMe with the wor<IA oC the Ved& aho. 
-{2703-2706) 

The • Inconelnsiveneos • of the Mima11MOJXI' 1 tMOoning hail been shown. 
'l'he Author now proceeds to show that it io • Contradictory • also, inasmuch 
oa it demoJilb .. what it desired by him-

TEXT (2796). 

TBBN AG.uN, IN THIS WAY Wll.<T WOULD llll PROVED WOULD l!B ONLY 

~inninglu.mu8, NOT frwit:!m from ~rBonal awMr8hip. UNDBR 

THE amotlMSTANCES, IF THII VEDA WIIRE RBOARDBD AS NOT 

TRJI WORX OP ANlf l'ERSON, THEN Tl!E SAME MAY Et SAID 

IN JltOAllD TO OTHER REVELATIONS ALS0.-(2706) 

COMMENTARY. 

What the Mim<l"""'loa desires to prove i.o the IMt tha~ the V oda is not 
the work ol man ; but whet is proved by bis reMOn i• not thiA,-but, m""'IY 
the fMt of its being wWwut ~ittning. 
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It might be argued that-" when it ho.s been proved that it is withou t 
beginning, then, by implication it also becomes proved that it is not tho 
work of ina.n ; because what is tho work of' a peJ:Son cannot be without 
beginning " . 

The answer to this is--" Un.der tJ~.e circumstances, etc. etc.'-Tht\t is, 
Otl. the ground of there being no beginning, if a Revelation were proved to bo 
not the work of man,, then the same may be ~;aid regarding the eustotns of 
the Parasikas nnd others (in whose CMO also, there haa been no beginning).
(2796) 

The name idea is further &-"'<p1ained-

TEXT (2707). 

THE OUSTOMS OF THE Parasikas AND OTHERS MAY BE BASED UPON OTHERS ; 

AND THE DOOTRINE OF TRE ATHEISTS ALSO MAY BAVE ITS 

SOUBOE IN 'l'RB IDEAS OF OTRBR PEOPLE. 

-(2707) 

COMMENTARY. 

'BMe<l 1\POn olhtra '-propo,mded through the ideas of other people. 
' Having their aource in, etc. etc.'- i.e. that which hn.CJ its source in tbo 

. notions and improssiona of other poople.-Or ' that which i$ prone to be 
brought about by the impressions of other people'. The • Ka •--affix. in 
this ca.CJe would ha.ve the reflexive sense.-It would be s:~o. because even those 
doctrine.• that ba.ve been propounded on tho strength of the propotmder'• 
own intuition,-proC<Jed on the basis of the objective conceptions handed 
down by other people; henco these a.lso ha.ve their source in those ~&me eon · 
r.ept.ions, just o.s is the case with the <:\t..i)tQms of people based entirely 
upon what is. actually visible.- (2797) 

It mig)lt be argued tha-" all those may be rogp,rdecl M free from 
human authorship " . 

The e.nAwer to that iR AA fo1lows :-

TEXT (2798). 

EVEN IF St!CHjreedomfr&m authorship WERE l'ROV»D,-WHAT GOOD WOULD 

THAT DO TO YOU ! As TilE WHOLE ATTBMl"l' 011 YOURS HAS 

BEEN TOWARDS 'l'.I!E ESTABLISHING OF TRUTHFULNESS. 

- (2798) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Such '-i.e. in regard to which there is lih:elihood of being untrue. 
-(2798) 
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It has bean argued by tho Alim<i,....l,:a, under 7'..U 2344. that-" Th• 
Past and tho Future timee con have no connection with any tmthor of tht
Vede. etc. etc.". 

Tho answer to tb&~ iA u follows:-

TEXTS (2799-2800). 

As lll!:OARDS THB PR08All8-' BBUIO T£Nl'l' AND ' BEING PEJISON · . 

'[JIB NEO.&TJVB OONOOMITA.l!Oil OF 'l'XBSII IS DOOll'l'PIIL; BECAUSE~ AS 

SHO\\'N BB:PORB, IT HAS NOT B•m< PROVED THAT MAN Lq tN• 

CAPABLE OF DOING TB'I WORK tN QIIBSTION.-TRE IDI!A 

GP 'MA!<lPESTATION' ALSO HAS BBBN RUBCTBD. 

I!E!<OB Tu:B SPEAK.I!R Rn!SELl' SHOllLD BR B£· 

OAJUlED AS TBE ' AUTHOR ' {MAK.lla). TIWS 

THEN', IN 'BO'tH Tit:E Al\OU'MENTS. THE 

INSTANOB 18 DEVOID OF THE PRO· 

BANDIIMS.-(2799-28()()) 

CO&IMENTARY. 

The fact thM the inoa()neity of &11 men to compose tho Veda lUUl boon 
ptoved.-that would h.avo 110rvod rl.8 tho rOQ.8on nnnulli~ the cont.rary con. 
olusion; but as that incapnoity hM not been proved, tho eontrery of 
the Premiss remains in doubt. Honco tho Reoaon becomes' Inconclu.o:Uve ' . 

• As bejrrre'-in th~ caao of tho RoMon 'boeouse it is spoken of as Vedic 
atl.ldy •• 

'7'116 Inlta11C<l is dtWJid of tl1o Probandum ',-i.e. the instance cited in 
~· sha~ of the 'Common man of the P"""'nt dny '.-(2799·2800) 

It hM been OIISorted by the Mlm<imsa.l.:a, under 7'..,1 234G, thnt
u .Pioue undeNJW.nd that. tho Vodio word il4 not f&lso, etc. etc.". 

The an•wor to \hi• is u followa :-

TEXT (2801). 

BEC.,IIS.E IT l S DEPI!lN"DIINT UPON T11B TEAOHINO 01' ION, AND BECAUSE IT 

HAS BEEN PROVBD TO 811 Tllll PRODUCT 01' Bl':POR:f,-l'HERBPORE 

J FBEEDOll l!"ltO)J TKB SPeAKER r DO.BS NOT RESIDE TN 

TRil 'SuB.TBOT ', NOR a< TilE CoaaoaoRATT\'11 

lNS'r.t.NCE.-(2801) 

COlUIENTARY. 

'In the 8u/1j«l or in the Corroborotiw ln81ance,'-i.e. in that wltieh 
bu been mentioned u the 'Minor Term', or that which has bee~ 
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cited aa the Corroborative ln.<rtanc&-(in tbo argument put forwanl by tbe 
Mimd,....,ko) .-(2801) 

It hlw boen argued by tbe Mimanoacrka, under 7'""' 2347, tllllt--" The 
Cognition brought about by tbe Ved& must be correct. beCI\usa it prooeeds 
from tho otornal sent.eneeJ etc. etc.". 

The o.nswer to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (2802-2803). 

THl: ETERNA.LITY Ol' TIQl SENTENCE HAVING B&£!< &:EJECTED, THE 

OHAJUorBR 011 ' l'BOOEEDmo FROM "rBB ETEBlUL SENn~ox • IS 

CL£.AJU.Y REOOGNIS.£D AS 'SON-BXJSTE"NT lN TJJ.:B I StJB.JBCT, 
AND IN TKE QoBROBORA'!'IVE lNSTANOII.-TBlJS, TBl!:N Tli:E 

IIAOT 011 THll VEDIC b.rONCTION NOT BEING THE WORK 

011 A P.l!RSON BEING UNCERTAIN, YOUR SUBSEQU:ENT 

REASONS ALSO ARE OPEN TO THE ORAROll OF 

BEING DO'Ubtfui-M:nc&-lnadmi8sible. 

-(2802-2803) 

COMJIIENTARY. 

Hero &'-o, "" before, tbe R.le.aon i!s ' inadmi.o8iblo •, and tho Corroborative 
lDAit&noe i• ' devoid of tbo Probendum ' . 

The Locative ending in tbe tenD 'DMrmtdrfi(IN<J!/0?1' ia with reference 
to tbo • cluu-acter or proceeding from tbe eternal aentence •. 

' VDI:!J'UY<I '-ia to be construed with 'nilyalol' ; the Genitiv.. ending 
dw>ot.ing rtlalitmlhip '. 

'Nityov4kyodbhaoat""'!'O' goee witb 'ariddhq. '. 
'P<Uhellimlfu '-the subsequent R<>oao.,.......ucb aa 'being produced by 

CIIU808 lroe from defects' and so fortb.-(2802-2803) 

Other two R<lasons put forward by tbo Mim4mtako, under Teo;l 2349, 
are-(1) "because it is brought &bout by an aasertion that does not proceed 
from ~n unreliable person " ;-.nd (2) " because ther& is nothing to annul tbe 
idea. " . 

It i1 pointed out below tb&t both of th- are 'InadmiWble' :-
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TEXTS (2804-2806). 

WHEN TKJ: • PurnuAL FLux' HAS BE~ BSTABI.t'lllBD, TffB \'BDA, AS 

SOMJITHINO BTERNAL BY ITSRLP, BBOOMJIS OLBAJILY DL«CABDED.

How TIDN ()AI;' TBBRE BB ~'Y COGNlTlOl< PRODUCED BY IT l-IT HAS 

OEBTAINl.Y Biil!N DBCLARBD IN THE VEDA OITE!I ENOt'OH TR.-I.T 

' IT DOES NOT PERISH' IN REOABD TO TR1i PtrR'O'$A (SPIRIT, SotrL); 

BUT TIIB R&.TEOTTON OF THIS HAS BEEN CLEARLY SET FORTH ABOVE ; 

RENO£ THE REASON IS CLE ARLY 'INA:O~nSStllL:S '.-!JI A •tAN lS 

CAPABLE OF DIRECTLY l'EIIOBIVL><(l Tllo!E, SPACJI AND OTHER SoULS 

LllOI THJI JVJUBE·liR1liT IN TR1! PALM Oli' 1118 HANDS,-HE ALONE 

CAN llAVE A CoGNITION POR WHOJKTHI!R11 COULD Bll NO 1\ll.tBOTlON (OF 

THE WD IDBAS).-{28()4,-2806) 

COMMENTARY. 

" That which is eternal by itself beoo""" dis.,.rdod "-cucb is t be con . 
.UUetioo. 

Wbe~ is meent is as follo"" :-It having been proved, by Inferenct> 
ba8ed upon valid Reasons, that all things are subject to ' Perpetual Flu.x '. 
-the V ode., "'rueh has been held to be eternal, beoom" di..,arded. 'Soon•· 
l'ill<' ', by itself, has been oddod with "' view to exclude the ~"1-ntaUer. 

'How can there be any Oogn#ion prod.U«d by ut '-That i~, it cannot be. 
This meaM th&e the Reason- ' beca\"'e it is brought about by aaoortion• 

not proceecUng !rorn e.n un.ro.lia.blo peraon '-i~ Inl\dmi~ibiG, ln rcepec.t of it't 
>'Ub&tl'at.um. 

'fho wordll • It I~M certainly bun, etc.. eto. ' •how that tho other Reason
' b&cat\88 it is !reo from annulment ',-is' inadmi.ss:i.bJo' by itaelf.-\Ve read 
in the Vodi> that • being imperishable, it peri.lheth not' and 'IndOI!tructibl• 
indeed ia tbio Soul '.- Of this Soul or Spirit, the rejection has been set forth 
io tho chapter dealing with • No-Soul'. Bonoe tho R<>t\80n ia onr•ly • inad
missible •. 

Soya !ha Opponent:-" There is thJ! oloer declar&t.ion (in tbo ShtJbara
B/t4fyfl) that ' Injunaion is the name giYeJl to !ha &Mertlon that prompts 
octivity ' ; which ahomt that it is only a particular portion of U>e Vede that
i• called Inj uru:d<m, not the whole Veda.. And it il the • Cognition produced 
by Injunction ' tbat has been made the • Subject' of our Roeooning. Coose
<ruently, even tbOIJ8h there may be rejection of tbo Ved& in regard to othar. 
mattol'8, thoro can be no rejection of the Il\jnnction. So that the R....,on 
remain& po.rfect-ly admis.aib~ ". 

This doeo not affect our position. In some plnoo the ontiro Veda hns 
been spoken of 118 • 0/wdt.tnii' (lnjunotion),-whioh name ht\8 not o.lways 
been appli&cl to the pror>~ling Sentenoo only. Othonviao, the sontenoo • One 
should not injure living beings' would not be an InjutlCiion; ""it does not 
1'"""1'1 to ~liulty. 

This also would be incompatible with the asaortion in tho ShGbcra-Bhdwa 
-" Both are hllre apo!.-m> of in the Injunction,-that which ia conduci•-e to 
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wella.re as also Ulat which is conducive tO t.toubla n ;-bocause the Injunction 
does not prompl tu:~ivity thtlt loods t.o trouble,-which would justify the 
a.sserti.011 th&t ' Injunction spook$ of what ia conducive to trouble '. 

'!hell again, the Shabara.·BIU1fya My8-" The Oogrution produood by 
the words of men is eometim06 uncertain and wrong, -but there is nothing t.o 
show that the Cognition produced by the Veda is wrona ". 

As the m.....U Veda has been disearded, you cannot prevent the auspicion 
thnt tho said rejection may npply t.o the Injunction also. As Kum4ril<l 
hns declared-" The fact of tho Veda boina a meaM of Right Cognition shall 
bo proved by the fact of its not being tho work of any Per.on " . 

As a matter of fact, it is clearly -n that there is roj6Ction of the .._,.. 
tions of the Veda relating t.o an eternal Soul,-oven though it may not bo thu 
1V"Orl' of a. person ;- further, in tbo case of euoh Vedio aAAortlons &!t-' Heaven 
follows from the performance of the .Agniholra •, the said ouspicion (of falsity) 
is inevitable. Be~ as pointed out abovo, the Reuon remains doublful-
~Mtlmiuiblo. 

This is tho reason why tho Author reverts to hie previou.9 poaition and 
reaffirms the idea that the RcM<>n is d.ouJUful-l..,.co-IMdmiolib"U-' If a 
man is capable of directly 'P«"~i.,Ong, <le. <le.' 

This also aervoe t.o set uido the following assertion (made in ShDJJara.. 
Bhdfy<>) :-" Tbo Cognition produeed by tho Veda is not found to be "Tong 
either at another pl&ee or o.t o.nother time or in o.nothor person ; hence it 
must be true " .-{2804-2806) 

It hae been argued by the Mi~ under ~ 2361, thtlt-" Thus, 
like Light, thtl Veda beina the • Eye • for all men, etc. etc.". 

Tho answer to this is 1>8 follows :-

TEXTS (2807·2808). 

T HE VBDA THUS lS SO?omTIUNG OF WHICH THJI EXAOT PORb! OR 

StTB.TEOT·lllAT'l'ER IS NOT l<.NOW"!< TO ~UIN,-<\ND BENOE IT 18 LIKE 

DENSE DA.RJQrESS, POR WIIIOH ONLY DULL·\VITTED PERSONS CAN RAVE 

.._,. ATUcmo:NT ;-LDtJ: TB1I ATl'AommNT o• = Piirorikaa 
TO TlD!:m CusTOMS. HBNOB, LIKE TBll Piirruikas, T.OOSB 

DULirWI'l.'TlllD l'lllRSONS ALSO, I ONOJ.lANT Cif ITS ~I&AlUNO, 

RAVE REOOOBSE TO SUCH SINFUL ACTS AS THE KILLING 

OF A.'IIMALS ..U."D THE LIKE,-UNDER TIDl n<BL1Jl:NOJC 

OF Tllll JIJUTITION 011 TB:Em PAST WICKED DEEDS. 

-(2807-2808) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Bilpa. "-form. te)l.'t ;-' obhidhAyo '--tubject-mau.or.-' That of which 
both these ar• unknotD» lo ,..n.' 

Thol'e is ignorance of tho ' Corm' o£ tbe Veda; M ooe cannot, either 
by himself, or with the holp of otben, determine whether tbis i.e tbe exact 
letter, or some othor letter, in tbo Text. 
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Similarly lhore i.o uncertainty regarding tho subjecf...rnattor, moaning. 
of the Vocla. 

For u- """"'""' tl>o Veda i.o like • .U.... tla:rL'tiUI',-tbere being no 
light ilhunining it. 

• Ptut wicked clu<U,'-i.e. evil impressioll.>! lel~ by pa!it miadood< ;-the 
'nityanda ', fruition of that. 

• Lia ~m '-i.e. Like tbe P<iMii.l:aB.-(2801-2808) 

H hll8 boon MSortod by tbe Mima>n8<>ka at the vory out••t, tbaf...
"people, eooking for knowledge of Dharm.a. ana AcUa.arma., muf.tt. have 
roootll'8o to the Veda, aa tbe only :lie&I'UI of Right Knowledge". 

'the aWJwer to thia is as follows :-

TEXT (2809). 

THUS, IT IL\S 1101 BEEN PROVED TILlT THJI VaDIO l.NJUN01'10NS ARB mB 

VALJJ> ~iB&JrS 011 RtGBT KNOWLEDGE Olf Dlt4tma ; :JOR TR:B St:MPLB 

RBASON THAT ll'S AIEA..'<ING CAli'Nor BB AS08RTA.INBD BY .L.'(Y 

ON%, ElTBEB BY HDISELP OR WITH TIIJI l!ELP OF OTHER 

DITLirWlTTED PBRSONS.-{2809) 

COATh.IEJ.'<TARY. 

• Dharma' ho.s been mentioned by wl\y of illul'trl\t.ion i it includes 
• Adlum>l4 • nl~o.-(2809) 

Quulio» :-" Il that is so, then bow ean any deftruto idoa be obtained 
rugarcling Dlw.rnoa and other things r" 

,~...,_,_ 

TEXT (2810). 

FoR mBSB RBASONS, PLJIASB SBBK lfO& A PEIISON WHOSE INNER DARK· 

NESS liAS BJIJIN DISPELLED BY 'l'HB UGRT 01' XNOWLJIDOB, .&.'ID 

\VlJO IS CAPABLE 011 TEACHING THE OLJ!£A MJIANJNG 01' 

THll VEDA.-{2810) 

'Inner clarknu1 '-Ignorance, 'P&in.ful and Unpainful' ;-who has 
dispelled this by tbo light of knowledge. 

'OUar '"""-(!()rteot; pure, free from irnpuritios liko animal-slaughter, 
wrongful soxunl aot.9 and so forth. 
• 'Sotk for a tooclltr ' ;-i.e. it is only then tbnt your idea of the Veda 
having no pcr80D&I author would be of any '""; o~erwieG tho meaning 
being not oognisable, the said idea would be futile. 
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' Yhat is moout by t.hh; j ~; (1..~ follow·:~:-

rl'ho notion of ,YOUni, that the Vedn. is stllf-,-;ufficiont in i ta aut;horit.y, 
cttmwt l>o right unlos.'i tharo L"' an omnh«.:ioat Po~on ;-honco su~h a Pof8~ll 
hn .. "' got tu bo o.dmittcd ;-otborwi~ the authodty t11nd roliabiHty of the Vedu. 
wuuld bo iu)pQ$:dblo; ~ exp.Jnined ~bove. Undur the oiroumHW.m.:.t..\tJ, 
it is fa.r butter to rely up011. tho word of thi~ P(U'l'Sou hilnxclf, for tho knuwi(Jdgu 
of 1)/uvuw und :mch lllil.tt.ot"M; wlu~t i~ thu WiO of t~-slun.ing tho \Vord not 
pruwodil)g fro1n u.l'~rson,-the rolill-bilit.y uf which ·wo1·d mu!it alwny-d remn.iu 
duubtfu l ? 

It hll>i boon tiJ'gued t1m.t •nnttol"S like, Dltarma aro not umeua.blo to tLo 
dit·oot. tooclit.tJ.tivo Perception of t hu Myliti~.-1'h~ tw-;odion u..L'io i.~ dbfootivo; 
btlc.:u\II:W it il:i guiu.g to bo provod lntel' on, by H\OOJ)S of In.forcnce, that. tlu.1re 
""" be such p<Jrooptiou in tJ10 """'"of My•tiC>l.-(2810} 

.l!l1td of Ol<at>Ur XXl V 

34 



Examination of the Doctrine of ' 8elf-8'Ufficient V ulidity ' . 

COMMENTARY. 

With the following Ttxt, the author procood• to f11rthor • upport tho idea 
o( hiiJ doelrino beitt.g 'free from oil solf-rmffioiene Rovulntion, (dooltued in 
the Introductory 'texts) :-

TEXT (2811 ). 

TRVS TKE~, IT B.BINO ESTABLISHED THAT TKI'l V BOAS A.B.B THB WORK 011 

/o. PE&SONALlTY, TIUI SBLlr·SUl'P!OiliNOY Or TKIIlR AUTHORITY 

AND VALIDITY ALSO BEOOM.BS OV.BRTHBOWI< WITHOUT 

EII'.PORT.-{2811) 

COb!MEl\"T AR Y. 

With o. view to eot.ablish the authority (and reliability) of tbo Rovcalod 
Word, the follow.,.. of Jaimini have declouod that of rul Pramatw• (Cognition.< 
and Me&ns or Cognition) the validity is self-sufficient, inhorcut,-ond its only 
invaUdity i8 duo to other ca.usos, extrinsic:. 'l'hoy lltKUO that if their 
vnliJiity woro extrill8ic (due to other causOl!), thoro would· '"' 11n il\finite 
regro88 i which would !itrike at the root of all notiont ot thu vu.Jid and 
invalid cognitions. 

On thi• qnc•t.ion, thcro llr6 four viowo po,..iblo :-(I) Sornot.imcs both 
vn.lidity ancl jnvalidity aro inherent ;--(2} .;omotimo. both t\1'0 oxtrinxic ;
(3) Vnlidi~y io <>xtrill8ic and Invruidity ill inh6ron~ ;-(4) Vwidity U. 
inl>oront and Invalidity is extrinsic. 

(I) Tho finlt view is not ten&ble; becau.., would bo~b Validity and 
Invalidit.y belong to the 88me individual cognition I Or tc dillon:nt on01< 
(V..tidity to o"" and Invalidity to another) I It io no~ f)UO>Iiblo for two 
•nutually oont.nod.ictory and exclusive c:baractor• 118 Validity Wld InV!Wdity 
t.O belong to ono and 1-ho tliWlO individuai.-Nor can they belong lo different 
individuum; tw~ there is nothing to dote.ruliM which would bolong to v.'htlt; 
and bonco thoro oould be no certainty I'Oll"rding it; which would moon that 
thu"' wou!d be no dititinction botwoen Valid ancl Invalid Cognitions which 
would not be oonfused. Bocause both being equally indotX>n~ont, there 
could bono certainty •• to uny particula.r Cognition being valid <mly. .13ocaW!<>, 
1\8 rognrd$ Annulment &l•o, all dillerenoo betweon tho two would become 
oblitoratod; and there is no other means admittod thnt could doAnitoly 
doW.rmiuo t.hu ouo or t.hu othur. ThuJ:J any distJnc..1,iou M tu ouo buiug Vtllitl 
and tho uthor invalid would oo impo .. ibl~. 

(2) Nor call the aoccnd view be right ; becall>IO tho Cognition thot bad 
no character previously would have to be regarded as choractor-18118. Further, 
Vali4itv CJndlnuali.diJy being mutually exclusive, if boU> o! thooo were abeent, 



~ 

I 
I 

f 

I 
1 
I 
! 
! 

i 

r 
I 

t 

EXAMINATION 011 THE DOCTRINE 011 'SEU'·SUIIFXCIENT VALIDITY'. 1271 

-no othe.r oha•·acter cou1d be recognised as belonging to it; and thus' it 
would OOcome truly 'inexplicable •, 'indeterminate '.-'l'his hil.S been t.hus 
declnred (by Kmnilril<' in Shlokavilrtilxb-Oiuxiana.Sf4ra 35 and 37)-' Both 
(Validity and Invo.lid.ity) cannot be intrinsic, u.s the two are mutua.lly con
tradictoi'Y; nor can both be extrinsic; as in this case, tlto Cognition would 
h!\vo to be regarded as featurel<l$8 (35) . . . If it be argued thM th" twv 
characters might not be incompatiblo, as belonging to different Cognltions,
oven so, as it is not dependent upon iu:tything olf1&, it cannot be determined 
which charact.er belou.gs to which cognition.' 

(3) Nor <:t\U tho t.hlrd viow be right ; (that Validity is inherent t\nd In.-
1Xdid:ity, i~ extrinsic] ;-as thiij involve:;, an infinite regress. For instance, 
what i!; by ittrelf int·t·iusicaHy invali<l., eau never be expected to bring abOnt 
valid-ity; bocause it i.f' itr;el£ invalid ; nor could it bo expected to proct>.ed 
from what. is valid ; becnuso it. fitnnds on the ~amo footing tw the other ;
if it be expected t ht\(. valiclity would come from <mtti.ide,-thcu there would 
be tu> infinite regrcs.. For ~he pw·po"" of determining the validity of a single 
Cognition, one would ba.vo to lollow up a. series of such Means,-and the entire 
life of man would become Ul;OO up. 

For tb- reasons, there being nv other nltoruat.ive tw&ilable, the wlidity 
of all Promli(la8 (Cognitiollf< nnd Moan:. of Cognition) must be regarded a.s 
inherent in them, t~nd the inval·idUy ~ ca:trinsic.-'rhis a.rgumont may be 
formulated as foUowH :-'When certain things aw r~tricted to e. certain 
thlng,-they do not need fmything else, so. far as that thing i~ concerned,
e.g. A~lw and Incorporeality ;- the Pramill;l"" iu question are re.~trictod 
to the character of being valid ;-hence there is u.ppreheru;ion of something 
cont:ra.:ry to the wider charactcr.-'l'he ~on D.dduood h~ro is not ' Incon
clusivo •; a cha.raoter which jg impossible by itself cuuuot b6 tlu-lllit upon it 
by something ob:te ; e.g. corpol'eality cau.not. bt> tht'Utit upon A'kaalia.-'rh.iB 
bw; been thU8 a-ssortod- 1 The Potency tlmt i-tS non~xisteut by ittlulf can. uevur 
be croatod by anything also.' [Sh!okavarti~'<V-Ol•odand·SiUra 4.7].-(2811) 

With tht1 foUowiug Te:,;t, thu Authot• proce<:<h; to point out objoctious 
U,b'Uiu.Ht the above vivw (of t11o Mimdmaaka). by ~bowiug tho ill:$ignificant 
oh.u.ra.ctet· of his proposition :-

'l'E.li.T (2t112). 

You HAVE MA.l.>E 'l'HE A.SSElt'l'ION Tlli\.T- " 'l1HE VALUHTY 01•' ALL 

Pramii1Jb.8* SHOULI> BE RBQAROEI) AS INliEREN~' I...,- 'fliE~l "-(Sltloka· 
vilrtika, Cho(lq'Tiii-SiUra 47).-Now WHAT IS Tlil!J MJi)AN!NU ~'UAT 

YOU ATTACH TO THIS ASSERTION 1-{2812) 

COMMENTARY. 

To this quost-ion- wllAt is tl1o motlniug tha.t you utttwh to tills ~l'tion ? 

- the otJ1ur pa.l't.y provides the following unawer :-

• The dual senso of the form • PramiQa ' 88 Ooyniti<ln. and Jl!ean.B of 00f)n\tion 
is brought Ollt cl6arly in the Commentary on Text 2813. It h~ been thought best 
therefore to retAin the originAl term ' P1'amdtta ' throughout this ehaptor. 
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'£EX'l' (2H!3). 

u LW.uAT ns M.&AN't IS THA'l'] 'l'HE CAPACL'L'V •ro n tuNo i\IJCJU'l' 'l'H~ At'llltJ~. 

HENSION OF Tll1$ COONLSA8LR 'l'H.INt: , ETO., JJ~LONUS 'l'O 'l'IIB 

Pranul1).a8 BY THEIR V.HJ<.Y NA'rUlll£; THN C,.\l'A· 

OlTY THA'l' ItS NOT INHEREN'.L' I N A 1'Jl1Nl; HY 

l TSHLh' CANNOT BB l)lWOVCt!U JIY 

ANn'IJ..lN(; NLSN."-(2!!13) 

COMMENT A LW. 

H Cognition is whnt ls 'Pra:rnii.'T)a' in tho suro;o u( t.lto form. of Co!}nition, 
thon tho t:Qpll.City to bring nbout tht! uppruhomUun of t.h<: <:oguisu-hlo,-i.c. 
tbe cognition o£ what is to be cogu.i~d.-nwst be inhtrwtt iu it; IJO(;tUII'«.I t'o,:
nition i~; of thtt nat ul'O of the opprehi-Jllliion of thin~.-lf, huwovm·, t.Jtc J!;yo nHd 
the Organ~ ru·e meant to bo ' l>rw~' ', iu t.l16 xon~o of tho 'Mefl11il of (}Qyn.·i
t·icm ', then tba capacity to bring ubout tho right cognit ion of thiugK mu~t 

bo inhorent in it ; and the Vudic luj um.:t.ion obw 1UuMt havo tho Ct\plldiy 

inhoto nt irl it, of bringiug abou~ tho c.:ugnition of thiugx beyond f ho I:K.II.lSUS. 

All this is included lUlder tbo Wz·m ' ildi ', • etc.' (in the compound ' nwya-
bodlu'i<Uke ' ). . 

'£he argument in :;ul>Port of this idoo. ili uddud in the wordl:J (uf tho I)OWfiU 
lino)- ' Tile capacily t/141 i8 110~ <le. <le.'.-{2813) 

'l'ho same idoo i.~ further explained by the illimiimsako :-

TEX'l' (2814). 

" ' lNDEPENDENOB ' (SELF·SUFFIOIENOY) IS THE ONLY BASIS FOR 

' VALIDITY 
1

• IF t DEPENDENCE ' Wl'JR~ ADMITTED, THEN THE 

'VAUDITY' ITSlilLF WOULlJ BE DESTROYED." - (2814) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Basis of validity '--Le. o£ the very ldea. of 'validity'. 
'Padivo. '-Vo.lidity itself.-Beca\~'5e on the cessation of the more 

extensive character, the less extensive one cn.nnot continuo.-(2814) 

'l' he following might be urged-' Let the vuli<lit.y be destroyed; whQt is. 
tho hartn ? ' 

The Mimci1nsal«l8 answer to this is as follo''VS :-
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TEXT (28li.i) . 

u HOW CAN ANY RGASO:N~'BLE PROTAGONlST ACC"El?T A VIRW TRAT STRTKES 

AT TIJE VERY ROOT OF THE MATTf.R--WHEN ms EXPR:£S.~l0N 011 

TIDS VIEW IT$EL~' DESTROYS THE VERY bffiANS OF 

ESTABLISIDNO IT ~ "-(28113) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Root of tJu~ matter '-i.e.. Vnlidtty.-Thi~ if!: • 8truCk ot the 1"oot '-done 
away with-by tho lden. of • dependenca on Romet.hing eJso • ;- beeB\186 it is 
COI\trary to a charn.ct.er more extensive tho.n that. Becauoo ' validity ' is 
'pervaded by ' - lCAA ext.enkiv& tlu"n-' independence •; how then could t.hiB 
' vn.liclity' obtain n. footing, if there wore the said 'dependence •, which is 
contrary- to 'Independence' wllieh pervades • vAlidi ty • it.~elf? 

• When) eu:. etc.'-point.~ out the Invariable Concomitance between 
• Validity' and 'Independence •. 

' YiJM '-Becl\use.-(2816) 

QuMtion:-In whae way doe.• ie de.•troy the mo~n.~ of "'lMhlish ing it 1 
A-:-

TEXT (2lH6). 

" TRAT ' VALIDlTY ' IS ' l)EPENDF.NT ' (NOT SELF·SUll"FTCIENT) CAN N"F.VRR. 

BE SECURELY ES'fAllLTSR"&D ;-AND WREN HlS REASON ITST'lUI 

HAS NOT BEEN :JtSTADLISliF.O, WHO OAN PROVE THAT 

Wlf[Olf IS TO BE PROVED BY TRAT REASO'N ~ " 

-(2816) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Cannot be securely; C8tt~bli.~IU!d t,-i.o. it woul<l involve nn I nfinite Regt"eSR. 
Q!IMliO» :-Thoro might bo an Infinit<> RGgros~~ ; whnt is tl>e harm ? 
An.B'We'r :-' Wltent1teReaaon. etc. elc. l- i.e. that po.rty whose Reason itsolf 

hn.<i not boon csotabli~hed--du1y a.acertnined.-Who.t is meant is tlua.t it is 
only whon the Indicntor itsolf hn..co beconu~ known that it indicates the object. 
which i~ 'porvt\.Cl~d hy '-inwu·inbly concomit.rmt with-it~q~l£; it clocs not 
do RO hy it$ morA prN>(\Iloo.- So that., whon. tho Pnrty him~elf hn.a no 
deftnit.c i<l<"a of thn Roa.FI~n, how c-..n.n hA rulducC' thn.t. R.rmum for convincing 
tho othor pmt.y ?-(28 I B) 

Wit-h tl>o following ToatA, t.ho Antl>or procoo<IA to rof11tc t.ho nbovo 
n.rgnmont.A (of the Mimilmsaka. in support. of t.ho Inherent. Vnlidity of 
Cognitions) :-



1274 TATTVASANORAIIA: Ol!Al"''llR XXV. 

TEXTS (2817-281H). 

fF TJTTS IS WllAT IS MRANT,-'I'HEN TRE SAID CAPAC!r'l'Y (POT'RIWY) 011 

AT.T, THTNOS CANNOT D'f! ~ON·Ull~FFJJtF.N'l' F'ROl\f 1'HRMRF.T~VF.~, AS 

EXPLAINED BBFORE ;-IN FA01\ 'CA PACITY' T~ 1'JlR N'AMR HTVF.N' 

TO THAT FORM OF THR TllHW (CAtrSF.) WJUCll IS CArAili,P. 

OF PROJ>trCTNO TJt'E DEStRRn EFFECT; TF TURN, THAT 

FORM WERll NOT OF THE NATURE OF A POSI1'1VE 

enlil.1f, TRRN TJlE SAil> TltllW O<ltrW NOT HE 

AN actioo agP:nJ, (EFFICIENT CAIISR).-

(2817 -2818) 

COMMENTARY. 

Now whn.t. iA it thn.t. iR mcn.nt hy tho t.Arm 'in h<'lrent. ' (belonging t..o it. 
by its very natu.ro) ?-(a} Doe" it men.n tha.t it is 'inherent • in tbo sonRO 
that being eternal, it hM no cause? Or (b) that it is 'inlu~rent' in tho 
sense that, even though it is not-eternal, it o.ppea.ra a.t the same t~rnc that 
the CognitiotlJ! bnve their ....,nce (existence) brought "bout by t-hoir oouse•.
and not that it i.q: imposed \1pon them j:m'Moq11~nUy hy otht'll' cnuR.OR ?
Tho.c;e o.re tho two tt.ltorne.tiV0 vio\"AA possible. 

Now, the firs! of th ... (that it, ha• no ce.uM) iRnot n.ccop!Ablo; becan!K' (1) 
would nnch a ' Copacity' be something different (from t.ho Cognition to 
whioh it belongs)? Or (2) non-different from it! Or (3) nGit.hor different 
nor non-different ! Or (4) both different and non-different f-Thooe four 
alternative. are possible. 

Of thell$ the first [that the Ce.pMity is something di.fftrtm] cannot be 
accepted. Booa.use, the:ro can be no connection between tbom, and also 
because in thn.t cn.ow, t}llngs could novcr be active agent,g, otc. otc.-o.s it 
has been explained ~tyv·ero.l t.imes, whon tho eoneltt.cU.on arrived ~a thR.t in 
the eMe of all things, their capacity (Potency) is not anything different from 
the things themselv""-

ThiA iA what is pointOO. out· in the words- ' In fact Capacitu is the name, 
etc. etc. '-The ' Capacity' of the nature of t.hings consists in itg cfficien<'-Y 
to produce its effoct ; and if thif.l • nn.ture , wero not oi the na·tttre of a poRi.t;ivo 
entity, tl1en tlmt entity could not be an ac~i .. agom; and thus (not boing 
capable of effective action) it would become a 'non-entity '.-(28!7-2818 ) 

If it is meant thnt the Ce.pMity is not-di.ffertnt (from the thing, the 
Pratn5tut),-then, it could not bet nQtural', 1 inheront '. Because thingR, a.<; 
coming into oxis.tene& thro\tgh the efficiency of their eauRes, mu!tt bel non
eternal; so that tho Ce.pacity also, if non-different from the tbing, would 
hn.ve to be re.go.rded ~ f\01\.·eteT'nal, on n.cconnt of itll coming into e,.;,st;enoo 
through the efficiency of it.s co.u~e. Otherwise, J\Ot shR.ring the Aame fate, 
the two could not be fiD!'I-di.fftrem. 

This is wl~t is pointed out in the following :-

.: 
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TEXT (2SIO). 

How CA~* "uon A.' CAPACITY' OP Pramdt&M-wmcn u; NON·RTER.SAL, 

AS OOMCNO rN1'0 E'XISTENCE TJTROUOU Tll8 RPPrC'fP.NCY OF ITS 

CAUSJt,-BE KELD BY YOU TO BE c NATURAL' c rN-

n:ERI!NT ' 1-(281!1) 

COMMENTARY. 

F nrt.hor, if tho Pmmii.'l)a.f 1tr0 non-tliffervmt from tho M.id 'Co.pacity ', 
thoy woulc.l t.homf:JO.lveR, like tl1o Co.pn.rit.y, bA 6tet'11ol nn.d witlU>tlt cau.st.-This 
ia what. ls pointocl out in thA following:-

TEXT (2820). 

b TH.£ 'CAPAOITY' (oP Prama,...) \vmtll ' NATua.u. • (D>"lll!RliNT), 

1'Rll Pram4,... THDIS£LVE.S wotJLD HAVB TO 8£ R.ltOAllDED AS 

fltrMl AND wil/wut caust. BECAUSE PrGm4'1J{U WOULD BE OF 

THE S AME NATURE, THEY WOULD SUllP."LY SB :BTB&.'VAL 

AND WITHOUT OAUSE.-(2820) 

COMMENTARY. 

Quution :-11 Whnt ia tho harm if that ia BO ? 11 

ANwer :-

TEXTS (28~1-2822). 

IN Tlfll EVIINT OF TRII Pramdt!& BII!NO tvitMta cause, THBY WOULD 

Bll BITII8R P&RMANliNTLY ~ OR PltR:MANBNTLY non-ezi$1em; 
BECAUSE TRliY WOULD NOT lilt l)ltl'lll>"llliNT UPON ANYTHING ; 

UND&ll THE OlllOIDISTA..'<CES, 'I'RI EFI'BOT OON'I'INGXNT UPON 

THOSE Pramd,... COULD NOT 81'! ~;-AS A 

MATTER OF FAfrr, ROWEVI'!R, THE jMm AS WELL AS 

TIDl t.lftet OF Pramd'IJ{U IS POUNl) TO B1l oc<:a· 

8icmal ;-HENCE IT IS OLIU:R '!'RAT fOR 

YOU, THE ' CAPACITY ' IN QUES'I'ION 

CANNOT BE 'NATURAl.' (IN· 

lfllllliNT).-(2821-2822) 

COMMENTARY. 

If they are without ca.us&, they must either exist-for ever, or never exist 
ot all. That in the event of thoir eternAlity, they must exist for over--is 
wall known ; hence it ha$ not been mentioned I!Cpo.r&toly . 
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Another lncongruity is pointed out.--• Utuler tlte circ-u.11Wnnru. etr. clc.' 
• TotiOJf"llarn '--cont ingent. upon thA Prvun4r;tr6. 
ThiA BhO\~ thAt. tht\ ProtXlkition of tht\ otlwr pArty i.A rontrnry to P<"~P· 

tion and Jnfaro.nce. F'or itb4H\Jl('O, thAt thft form of thA {!oftnitiOJ\A nnd th(>ir 
:\{ee.ns is OC"Cll'U;onal, ;,.. known h~' direct. Pcro('pf ion,-n..nd iM nl!O(l infeJ'f'<':d from 
tbo ff\C.t of it~e effoetA AfJpN\tiOf% A11<X"tV48ively, one aft~r thn <Uher. Thu" t.,_ two lie'"'" ol Co~ition eiMrly ""'' Mido tbo idoo nf thn Mid El<'n1Riity 
ol CognitioM.-(2821-2822) 

In t.ho followios 2'a:l. tho other po~rt.y mal< .. an &Uompt at 1woidinp Ill<' 
two incongrt1iti~ j\L~ \lr'f(f"d :-

TEXT (2823). 

I F tT BR HELD THAT-" TRE FORM 011' THE Pmmtir)M AOQttiREl< ITS 

!oiA!<DnlS'I'ATlON TIC'ROU(IR OE~TAH< liiANU'F.~TTN(I A(>ENCU:S: AND 

TIIJ')N THAT roa.», THitOUOII THR HELP OF OTHBR CAUSAL 

PAOTORS, BRIN(lS A BOOT ITS OWN EPPEOT "--lllen 
lht a...,wu i4 114 btlow.-(2823) 

COMMENTAlW. 

Whnn tht' fcum of tho Pmmtlt14 i11 manifested by tho mani(MtirlJ:t n.~nrie~, 
t hon Alono it iA n.pprnhondod, not. othorwjAo ;- hence, oven t.hough it, is 
Cltftrnnl, th<'ro iR no powdbility of {tll hning n.pprohondncl At nll timcf.t.-Nnr 
oon thoro .bo nny pow.ibility of itA cfToct n.pponring nt nil timN; bocauao 
Ollr id on. iR t.ha.t it produoet:~ it.a of'foot.g only wit.h tJ1o holp or ot.hcr cont.ribntory 
Cf\\l.~A,-n.nd nn~ hy itAolf nlono. Thnli4 it it:~ tlll\t tJ1e cffoct comeA o.bout 
only ocet\l'lionnll,v, duo t.o tho J)MfCOnoo ur nl)!ii600t\ of tht>.R~ cont.J."ibut.ory Cl\.ll.ke&. 

-{2823) 

Tbo answar to tllo nbovo Nc·ptnnntion of tho MimUm.Mko is ns folio~:-

TEXT (2R24). 

TKR WROLR fORA 011 TlTR • liiAl<TI'RS'!'ATION • 01' 1'll'R li'I'RRNAL TRINC: 

Al."D ITS BEINO DF.PENDRNT lTl'ON OTIOIR OONTRffiUTORY CAUSES 

RAS BBJIN RKJEOTIID ALRIIAOY; JfENCII THX IIPPJ!OTS rRO• 

DtfCfBI.R BY Tlfll Pmm/IOfU RY TRJ:MSRLVJt.q lmOtTLD 

BB APPRilii'RNDP.O AT ALL TtM&~.-(2824) 

'!tfmtij'-llnlitnt--<JNI-<f.,...,._ """" olhtJT .,,...., '.-Under tho ehnpt,.,. 
on the 'Rovnnlod Wnrd '. tho idM nl 'mnni!ool<>tinn • ol t.ll<> otol'll.lll thilljt 
"""be<!n rorutro in d•l<>il; nnd i~ '""' noo be<!n ~xpiAincd thl\t. tho thing t.hnt 
ennnot bo helped cannot bo dtpondtnt upon other """"""· 
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'Tlte effects prod?u:ible, etc. etc. '-' '.l'at • ~tandN for tho P'ranuil)aa; 
t he Aff~ctJJ of the.~e by themselve.~, etc. etc. 

"rhe viow that "the Pot~ncy may be both (difforent nnd non-different)" 
c.n.nnot be right, becau~ they ~\re m utun-lly cont.radictor y and al1=1o beCiluSO 
it would btl opou to n.ll tho objections that hn.ve hoon nrgf:ld ag.-.in$t DiffMMtce 
o..s nlso tho~o urgad agu.in .. l4t Non-diffe:re~. 

Nor en.n t ho view that "it i~ neither difforont nor non-different" be 
a.ecopted. Becaufi.e botweon two mutually oxolus ive thin~, the affirmation 
of oru~ iR iru;epat'ft,blo from tho donin.l o r tho other; hence it can never be 
right to den.v i t o.t the vory time that it iR affirmed; M tbe a.ffirrno.tion and 
denial of t he !IDtnO thing involves nn incongruity. This objoot ion is quite 
clear ; henoo it hao not boon stated iu tha 1.'ext.-(2824) 

Tho Author now admits the la.,~t three alternative viows (for the sa.l"o of 
1\rgnmellt), nnd then pointR out object.ion.a agAina:.t them :-

TEXT (2825). 

WJilETBEI< THE e<vptwi/.y 'BE different 01!. both (DtFFERIINT AND NON· 

DIFFERENT),-'l'BE PramU1Ul ITSIILF MUST DE E'I'ERNAL,-BEING 

ASSOOIATEl) WITH THE ETERNAL e<vpw:ity.-{2825) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Prtilaki:IX~m '-i.o. t ho viow thAt tho 0<LpACity is diifertmJ. from t.he 
Cogt\ition.-• Ub!Ut-,ljdtm.a./.;fml. •, • Both • ;- this i~ by way of illu~trAtion ; it 
should bo t.tth:on ns including the viow that. 'it is neithm· di:f!trent nor n.on
(li.J!erent '.-Or t his hvst nlko may be taken M mentioned in the AAm{ll term 
' tthhauatmnka ' ; a.1 this o.l~o consists of both-i.e. tho dc.minl of both. 

Under all those three vie~, the Cognition must be otorno.l, by ron.son 
of its l.~in~ rolt\.t.{'!d to tho Cl\pCLCit.y, which i.s e tcrun.l.--1'2825) 

Quution. :-"Row r;o ? ,. 
An8W61· :-

TEXT (2R2!1) . 

Tli' '.rlfAT W"Rl'tlt NOT SO, 'J"R'EN THE CAPACITY COULD NOT BE ETBRNAL; 

A~ IT WOULD NOT CONTINUB IN '.L'RR SAME l!'OltM ;- BEINO AT TIMES 

ASSOOIA'I'EO WITH TJili C OONI'I'TON, AND NOT-ASSOCIATED 

WITH IT AT OTIIERS.- (2826) 

COMMENTARY. 

' If t/Utt toere 1UJt lJ() '-i.o. ' if t,ho Cognition n..ct.qocif\t,cd wit.h t.ho CopAcity 
\V()r() not-cternn-1,-thon, t,hc Cnp."lcity itJ.\olf r.nnld not. ·ho ot~rnn) •. 

" VVhy ? " 
'Be.ClrU.8e it would not continue i n i/U! sa»M jfYI"m. '-i.P.. beoouse there 

wouJd not bo continuanco of the samG form. 
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TM said • non-oontin\1.1\11.00 of t.llif\ samo form • iJt pointed out, by t-ho 
wortt..-' bti"i/lll timu, etc. t/.c. , ;-if the Cognition il' not--ot.omnl. thPn tho 
Capn.city would have two forrru,-~:>no MWH"jl\tO(l with tho Cognition, ancl 
tho ot.ht>r not.-OMOcia.tod with tha Cognition; nnd ie. Ut nor po!«ibiC" !nr thn 
Mmo thing to havo two mutu'llly eontradictnry ei\J\rn.etor;c; M in t hnt CO.'fO 

it would C!OC\AO t.o bo ono; nl\d thoro wouJd hn nn end tn All nfltion." nf dif
fo,.,nC<I.-(2826) 

Tho Author now refers to the second nlto.rnr.tivo viow fmontionod in tho 
Commont-llry on 2817-2818 ; viz. : thnt ., thn Cl\opo.oity i" itJherent. in thn 
AOn~ U\n.t. though it iH non-eterno.l, it. nppon.rH at, th(' ftft.rno timo thnt. till~ 
Pramllttflll hnvo their osannco brought. about by t.hoir erm~~ "] :-

TEXT (2827). 

l'r TIIII VIBW TAKIIN IS THAT-" THB CAPACITY I~ PIIODUCI!D BY TIU: 

OAUSE8 Olt TlfB Pmmat;I(J8 THB!dJlELVE.~, AND IS NOT SOM:BTIDNO 

Dll'OSED UPON TK&lt BY ~TOR 0A USES, AFT BR TKBY HA V11 

COliOI OUT OP TIIBIR CAUSES ",-{TKEN THE ANRWilR IS AS 

BOLI.OWS IN TilE FOLLOWINil Te:d).-{2827) 

COillfiD.'TARY. 

Tho (ollowing !Z'e:r.t provides th6 answer to thiR viow ;-thnt it. is open to 
tho ehnrgo or • futility • :-

TEXTS (28ZS.2829). 

THBN, Tll!lltJ'J lS NO DISl'llTB BETW'REN OS. WR"O JS Tlflolltll WRO COULD 

MAICB T fi i'J ASSU)lPTION THAT TilE CAPACITY Olt AN fNDIVlSlBLE 

THING IS INFUSED INTO IT AFTER THAT TKINO HAS BREN PRO· 

DUOED BY ITS CAUSES ! BECAUSE TBll BORM TRA 1' IS SUBSE· 

QUBNTt Y lN11USRD 01'1'0 .< TKTNO BY O'THBR CAUSES IS 

AN KNTlBBLY Dfrii'E.RENT ENTITY; AND IT 18 NOT 

THll CllAltA.CIEB OP THIS O'I'KER ENTITY TBA T 

IS BIIINO TAUGHT Ill THE HESENT CON· 

TBXT.--{2828-2829) 

COM~IENTARY. 

Both kinds of thingo, perma.nenta.ndimpermanent.,-whioh nro indiviAibfo 
-como t\bou~ in. thoir complete form alwa.y~. o.a one indivisible ~holo ; 
n.nd no causal fnotor can, Inter on, inhoo into thom n.ny capacity; if &ny 
fJuoh copo.city wore infused, it would moo.n the prodootion or Rn el\ti.toly new 
thing, o.nd not tho iutURion of the Capacity •• " new feature of tho same 
thing. If the Capacity is not regarded as p~~rt or the nature of the thing. it 
would OOMe to be ao active agent; as has been oxpfain&d bofore.-(2828· 
2829) 

I 
I 
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Tho following rrught bo nrge<l-" It may bo tl•nt no Capaoity 03n bo 
impo~fld upnn. n.n indivisihlo t.hing kubHcquontly; why c.n.nnot it. bo imposod 
upon whnt. lN divi..Ubl<' ! " 

A ''""ra- :--
TEXT (21\30). 

' Dn>PRitliNOll ' AM'ONO TIHNO!I lfAA BJIJIN l'!XPLAINIIO AS CONSISTINC: IN 

TlflllR BRINO A-'~SOCTATRD \YlTll OONTRARY (D!VF.ROllliT) PRO

PP.RTJF.S; fiO THAT* IF ON TltR e&ppearance OF TirE CooNlTJON, 

TIIHJ\R IR non-n.ppNirrmce 011 THE CAPACITY,-'l'R1< SA10 

CONTRARY PntiPRRTV IS CLEARLY PRESR!IT IN THR 

CAPAOlTY.-(2830) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thn following 'I't:r:J pr<I()O(d• to point out. thn nhjOCIHon thnt i• •pecinll;v 
npplien.b1o whon thin,Wl nro impe1·mnn~nt :-

TEXTS (2831-2832). 

WITH RllFERENOil TO ALL 'rlll:N'GS, IT HAS DllliiN PROVl>l> TIIAT THlllJtlll 

IS ' PJUtPF.TUAL :Pii'OX ' ; H&.~OB IT IS NOT POS.fUBLE . FOR ANY 

P.H!OIENT OAUSAL 1'AOTOR TO Thfi'OSE A 'CAPACITY ' Vl'ON 

~'HINGS.-SUCR TJUNC>S HAVE NO SUBSEQUBNT EXTSTIINOE, 

BY VIRTU!! OF WlUCB THEY CO'ITLD AOQUllU!! A OAPACITV 

i'RO)I OTHER CAUSES, roR THF. BRINGINO ABOUT 

OP ANY EFllli:OT.-(2891-2832) 

00~1MENTARY. 

4 For the bringitt(J. etc. 011:. '~neh Ail the doAnlte cognition or things. 
Therost i• oo&ly undonotood.-(2831-2832) 

The following might be uf&M-" If you have no dispute with us, 
then, why have y0\1 n.ccept.od t.ho view thf\t, the va.lidit.y o f Promm;tas iA 

~neotll 1" 
A11-:-

TEXT (2833). 

ALL THAT THE WTSB B unnmSTS ASSIIRT IS ONLY TIDS-'I'HOUOli l'RESENT 

IN A CERTAIN COGNITION, TilE CAPACITY OANNOT BB APPREJiltl<l)Jil) BY 

tTSii:LP.-(2833) 

COM~fENTARY. 

'Appreht1111td '- with certainty. 
'By iuelj '-i.o.. by tho mer& proRooce of tho Cognition,-by tho more 

oppreheMion of things.-i~JJJ'>&Ctively of the aubsequent c.onlormlty of it8 
effects.-(2833) 
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The !ollowin~ might be u~-"lOMmucb M tbo OllpMity i• not 
anyt.hing dilforont. from t.ho Cognitiot•,-whon tho Cognition hnA hoon nppl"f'
hondt"d, the Ct\pt\City n.l~o becomeil approhonded t\8 (\ mattl'r nr {'0\lnk' ; 
than why cauno• it be 1\pprohcnded ! " 

An.twer :-

Tl:XT (2R34). 

Wrro CAN RF. OAPARLR OF DEFINTTl!LY Al'PRF.lll!NOTNO, FROM 'l'K£ MBI\ll 

:.-ATURE OF THE CoONITION ITSF.LF, THE CAPACITY OP THE 

COONISED 'l'liJ!IO, AS IT STANl>S, TO Bttn<O ABOUT ITS 

APPRERRNSION AND A'rrAlm.GlNT 1-(2834) 

'Bod/w.' i11 a.ppreMMitm; • dplf,' iA auainment ;- • of the cogn.i&ed t.httl(f 

CJ8 il B14nd8 ' ;-the cl\pl>(:ity to bring about, tho 81\id apprtl .. 118ion and 
01/ain--<who can apprehend I) 

' Men '-independonUy or U\& proportiM of th6 COUAe,-fiUCh e.s t Ro.h\
tion•hip ' and tho lil<o.- (2834) 

Qu.estion :-"Why cnn no on~ npprohond it f 9
• 

An81Wr :--

TEXT (2R3ll). 

[TilE SAID (JAPACITY CANNOT 6fl APPREIIBNDEO WITR 02RTAINTY) llEOAl/8£ 

EVP."N lN TR& CAS:& OB SUCH OClONl"'"lONS AS TRA1' 01!' 'T'RB ' liAtJt .. 

TlrPT' WfltOR CL'RARLY RNVtRAOE TUB TBtNO OOONISBD-WRlCU 
ARE All~O'M'Et)T"V lNVAT.lD AN-I) W'RONO,-'I'J[E t N'ATO'Rl: 

OB THE Coo!'il'l'lOK ' IS PBE!IL'iT.-(2835) 

COMMENTARY. 

• KiRha, Me. etc. '-In tho MIIO of f\uch ilhLtK)ry ('W'rcnptioM M t.ho.-o of 
~bo 'J-f<>ir·tuft' (perooivod on f>rOMing t.ho Ey .. ). 

Whl\t is tnOf\nt by thi~ i~ M follows :-Evon whon tho 04\pActty hns boon 
npprohnnded, 0o11 tho Apprehension rMemble~ An invnlid cognition, thero ron 
b6 no rortAinty rognrcling it; ju•t. AA in thn """" of t.ho potency nf nntidotM 
to poiROn. Moro n.pprohC'tnkiOu cannot bring nMut oortointy; 011 oonfirmn.t.inn 
by nctual appc'IM01\CO iA nocdod tor tht\t p1trJX»>I ; and bhcre iA certainty only 
in rognrd to ~ha~ nspoc~ on which ot.har prop<>rti"" hRm not '-n impoood 
by.,......,. of m~nooption.-{2833) 

Qutalion :-" Row thon con it. bo known with certAinty t" 
A.~:--
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'fEXT (28~6). 

Ji&NCR WHA'r lS NJ1J~UE'U l.S 'l'lt~ COONITJON Olf t JWl,'l!!C"£1VK AC1'10N '01{ 

tiOM..K O'l'lll::R l~AO'l'OR,-l!OR THE PURl)O!;E Otr HlUNGLNG ABOUT 

C£lt'£AlN'l'Y,-not ItOR INFUSION Oil 'fUH CAl•ACI'l'Y j A!i 

IN ~'Jill CAJ;E Ob' l'Ol~ON, .I>T0.-(2!l36) 

COMMEN'.rAlW. 

• BfJme oiJuJr factor '-.-.;uch U.'S tlu, knowlcdgo of tho purity of its NOUl'OO. 

' Not for I he ·i.njUHion, ctr:. elc. ,· ;-thi:s ha.s to 00 cvn:;tJ·-uud witJ• · u1,yut 
ap<kwatl'. 

'A:~yaJ.t. '-Qf t.he Capoeity. 
l3oco..;t.s6 certain C()(}'n-ili&l). subl:ii.st~ in th~ CoguiHing Per~on. it is only right 

tJmt for the bringing about of tiuch cognition other ca.us.os sho\lld b0 needed; 
. -not HO, for the pllrpo~e of infusing the Capacity i as this ' infusion • .~;ub

tSists iu the Oa.pacity,- aud the Capacity ht~.ving come about u!ong with the 
Cognit.ion, tbo' infw;ion' al•o bowme. a<.:<:otnplisbed on tbat,-(2836) 

'l'hu followiug Text IJl'OC.:(;.Iodx to uxpluin tbo exu.mplo of ' l.)oiijoU, ut<:. ' 

(citod undm· 'l'c.:t 2830) :-

TEXTS (2!l37-2838). 

IN 'tHE CASE 0~' POISON AND WWE, IT BElNG POUND THAT TIIEY •\ltll 

SIM(LAR TO OTHER THINGS, AND THEIR EFFECTS DO NOT AJ?PEAR 

IA!MEDIAl'ELY,-FOR THE PURPOSE OF ~'liE OERTAlNTY OF THE 

COUNITION TllA'I' IT !S REALLY POISON OR WJNE, 11' IS 

NllOESSAEY 'tliAT ITS EJI}'EC'£$ SROULD BE UEJIL'<IT.IILY 

l,~.ROEIVED, IN 'l'W::: SHAJ>£ OF \JNCON:W10l1!::S· 

N"ESS, SWEATL."{G, INCOHERBN'£ TALK AND SO 

J!Ol'ITR.-JN TilE SAME MANNER THE 

EXISTENCE OF Tl!E OAl'AOl'tY IN 

TilE COGNITION CAN BE ASCER· 

TAJNE)) ONLY ON THE AP¥ 

PEARANO& Oh' ITS El'· 

JIEC~-s.-(2837 -2838) 

COMMEN'fAlW. 

'Being jomtd·, etc. etc.'-th& ··finding '-perception-of its similarity to 
• otl~r things ',-such for instan(;e u:s the drink called' Niiyara-pl&no. '. 

'Atul the e.ffecu, etc. e.tc.~-· Effect8 ~-uuCOI'J:$Cious.ues.fj and tJ1e like;
tho non-appearance of these immediately; t.hat. i~, becrmse their effects do 
not follow immediately. 

• For /M purpose of IJI& cerlainty, etc. eJc.'-tlle sure Cogoit.ion the.t it is 
really Poison or Wine. 
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'TltiJ Oo~ly '-in ~be Cognition, of appreh~ndiug und aUainiug (gutting 
dt) the cogniaod t.bing ao it 1'0811y ex:.ist..--{2337-2338) 

The following Tou pointll out that tit& Prot~tion (of tit& otllOr pnrty) 
involves contradiction of his own words::-

TEXTS (283!l-2IJ.IQ). 

FURTHER, JNDlSl!'UTABLN 1 VALIDITY ', OONSISTINO lN c 0Al'AOITY ·, 

OAN 80 ASOBRT.UNEO THROUGH ANOTHER MEANS OB 0oGNlTlOI<,-AS 

IUS DllBN ASSliRTlll) ll¥ YOURSELF, IN THE Ol!OLAIIA'riON TUAT Tl!E 

" CAPACITY OR POTBNOY OF ALL TffiNG8 18 PROVED BY PRESUMP· 

TIOI< DA~IID IJPON THE FAOT THAT •rtt:EJB liFPEOTS CANNOT OB 

OTH1!RWI8E EXPLAINED " .-{ShlokaviirtilctJ-SIIIlnyotxlda, 254). 
NOW lB IT IS PROVED BY PRRSUMPTION, WRY OANNOT IT 811 

RBOARDIID AS PROVBD BY SOAWTlfiNO l!lXTRANBOUS TO 

1TSBI3 !-{2839-2840) . 

COl!MENTARY. 

' Whgeam"" il, <k.'-It must. be"" reg>U'ded: that U., booaw<e tho ""id 
p,....umpt.ion i• afiiJiher Pn:unci!'G.--{2839-2840) 

{t hM boon urguud (by tho JI.Jim<i>/loBQk<l) under 2'~ 2814. that-" tho 
validity itoelr would bo dOiltroyed, if it were hold to bo dofl"ndont on Hon>o· 
thing elao ". 

The followiog Te:tt poinb out that th.ia tuguuumt iH 'luoorwlusivo' :-

TEXT (21141). 

l'HE txdidily, UlUNU tiO.M.f.:TIUNO INDIV1S1BL1$, IIAVlNU .UlU~.N HKOUUllT 

ABOIJT BY ITS OWN OAUSSS,-THBRE WOULD 811 :<0 OI!STIIUO'tlON 011 

IT BY ITS ikpe~ cm somdhing <lot; A8 SUOII OBPBNDENCE 

1~ NBOKlil!ARY ONLY FOR· ll.B.OWU!O ABOUT ClUITAINTY 

( IU!OAJU>Ll<U TllB .VALIDlTY).-{2iUI) 

CO:IIMI>N'l'AR Y. 

Tbo "'""o idou ia furtbor clwified ,_ 

TEXT (2ll4l!). 

Tuc cYriOlR Pramill•a L~ NOT N.E.EOEO FOR 1'1111 bringing about ov 
1.'HB VAtiOl'fY' l'l'SEL.l!'; IT IS NEEOSO IN •.rue Pmu&41)a ONLY 

11011 'fUll CIOONl'rWN 011 certainly liEOAJ<.DU<U 11'~ EXAO'l' 

OUAMCTllR.-(2ll42) 

COMMEN'l'ARY. 

'l'ho following might be urged:-" li you are -king to prove the fact 
of the valic:Uty of Cognition boiJJ8 • extzaneous' in relation to t.ho Pramc!!'G 

I 
I 

I 
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i tself,-t.beu wo al.iJo o.d.mit it, and honco your argument is futJJo; because 
the 6xUMnce of t.he CogJ>ition it.86lf is h&ld t.o be proved by Pr-eournpt.ion,
what. to stt.y of itK validity, which consist" in it.s Capno.it.y ?-In the matter. 
hOWOVOr, Of the bringing about Of l~ effect in thUH)h\1>0 Of the certa.ill COgnition 
of W1e objet:t, tho Coguit.ion c.loUf!J not nocd anyt.lting ohw; that h1 why tbe 
validity hu been dosc.ribed u •~~el£-suAieiont. ', 'inherent.~". 

'fhi!l canno~ bo right ; boeaUS6 the oortuin cognition of ~be objec~ of tl~<> 
Cognition ca.nnot bo got at without certaint.y rogarding it~o~ validity. Dccau.so 
how oon the object, which i~ Htill subjGct to doubt tmd unoorta.inty, be in· 
dependant and MCJf-tmfficient, in tho bringiug about. of ita offoot t 1f it 
"~ d&p&ndont 11110n apprehensiow. produced by other )(00ll8 of Cognltion.
how could you avoid Infinite Rogress involved in your viev.· 1 So what has 
been •uggestod i• nothing.- (2842) 

Tho folJo"ing Ta:ta point out the· luconulu.sive' charaC-ter of the Reason 
- " boeau>;e it U. restricted tu ita pr-noo (the Validity m""' be sell
suftlc;.ient],. :-

TEXTS (2843-2846). 

THEN AGAIN, IN TH.& WAY THAT YOU HAVE AltoiJED, invalidity ALSO WOULD 

RAVE TO Jlll REGARDED AS 'lNHl!RENT' ; BECAUSE (1) 11' tT OlD 

NO'r EXIST 1'l1ERE BY ITSRLF, IT COULD NOT BE BROUGHT A'SOUT 

BY Ah"YTIUNU ; (2) BXOAVSE 'Sm.JI•SIJF11101ENOY ' IS Tll& ONLY 

BASIS FOR L"VA..LJ.DITY, so os A..>ID so JIORTB,-ALL TI!IS (TKAT YOU 

HAVE UR0£0 L'< Slf.Pl'ORT OP INRERENT t~alidity) 0011LD BE URGED 

(ill ~Ol'PORT Olf INHllR&NT invalidity) ;-AND JUST AS (AOOORDINO 

TO YOU) TRJI OAPAO!TY l!OR NON·OONl!ORMITl( (WlTH 1'1111 REAL 

b'TATB OP THINGS) AND 'OBRTAJN COGNITION ' WOULD Bll DUE TO 

OTll:.SR OAUSIIS, SO (AOOOBOlNG TO YOUR OPPONENT) WOITLO BE THE 

OAPAClU' k'OR CONFORAUTY AND CERTAIN OOONlTlON ; SO THAT 1N ALL 

1'JU.S, BOTlt WOIILll BE ON 'XIIE SA~tll: IIOOTlNO.-UNDl<I< TH.E OlROUM• 

~A..."'iCES. WHAT P.t:OULlAR ··BATURE HAVB YOll SHBN JN 'VALIDITY' 

WIUClt lS N<YI' PRESENT L'< It'>; CONTRARY ('INVALIDiTY ')-<>N THE 

lJAf$18 Ol' WJUOH, THH Jf'ORM1Ut. HA~ O.t-;£1\ HELD TO BE t lNUERENT' 

.u<u Tltll LA'l'Tlll< 'EXTRANHOUS' 1-(2l:!43- 2B4(l) 

CO~niEN'fARY. 

• So also tJw capru:ily for C01!.Jonnity "-' uud C(Jrtuin cognitiull' i~ to be 
cou8t.ruud hnro nJHu. 

'lJoll• would be oniJ"' BatM/<MiWJ '-i,.,. both ValidilJI uud lnvalidily. 
·In iU CO'I&4N:Jrg '-i.o. in lnt.YJlid.ily. 
~oano peuplo t\tguu ~ !ollo~ .. 'fho inhuent clwrackr of tho C&puc.:iti~ 

i~; not due to their llemality; nor ia it duo to the fact of t heir comit,g abo1.1t 
fro•n the cat®l of the Cognition itself; al\d it does nob appear later on
on oocount. of ir.i being not. dopondant upon uther eaU808; as a matter of fact. 
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it is tho pol6twiu of thingH thot OOWO about, with I'I(.IOCHiC churo.ctc~, from 
ilift 1'Jaluro uf tho thi~ tbOtnliOh·~; 11ud herein l.itv~ thuir ' rmturnhu~' (or 
Inboretlt. c:.barooter). ltur i&-tAneo, t1'3t HOJUC form (nnd c::hnmetcr) which 
belongs to t.ho cau.t;es iH infused by thom in thoir uffoot; fur axumph'. Wh('u 
tho Jut· iH produood uut of tlto puC;ijhordK, thh oolour u.Jill uthc..:r pt'U(K.!t'l h•.-. iu 
tbo Jtt.r t~ro brought ubout. by tho (>OtHhor<IK tbrougl·~ tltoir uwH pruJK-Wtil~; 
u.nd M for t.lw eapacil!J tu contain Wa\tor, that c&fxwil.y iK not J>roritlnt. in tlt<J 
potsherds, tuld benoo tb&t iiJ not. brought 3buut in thu Jur in tho mid uuuuwr; 
tbi<i: ca}JO.City in f&.1., uppearil in tho Jor by itself ;~ilnihuly, iu t.ho c.=-LHO uf 
Coguitiuuw, the Cl\pa.tit.y to clifrerontit}.t,o ond approhoucl thin~, whh:h iK nut 
pOOt:i4Jnt.in. tho MOnsc-orgo.n11 a,nd othor <:U\IHOI'I of tbo C<>gnitJuus, is nut bruuJ,;hl 
about by Uu.li&e oouJ~€*; it appcan~ in tho Oogniti.o08 by thcruselvm~.-'l'h\IK it 
ill that. tbe Capacity i.M 'natural • (i.n.borvnt) ". 

Tbllt a18o k; moro ~MOIN:!S bo.bbling. Bot:a.usu by thu mlUIO prtHJt..,.q( ur 
roo.'ioning, Invalidity nl~o may be tJhown to ba • iuhon1nt '. l•'ur imctl\uc:c·, 
• iovalidit,y' consiHt.s in 'tho oopacity to (lif!eroutinto t\nd n.pprcdtuntl thingK 
otherwixu than this rct\1 rorrn'; and t~uch capacity iw not pt·osont in tlu: 

E:v• •ud uti\Vr ~·- or Cognition. 
Furthot, if iti~t: trw that. the form that itt nut }JI"'tffnt. in the CaWQot i.IC not 

produ<:«l by them in theEftoot.,-then how iHlt:. t1lat t.L.oSon.riO-·Org\\tJ n•td otlt(·r 
ea.~ of Cognition produco, in tho Cognition, t-ho form thu.t wu nut. Jll"tmOUf. 

thero boforo! Jwtt tt.H this form, though not prOtsOnt thoro. is produced th(tro 
by the OAusetJ,--.fK>, in the same manner, why could not they produeo in it 
tbo catl8City for appreheudiJl8 things al110 ! Tbero can bo nothing w 1>roveut 
their producing such capacity. 

Then again, if Potenci~ or 01:\.pncitieH are held to bo non--diffbront frow 
the thing (to which tboy belong), thon,-liko the form of the Thing-tho 
capacities also must have their exilltunec> concomitant with (and duu to) their 
causes; whence then could they bo • natural ' or • inherent~ t-U, on the 
other band, tJ1e eapaciti08 are different lrom the tbing,-then, ao tboy wo1~d 
be existent by themsolv08., they would have no connection with thoir sui>· 
atratmn (the '£hing); o.s it would be rendering no holp to them und wh.:Lt 
cannot rondor any help oonnot be the HUbstratum ; othorwise, there would 
be incongruities. Purthor, l\8 they would have no oau.8C8, they would be 
appearing by tbemselv"" without. being dependent. upon tbe exigonci"" of 
time and pla.c&. For iugt.anoo, a. tJ1ing, having como int.o 6Xi,-tenoe, difol\ppoarH 
only when it i8 dependent upon something else; that which is not ao dopon· 
dent, aud operates by it<oolt indopeudently,-wby should it """"" to opemto 
at any time or place f If that were 110, then the capo~CitiOII of tbingo would 
not be ...,.tnoted; anythiJl8 could opera~ towards everything else. 

Other people arguo M follows:-" What haa been Mid (by the Mimi1m
Baka. in Text 2812)~ to the validity or the Pram4P,I.a8 boing inheront in 
t.bem, it~ c.m the ba,ai.g of whnL ~ aeon of their effocta. Doeause it i~:~ only as 
positive existent, ontitiOII that offoot.. ..... product><~ by tho Cnus .. ;-a& ill 
c~ from the fact that tho producing of effects is alwn)'IO restrict<>d. What. 
.,. moro non-<>ntitieo,-uch "" the • aky-lotus '--<:annot be produced nny. 
whore ; nor io oil producod out of Sandt.-11 the non·to:t"oletll thing wore pro· 
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duced, o.s all things would be equally ,.,,_..,islent, and there would be no 
difference among them on that score, their production should come about at 
all times and at all places " . 

This cannot be right : o.s, in tbo.t caso, tb& Oaull& would be entirely futile. 
According to you, nothing that is non-existent is produced; while as for the 
existtnt,- as it does not stand in n&ed of anytbing,-wbat is tber& that could 
be produced for it ; then what is there by producing which the Ce.ull& would 
be an active agent ? So that under this 9i&w there would be a.n end to the 
whole. principle of Cause and Effect. 

It might be ~>rgued tba-" what is bro\lght about by the Cause iB the 
manife~rtation of what has been ez.i.stent ... 

That cannot be : because the bringing about of the llra.nifestation also 
would be incompatibiG with the view that it is ex.Utent or non-exi8tent. 
Because, in regard to the Manifestation o.lso the same altarnatives present 
themll&lves- before being brought &bout, ho.s it been e>Mtent or non-exi8tem ? 
-In the former case, a.s nothing new is produced, the notion of i ts being 
• produced ' cannot be right. If it be held that there is ma.nifestation of 
the existent Ma.nifastation,- tben there ·would be an in.flnite regress.-Nor 
is tb& second alternative acceptable: because the other p~>rty does not edmit 
of the idea of anything non.-t:ti81em being produced. Even if it be· accepted, 
it would mean that in the case of a positive entity iteelf, what is produced is 
something non-exi8tent. 

Then a.go.in, when the Ma-nifestation is produced, is i t .produced as some· 
thing different from tho entity manifested 1 Or as something not-different 
from it !-If it is something different,- then such production ofthell!anifosted 
entity would hav& no efiect on the manifested entity itself : because the pro
ducing of ono thing ca.n have no efiect on a thing different from it: ii it did, 
there would be incongruities. 

It might be said tha.t-u the manifestation is produced in what iH related 
to the ml:\nifested entity,. 

That, however, cannot be so; because it c&ll.D.Ot be re1a.ted to it, as it is 
not benefited by it in any way.-lf there is any benefit o.drnitted,-ii 
that is •omothing different, etc. etc.~there is o.n Infinite regress. Hence 
there can be no relationship in the case. 

If the Manifestation is not-different from the ma.nifested entity,-then 
Causes become futile. If tb& Ma.nifestation, in the form of some benefit, 
is produced out of the Entity in which it subsists,-then there should be 
such Manifestation at all times : as the causo of Manifestation, in the shape 
of the nature of tbo Entity, would be always there. It has been oxp!Ained 
repeatedly that what cannot be benefited cannot depend upon anything else. 

If then, the view is that what is produced is the Manifestation which is 
not-different from the entity,-that also cannot be right; aa in that eo.se 
there is nothing new produced. Because \vha.t the assertion, 'The Manifesta
tion, non-different from the entity, is produood,' means is that • the nature of 
the entity is produced • : and as this would be existent already, it could not 
need anything else: and hence the idea of its being produced would be most 
improper. Hence we are discussing this same '\l'iew. 

35 
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Then "&"in, liko tbellanil.,.ta.tion, the entity aL<o that would be producod 
would have to be tton-aillenl ; 1\8 there ill no difforonoo between the two 
(u llypo~llui~ Or, like the nature of the entity, the ~lani108tation ah;c• 
that would be produced would be uillonl. Nor i• tlm right; ao nothing 
now ia produced io this case; as there would bo an in6nite ~, R8 already 
explained. 

Further, if it be bold that the Cause operates upon what i.o alrot1dy existent, 
then there would be no cessation of the producing or eflocte by Ct\Ull()ll: as in 
that .....,, en R8Curing wllat, would the Causea cell80 to operate !-IC it he 
urgocl that-u thoy would cense on securing the existence of tho effect"
then that cannot bo right.; n-s, under your \liew, that ~8ttnce would be 
al:roady thoro. Hence that non-exist.,nt thing nlcne ia produced or whic•h 
there ia a Co.Wle,-and not sncb non-existent thinp n.s tho 'sky-lotus' : 
as thoro ""' no CL\U!l08 capable of producing th08tl latter. 

Thus it ia that th& causal relAtion is always restricted by tbo litnitntions 
of the efficiency ol the Cause. Everything oonnot be rognrded as capable 
or producing everything else; as the eftlcioncy or <\11 things ill restricted 
within lintita through a boginningless • chain or..,,._ •. 

Jf the idoa ia that--" beoouso validity, il not oxiatont, oould not be pro· 
duood by anything elao, therefore it ill said to be iflhmnt ",-then, Cor the 
aame roMOn, Invalidity also should be regarded as in/t..-.nt. Honoo tho 
explanation io not worthy of notice. 

Some people argue as follows:-" The validiltJ ol the Cognition consists 
in it.s ..,pnoity to bri.ng about the apprehension or tho Object ; &nd this 
Oapaoity r<>f!ting in the Cognicion, which ia momont&ry, il not exi.otent by 
i teelf, cannot be produood; and no producing ol it can be possible at any 
of the throo pointe of time. For insta.noo, it cannot bo prcducod before the 
appearance of th& Cognition, a.• it is in tho Cognition Uta.t it subsiate ; and 
wb&.t is 11tl>li•to"' cannot be produced in the abe<lnco of tbo •ub&ralum ; 
e.g. tho painting cannot be produced in the absence of the wall ;-u if it 
did, it would -to be otthliBienL It ill I or thio INime reason or tb& Capacity 
being aubeiatont in the Cognition, that both cannot be rog&rdod. as producod 
simultaneously; e.g. the wall and the painting, which are the 11lb#ralwn and 
the oubrilimt ""'pcctively, are not p<cduood at one and the same timo.
Nor, on the other band, ce.n tbo Copocity be produced in the Cognition alter 
the latter bu been in existence; because tbo Cognition ia molllA!ntory, and 
cannot continue to a.U&t so long.-It is on all tbeso groundl that tho validity 
of all Prmn<!!W' ia bold to be inherent in them". 

All thia cannot be right. Bees use, "" regards the aseortion that--" The 
validity cl oognitions consists in tbo Capacity productive or the apprehension 
of things ",-this is entirely irrelevant; becawe ' tho appreben.Rion o£ things • 
ia aynOI\Y1DOUI with ' cognition ' ; and the Cal?llcity subsisting in n Cognition 
cannot be productive of th& sa.me cognition ; as in that CMe the capacity 
would not bo auboistont in the Cognition; M th& rolation of oaUS& and offoct. 
c11n be thoro only when both are there at one and tho Mmo time. 

Then, it has been argued that--" being oubNtom, the Capacity cannot 
be produced at the same time as, or before, the Cognition ".-Tbill aJso. 
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cannot be right. Because, the two being non-different (e:c hypothui), the 
one cannot be subsistent in the other. 

The fact of the matter is that when tho nature of the thing itself is 
found to be oo.pable of a particular offootive action,-and there arises the 
question a..cs to its oxaet chara.cter,-tho aa.me nature of the thing is called 
' Capacity ' (Potency); and it. is not anything different. If tho Capacity 
were something different from the Thing, the latter would cease to be o.n 
active agent; and there would be no possibility of any relationship between 
tbo two. This has been a lready discussed several times.-Thus then the 
capacity of the Cognit-ion forms its very nature, and is subject to the same 
fate; and as such, before the appearance of the Cognition, it remains non· 
ea:istent, just like the nature or the Cognition itself,- and is then brought 
abOl!t. There is no incongruity in this view of the matter. 

I t is t>.lso q•tite right that the Capacity u; produced along with the Cogni
tion itself ; because the property that form• the nature of a thing must a! way• 
share the same fate as that thing itself. 

Or, the Capacity may be something different from the thing to which it. 
belongs. Even so, ns there can be no subsistence between the wiBtent and 
the non-e:riste:m,-the said subsistence ca,nnot bo admitted. Because the 
Capacity cannot subsist in the Cognition, in the manner that ' Being • does ;. 
because it is always completely established and does not depend upon any
thi l\11 else. Nor can there be ony substratum for the oxistent thing; as 
such a substratum can serve no useful purpose; e.s for insta-nce, in the case 
of the Vindhya and the Him<Zf<lya mountnins.-It might be said tha
" what it brings a-bout is oontinued existence ".- But that cannot be right. 
Because the ' continued existence' cannot be anything different from the 
e:r:i8Unt thing. In £.-.et, it is the. nature of the e>:ist""l thing itself that is 
spoken o f as 'contirmod existence', with a. view to tho denial of all other 
diversit.ies. But tbe essence of the ea:istent thing is not brought about by 
such a substratum ; hence it is futile.-If the continued ~istence and th& 
e:cistent tiling be different from one another, then anything tending to bring 
about existence would be futile; as what it would bring about is only some
thing else, in the shape of the continued e:ci8tence ; but the bringing about 
of one thing cannot produce any effect in another t.h.ing ; so in either case 
there would be futility of what brings about the continued e:cistence.-It 
might be argued that--0 it brings about an existence related to it ".-That 
cannot oo so ; because there can be no relationship between 'continued 
existence ' and the ' existent', a.s thel'$ is between the permanence and what 
brings about the permanonoo; a.nd this would also lead to an infinite regress. 
This hBS been so often discussed. 

Then again, if .the 1 continued existence ' that makes the thing • last.ing •, 
be admitted to be something different from that thing,-then, there can 
be no Destruction of anything n.t all ; a.s the continued existence conducive 
to permanence would be always the.ro.-Nor can it be assorted that-u Even 
though the continued existence is there, there would be destruction by causes 
leading to that Destruction " . Because such cause also, being futile, could 
not bring about the Destruction. Because in this case alsc, the following 

• 
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a!tunative8 ~t themselves: When the cause of De8troction brings about 
the De8troction, doea it. bring thls about aa aomathing diff•rent from the 
Thing destroyed t Or i$ it the Thing itaeU t-It cannot bring about the 
Thing iteolf; aa UU. is already thare aa an acocmpliabed entity; and if it 
brings about something different, than it brings about nothing in the Thing 
itoolf, which continues to remAin as before. Tben agnin, aa there can be 
no Destruction of anything, the cause of Destruction mutt be futile ; all thls 
haa been cli3cusoed in detail in oourso of the examination of the 'Permanence 
of Things •. 

:Further, by its very nature, the thing could be titbor impermanent or 
Jl&rmollOnt.-If then, the thing appea:ring from ite causo ia impermMant by 
its Mturo, then, aa soon a.s that impermanent thing hM come about, it should 
eo..., to exist by iteelf,-so that there would be nothing to be done by the 
two causes-that of cmuin!U!d malenu, and that of DMtruction.-If, on 
the other band, tho Thing is permanent, by ita nature, -even eo, a& ita nature 
oould not be alw..d, thare would be nothing tbat could destrny it ; and 
being permanent, by iteel!, there could be nothing that could make it lasting; 
HO in both ..- the ea.- of Oontinuanee and of Deetruction would be 
futilo. 

Nor c..n it be right to bold that the Capacity suboiatl in something-. 
~ Because wbat is non.ciolenl ia devoid of on obaractar,-it 
cannot have anything introdueed into it; nor oan it be operative; banee it 
"ould be like the 'Hare's Rom •. 

From &11 this it follows that the Oapacily cannot bo oubaietant in any
thing. 

1f it wore &dmitted that the Capacity is aubaiatont ;-even ao, the Re&ROn 
would be 1 Inconclusive, ; b~use even though Colour, etc-. do not subsist 
in tho Jar, they ore produeed along with it. 

'l'hen ngain, the eame could be said regarding Inoolidily also ; for instance, 
I ... xuiduy also consists in the capacity productive of the wrong apprehension 
of things ;-and when this Capacity subeiatl in the Cognition, it cannot be 
produeed at any of the tbre& pointa of time; ao tbat.. aa in. tha taa6 of V &lidity 
so in that of Invalidity also, the Capacity consisting of this Invalidity should 
be mhcrml in the Cognition. 

:Furtbor, il at any time, the Capacity of the cognition doea not come 
into oxirtonoe, then the Cognition becomes devoid of on Capacity. Wben a 
eertain property ie not produeed in it at any time, how can that property 
belong to it t For instance, cmporeajuy can never belong to ..fk41ha.. Where, 
too, have the Capooities le&mt this wonderful magic w~by, even though 
novor produeed in the Cognition at any time, they enjoy aaaooiation with it ? 
-It might bo said tha~" They enjoy some wonderful substance by roa.son 
of their otarnlllity ".-But that is not possible ; because in that way every
thing would be ondowed with suoh Ce.pooities ; "" thoro would bo nothing to 
restrict them. When e. certain thing is not under the infiuenco ol another, 
we see no reoaon why it should be restricted in ita aaaooiation with certain 
partioular things only ; banco there can be nothing to show tbat such capacities 
belong to the Cognition alone, not to anything eloe. OoDaC~quently, there 
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being no restrictive agency near at band, the Capacilie8 should belong to all 
things ; as hns been explained before. 

Nor can there be any substratum for these capacities, a.s 1\0 useful pur
pose could be served by such a substratum; specially because, being eternal, 
they cannot ha.ve any additional oha.racter produced in them.-Enough of 
this discussion !-(2843-2846) 

The following Tt%1 continues the discussion on the real meaning of the 
Proposition of the Mimiim8aka :-

TEXT (284 7). 

" WHEN Tll'E ~midity 0.11 THE PramiifJ,as IS DESCR.IBED as ' n.'11ERENT ',

WHAT IS MEANT IS THAT WHAT IS 'INHERENT ' (SELF-SUFFICIENT) 

IS THEm ACTIVITY TOWAlUlS THE BRINGING "BOUT OF THElR 

EF.IIEOT, A..IITER THEY HAVE THEMSELVES 

COME lNTO EXISTENOE ."-{2847) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant is ILS follows:-" By the pbtase 'self-valldity' it i.• 
meant that o.fter the Pram4!ta• (Cognitions) ho.vo become born (come about), 
their subsequent activity towo.rds the producing of their own effecte is in
d•pendent of other oauses,-that is, their causal efficiency, after they have 
been born, rests in themselves; so that there ia no room for the objections 
urged above" ;-this is what is meant by the other party.-'l'he effect of 
the P·ramdtf.Q8 themselves consists in either the certainty regarding their own 
v<>lidity, or the defi.nite cognition of the object cognised. In the bringing 
about of this effect, the p,.,;.,nlil"'$ do not need any other cause.-(2S(7) 

QUeBti<m :-Wherefore then is their need for other causes ! 
ANU..,. :-

TEXT (2848) . 

"IT IS FOR THE SECURING OF THEIR OWN EXISTENCE TRAT T.a:INGS STAND 

IN NEED OF A CAUSE; WHEN ONCE THEY HAVE SECURED T.HEIR 

EXISTENcE, THEY BECOME OPERATIVE BY THE~lSELVES 

TOWARDS THEIR OWN EFFEOI\';."- (2848) 

COMMENTARY. 

:HAving pointed out that things in general need a cause for securing their 
own existen~,-the same principle is applied to the case in question. of th& 
Pmmiitla8 or Oognitions :-
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TEXT (28~9). 

" TnUS CooNtrlONS lU Vli1 NEED OF THEm CAUSJIS ONLY IN RE<>A.RD TO TilE 

BRINGING ABOUT 011 mEIR OWN Bt:P:l'R,-AND NOT IN REGARD 

TO TKJI BRINGI'NG AllOUT 011 TU OFJRTATh"TY REGA.l!DING 

'1'li1llR OWN QUAUTIJ'JS ".-(2849) 

COMMENTARY. 

'R<gatding lki~ own ~iliu ',-t.bo Ldcat.ive Ending ia in referenco to 
tb& oubetratwn or the • certAinty •. 

What is meant is M follows :-Thoro aro cortnin qualit.iOB belonging to 
tho Oognitio,. themselvoo,-such qu~lities, for instance, M ~ing of th• 
Mtu~ of rigM apprW...ion, being ;produad by pvfw cauou, and so forth ; 
in tho bringing about of ... tainty regarding th- qualit.ies, thoy do not 
ooed ony other CAuses.-(28(9) 

Quution .-If that ia ao, thoo what aort of taU!le are the Cognitiona in 
regard to the bringing about of tha aaid que.litieo ! 

An#U.-er :-

TEXT (2850). 

"JN THE llRINOING AllOUT OP T11:EIR OWN VALIDITY AND THE D:&:Jn<l'I'E 

OOO~'TI'ION 011 TJtE OBJECJ',-TIIE CooNinONS ARE SBLf·SUllfi· 

O!BNT, AND NOT Dlll'l'll>"DENT ON OTKER OAUSI<S ;-AND 

IN TIIlS T11:EIR A01'10N IS LilO; TllA T OF 'l'KE 

JAR AND O'I'B:ER TI!INGS. "-(2850) 

CO:u:MENTARY. 

The compound • pr<lm<lt>VOrtha, etc.' la to be oxpounded M tlto' 7>T<'in><'i(ll/ll • 
-valtdity-nd the • artlw '-Object ;-'the '"inilhchili ',-Oognition, of the 
'"'id two; in the 'fanaM '-prodncing, bringing about of the aoid cognition. 
- • ArlAanilhchiti' here standa for mere obao......,.., the vague non-determinate 
cognition ; beeAtt$6 the sub~eq\1ent determinate cognitions are in the nn.t,lr& 
of ctrtai~y itaolf. 

• Action,' is aetivity, causal cbaracter.-(2850) 

The following 'l'e%1.9 explain the nxampl& of the 'Jar' as cited abovo :-
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TEXTS (2851-28<52). 

"FoR ITS OWN PRODUCTION, TJJ}) Ja NEEDS SOOIX CAUSES AS TilE LUMP 
OF CuY, = PoTTER's STICK, Tllll WliEEL AND o'l'HER Tlt!NGS; 

DUT IN TRE ACTION OF OONTAn<rnG WATER, IT DOEs NOT NEED 

THESE CAUSES.-THUS, ULTIMATELY, TIXIIJlJll MUST BE SELF

SUFFICIENCY OF TIJE V ALXDXTY ; XF TIJ:li) VALIDITY 

WERE DUE TO OTRER CAUSES, TIXEN TIIERE WOULD 

BE AN INFINlTE RIIGRESS."-(2851-2S52} 

COMMENTARY. 

Having thns shown that there is no incongruity in his Proposition, 
'the J'i'limamsaka proceeds to show the Invariable Concomitllllce of his Reatlon 
(PremiR.,)-' because it is present when the other is present '-' Thu8 
tt.ltirnately, etc. etc.'-' Ante '.....:..in the Jast cognition of the series.- ' Tat'
v~>lidity. 

Quution :-Why should it be ultimately admitted 1 
An•wer .-" If the •'<llidity, m . tlo.'-(2851-2852} 

The AAme idea is further clo.rified :-

TEXTS (2853-2854). 

"' lF THE ~RY VALIDITY OF THE miTrAL COGNITION WEltE DEPENDENT 

UPON OTHER OOGNITIONS,-THEN, SERXING FOR SUCK CORROllORATXNG 

COGNITION$ AT EAOIX STEP, \VE COULD GET TO NO RESTING PLACB; 

BEOAUSE, J1JST AS THE FIEST COGNITION WOULD NEED 

CORROBORATION BY THE SECOND COG:t<-yTION, SO SHOULD 

WE SEES: FOR THE CORROBORATION OF TRAT 

CORROBORATIVE COGNITION ALS0."-(2853-
2854} 

COMMENTARY. 

'~lau!ika '-pertaining to the initial or first cognition; i.e. tho validity 
inhering in the initial cognition. 

Validity, if extraneo'U8, could be due either to the corroboration of the 
resultant activity, or to the recognition of the pedoot charoeter of the cause 
-of the cognition. 'l'he former of these oannot bo accepted ; this is shown 
by the words-' Jwt a., tlo. tlo.'-{2853·2854) 

It might bo argued that-in the case of the Oognition which is in con
formity with effective action, its validity is held to bo inherent, self.sufficient ; 
hence there can be no Infinite Regress. 

The answer to this is as follows :-
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TEXT (2855). 

"IF lN TRE CASJ!l 01! SO!CII ONJI COONl'IION, TIIE VALIDITY IS ADMITTiolD 

TO BE INBER&NT Ali'D SEI3·S11DICIB!>"T,-TIIEN WHY SHOULD 

Tlll!RE Bll ANY HOSTILITY TOWARDS TB11 SlolLi'·VALID!TY 

01! TRE I'IBS'l' OOONITION ITSELP I "-{2855) 

CO~OlENTARY. 

Under the second view also [t.baL the nt.ranoouo validity is do<> to th~ 
"""'Sllition of tb6 perfect charod.er of the O..t ... ] there would be fnfinit" 
~-This i.B pointed out in the following:-

TEXTS (2866-2857). 

" 11! TREN THE VALIDITY or SENSE·PZROEPTION .U.'"D OTHER CJOJ>'l'l'IOlo"S 

WUll DI!PElo'"DENT UPON TD PUnOT OllA&O.OTJlR (OJ' TBl!IR O&USES), 

-'1'lll!Sll PERPEOTIONS Tl!JlXSELVZS COULD NEVER BE THERE 

WITHOUT OOONlTIONS ; KENOE ONE SEEKING FOR THIS OTBER 

OOGNJTION APPREBiolNDlNG TRE PER.I'IlOTION OP THE 

CAUSE WOULD RI!QITll\11 YET &.~OTHER OOONl· 

TION APPRRIIENDING TID'J l'IIRrEOTION OF THIS 

LAST, AND SO ON AND ON."-{2856-2857) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Dependent upon, uc.'-i..o. dependent upon the recognition of thft 
perfect chamotor of itll Cl\1188. 

• Validity '-i.e. cortl\inty regarding iuo v~lidity. 
• Cc>tdd ....,., bO tilero '-i.e. could not bocomo fit for being regarded as 

being there. ' 
• TM)J4pi '-of the eogo.ition apprehending the perfection. 
' A.nyoparich<MinM, uc. etc.'-i.o. Lhe validity would be dependent 

upon the certainty of the perfoction apprehended by another cogo.ition.
(2836-2857) 

An in.stl\nc& ill cilod in aupport of tb6 above :-

TEXTS (2858-2860). 

"JUST AS lN THE OASJI 011 TllB llo"'TUL OOONmON, SO IN TJL\T 01' THE 

OTBER ALSO, TBEIUI WOULD BlllNFINlTE REGRESS, AS BIII'Oilll ; Al>'"D 

SEE!aNG !'OR Till:)( 0~"11 .t.FTBB TR11 OTJI1IB, \\'11 OOULD NOT SROURE 

4 RESTING GBOUlo'll.-L~ CASII TilE OOOlllTION 01' TBR PEIU'JlO. 
TION IS NOT KRLD TO BB 0 1111 1'IUT lLt.S ITS V ALID!TY DEPENI>Elo"T 

UPON TR1l PBESENCII OP TllOSE PERVECTIONS lN ITS C&USE,

TBEN T1IB Ilfm.&L OOO:m"UON OW TD OBJEOT ALSO SHOULD NOT 

NEED TIIl'l VALID COGNITION 01' l'EJII'BOriON IN ITS CAUSE.- TJros 

TllllN, EVEN OOING .U.ONO TO A LONG D!STANOE, U ONE 1L1.S TO ADMIT, 
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.A.T SOME STAGE OR THE OTKD, THE Sl:LF·VA.LIDITY 01' THE 0>01\-rrtON, 

-IT IS FAR B:£T'l'I!!R TO ADMIT IT AT THE \'llRY FIIIST STEF."-

(2858-2860) 
COMJ.IENTARY. 

What is meant ia thM- just 1\8 in the initial cognition, the validity is 
dopondent upon the perfections "PPrehended by anothor oognition,-so 
ahould it be in other cognitions alto. 

' A• b<Jfore '--68 in the oaac or certainty or validity arising from corro
boration. 

• 0... after I& oiMr '-in each preceding cognition or perfections. 
1!, through ;...,. or InJinite Regress, it be held that t.bo v"tidity of tha 

cognition of perfection is inherent in it, self<mfficient,-tben wbnt hostility 
should there be against the cognition& of the object itMU,-by virtue of 
which its validity is held to be ~roneo.._,, not inhtrom! We do not poroeive 
any reMon for this. 

Thll8 then the flying bird, not poroeiving the end of tbo other shore, bns 
to return to the place 'vhenoe it atarted; consequently, there is no need for 
the mo.kiug of ba.'l$10$11 MSumptions.-This i.s what i.o pointed out by the 
word.-' In """" I& cognition of U.. perf«:titm, etc. etc.'-' Dopen<knt upon 
U.. perfmion '-i.e. that which baa ita validity dependent upon the certain 
cognition of the perfection.-{2858-2860) 

The following might be u.rged- Tbete is a di.ffe.renoe between the initial 
cognition on the ono bnnd and the subeequent corroborative oognition, 
~nd the cognition of perfeotion on the otber,~n aoconnt or which differenCe,. 
while the vt>lidity of theao latter two is iw..-, that or the former is not so. 

The answer to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (2861-2863). 

" ON WIU.T GBOm.'DS RA VlC mll OOJIBOBORATIVE OOONl'flON AND 'I'RB 

0001<l'l'JON OP Pl!!li.BI!!OTlON BEEN lmLD TO BE SO'I'JIIUOR TO TB:B 

UHTl.U. COONITION,-oN THE STBENG'I"R OP WHICH TWI LA.TrER 

SROVLD BE DEPBNDENT U:PON TB:OSE TWO 1--FROM ALL 'l'lDS IT 

li'OLLOWS THAT VALIDITY llftTST BE REGARDED A.S INKKRENT IN ALL 

OOGNITIONS, AS A OENIIlRAL Rl1LIIl ; AND IT IS DISOAIIDED ONLY Wlnl..>q" 

THllMl IS EITHER AN ANNULl\OINT OP IT OB TRE COGNITION Oll' ITS 

8011ROE BEING DBPEOTIVll. Ev.li:N TB:OO'GB TmS WAY THE DISOAll

DING OP THE VALIDITY WILL BE DBFENlllWT O'I'ON EXTR.U\'l:OUS 

OAO'SES, THERE WOVLD BE NO L'\'l11NITE RI!!GRBSS. BECAUSE AFTER 

ALL, IT WOULD BB DEPENDENT UPON VALIDITY, Al\"1> TR1S IS TKBRB, 

lllllEBENT IN TO OOO!<ITION."--{2861-2863) . 

COMMENTARY. 

Objution :-If Cognition i.o solf..,ufficient in its vt>lidity,- tben all 
Oognitiona become valid, which i.o absurd. 
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Tbo an~Wor to thio is-' Prom all thio il Jolww, de. uc.'-' Ut10rya' 
ig a general principle; and 'aut.sar(JiJ:o ' i.5 that. which i1l in ACCOrdance .witJt 
the generol principle. 

'Atutulmtm '-dlo ee<tainty thet the real •IAto of thing• is cliffercnt 
from tbot figuring in the cognition;- ' cognilion oj 116 "'"""being defect""-'. 

Objectim> ,_Thu.o then, Validity romoiniog there M n general rule,
how i8 it diiiCaJ'ded I If the irwalidity were hold to bo indloated b)• annul· 
meat and the cognition of the source being do!octivo,-thett this invaUdity 
would boduo to oxtrnnocu.o causes. It might bo orgned thot-" it i8 so hold by 
us". Bull, in that cn.'JO, os in the case o£ Validity boing oxtranoous, so here 
also, thoro would bo ln6nito Regress. 

Tho answer to this is as followt! :-' E"'"' tllOuql• lloi4 would be depernlenl 
upon, <le. Thoro would be Infinite Regress if tho inlllllidity (of one) worc 
duo to the in...Zidil>J (of another); as a matter of fact, however, ;,.,"Olidily is 
held to follow from VaJidily, which i8 different in !Ond from inmlidily; nnd 
it hos been ootablished that Validity is self.aufficil>nt; why then should therc 
bo an ln!nito Regress 1~2861-2863) 

Tbo same idee. is further explained :-

TEXTS (2864-2865). 

"JUST AS VALIDITY IS NOT l'ROVlilD BY VALIDITY OOONIT!ON,-SO IN· 

VALIDITY ALSO 18 NOl' PROVBD BY lNVALIOITY. JN TilE OASB Otr 

ONE TJDNG llli!NG t>liUNl>ENT UPON ANOT!!EI\ TmNG Oll' !TS 

OWN IUN'l>, Tli1IRll OAN llll NO RRS'I'mG GR0t1ND ; IN THll 

OAST! O'f l>El'BNDENOE UPON SO)lETI!ING 01' ANO'l'ltliR 

'KIND, ITS ROOT IS FIRMLY ESTABLISTIED, BEOAUSE 

lT L, DUE TO ANOTHER OA.ll'SE."-(2864-2865) 

CO?>O!ENTARY. 

'Something oj ano~Mr kind '-i.e. Inrolidily ;-this ia to bo construed 
with-' the root ia firmly 80t8blisbed '.-The roe.'IOn for t.hia ia stated in the 
word&-' becat&.H it t.. ~ to anot.Atr cawe'; i.e. of '•hich tho cause consists 
of oomet.hing olso, in the shopo of the Valid Cognition. 

'Ba. tu rool/lrmlyealabli.lhtd '- i.e. '•boee root is un~~baknblo by reason 
or ite being froo from tbo defects of ln!nito Regr<~SS, eto.~2864·2865) 

Tbo following migM bourged- Thov.gh the sublotiog or nnnuUing cogni
tion mny not hove it6 validity dependent on aomotJ>ing olao,-yot it is only 
whon that Cognition is reeognised as itlleU unsublatod that it can •tamp 
invalidity upon another Cognition; not otherwise. 

The aJUWer to this is as foUows :-

! • 
I • I 
I 
I 



EXAlliNATION OF TBE DOCTRINE OF 'SELF·SUFFIOIENT VALIDITY'. 1295 

TEXT (2866). 

'" TliE SU!)LATING COGNITION IS ALWAYS IN THE FOI.W. OF THlil OOGNI't!ON 

OF THE TIDNG CONOERNED AS Dtn'ERRNT FROM WJIAT IS ENVISAGED 

IN THE PREVIOUS COGNITION ; AND AS IN TillS FORM, I;r IS NOT 

D'EPENDENT l?OR ITS VALIDITY UPON ANYTHING ELSE, IT 

SETS ASIDE THAT PREVIOUS COGNITION."-(2866) 

COMMENTARY. 

t Seta asid~ '-discards; i.e . rejeets (}8 inva.lk:l.- (2866) 

The following migh~ b& urged-Even when the sublating Oognition is 
there, it is possible tho~ there tn"y b& another Oognihion subloting it,
just a.~ there is one for the initia.l Cognition i how then can there be a. ces.~tion 
-of the dependence upon another subl,.ting Oognition,-by virtue of which the 
sublation of that Cognition would be accepted with cer~ainty t 

The ruunvcr to this is a.s fol lowa :-

TEXT (2867) . 

. ,, IT lllAY BE THAT THEP.E TOO THERE MAY BE NEIID FOR A.'<OTBEP. SUR· 

LATING C l G>liTION IN CERTAIN OASES, WHERE SUSPICION M!GU:T 

BE AROUSED IN THE MIND OF THE PERSON BY THE 

PREVIOUS C )Gh'lTION ; BUT THAT SUSPICION 

CEASES AFTlilR Vl:RY LlTTLE Ell'FORT." 

-(2867) 

COMMENTARY. 

'There, in some ca8U '-i.e. in regard to the sublating Cognition in the 
form of th& • Oognition of ~e thing .._. different from ~at envi.•ag&d in ~e 
previou..c; Cognition'. 

( Jflt)Js.hiJ..nkasya '- the roan whose suspicion ha.cs been aroused. 
1 PUrvl~ '- by the injt.ia.l Cognition. 
1 Siipi, '- i.e. the dependence upon subla.tion. 
'Alptw '-i.e. by very slight effort.-(Z867) 

Question :- How doe1i it cease ? 

An=-.r :-
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TEXTS (2868--2871). 

"b A.l'<Ol'llER SUBL.-.TtNO CoGNITION OF tT IS FURTHER SOUGHT I'OR. 

THEN THE MIDDLB (SEOOND) CoGNlTION WOULD llECO~IE SUBLATBD : 

WHIOil WOULD ESTAllLISH THll VALIDITY OF THE Pl:RST COGNlTION .

b EVJIN AliTER Dtllil EPFORT AT SEEKING FOR IT, NO OTK&R SUB

LA'm<O Coosmoy rs rornn>,-<)N &OOOU!<"T Oil' TKERE BEING Nu 

BA.Sts IOR tT,-THEN NO CoomTtON StrBLATlVE GP TIIE :PIRS1' StrBLA· 

TlVE CooNITtON WOULD BE FOUND ; A""D THUS THERE BEING Nu ' 

SUDLA.TXON Ol' TIUS, TIUS llEGOMIIIS STRONG AND K&NOE SUDLATES 

TIIE INITIAL CGONtTION; HENOB tT IS THE VALIDITY OF THlS LATTER 

THAT BBCOM:BS DISCARDED. Truts THEN, Tllll INVESTXOATOR NEED 

NOT FEOOEED BllYOh"D TIIEEE OOONtT!OS S ; AND WHil:S TJtE lo!AN 

HAS NOT HAD ANY FURTHER SUDLAT!NG COGNITION PRODUOBD, HE 

NBED NOT SUSPECT THE PRESENCE Ol' SUOR CoGNlTXOll'."-(2868-

2871) 
COMMENTARY. 

If, on further inveoltig&tion, one llncb that there is a sublater of that 
sublo.ter also, then, as tho """ond Cognition would bo sot aside by thi• third 
sublater, the first Cognition would booome valid. If the fnrther (third) 
sublating Cognition dooe not ~>ppea.r, on aocount of the allolene& of the basic 
cause, thon the socond Qosl>.i.tion, which it more powerful, eubla'- th~ l!rf<t 
Cognition, and thereby iu vaudity beoomeo aet asido. 

'Nud ~ procud beyon.ct, uo. etc.'-11 Who! "-Tho Man, the obeo.rver. 
Quution :-" On tbo appoo.ranee of the third Cognition also, why is 

there no nead for a further sublating Oognition,-<l!l in the ea.so of the 
aeoond Cogniti~n ;-od wby should there be ouly three Cognitions for tba 
investigator t " 

A_,..-· When no ~r subi<Jtinq oognili<m, etc. de.';- ' produced' 
-found by the invostigator.-(2868-2871) 

Quunon :-" Why should it not bo auspeeted ! 
.A'M'1DQ' .-

TEXT (2872). 

"U TKl!l MAN, THROUOI! STUPIDITY, SHOULD IMAOWE T)lll EX!STENO& 

OF TKE SUB LA. TING COON'l'tiON, EVEN WIUilN NONB llA.S GOM:E A80UT,

RB \VGULD BB BESBT WlTJ[ DOUBTS IN ALL HlS DEALINGS 

AND WOULD BE LANDED Jlf UTX'EB. RUIN."-

(2872) 

COMMENTARY. 

' 'OIUr ,.;,. '- Deotruction; on aeoount of having fallen oft from th" 
Truth.-(2872) 

Tho following Text eonllrms tho same idea by 1> quotation-
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TEXT (2873). 

·• V.l.SlJDllVA BniSELii HAS DEP1l£0A'l'PJD SUCH A SUSPICIOUS NATUIU: ; 

IN" T!fE WORD~'NEITBE!t THIS WORt.l)t NOR TilE NEXT,.-() SON 

OF Kunli,-IS POR TB}; MAN OF SUSPICIOUS 1/tATURE '." 

-(2873) 

COMMENTARY. 
'va...,uva '-V~u. 
'Sm of K ·unli '-A>juna.-(2873) 

Objeclion :-"If that is so, then there should be no suspicion of sublation 
regarding the firl!t Cognition al8o ; and thus there should bo validity of all 
Cognltiorut ". 

A. t1.11Hr .-

TEXTS (2874-2876). 

41 WBBN tN R.EGARD TO A 0ooNmOY, A. CERTAIN SO'BL.A.'Il.ON IS POSS*BLEJ

A~"l) ON BEING SOUGHT POB~ IS NOT :JOtJNl),--'rB:-B'N tN :aBOARD TO 

THAT 0ool<R'ION (IT HAS TO BB OONOL1TD"&D THAT ITS SlnLA'l'Ell 

DOES NOT EXIST); .co-x> IN B'£0ARD TO SUOII A THING, D<· 
VESTIGATORS DESIRING TIIBm OWN WBLFABB SHOULD 

NOT TAKE THmR STAND Ul'ON IMAGINING THAT SUCH 

S!nLATION MIGHT APPEA.:& AT SOME TIME." 

- (2874-2875) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Ya.tra '-in regard to a. certain Oognition,-if o. certain sublation is 
likely ; but on being sought for, it is not found to nppeou-,-tben, in regard 
to that Cognition, 'it 8hou1d bo oonclt<tkd IMt IM ~ dou ""' e:ciA '
this ho.s to be taken o.s uoderstood.--{287t-2875) 

Quo.t~ion .~"How much of sublo.tion io poooible "nd i1> regazd to which 
Cognition ? " 

A 1ll'tDe1' .-

TEXT (2876). 

.. PLACE, TlM11, MAN AND CIROUMSTANCBS,-DlVIlRSITJJIS OF THESE Allll 

hlET WITH IN ACTUAL EXPEBU:NOE ; RliNOll \VlLBN ONE IS SEEK-

ING J'OR SUBLATION, HE SHOULD SZSK POR THEM 

IN THESB."-(2876) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound-' .DO&ha, m. t~e-'-ie to be expounded u 'Diversities ' 
or • Pl8<l6, Time, Man, and Oircumatanoeo '.-{2876) 

• 
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The following Tt>:U proceed to point out thnt of tb""" dh-eNit.il'll of 
P IMo, Time, eto.-<mly AOmo nre ~ublater!l of 1\ certl\in Cognition,-not oil 
of eJI OognitionA; benee 1\ll should not be su•J>OCW<I in regord I o nil 
Cognitioos :-

TEXTS (2877-2878). 

" lF 1'llERfl IS A WRONG PERCEPTlON DUE TO TKE TKrliO CONCERNED 

B~tNG AT A DlSTL~T PLACE, THElU~ WOULD, [N SOME OASES, BE A 

SIJSPlCION Of ITS Rli.I.LLY BE[!~O SOl<ETI!JSO ELSE ; AIW 1'JIII 

LIMl'l' 01' TJ:IlS POSSIBILITY WOt!LD EXTB~"D ONLY TILL 

THE MAN HAS Al'PROAOEIED NEAR TKE TRl!IC: : ANI> 

IN SCTOH A CASI, T:ll.&.B.E IS NO EXPROT'ATlON OP' ANY 

SITIIt.ATION RI!GARDINO TIXB, MAN A~"D Gill· . 
OUllSTANO:ES ; AS IIOR EXAMPLE, IN TKE 

CASII OF TliE COONITION 01! THE 

MlliAGR, IIT0."-{2877-2878) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Suopieitm, ~'--<>£ t.bo t.hing being Wow.~· in...,.. ca.u :-to the 
c311o of sueh things o.s the Mirage. 

'Till the man IWJJ appro<Woed, etc. ~'-This h118 to bo construed wit it 
• Limu of the pouibil#y of lld>lation. '. 

What is m,.nt is as rouo,.,. :-In a case where remot~~ of the pi""" 
is tho only likoly cnuse or mis<:oncopt.ion,-11 that i• nec008ru"y is to mow 
upto tho thing, !or the pttrposo of finding out whether thoro i•. o•· not, " 
suhlating cognition ; and in ouch a """"• tbe sublation abould not oo ex)lected 
or sough~ for, in regard to Time and the o~ber factors ; beeali8C th""" !otter 
could not bo tho M<>tll'ce of misconception. 

An instance is cit.ed-' Aa for e;rampk, &to. etc.'-' Ooynitio1-. of c/ie 
Mm.g. '-i.e. tho cognition, in regard to t.he Miroge, Lbat it iJI IVotu. 

'EktUTG '-includes oueh notions aa tba~ of 'lnrgenoos ', in regard to 
what is 11MIZ. and the notion of 'smallllllflS' in regard to whnt is laroo,-thil< 
being due to distnnce ;-and other similar notions. In thoso cnses, thure 
can be no noed for investigation of Timo nnd other factors. 

Simil3rly in regard to miacoru:eptions due to Time, etc.-whenever there 
is possibility of a. oert.o.io fnctor being the sonrce of error, the enquiry should 
procood ill regGrd to thnt fnctor only ; nnd not in regard to nny other 
factor.- This is whnt is m06nt to be ohown by mnona of tbo &X8omplo citod.
(2-877-2878) 

The Mme idoo is expressed in regard to particular point. of Time:-

i 
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TEXT (2879). 

"SUnLARLY WREN AT A TruE O~· DENSE D'ARKNBSS, THERE ARE DOUBTS 

REGARDING TilE ANnUL SEEN BEING A COW OR A HORSE, FOLLOWED 

BY THE ASCERTAINME..~T OF THE TRUTR,-TRE LlllllT OF ALL 

. THIS CONSISTS ·IN THE APPIIA.l\ANO!il OF LlOHT."-(2879) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Santamasakcila ' is time when thero is deep and dense dackness.
(287U) 

The s&tue idea is expressed in regard to particular ·tnen :-

TEXT (2880) . 

"SmrLARLY, IN REGARD TO TllE :MOON, TllE JlltSOONCEPTlON OF THE 

DIRECTIONS, AND THE LETTERS AND ACCENTS OF THB VBDA, AND 

SUCll: TBINGS,-Tll:AT THE TRUTH IS OTHERWISE IS ASCER· 

TA.INED BY ENQUIRIES FROM OTHER PERSONS." 

-(2880) 

COMMENTARY. 

\\Then a. man thinks that he is aooing two moons, or ha.s similar delusions,
that the truth is otherwise is ascertained by putting questions to other 
men ; and in that there is no dependence on Time and other factors.- (2880) 

'].'he same idea is stated in regard to circutMlanceB :-

TEXT (2881 ). 

" WIIEN PEli:SONS HAVING TBElB PEli:OEPTIVE Oli:OANS DERANGED BY 

LOVE, HAT:e, INTOXICATION, MADN~SS, llUN':"EB., THIRST AND TltE 

LUl:E, COME TO COGNISE TBINCS Tll:AT ARE COGNISABLE \\'lTH 

DlllFIOULTl',- THE CONTRARY CONCLUSION IS ASCERTAINED 

A.J1TER THE CESSATION OF THE SAID DER.-I.NCEMIINT." 

-(2881) 

COMMENTARY. 

• TadabhlitxU '- by the ·cessa.tion of the circumstancu created b)- Love. 

Hate, etc.-(2881) 

The following Teo718 procoed to show that even in ordinary business
transactions, the conclusions· of the Enquirer (Judge) require only !hree 
statements :-
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TEXTS (2882-:.!885) 

" 11< TRA..'I"SAOTIONS RELATING TO DEBT AND OTHER H8AOS, WHEN THERE 

IS A DLSPU'I'E BSTWEBN TWO DISPUTANTS, TBERJl IS 0:<2 STATEMENT 

BY TllE DEFIIlNDA.NT AND TWO BY THE l'r.AINTil'F; AND IT IS FOR 

AVOIDING A..~ !NnNITB R&GRitSS '!'RAT NO POBTllBR STATBMENTS ARE 

RECORDED ;-AND IT IS ON THE BASIS OP THE SAID 'J:HBEE STATE· 

ME!>'TS ALONE THAT Tli1! ){ASTER (JuDGE), THB WITNESSES AND TilE 

ASSitSSORS SHOULD OOM:E TO A DECISJON.-TIIVS :IN ALL OASES, 

THERE IS A 110LLOW1NG UP OF THRSE OOGNITIONS ONLY ; AND IT IS 

I'OR TKIS SAlOl REASON TILlT TBB D.£ITI1!S ARE GALLED • TRISATYA • 

(T!IREE-TRUTH).-TIIVS TRIIN, 111 THE VALIDITY OP 0o0~1TIONS IS 

INXI!RIINT IN TJJEM, THlilliB IS NO L~~NITE RBORESS; AND THE 

VALIDITY AND Th"V ALJDITY REMA.n< AS THBY HAPPEN TO BE IN 

REALITY."-(2882-2886) 

CmL\IENTARY. 

"Then again, if it be proved that tho validity of Senso·petoopt.ion nnd 
other Pro:mc'!t'Q8 is due to oxtranoous·cau&e~,-the R.lll6 ia not the case with 
Verbt\1 Cognition,-oven 110 our position becomes eotllblished. Because the 
whole of !.hill eftort of ours la moant for the purpoeo of establishing tho reliabi· 
lity of the Vodic Injunction ; so that whon it is provod that the validity 
of tho Verbal Cognition i8 inberont, self-3Ufllciont,-the reliability of the 
Vodio Injunction becomoe autcmatically establiabod ;-what neod there 
is then for our trying to prove the self-truffioient validity ol the oth•r 
forma of Cognition f" 

With tbo above idea in bio mind, the M"tnKimoako ptOOeoda to prove the 
self-aufficien~ validity of Verbal Cognition:-

TEXTS (2SS6-2SSS). 

"TRAT W ORD WWOH IS DEPINITELY KNOWN TO BE ETBB.'<AL, OR 

UTTERED BY A· TBOSTWORTIIY PEl\SON, IS NEVER VITIATED BY TilE 

HRARIIll OB 'fiiB SPBAKEll ;-BEOAVSE TEACH.I!RS A..'I"D PELLOW· 

STUDENTS HELP TO PRIWBNT MUTILATIONS THERI!!OP AND ARE FULLY 

OOliPBT»NT TO PRESERVE SUOII ASSI!RTIONS.-CoNSEQUENTLY, THE 

ASS.ER'l'lON DOBS NOT BI!!COXB VI'flATBD BY THE DEPECI'S WHICH ARE 

WARDJIJD. OFF BY THE liJXOELLENOES (OP THJIJ T BAOHEB, ET0.).-011, 
WilE..'< THERE IS NO PBONOUNOER OR 'MAKEII' 01' TilE W ORD OR 

AsSERTION, TIIBRB OAN BE NO DEFBOTS, A.S TBJ:RI!l WOULD BE NO 

SUBSTRATUM FOR THBSII."-{2886-2888) 

COMMENTARY . 

. Two kinda of Verbal Cognition aro ro!i•ble; valid-that produood by the 
·oternal Word, and tht\t produeod by the words utterod by a. trustworthy 
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per!!on.-That in both of these the cause or source is faultless is pointed out 
by the present t<l>:t;. 

In that Word or &utence which i s eternal, thor$ eau be no defects relating 
to the Speaker or the Hear..- ; because such words and sentences are always 
preserved by Teaohers and Students. 

'.l'hat Word or Sentence which is utt<~red by a reliable Person,-ther& 
t\lso the presence of defects is rendered impossible by the presenoe in him 
of such excellences a.• those of Compassion and the like. 

The faultlessness of the eterno.J Word is proved in another ,vay a.lllO :
'Or wilen tilere is no m4ker of tile Word, etc. etc.'-Defeots, such as Love nnd 
Hate, etc. are propert.ies of men ; a.nd os su~h they could reside only in the 
)!alter; henoe. when there is no S\lbstratum, in the shape of the Maker, how 
could they affect the words that have not emanated from a personal souroe ! 
If they did, they would be without a substratum ; because it is an essential 
feature of the subsi81ent that it must follow in tho wake of the substratum.
(2886-2888) 

Says the Opponent--In the CASe of the words of the trustworthy person, 
if their validity be held to be due to the fact of all defects being discarded 
by the excellent qualities of the Person,-tben the validity would be due to 
those excellont qnalities (not to the Cognition itself) ; so that the Infinite 
Regress would continue to vitiate t.hi.s view. 

The answer to this is os follows :-

TEXTS (2889-2890}. 

"IN THE CASE OlJ' THE WORDS 0)' THE TRUSTWORTRY PERSON, TWO 

FACTS HAVE BEEN PERCEIVED: (1} THAT THERE ARE NO D:&Fl!CTS, 

AND (2} THAT THERE ARE EXOELLENOES ;-THAT VALIDITY IS 

NOT DUE TO THE EXCELLENCES IIAS ALREADY BEEN EX· 

PLAINED B:&FORE ;-AND ON ACCOUNT OF THESE 

EXCELLENCES IN THE SrEAKIIR, THEBE CAN BE NO 

DEFECTS IN IDM, THESE BEING DISCARDED BY 

THE EXCELLENCES. THUS THE VALIDITY 

BELONGS TO THE WORD ITSELF,-AND 

IS INDICATED BY THE ABSENCE 

OP THE DEJIEOTS." - (2889-

2890} 

COMMENTARY. 

• D~bM.tXl, etc. '-The compound is to be expounded as- the ' d!Xlya ' 
'ttt.'O '-which has for its 'atmcl•, nature,--consisting in the absence of dejUUt 
and the presence of ucelknces. 

'Explaimd btfore '-under Tezt 2856. 
'Discardel:l by them '-i.e. by the excellences. 

36 
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• Indi«U«ll>y tJu a"-' .. of dquu ';-what i• meent i• that tbo function 
of tba excollences free fr<>m defects consists on!~· in the B<'tlil~ ruride of the 
Defeeta, and not in creating 1>0/idity.-(2889·2890) 

Sayw the Opponent ::-If Validity is held to be duo to the cortninty of 
the abeenoe of defecto,-thon too, tho InJinit& R~ ...,mnins.-Tho 
Author sot.a forth tbU. view in t.he followin~ :-

TEXT (2891). 

IF '1'R11 ABSENCE OF DEFEOTS IN THE WORDS OF TllE TRUSTWORTHY PERSON 

IS DEDUCED FROll IDS EXCELLENCES, THEN THERE IS Tiil!l !<AltE 

INFINITI!l REGRESS,-FOB O:!o"l> \Vl!O WOULD FOLLOW 

11F TmS PRESENCE OP EXUELt.BNOES.-(2891) 

COMMENTARY. 

According to the view detailed above, the abeenoe of dafocts is to be 
daduoed fr<>m the cognition of the excellenCf'l ;-the validity of this cogni· 
tion of excollenoes llglliD is to be deduoed fr<>m the absence of defeeta ;-U•it< 
abeenoe of dofeeta llglliD is to be deduoed from ex.,.,llencoe ; and ao on aud 
on ; thoro would be the same Infinite ~Ol!S, which would oblitemte all 
usagoe and distinct.ions.-(2891) 

This is answered (by the Mlmiimsaka) in the following :-

TEXTS (2892-2893). 

" Tms 00118 NOT Al'l'EOT 11$. TRB OOOl'ITION OP TRE BXOELLENOES IS 

NOT ~'1!EDI!lD AT THE TIME. l'r IS NOT 118 cogni4ttJ TKAT TRl! E>;

OJU.LII!IOES ARE OPJIRA'IIVE IN TKB XATI'J:ll ; BY THJ:IR SREER 

l'RESENOil TRilY A.RE OOXPETENT TO SBT ASIDE 1'RE 

DEI'I!OTS; .L."D \vun.:& TKI!lY ARil THERE, TKI!lRll 

DOES NOT APPEAR ~lf OOO~ON 07 THE 
DEJ'EOTS OP TIIB M.\N."-(2892-2893) 

COMMENTAR '/. 

' Whil~ tJ1ty ar• 11•••·• • ;- i .e. while t be excollcncos are there.-(2802-
2808) 

Quulion :-II the cognition of the defeota of man does not appear
what tbon I 

A""""" .-
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TEXT (2894). 

" BEOAIISI! THll DEFECTS Allll NOT OOONISBD, 'l'Rl!llll!PORll TB1!Y DO NOT· 

SET ASIDE TRE VALIDITY; NOT BEINO SET ASIDE, IT BECOMES 

ESTABLI$BED BY ITSELF HERB Ao.LS0."-{2894) 

CO:\IMENTARY. 

• Th4 tJO.lidily tB not Bet a1id.e '-fntch lA ~ho construction. 
QuUiiM> :-Why ill it not set aoido ! 
Amwer :-' B..,....,. tky are nol cog"~' ; tbo defoota are ~isco.rdod by 

the exce llences, heneo being non-exiatent, they are naturally • not. eogn.i.eed. '. 
'N~ being "'' a.i!U, <le. ·-tablisbod, because not oot aside. When 

there is no &.'<ception to & gettOral ntle, it becomes o.utomatie&lly cstabliehed. 
'Horo aw '-i.e. in the ......, of the words ol tbo Tnu;tworthy Penon. 

not only in that of words not omanadng from a Personality.-Thia: is what is 
indicated by 'api '.-{289( ) 

Says the Qpponent-If, in t.he case of certo.in worda emonoting (rom " 
pcr&On&.lity, no daleeta are lound,-even so they ""' suspected ; because they 
alvt,.)'"S wbsist. in such worde. So that, just M the exceUenCM, by their 
sheor prosonce, ore capable ol setting Mido the dalecta,-<10 the defects aliJo 
may be capcblo of setting uida the exceUenoeo ;-why then llhould it be 
$aid that-' not being cognised, the D<lfeeta do not eet aside tho validity I • 

The Mimdwal-a'• answer to this is &.8 followa :-

TEXTS (289G-2896). 

"IN TH11 OASJ! 011 WORDS BMANATING FROM PlmSONALITUilS, Tlll!RE IS 

ALWAYS ROOM FOR DOUBT wm:THER TRERJ! ARE DEFEO'r$ OR NOT • 

IN TKfJ C&Siol OF TliE VfJDA, UOWEVBR, THERE B.EING NO AUTHOR, . 

TI!E.&El C.L'< BE ABSOLIITJ!Ll( NO SUSPICION FOR US REGABDING 

'l'Hll Plll!SENC!: OJ: DEFECTS.-CoNSl!QIIENTLY, .JUST ~ VALIDITY 

(AND RJ!LIABILlTY) IS AOCEPrl!D IN Till: OASE OF TliE VEDA, 

ON 'l'Hll OROIIND OF ITS Bllll<G DIDEPBI-"DBNT AND SILl'· 

SUFPIOl"&NT,-SO THE S.Utll VALIDITY Bl!OOlltES ES· 

TABL!SKED IN R SGA"RD T;> Tllll WORD3 OF A TRUST· 

WO!\ TRY Pllli\SON ALSO." -(289~-2896) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbo idea ia as loUows :-" It ia not neceMary I or Wl to prove the validity 
of the human assertion ; in foot, all t!UB ofJort of ours is moont for proving 
tbo authority of the Veda ; 10 that, if tbo human assertion turns out to be 
invalid and unroli&ble,-that does no berm to the VoW>; as ita validity il 
proved by the abse""" of defect.• ;-this is what is meant by the pbrMO ' on 
IM fi"'"ntl of il4 being·~- antll<lf4U~'II.t '. 
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lhis has been thus aaerted in the Bhllfya (Shabara)-' Honco the Veda 
ia authoritat<vo and reliable, because it is not dependent upon anything el8e; 
8Ucb being the CMO, there can ha no need for another cognition or another 
Person: becaose the Veda is self.flllfficient in its validity' (SO. 1. J. 6).
(2895-2896) 

Then again, is it meant that the Veda operates upon things apprehended 
by other Moons' of Cognition f Or ia it not ao meant f Theoo o.re the two 
alternativoo possibi&.- If it is the second view that is accepted- that the 
Veda is not operative on things apprehended by oth<>r Meana,-then that 
!&et alone prov<lll the self~ent validity of the Veda.-This is what is 
pointed O\lt in tho following:-

TEXT (2897). 

" Tm: PAor THAT OTKEII.M&ANS o• COmliTION NEVER RAVE .ll\'Y B EAlWIG 

UPON WIL\'1' IS SAID IN THE VEDA ESTABLISHES ITS VALIDITY.-

. OTB'ERWISE, I'!' WOIJLil BR MEII'ELY RE!TERATlVI!." 

--{2897) 

' What is /IOW in the Veda' :-<>.g. that 'Heaven follows from the P<!r
formanoe of the .dgniholN ', and SO forth. 

'Other """"" of cognil..,.' .~· Moans of Cognition oth<>r than the 
Veda' are Sense-pcrooption and the rest ;-the • bearing' or th(I!Mt cou.flists 
in their ba.viug these sa.mo for tltoir objective ;-nnd t.hiH ' hoo.ring ' iA 
abient. • 

• Ph& fact '-i.e. the faet that they have no bearing. 
• A¥ '-of tho Veda. 
If the other alterna?vo view is aooeptod,-that tho Veda enviM~ only 

th- things that are apprehended by the other Moano of Cognition,-tben, 
ono cognition (that produced by the Veda or that produoed by o~hcr Means) 
would be apprehending what has bean ulready apprehended by other Moons; 
oonsequent.ly the later of the two would beoomo invalid. This is what ia 
pointed out by tho words, 1 Otherwi,e, etc. etc.'; -' otMrwi&t ',- i.e. i'f it is 
held that tha Veda as a moons of Cognition ia operative on what is e.lao 
apprehended by other Meeo~~ of Cognition, then,- it wonld be enviSAging 
only what has been already apprehended by other mee.ns, it would be M 
invalid as &membrtmoe. 

Thus what is it.oelf a valid Cognition C$llDOt need the corroboration of 
o~ber oognitiono ; hence it booomes eatabliobed that all Cognitiona o.re aelf. 
sulllciont in their v&lidity.- (2897) 

The Mme id"" is further elucidated-
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TEXT (2$98). 

"SUCK CORROBORATION (liY OTHER MEANS OP OOONITION) DOES NOT 

1101\>1 THII DASlS OF TilE VALIDITY O.i' OTHER 000NlTIONS ALSO ; 

DEOAUSE AMONG COONlTIONS ENVISAGING TilE SA~Oil TffiNG, 

TIIERE OA.'{ BE ONLY Ol'TION,-WHICK ~mANS THAT VALIDITY 

CA.." BELONG TO Ol<LY ONE OP THI!Io!."-(2898) 

COMM&'ITARY. 

'OlMr Mtan11 of OovniliMI4 ',-i.e. the Meen11 oi Oognition otber than 
th~ Vedn,- i.e. Sense-perception and the rest. 

• TulyUrthanWn '-bearing upon one and the so.mo thing. 
'To only one '-the one appearing first o{ all; tho other being only 

l'Oitorative. 
Tbo validity o{ this first Cognition cannot be due to the other s-.bsequeot 

cognltions ; because these lat~ a.re themselves invalid., loa.smuch as they 
npprebeod what has been alreAdy apprehonded.-{2898) 

Says the Opponent-In places where there is dense darkn888, it is actually 
-n thnt a thing that has been apprehended (vagnely) by tho first cognition 
is agnin apprehended (and de6ntd) by Inter cognitiona «>ppcMing t>fter tho 
nppcnmnco of light. 

'!'ho' o..nswer to this i~J ns [OIIO\vs :-

TEXT (2899). 

"Ev:£N IN A CASE WHER.Il THJI TIID<O IS DEFTh'ITELY APPREHENDED BY 

TH:E LATER COGlo"ITIONS,--THJ!: THINGRAS NOT BEEN CLEARLY Alo"D 

DEFINITELY APPREHENDED BY THE FIRST COONlTION." 

-(2899) 

COMMEN'l.'ARY. 

Whl\t is meant is that tho first cognition. being wu:ertAin and vague, can
not bo valid-{2899) 

Further, if the validity of & Cognition were duo to oorroboMtion by oth•.r 
Cognitiona,- then no validity oould belong to the Cognition of a thing thet 
has beon born and immediately destroyed, or to the auditory pcreeption ; "" 
no other cognit.ton could operato upon thE""m.-This is pointed out in Ml& 

following:-
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TEXT (2000). 

"NO VALlDITY 0011LD BELONG TO THE OOONlTIOll 01' A TIIlNO THAT IS 

D£5TROYED UIMBDUTIILY Oll BEING BOR.~,-oR TO AUDITORY 

PERCEPTION,-B&OAUSE THESE WOULD NOT BE OOR

BOBO.BA.TED BY TR£ EYE .... ~D orl(£)t Me.u:s 
OP Coo~'lTION.--(2900) 

COhB~'TARY. 

' Not eo~-. etc. etc. '--i.fl. not related to one another by tJ:Je 
relation baud upon the oamen ... of their object.. 

Tbo argument may be formulat.ed thul :-That which does not need 
oom>bon.tion by othO< cognition~ mutt be regarded a.a oelf-suftlcient in it. 
vali<lity ;-<>.g. the au<litory cognition produoed onoe, and the cognition of 
what bat been d .. troyed ;-the cognition of what iB userted in the Ved& 
does not need corroboration by other cognitioM ; hence this iB a Reason 
ba.aed upon the natuNO oHhingo.-(2000) 

In the following Tol%11, the Jl11m4m«t.l-a anticipoteo and answers the 
·objection that the Corroborntive Inttanoe cittd i• dovoicl of the Probandum :-

TEXTS (2001-2002). 

·" U IT liB URGED THAT-' Tllll VALIDITY OP THE AUDITORY COGNITION 

WOULD BE DUE TO ITS CONNECTION WITH ANOTHl:R AUDITORY CoG

NITION ',-T'HBN OF 'l1IB VEDA ALSO, THE VALIDITY MAY BE 

DUE TO THE OORI\OBOI\ATION OJ ,j.NOTIIEI\ OOO~"'JTION 

BBOUGRT ABOUT BY TRII VEDA. lN BOTH OASES, THE 

(OORROllORATIVE) OOONITION 19 NOT PRODUCED BY 

O'I'RliR .liEAl!S; lDNOE Tll£Y DO NOT NEED 

CORROBORATION BY COONITIONS PRODUCED 

BY OTJIER 0"-USES."--(2901-2902) 

COMMENTARY. 

When the """"' aound il beard by ooveral men,-nothcr au<litory 
-cognition doeo becomo operative (upon the oame object); henoe it ia through 
tbe corroboration of thia otbor au<litory organ that the veli<lity of tbe first 
cognition ia eacert&inod. 

The answer to thia ia provided by tbe word&-' Of ~M Veda aloo, <~e. 

~·-
.D.,. to oo..WOralioft by oi!OIAu "'9'1ilioJ< ~ <Wou1 by 1M Veda' ;

i.e. duo to the oonnection of another cognition produoed by the Veda. 
'In bath ClfMU '--i.6. in the eel& of the auditory oognition and that of 

tile cognition of wbet iB eoid in the Veda.. 
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What ia mOIUlt is "" follows :-In <h6 phrMe • it d- not need the corro· 
boration of other eognitions •, what is meant. by 'ot.bcr oognitions' is 
cognilioru produce£~ by 0/Mr M <aM of Cognili<>n,-not the coption produced 
by the aamo Means oa the Coption in question. ConacquenUy, the Rceson 
being a qualified one, the Corroborative Inotanoe in our argument is 1101 
· devoid of the Probandum •! 

' Corroboralion of cognitiona productd by other camu • .~the compound 
i• to bo t1Xpounded M-the • Samvlida '--eorroborntion-of such • JMM •
cognition-M is • Krta '- produced-by-'hllvant.ara '-other cnusos.
(2001 ·2002) 

If it bo 1\rgued that-' even the operation of ouoh othor coptions as 
nre brought about by the !lllme means "" the coption in question makes 
the validity of this latter e:ttra,...... ' ,- the argument iofm!UJ (superftuous).
Thio i• what io pointed out in the following:-

TEXT (2903). 

"JUST AS, IN Tllll OASB OF Tllll VALIDITY Olt SENSJ!.P:EBC&l'TION, THERE 

Ill THE DEJ'U."l.TE .BASIS IN TliE FORM O:r OOIUIOBOU.TION .BY 

ANOTHBR OOOl•"l.TlON PRODUOED BV TliE S.orll SENSE· 

OROAN ,-TKE S.UIE SHOULD .BE ASSERTED TO 

BE THE BASIS IN THE CASE O:r TBE 

V EDA A.LSO." -(2903) 

COMMENTARY. 

'DQlnito lxuiB '- as stilted in the first line of T..:l 2001.-(2003) 

Quutio» :-How ca.n this bo said in regard to the Veda 1 

..! """"' :-
TEXTS (2904-2905) . 

.. WDN TIDl OOONI'J"lON .BROUGBT .ABOUT BY .U."Y Ol•1"E SEl>"TBNOE lS 

FOtn."D TO BB 'l'Bll SAJ£11 AT ..u.t: TIMES AND PUO'l!S, AliD IN ALL 

)(EN,-'I"REN NO OTliE.8 BASIS =n Bl!l SOU011TFOB ITS V.u.D>ITY. 

TiroS TR.EN, WREN A l'IRM OO~"VIOTION PRODUOl!:D BV A Sln!· 

TENOl!: IS NOT POUND TO BE INOOMP4TI.BLE WITH 

TRE OOONJT.IONS APPEARiliG AT OTJIER TIMES AND 

l'LAOES AND IN OTHER M»N,-IT IS UNDOUBT· 

EDLY VA.LID."- (2904-2006) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Firm. •- rree £ro1n uncertainty and mistAke. 
'Oogniti.onl app«ll'ing at other, etc. etc.'-' Ddi' includea ' men' also.

(2904·2905) 
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Tbe follo'lring Te:D shows that tba ~n adduced is not 
I lnadmiaible I :-

TEXT (2906). 

u As A M.A.tt'BR 0¥ .PAor, THE VALIDI'l'Y O'P VERBAL AND OTHER COONITIONS 

IS lfOT TO BE PROVED BY MEANS 01' !NPBRXNOI!l. OTHERWISE 

'l'Bll VALIDITY OF SENSE · PEROEPTION ALSO ~HGKT HAVE 

TO BE PROVED BY !Nli'ERENOE (WHIOR IS 

ABSURD)."-{2906) 

COMMENTARY. 

The cognition produced by the Veda cannot have ite validity confirmed 
by Sonse·percoption, beea\\80 what is aaid in the Vedn ia beyond the reach of 
the &ollSM.-Nor can it be proved or confirmed by InforenOle; M thnt would 
load to inoo"8"Uitiee. 

'6'11abd4nd .. • :-this includes the cognitiollS produced by tbe ''eda. 
Or, particular details may be learnt from the Conlext.--{2906) 

The following might be •u-gt<i- We do hold thl\t th& validity of Se.,... 
perOleption ill proved by meens of Inferenee. 

The """'ver to ll1U. is o.s follow.:-

TEXTS (2907 ·2908). 

"b THE VALIDITY 011 OOGNlTIONS WERE PliOVBD BY AlfOTRRR (;OONITION, 

TRllN, Oi' Tlll8 LATTER ALSO, TKB VALIDITY WOIILO DB PROVED BY 

ANOTimR, AND SO ON AND ON, THERE W01JLO B& lNIIINlTE 

RIIGRESS.-!P TB11 VALIDITY 011 THE OOONlTION THAT PROVES 

Tllll VALIDITY 011 ANOTHER 0ooNITION llll NOT PROVE!) 

BY ANY OTKBR OOG:s'ITIOr,-TBl!N TRR SAIIE 

KIOHT Bl! THE CASE WITH THOSE WHOSE 

VALIDITY IS HELD TO BE PROVED BY 

OTHBRS." -{2907.2908) 

001\IME!\'TARY. 

If, like tho Sense·perception, the Infenmce ~>lso hl>d ite validit~· proved 
by another Inforenoe,-then tbore would be InBnito Ro~. 

11 tho valiclity of t he cognition called ' Inference' woro not proved b.v 
an~thor cognition,-thon it1 the ease of Senso-porception niHO,-wh08U validity 
is held to bo proved by Lucrenoo,-the validity wollld bo oucl> AA is nol 

proved by anothor oognition; ns th.,... would oo no difloronco botwoon th• 
two C&IOI.--{2907·2908) 

In the foUowing T~. the Bauddl~a support« the view that the R<!ru!On 
put forward ia • Inadmissible • :-
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TEXT (2009) . 

.AJ; A iiUTTER OP PAOT, SIINSE·PERCEPTION, &TC. ARE NOT QUITE RE

COCNISE:D AS c pramd~ ' , • VA.J..ID' ; AA.~D \Th"'TIL TKEY A&£ so 
RECOONTSED, NO BUSINESS WOULD BE POSSIBLll.-

(2009) 

001\IMENTARY. 

U Cognit.ions did not nHd (oorroborat.ion by) other Cognition&, then, in 
regard to Sen.oe-pereeption and the rest., the"" oould bo no oort•lnty as t<> 
their being ' valid' ; and thu8 thoro would bo an end to all busineos
~r&D$!1Ctiolll!.-(2909) 

To the abovo, the Mim4"""kc> provide. the following anl!wer :-

TEXT (2910). 

" BEFORE THE 000NITION TS Al'PJ.l.EHENJ)El), lT REMAINS TDBll IN ITS 

OWN BORM; AND SO I' All AS ITS OWN OBJEOTIVB IS CONCX.&NED, IT IS 

O."DEPENDBNT ~"D SELJr·SlTPFlCIJI~'"T ; AND AFrER ITS OWN 

OBJECTIVE IUS BE~ OOC~'"ISED, TKE Coo:..-niON lTSELi' 

00:-.t:ES TO BE COGNISED BY OTliER OOCNITIONS."-(2910) 

C01>:!?.1ENTARY. 

What is meent is "" follows :-E ven though in regard to the definite 
oognition of ita own form, the Cognition require~ another Cognition.-,l-'Ot 
there can bo no end to bwoinMS-transaction& ; because in regerd to the 
apprehension of ita own objective, the Cognition is independent and self· 
sufficient; and when the objoot h"" booomo apprehended, then by that 
alone can all transaetion$: be OM'ried on ; wht\t tme then WOltld tho.te be for 
oonsiderin.g whethor there is certainty or unoortointy ! Beot.uso the sole 
purpose of all this lies in the definite cognition of the object conC<'med. Sueb 
in brief is the purport of the argument, 

The meanln.g of the words is now expl&ined-
• Boj<>ro tl .. co{lnition il apprtl .. ndtd '-i.o. bofore tb~ cortainty that 

• this is valid '. 
'In m own form '- i.e. in the form of the apprehension of tho thing. 
'Iwkpt:111kN '-Le. not depending upon &nother cognition, for the 

purpooe of the appceheraion or ita object. 
WMn th'-its ohjoet--ho8 become duly cognised, with e<~rtointy,

tben, Jaur on, t he Cognition itself becomes cognised through ln!erenoo, etc. 
This bBS boon thus declared-' One does not apprehend the Cognition until 
the objoot h6S boon cognised ; when the object has become cognised, thon 
the Cognition becomes cogniaed by means of Inferonoe '.-{291 0) 
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The following might b<> urged-until the Cognition itself has been 
cognilled, the apprehension ol itlo objective unnot he po .. ible, M has bee~> 
thus declared-'Tl1ero can oo no perception of the object for ono who has 
had no peroeption of tbe Cognition itMllf '. 

The answer to tbio io 68 follows :-

TEXTS (2911-2912). 

" JuST AS OBJ~CfS ARE APPRE!l:BliD~D Bll TilE En A.'<D OTlll:R SlL'ISE· 

OBGA..'IS, WBlCR LATTER A1UI TREllSBLVIlS UNCOCNISED,--$0, D1 THE 

SA>lll MA.NNER A..llE TBlNGS Al'PilEKENDED Bll CooNITIOliS ALSO, 

Wll'KOUT TIJl!SE LATTllll BEING 'mEl!SI!LVES COCliiSED. 

HB!IOE bewmillg C<lg!li.wi 18 NOT OJ' )(UCH USI'l IN TRE 

tllllidityOJ'TKII OOOl>'lTtON. Fo&TRI'l S.u<ll REASON 

THE Al'l'&Elli!NSION 01' TlllliGS ALSO L'l 

OBTA.INIID J'&OH TliE CoGNITION TRAT 

IS l'l'S!JLP UNOOGNISBD."--(291 1-2912) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is eAAily underatood.-(2011·2012) 

If tlmt is 110, then the inoolidily aloo of CognitioM oould, in t he same 
wa.y, he regarded AA ifllWont in thom.-Antioipating this objection, the 
MimiimB<>ka providoa tho following 1\nswor :-

TEXT (2013). 

" LIKE VALU) COGNITION, !NVAUD COCNITION ALSO OPERATES UPON 

ITS OBJECT, BY ITSELl' (lNDEPI'lNDliNTLY); BUT THE FJ.CT 011 ITS 

BEINGjaUt OAl'NOT BE APPREHJ:ND!lD WI'l'HOUT ANOTllER 

MEANS 01' CooNITION."--(2913) 

COMMENTARY. 

Invalid Cognition alao b .. In. .. mblanee of tbe Valid Cognition, Md 
hence it doeo apprebond [the •"" ' iA wrongly put in] the object, by its mate 

exiateoee; oonoequontly, • fallilv '-i.o. In. fact of ita envisa@illg an unreal 
thing---<:anllot he apprebenc*l without another meano of Cognition; we are 
goiJ>g to show later on that thiA falsity il m__...~2913) ' 

Say• In. Opponent--The tame iA aqually true of the valid Cognition 
alao; hecau80 tbat &lso, in oome ..,_, b68 the Jlemblanee of the Invalid 
Cognition. 

The answer to thil i• ao followo :-
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TEXTS (2914-2915). 

·'1'HE FALSE CIIARAOTER OP THE TBlNG IS NOT APPBEHBND&D BY 'l'RB 

I'OJUI.ER (I.E. THE L><VALID CoGNITION) IN THE '\\!AY IN WHICH THE 

TRUE OIIARAOTER (IS APPREHENDED BY TJD> V.u.m .OOOlllTION). 

TRU8 THEN, IT IS ONLY WHEN THERlll APPEABS THE OOONI· 

TION OF THE TRUTH I)EINO : OTIIliRWISE,-OR THE 

OOONITION THAT TilE SOUBOlll 011 THE CoGNITION 

HAS BEEN DliiJI'IIOTIVB,-TBAT TIIZ.PALSI'l'Y (IN· 

VALIDITY) OP THE CoGNITION BECOMES 

RECOGNISED ; NOT ON ANY OTHER 

GROUNDS. AT THE TThU: . TRAT 

IT APPlliARS 1'1: IS ALWAYS 

'REOOONISED AS VALTD." 

-!2914-2915) 

COlBIENTAllY . . 

' The former '-i.e. the invn.lid cognition.· 
• Alia '-npprehended. 
• True character' ;-thia ia a corroborative instance per diMimilarity. 
\Vhat is meant is as folio-..., :-Falsity is not apprehended by the Invalid 

cognition in the same way in which lnl4h io apprehended ·by the Valid cogni· 
tion; hence the two do not stand on the same 'footin,et. Beeause eJJ 80on aa 
it iA born, the Vn.lid cognition iiJ recogniRed as valid; but the Invalid cogni~ 
tion iB not similtLrly rooognhled M invalid, ruJ ltOOn M it ill born ; because it 
hM alwayo the .. mblanoe of the Valid cognit-ion. 

'Tada!rdpi. tU. etc. '- This sums up tho vie~ that th~ Invalidity of 
Cognitions is utraneou.s. 

' Y ad•-4 dUf~ '-' dhi~' has to be construed here al•o. 
' It i8 only lhen that lh• fa/lily of tk Oognilum beoom•"' awre"'-ndul' .~ 

i.e. when thoro i~J the idea. that the real state of thin!ZS is otherwi.tte,-a.nd 
when thoro is tho ideo. that the source of the Cognition has been defective. 

The following might be uroted-Tho falsity of the Co~tion could be 
admitted only when it would be definitely known that theee two idea.• are 
actually true ; and for the purpcee of recognising the truth of th- idta.s, 
there would be need for another Cognit-ion ; 80 thAt there would be an 
infinite regr68s. 

Th& nnfl:we.;, to this is given In the worde-• At the. eime that ie appears, 
de. de.'.~· u • stands for tho a&id two ideao--{1) of the real state of things 
being otherwise and (2) of tho oouroe of the Cognition being defoctive.
Thus there would be no Infinite Rep-ess.-(2914-2915) 

The Buddhi•to and otheMI have argued that the Words of the Veda must 
be false,-boca.use they nre words,-like euoh huma.n assertions IUJ 'Fire 
is cool'. 

The Mlmlf....ah:J pr<><lOedo to show ~t thi• argument ill' Inoonclu•ivo '.-
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TEXT (2916). 

" FOR 'l'KZSE REASONS, BVES IN CASBS WBERll TR1I FALSITY IS BXPI.ATh'lW 

TO OTR£&5,-TKESE TWO IDJ!AS RA VB TO .BE POL'<TBD OUT,

-A.'ffi NOT JIOIB.B SnaLAlllTY."-{291G) 

COMMENTARY. 

'z,. C<UU '-4!uoh u that of the Vedic Injunction. 
• Th••• two idt<I4 '-i.e. the idea that tbo truth ia otherwise than what 

has been aaid in tho Veda, and also that what hM been so 88id h(IJI had n 
defective aouroo. 

• Mer~ titnilaritv '-i.e. the mere fact of being • word&' nnd thereby 
being similar to 1\uman (188ertion.s.-{2916) 

Quut~ :-Why should more simiJarit.y not be ur~ ! 
it""""' :--

TEXTS (2917-2919). 

" T HliiONOitANT KEN \VHO, OS TliB BASIS or HBBE SLilll..UITY TO INVALfD 

OOONITIONS, SBEK TO PROVE Tml INVALfDITY or all OOO!riTlONS,

TOR TIUM SVOII AN ARGUXENT IS OONDUOIVB TO TRETR OWN ll.UIN. 

BBOAUSJI TOR THE OTIIER PA.BTY AT..SO, TKERB OOMl!S ABOUT AN 

AROUMIINT "lt!CR IS TilE REI!LEOT!ON OF TI{Jl) BuDDKIST 

Al\OU'MENT j AND TKUS BEING REFUTBD BY THTS, TJtE A&OlJ

MBliT {011 THII BuoolllST) TUll.liS OUT TO DB Tlfl!l MEANS 

0., PROVING \VllAT IS NOT TRUII ; AND AS SUOJr, IT IS NOT 

OA.PAllr.E OF SE'l"'''NG ASIDE THE V£1)10 lNJliNOTION 

WlJTOH IS lNHI!RENTLY VALID."-(2917-2919) 

CO.!oU!ENTARY. 

If a Cognition were invalid simply bece.UIIe it. is similAr (to another 
Cognitio11 which is i~tvalid),-tb<o all Cognitiona would hava to be regarded 
83 invalid ; beoaU11 some sort of similarity-cuch as being "" ontily--<>ttn I><> 
assor1A!d in all-.-8ucb is the meaning of the T<A in brief. 

Quution :-How is it conducive to their own ruin f 
ANt<>~>':-' For the otkT partg CIUo, ~ ~ '-' Otlw f'(Uiy '-Le. tbo 

llfim<!,.,.,.l:a.-' ~~. etc. '- just as the reflection ap~ nftor th~ 
rellooted object, 110, after t he argument of tho Buddhiat, thoro nppears th~ 
oountor·&rgument of the Mimdm&aka. 

For iMtnnco, it is open to the Mimcim.ro!:a to nrguo "" follow$ :-'!'he 
words of tho Ved.o ""' not Jar..,-because they are Wor<U, otc. etc. ;- like 
auoh human MBert.ions as • Fire ls hot;, bright and 110 forth '. 

Thus being l"llfutlld-negatived-by auoh oountor·arguments,-th• 
argument that had boon adduced by the Buddhiot. and othor9 to prove the 
ide<> of V&dio Injunction being false i• quite ine&p~~blo of rejecting the 
Vodic Injunction.-Why !-Because of the ,..,..,..,., wl!dily of the Vedic 
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Jnjnuct.iou ;- that ls to say, the validity of the Vedio InjWlctiou is such as 
belongs to it by it• very n.-ture.-(2917-2919) 

With the following 7'co:t, the Author begin$ the refutation seriatim 
of all the argmnents that hnve been set forth by the Jl;limdmsak<t, under 
Texis 2848 onward• :-

TEXT (2920). 

•raE ANSWER TO THE ABOVE IS AS FOLLOWS :-As A MATTER 011 PAOT, THE 

DISTINCTION THAT IUS BIIEN MA.DE llAS SO~!E BASIS ONLY IN' REGARD 

TO TROSE TJnNOS THAT ARE HR'(.D TO OO:Wr!N'OE TO EXIST A.Fl'ER 

BEING l'RODUOED.-{2920) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Has som.t ba8is • -i.e. subsists in a. t"O•\I entity ; that is, beee.use what. 
does not ex ist cannot bo opel'at.ivt\.- (2920) 

Quution :-''What iii tJ1is 'distinction, ? . • 

Answer:-

TEXT (2921). 

hIS ONLY FOR THE SECURING OF THEm EXISTENOE THAT THINGS LIXE 

THE J \R STAND L~ NEED 011 A CAUSE ; \VREN ONOE TlfEY HAVE 

SECURED TliEIR EXISTENCII, TB:eY BECOMII OPERATIVE 

BY THEMSELVES TOWARDS THEIR OWN 

EFFBOTS.-(2921) 

COMMENTARY. 

QU<81Wn :-"Why can this not be possible in the eaee of Cognition also ? 
[why should it be restricted to t hings like the Jar only 1]" 

An81.0er :-

TEXT (2922). 

TaAT CoGNITION WRIOJl: YOU ALSO REGARD AS NOT LASTING AIIT~R lll:llNG 

llORN, BECOMES NON-~XISTENT A.IITER HAVING SECURED ITS 

EXISTENOE; WHAT SORT 011 AOl:lVITY OR OPERATION, 

TREN, COULD IT RA YE ! - (2922) 

COii!MENTARY. 

' What activity could the non.--ezis'tent Cognition have ? '- none whatso· 
ever; because what is non·existent is devoid of a.U ea.pa.eity. 
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Even if it exiMted, as Rll entities ara ,,-tthout desire and t!ft'ort, the,\· could 
not Juwo o.ny activity. Nor i11 there 111ny effect to bo produc<"d b~· the Cogni· 
tion, towards which the Cognition could operote. 

" But theN ;, t.o be produced by it the effeet in the •h•pe of mnking its 
object cognised ". 

Not so; • making cogniKO<l its own objcet' rnen.ns exnctl~· tht' ftn n"H
that i~~; meant by the term • CognitiC'n • ; so your RR'iertion would m<'I'Lt\ t htu. 
the Cognition produces itoelf : indeed a. most exoollont ...,..rtion I 

"The effect of the Cognition would be the bringing about of the c:t'rtointy 
that the Cognition. U. right nnd vnJid." 

Tbat is not possible i bocause in tho case or some Cogt\itlons, t.Jwro VI 
no oort.ainty ; and in aome the oontra.ry is fonnd t.o be the cue. 

\Vhat has beon said hM also shown that the p..ent Proposition of the 
.tl1imdtn.m1~ is contrary to Perception nnd other moons of Cognition. For 
instance, if thero UJ non ... appreheu.sion or what (ulfllls the conditions of por· 
ceptibility, and tb..., is appNbension of something else,-it follows that 
what is non-existent. cannot hAve any e.etivity. The same lR nlso pro\'ed by 
f_nfel'enee,-being, o.s it is, formless, like the • sky-lottL~ ' . 

The phra.so 'which you. altlo Tt{JQrd' serves to point out tht\t whot 
has been assertfd by tho 4f"wdm.f01» tnvol\~ lflolf..eontmdieti.oo on hi.-r 
part.-{2922) 

Th.ia same sol( .. cootradiction is pointed out in tho following:-

TEXTS (2923-2924). 

'£HE Ol'fJRATION 011 CAUSJIS KAS ALWAYS BEEN liOUND TO DE SO~IETRllW 
DIFifERENT FIIO:II THE birll> OF TRJ!l EFFEOTS ; lN ORDER TO PRECLUDE 

THIS FROM TllR CASE OP COO~""ITION (.Pram<it~<J), THE TER~I 'BIRTH' 

(' jamna ')HAS BJU!JN INTRODUCBD (BY J.mUNI IN HIS Stum 1. 1. 4) 
-THB IDEA DIIINO THAT THE CoGNITION DOES NO't OONTINUII 

TO BXIS1' IOR :EVEN A SINGLE MOXI!NT, AND YET IT IS NOT 

BOR.'I AS INVALID ; 011 A000Th"T Oli' WRICJIIT COULD OriiRAT& 

OIILY LATER ON TOWARDS TRII APPRBHllNDING OF THE 

OBJBGT,-IN THB )(AJ>~'ER 011 TRE SBNSE·ORGANS.-

[ Shlol:at:Urlikc-SENSE· PEROEP'l'ION. 54-55).-
(2923-2924) 

COMMENTARY. 

In StUrn I. I.~. Jnimini hns propounded the definition of S"'••-1~rcqni<m 
os cotut.ist.ing in ' the birtl• of the man's apprehonaion following from tlw 
contact of the senae-organs with an existlng object'; and the above four 
linee have been put forward by KumArila in justi6ea.t.i.on of th& use of tbo 
t<>rm ';IJnma' (l3irth) in thi8 definition; the sen.oo being that the te:rm 
(birth' has bccl\ used in ordf\r to point out thnt the Cognition is vo.Hd ns 
soon aa it ia born. 
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Q·uutiotl :-" \Vhat is tbo reason for t.his ? " 
Answer :- ' Tht Cognition <lots not, etc. ac. ._,Tat' fd<l\11ds for thf> 

CO(Jnit.ion.-(2923-292~) 

In the following Text, the Aut.hor anticipates and answers the rejoinder 
of t·he other party :-

TEXT (2925). 

JF 'l'H"E CoGNITION IS HELD TO :8:& NOT~!\toMENTARY AND EVEN ETERNAL,, 

THEN THIS GOES AG,UNScr WHAT HAS BEEN ACCEPTED ELSE

WHERE, A.:N'D IT IS A.LSO NULLIFIJ::D BY REASONING. 

- (2926) 

COMl\IENTARY. 

ln another context., ](unuir-ila has declared the unity and cttrnality of 
Cogn.itions, ns declared by him in the £oHowing words-·~ For us, Cognition~; 
being of the same nature as the Spirit (Sou1), arc held to be etental and one" 
[Shlokavcirtika-Eternality of Words, 404]. 

Unde1· this view, the Proposition put forward (that Oognitions are 
eternal) would go again.st what has been accepted elsewhere,-as also against 
Inferer~ce. For instanc.e. it has been held that Cognition& are momentary ; 
as said in tho Bhfif!.;a (Shabara.)-" It is momentsry and de>es ne>t remain t ill 
the time of the appearance of another Cognition " (Sii. l. l. 5, page 9, line 17) ; 
and it also goes aplnst the words of Kumlrila him$$lf, to the effect that
" Cognition does not continue to exi.Rt for o. single moment " {l)lilokava.:rtika.
Sen.'<e-perception 55).-(2925) 

The following Text points out bow the assertion of the Eternality of 
Oognit.ions is nullified by reasoning :-

TEXT (2926). 

(a) h HAS BEEN DEMONSTRATED IN DETAIL THAT ALL THINGS ARE IN 

'PERPETUAL ]'LUX ' ;-(b) AS FOR THE ETE.RNAL THINO, IT IS NEVER 

pHxluced ; WHAT NEED THE N COULD IT HAVE OF A 

CAUSE ?-{2926) 

OOM11ENTARY. 

If Cogniti<>h is eternal, then it cannot oo right to hold thst it needs a 
Cause ; this is pointed out in the words-' As regards tlw eternal thing, etc. 
etc. ' - It is only wlu\t is produced that needs something else as its C&tl$$; 
""hat is eternal, however, con never be produced; what need ean thn.t have 
of it t-(2920) 

In the following Tex: the author shows, through a formulated argument, 
that the idea of the Mitniim8<1k4 is annulled by Inference-
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TEXT (2921). 

FOR THESE R£.\SONS, IT OA.l< BE ASSERTIID TBA 1' BY 11'SELP THE CooNI1'10l< 

CANNOT BB V.ALID, TRI! VALJl>ITY COME$ ONLY LATER IN RELATION 

TO JTS ED'£CTS,-1J.BCA.US.E IT IS J"EATURELBSS,-LJKI!l 

THE 'SKY·LOTUS '.- (2927) 

COMMENTARY. 

Jn the following T<XI, the Author Admit& (for the ,..ke of orgwnont) 
that Cognition• nre not-momentary, and then proecads to llhow that the 
view of the other party is annullad by laets of Sense-percoption 1\nd other 
forms of Cognition :-

TEXT (2028). 

OR, CoGNITION MAY DB 1Wt·,Wm~nlary, AND IT MAY DY IT~ELF llll Ol'I!RA· 

TIV>: TOWARDS BRINGING ABOUT THll OONYICTION RB('Al!DINO ITS 

vA.LmTTJI'. BUT IN THAT OASE, WHY SHOULD THERB Rll 

A..'"Y DoUBTS, ETC. !-{2928) 

COilllENTARY. 

If the Cognition i~eJf produces t.ho oonvietio1t regnrding it.lt own v~idit.y, 
then there should be no Donbt., etc. regl\l'ding the Cognition. T11o 'eu. ' 
includes wrong ooo-nition, n.s aiRo contrndiotloJUJ duo to it., ideRH to t.ho contn1ry. 
sett<ng fortb of ..U-cont.radict.ory dofinitions, n.nd non-conformity. 

Thm~, itl.MI'Duch a" we do meet, after the Cognition, with Doubts, ot~. 
\Vhich are oontrary to the conviction ol validity of the Cognition,-it is 

.cJeorly eotabli8had by Perception itaelf thet there is no conviction in the 
caao; n.nd this absence of Conviction ~omes proved by Percept.ion, exactly 
in the same manner ao the aboence of tho Jar io estAblished by tho appro
hen8ion of the place devoid or the Jl\1'. 

Thua the ProposiUon the~ there i.o conviction Nlgl\l'(ling validiJ.y ;, 
annullad by a faet. of Selllie·perooption.-{2928) 

The IOUO\Ving T"" pointe out how thoro is incom(l&tibility witb 
Perception :-

TEXT (2929). 

I.NASMUOH AS OZRTAINTY 111f0Al1Dtl<G ITS VALIDITY WOULD BE OBTAIN'BI) 

l'RO)I TJfE COGNITION lTSELT, THERE OAN BB NO ROOM li'OR 

Doun OB WRONG CoGNITION, :tro.-{2929) 

COID1ENTARY. 

' Ta81nin' stands for certainty regsrding validit.y.-{2929) 

Q«uuiO!\ .~"Why should there be no room !or Doubt, etc. ? " 

At181DC!:r :-

I 
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TEXT (2930). 

INAS~fUCH AS CONVICTION AND WRON(} CoGNITION ARE M1JTUALLY 

DESTRUCTive,-IF WRONG CoGNITION BECOMES EXCLUDED, 

CONVICTION REMAINS ENTIRELY UNAFFECTED.-(2930) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question."-" Why should the two be mutually destructive ? u 

-~•1.8wer .~·If Wro119 Co(ft>uion becomes excluded, etc. etc. '- Conviction 
ha.-.. a form which ill the reverse of Wrong Cognition; hence it does not gain 
t\ footing until it ha<; ~et aside the Wrong Cognition; just as 'I.J.XJNTltl• does not. 
~ain a footing unt.il it has set Mide coolnes8. Hence when a.n object ba)( 
heen taken up by Conviction, where could there be n.ny room for the Wrong 
Cognit.ion ?- (2930) 

'fhe following Text pointK out t.hat tho J\fimdm.saka's view involves self
<'OntrecHdion o.lso :-

. TEXT (2931). 

~HUS THEN, FOR ESTABLISHING THll VALIDITY OF THE COGNITION AIUSINC: 

Ji'ROl\1 THE VEDA, -ANY SUCH ASSERTION AS THAT IT ARISES 

:FROM CAUSES FREE FROM DEFECTS AND SO FORTH, IS OF 

NO USE. - (2931 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

• B ~iUtltabhii.va '-cha.racter of arisit1g from co.usos. 
• And so forth '-incl"des-(a) the assertion of its not being the work 

<>f an untrustworthy person, (b) the assertion tht>t it is never sublated. A>! 
has been declared in the following passag&-" The Cognition produced 
by the Veda. is valid,-(a) because it is produced by causes free from defect~. 
- like cognitions produced by the Inferential Indicative, the Words of a 
'rrustworthy Person, e.od Sense-per<>eption; alllo (b) became it is not the 
work of an untrustworthy person, and (c) because it is free from sublation" 
- (SIIlokaviirtika, Sii- l. l. 2; 184-185). Consequently, for the proving of 
the validity of the Cog:oition produced by the Veds.,-whon the Mim<imsaka 
<t.ates " reason,-it becomes implied that the validity of that Cog:oition is 
due to extraneous causes ;- and this idea. is negatived by the so.me writer 
when be asserts that " the va-lidity o£ all Cognitions is inherent lu 
themselves"- Thus there is cloar self.contradiction.-(2931) 

The following T~ e.nticipats t\lld answer the rejoinder of the MimiimS<lka 
to the above :-

37 
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TEA.'"TS (2932-293~)-

b IT 18 HXLD TIL~T-" TlfB S&LI!'·SUI!'P10JENOY 01!' TRB VALIDITY OF 

0ooNITIONS RA VINO BEEN AGOEI!'TEO AS A MOT, THE Al\0 UMENTS 

TJIAT J(AVE BEEN SET I!'ORTH ARE ONLY FOB THE PURPOSE OF 

llBBU'TtNQ THE DENIAL 011 TKE SAME ",- EVEN THAT OANNOT BE 

R!GR'r; AS THERE CAN BE NO POSSIBlt.lTY OF S1101l DIDI!At.; TKERE 

<aN BE A SUSPICION OF SUCil DENIAL, ONLY SO LONG AS THE l'Utbt 

OONVIOTION REGARDINO TX.E VALIDITY RA.S NOT APPEARED ;- AS 

SOON AS TR.~T CO~"VIOTION IUS AI!'Pl!ARBD, WRBl'CE C011t.D THERE 

BE .U."Y SVSPICION REGAitDINO ~'VJ.LIDITY,-FOR 'l'KE BEXOVlliO Oi' 

WIDCil YOUB ATTEMPT C011t.D BB 11SEJr11t. 1 WREN A )LL'< IUS BEEN 

OONVINOBD THAT THE TALL THING STANDING BEI!'ORB RLM IS A POST, 

liB NO LONGRB SOSPBOTS IT TO BB ANYTRINO ELSE.-(2982-2934) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be argued that-" when we put forward our argumonte, it is 
not for proving the validity of the Cognition proceeding from the Vodft : 
it iJI for ...,ruling the in'-alidity that has been urged by the other party ". 

Thi.o alao cannot be right.-Wny !-Because there can be no poosibility 
of &ny au•picion of im'&lidity.-It baa been declared thet 'Oonviction nnd 
Doubt a..., mutually destructive ' (2930) ;-<10 that when Conviction b01t 
oome about, whence could th...., bo any su.spicion of invalidity,-for the 
...,moving of which suspicion, your attempt at setting forth argu.monte could 
bo fruitful t 

An oxamplo is cited-' Jl'htn" man, etc. etc. '-i.e. by the observer who 
has become convinced of its being the poOl. 

• Any thing tlst '-in the IJbape of lre& or man or some such thing.
(2932-2934) 

Quution -~" n that is so, then how can lhe suspicion of mmlidi'l! be 
removed without se~ting forth argua>onu t " 

Ani\Wr.-
TEXT (2936). 

WB.EN A li'IB~l CONVIOTION HAS APPIIAI\110 IN A CERTAIN li'01l~l f!!l OON• 

NEOTlON WITH A CERTAIN TIIINO, JrMU A OERTAIN OAIJSE,-ALL 

SUSPIO!ON'~ TO THE CONTRARY ARE REMOVED BY THAT 

SAME OONVIOTION.-(2935) 

OOIDIENTARY. 

• Yodnlpon~ '-in a certain form. 
' Todviparyoya, de. '-the suspicion ...,garding that fora> or cheroeter. 
' TQ/4 l ve> '-from the ocnviction regording the same form.-(2935) 

An example is cited in support of !hie:-

i 

I 

. 

I 
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TEXT (2936). 

\VJIBN TilE EXISTENCE 011 FmE HAS BECOME COGNISED TW\OUG!i IN· 

DIOATIVES LIKE Smokt,-'rHB IDEA 011 •rlll'l NON-EXISTENCE 011 

FmE BECOMES DISCARDED BY TIIAT S.UlE COO~'ITION. 
--{2936) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Tl .. idea of <u non~iltonoo, etc. etc.'--i.e. the non-existence of tho Fire. 
-{2930) 

The whole matter is summed up in the following :-

TEXT (2937). 

TBtrS THEN, PLEASE ACQI)PT THE FAOT TIUT THB DENIAL 01> lNV.•LIDITY 

IS OBTAINED BY ITSELF ; IIENCE FOR TKE DENIAL 011 lNV AL!OlTll, 

NO AROUMENTS ARE NEEDED.-(2937) 

00:\IMENTARY. 

A consolidntOO argument. is set forth in s-upport o! this same conclusion.-

TEXT (2938). 

b THERE WERB ANY SUSPICION OP TKB TWO IUNDS 011 'b.'VA.LIDITY ',

TIIEN Tll:BRE WOULD BE NO url4imy Rl:GARDING ' VALIDITY ' ; 

SINOE TKE THLNO lN QIJ:&STION WOULD RAVE FORMED 

Tllll OBJEOT 01' 'WRONO OOGNITION.-(2938) 

OOMliiEJ:\'TA.RY. 

' Two kin<U of Invalidity '-in the form of Doubt and Wrong COU'Iili011.

(2038) 

In the following Teoct, tbe Author proe&ed$ to point out 'oelf-contt"a<lic
tion • on the p&rt of the Mtm4moaka, by showing that his view involvos the 
inc.ong;ruity of a character concomitant with the cont.rary :-

TEXT (2939). 

WHEN A TKINO HAS BECOME TKE OBJEOT Oil' DOUBT OR l\IISOONOEl'TION, 

THERE CAN BE NO Clo\RTAINTY REGARDING Tlll!l REAL FOIUI OF 

THAT TlllNO ;-AS IN THE CASE OP THE POST.- (2939) 

COMMENTARY. 

Doubt and Miaconooption M'" contrary to Certl\inty; and when the tbiog 
haa become subject to tho former t.w-o,-end is concomitant with it.-then 
there is no room for Certainty Mgat<ling it.-{2939) 
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In the following T..,, tbe Author points out tbet the view or th~ 
OppoMnt ia contr&ry to lnfe~nee,-and also a.ssertR the establiahment of 
hiK own view :-

TEXT (2940). 

FOR EXAllll'LE, (1) THE POST, (2) THE FIRE, AND (3) INVALIDITY ARE 

OOGNISED EXTRANIIOUSLY BY ~EANS OF THB NOTIONS OF (1) 
THE CRow, (2) SllOEB AND (3) DEFECTS IN TKE 

SOUROII 0~ 'lHB Coo~'l'l'ION. -{294()) 

OOM:!t!ENTARY. 

'rho orgument may be formulated as follow1! :-Thinp wbooe character 
ht\8 beeome 1!tlbjoct to doubt ond misconception e&n havo their roolity 
""certaiued only by thinS" oxtroneous to thenu;olves,-e.jt. tho Poot ;-tb• 
validity of cognitions, for somo pooplo, has beeome the object o£ Doubt ond 
:\Uaeonoopt.ion; henco thiA iR n Reoson based on the nnturo of the thing 
concerned. · 

'Balibhuk' (Orow)-' D/u'lma' (Smoke)-' hll.1'li/Md011>' (defeets in f·h• 
"'"'rce)-the 'prai.!J411" '- notions of thoso ;-these are to be construed, 
respoctively, with tbe • SIM~u • (Poot)-' Tljo.' (Fire) and • Aprcint<i!lyo • 
(Invalidity~ [The presence of tho Crow indicates that the upright object 
i.o the Po#, not the Man.] 

Thi8 ahom; the Invariable Concomitance of the Probens (with lb. 
Probondum).-{2940) 

Tho following Tezt show• the p~ce of the Probana in the • aubject. ' 
ond c.horoby sets o.side the doloct of • Inadmissibility ' from the ROMOn :-

TEXT (2941). 

BBOAUSB ...Zidily HAS BED DDIYI'l'ELY FOUND TO Bll SlTB.JECT TO 

DotTBT ..uo'D MlscoNOEPTION,--'l'IJ};REFORB P LEASE tno'llERST.<.'m 

THAT ANY OERTAlliTY REGARDING IT CA.'< BE OBT.U:."ED 

' Yat '-Because. 
• Galam ,_found. 

ONLY liXTBANEOUSLY.-{2941) 

COMMENTARY. 

Quution :-" 'What baa been ao found f" 
Afll.- .~Volidil!l· 
For example, it bat been already shown thet the cognition produoed · 

by tbe Veda is subject to Doubt and Misconception (i.e. it ia found to be 
doubUul and wrong). 

• Talhci,'-as in the case of tbo Post, the certainty ia obtained only 
~xtraneou&ly. 

• TIU!Ja, etc.'-Tbis sett! forth the conclusion roaulting from the 
ll008oning.-(2941) 
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It haa boon argued by tho Mimiimsaka, under 2932, t hat " the sell· 
sufficient validity of cognitions having boon accepted "" & fact, the <>rgu
ments th&t h&vo boon set forth aro only for the purpose or refuting the deniAl 
of the same ".-This eannot. be right; becauae, under the circumstances, 
there could be no doubt reprcling the ..Uidily ; aa haa boon explained.-Tho 
position now token up i-thnt it may be granted (for the sake or argument) 
that tho &rguments h&ve been adduced for the purpose of removing th~ 
Nuspicion of invalidity; but oven so, that cannot be right, in o.ccordance; 
with your viow.-This is what is pointed out in the following:-

TEXTS (2942-2943). 

Y OUR VIEW IS THAT-" IT IS Ol>'LY IN THE SENT.E.NOE IN WIIIOH THE 

NEOATrvB WORD IS liOUND THAT THERE IS DENIJ.L 011 SOUETIIING 

ELSB, AND IN ALL OTRBR SENTENCES, IT IS THE l'OSITlVliDENOTA• 

TION ITSELF' THAT 18 AITltltlD!NDJ!D u ;- NOW IN YOUR 

ASSEBTION (trNDI!B Tt:I:I 2348) mAT " THE OOGNITtON 

l'BODUOBD B>r T11E VBDA IS VJ.Lm "-'TU,£ 

NEGATIVE WORD HAS NOT Bli'IN USED ; HliNOll 

IT CANNOT ~lEAN the denial of invalidity. 
--{2942-294,9) 

COMMENTARY:. 

Tho view of porsons liko you, who hold that the denotation of words i!1 
ahva.ya po.titive, is as follows:·-" It is only when the negative word is u.ud 
io a. sentence, that ' tho cleniaZ of othor thinp • is comprehended.-in nil 
other ca&oa it is only a-Jftrmotitm tha.t is oxprossod ".-In tho sentence em~ 
bodying your argument-" The cognit-ion produoed by the Vod" is valid. etc. 
eto.", the negative word has not been Ul!Od; how th&n could it express the 
deni<ll of inMiiduy !--{2942-2943) 

It hM been argued by the Author him110lf (under Too:l 2928}---' How 
can there be Doubt a.nd the reet, when t he self-validity of tho Cognition hn• 
become oogniaed f '-The following T ext proceed.a to show what ia meant by 
t-he tonn 'and the rest • in thAt se.ntenoe :-

TEXT (2~). 

FUll.THliR, Ill Tire VALIDITY OF ALL OOGNITIONS IS DULY llJ!OOGNISED AS 

BDING IN1IERENT IN THEM BY TIIEMSllLVllS, -'THEN" WHY IS . 

THERE A DtnEREN"OE OF Ol'INION AMONG DISPUTANTS 1 
--{2~) 

OOMMElo.'TARY:. 

I! the validity of all cognitions were inherent in themeelvee, then there 
could not be. a difference of opinion among the ve.rioua portioe, regarding 
this validity.--{2944) 



1322 

Question:--" How do you know that thore ia this difrcreJlCO of opinion ? ., 
Ans-wer:-

TEXT (2945). 

(THAT THERE IS DlVBRSlTY 01! OPil<ION IS SHOWN BY 1'KJI PAC!t THAT) 

ONB PARTY OONSIS'l'lNG 01! Tllll ' Pa..lOBYAS' (EASTBR.'<EBJ! OR ANCI

ENTS) ASSBRT Dllll'INITELY THAT" TilE VALIDITY 01' OOGNITIONS IS 

ALWAYS JNIIERENT, SELF-SUPFIOU:NT, IN TlDil}lSELV:&S" ; 

WBJLE OTHlllRS ASSERT THAT IN SOlllB OASRS, Tlll: VALI· 

'OlTY IS SllLP·SU'PPICUNT, WliJLJ! IN OTHERS IT IS 

D17B TO UTB.Al'EOUS OA.IJS:U ;--L"m THEIUI IS 

NO IIABD .U.'l> PAST BULB ONll WAY OR 

Tllll OTRBR. ---{2945) 

COMMEN1'ARY. 

' OM party '-i.o. the Mim<lmsa.bu ;-' otlw• '-the Buddbi1ta. 
Tiles& other>! hold t hat 110me cognitions are oolf-suffieient in their validity ; 

"-s- (a) the direct po"'"ption of thomoelvoo by the cognitions by th6llystics, 
-(b) the cognition of the fruitful activity of thingo,-(c) Inf..-.ntiol Cogni
tion,-(d) Repeatad Poroeption; this latwr ia dofiniwly recogniaed AA t>Olid by 
it88Jf as the po811ibility of misconception hno boon 88t aside by the repented 
6:q>erience ;-whilo thia iiJ so in the cn~o of some cognitions, in thn.t of 
flome others, the validity is derived from oxtro.neous circumstancN; e.g. 
'the cognition in dispute, arising from the Vedn,-and also auoh P"""'ption 
•• haa not bed oil poom'bility of miJrtAiro rtlmoved ; as repeated exporienoo or 
the peroopt.ion of e!Yoctive RCtion bas no~ been obt...ined. 

[Says the Opponent}-" If thot is ao, thon, according to you, ~here 
~hould be no diveraity of opinion in regtu'd to Inference ; M i~ '' alidity i• 
flOlf-aufficient. And yot thoro is 1mch cllvorsity of opinion; na aome people 
hold that Inf....,nce i• brought about by the three-fw.turccl Probans ; some 
otheN hold that it i• brought about by tho t!IJO·fw.tured Probans; while there 
aro others who hold that it is brought by • Probans that is om-fw.tured.
'F\lrther, uodor this viow, the setting up of the definition of thin~ would 
be futile.-Simila.rly, the validity or Infertlnoo &bould not ba expounded and 
ju.tilled as against the Materialist; bocauso here also, tho validity i8 self
,.uffieient ''. 

A.mwer :-This do"" not o!Yect our position ; because when we MSert. 
tho ..Zj-v<didity or I11ferenco, what we moon is as follows :-A• a matter of 
fact, Inferenoo proceeds from the definite cognition of the Probnna whioh ;,. 
invariably concomit&nt (with the Probandum) through 8<J1m11U8 or M1<801ion, 

-..1d then even without confirmotion by oubaoq\>ent fruitful action, it has 
been ..-rl<toined that it ia indirectly produced by the Probans ,.. invariably 
-concomitant with the $Aid Probandum and hence never non-concomitant 



wit.h it. When the dillputanta '1""""'1 in this motter, it is before the Inference 
hM appoored,-and the reuon for t.his quarrel lies in t.hoir ignorance 
of t.he nature of the Probens which is related (to t.he Probendum) by t.he 
caulll\1 relation ; the quarrel does not arise after the Infercnoo h88 duly come 
abont ; o.s at t.hat time the exMt llt\ture of the said Probal\li has baen duly 
rocognisod. It is for this ronllon tha.t what the Teache1'8 do, when pul;ting 
forwa.rd t.he dtfinuwn of things, iB to explain the Mturo of t.ho Prcbens 
related by the causal •elO>tion. How could any Inferonoe come about from 
t.he cognition of a Probana other t.han the one mentioned I 

All regards the argnment. of the Opponent that-" there abould be no 
argumenta a.ddressed to t.be Materialist., for proving t.bo validity of 
Inference " ;-it i.s not. right ; because what we ar& 80ftking t.o prove is 
not t.he validuy of Inference, but ita we. This we do beca.u.se, even 
when the validity of Inference ha.s been proved, the Matarialiat, deluded by 
li•toning to t.be fo.ls& teaohingo of Economic Science (Philosophy of Property), 
d oes not make use of it,-M tho Stl.tikh.yas do ; hence by •bowing to him 
the oubjoct-mattar of Inference, we seck to demonstrate to him tho me of 
i t ;-by pointing out to hlm that-when one thing i• produood by o.nother, 
the l"ttar is endowed wit.h the oepa.city to bring about t.bo formor ;-<1.9 is 
found in the case of Perception ..nd i ta object ;-and t.ho oognition of the 
' Subject' a.s oontaining the Probandum ha.• been brought about by 
t11o perception of t.be Probans u invo.riably concomitant with tho Pro
bendum ;-and by explaining to t.he Materialist all t.h086 conventions, we 
induce him to mako use of Inference. Beee.use in roga.rd to Perception, he 
hM used it as mlid only on IIOCOunt of finding that it is not incompatible 
with the real state of things ; and what ' non-incompatibility ' could be 
thoro oxoept t.hat one should be produced by the other (a.s in the case of 
tbo Probanll based upon oeu8tll rola-tion)? This has boon thus daclared
' Tbo validity of Sanse-pereeption is proved by the fact th&t it does not 
appear when its object is not there ; and as regards the oeuoal character of 
tbl>t 'vhich is invariably oonoomitant, botb tho conditions ....., equally present 
in it '.-Consequently, as the Sdii.Uyo, while reoognising t.bo facio t.hat the 
elephant cannot stand on the tip of a grass-blade, hM hie mind confounded 
by listening to t.he acriptureo, and consequently, while not making use of the 
..aid negative fact (of tho olophano atonding on tho tip of tbo grass-blade) 
hoa reco\U'Se to activities ;-eimila.rly t.he Materialist also. 

'!'ben again, the validity of the cognition producod by the Voda has not 
boon established; consoquent.ly, ita validity could not be proved like that 
of Inioreuoe; because no InvarU.blo Concomitance ia astablished in this 
case ; as it is this same vaUdity that ha.s got to be proved. Hence 
tho two ca.sos (t.hat of tho validity of cognitious produced by tha Veda, 
..nd that of the validity of Inference aa upheld by the Buddhist) do not 
atand on the same footing.-(29tG) 

'£he following might be urged- " Tbero may be difference of opinion; 
buo why abould not this difference be there, if the vnliclity of cognitions 
ia IJOlf -.sufficient ? " 

The answer to t.his is 08 folio'"" :-
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TEXT (2946). 

DISPUTE ALWAYS AR!.SES FRO~!. MISCONOEl'TION,-ANil ~UCH MISCON· 

Ol!ll"l''ON IS RBNDBIIED n!l'OSSUILE BY THE CERTAINTY OF COS· 

VlcrtON; KltN'CB \VRBS TKB VARIOUS PARTIES WOULD RA\'?.. 

A.SOBIITAINED TRE TRUTH (RBOAIIDINO THE SEL"!'.V ALIDIT'' 

011 OooNITIONS), TIUlY WOULD NEVER QUAIIREL 

AJIONG TRBMS:U.VES.-(2946) 

COMMENTARY. 

What ill meant by thiJI is that D ispute is alwa)'ll the effect of ?lliloeoneop
tion, which i8 always contrary to firm Convietion,-f§O that ''"hett there iH 
Dispute, o.o. any point, it follows thnt tbere Ut tto firm Conviction ; cou~t·· 

quontly, the Proposition that "tbo V!\lidity of Cognitiono is oelf.,.uftloi~nt •· 
is contrary to Inference.-(2946) 

'l"he following Te.~ point out the perception of another fac:.t whic-h i~ 
contrary to firm Cou,·ict.ion :-

TEXTS (2947-29411). 

Ill TIIERB WERE A FU\•t CONVICTION REQA IIDI!IQ Tllll SELF-VALIDITY OF 

ALL CoG!<l'riONS,-•rmJN, BY VIRTUE Oil' THIS SAD CONVIOTION, 

NO Olill COULD BOLD A DIUEIIENT OPfl\'lON.-WBXN A MAN 

ACOIIPTS TRB invalid AS Vnlid, BB BECOME.~ DECEIVED. 

WitEN, HOWI'lVEII, THERE IS CONVIOTION n&QABOINQ 
• nJf-mlidity, NO O:<E OAN BE OPPOSED TO IT.-

(2947 -2948) 

CO~lENTARY. 

D;.,.,u-...,, or diversity of opinion is alwt.ys found to bo th~ elfoet of 
n. Misconception, which iiJ ~l·waye: o.ontra.ry to well-ascertained Conviction ; 
t horefore such diversity ot opinion should not ba there, in lace of t11o opinion 
tht.t all cognitiona are inherently V!\lid ; boeause such a Conviction ohould 
luwo removed the rniaeonception that could lead to tho .aid dive,..ity nf 
opinion. 

'OppOBtd to it '-i.e. holding a. different opinion.-(2047-2948) 

In the following 7'..U, tbe Opponent proceedo to put forward hi~ 
arguments :-

' ., 

,. 
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TEXTS (2949-2950). 

"ONE WHO AOTS IN PURSUA..NCE OF AN INVALID OOGN'l'l'lON l\rEETS WITH 

NON-OONFOR)IITY WITH REALITY ; A.'iD OERTAINT\' ltEGARDING invalidity 
HA.$ BEEN HELD TO BE DUE TO EXTRANEOUS CAUSES A."D ASCERTAIN• 

ABLE B\' A SUBSEQUENT SUBLATING COGI'o'ITION. ON THE OTHER 

HAND, ONE WHO AOTS IN PURSUAJ:<CE OF A VALID COGNITION 

DOES NOT MEET WITH THE SAID NON· CONFORMIT\'; AND IT 

IS IN REGARD TO THIS T.HAT WE HOLD THAT THERE IS 

FIRM OONVIOTION REGARDING ITS VALIDIT\' BEING 

INHERENT ANT> SELF-SlTFPIOIENT. "-(2949-2950) 

COMMEl.\"'TARY. 

Non-conformity with reality comes to one who proceect(J to t\Ct in pltr· 
S\ta.nce of an invalid cognition; tmd it has already been adtnittecl that t.tu~ 
inva.lidity of cognitions is duo to extraneous ea.u.ses. AH for the Valid cogni· 
tion, on the other hand. one who acts in pursuance of tha.t does not rneet with 
non-conformity; o.nd it is of this cognition tha.t validity has heen h~ld to 00 
inherent o.nd self-sufficient. In what way then can there be annulment of 
the a. .. ertion of 'self-validity' by Inference f 

The n.ru;wo.r to the above i$ provided ln the following-

TEXTS (2951-2954). 

WIUT HAS BEEN SAID I$ NOT BIGHT; AS IT PROCEEDS FROM IGNORANCE 

OF WHAT IS MEANT B\' US. WHAT IS MEANT BY US IN REGARD TO 

THE SUBJECT OF CONVICTION REGARDING THE SELF·VALIDIT\' OF ALL 

COGNITION$ IS AS FOLLOWS :-JN A OASll WffERJil TilE CONVIOTION 

REGARDING SELF-VALIDIT\' IS NOT CERTAIN, WHAT IS COGI'o"'SED, BY 

ELIMINATION IS INVALIDITY; BECAUSE IRRESPEOTIVEL\' OF THE 

FACT 011 mE REAL STATll OF TIIINOS BEING OTHER\VISE THAN TlL\T 

ENVISAGED IN THE COGNITION, -AND THE FACT 011 THE SOURCE OJ' 

THE COGNITION BEING DEFEOTIVE,-THE CONVICTION ltEGABDING 

ITS invalidity APPEARS IMMEDIATELY AFTER ITS Br:RTR.-00NSE· 

QUENTLY, THE INvALID COGNITION CANNOT BE SAID TO BE A CASE 

OF TBl! 'RE!VlUtSAL OF VALIDITY'; HENCE NO ONE 'VOULD EVER 

AOT IN PURSUANCE OF THE COGNITION THAT IS NOT IN CONFORMIT\' 

WITH REALITY ; BECAUSE THERE IS ALWAYS A CERTA-INTY REGARDING 

ITS NON·OONI!'OR)fiTY.-(2951-2954) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by us is as follows :- If you accept the self-validity of 
oJl cognitions, then that would imply the acceptance of the fact that 'cogni· 
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tion' it inVIU'iably concomitant with the 4 con,ric:tion of \Tf\lidity •; and as n. 
coneequ~nco of this, \\-berever the • con\fjction of Validity '-which embrnces 
Rll cognitiona-dotOJ not appMr, there, by implication, remaina Ino:aliditJJ; 
nnd 'Validity • and 'Invalidity' are mutU&IIy exohi.Sivo. Hence it follows 
hy implication thnt Jnvalidily also ia inherent in cognitiona; irT'OSpectively 
or any idea of ito being not in conformity with reality or of it• ""u"" being 
dftFootivo; in fMt the conviction regarding Invalidity follows from tho 
mere non-t~ppenrnnce of the conviction regnrding Validily. Thn• whAt hao 
been !1880rted (by the Mim<lnuaka)-to the effoct thM " tho convictjon 
rf'8a.rding Invnlidity follows from extraneous CI\UAOH, in the tJhlltpe of subln.ting 
cognition&" (2'ta:l 2049)- is not r ight. 

Such being the CMe, ns soon as the Cognition is born, its validity or in· 
vaJidity booom"" ascertained by the birth or othcr\\·is• or Conviotio11 regat•ding 
itJ< validity; 80 that the activity of no sane person can follow from an invalid 
cognition; how them can there be any poll8ibmty or u., activity not beinlt 
in conformity with reality f 

'Tadgali/> '-i.o. from the conviction regnrding non-conformity. 
All u._ defeciB !.bat be.ve been poinl<ld out regarding tho Proposition 

(o! tha Allnuinua£u) ohould be nnderstood to be the detects in his Reason, 
which ia hereby ohown to be not-concomitant (with the Probondnm); they 
•hould not be regarded "" defects ol tbo Pro!'O"ition. Othorwise, as the 
Pro!'O"itioo do"" not form an integral P<lrt of the argument, tho pointing out 
or do!octo in it would involve a 'Olincher • !or the othor party (the Buddhist). 
-{20Sl-20~f) 

J n tho !ollowin.g Te>;~, the Author points out tho 'Inadmissibility' of the 
l'or~·obomtivo lnRt<>nce cited (under Text 2850) in tho oh&po of the Jar :-

TEXT (2955). 

Js THE C4SB 01' TIIB JAR, TIIB&:e IS NO Tnr& :.OR ACTION, APART FROll 

THE TBlE OF ITS BIBTR, - BECA11SE IT JL\S A UOKBNTARY EXIS· 

TIINCE ; HENCE THE CORROBOR.~TIVJ! INSTANCE IS 

'D<ADMISSIBLE '.-{2956) 

CO:Ml\lENTARY. 

Snyo tho Opponent-" 1'bo Jnr is actually soon M tor birth, independently 
of tho Potter, otc. and fo1md to be performing the ul!<ltul function of con
taining Honey, Water and other Jhllds ; how then can it be said thAt there 
ie no time for its action, apart from the time of it~~: birth t u 

The answer t<> this is as follows:-
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TEXT (2956). 

StrBSEQUIINTLY TO 1'RE11I BIRTH, TU:BJA.B, BTO. DO NOT DEPBND ll'l'ON 'I'Bll 

POTTER AND OTm:ll SUClll OAVSES; BUT T.IIEY DO DEPEJ\'ll U PON 

TRlllB 0\VN CONSTITOENT OA.VSES AND OTHER TBINGS ; 

SO THAT OF TILE JAR ITSELF, THERE CAN DE 

NO AOTION.-(2956) 

COlOIENTARY. 

~Their ow" con.dituent cawu,'-in tho ahar>e of tho preceding 
homogeneoni.J 1 moments •.-• Other things' includo the man holding it. 

Whnt ia JnE>l'nt is M follow• :-What are oe&ll •ub<lequently lU'O entil-ely' 
different 1 Ju.moment;.~;: • appen.ring through their own eoAAtituent. cause, 
rtc. ; a-nd no eingle Jar is known to exist aftm the moment of itl birt-h; 
for the Rimpl• I'C!8.'10n that All~ an> ,.,_n~<>~y,-(2956) 

It hM been &rglted by the Mimams<~.l:a, under 7'e:tt 2854, that-" Just 
M the first Oog•'l_ition noedfJ corroboration of tho Roeond Cognition, ~o wouJd 
tht\ latter need another. and so on and on there would be an InAnitC\ Regress." 

Tht\ 1\Mwer to thiA i.R M follows:-

TEXT (2957). 

JF VALIDITY IS DEPENDENT (UPON SOl\IBTillNG ELSB), Tfll!Rll OAN DE NO 

L'!PINITB REGRESS. JiENOB THER'Il OAN Bll OBRTAINTY REGAl\D· 

ING Sl!LF•VALII)JTY ONLY WRl!N THRRB IS COGNITION 

OF E'PFZOTIVE ACl'ION.-(295i) 

COMMENTARY. 

The other party argu .. M follow• :-

TEXT (2958) . 

"WHAT PEOULTAR FEATURE IS THERB IN TllB S&OOND COGNITION, lllll'· 

FERENT l'ROM THOSE 01' TKB PREVIOUS COGNITION, ON ACCOUNT 

OF WRlOfl IT IS NOT R'BGARDED TO B'B ENTIRELY LIKB 

THE PRBVIOUS OOGNITION 1 "-(2958) 

COM~fENTAll.Y. 

The rutSWer to this (from the Buddhist) iJ! M follow• :-
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TEXTS (2959-2962). 

TRII ANSWER TO THE ADOVI) IS AS FOLLOWS :-IT IS OONFOR~DTY WITH 

THE REAL STATE OF THINGS THAT IS CALLED 'VALIDITY' ; AND 

THERE IS NO FEATURE OF IT EXCEPT TRE REPEATED COGNITION 

OF EFFECTIVE AOTION.-TIU COGNITION ENVISAGING EFFECTIVE 

ACTION IS CLEARLY APPREHENDED; AND TRE AP.l'R'ERENSION 

BECOMES CONFIRMED BY THE AFTER·THOUGRT ENVISAGING 

THE SAME. THUS ITS OWN REAL VALIDITY HAVING BEEl< DULY 

ASCERTAINED, IT DOSS NOT STAND IN NlllllD OF ANY S'O'RSJ!QUENT 

COGNITION OF THE SAME EFFECTIVE ACTION. THUS TB:E VALIDITY 

OF THE COGNITION BECOMES ~IANlliESTED IN THE VERY FIRST COGNT· 

TION E.NVISAGU((I THE SAlll EFFECTIVE ACTION ; AND THEREBY IT$ 

VALIDITY BECOMES CONFffiMED.- (2959-2962) 

COMMENTARY. 

The p\t:rport of the abovo. in brief. is &."i follo,,'S :-The name' Pramiitw '. 
'va.Jid cognition,' is given to tha.t cognition which is in conformity wit.h 
tho real state of things ;-M has boon a•••erted in t.he doolaration that
' Pmmii!U' is that cognition which is in conformity with t.hinp • ;-thi~ 
• conformity' appears in t-be shape of effective action ;-as it ia only for 
purposes of effect.ive action that. there is a dcs:ir(l to investigate U'w 'validity' 
of Oognitions ;-because the AAne man investigates the valiclity or invaliclit)" 
of cognit.ious only for tho purpose of undertaking activity in accordancf! 
with it,-end not beca.\1S6 he likes to do $0 ;-this effective ao~on is one thf\t. 
figures in the notion of such acts as burning. cooking and tho Ji.ke; as it iR 
on~y when this cognition has appeared that tho want of tho mnn seeking to
underto.ke t11e activity becomes supplied ;-this cognition of effective action, 
on account of the perceptibility of ita own cognition, app%r6 by itself ;.......,nd 
t\8 this apprehension is quite clear, it is followod by an afterthought, in 
nceordo.nee with the s::;ame apprehension,-which serves to confirm tho 
cognition ;-all this is sell-evidon~-Nor does tho man desire any other 
fruit re .. mlting from the said cognition ; for f.be sa.ko of 'vhich he would seek 
for the appearance of ta.nother cognition envisaging A-nother effective action ; 
which wO\tld lead to a.n Infinite Regress. For instance, in ordinary life, the 
fruits of activity that are desired are in the form of prosperity and adversity 
(happiness and unhappiness); and this is accomplishod by the appeal'$nce 
of joy and oorrow; and men, being satisfied with this result, desist from 
further activity; ond this it; what is meant when it is sa.id that the result lms 
boon Meomplishod by itself. 

A.• for the fir se cognition which has brought about the serond cognition, 
the validity of that is said to consist only in the oopecity to bring about tho 
secqnd cognition; e.nd the presence of this capacity ce.nnot be ~ainod 
by people who, on account of the absence of <epetit.ion, do not know of the 
effective action resulting from it; hence it is ascertained only by the 
appearance of its effect in the shape of the second cognition. 
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It iN for these rea..ons tho.t the validity of the fir si cognition ia so.id to be 
chto to something extraneous to itoolf.-(2951)...2962) 

In' the followil'lg Tea;u, the author sets forth another way of avoiding tlle 
Infinite Regres8 ,"--

TEXTS (2963- 2965). 

IF 'filE INITIAL COGNITION DID NOT ENVISAGE A REAL ENTITY, THEN THE 

SECOND COGNITION, IN THE li'ORlll 01l' CON~UATION BY CONFORWTY 

TO THE REAL STATE Oil THE THING, \VO'O'LD NOT APPBAR AT ALL; 

A$ ITS CAUSE WO'O'LD NOT BE Tlll'lRE. FOJ.\ lllXAMl'Llil, WHEN A MAN 

HAS THE OOGN'ITION Oil Fmll> IN Rm'ERENOE TO TIIE CLUSTER OF 

AsHOKA·BLOSSOMS, THlllRE DOES NOT APPEAR TIIJil COGNITION EN
VISAGING BURNING AND COOKING (WHICH ARE NOT BROUGHT AllOUT 

llY WHAT HAS BEEN COGNISED AS FIRE). IF THIS LATTBB DOES 

APPEAl\, THEN THE COGNIS&D OBJECT TO':RNS OUT TO BE NOT ANY· 

THING DII'FERENT FBOM FIRB ; BECAUSE FlJ<E IS ONLY AN ENTITY 

THAT IS OHARAOTERISED BY TIIJil OAPAOlTY I'OB l'BODUOING ITS 

EFFECT (IN THE SH1PE OF burning, C()(l/cjng AND TKEl REST).-(2963-

2965) 
COMMENTARY. 

If the ·i»itia!-6rst-cognition had o.ppea.rod in regard to a non- · 
•ntity, thou the subsequent cognition of its result (in the shape of effective 
t'ctivi ty) could not eome about; be<:&use ita ca.\tSe would not ba there; 
because the cognition of eftective action is always concomitant with an 
entity. When the cognition does not envisago reo.l Fire1-when for inste.nce 
one hn.'! the idea. of Fire in regard to the bunch of Ashoka-blossoms,-there 
do not appear the cognitions of such actions as burning and cooking (which 
1\1'$ peculiar to Fire). 

If such eognitions did app<la.r, then the tiling cognised would really 
be Fire itself ;-why ?-because Fire is nothing else but \V hat is characterised 
by the ea.pe.city to burn and to cook tbinga. 

' Vibhilooau' is F ire.-(2963-2965) 

'l'he arg\lroent is summed up in tho following :-

TEXT (2966). 

Fllo)! ALL THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT SO LONG AS THE OOGNI~ON ID1VISAGINC• 

Ell'li'EOTIV» ACTION DOES NOT APl'BAR,---TBERE IS ALWAYS A 

SUSPICION Oll' Tlll'l INITIAL COGNITION BEING WRONG 

(INVALID) ; :S:&OA USE Oil THE Oo<\ US:&S Oli' MIS

APPREHENSION. - (2966) 

001\IMEN'l'ARY. 

Says the Opponent :- "Like the initial cognition, the cognition of 
effective action also is ptoduood directly by tho thing, Fire, itself ;-then 



1330 

why ~ot.hould thero bo Kuspiclon of inoolidity regnrd.ing tho inltif\1 cognition 
nnly. and not rognrd.ing the other cognition ? .. 

AnBWer :-

TEXTS (2967 -296!!). 

b RBGARD TO THB 1'UIST OOGNl'I'ION, 'Dll!RB ARK VARIOUS OROUNDS FO& 

SUSPEOl"INO IT TO B.E WBONG,-6UOII AS ( 1) THB NON·PEROEPTION OP 

ITS EFJ'EOT (ll< 'l'IIE SHA.PE OP llrPJ!OTIVB ACTION), (2) PER· 

CEPTION 011' SUIJLARITY, (3) INEPJIOlliNCY OF THE OOONI· 

TION AND SO II'ORTU. W!OllN, TIOWEVER, THIIRE APPIMRS 

TitJI COGNITION ENVISAGING ITS Ellll'EOT, THER£ 

ARB NO 80011 GROUNDS ; IIECAUSE THE&E IS 

DlREOT PEROEl'TION OF ACTION, WHICH 1S 

D[UOTLY RELAT.&D TO THE ENTITY 

OOOlitSED.-(2967-2968) 

COMMENTAIW. 

In connection with the initial cognition (of Fir$), tJturo o.re several 
grounds for SUBpecting it to be WT<>og; for instonce, (I) immediately after 
tho cogrution, there dot>• not come about ita effect in the shape of Burning 
and tho like, (2) it ill aimilar to wrong cognjtions, and (3) the inefficiency of 
the cognjtion ;-' ond .. jorlh' includea u.........,..,,_, ob«nce of ropaition, 
w:.-ln regaM to the cognjtion of the oflect, on tbe other band, there is 
no reason to suspect it to be wrong; honco ita confirmn.tlon comes from 
iteelf.-(2U67-20G8) 

In rogard to tho initial cognition also, wheo, by frequent repetition, ate. 
the gronnds of suspicion have been dispelled, tho validity comes by iteelf.
Thla is what ia pointed out in the following-

TEXT (2969). 

IN THE CASE 01' THE OO'UAL COGNITION ALSO, l:!VEN '!'ROUGH ITS EFEEOT 

MAY NOT HAVll BEEN S»EN, lll' '!'Kill OOONITION HAS BEEN ltll· 

PEATIIlD, A DISTINCT PEOULlA.RITY IS PEBOEIVED IN IT 

WliiOU DII1.11El!.ENTIATES IT :FROM COONI· 

TIONS NOT PERTAINING TO '!'RE 

THING CONOERNllD, (AND 

THIS ESTA.BLtSRI S 

ITS V ALIDtTY). 

-(2969) 

COMMENTAltY. 

A pertic\uar cogrution may appter aa initially clear and dilitinct, with 
all grounds or .U.picion regarding ita invalidity dispelled by repeeted 
&xperience ; as la found in the ease o! mytti .. and in that of expem in gems 
and coin.a ; in the aamo manner, in other caMe also, through repea~d ex-

J 
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perience a clear and di.c;tinot cognition may appear, in regard to which all 
grounds of suspicion regarding invalidity ho.ve been dispelled; and it produc"" 
immediately after itself a Cogitative Cognition envisaging an object; of 
the same kind,-and thereby it becomes cognised as dissociated from those 
heterogeneous things which have not figured in the preceding cognition ;
in this wa.y its t:alidi ty is spoken of as being dno to itself. 

Some people hold the following opinion:-" Even when the cognition is 
repeated, there is certo.inty regarding its validity, in the shape of the oapacity 
to bring about its effect,-and this certainty i$ brought about by Inference 
based upt>n the l?robans in the form of (similarity ' ; so that in o.U cases 
validity is cognised through extraneous oauses,- and never by the cognition 
by itself "-

This view, however, we fail to comprehend. Beco.use it is necessary to 
Ol.."Pla.in from what resource arises the conviction regarding the s.aid Probans 
itself in the shape of similarity that is not confused--If it be said that
" it is obtained through repetition" ,-then, it means tha.t through repetition. 
it is possible to cognise unconfus&d 8'imila.r-ity, which is common to homoge~ 
neous things, and which serves to differentiat-e heterogeneOl.tS things,-beco.use 
there a.re no grounds for wrong cognition. If tba.t is so, t·hen whence the 
hostility t.o 'fXIlidity itself,-whereby its; cognition is denied, even when there 
are no grounds for wrong cognition t 

Further, what is this 'similarity' that is cogniS&d ? If it consists in 
' being of the form of cognition ',-this is present in \vrong cognition al&o ; 
hence the Reason becomes 'inconclusive '.-If it consists in • a.ppearing in 
the red form ' (in the case of the bunch of A•llok<l-blosaoms and Fire),
this is present in tho blossoms also ; hence the Reason beeo1n&s ' false 1

. 

If it consists in ' producing the effect of Fire ',-then it has to be explained, 
how this character is ascertained--If for the proving of this, another In
ferential Indicative is sought for, then there is in6nite regress.-It 
might be argued that-" the similarity is cognised by itself, even without the 
help of the Inferential Indicative, by direct Perception, through repetition "_ 
But in that case, if repetition is admitted to possess such capaoity,-thel\ 
why is it not admitted that certainty regarding the capacity (of Oognitions 
and things) also can come without the help of Inferential Indioatives !
Then again, if it has been established that it is the effect of the cognition, 
then it is !>bsolutely futile to follow up the Invariable Concomitance; as the 
recognition of 'being the effect of the Cognition' would itself, like the In
ferential Cognition, prove the capacity of getting at its objective (in the 
shape of fruitful o.ct.ivity). That is to sa.y, Inferential Cognition is brought 
about through the perception of the Probans as concomitant with the thing 
concerned, and thereby it becomes cognised as brought about, indirectly, 
by that thing ; o.nd it is on this ground that it is regarded as valid by itWJ,
o.nd not through similarity ; as otherwise, there would be an Infinite Regress ; 
-in the s.a.me manner, in tho case in question, the validity of the cognition 
would b& self..suffieiont by itself. Because, in n. case where, even when it is 
known with certainty that the Probans resides in the 'Subject', the cogni
tion of the Probandum does not come about ;-and in such a. case the 



1332 TA'ITVASANGRAHA: CHAPTER Xl.."V. 

investigator would se.&k for the concomitance of the Probans in a Corrobora
tive Instance; e.g. in the 1!888 of 'being an effect' and 'non-et.o.rnality ' ; 
-in tl1e case in question, however, tho capnc:ity of the cognition to get at it.'! 
objective is proved by the foct of tbat being its effect and hence non-separabl• 
from it; consequently, similar-ity cannot serve as an Indicative, in this case. 

Says the Opponent-" If that is so, thell bow is it that your Teache1· 
has made the following n.ssortion in referenoe to the Materia.liat :-'When 
the Materialist says that Perception is the only Mea.ns of Cognition, and 
Inferenoo is not so,-and finds that while some particular porooptiot>s are in 
consonanoo with the reality of things, whilo others are not so, the necef!SaJ"y 
definition could be so propoundad only on the basis of Invariable Concomit .. 
ance,-for the benefit of a. person who would regulate his activity in accordance 
with this definition ; and the definition thus propoundad on tho bosis of 
•imil<z•ity to what has boon soon cannot oscape from being something 
i nj erred '." 

'£his does not affect us. This assertion hM been made by our Teocb~r 
"itb rofereooo to those cognitions of unapprehended things which appear iu 
one's own 1 chain' a.~ well M in tho ' chain ' of others ; that this is so ia clear 
from the subsequent qualifying clause-' apart from the cognitions of 
apprehendod things '. If it were not so, if validity in all cases were to oo 
oscorte.ined through similarity, then the qualifying exception ' apart from 
t.he cognitioM of apprehended things ' would be meeningle-'lS. 

From all this it follows that that cognition, which app%rs os having all 
grounds of mistake dispellad by repetition, is self-sufficient in its validit,y.
(2969) 

It bo.s boen c.rguod by the J\!imiim~Cka, undor Text 2854, that-" Just 
BS the first cognition would need corroboration by the second cognit.ion, so 
should we seek for the corroboration of that corroborative cognition also 11

• 

1'he ans'ver to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (2970-2972). 

IF NO DIFPE.RBNOE IS l'EROEIVED,"""'"'fHEN, ON ACCOUNT OF THE SUS· 

PIOION OF THE THING BEING OTHERWISE TIU.l< COGNISED, THERE OAN 

BE NO OIIRTAINTY REGARDING VALIDITY, Ul'1LESS THERE IS A COG· 

!>~ION ENVISAGING THE RESU!IrA.';T EPPBOT, IN SUCH A OASE 

EVEN TROUGH THE VALIDITY MAY BE PRESENT THERE, IT CANNOT 

BE ASCERTAINED ; IT IS RECOGNISED ONLY TIIROUGH THE SUllSEQUIINT 

COGNITION OF ITS RESULTANT AOTIVITY. IT IS FOB THIS REASON 

THAT THE fir8! COGNITION NEEDS ITS CORROBOBATION ; AND POR THE 

SAME REASON IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO SEEK FOR THE OOBROBORA• 

TION OF THE CORROBORA'UVE COGNITION ALS0.-(2970-2972) 

COl\!M.ENTARY. 

Even in case where the Validity has been apprehendad, there can be no 
certainty regarding it, beca\JSe of the presence of the causes of misconception; 
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and in ouch ""'*'"• tho Validity is 88001'l,a;nod only cxlmnoously, t-hrough tho 
cognition of the !'06ultant activity; nnd what U. deoirod by tho man llaving 
been gccu.rod by thhJ, there is no nood Cor furdu~r corroboration by another 
corrobor"tive cognition ; as thero is in the case of t.he inititll cog.uition.
(2070- 2072) 

It hu been argued by the Mimli"ual:a, under ~ 2855, tlmt.-" if tho 
Validity of I!Ome cognition be held to be ..,u....,ftlciont., why should lOOre be 
hostility to the same b6ing the caae with the initial cognition ? " 

'l'ho ""'"wor to thi• is as follows :-

TEXT (2973). 

Qp THE SEOOND OOONITION, THE VALIDITY IS SEL.-r·SITJ'FlCI11NT, :B1!0AUSl! 

THERE ARE NO CAUSES FOR MISAPPREHENSION ; IN THE OASE OF 

TIU:l F1118T OOONtTloN, ROWJIVJCJ\, TH»M IS HOSTILITY 

TOWARDS ITS SET.li-VALlJ)ITY, ON ACCOUNT 011 

TilE POSSIBILITY 011 MISAPP.&EUBNSION • 

-{2973) 

COMMENTARY. 

Saya tho Opponent:-" That oognition,-wbich io ccncomitont with tho 
suspicion of inVlllidity, and hence in regard to '•hich there ia no certainty 
regarding ito cepacity to get at ilol! objwtive,-would be like Inference and 
henco not valid. Beca.utMl, in tho eo.so of lnleronce, when tbero i.e ·do\lbt 
regarding the invru-iablo concomitnnoo of the objectivo, no volidi~y a~tnehC8 
to it; in the same manner Petoeptions also would be uot valid". 

Thia dooe not atJoct our po$ition. llecause whon Perception ia regarded 
as valid, it is not. because it reprMent.a il&olf as invariably concomitant with 
ito objeotive, like Inforonce ;-but only ae tonding to tho onvi~~aging (or 
idoatin,g) of the objective. Becavse lt is called ' vnlid ', when it pr0t1onts the 
desired objoct to the man seeking for oftoetive action ; and thio pr ... 1ltalion 
of the object is not done either by CA~Tying tho miUl to the place whoro the 
object Uoe, or by carrying the objeot to the plaeo wbero the man is; it is 
done by prompting the man to activity. Nor doe. it prompt tho man to 
activity by taking hold of h ia hand ; it doos it by showing the objoctive 
of that activity ;-e.nd this •howing of the objootivei• nothingbuHho cognition 
of the objoct figuring in the Perooption.-In a caee where thoro ia doubt, 
there aioo there eertainly ia cognition of the objoct 6guring in the Perception; 
if thoro were no oognitlon of it., it could not 6gnro in the doubt at aU. As 
the functioning of the Perception would be complote by this much,-if thoro 
ie a doubt lator on, regMding tho invariable concomitonco of tho objoot (with 
tbe Perooption),-tl1ia doubt could not prevent tho fw1ctJoning of tho Por
cepl.ion; so that even whon there la thia doubt, t.ho validity of tho Peroeption 
1'Wl&in.o intact..-That Perooptlon, however, which appeezs as boeot by the 
idea. of a form contrary to the objt~ct flgu:ring in t.ho Perception, i.8 not valid ; 
e.g. tho Perception of thu J,tirau• bosot by the idoo. of Water; and the roa.son 
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for this lies in the fact that the aforesaid ftmctioni.ng of the Perception does 
not take place. Similarly when there is cognition of the yellow colour in 
the Conch-shell, or !J>a.t of the gem in the light radiating from it,- rul t-his 
cognition is clenrly invalid; as in both these cases, t.bt. cognition is not in 
accordance with the real state of the things concerned. 

The apprehension or non-apprellen.llion of the Perception i.~ due to who.t 
actually figures in it,--it is not due to mere conformity with the real state 
of things. In the cases just cited, the thing thnt actually figures in the 
cognition is not as it reaUy existS at the particular time a.nd place ; in fact the 
time and place are not the snme at all ; as time and place also make a difference 
in th~ nature of t-hings ; if it were not so, there would 00 a.n ond to an notions 
of difference. 

As for lnfeience.~ on the other band, a.~ it is by its very nature, conceptual, 
it envisages genoralities,-a.nrl hence the idea of what forms its object cannot 
be determined by whet aotua.Uy figures in the cognition ; becaUS& the object 
(in the form of generalities) cannot 6gure in the cognition ; i~• object therefore 
can be determined only by ilie conviction (certainty) that it produeos; as has 
been thus declared-' The form that is not determined by oonvictions,-how 
can thnt form the objective of thosa cognition& ? '-ThU!! it is that though 
Inference is devoid of the actual appearance of the object, yet it is brought 
about by the inference of the perception of things that are invariobly een· 
comitant, and hence becomes indirectly tied down to tho obj~t.; and it is 
on this that its validity is ba.sod. Hence in tJlis case, certa.inty ref(arding the 
invariable concomitance is es:sentln.l; as otherwise. Inference could not come 
about at alL 

For these reasons, Perception cannot be regardod as stonding on the 
same footing 118 !nforonce.-{2973) 

Tn the following Te:a, the other party nrgos that-" if the validity of 
Cognition.a depend'i upon extraneous CO.tL{j(lS, tht"rt' is mutuo.l inter
dependence " :-

TEXT (2974) . 

"IF THE VALU>!T11 OF THE COGNITION IS NOT Dl'JIIINITELY ASCERTAINED, 

~liEN ROW COULD ANY SANE PERSON RAVE Rl!COURSlil TO 

ACTIVITY 1 BEOAUSJI WHAT IS WA.."fTED IS NOT 000-

NISED."-{2974) 

COMMENTARY. 

As o. matter of fact, in every case i t is necessary that the sane man 
should havo the conviction of the validity of his cognition, and tl>en have 
recourse to activity following from that cognition; and when th.it; a.ctivity 
is there, then alone can there be any conviction of !J>e validity of the cogni. 
tion ; so that there is mutual interdependence.-Thus then, the sane man 
having no con'Viction regarding tho deairod thing, how could he have recourse 
to any aoti'Vity !-{2974) · 

The following Te:a suppliM tho aru<wer to the abovo :-
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TEXT (2976}. 

OUR ANSWER '1'0 THE ABOVE IS AS !FOLLOWS :-JT IS TllROUGB TilE DOu:BT· 

FUL COGNITION lTSilLll TKAT TBE CLEVER MAN HAS RECOURSE 

'1'0 AC~'IVlT\' ; AND TillS DOES NOT DliTlt.\.0'£ FROM HIS 

OLEVERNESS.-{2975) 

OOl\B!ENT.ARY. 

Activity is of two kindl-(<a) tending to fruitful activity, and (b) tending 
to the aacertainment of validity.-Aa regards tho former, it hoa boon alre&dy 
expll\ined how thet e.ctivity is poeoible, even when there is Doubt; and tho 
reaeon for this lies in the fMt tb<at S.D88-peroeption prompts man to activity 
by tho more Cognition o£ tho thing envisaged by it; and such Mt.ivity dO<lS not 
detract from tho clovernoss of tbo man ; bocauso in the oaao of agriculturists, 
activity ia found, even though tJ1o ieauo in the matter io doubtful. This is 
what io meant by the Text.-It will not be right to aaaert that-" agricul
turiBt<O are regarded aa intelligent agents only bocauae they h•v• recourse to 
activity only when tboy are ...,.. regarding the oftlC$0Y of the meaaures 
adopted by them ".-Bocauoo the M...sures aro always dependent open the 
nature of what is meant to be obtained through them; and honoo, if there 
is no oartainty regarding tbo End, thoro can be none tegarding the Mw'M 
(or Meaauroa).-(2975) · 

The following 7'e"" proce«<s to point out that the oecond kind of activity 
(that tending to the aacortainment of validity) is nil tho more proper,
whore there is Doubt regarding validity:-

TEXT (2976}. 

!T IS BliCAUSE OJI THE M.uf HA. VINO ACTED ON THE BASIS 01' A DOUBT, IN 

REOABD TO TilE ASOERTAniMENT 01' VA.LIDITY,-'l'RAT ITS BlillNO TRE 

PROPER l\iEA.NS OA'N BE ASOlilRTAINED ; SO THAT THERE lS 'I:BIS 

EVEN WRI!IN TllliRE IS Dou:BT.-{2976) 

OOJI[MENTARY. 

Because, in regard to tJ>o ast<'rtai.nment of validity, tho man 8Cta throngh 
• doubtful id~&, and theteby ha aaoertaina tbe fact of tbo thing being tbe 
proper Mwm,- theroforo it is only right thet thoro ahould be activity in 
regard to thnt Means, even whon there is Doubt.-(2976) 

Que•lwn :-"How is tJm fact of ita being the Mwm ascortt>ioed 1" 
Amwer:-
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T EXTS (21!77-2979). 

WHEN I HAVE l.l.ECOlilt~E TO ACTIVITY ON THE BASIS 011 A DOUBTFUL 

COONXT10N,- Il1 I SUCCEED IN OBTAJ.NlN(l THE FRUIT OF THAT 

ACTIVIT>:, •rHBN OEBTA.IN'r>: REG.utDING THE VALlOIT¥ OF THAT COG· 

NITION WOULD :SE AUTOM.A.TIOALLY APPREHENDED; IT CAliNOT BE 

ASOERTAINI!D IN ANY OTHER WAY.-NOE OAN IT BE REASONAllLE 

TO RAISE THE QUESTION AS TO ' HOW THE }1AN HAS RllCOURS.B TO THE 

SAID MEANS ' . FOR THE SIMl'LE REASON THAT THE!lll IS NO OTHER 

WAY AVAILAllLB. AS A l>IA'l'rER OF FACT, WITHOUT TliE Mea'M, NO 

ONE OA.N GET AT THE E•ld.-TllUS, EVEN WHEN ACTING ON THE 

BASIS 0]' A DOUBTFUL COGNITION, THE MAN DOES NOT LOSE HIS 

OHARAOTER OF BmNG A. sane PERSON.-(2977-2979) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Actii!{J on the bam of a d<nJbtj-uJ. Cognition • ; i.e. having recourso to 
activity, through a me1'6 suspicion that hkt Cognition may be valid and Tight. 

'£he rest is easily underat.ood ; hence it is not explained in detRil.-
(2977- 2979) . 

In the following Te;ct, the other party proceeds to show tha.t the idea 
of va.lidit.y being ascertained by mraAA of tho Cognition of eflective act.ion is 
'Inc.ouclusivo •,-and t-boreby to support his contention that there is mutual 
intordopendenoo :-

TEX'l.' (2980). 

"AS A. AfA'l'rER OF l1ACT, COGNITION El>'VISAGING EFFECTIVE ACTION IS 

PRESENT lN DliEAMS ALSO ; ANI> Yl!T, ON THAT AOOOUNT, IT IS 

NOT VALID ;- NOR IS ITS SOURCE, THE FORMER COO· 

NITION, VALID."-(2980) 

COMMENTARY. 

c It& source, the jonner Ooun.ition '-i.o. tho Oogn.itiou of effective action ; 
-tllis should be coi .. truod with •;., not vali<:! •.-(2980) 

Tbo nnsv.·er to tho abovo is as follows :-
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TEXTS (2981-2982). 

I T CANNOT DJI SO; BECAUSIU THII WI'I'OLB 011 TIIA'I' STATE IS ILLUSOit"l!'• 

HAVING NO BASts IN THB EXTERNAL WORLD ;- RENO.S IN THOSE STATES, 

TllERB CAN BB NO OO:<PORMI'l'Y WITH E-n'EltN AL OB.JEO'l'S ;

At.LTHESiilARE KNOWN lN TBllffi OWN li'OltMS, NOT DIPFBltlNO, 

fN 'l'IJLS, 11ROM THE Mrl<D AND THE MENTAL STATES. 

THrs rs THE lllWION WRY 'lR1I DIFIIERENOJI 

B1lTWEE.'< TlfE TWO STATES IS OLE.ABLY 

PEROEIVliD.-(2981-2982) 

OOMMENTARY. 

If what hM boon urged i• against tho B~tddhist who MC<>pto tho roo.lity 
of tho oxtcrnal world, then tho Roo.son adduced ia • inadmiss.i.blo' ; this i& 
who.t ia mennt by tho 6rst two Iincs. 

What is mMnt is that tho oaid upholder of the ext<>rnal world admit. 
tho validity of OognitioM to be bot;ed upon conformity to the r061 etate of 
thinge,-nnd not upon conformity to the Cognition of efteotive (l()tion ;
in the co.se of drot\m&, there cnn be no conformity to the real state of thinge; 
becau .. all perti .. are agreed on the point tho.t the ontire droom4tate ia 
illusory ; hence in that state all the Oognit.ions that ap- are without 
objocto!, hence thoy ~>re objeotleee. Thuo then, "" the conditions of validity 
can bo o.pplicablo to Cognition• of the wnking stnte only, it is not r(ght to 
urge tho • inconchwvonesa ' (or falsity) of our RGa.son on tho basis of Dream-
0ol[llitlon.-Thio ia what is meant by tha Text. 

Further, the • Cognition of el!oetive action' tha~ Bppoars during drot\ms 
is ono that hM never o.ppoo.red beforo,-it ia fleeting,-&nd confused; whilo 
the roverse of i t is the ca.t;e with sitnil l;\.1" Cognition during the waking state; 
how ~ben can tho validity of this latter be doubtful in view of what happens 
in the former ! 

If, on the other hand, what has been ur~d is against the Y~ 
(Idealist), then it hM no bearing upon tho Cl\li& in question. Boot\uso it ia 
for tho practical man (from tho practical point of viow) that Valid Oogn.uWn. 
b ... been defined ... 'Cognition in conformity with tho roel state of thinge'; 
-nd in this connection, ' conformity ' can con.~t. only in the Cognition 
envioaging efJ&ctivo Mtion ; M it is only when thi• latter hns appenred that 
peoplo reg~>rd the Cognition in queation o.s ' valid ' ; and it ia for this purpose 
that people hAve recourso to activity towArds thinge. This practical Cogni
tion can be only one "ppearing during the waking atato; because it is only 
activiti"" during this otate tha~ are regru-ded by people "",. .. z; nevor those 
occurring during dreams. Th\18 then, •o long o.s 'being waki ng Cognition ' 
has not boon introdt1c.cd as a neeeasary quf\.Ufleation, thore ca.n bono • ineon· 
clu&ivoneeo • or • falllity • in view of what happens during dreruns.-(2981-
2982) 
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TEXT (2983). · 

TUB liOLLOWil<O ldlOllT BB URGED:-" !T BEING ASC.Ii:RTAUU:lO ~'HAT ITS 

VALIDITY IS DUE 'rO BXTRA.l<EOUS OA118.BS, 'I'KE Oogni.lion SllOULD 

BE REOABDBD AS 'OOONISBD' ".-Tr!B&E IS NO IN· 

OONGR11ITY lN THIS.-{2983) 

COli!MENTAlW. 

Tho following might bo urged-" Tho v~lidity of all Ooguitiono boing 
equally due to ext.r&noous ea.-, why should there bo thia dil!Unct.ion ? 
And under th..., citcumstanoe6, tho Cogniti<m itself becomoe tho olljea «<J· 
ftiMd. which ia &Xtzomoly incongruous". 

This i.9 the objoot.ion urged by tho Opponent.. Tbe anawer to this is 
that-' tMre il no in.congMlily in. tlt.U • ;-' ~ •, this.-The.r6 it no jncon· 
gruity in this, as ' cognition' and ' cognised' tll'O relative terms liko ' cause ' 
{lond 'effect', and 'F(l.thor' nnd 'Son '.-(2983) 

The ssmo idea is furthor explained :-

TEXTS (2984-2985). 

Tlll!l VALIDITY OY TJJ:II COGNITION IS ALWAYS ASSB!\TIIl> IN Rlll!'ERBNOll 

TO Tllll TBING APPREHENDED BY IT; AND TillS VALIDITY BI!Il<G 

APPBEJIJL'fDI!D BY ANOTHER CooNITIOll, TXJ! l'OEMBR CoolllTION 

DOES BBOOU 'OOG'IUSI!D' ;-AliD T11ERB IS NO INOOll· 

ORUITY IN TmS, AS THll NOTIONS OB ' COGNITION 

AND OOOlriSBD' ARE BASED Ul'ON RELATIVITY,-

AS Il< 'I'Jlll CASE Oll' ' CAUSE AND Ell'll'EOT ' AND 

mE LIKJ:.-{2984-2985) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a oertain thing is apprehended by & Cognition, thia Cognition 
itself does not becomo the • cognised' in relation to itself; but in rotation to 
the other Oognit.ion bh&t asserts ita validi~y. it boeomes the • cognised ',
&nd ia no~ a 'Cognition' ; hence thoro is no incongruity or ' admixture'; 
just as one and the aa.m& thing, spoken of M l oaus&, and 'efJeot •, in relation 
to different thing&, dou not make an undue • t.dmixture '.-{298t-2985) 

The following T""' lllliDll up tbo ~~<gwnont :-

• I 
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TEXT (2986). 

TJJUS, l'£ IS ESTABLISHED TH~T TH:E IDEA OlJ' VALIDITY, BEING ASOEll· 

TAINED THROUGH THE COGlilTION Oll' RII.IIEOTIVE ACTION, DOElS NOT 

INVOLVE INFINITE REGRESS; AS ALL FURTliE:R NEED HAS 

OEASED.-(2986) 

COMMEN'£ARY. 

'A6 aU further need ha8 uas«l ' ;-' Pariildin~a' is to bo treated a.s 
n J(armadhiiraytl compound; 'para.'-' another', 'further '-being a. quali· 
fi""tion for 'dkd~a '-'need '.-Or it may be taken as Tat~ 

· ' nood for anotl~r '-i.o. anything other than conjurmity to tho roolity ;
boca.use all such need ht\8 ceased. 

Further, whon jt is said that 'Cognition in conformity with reality is 
Vt\lid •,-it provid"" the definition (peculiar characteristic) of tiu>t Cognition 
which brings about the result in the shape of the Cognition of effective action. 
This definition is not applieeblo to the Cognition of the result it.self ; under 
tl1e circumstances, bow could thoro be any room for the objection that t-his 
Cognition also should be regarded as valid ! For instance, when the Seed 
is defined as the cam• of the Sprom,-do the wise ones raise tho question 
that the Sprout also sl1ould be regarded as the Swl ! What happens in this 

• CAAO is that the fact of the Seed being the 'eauso of the Sprout • i1l cognised 
only when one sees tho SprotJJ. (rising from it); in the sa.m& manner. the 
Cognition is cognised as ' valid • only when its result in the shape of effective 
action;, perceived ; and this reeult is not apprehended by another Cogni~ion; 
ouly if it did, would there be an lD6nite R<lgress. Boo&use the Oognition of 
the result, which is in the shape of Cognition, is cognised by itself (not by 
a.uother Cognition) ; and thoro can be no mistake or illusion in the Cognition 
in regard to itself ; because if there were 1>ny uncertainty regarding it, tho 
Cognition of itself could not come about at all. Thus there is nothing in 
what has been urged by the other party.-{2986) 

Now, the Opponent urgas, in Text 2987, the objection that-" in the 
event of the validity of Cognition• being ascertained through the perfection 
of its OO\\se (source), thore would be an Infinite Regress" ;-and this objection 
is answered in the subsequent T..,u 298S-2990 :-

TEXTS (2987-2990). 

"EVEN WliEN THE COGNITION llAS COMB AB017T, ITS VALIDITY IS NOl' 

ASOERTAlNBD UNTIL THE PBRFEOTION Oll' ITS SOURCE HAS BEEN 

APPREHENDED BY AllO'rRER COGNITION [SO Tl!AT TIIB'RE IS AN 

lNTimTll R.EGRESS)."-(2987)-THE ANSWl!R Oll' THE~ ONES TO 

THIS IS THAT THERE OA.N BE NO INFINITE R EGRESS; BEOA.USll THE 

SAID P ER11EOTION 011 THE SOUROli!S A.PPREHENDliD BY THE CoGNITION 

Oll' CONPORMI'l'Y, WRIOII IS NOT DEPENDENT UPON AllYTBING :&LSE; 
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AS 'I'Hll OONl'ORMlTY 011 TRJ: RE.'ITIL'P IS PERCEIVED Wlrll!f TIIJl OllnlCT 

IS !I liAR BY; AND PROM THAT IOLLOWS TRE CocanTIOII OF TJIB PER· 

FBOTION OF THE SOUBORS (Or THE COGNITION) WITHOUT ANY EFFORT. 

Jt< TilE CASE WITERII 'I'IUl OBJBOl' 18 NOT IN CLO~I! l'l\OXI MlTY, THE 

COCII<IT!Ol! ARISING IIROM IT MUST BB VALID, BF.OAUSe 1'£ UA8 BEIIN 

BROIIOUT ABOUT BY IT (TilE PERFECT CAUSE),-JUST LIRE THE 

CooNlTION APPREHF.!IDINO TllR OU.JECT WJUOH IS IN CLOsll PRUXI· 

loUTY (TO TBB OBSI!RVKB),-(2987-2990) 

OO){)IENTARY. 

Thore are two kinc!A of Cognition-ono envisaging the object oeru- tho 
obeervor, and the other onviRRging tho objt~.ct remote from him. AA r~g&.rdA 
tho formor, ita vo.lidity is n.ac.ortn.inod, n.ol by the recognition of the perfoe
tiotl of ita ca.ttse, bnt from tho Cognition of its bning in conformity to 
ofloot.ivo nativity. Beca.uHo, in. this CM&, the Cognition of tho perfection 
of it.o 80W'CCI! is not possible, until itg truth ill ••eogniaed through ita 
oonformity to offoctive oetion ; and wbon iU! truth bM beftn reoognioed, if the 
()t)gnit.ion of t.ho perfootion of ita -ottrce& comes late on, it can ROI"Ve no u~eful 
purpoao. 

AJ! rogal'ds the Cognition envilagintt ••note things, ita "alidity can bo 
..-r!Ained through the Cognition of the prufeetion of ito< oourc"" ;-thi• is 
whAt ifJ polnte<l out·in the sonteneo-• In llu: cas~ whtrt tht objed 1'1 flol in 
clo•• prozimity, etc. etc.'-For inotonco, the validity ol tho Cognition of the 
golden conch-8/idl, which is far remotA from tha observ~r. cnn bo Mcert:Ained 
only from tbo !act of iU! boing brought about by it,-i.e. being brought 
about by perfect (efficient) cauaes,-jtlllt like the Cognition of tho white 
conch.obell, which is noer the mAl\. This ar&ument may bo th\\fo formull\ted 
-Thot Cognition \\•bicb baa been brought about by perlect causes must 
bo mlid,-g. tbo Cognition of the white conch.shell, lying near the 
nboervor ;-this particnlar Cognition envisofzing the remote object, in the 
al18Jl0 of tho yelL>w concb-aM!l, it ono that. baa been brought by perfect 
cauMCI8 ;-thu.s t.bia is a reMOn buOO upon the natnro of thn thingtt con · 
cornecl-(2987-2900) 

Slly8 tho Opponent :-11 Tho RoMon aOducocl in this nrgmnont i8 'i.nad· 
miAAiblo • ; becAuse the ' pcrfootion of t,ho C'J\USe ' oonnot 00 roeogni~~.td without 
' oonformity with the ronl Rtnio of the thing' ; bocn.ust\ t.ho Sen.8G·Ofgnnf;: 
(which ore the eau.., of Cognition•)....., themselves bo~•ond the reach of the 
..,,_ ; and when • confonnity with Uto roo.l state of thin~ ' iJI nMded. that 
in it.oelf oonstit.ntoB well-o!lCOrt.ainod mlidily; "" thot tllf' ...cognition of ' U1e 
porlcction of tho C8U90' would ~tvfl, no u.'leful pnrpose ; M it would eorn& aft« 
tho votidity hM become MCertained.-It. might bo orguod tiUit.-'At t.im.,., 
from tho Cognition of tbo object cl0<10 by, one would Rnd thot it is in con· 
fot'Jnity with effootive n.ction and from that be would know that t ho ao\&.rce of 
tho Cognition hM boon porloct, nn.d then ho would coneludo thnt tho Cognition 
iH t'Clid; while o.t other times, in t.bo ouso of the remote. object, ovon though 

f 

f 
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he mny not bo cognisant with the fnet of ita being in oonfonnity with effective 
n.etion, nnd yo~ in course of time, hn would bccomo l\118nred of th& perfection 
of tho sou•oo of t.he Cognition, nnd than soouro cortninty regn.rding it. 
vnli<lity '.-But this cannot be right. BocAuse things '1><-ing momentary 
nud pori$hnblo, thoir aetivity cannot be nl"'""YI' of ono and the ~~amo 
form ; bocaurw, M the roault of the influc.noo of l' S\IC<'CMion of cnnknl 
con<litJo011, they would bo ooquirinjt diverso pot encl.,.," 

Anticipoting nil thif!, tho Author ~ntpptios tho following aruower :-

TEXTS (2991-2993). 

L~ RBOABD TO 'l'll£ OO~CH·SHIU.L BBFOIDI Oll'R BYES, W'Rl!N IT I8 1?0UND 

THAT Tlll'J EJIFEOTIVE AOTION RESULTING FROM ITS 00GrUTION IS ONJI 

TIIAT OA.N IDl PRODUOEI) BY Tlll'J whitt objut, IT IS UNDRllSTOOD THAT 

THE COO!>'ITION OF '!'JIB wfliU. OOSCH·SJIRLL IS NOT O~'E PRODUOED 

BY EYES AFD'EOTED BY JAUNlliOE. THE PORlTY (PBRFEOTION) OV 

TKB OAUSE HAVING D:SOOloiE THUS REOOONI8ED, IF, AT TIO; S.U111 

TIME, THERE SHOULD ARISE THE COONITION OF TJD: ydlqtD COLOUR 

IN CONNJ;OTION WlTlt THE OONCH·BIUlLL MADE OF OOLD,-AS TBAT 

ALSO WOULD IIAVB BBBl'i BROUGHT ABOUT BY JrLAWLBSS CAUSES, 

THERE WOULD BE CERTAINTY RBOAllOINO THE VAL1DlTY Ol' TBAT 

COONITION,-JUST AS IN THAT OF THB COONITlON OP THE white 
COLOUR IN OONNBOTION WITH THB WHITB OONCH·SHIILL, WRIOB HAS 

LED TO EP11ECTIVE ACT<ON.-{2991-2993) 

COMMENTARY. 

What ia meant by this is aa follows :-We do not moon Uml, in tho 
caso of the Cognition of tho ,.mote object, appearing &t some oth« time,
its vnli<lity ie u.scertained through tho porfectjon of it" So\lroo ;-if this wer~ 
our opinion, then alone could our :R.e88on be ' inadmissible', on account of 
the possibil.ity of fr88h potencies ap~ng under tho influence of 11nooeosive 
causo.l conditions ;-what wo do menn is that, in th& c.nse of the OoStnition of 
the whita concb-8hell near uo, at tbo B&me time that we h•vo the cortrunty 
regnr<ling the fl&wl088oe&'! of the cauao brought about by the securing of th<o 
effect due to the whiu cotour,-thoro "PP"""' the Cognition of tho yellcw 
eolour in the golden conch-shell lying far away from u.q,-'t is eoneluded 
t.hat M the perceptive cau•e hao been found to ho tlnwl..,., the said Cognition 
of the yellow colour must bo vntid, trne.-Tt io not p088ible t.hnt tho 
sou.roe of Cognition should hftvo boeomo changed at tl~ sa m~ time; a" iu that. 
caso, there would bono oonfonnity of tb~ Cognition of the proximate object. 
with effective action.- (2991- 2993) 

The following Ttxt proOOO<l• to •how that what hM bef>n just said should 
be quita aoooptablo to the Mim8moakt18 :-
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TEXT (2994). 

THE .Au'l'lfOR 011 TBl! BMI!P ALSo HAS SAID 'l'llll SAME TIDNO BY THB 

ll&.l\TION OP THJ! ATUCX Or HJ1NOXR, 1!'1'0. ; H&IIOB IT IS THBOUOU 

Sl111J:R DBLUSION 'l'IIAT TUE I.Nnlo'ITJ: REGRESS HAS 

BB!':N lTROBD.-{2904) 

COMMENTARY. 

This ahOWII u ... t tbo Mim<im"'.l:a'• propo><illon involves oolf-oonlradiction 
,.Jso. For inatMce, tbo Allthor of the ~ (Sltol>oto) ha~~ dorJared ""folloW!! 
(Sii. I. 1. 5, p. 8) :-" Wben tho 1\!ind or the Sen110-organ beoomee beoet with 
hungor, ot.o .• ~r when the ox~ron.l object. iA hesot with smallno.~V~, ott.,
thon the Cognition turns out to bo wrong ; when they are not so oosot, tho 
Cognition io right; bee&liOO tho contact of the Seruio·organ-Mind-and object 
io the e&tl80 of Cognition; whon this contact io not present. thoro """ be no 
Cognition; bODOO ftny defect in tho wd contact hooomoo the OftURO of "TOng 
Cognition :-wltc.n tho throo faoto"' are defective, the rOf!ultant Cognition io 
wrong; M ill oloar from tho loot, thAt on tho romovnl nf the d•feot. the 
oorroot Cognition io sootll'•d.-If it i• Mk<ld-' how o~n it bo known th~t the 
CA\180 is dofootivo f ', t.ho answor is that, if, on caroful scrutiny, no dnroet is 
discovered, thon thoro being no ground for l\880rling that thoro io &l!uot, we 
conclude that tho cauoe is free from defoct." 

In this puoage. the Author of the ~ has clearly stated Utat the 
va\idi~y of tho Cognition i& asoerl.&ined from the rti<)Ognition of the fl"'•Joso. 
""""of the cmUIC'. If thi• "·oro not moont., f·hon what would ho tho ROMO of 
the phra..% ' on carofnl scn1tiny' f 

Thuo thia goes agsinst tho .....,rtJon that tho vaJidity of Oognit.iollll is 
aelf-sufficient..-(2004) 

It ha8 been ask<ld by the Mim«,...W,, under 'I'tzlo 2861 <I ocq.-" On 
what grounds ht>vo the Corroborative Cognition n11d the Cognition of por· 
fection been hold to ho superior to the initial Cognition ! " 

Tlto an.awor to this, so fo.r aa tho Corroborative Cognition ia eoneornad, 
""" been o:q>lainod hoforo; now the Aut.bor provid~ tho answer, in regard 
to tho Cognition of perfection :-

TEXT (2995). 

TlOl VALIDITY OF THE INITIAL COGNITION IS NOT RECOONISEI), DIIOAUSB 

011 TUB SUSl'lOION THAT IT !\liGHT HAVE DIIIIN BROUGHT AliOOT 

BY I)IIJIIIOTIVll OAUSBS. THIS IS '1XR POINT IN WHICH 

TJIB ' Coob'"ITtON 0» PERPECri.ON ' HAS B.B.E...~ 
RIIOARDIID AS 8Upenor.-{2995) 

COMMENTARY. 
• Ma'lal4 '-validity. 
'ddY<U!JC' '-of the Cognition of t.bo object itoelf. It i& c.Uod 'initial ' 

because it oomoo before tho Oognit.io~ of tho parfeotion of the ea,_ 

• 
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• Tat '-thorofore.-(2993) 

The following Tc:tl shom~ tho fauiU~811008 of tho activity :-

TEXT (2996). 

TnUS THt PERfECTION 01' THB OAtJSB BEING ASQERTAIN1!D TRROtiOR 

'l'JIE COGNITION OF 11BliEOTIVE AOTJON1-IN A OA811 WliERR 

Tlll!RZ IS NO B.f'J'Eort'VE ACTION A? ALLt T'RB F-t1NOTIO.N .. 

lNG OANNOT BE Dm'REOATliiD.-(2096) 

COMMENT.AlW. 

' A/q't6rlho, ek.'-that which lma not parfonned any eff.ctive action. 
• Atxkltya '-not. to be doprocatcd . 
The idoo ia tbM it ia ao, bocaUIIO it io preoodod by tbe MCOrffiinroout of 

validity.-(299G) 

It has been IW!ertod by the .MimcimoRko, in T..., 2862, thatr-" Validity 
mU8t be l'<'gardcd "" inherent in all Cognition& M a gonoral rule, ot.c. etc." 

The answor to thio i8 as follow• :-

TEXTS (2997- 2999). 

IF SELF-VALIDITY OJr CooNITIONS IS THB GEl\'liRAL RtiLll, .L'<D IT IS DlS

OABDBD WilftN 'I'IIBRE IS EITitBR AN ANNULMENT OF IT OR TR.E COOIII· 

TION OJr ITS SOUROBS BRING D:&n:OTtVB,-'.mllN V ALIIllTY BECOMES 

R11ALL Y DUll TO TliR AllSRNOJI OF ANNULMENT AND A'BS:BNOJ; 0!' Tlll! 

CoGNITION Ol' '1'llll SOURC11 RiliNG Dlll'BOTIVE; AND l'OR YOU TltUS 

TRB OERTAlNTY REGARDING VALIDITY IS DOE TO EXTRA.l\'1!0178 

OAUSBS. BEOAUSII Tll.ll SAID 'ABSENCE' IS A negative COONrJ:ION, 

WRIOll IS BSSEN'I'IALLY Dl!'JrRRENT FBO~l 'mE OTHER l'ORM OP 

rosrTrVE Coo~>>TION,--TKis OTHER PORM Bllnto • NoN-APPR»HliN

liiON ' ACCORDING TO YOU, AND ' !.Nn:Bl!INOB ' AOOORDING TO 118.
(2997-2999) 

OO:MM:mi"TARY. 

The finot two lineo reproduce the opinion of the other party, o.nd the 
othor linos •tst.e the objection againot tbat opinion. 

I£ the Cognition of ~nnnlment, etc. discarde the Vlilidity, thon it moons 
that conviction ~g Validity is due to tbe absence of tho Cognition of 
the annulment, etc. ; and th.itt \i"Ould roenn that it is duo to causes oxtra.nooua 
to tho Cognition itl;el!. Because ' Non-apprehension ' (Nogation) has been 
o.cc<lptcd M ~ dietinct form of Cognition. 

According to our view the form of Cognition called 'Non-apprehension ' 
is included undor • Inference •, and i.s not a diatinct form of Cognitioo.
(2997-2999) 
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Fnrtl\rn". tJ~o snicl gonornl rlllo nnd itA o.xcoption boin(t • eonceptnnl \ 
innsmnch M th<w pM'tnin to "'ord~t nnd tlloir mMn.ing.-'-woul<l bo nlwo.y~:o 
unoortain (flo-,.ibln); honcc tJloy hR.vo no room inn. dii'CtwUon ~'<'gn.rding th(\ 
nntur(\ of cntitiM; l>t"ontuco nll t.hinp nro N'«trictod witbin tho limits of thoir 
own nnturo, and M !lfneh do not AC.'hnit of tl~ nl\tnre o£ other t-hings. HmC<\ 

• when you put for,mrd tho $tOnN'nl rule nnd it« exoopUon in this connootion, 
it ~1\C"'m:. thn-t. you Gl"6 ignomnt of tha real objocHvo nf Rulos n.nd Exceptions. 
For inston..,, in aooordAnoo wUh tho 1'011110nin11 propounded by yourself. n 
genom! rulo and ox<'<>plion, oontrory to thooo puL fornwd by you, can bo 
conceivcd.-Thia ia whi\L ia pointed out in tbo following:-

TEXTS (3000.3001). 

BY TillS SAMJ! ll£AS0!11NO (TllAT Y OU HAVE PUT l'ORWA.RD) THE J,.,;alidity 
ALSO OV CoOl<lTIONS MAY Bl! PBOVJ:D TO 11:11 l1<1lER11NT IN 'l'liD1 ; 

AS TBll SAME MAY BB ASS'£1\T&D IN SUPPORT OlltT AS FOLLOWS 

- • TfrBRBI'ORE SELl'·tNVALmtTY or CoomTtONS xs Tllll 

OENEllAL llULII, AND IT 18 DlSOA.RDBD WHEN THEB.E 

IS EtTHllR All:nlNOB OY ANNULM11N'I', OR A:O· 

SENOl'l OF TR!l COGNITION • OF ITS SOURCE 

BIIDIQ Dl'lWJ!OTtvl'J.'-(3000·3001) 

COMMENTARY. 

I{«mmlrila has doolnred AA follow• :- "For thol!<l roMOM tho Vnlidity of 
the Cognition m\lst bo talmn M following from its being of the n~turo of 
npprohen•ion, And it co.n ho clisenrd<ld by tho Cognition of tho !net of tho 
real object cogl\is~d hoing renlly 11nlil<o whot 6jt\n'e& in tho Cognition, and by 
the Oognition of d&feota in ita eau•o " .-(SII!Qkawirlika, 1. 1. 2; 53). 

Tho following T<'<l• a how thnt tho 011mo m~>y bo 011id rognrding ' I n· 
vaJidity ' nlso :-

TEXTS (3002.3003). 

lln.m..• RLY, THBJNVALIDTTl' Oli'COONITION lllUST BB TAKEN AS FOLLOWING 

FMM ITS BEING Oil TJUl NATt1BII OJr APPRRH11NSION, AND IS DIS· 

OARDIID BY TH11 COGNITION OF ITS DIIINO IN OO~"I'ORMITY WITH 

THll REAL NATURE OP TRTNOS AND BY TKR 000NJTJON 011 

EnlOIRNOY OJr ITS SOUl\011.-b 'INVALIDITY ' WBRB D1711 TO 

BXTJL•Nl!OIJS CAifflP.8, Tf(RRII WOULD BB INI'JNTTB RBORBSS; 

B'!CAUSB IT OOUI,D BB DIIPIINDIINT UPON TUJI VAUO COO:.O'l'· 

TION, AND TmS 18 JTSBLll UNSTABL8.-(3002·3003) 

COMliENTAIW. 

An 'a' should bo rMd be.fnre ',-omat'OIU '. 
' YaJMrlMjiliina' is Oojmition of ito being in conformity with the real 

otate of thinlfl ;-' RUIUthO!JU'(Ill-fMna ' io Cognition of tho efficiency of the 
causo.-ThfM two terms form & Oopulalivo Compound. 

I 
I 
! 
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I 
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It lW! beon arguod (by the Mimamsaka) under Teo:! 2863, that--" If 
i t is clue t.o extraneous causes, th~n thero is no ll\6uite Regreas, because it 
wo\lld bG dependont upon VaJidity and thja iR there aU right ".- Tho anawer 
to t hL• is-' I! Invalid.uy were due, etc.'-' :@tat' standi! for Invalidity,
' tat', for tho Valid Oognition_-(3002·3003) 

Que$lion :-'' Wl1y i~ it unsh\ble. not firmlv osta.blisltocl? •• 
.tbtbwer :- • • 

TEXTS (3004-3005). 

FoR INSTANCE, YOU ASSIIRT ' VALIDITY ' ON Tll:lll GROUND OF THE ABSENCE 

Oli' SUBLATINQ COONI'IION; .AND 'ABSENCE OF SUBLATION' ALSO 

IS HELD TO BE A DtsTINOT FORM OF COGNITION, NAMED 

f NoN-A.PPRBREN'SION ';-SO THAT THE VALIDITY OB THIS 

LATTER ALSO IS ASSERTED ON THE GROUND 011 THE 

ABSENCE OF SUBLATINO COGNITION ; .AND 'l'lllS 

PROO.ESS l'.ROOEEDING ON AND ON, TB.EBE CAN 

BB NO RESTING GROUND (STABILITY). 

-(3004·3005) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has boon argued (by the Mimamsaka), under Teo:t 2866, that--" The 
sublating Cognition consists in tbe conviction tbat the thing eogniood is 
otherwise than ll8 cognised; a.nd this conviction, OOing self-sufficient, sets 
aside the preceding Cognition 11

• 

The answer to this is as folloW!! :-

'.CEXT (3006). 

BECAUSE TilE FACT Oil TilE VALIDITY OF THE SUBLA.TtNO COGNITION 

BEING SflLF·SUFFIOlENT llAS .NOT BEEN l'ROV&D, TIIBBEFOitl!l IT 

CANNOT S:&T ASIDE THE PR.EOl!lDINO COGNITION.-{3006) 

COMllfENTARY. 

As the form of Cognition ca.llod 'Non·apprelum~ion • iH alwRoyK d..,pandent 
upon something olso, its vnlidity cannot be regt>rded as provcd.-(3006) 

The following Teo:t proooedi! to confirm the view that tl>e Opponent's 
view involves an Infinite Regress:-
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TEXT (3007). 

b V ALIDJTY LS ADHITTBD lK SOllB CASES, EVEN \rnJIN THliRB IS NO 

ABRRNOE 011 Tl1ll SUBLA't'INO 0ooNITION,-'l'H£N Wl!Y SHOULD 

TJlBRE BE HOSTILITY AGAINST THE INITIAL 

COONITION ! --{3007) 

COMMENTARY. 

l!, in order to twoid InRnit& B<lgross, it be !told that in eome coeos thoro 
is vnlidity, oven though the aublating Cognition is not ab8ont,--thon, in t-he 
Cf>SO Of tho init.it\1 Cognition 1\lso, thoro nood be no dopondol\CO upon the 
ab..,.,. of ...ol4tion; Wld in this wn.y, n.U Cognit.ions would be equally ve.lid.
(3007) 

It baa been o>rguod (by the ~tmlim.oak<a) tmdor 'J'OJ:$ 2807, thn.t-" Tt 
may be tbM there too, thore mny be nood for another I!Ublati.ng Cognit.ion in 
certn.in ..._, whore !IUSpicion might be e.roueed in the mind of tho JlCI'SOn by 
the previoua Cognition ; but thM suapicion - ftft.,. v.,.y little effort". 

The o.nawor to ~his is u follows :-

TEXTS (3008-3000). 

h mB SUDLATINO CoGNITION SETS ASIDE TKE PRROliiDLl!O COGNITION, 

BI~OAUSII ITS VALIDITY IS SELP-S!IJIJIIOIENT,-WHY SHOULD THERE 

ARLSB ANY SUSl'IO!Ol! REGARDING IT 1 WUAT COULD DE SUS· 

PBOTBD WOULD DE TIIB POSSIBILITY 011 ANOTIIIIR SIIBLATING 

COGNITION WITH SEL11'-SUII:BIOIBNT V ALIDlTY ; BUT SVOII 

A 8U8PIOION WOO.t.D Bll SRLF-OONTRADIOTOBY, AND 

OOOLD NEVBR ARISE IN REGARD TO WIIAT HAS 

BREN DULY ASOliiRTAINED.--{3008-3009) 

COMMENTARY. 

I1 the eublat.ing Cognition is one of which the validity is not cL! pendent 
upon anything olto,-tben, how could there n.rise any euspicion regarding its 
aublation,-in viow of which it is said that 1 there may bo ncod for another 
snblnt ing Cognition' I H&nce there ia olenr ~~<~lf-contradiotion-involved 

in th& atatemonta thnt ' the vo.lidity of the snblati.ng Cognition ia sol£-auffi
oient • and that ' lta sublo.t.ion is suspeot&d •.-Bocauso what is moant by 
'iudepenclenoe ', 1 soJf-auffi.cioncy ', is that it htlB bocomo un object of firm 
conviot.ion; nncl a.e a matter of fact, where thoro is firm conviction. any 
suspicion regarding it is absolutely impossible. Bocauso ..., between ' oor
tointy ' and t unoerte.inty ', one always seta aside the othor ; and • 8\l8picion •, 
as onvisa..gina: both ends, operates in the manner of 'uncertainty', 'doubt •. 
--(S008-S009) . 
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Jt has been argued (by the Mimilmsa~-a) under To:<~ 2869, that-" If, 
even after due effort at seeking for it, no other sublating Cognition is found,
on account of t.hete being no basis for it,-then no Cognition subJative of the 
first Cognition would be found, ete. etc.". 

The answer to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (30lo-30l7J. 

UNDER THE THEORY Oil' THE SELF-VALIDITY OP COGNITIONS, THE VALIDITY 

BEING ASCERTAINED BY ITSELF, WHY SHOULD AN B:FliO:RT BE MADE 

TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE Oil' A SUBUTXNG COGNITION 1-BECAUSE, 

WHEN THE V AUDITY OF A. COGNITION IS NOT DEP01ITBLY COGNISED 

BY lTSELil', ITS StrBLA.TING COGNITION IS GOT AT WITHOUT EPil'ORT. 

THus, WHY SHOULD THERE BE SAID TO. BE ' three COGNITION$ ' FOR 

TRll INVESTIGATOR 1 I N :FAOT TliXRB IS NOT ROOM POR A. SINGLE 

ONE; THE CO:t-'VIOTION REGARDING IT HAVING COME ABOUT BY ITSRLP. 

- IF IT BE HELD THAT- " EVEN 'IVHE.' NO StrBLATING COGNITION IS 

ACTUALLY FOUND, THERE ARISES SUSPICION DUE TO DOUBT; BECAUSE 

TKB n.on.-apprehen8icm OF SUBLATING COGNITION IS NO'r ALWAYS 

CONOOlUTANT WITH I TS ABSENOB n ;-THEN, UNDER THE OIBOU'ltt:

STA.NOES, WHY HAVE YOU BECOME SA.TISTIED WITH ONLY three (COG· 

NITIONS) 1 BEOA.USE, AS BEFORE, EVEN \VHEN THE StrBLATING 

COGNITION IS NOT THERE, ITS PRESENCE OOULD ALWAYS BE SUS· 

PEOTED ; AND THIS SUSPICION Oil' SUBLATION COULD NOT CEASE 

UNTIL ONE MET WITH CONFORMITY TO. EFliEOTIVE ACTION ; HEli'OE 

THE RESTRICTION TO three ONLY IS ENTIRELY Il'UTILE.-THuS THEN, 

EVEN IN A OASE WHERE NO SUBLATION HA.$ AorUALLY APPEARED, ITS 

PRESENOE OA.N ALWAYS BE SUSPECTED; SPEOIALLY AS C.~UISTRY OAN 

NEVER LEAD TO THE A.SOER<TAINMENT OF TRUTH.-EVEN THOUGH A 

:MAN )fAY HAVE HAD T.lllll UNSUBLATED COGNITION OF THE CONOH· 

SHELL AS yellow, THR<OliGHOliT HIS LDI'E, ~UOH COGNITION CAll 

NEVER BBOOME VALID.-{30l o-3017) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Validity is asoortained by itaelf, then Validity being invariably con· 
comitant with. eonviction,- where there is no C<nlvicticm, there, by iplplica· 
tion, would be Invalidity ; so that the preeenco of its sublating Cognition 
becomes secured without any effort; hence any oftort to p~:ove the existence 
of the said subls.ting Cognition would be futile. So that there is no room 
for even a. single Cognition on the part of the investigator; what to say of 
three 1 Hence when it is said that ' the Cognition of the investigator doeo 
not proceed beyond three •, it is something entirely irrelevant. This is what 
is poinkd out in the T~ beginning with tile word ' Ala(>' (T~ 3012). 

The following might be urged- " The absence of tho sublating Cognition 
cannot bo ascertained by mere non-a.pprehonsion of it ; b&cause even when a. 
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thing is exiAtent, it is not apprehfo.ncled if it hapfl'C'UK to be ~'<"mote, or vtyry 
smNI, or hidden; tCO that. non--u:i&!ence is not invariably coucomitn..nt ""'ilh 
1IOPWIP1•rthcn.tio" ; hence it. he that effort ig mudo for llNVing tlmt. Utero is 
no )1\lbl•tintt Cognition n. 

J[ ttult i8 t~O, th(:n p1oa..o;e givo up the idoa O( 1\1\Y •uoh 1'08t.rlclion M that 
' t.ho inVOfltiptor tehould havo only lhru Oognitions'; beot\1~XU, ns in tlto 
ca!'6 of tho fl.nJt Cognition, Mo in nil other CognitionH, tho pm~unoo of .-ubltttion 
would btl•u•Jl'Kitod; until tho CogniLion of tho fruit (r<JOult) ol tho Cognition 
hRB oppoarod,-how ct\n the sURpicion of sullJot.ion bo provonted, in viAw of 
whioh, thore could bo t.ho regt.rict-ion of t},e number of Cog.tlitionR to tl•ret 
only ! Unloee thoro is proof for it, mere proolnmo.tion CM_not bring about 
the OOAAaLion of eUBJ)icion in the minds of intolligent men. lkcmlflo the 
whole invoetignLion regarding Co'l(llitions proooodo on tho ba•i• olr<>al thin&" ; 
and what hM beM atarted is not mer~~ C....ui•try, whoreby only a le'v 
CognitioM aro oxrunined. 

If the validity ol Cognitiona restod upon tho limitation ol tbo in,·estigation 
to thru Oognitiona only,-then in tho....., of men whn havo au.flerod !rom tbo 
jaundiced eyo thtoughout thoir life, aa tho cooeh·abell ,. always oognieod 88 

yellow,-thot Cognition would btl quito valid.-(SO!C)-.3017) 

Tbo following qucetion ntight be raised :-It the Cognition is invalid, 
how is it that the ~ublation of it does not appoor alter tlm inv..,tigntion of the 
thru Oognit.ions r-'l'hc answt'r may be that, bocauso it does uoe appon.r, 
thorofore it is concluded thnt it does not exisd,.-~['ho onswrr t.o tbis ia as 
follows:-

TEXT (3018). 

I T IS JUST l'OSSI8LB THAT T1IJI SUllt.A'UNG 000NITION DOE.~ NOT Al'rUR 

ll.ltOAUSII THE OAUSJI 01' TBll REMOVAL 011 THJI DIU'BOT IS NOT 

.A.VJ.ILAJILB, OB llBO.AUSB Olr SOXB OTUlllt REASON; 

II8NOB 1'HB SUSPICXON llllOARDINO TRB POSSI· 

lliLITY 01' ITS BBING 'I'Bl!IU! DO.S NOT 

CE..sE.-(3018) 

COMMENTAJW. 

• Oau.o• of the romo...U of the dtfed ·-wh M thn dropping ol tho juico 
of tl1o Dr07)4.jWIJ!flr into tl>n oyoe (which cur011 tho jaundice) ;- whon no Sllch 
romedy i.8 rw~llablo, tho Cognition sublntjng Lho Cognit.iou of ycUOWilU.• in 
tho conch·Rholl do(lO not nppoar. 

' Ot> beoaUH of some otlteT reason ' ;-for ina.tanoo, whon Jooking at t.ha ro- of mirago and mistaking it for wa.tcr, il ono do<'l Mt movo up to it, 
tho corroclivc Cognition envisaging tbo saudy docort aa diBt.ingui&hro fl•om 
water dOCOI not oppoar.-(3018) 
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It has boon urgued by ~he Mimll,....k<a under Tezs 2872, that--" If the 
llllln, ~hrough stupidity, •hould imagine the existenoa of tbo lllblating Cogni
tion.. eve1\ when nono hM co1ne about, he would be beset with doubts in all 
his deaUnga. eto. et.o.,. 

The answer to this ill as follow. :-

'f.EXTS (3019-3021). 

'fHUS, EVEN WHI'JRB TlUJ SO'Sl'lOION (OF SIIDLAT10N) IS DUll TO STU.l'IDITY, 

'EHERil lli ALWAYS SOME OBOUND JIOR lT ; WR&N 1'RlUU! IS COONI'l'lON 

OF THB PBRPROTNJ>SS OF TlUI OAUSB AND THAT O:r OONFORMITY TO 

EEAL1TY, THlmB AlUSl!S NO 8VSl'lOION IN TlUl MIND OF THE WISE. 

SO THAT HE DOES NOT BBOOl!U: BES'&T WITH DOUBT n< ALL HIS 

DBALINOS : AS HIS Mil<D HAS BEOOMJI FREE PROM DOIIDT, ON 

TIUI C OONITION Oil THE SAlO PERIIE<n'NESS AND OONTORMITY. 

-'fp EVEN AFTER TlUS, A "g()()LI811 MAN :INTERTAUIS 511$

PlOIONS,-lT lS IN Rlll'El<BNO:I TO SUOlt A PliRSON 

THAT THE SUSl'lOIOUS OHARA.OT!l& SEJllblS TO UAVE 

BEEN DEP1t£0A'l'ED BY 1X& UNBORN 0 N:B (L" 
THE BluzgavadgUal.--{3019-3021) 

COMMENTARY. 

h has beon oxpla.ine<l that all doubt and sUHpicion C0!\.'!6 when the 
perfect obaract.er of the ca.Ulle, and conformity with reality h&vo become 
perceivod. 

It has boon (W;6r ted by tbo Jlfi~, under Tezs 2873, that-" Sus
piciowmoos has boon deprecated by V a.udlva, eto. etc." .-What the person 
making this .....,.lion has shown by this ill only bill own devotion to t.ho 
Rhakli-cull, not the real state of things. A more ......,..Uon, without reasons, 
does not c~rry conviction regarcUog th& roul state of things, to any intelligent 
person wboee mind has ri.oen ahovo the nor.,.J. 

Tbe words of Va.udlw (that h&ve been quoted) wore pronount't!d in 
nn entirely different cont;oxt, aud 0.1'6 not iucornpaUblo with our view o f things. 
-This ia wh&t ill shown by tho word&-' lj, .,.n afltT lhil, tk. U<:.'- ' Af~<r 
lhil '-i.o. after having perceived the r-Jidnu. oflk """'" and al.oo con
formity U) rea:lity,-one,-like yourseU,-entert.e.ina euspicions,-o.e MHerted 
(under T""" 2834) th&t--' the corroboration of the corroboration nii!O h&• 
to be sought for' ,-..eh liWipicioua ebaractec is what ap~ to have boon 
depr$C&ted by tho 'Unborn One '-V~u.-(3019-3021) 

n has boon argued by the Mim4mocl.l:o, under Tus 2874, tbat-" When, 
in regard to a Oog.li.tion, a oorlo&in sublation is possible,-<~,nd, on being 
sought for, is not found,-then in regard to th&t Cognition,' it hQII to be 
concluded tbs.t. there is no aublat.lon at all ". 

Tbo answer to this ill as !ono,.. :-

39 
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TEXTS (3022-3023). 

lJr TKB ASCERT.UNMJINT OB VALIDITY 18 DBP&NJJIINT UPON Tllll EXIGENCIES 

01" PLAOB, TIMB, TUB MAN' AN"D TJIB· CLRO'UMSTANOES,-lT IS CLEAR 

TllAT TKE DEFL'<ITR 0ooNITlON 01' VALIDITY IS DEPENDENT 

UPON &XTRAli&OIIS OAITSRS. FOR U<STANOE, TRE PLACE 

.0..."'1) TJMJI HAVU<O BBBN ASOBRTAJN£0 'OfJIOOGH THE 

AlSB!riCE 0 1' SlTBLATlON, TRB A8CE.BTAlNMJUiT OY 

Till! VALIDITY 0' THE INITIAL CooNI'l'lON 

CLEARLY I'OLLOW~ J'ROM OTHER 

?llZANS 011 CooNITlON.-{3022-

3023) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this the Author pointo ou~ ~ho oclf-coutro.cliction involved in the 
po!!ilion of ~he othor Jl"rty.-For in•taooo, if the Cognition of validity i• 
held to be do(M>ndent upon t.ho exignnei08 of place, timP, tlto mau and tlte 
attendant circumatancos,-thon i t ia c1oatly tneunt t.hnt. tho vnlidity j" due 
to extl'anoous e&ll808 i bec:l\\lKC n~t ro~tu.r<Lt pl6cc, t.i.no, otc., when it iN usoert..a.iued 
by moonR of other Moans of Cognition, thnt thoro iA no 8\tblation,-it follows 
that iho initial-first--Cognition ie vaJld ;-when this viow l1u boon acoopt&d, 
how co.n ono avoid t.ho con\1lu~tiun tlmt tho vu lidity of CognitionH is duo to 
oxtraneou• cuUJ<eo ! SIU'()Iy ~h<> ab•enoe of wbl<Uion oan be ""cert.c.inod only 
by other M&aM ol Cognition. Under the view that the validity of Cogni
tion is inherent in it, all Cognit.ioruJ would htwo to oo regnrd~d M valid; 
in ordor to avoid this contingency, you will havo to 1181;<lr~ that 'lelf·ruffr.c~n/. 
validity bolongtt ottly to thut Cognition of which thoro U. no •ublation ' ;
&nd thi• ab.oenco of 8Ubl<Ui<m cannot bo cognil!od by moro non-.-pprohu"'iun ; 
as such & conclusion would bo wrong ; 11oncc the Haid nbfroneo can bo 
aseertained only by the non-approbon•ion of that wlucb would bavo been 
apprehended (if it oxiaWd); no i t i• only thi• thM i• invariably concomitm1t 
with 'abflence of aublation'; and thie 'uon~approbension of wJwt would 
have been apprehended' cann<>t 00 any other than that which folloWl! from 
tho Cognition of its oonlormity with -lity ;-o that it would mee.n tbo 
aooeptanoe ol tb6 viow thet certainty rotating to valicli~y can be obtained 
through other M"""" of Cognit.ion ; (&nd tltia would be coutrvy to your 
doctrine of the Nlf·validity ol Cognit.iollll).-(3022-3023) 

It has been arg\wd by the other rarty, und6r Peu 2882, that-" In 
such d...~ .,. dobtA, .. butwoon two pout.ioo, while tbe plaintill makes 
only ono statement, the dolen~nt mak08 two, [benoe there need be tb6 
following up of only thru Cognit.iollt) ". 

The aoawer to thia ia aa loUoW1 :-

I 
I . 
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TEXTS (3024--3026). 

As :aEGA~tDs JJEALINos I'IEGARDINo DEllT, :&To. wrucH ADbUT o» ONLY 

!hree STATE~IENTS,---"l'HIS CONDITION (OF THREE STATEMENTS) IS Al'l'LI

OABLE TO TIIOSE CASES ONLY, AND SHOULD NOT JlB OlTED IN CON· 

NECTION WITH V a.lidity.-IN THOSE OASES, •r)'n! TWO DlSl'UTANTS 

MAKE STATEUENTS ON BEOALLINO THINGS TO THEIR ME~IOIW, 

AND DO NOT FIND TIME TO MAKE A CAREFUL SCRUTINY o·· 
THINGS. As REGARDs TIIE VALIDITY 011 C ooNrTIONS HOW-

EVER., THUiOS HAV-"l ClOT TO B£ DETERMINED IN REGARD 

l'O THE REAL STATE OF TlilNOS,-AND NOT BY h!ERE 

CASUISTRY. HENCE Tllll D:&ALINGS TliAT HAVE 

BEEN OITED <I.RE NOT ANALOGOUS TO Tl!ll SllllJEOT 

li:NDER CONSIDERATION. -(3024-3026) 

COMMENTARY. 

Th<> exac~ position regarding the validity of Cognitions, which is related 
to t he real nnt-uro of things, fort:ru:J the suhjeet:. under conEJideration ; while 
the transactions relating to Debt, otc. consist in Cn.suiKtry n.nd are relat&d to 
Conventions made by the mere whims of men ; the citing o f these tranaaetions 
therefore only ~hows your igooranoe of tbo t;ubject und"r comtidoration.
{3024-3026) 

It ho.s been assorted under Pe2:t 2884, that--Hit is for this ~me reason 
that Deities nre called Tri-satya {Tbroe·truth) ". 

The answer to this m t\..'i followa :-

TEXT (3027). 

THE PACT OF THE DEITIES BEING CALLEV 'TRISATYA ' CANNOT LIMD TO 

ANY CERTAINTY (REOARVING VALI.DITY) ; IN FACT, IF THIS 

CERTAINTY DOES NOT FOLLOW FROM THE VERY 111BS1:' 

(STATEWINT), IT CANNOT FOLLOW IIROM 

OTBERS.-(3027) 

COMMENTARY. 

'From tht fir& '- i.e. from the first stAotement ;-if tho oorttllinty due~ 
oot follow,-thcn that certainty cannot follow from. otll.tr~-·i.b. rron1 the two 
statement& coming later on.-(3027) 

The sc.me idea is further elucidated :-
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TEXT (3028). 

!NASMUCII AS TKE LATER TWO STATE.>IJISTS ARE OP Tlll! SAME TWO MEN,

IY 'l'KERE IS NO OONl'fD:ZNOE IN THE FIBST ONll, WHAT 

PE011LIA1UTY IS 'I'IUU\E IN THll OTKER TWO (WIDCH 

!oU.KBS 'IXJ:X K ORE TlUJSTWOII'I'RY) ! 

-(3028) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Law '-i.e. &ppeering at a l&ter time. 
• No ccnfidcnct '-no certainty of conviction. 
• Inlhc oiJIU I1DO '-The two other thM> the first, i.e. the two ooming at 

a !"tor time. 
The ml:l.n who makoa one, Rnd nlso l,wo, falxo MtAtomonts,-why should 

be not make a third fa!'"' •t.owmont I Who is thoro to prevent him doing 
it-by virtue of which oonviotioo •houltl r08olt from IJm third !-(3028) 

It 111\11 boon """erted, in 'I'e:rJ 2885, that.-" undor the vi•w of self. 
validity, there i• no Infinite Re[!tOBS, tlW. ow.". 

The &n.wer to thl!J is U/1 lollews :-

T£X'l' (3020) . 

THUS, J.N ACCORIJANOE WITH TlUll l.UlASONINC SET l"ORTH PRJ'JVlOVSLY, 

THER.II IS lNNUflT& REOBIJSS UIVOLVliD VNl)JIR YOUR VIEW 

ALSO. AND VAUDlTY AJ<l) INVALIDITY BEMAL'< AS 

THEY ARE IN REALITY.-(3029) 

COM1\JENTARY. 

• Thorea«ming.Uforllo~wly '-i.e. tbeoneaetfortb under Te:>:t 3004 
"WJ.-{3029) 

U has been argued undor 'I'm 2886 that.-" tho Word that ia eternal or 
proceeds from a tru.tworthy peroon d- not become vitiated by tll<> defect& 
of tbe bearer or the tpellker " . 

Tbe 8ll11Wer to tlliJI i• aa folio,... :-

l 
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TEXTS (3030-3031 ). 

Tm: ETE&l<AL WoaD HAIIllEEN DISCARDED BY us PRRVJOUSLY n; DETAIL. 

UNDlm YOUR VTEW, 'l'lJEWE 1.'1 NO TRUSTWORTHY Pl'JRSON lWTffiELY 

FREE FROM ALL DEIIEOTS ; AND HOW CAN A l'BRSON Dll 'TRUST· 

WO&'l'HY ' , WON TilE MASS OF ms IONORANOB HAS NOT 

BEEN DISPELLED 1 BECAUSE ON THE PRESBNOII 011 

THE DEPF-oTS, IT 18 ALWAYS OPEN TO SUSPICION' 

'I'IIA.T HIS WORD KAY BB PALSE.-{3030·3031) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Preonowlly '-i.e. under the Ohapter on • The Revoe.led Word', the 
idea. of the ' Eternal Word ' hM been refuted in detail ; and when its very 
exiatence is not admitted, how could thcro be any invOBtigation regarding its 
aelf-llttfficiont V81idity I 

All rogard9 the • trustworthy person ',-no auch por•on is admitted by 
tho Mimdm.saka him•elf; any work written by him also becomee inodmii!Siblo. 
BomuAO, it a man has hnd a.ll the dofoets,-Love, Hate, eto.-which are the 
oourco of untruth,-oompletely dOBtruyed, then alone he ean be rogorded as 
' trustworthy'; otherwis&, how oould trwlt.OOf'tlainu.t be accoptod in ~be cue of 
a man whose mind is beset with the sourcee of untruth, in the shape of 
Love, Bate &nd other defects I And you, Mim6,....kcu, do not admit of 
any ouch person "" hu oomplotoly aheken off the entanglements of Lhe 
• Afflictions' (Defects); hence there can be no 1 word of the tru8tworthy 
pel'l!on • for you.-(3030·3031) 

'!'hen a.galn, granting tho.t there iR a. ' trustworthy pcrao11' ; oven so 
nny ' word' (assertion) of auoh o. person cannot be so.id to be known.
Thia ia what iA pointed out in tho following:-

TEXTS (3032-3034). 

EVBN THOU OR SUCH A ''mi18TWOR't:RY PERSON ' KA Y BB BOBN,-WHO 

OOULD OOME TO KNOW Olr TRB HOST OP HIS GOOD Ql1.o.LITIZS, AND 

'I'.IDIBBBY RAVE OO:h'YID:IIN'OB m TBE WORDS 01' SUCH A TRUSTWORTHY 

PERSON !-lP THER.lll \VERB SOME ONE WITH 811PIIRNORMAL 

VISION WHO OOULD l'BIIOEIVE HIS EXOJILLI!JNT Ql1ALITLES,

-WRAT USB OO'OLD SI10H A PERSON IIAVB POR ANY 'WORDS 

Oi' THE TRUSTWORTHY l'lmSON ' ! BEOA17SE lll!l WO'OLD 

nnrs:BLll KNOW .ALL TBIN'OS, IN'DEPBNDBNTLY 011' ALL 

ASSERTION'S. A8 J'OR .L"<Y OTB:ER P li>RSON, A.8 KB 

0011LD NOT JtBOOO.NIS:B 'rHB ' TRUSTWORTHY PE&SON ', 

BJ1 OO'OLD NEVE& LliAIL'<' OP 'n!XN'09 l'llOX 

HIS WORDS. -{3032-3034) 

OOMMENTAltY. 

Unless i t has been found who the 'trust\vorthy pert~on' is, it cannot be 
ll8certl\ined wh&t is ' tb& word of the trustworthy pcr&e>n ' ; o.nd it i.8 not 
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poAAibl& to f'ind ont who iA t.ho 4 truAtworthy p6rROn • ; hcco.use the man who 
hAA got ricl of all hi• • Aftliction• and defect. 'and who i• capable of poroeiving 
ouperseruruouo Oungo m•y bt oblo to recognise lhe ' trustworthy penon ' ; 
but the word of •uch a trustworthy person can twli'Vo no useful purpooe for 
ouch a man, M ho would h im .. lf he ablo to perceive all things and M •uch 
won1d not depend, £or hiA activity, upon tho ' truAtworthy pol'ftOil • ; honoo 
tho reoognition ol !IUch a poroon would oo of no u•e to him. A• for ot.hor 
ordinary men, wbOtle vision is limitod, t.hoy cnnnot recognise the 'tru•t"orthy 
peroon • ; and h<moe tbey '"mnot loam anything from the wordo of such n 
peroon; aa th- could he no eortainty about it.-(SOU-3034) 

It ha• boon nsserted by the other P<>rty, under 'l't:t! 2887, that~ 
"Teacho,. and Fcllow•At\ldenb! help to prevent mutilation• in tho Eternal 
'Vord, oto.. eto.". 

The anower to this is M followo :-

TEXT (3035). 

UNDElt THE THllOltY OF' SIILll"·VAI.!DITY ', THE OflRTAlNTY OOlmR AliOUT 

PRO)! TRII llffiTH OF TilE COO NIT! ON I'NIRLl! ; lmNOII TI!ERII OA N 

BB NO ' MUTILA:rJON' ; WHAT TJIB.N IS THBRB TO UB 

PREVl:NTliO !-(3035) 

CO!IIMENTARY. 

'NiihchayqjtU1'14/) '-on necount o£ certainty ho.ving como n.bout..
Otherwise, if the O<ll"tninty did not eomo about from tho Cognition it'Ollf,
thon lhe doct.rine of 'solf·Vftlidity • would be done &w<>y with.-(3036) 

It hM been MSerted, undor 'l'm 2888 thet.-" the MSOrtion doeo not 
become vitiatod by the defect3 which arc wardocl off by the txoellenoo of the 
Teooher, oto.. ot.o. ". 

The anRwt~r to t.his is AA followR :-

TEXT (3036). 

h- IS T8UZ TRAT THE AS.~llRTION JS NOT VlTIATIID B\' TlTfl DIIFEOTS, 

WKIOB ARB WARORD OPF BY 'l'UE RXOELLENO.ES j BUT AS THlUtE OAN 

RR NO OBRTAINTY ltP.OARDTNO THE BXOllt.t.ENOF.R, TR:ERJ: OAN 

BR NO OKRTAINTV RllOARDTNU 'l'ltll SAil> FACT (01> NOT 

BBINO VITIATED).-(3036) 

COMMENTARY. 

It may be t.M1• th~t the .....-tion of highly qualifiod men io not vitiated 
by defoclll, theole latter beinJl w&rded off by the exoollences ; but. oven 80, 
inasmuch "" the excellenOM ~t in the ' chain ' of other pereono ia 

I 

I 

' 
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beyond the reach of tho ""Jll!OA, there c..n be no certainty regarding it; and 
in the abf;ence of •neh oerteinty, the>-e can be no oerteinty regarding the 
l\88ertion of the qualified peroon ; and whl\t hM not been duly Mcertaimd 
o.nnnot, be Mlf·sufficicnt in itA vnlidity.- (3036) 

It hAA boon Rrgned by the other patty in Teo:t 2888, that-" M there io 
no mRker (compol\flr), there could be no defects, for which there wollld be no 
receptacle " . 

The an.cm-e.r to thiA is as follows:-

TEXT (3037). 

THE IDEA THAT THE 'JVrERNAL WORD' IS WITHOUT A 'MAltBR' HAS 

BEBN ALRliADY RliPUTED; OONSEQUENTLY IT CANNOT BE RIGHT 

THAT u TI[£B.E BEI'NG NO HAltER, T'JtBllB C011LD BE NO DEVBOTS, 

FOR WRIOR TJUilRE WOULD BE NO IU'Ol!PTAOLE. "-(3037) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Already •-,md<>r th~ obapter on the • Revealed Word '.- (3037) 

It hM been tvgllod under T""' 2889, that-" in the cas<> of the ...,.rnon 
of trn•tworthy personA, two fnotA have been perceived-the &b!ence of 
rlefoot.a and the pre...noe of exoelleoees ; nnd it hM alreRdy boon ohown how 
validity cannot be duo to the M:oellenoeo ". 

The answar to this i.-: a_q follows :-

TEXTS (3038.3039). 

HOW VALIDITY CAN BE Dtnl TO IIXOELLEII0:£8 HAS BEEN ALREADY 

EXl'L.UNED ; AND SO LONG AS THE EXOELLENC:£8 ARE NOT RECOGNISED, 

Tlm AllSENOE 011' DEFECTS OANNOT BE l'EROEIVED.-TRUS TKJ:N, 

TT CANNOT BE BIGHT TlUT THE ASSERTION, VALID BY ITS:&L'E', 

IS INDICATED BY TH11 ABSliNOB 01' D1tii'EOTS ; IIBOA USE, 

NOT BEING OOGNISED, THE absenu of aefttU 0.&.'<· 

NOT SlllRVJl AS AN !NDIOATOR.-(3038·3039) 

COMMENTARY. 

'RM bun ozplain«l'-under T<= 2988. 
It has been 885erted above (2890) that-" the aasertioo, ,.,.lid by itaolf, 

is indiCI\tod by the nbenoee of defecM " .-This is not right; b<ocauoe 
exoellonoee are beyond the """'h of the Ml\8011, and when they eanoot be 
eognieed. the ol>Hnu of dof«U aloo, which oonsiata in the~ of~. 
cannot be notir.ed.-'rhis is what is &o.id in t,he wor&.-' '!'he ~ of 
tkje<U "'"""" .....,. M on indiC<Uor • ; that is, it oonoot serve the purpot~e of 
indicating the validity ; beeaueo it iB iteelf uncognia«<.-{3038·3039) 
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The foDowing Pm M.owR 1hat what iM it.seU unknown eannot serve M nn 
indicator :-

TEXTfi (3040-3041 ). 

UNUS., PEOPLII XNOW TB11 IJi<:k, Tli1!Y CANNOT HAVE ANY IDEA 011 TJOt 

stick-holder. THUs TB1I IDEA 011 THE 'smu-vALI:DITY' BIIINO 

INDICATED BY the tW8t!IU of /kftets BECOMES DISOARD:&D BY 

RELF·CONTRADIOTION.-THE t:ib4tnU of ikftd8 OA.l< QUALil'Y 

THE 'WORD ' ONLY WRI!ll ASCBRTAINliD BY TlfAT 

JIIliANS oF CoGNITION wmon CONSISTS Oil' NON· 

APPRERENSION ; AND IN THIS WAY VALIDITY OF 

A COGNITION WOliLD BR DUE TO SOMR-

1'Rli<O I!XTRANROUS TO lTSBLP.-

(3040-3041) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, ~nee of tkfW. may bo " qnaliOc~tion; but even so, tho 
objection remniM,-M there i8 possibility of self -contro.diction. For inJJt&nee. 
if V~idity is indiCAted 11.nd qualified by U•e al>mw of tkftcU, then it would 
eleorly menn that Validity i• e:t1mnt011•; 1\nd lhia would go aga.in8f, and 
IDJJcard the asaottion that Vn1idity jA inJt~rent.. 

This Mmo idea ia further elnrified in th~ words-' IM able""" of li•fW.• 
can i]IJ4lif'll, .u. uc.• .-Il the obmw of tkfecu i• oocertainod through th~ 
MeaM of Cognitjon known M 'Non-Apprehension '. t·hM Alone it ocmld 
serve t\1\ a qualification (and &n indicator) ; beca\1M) \vha.t is not ascf'lrtained 
en.nnot Rerve o.11 a qua-lificn.tion ; and thoro is no other Metma of Cognition 
t~t could bring about the eem.in Cognition of the abotnu (of defect8) ;
CODII6q\leJ>tly iL beoomea clearly ~ that the Validity of the Cognition 
followo from Non-apprebenoion, which is •omothing diff•r<'nt from j.ho 
Cognition itsolf.-(8040-300) 

It hBB been argued by the otb<lr porty, undor the P""' 2893, tl"'lr
"while the exeellenees are lhM'I, thero doe<~ not appear a.ny Cognition of the 
defect.A of the man ". 

The IU\Swer to thia i• aa followo :-

TEXT (3M2). 

EVEN WREN Tlll!l EXOJU.LI!NOES ARE TllllRR, 'I'RR Coolll'l10N Ol' THE 

DEJIECTS or TRE MAN DO APPEAll. Ill' TBElt111S NON•OOGNITION 

OP EXOI!LLENOES, HOW CAN TlfiiRE llE ANY COONJTIOI< 

OF TKE ARSlllNOR OF DBJ'EOTS 1-{3042) 

Tf, while the exceUenceo are thoro, there onn be no Cognition of the 
de.leo~ (of the Man), then,- the e~ellencee, lying within the • ch6in' 

I 

' 
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of another person, and hence beyond the $enses, would not bo eognised,
thel'$ could he no certeinty rogo.rding the absence of d~fecu ; as the ' o.bsence 
of defects ' consists in the 'presence of excellences ' ; and unless there is 
Cognit,ion of the p.lace devoid of tl1o .Ta,., there can be no Cognition of the 
ab•"""" of tlu Jat.-(3042) 

Th~ same idea is further clarified-

TEXT (3043). 

DE'F:ECTB,-IN THE SlUI'E OF HATE, DELUSION AND THE LtKE-AlU'l SET 

ASIDE BY EXCELLENCBS,-IN THE SIIAI'E OP ll:lNDNlJ:SS, WISDO>t AND 

SO FORTH; CONSEQUENTLY, IF THERE IS NO CERTAINTY REGABD· 

ING THESE LATTER-kindness, E'OO.-HOW CAN THERE BE 

ANY CoGNITION OF THE ABSENCE OF THOSE 

(DEFEOTS)?--{3043) 

COMMENTARY. 

'T~' 'of those '-i.e. o f the Defects.- (8043) 

Kumilrila has arg>1ed as follows:-" At the time (of tho Cognition of the 
absence of defects) the excellences do not function on being themselvM 
cognicted ; in fact, it iA by mere presence that they help in tho eogniAing 
of t.he absence of defects ".- [Shlokavattika I. I. 2; 67.] 

This is t.he objection sot for th in tho following :-

TEXT (3044). 

"AT THE TIME (OF THE COGNITION OF T!IE A:SSENCE 011 DEFECTS), Tlill 

EXCEJ..:LENCES DO NOT IIUNOTION ON :SIIINO THEMSIILVES COO· 

NISED ; IN FAOT, IT IS 'BY MERE PRESENOII TIIAT THI!lY 

HELP IN THE ooomsma 011 THE Abse?U:e 
of Defects."-[ Shlokaviittikil l. l. 2 ; 

67). -(3044) 

COMMENTARY. 

' They help '-they help towards b<inging a.bo\lt the certeinty rega.rd· 
ing the absence of defect.ll.-(3044) 

The a.nswer to the above ie "" follows :-
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l P IT WEIIJ: SO, TH11N, TIIllliE W017LD BE NO (a) DOUBT, NOR (b)WRONO 

Coo~'lTION {lfiSCO:NOEPTION),-IN THB OAS>: 011 TUB PEIISON 

RECOONJSflD AS 'TRUS'i'WORTRY '-IN THE SHAPE OF (a) 'ARE 

Tlll!R>l DBFECTS IN TJfiS PERSON OR NOT 1 ',AND (b) 'TIIB'BB 

art DllJ'ECl'S IN liDt '. M'D YET TJJB&E ARB SUCH 

DOUBT AND WRONG COGNITION IN SOME Mlil:N : 

UNTIL IT IS RECOGNlS>lD THAT liE IS TIIB 

RECEPTACLE 011 EXCELLENCJtS.

(3045-3046) 

COMMENTARY. 

I!, in bringing "bout certainty regwding the .W..nco of d<juu. excellences 
funeuonod by their more p1'8116noo,-then in the ea. 'I& of the penoon recognised 
aa 'trustworthy •, no ono could have any Doubt. or Miaeonooption in rejpll'd 
to the .W....... of d4ju:u; ""both these \rill havo I>Mn bArnld by the eert.o.inty. 
-And yet oucb is not the ....., ; so long aa the oortninty relating to the 
p..-nco of the exccllenCM doeo not come about.,-th~re oertninly do appear 
Doubt nnd Mil<lonccption regarding the .W....... of d•fecu. Hence it. folio"" 
that. the oxeollenooa are not. operative by thoir mo..,. pr-nr..,,-(3045·3046) 

TEXT (3047). 

b THE'RB WRRR CllRTAINTY REOARD1NO TilE SEL1l'-VAL1DITY (011 COONI· 

TIONS) BVBN WHEN TIDlRE JS NO COGNITION 011 TilE ABSE!<CB 

011 DBE'EOTS,-'I'HEN, IN RBOAIID TO TnE 8PBABBR, 

Tln:BB COULD NOT BB 1'B'II 'CONTRARY Coo-

NlTION ' SPOKPS OF ABOVE (mmER 

3046).-{31147) 

OOMMEl\'TARY. 

It ltUght bo argued tbet.-"<' The rucoellen..., may not be operative 
towards the bringing about of the eortninty "'garding tbo aboenoe of delect.o ; 
eV8n •o, from tho unoortain absence of defaet.s thoro would follow the 
certa.lnt.y rogo.rdi.ng vo.lidity ".-This also cannot bo right; &9 in that caso, 
as before, thoro eould be no divoraity of opinion in rogard to t.ho apeaker 
recogniiJO<I as 1 trustwo1·thy '. B&e&use when thet~e ie certainty regarding 
the oelt-vnlidity of tho assertion,-thero can bono ouolt not.ioruo in regard to 
the person mnking that OI!Sertion, a&-' is he telling Ute truth or not,-or 
is he not telling the truth at all ! '-The term 'vimali • (confaoary Cognition) 
here stand.s for Doubt and Misoon.eeplion; ' vimat' ' being • mati ', notion, 
that ia • contrary 1 

; and as Doubt envl&o.ges both the extremes, it ea.n 
be regarded &a ' ocnt.rary ' .--{30t7) 

' 

I 
•• 

i 
i 

• • 
• 
' I 
I 
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Kumiin74 haA again arguod as folio,.,_" ThWI the&, from o>:cellonees 
follows the nho;enco of defeet&,- lrom this absence, foliOWll tho absence of the 
two forms of Invalid Cognition i consequently the genorR-1 1Mv rcmn.i.M 
tmdnniod ", and so forth.-{Sl•l<>moortika 1. l. 2 ; 65]. 

·rhhc nl~o cannot ho right, when t.hero iR tlO r.e.rtninty resrArdinl% tho 
fll!l•mce of rltft.<:lS.-Thi• i• whM i• pointod out in the followin~ :-

TEXTS (3048-3049). 

Wm:N THBRE IS NO COONITtON 011 THE ab8enu of ikftd4, HOW COULD 

THERE BE A!-.'Y COON11'ION 011 TIB aboenu of tk two kiti<U of /1walid 
Cognuion,-noM wrnCH TRE mmTAJNTY noABDTNo v AUDITY 

COULD BE DEDUCED 1-AND ttl, EVBN WHEN TITIIRE IS NO 

COGNITION OJI THE ADSENOE OF THE TWO ltJNDS OF 

INV At.ID COGNITION, THE Self· V alitZity (OF TH'II 

COGNITION) WERJI OOONTSED,-THIIN, AS 

BIIFO:Rll, Tltllllll WOULD BB NO DOUIIT 

Olt i\{JSOONOBPTION AT ALL.-

(3048-3049) 

COMMENTARY. 

If thoro eamo ahollt n Cognition froo from the Doubt ond ?>fuconception, 
which are • contrary ' to that Oognition,-then that Cognition should be 
valid ; othcrwi,;e, if the matter were beset with tht\ contrary notions, how 
could tbo general lo.w como in at all t Baeauso the two contro.ry notions, 
Doubt nnrl J\lioconcoption, nro efJ•ot& of defects; hence thoro can be no 
061 tainty regarding tho absence of thesa oontr&ry notions, uniC88 there ill 
cert&.inty regarding the absence of dofccta. 

''I'M. ab~ of IN. two kintU of Inualid Cognition '-i.e. the ebR&nco of 
Doubt and ?>fuconception.-(30t8·3Gt9) 

Tbo following T<%1 pointA out tho • contrnry Oognitinn • :-

TEXT (8000). 

(TilE OONTRA:RY COGNITION BEING IN THE FO:RM)-(a) 1 Is JUS ASSBRTJON 

TRl1ll OR UNTRUE 1 ' (DOUBT), -oR (b) 'IT IS ADSOt.UTFJLY UNTRUE ' 

(MISOONOEPTION); ('l'l!li:Sll WOULD BEl ' OONTIURY ') BECAUSE 

THEBII IS TB11 OllltTATNTY THAT ALL CooNITfONS A:RE 

VA.LTD BY Tlll!)ISBLVBS.-{3050) 

COMMENTARY. 

So far it has hoen oxplalncd that the ab""" of d•J•d• and other condi· 
tiona do not, by their more pre.~nce, help in the bringing nhout of the 
ocrtninty regarding Validity; now the Aut.hor proooods to explain in detail 
t hRt if the certainty regarding the saicl A~ oj Dojecu were essentilll , 
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then (<>) tl>o validity would be 6Xtraneollb, and (b) tbeore would be an 
Tnflnito lle~ :-

TEXT (3051). 

FOR 'MtE ABOVB REASONS, IT IS .>.BSOLUTELY Nl!OESSARY THAT 'l'RERE 

SROULO BE O&l'INITE COGNITION OF ALL TRE TRRBE :fACTORS-

(!) ABSENCE 01! DEBEOTS, (2) Al!SBNOE 01' INVALID 

0oONITION$ AND (3) PRESENOII OP 

EXOELLENCES.-{3051) 

OOM?>IENTARY. 

( I ) Ab8on0t1 of defoota, (2) ab.'lence of the two kind• of Invalid Cognition 
(Doubt and Mioconception), nnd (3) the pre<W>noo of ~xcellen-,-tJte Cogni· 
tion-eertainty-of o.U theoG must be o.dmitt.ed. Othel'\•oee, tht>t;~ could be 
no oortainty rogru-ding Validity, as hM been oxph•ined al....ady.-(3051) 

QuuliO» .~"If tlte definite Cognition of th- th:M io not o.dmitted, 
what then f " 

TEXT (3052). 

J_~ R!OA&D TO ALL THESE, THERE WOULD BE 'l'ltF. TW(). POSSJ111LITIES-IS 

TUE COGNITION OF TRESE VALID OR INVALID t How THEN 

WllAT IS ITSELJ1 INVALID 11E A FACTOR IN Tml 

ASOBRTAJNMENT OF VALIDITY 1-{30Jl2) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 01){1tlitiM of tho sa.id thrE>O fi\Ctol'fl, which is rogo.rde<l M" factor in 
Validity,- iJ! it valid or invalid !-These are the two nlternativeo possible.
U it is involid, tbon it ooonot form po.rt of t1\o oorteinty rognroing volidity,
-M it ia ite6lf invu.lid; if the witn011 (ovidenoo) haa been regarded as 
un~utworthy, 1><- eo.nnot help in the W...iaion Mgnrding tbe m&trer 
under diJ!pute.-(3052) 

TEXTS (3053-3054). 

(IJ' TltB SAfD Coo~"l'I'ION IS mli4, 'l'Bl:N] ITS CERTAINTY ltEOA&DING ITS 

VALIDITY OOtiLO BB l'OSSmLI! Ol>lLY 11' V ALfDITY WBBB IIXTBAllliOUS.

How AGAIN IS IT ASOEI\TAINRD THAT THE SAID COGNITION (OF THE 

TUBEJ! l'AOX'OR.,) I$ VALID 1- !F IT R.E SAID THAT-" IT IS 

DEOl10EO J'ROM THE ABSENOII OF OOONlTIONS TO THE 

CONTRARY ",-'l'REN TRJI Qlll:STION ARISES-IS TillS DEDUO. 

T!ON ITSliL'II VALID OR NOT 1- TRuS .. LL THE ONJI<Jfl'IONS 

URGliD ADOVE OOlii.E BAOX IN l>ULL 110ROli.-{3053-S054) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the aeoond alternative (put forth under 3032) la wbat iJ! acoepted,
tbon the validity of the Main Cognition tnrna out to be e..traMOU.t; and 
tbere io Infinite~ also. 
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In order to indicate this Infinite R..gress, the Author puts the question
' Bow again, ete. etc.'. 

'So'pi '-i.e. the absence of the Oognition to the contrary.- (3053-3054) 

Quutic>n.--·· How does the same objection become a.pplicablo here also!,. 
Amwer:-

TEXTS (3055-3056). 

THE VALIDITY OF THE CoONITIOl< IN QUESTION COULD BE POSSIBLE ONLY 

IF V ALJDITY W:&Bl:: EXTRANEOUS ;-HOW TOO OAN THl! INVALID 

Coo:t.""ITION BRING ABOUT A RIGHT COGNITION IN REBl'lNO WITH 

THE REALITY OF THINGS 1 IT IS TO BE OONSIDEl<ED HOW 

THE VALIDITY OF THIS ALSO BEOOMJ!S Al'l'REH»NDED;-

IT MAY BE DBDUOED FROM TlUl ABSENCE OF COGNI· 

TIONS TO THE CONTRARY AND SO FORTH ;-ALL 

THIS 00111ES ABOUT WHICH CANNOT BE 

DESIRABLE (FOR THE OTHJ!R PABTY). 

--(3055-3056) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is easily comprehensible. 
'Bow tJu; oo.lidity of this, etc. etc..'- i.e. of the a.bsen<.:e of the Cognition 

to the contrary.-(3055-3056) 

Then. again, if the Validity in all cases is determined in a..ccor®noo with 
the principle propounded in tho following $SSCrtion- " From Excellences 
follows the Absence of Defects ; from this absence follows the absence of the 
two forms of Invalid Cognition ; consequently the general l"w remains un
denied "-(Shl<>k4vartika 1. 1. 2; 65),-tben it would rnean that the very first 
Cognition is vt>lid, and there would bG Infinite Regress also. 

This is what is pointed out in the following :-

TEXTS (3057-3058). 

THUS TlUlN,-"FROM EXCELLENCES FOLLOWS THII ABSENCE OF DEFBOTS; 

PROM TmS ABSENCE, THERE FOLLOWS THE ABSENCE OF TlUl TWO 

FoRMs 011 INVALID CooNITION; HENCE THB GENERAL L Aw 

REMAINS UNl>ENIED ";-IF THE VALIDITY IN MlL OASES l.S 

DETERMINED ON THIS PRINCll'LE, THEN IN THE CASE IN 

QUESTION ALSO,-ALL THE AFORESAID OBJECTIONS 

BEOO~lE APPLICABLE ; AND IT ALSO INVOLVES 

AN INFINITE REORESS.-{3057-3058) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Aforuaitl objections' .-That is, Excellences and the rest lying in the 
• chain • of other persons, they are lx>yond the senses of people of limited 
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vision.,-honce tbere can be no eprtaiJlty rell:\ting t.o tbe.m ; this would moan 
that thore i.o no certainty ~ating to the oburw of dej«U ablo ;-e.nd 1moortain 
a loo is tho a~noo of the two kinds of Invalid Cognition; 110 that Validity oould 
not he .. tablil<hed on the bt..W. of Excelleuco, ot<:. 1f tho"" (Excollenco, etc.) 
help in tho mntter by t hoir rnore prosenco, than there could bo no Cognition to 
tha contrary ;-111 this ho•t of object.ions would he nppliCl\ble to nil cl\Oieo.
(3051·3068) 

Further, Kwnlfrila'• t\ISSt'lrtion tJuotOO ~&buv6o-" thereforu (rom 
.Excellen<:t!l't lollo'~ the Al.>l4onc~ of Defeuh~. ot<_~. etc. "- lu\K declared 'CI<tlidity, 
1\nd also tho ab,.na of tJ"' lwo ki.nll~ of lnVIJlid Cognition and tJ .. Ab1tnce of 
Dof«U,-IUI part and parool of the oorlaiuty.-Now t.he • ab.;enoe • horo 
opoken of ct.n bo eithor (") of U~e nature of • absolut.. negation of what is 
possiblo *, o.r of the nature of • relative negation' ; those ore the only two 
altornativoo po8Sible. 

The following p.,, points out t he objootions agai llllt l>hofirst uli>ortmtivo 
(that it io of tho nature of abiOlW<> mtj(llion) :-

TEXTS (3059·3000). 

TH& ASSEIITlON THAT "THERE IS VALIDITY WlfEN THERE IS AbBtMt of 
De{ec/4" CONTAINS A •WJalion; 111 TillS NE<IATION IS MEANT TO liE 

IJbaoliiU; THBN IT CA." Nl!VKB 1111 PROVl!D.-JT ~0'1' liE 

PROVJID BY a~~. Bl!:OAU~ll IT 15 OP THE NA'l'l/BB 

011 N.l!(lA'I'ION ;-NOB CAN IT BB !'ROVED BY Ntm-/"1lpTt· 

lleMion, AS THAT W OULD INVOLVE AN JN.PINITE 

RllaBESS.-{3059·3060) 

COMMENTARY. 

If i t i• Ab•olule N<gation that is mean~ tbon it cannot bo provod. Bo<muoo 
would suoh Negation be proved by itgOlf ! or by somothing olso ! lf it 
is proved by it.oolf, (I) would it be dua to its being of tbo nuture of • oelf· 
illumination • ! or (2) to t.he !oet of it.o bringing about _.to.inly !-If it 
is proved by something el!oo, is it proved, (3) by Appr<ll4nlion! or (4) by 
Non-apprthtMion !-Those aro the alternative viows poMib!e. 

(1) Now, it cannot be right to l\88ort that it is prov6d by itsalf, through 
its being 4 Helf·lwninoUH'; because it is a notHmtity, while 'h.un.inousnetiS • 
io the property of entiti .. ; it is Cognition alone that io proved by its own 
apprehen.siou, on ..ccount. of ittt being 'HOH·lwninous ' by nature ;- not so 
Negation, which ill of the nature of tho denial of the naturo of thinl!)l. 

(2) Nor oon the Negation bo regardod ae proved by itself, through bring · 
ing about certainly. Becau•o as n matter of loot, Nogotion is devoid of all 
capacity: henoe it cannot bring abotU anything. fl it did bring about any· 
thing, it would b&ve to bo regarded as an Emily: and .eoondly, a.s it would 
not be poll8ible for it to have any new peeuli&rit.y produoed in it, its ellect 
would bo ouoh ae comes about from it itself, independently of all contributory 
ce.usos, and henoo !>he npp<W&noo of Slloh an oiJect would be ince88o.nt. 
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(3) U the Abeenoo be rega.ded "" proved by oomething oloe,-through 
Appr~ion,-tbat also U. not poi<Sible ;-why ?-because it is of the 
nature of Neg«tirm, &nd there c..n be A pprel<enritm only of what i• a ,.,.,m;.., 
ontity. 

(4) Nor lastly can it bo r ight to hold t.ho vi•.w that tho Absemle i• proved 
through Non-apprelum,ion. Beoau80 that would involve an lnAnito Regrees. 
For inHtance, t.his Non.a.pprahenaion also being nega.tlvo in cha.re.cter,
how i• it proved ! By iteelf I Or through ROmething ol8& ! All tb..., 
queotioru; arioe here. It cannot be by itoalf, becnuS6 of the objoct.ions urgad 
atbovo; uor can it be throtlgh aome-t.hing else, t\8 that would involve an 
lnfinit.e ltegress.-{3059·3()(10) 

The ..,id ' Infinite Regr"""' i• pointed out in the follu"ing :-

TEX'f (9061). 

lJr THE ABSENCE 011 DEI!'llOTI! AND TH~T OJI THE TWO KINDS Oll lNVAUJ.> 

CoGNITION AlUI PROVED liY N(m-apptth~on,-Al<D THIS 

absenu of appr~ IS PROVED BY Al<OTlOR N(m
appr<Mn.Jion,-TKEN TRERB IS INFINITE 

R.EOB.ESS.-{3061) 

COM.Al.ENTARY. 

• DOftl, ttc. etc.'-'Chu coropound it~ to be oxpoundod a.. • tho abscnoo of 
Delwto, und of tho two kindo of Invalid Cognition '.-(3061) 

1'ho following T~ point out the objection• agnin•t tho viow tbat tbe 
• ""'"'"" of Defooto, etc.' i• of tho ru>ture of IU!atiw Neption (the second 
wwnut.ive •uggeeted in the lntroduut.ion to Te:x$ 3059) :-

TEXTS (3062-3065). 

lr Tll£ ABSENCE 18 OJI THE NATUIUI OF Relatitu: NEGATlON,--TBEN ITS 

CoGNITION WOULD ONL'lr liE Tl!E NEGA. TION or SOME'll!JNG OTHER 

THAN ITSELJI; SO THAT T.ILE Oogn,ititm of the ab8t71U of defect8 
wouLD Bll Oll' 'l'IIE NATURE 011 T1Dl Oognitwn of ~cellenw; AND 

IT WOULD THUS COMlil TO BE OF THE NA.TUIUI 011 THJI ·COGNlTION 

oF THE INTENDW V ALI.J) CootnTION. To CooNl'I'ION Oll' TBl! 

ABSBNOE 01! THE TWO KINDS OF !NvA.Lil) CoGNI1'10N ALSO WOULD 

TtJBN oUT TO BE orr 'I'HE coNTRARY NATUU. OB, lN OASll Tlll! 

AliSENC.E Ol! THE TWO xn<DS or L'<VA.Lll) Coot-'lTION wJ:R.x coo

NIS:tl> INDEPENDENTLY Bl{ l'l'S.ELir,-HOW coULI> YOU 8BOUlUI 'mJJ 

CONVICTION THAT TIDl REST OF IT IS VALID 1-l:P lT B.E tiBGED 

TliAT "THE CONVIOil'ION IS DUE TO 'l'HE J'AfTr TIUT wm.L·XNOWN 

IIAOTS COULD NOT D,JI EXl'LlCABLE OTHE!lWI8.1 " ,--'l'IIEN THIS 
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OOl<VlOTION WOULD BE OOT AT EITHJtR TRROUOB PRESU.>Il'TION, 

OR THROUGH INFRIUINCE, OR THROUGH SOMll OTRI!R M.£.1...'<9 OF 

COGNlTION ; SO THAT lT WOULD liE DER!V£0 MROM SOU ROES 

OTBJIB THAN TH11 CoGNITION ITSELF.-(306~3005) 

OOMMJ::.N'fAlW. 

Tilrough Relative Negation. 'Aboenoe of Defeeta ' would he the ""'"" "" 
' Excellen"""' ; honce the Cogn;litm of tbo AAid aboenoo """' would bo the 
lit'Jn.6 88 t.ho Cognition. or h."'xceJion<:eH ;- and t.hig t:81UlOf, 00 dOBira.blo (for 
you); because of your MlfOrt.ion that.--" Tho ExooJiouoes du not o~ratb, 
tu oogn.i«tl , . 

The ' abf;onoo of the two kinW. uf Invalid Cognition ' alKU booomc"~< the 
IJ.t\me as • Valid Cognition', under tho view that it iK Relat.ivo Nagation that 
U. meant by 'absence' ; hence the Cognjtion of ' the abo!cnce of the two kinds 
o! Invalid Cognition • also "o"ld bo or the nature of the intended • Valid 
Cognition' ; and in that C880 the 8SJ8ertion- t.ha.t u thoro is absence of tho 
two kincla of Invalid Cognjtion, hence the gonoral law remains undonied ",
cannot bo right; tlJ4 it involves & confusion of t.hollght ; for i.natanoo, the 
88mo Cognition boing knowu to he valid,-if from that Mmo fact it ill 
dcd~ that the Oognjtion ia valid,- ouch a confused ......-t.ion of O.use and 
El!ect, bocomes difficult to uudon.tand; ,.. there is no differenco (hetWOO<t 
the two Oogu.itiona).-Furthor, if tho t wo woro regardod .... wfforont, boOl\UH<l 

the ea""" must bo differ&nt from the ol!oct, thon it oo•ne• to thi• ~>hat 'the 
Cognjtion of the absen<* of tho two kinds of Invalid Oognjtion ' ill different 
from ' the Cognition of the valid Cognition ' ; while it is not r ight to regurd 
what ill or the nntw><o of • lwlativo Negation •, "" dil!oront from the valid 
Oognjtion. 

'Or, in o;J.8t the ab.renu of tM. $1410 ki-nd8, elc. etc.'-'Eh.is argumunt admits 
(for the sl\ko of argument) tbo Cognition of • the ab$ouce of the two kiml• uf 
Invalid Cognjtion ',-and then. in aooordanoe with tho vi•"'* or the otJtor 
p"rty, ahowo that tho Validity of Cognjtions bllcom68 oxtrone<>U~. 

'Duo to the jacllhol weU-known jacl!J, elc. et.c.)- 'l'ha.t; is, u there i1t uo 
ot.ber olternati~,. J)081iible ucept tl10 seJf.validity of all Cognitions exocpt 
the Doubtful ~nd Wrong Oognitiona ".-(306Z-3065) 

The following 'l'e:d proooeds to •how tho • Inoonclusivo. Obarl\ctor or 
tho t868oning Het. forth in the tul>!el'tion thet-" From Exoellencoe followa !M 
absence of dofoct.a, otc." .-(Shlokavartika I. 1. Z; 65) :-

TEXTS (3066-3070). 

FltO)t THAT S~ME l<BASONING 01! YOURS IT •U(Ill1' b'OLLOW THAT Tllli 

L'<VALIDI'l'Y IS INKI!BE!IT VI Coo:!>TBONS; AS Till! SiliE AJIOUl<I1!NTS 

APl'LY CLEARLY TO, Al<l> CAN BE ASSJ!RTED IJI R!GAJID TO, THAT 

VIEW ALSO ;-KBNOE IT IS TR1I ABSENOE 011' ExoiiLLENCE THAT 

FOLLOWS FROM THll DUBCTS ; L"<"J> FROM THAT ABSENOB FOLLOWS 

THE AJlS!lNOll Oli' VALIDITY ; IIBNOE TllE GBNIIBAL LAW S'I'ANDS 

I • 
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UNDENIED.-INASMUCIJ AS TJUS GENEllAL LAW IS THE CREATION OF 

MEn:E WlllJII, IT CAN RE ASSERi'ED QUITE OLEA.llLY IN REGARD TO 

INVALIDITY, J UST AS WELL AS IN REGARD TO VA.LtDITY.-BEOAUSE 

IT IS IN TKE NATURE OF Al'PRF..RENSION THAT COGNITION IS l.lJWA.RDBD 

AS Jn~-ali<l,-AND IT IS DISCARDED ONLY BY THE KNOWLEDGE T.IUT 

IT IS RIGHT, IN ACCORDANOE \VITll: THE REALITY OF THINGS, AND 

BY THE COGNITION OF THE EXCELLENCE OF ITS SOURCES ;-AND THE 

INV ALTDITY IS NOT SET ASIDE RY THE EXCELLENCES, AS THESE RAVE 

NOT BEEN COGNISED; BENOE REING NOT- DDNIED, THE INVALIDITY 

RE~lAINS ESTABLISHED AS BEING INH!ilRENT IN THE COGNITION. 

(3066-3070) 
COMMENTARY. 

' Acia(> '-This. 
QU<8tion :-"What i5l it that ca.n be a.'lS&rt.ed ! " 
A11.8Wer :- It is this :-' Hence it i8 t.ht ab8'en.ce, etc. etc.' 
'Miinava.t '-the 'vati, -affix is added after the Loea.tive, the meaning 

bei ug- ' aB in regard. to -validity '. 
' Tadapi '-Invalidity. 
The rest is oasily understood.-(3066-8070) 

It bas been &rgued under Te:n 2895, that-" In the case of words em&nat
iug from personalities, there is aJwa.ys room for doubt, whether there are 
defects or not; in the ca.se of tho Vcda, however, there being no l)..uthor, 
there can be absolutely no suspicion, for \l.S, rogo.rding the prosonce of 
defects ''. 

The answer to this is as foUows :-

TEXT (3071). 

!N THE CASE OF WORDS EMANATING FROM PEBSONALITIJ;Il, TRERE IS 

ALWAYS ROOM FOR DOUBT \VRBTHER THEl<E ARE DEI1ECTS OR NOT; 

AN!> AS IT IIAS BEEN PROVED THAT THERE MUST BE AN AUTHOR 

OF THE VBDA, lT IS NOT TRUE THAT WE OAN RAVE NO SUSPl-

OION REG.utDING THE l'RESENOE OF Dtli'EC'IS 

IN IT.-(3071) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under tho Chaptar dealing with the '!WvE~t>led Word', it haa been 
proved that there must ha.ve boon an author of tho Veda; hence the state· 
ment • becn.use there is no author , cannot bo admitted. Henco i t is not 
truo that, for us, intelllgtllnt people, there is no suspicion regarding the 
preoonce of defects in the Vedo.; in fact, tho suspicion is o.ct-ua-Uy 
there.-(3071) 

40 
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I t hAA been .....,-too llndor 2'0>:1 2806, t.hat-" ThUJ!, beco.uBe the validity 
of the Vodn U. MOOptod on tho ground of itA boing AOJf-sufficient., etc. etc.". 

The answor to tbiA ia "" followa :-

TEXT (3072). 

THUS, WHAT HAS BEE~ ASSERTBD II:BOAltDJliO '11111 VALIDITY 011 THE VRD.< 

BBJliO Sl!LI'·SVn'IOIJ!NT, OA.'INOT Bll AD:WTTKD,-BBCAUSB AS A 

KATTEB OP PAOT, THAT ALSO IS DEPENDENT Ul'ON 

TBE Aurnoa.--{3072) 

COMMENTARY. 

• 'l'htU aloo '-i.e. the Vocla.-(3072) 

I t hA8 been Milled und6r 2'c:r$ 2807 tbot-" The foet that other Moons 
of Cognition never h&vo aoy boaring upon whM ia onid in the Veda ... tobliohes 
its vnlidit.y; otherwise, it would bo merely roi~r~tlvo 't. 

The answer to thia ia "" followa :-

TEXT (3073). 

IN OASE TFrERE IS :<o oonROllOBATIVE CoomTION, NOn rERFECTION 

IN ITS SOIJROE,-TIUJ Al'PEARANOE OP DOIJBT, AND CON· 

SBQUJINT invalidity, lS INEVITABLE, IN THE VEDA. 

--{3073) 

OOMMlilNTAlW. 

Confirmatory Cognition of offoctivo aotion, ond tho Cognition or porfoction 
of the cnuso,-trupply the souroo of tho oortointy rognrding Validity; nnd 
both tl>oso aro not ndmittod (by tho othor party) in tlw cnoo of the Veda; 
conBequontJy thoro oro no moano of ooeortaining the validity of Oognitions 
provided by the Voda: honoo tho.ro oon bo no cortointy regnrding •uch 
validity; M tho offoct cnnnot appear without ita cnUJ!0.-(3073) 

It hu boon orgued under 2'tz1 2898 that-" aueh oorroborot.ion d oe!< not 
form the lJR.Rie of th& validity of otJulr CognitionR o.l;«), ot<:. ot.c. ... 

'fho n.nswor to ihi.s i.s o.a follows :-

TEXT (3074). 

IN THE CA/111 OJ TIIE VAUDITY 01' OTIIEII CooNlTIONS ALSO, SUCH 

OORROBORATION lS ..U.WA YS REOAXDliD AS 'l'Kl! OllOUND 

(li'OR VALIDITY) ; ltENOE OliBTATh"TY. MUST BE BASED 

Ul'ON THAT OORROBOJIATION.--{3074) 

OOMMIDlTARY. 

• Sum <01 rol>omli<m '.-in lh• •hapo of conformity with reality, and 
Cognition of porfaotion. 

I 

• 
• • 

; 
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The objection that this involves Infinite RegrellS has already been 
refuted. Hence there is no truth (conclusiveness) in the premiaa that 
11 what ia valid does noe need th& corroboration of another Cognition ... 
Because for the purposes of certainty, such COl'robomtion is always needed.
(3074) 

The sa.me idea is further explained :-

TEXT (3075). 

l'l' IS ONLY WHEN THE VALIDITY IS THlilRE THAT CERTAINTY REGARDING 

IT IS BROUGHT ABOUT BY TIDS (CONll'IR>IATION), AND TIDS 

DOES NOT PRODUCE A FRESH VALIDITY IN IT.-(3075) 

COMMENTARY. 

This also serves to set aside the argument set forth under Text 2899-
to the effect thatr-" Even in a case where the thing is definitely apprehended 
by tl>e later Cognitions, the thing has not boon clearly apprehended by the 
first Ccgnition " .-Beeause tho fact of the certainty of validity being brought 
about by later Ccgnitions cannot deprive the ftrSt Ccgnition of tl>at validity 
which consiste in ite capacity to lead to its object.-{307G) 

It has been argued under Text 2900, thatr-" no validity could belong 
to the Oognit.ion of l\ thing tho.t is de.qtroyed inunodio.tely on being born, 
ete. etc.". 

TEXT (3076). 

IN THE CASE OF THE THI..'!G THAT IS DESTROYED IMM:JIDJATIILY ON IlEINQ 

llORN, VALIDITY DOES BELONG TO T]JE COGNITION; IN FACT, IT IS 

T.a:&RB, IOVEN IN A CASE WHERE THERE IS NO CBB.TALNTY 

REGARDING IT,-THE CERTAINTY APPEARING IN THE MANNER 

DESORIBED.-(3076) 

OOM!IIENTARY . 

• sa '-valiclity.- (3076) 

The manner in which certainty appears is cloocribcd in tho following :-
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'fEXTB (31177-3070). 

Wlll!lN TlUUUI Ul CoCNITlON 01' THE IIXOKLLENCII 01! THE 0AUSII AND 01'11 KR 

CONDlnONS, TJl:L"i 'TKJ!:R:S: l'OU..OWti CERTA~T¥ ;-.\1\D Al.SO Wli.KN 

EFh~ECI'IVE- AOTJON IS UOUND DlRl<<T.rLY, IN THE SH.t\.P'B OF buMli'I(J, 

'l'tO. j--Ql\ nl."!.PEATED J!UNC'l'lONJNO DRlN(ll:i AJWU'l' 'J'JI I!! RESULT 

l'NDBP.BNDESTLY.-Wll"Mbi THRB.B IS ABS&.NCB Oll' ALL T.RF~E 

MEANS (OF CERTAINTY) , TH.&N Tti.£RE IS NO CKRTAU<TY AT 

ALL. THUS :EVEN I~ VALIDITY WERE TlU>IUl, IT WOULD 

BE UNOKRTAJN,-AS 0001> AS NON·Ex..t.dTBNT; 'J'1LAT lS 

WHY IT IS SAlD THAT IT IS NOT J'KBSENT.-

(3077-3079) 

COilllEN'l'ARY. 

'lf U[utiw aaion 0. found'-' then t.ltere ill eortainty ·-~bia has to bo 
construod with thit1. 

St\ys the Opponent :-" As the OognitJon of cltoct.ivo nct.ion envillagoa 
""'entirely differoot thing, lbo cerwinty regarding the validity of the pro· 
ceding Cognition Mnnot be due to that.. For iustanoo, thu visual Cognition 
or wo.tor can approhend colour only, tttJ there is uo oompc)IJ;ito Kubsto.noo; 
o.s for tho Oognit.iou of offootive twtiun ill tbe ahopo of Bt~thing tlJld t.ho like, 
it; can bo seoured ouly by moo.tl8 of Touch ; how can the Coguir~ou of ouo thiug 
continn the validi~y· of tbo Co!,'llition of another Lhiog ! 1.1 it did, tbon 
thurc would bo inc:ongt·uitiOH ". 

A.mwer :-Thbt doos not U>ffoot OW' position. Alf t\ mott.ol' of fact1 whon 
two objects occur in the same • chain ', which dJ'8 invo.ri.nbly uou.comitant,.
t.ho Ooguition of one object will c:crtninly ""tablish tho validity of tho Oogui· 
tion of th& othor. In tho il~t.l\uoo cltod, the Coluur nnd tho 'touch do not 
oxU.t outirely ap..,·t from ouo Ullotho•• ; in fact bot.h uro placod undor "'"'"tly 
thu li8JDO circumole.ncoo. So lbo~ OV(IIl if tbo flnft Cognition is ohjootl""", 
it procoods on tho bo,;is of a dotinite objoct.ivo; and tlw b-ubiloquont Cogn.itiou 
opprohoudiug tho 'rouch which ig iuvu.ri~bly ooncomit-tmt with tbo object 
of tho proviou• Cognition i• not nocdod fot' tho bringing about of CCJ'toiuty 
of conviction. 

Says t.be Opponent:-" Even so, oa till thinG" n.ro momontu.ry, tbo flmc· 
tioning or t.bo tutor Cognition Cl\llUOt cnvklagu tho Touch which is iuvariu.IJly 
coucomit.on.t witll t.ho Colotu· unvUsngod by tho provio~ Cognition; how t.hou 
could tbo certainty follow frow tb&t ! " 

A ....... , :-Thill does liOL ruroct. our position; boooW<O t.ho •u'-'JUMt 
colour•1iW11iCJ1lil htwo the ~roonto uiTcctivo action os tJ1o coh>ur-tnomenU uuvitmt,'Ud 
by thu proviow Oogn.it.iou ; honoo all of thcgo oolour-m.ome11U1 tJUmd oa1 the 
same footing uod .Wu.rc thu sruno fato; and henoo n.ro t.roatod n• ono wtd U.1o 
sam.o. In fact., pooplo with limited viaion do not duol with 'momcn~ • a$ 
all. 

Or, tho objou~ ouvisugod by tbo la tor Cognition i• invaril\bly coucomiillnt 
with tbo colour, et<:. ouvisult"d by the previousOog~tit.ioo; honoc ovon thoUGh 
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tlto previO\IR Ooftllition bftinl( Cho OOUM Of tho lo.tor ono, lbo two Af'O tegard6d 
N4 di11.Linot~-.rot t.hcro iA no incongntity in th4" idC'f\ of the oortairtty bcjng 
bt·nH{!ht nhout hy it.-(3077- :1079) 

It. h~ I>Ntn OJ"gttO<l mulnr T~ 2000, Umt--" no vnlidit.y oou1d bolong 
to Auditory Cognition ll(I('Rt~ it oould hut IN.• <..-orrobornted by tl10 Eye and 
other menn.~ of Cognition ... 

'J'hc 1\1\AWtW t.o t,hi~ iR O.H [OIJOWS :-

TEXTS (3080-3082). 

IT IS NOT TRUl\ THAT TIT&RP. OAN Bl! NO CORROBORATION Oi' AUDITORY 

CoomTtON llY TITE EYR AND oTn:en MEANS ou CooNITION. BEOAusn 
COLOUR, SOUND AND TUB REST AM DEPl'lNDENT UPON Tll:& S.AMll 

omcmrSTANOBS. I>< FACT ALL TRESll ARlll JroTu.u.t.v coN

coMITANT A.Nl>, AS OOOUR.RINO tN TKB SAME ' CRA.IN ', TBl!Y 

ARE TRll CAUSE OF l~AOH OTHER. THus IT IS CLEAR THAT 

THBRll l~ RET.ATION8KIP AJIION(I THEM. THROUGH THESE 

THEN TmlRB L~ CONNECTION AMONG TITEm eo<i.'fiTIONS 

ALSO ; JuST AS BRTW'ERN ' SwoKE 'AK» ' TnB xfl"Eor o:r 

wET FUEL'. TRus AVDITORY CoomTION woULD BB 

QUI'fll VALTD,-DN ACCOUNT 011 BEING OORRO-

BORATBD nv OTHER Cool.'ITIONS.-

(3080-3082) 

0010\ENTARY. 

It cannot bo ndmittod thflt tbo Auditory Cognition erumot. be corro
bomtod by oth<>r Oognit<ons. Because tbo sound omonating from ~he Luto, 
nnd tho colour of the Lute aro both dependent on tho 881De cireum.sto.noes ; 
and o.ro eolUioquently in8<JpMRblo o.nd invariably ooncomitnnt with ono 
another; so t lmt. tho two o.ro qoito rolntod ; just liko ' Smolto • and t1to 
• Effoct of wet Fuol '. And a.o both apponr in tho same ' clmin ' and ""' 
mutually dependent, each proooding footor become~~ the causo of each suc
cooding factor: •o thl\t lhore is botwoen tbom thia diroot catUial relation 
o.lao.-Thus among Ulo Oogn.it.iOI)8 also of thu Mid Oolour, Touch, etc. ther& is 
similor cansal rolo.t.ion, bn.sed. indirectly upot\ the abovo-mentionod rolo.tion. 

In this way, Auditory Cognition can be quite valid, because of it& being 
relat«i to the ot.hor Cognitionl!, through tbe Eye IU)d ot.hor !\leans of Cognition. 
-For insto.nco, when one hoM! from o dilltanoo tho oound pr-eding from 
tho LutE>, if ho wo.nt-s to bavo the Lute, thoro arises a doubt in his mind os to 
whotJ10r or not it is the 110und of the Lute t-h&t he has heard,-tbis doubt 
being due to tho f~~et of t.ho oound of tbo Lute being similar to t.ho &Ow>d of 
tho Flute ; he thou proc<'Odlo towttrds tho J.ute ; and ••hen ho actuolly"""" tho 
Lute, tbe Doubt t.hat bad nriacn ns to tho •ound boing of tho Luto or or the 
Fluto or of singing bocomM sot aside. At o. plneo whoro tho mnn hears 
whnt ho tbinkJI to be tho ~vorberations of tho so11nding of tl>o Drum, and 
p~ towurds it, if hn duet~ not por<'t'i•·e the dnm>,-th<'n thore being 
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absence of tho nooesso.ry corroboration, ho concludOij t.-hut. the Oognit ion is 
; nmlid.-(3080-3032) 

It Jwo boon orguod undor T""I2Q02, thnt.-" In both ...., ••• tho Corrobora
tive Oogn,tion is not producod by othor m\.:attns, bonco t.hoy do tlot. nood 
corroboration by Cognitiona produood by other ""'"""" ". 

The answor to tbis io aa foUows :-

TEXT (3083). 

Tms CoGNITION PRODUOBD BY OTliiiR MEANS IS QUITE OERTAIN ; THAT 

IS Wll Y 1:1111 OORROBOMTION BY 0ooNITIONS PRODUCED BY 

OTllBR KEA.NS IS DZSlltliD.-(3083) 

OOMMENTARY. 

'Tku Oogniti<>n '-o.pprohonding the ahapo of the Luto, ot.c.-(308S) 

It hu boon !"''!"od undor Tm 2003, that.-" just ao in the C888 of t.be 
validity of Sonao-porception, there is tbo dcllnito l>Rsis in the form of corro· 
bora.tion by another Oognition produood by the aamo IJ<lnse-organ,-tbe 
some should bo Mllorted to bo tbo basis in the co.se of the V eda also " . 

Tho answer to this is •• follows :-

TEXT (3084). 

TKUs, m TltE OASB oF THll VAIJDITY o:v SENSE·PEROEl"l'ION, TUERB IS 

TKB DUINITIII BASIS IN TUB FORM: OJ OORROBORATION BY OTHER 

CoONlTIONS PRODVOBD BY SIIVXRAL SENSE·ORO.L'<S ; 

BUT SUOH IS NOT FOUND TO BB THX OA.S£ 

WlTII TJ!E VEDA.-(3084) 

OOMMENTARY. 

' SuQ, if, ac. ac.'-i.o. Corroboration by other Oognitions produood by 
ee>'8<81 SoDH-orgens.-(3084) 

Quuti<>n .~"How is this found to bo the basis in the ease of Sonse
porception ? " 

.A.ni\OIIJr :-

TEXT (3086). 

Tm: FIBST CoGNITION 01' W attr TRAT APPXARS IS PRODOOEO BY THE EY:m ; 
THEN' TIDlRil IIOLLo\VS TUB LATER CoGNITION$ RELATING TO 

drinking AND bathing, AS DEPBN'DIIN'r 11PON TilE GRSTATOltY 

OBOAN AND mB BODY (RBSPBOTIVl!LY).-(3085) 

001\0!E..'<TARY. 

• ProdiA<td ~the. eyu '-i.e. the visue.l Cognition of Oolour. 
'Lal<r Oo(lnilion ',-i.e. ono appearing at e. later tirno.-(3085) 

: 

I 
l 

• 

• • 
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n has boon argued und<lr Tm 2904, that-" when the Oognit.ion brought 
about by any ono sentanco i8 tbe so.mo at all limoo and plo<>oo, and in all 
mon,-thon no otbor ba..~is nood be ao\1ght for ita validity u . 

'fho anawor to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (3086-3037). 

As A MATTIIR 011 FACT, 'I'RII CoGNITION llROVOUT ABOVT 8¥ AN¥ ONE 

SIINTIINOll lS NIIVBR J'OU'Nl> TO 811 THE SAME AT ALL TIMBS AND 

PLACES, AND U\ ALL 'KI:l\; AS IN ALL OASES TKERE A.IUS.ES OOU"BT. 

IT IS TROll THAT THE SAME WOROs-' HIIA\'liN IS ATTAINBD 

BY 'I'Hlll'llRl!OR~tANOII OF Agnihotra ANl> Ol'Bli:R BlTES " 

-.A.IliiHBABDBY A.LLMBN; BOTITISDliVOID OJ'A.LL 

BLl!Ml!NTS o• O.BBTAJ:NTY,-RRSillCBLINO 'l'IDl 

MERE CROAKING 01! FROGS.-(3086·3087) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thi.o shows U\At Ute corroboration by !aeto cannot ho admitted. Be<>a""" 
whon the Sentence--• From the perfo·rmnnce of Agn.ihotra, folloWIJ B'oe.ven '
is hMrd, the intelligent man derives no certain Cognit ion from it; hence it 
cannot ho admitted iliat it ia ilia samo at all t.imoo and plaooe.-(3086·3087) 

The following T"'" procoodo to show that the Oognit.ion ia not the same 
in oll men :-

TEXT (3088). 

Ev:SN AMONG BRl.u:MA.!!AS THERE JS Dlli'l'ERENOE OF Ol'INlON IN :aEGARl> 

TO ' HJIA VEN ' A.Nl> SUCH THn<QS; HENCE THE COGNITION 

DERIVED l!.BOM TilE VBOA lS NOT POUND TO llll TII.E 

S.UO IN ALL KilN. -(3088) 

COMMENTARY. 

For inotanee, the author of ilie Nirukla and other autborit.ios describe 
• He&ven ' &a-' the abode of Peroon&litiea superior to human boingo,
located in such plaoee as the summit of :Mount Mlru,-the plaoo affording 
superhuman pleft.3'W'es,-full of numerous &menities' ;-while tho·~tmdm· 

.oak<u describe it as • o. particular form of happineoa found among men '. 
In regard to • So.cri6eoo ' also, thers is difforonoo of opinion. For 

example, it io be&rd thet in ancient timM it was only &nimals made of flour 
that were saorillood ; while other wioked and cruel poople have declared 
that it wo.s ilioliving animal that was saorilleocl.-(8088) 

It has boon ergued undar Te:a 2906, thet-" when a firm oonvietion 
produood by a oentenee ia not found to ho ineompetible wiili tbo Oognitions 
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BPJloORring o.t othor timoB ond plnceft and in othor men, i t is undoubtedly 
valid ". 

'l'ho nnswer to thiR ia AA follows :-

TEXT (3089). 

AS lU!OARDS THE IIIRMN&S.~ 011 'l'1lll CO!IVTCTION PRODUCED BY Tmt VBOIC 

lN.TUNCTIO!I,-TKAT JlAII BERN ALREADY RBJECTED; BECAUSE AS 

A MATTER 01!' JIAOT, TBll $AID ll'IRM:l<ESS IS ALWAYS 

l)011J)TIIUL; AS TKE MATTER APPREHENDED 

BY TIIE SAID COGNJTION IS SIMILAR 

TO OTIIERS.-{3089) 

OOMMENTARY. 

'Alrt<~dy'-i.o. undor 'h• chopwr on tho '&voalod Word'. 
• Is BimilM w olher1' ;-i.o. it stands on. tho Mme footing as tho notion 

dorivod !rom suoh bumnn M:Sertioru; as ' the portormo.noo of Agnfhotra does 
nollood to Heaven '.-(3089) 

Further, it is a mere assertion of yours that-" t<he Oognit.ion prod\1eod 
by tbo Vodic Injunction dOOI! not vary at diff-.-.1. timee and pi.._, otc.". 

Thia is wbot is pointed ou~ in th& foUowing :-

TEXT (3090). 

ROW HAVB THE B,RlHMAl,<AS, WRO AIU!J Ol!lltTAINLY NOT OMNISOIBNT, 

DBEN ABLB TO ASOBRTAIN THAT "TUB COGNITION PRODUOED 

BY THE VEDIO !N.TUNOTION IS Tll1t SAliJI AT ALL PLACES 

AND TllBS" !-{3090) 

OOMMENTARY. 

It hAS been argued under Texl 2906, th&t-" the validity ol vorbal nnd 
ot.l1or Cognitions iR not to be proved by moonR o f Inferoneo, ote. otc.". 

Tho answer to tJ1ia ie M follows :-

TEXT (3091). 

AS A HATTER 011 PACT, IT HAS BEIN ALRUDY :&D'LADfl!lD T'R:AT TB'£ 

VALIDITY OF P EROJIPTION ALSO IS ASOllRTAINED BY KIIANS 01!' 

l:mnmJ>NoE. Fon IN8TANOE, .A CERTAIN PmnCEl'TION IS VALID, 

DEOAUSR IT T8 PI<ODUCED BY FLAWLESS 0AUSJll8, Lll{:El 

OTHER PEROBPTIONS.-(3091) 

OOMMENTARY. 

Thot argument is ee.Ued ' Red11di<> ad Ablurdum' which indioateo an 
undeolrable possibility; and it is not und..,i.rablo that the validitr of P.-p-



I 
! 
~ 

F.XAMXNATION 011' 'l'lm DOO'I'RINll OII'SXLII-SUJ111101ltNT VALIDITY'. 1373 

tion abould be proved by Inr..-..nce ; hence what haa boon urged oennot be a 
.R«luclio ad Al>8urdum.-How t.ho vnlidi ty of P&reept.ion con be proved by 
Inference haM been shown bofore; thiH is what i.81'6Cl\lle.d in the words-' For 
itt6U&m:e, etc. etc.'-' Liko oeher perupticm.s '-i.&. liko Porcoptions booring 
llpOn thinS" before one'• oyoa.--{3091) 

It h"-8 been $J'gued \tndor Tto:~2907, that,-" If the vnlidity o l Cognition 
wore provod by another Cognition, then, of thil! latter olso, the validity 
would be proved by another and so on e.nd on, there would be InJ\nita 
Regress''. 

The amwer to thia iA aa roUowa :-

TEXT (3092). 

TBU VALIDITY OF ALL 0oONlTIONS LS NOT PROVED BY OTifl!'R MEANS OF 

000NITION ; AB IT HAS llBEN PRO\>;BD THAT THIIRJI IS NO 

MISOONOIIPTION INVOLVIID IN THE OABII W1lllllll 

TKEllll IS 0ooNrNON OF EIIIIBOTIVE 

AOTION.--{3092) 

OO~WENTARY. 

That tbere is no misconception in the ce.ae where there iA Cognition 
of eflootive action has been proved nbove under Tm 2969. 

Thua validity being dopondent upon corroboration by the Cognition of 
oflcctive aotion, there can be no InAnite Regr .... -(3092) 

Tbe foUowing Tozt shows that there can be no Infinite RegreM even 
wbon validity is proved by means of Inference :-

TEXT (3093). 

Wmm THE INFERIINOE IS BR0170BT A1l011T BY T11111NDIOATIV'Ii1 (PROBANS) 

IN THE SRAI'>l Oll' ITS NAT11RE AND ITS lll'II'EOT,-TIIE INDIOA'I'IVE 

Wl[BREOFTHE '1Nl1ALUBILl'l'Y 'HAS BBEN ABOERTAINBD,-

Tli:ERE CAN DB NO MlS'l'AXB IN IT.-(3093) 

COMMENTARY-

• A:tma ' natut"e, ....... nd • ofJeot • ;.-..f';Ueb being tho name of the Indicative 
(Probans) ;-of which Indicetive, the • infalhoility • haa been duly &800rt.ainod-

What ia meant is M followw :-\Vben the 'nature • And • effect • of the 
ProbAns has been duly neoortained on the buis of • 8amon088 ' and • causal 
,..lation,'-and on theetrongth of th-Prob&ns, there follows the lnlerenoo,
this In1erence is valid by itsolf ; as there can be no room for miat.ake in 8\leh 
Intoronco.-Thus there would be no ln6nite Regr888.-(3093) 
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H hM been argued under Tart 2908, I.Mt "lf thft validity of thft 
Cognition that pro""" the validit.y of anothec Cognition bo not proved by 
""Y other Cognitlon,- then the same might bo tho caae with thoae whoso 
validity il hold to bo proved by othNS ". 

Tho a.t\11\\'0t to t.his ia 1\ij; folio"~:-

TEXT (3094). 

IN SOMJI OAIO:S, 'fHJII MlST.IoRI! OR lloLUSION THAT AlUSltS IIROM THE VARIOUS 

OAUS~S Olt ILLUSION IS SET ASIDE DY ANOTllllR CoONlTION ; 

BIIOAUSE TUERJI IS NO CERTAINTY IN SUOR A OMfl. 

-(3094) 

COMMENTARY. 

In 110me ......,, it. so happens that thoro boinl! no mee111, in the shape of 
..paat6d Cognition, of secorinl! certainty, some 110rt. of illuaion or mistake 
oom• in ; benoe the validity cannot ...rt. in the Cognition it.eelf.-{3094) 

It bao boon assert.ed, under T ez:t 2910, I.Mt>-" Befo~ the Cognition is 
apprehended, it remoino there in its own form, and so far "' it.! o>Vn objoetivo 
il coooGrned, it !a independent and self.sulllciont., et.c. otc. ". 

Tbo anawar to this is as follows :-

TEXT (3095). 

TmmE CAN BE NO 'MANIFESTED TJIINO ' UNTIL ITS MAND'BSTATION HAS 

BBOOJIIE K&l!lltlt$TED ; BENOE IT MUST Bfl ADllllTT»D THAT THE 

000NIT10N ITSELP IS AOTUALLY OOONlSJID,-.JVST LIKE Tllll 

SENSX·PIUIOEPTION IN O'l"RRR PEBSONS.-(3095) 

• A•goA14,"""'-Tbeeompeundmeans • that thing of which tho manii<l8· 
t.at.ion has not boaome manif...ted '. 

Tho Cognition must itself be cognised. U it wore not. eogniiled, thon 
thoro wonld be the contingency of the absenoc of Cognition of all things. 
BecaUile what. is spoken of as ' Cognition ' of a thing is only ita monifutatio" 
-nothing olso ;-if this nwnifutalio" then wore imporooptiblo, tho thing 
itsoll would bo imperceptible ; jnst as the objoct onviae.god by anothor man's 
Cognition is not porooived by ono, boaauso its maniJ .. eatton ia not mo.ni· 
footed to the l&tt.or. 

The l'rgument may be formulated as follows :-Whon to a cortai.nperoon 
the manifestation of a thing has not becomo mani!ootod, that thing cannot 
be perceptible to him :-<>.g. the object envisaged by tho perception appee.ring 
in another man ;-the Cognition in question la one of which the m...Uf08t.ation • 

l 

j 
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b;a.s not become manifested to a.ny person ;-hence there is apprehension of 
a:~omething contrary to e. more extensive cha-racter. 

The reo.son here adduced cannot be regt\rded M ' inconclusive • ; bBcaut;.O 
if the thing were perceptible without its manifestation having como about, 
all things, would become perceptible. -such, however, is not the cnso. Hence 
the case is quite the reverse.-(3095) 

It hM been argued, under Text 2011, that.-" Juat &S object.<! ru-o appre
hended by the Eye o.nd the other Sense-organs, which ru-o themselv"" not 
cognised, so, in the same manner, 81'0 thin~ apprehended by Cognitions, 
without t,h&Se latter being themselves cognised, ote- ere."-

The answer to this is as follo'vs :-

TEXT (3096). 

BEING 'fHBMSELVES 'INSENTIENT' THE EYE AND OTHER SENSE-ORGANS 

DO NOT A.l'l'BliBEl><D THINGS ; THin: ONLY SERVE AS THE OAUSJl 

OF COGNl'CION OF THOSE THINOS.-(3096) 

COMMENTARY. 

Like the things thomselv&S, the Sense-organs are iml"''iem ; hence 
they do not direotly apprchond things ; they only serve as the cauae of t,he 
Cognition of those things,-by virtuo of which fact it is ... umed that 
things are apprehended by them; hence it may be that though themselves 
uncognised, things are 'apprehended' by them, in the sense that they 
bring about the Cognition of the things- The Cognition itaolf, however, 
does not do any such thing for the things; by virtue of which it could be 
se.id that " though itself uncognised, it apprehends things, like the Eye o.nd 
other Sense-organs , . 

"But the Oogn.ition does bring about the mtJnijutation of things .. , 
That cannot be right ; because " manifestation " is synonymous with 

• Cognition •. As a. matter of fact, all such words as 'abhivya.kti •, ' upalabdhi 1, 

'parichc.hhitti ', • samvidana •, etc. etc. are synonymous and do not 
denote different things. And the Cognition cannot be its own instTUment ; 
aa the oporation of anything upon itself involves an incongruity ; also because 
things produced are exi.<ttm, while those Mt produced o.re non-exi.<ttru. 
That is, when the Cognition would bring about itael£, would it do so when it 
is itsol£ produced ? Or would it do so when it is itaelf not-prod'IJ.Ced ? 
Tho first oJtemative cannot be accepted, because it would be produced c.s 
being on the same footing &S itaelf; because when ono thing does not stand 
on the same footi.J\g as itself, it cannot bo of the same nature as this latter ; 
if it did, there would ~ incongruit.ies ;- nor can it be right to bring about u 
nature that h&S been e.lready produced ; because there is no additional 
peculiarity introduced; and also because there would be no end to such 
br-inging ab<>ut of things.-Nor can the second oJternative be ace<>pt,ed ; simply 
boco.use it does not exist; and there can be no funct,ioning of what does not 
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oxilot; ~'""' tJ10 nO!H:2:iBknl i.• chnmct~riJMld by the 11bonnoo of a~l 
oapaeit.y ; M> that.. if it. did funet~on, it would t."t'NNe to 1~ nme-uiAtepal. In 
race. mpacilvfor ,]1.a·mu actiuity ~ what cowditutt'foC ti'W' exi#lttn of things . . 

'rima thero ix no annlogy between the exnmplo citrd by tlu• otht~r po.rty 
ond the """" it is tn<O\IIt to illustmk>--(301!G) 

n has boon nrguod under Te:a 2912, th11t "'l'ho fll(•t. nf btifll/ oog11iw/. is 
of no \180 in t.ho mntte.r of tho validity of Col(•\itiul\14, ot<'. f\tc:.". 

Tho anHwer to thiH ix M follows: :-

TEXT (3097). 

THus 'l'JiliN, '!'JIB J'A01' OF bei71fl cognised IS 011 ORBAT USll TN Tit£ MATTER 

OF TJI'P! VALlt>lT'll' OF 0ooNl'l'IONS ; BEOAIIS£ 'l'JHJR£ OA.>i BE NO 

APPJUIJHENSION OF TIIINOS WRIOH IS N01' m!F.LII 

OOONISED.-(3097) 

00:\BlENTARY. 

S..yo the Opponent-" If the Cognition is oogniMd by itA own Cognition, 
then jt.4J validity iA A&lf-Auffieie.nt, inherent in it.1161f ••. 

This is what i• 'anticipatod 1111d &MWerod in tbo follou;-ing :-

TEXTS (3098-3099). 

EYBN' IN TIDI CooNITION' Oll I'I'SELF BY tTSELll', THEJtlll rs TRIS 'IIA01' THAT 

TIDIUll OAN Bll NO OlllRTAIN'l'Y REGA.R.OINO lTS VALIDITY, ON' AOOOIIN'l' 

Ol! Tlf.IJ POSSUllLlTY 011 CAUSES 011 MISOONO'GPTlON Bl'liNO PRE· 

SJINT. 0oNSEQ'OEN'l'LY IT IS N'O'l' ASOEUTAINBD 'I'lL\ 'I' WllAT 

IS OOONISllD lS A. REAL llli"l'l'l'Y ; BIIO.&USJ: !ORB Al'Pll£· 

IIE.'fSJON OAN ALSO BE DUE '1'0 SDIILI.lUTY, AND 

TlfP.IUl IS ALWAYS 1'HE POSSI:BILITY 01' 'I'Rl! 

DIPOSI'I'ION (MISOONOI:PTION) OF 

SOK.I!'I'BI!IG ELSB.~309S-~) 

OOMMENTARY. 

Muroly bocAn•• the thing hM boon cognisod i• not N1ough to bring nbout 
J>Orfoot certainty relnting to it i bnccmAO certainty iH dcpondont upon othor 
cnuSN~: ; M hM boon oxglainod in sovoml plaOOR. }{enoo ovon when the 
Oognition is cogniaod by itself, it.R capacity to got nt it.. objoct roml\illl! ttn· 

eor~in, baonuso CA\t808 ol miAconct:ptJon mAy bo proHOnt, in tho Mho.pe of Aimil · 
Jarity, &bfloon~ O( ropoot&cl oxperionco tmd~o forth, which bar tht'! wn.y to COr• 

t.ainty. SpociaJiy because rt.rlainty of conviction iM ~tomvthing different lrom 
mere approheMion. Thu.fl it is for the excluding of mi,_coneepti.on that oxt-m
onous oonditiollli ""'needed, in view of which the validity of Cognition is held 
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to bo ca:ttancout, not inlwront; which view is not. opon to objoot..ion.-This l.s 
wht\t htlJ;. boon thnli dechued-' 'fhe Oognition itself is cognixed by it.seii, but 
its validity 'is u..';co_rtained by u&~tge •. 

'Tallu'itvl '-regarding it.. vulidi~y.-(3098-3099) 

It has boon nrgnod m\dOr Ttxt 2913, tbatr-" Liko valid Cognition, 
Invalid Cognition ah;o ope.rt\t.tlii u l)()n it.H objoct by itself ; but tho fact. of iU. 
being false cannot bo apprehended without another means of Cognition ". 

The answor to this is as follo,vs :-

TEXT (3100) . 

.fUST AS REPEATED 000li'ITION IS REGARDED A.S VALll> BY ITSELF,-80 

ALSO IN SO>!]) OASES WRONO 000NITION IS INVALID BY ITSELF . 

. . - (3100) 

COli!MEN'l' Al.W. 

' Repeated Oognuion '-such Cognition as has been apprehended 
repee.t<ldly. 

J·ua~ as in some cases validity is recognised as self-sufficient-BS assert<ld 
above ;-in t he same mtmner, in some cases, wrongnus or Invalid·ity a lso 
is recognised by itself. For instance., it is found that people suffering from 
deranged vision recognise, thrOl.tgh repeated experience, the wrongnosa of 
the illusion rog<>rding the ' Hl\ir-tuf~' immediat..ly afoor its appearance. 
-(3100) 

It has been t>rguod under Te:x;t 2914, that-" It is only whon thoro o.pp•o.rs 
tha Cognition of the truth being othcrwi;;o that tho falsity of o. Cognition 
becomes recognised". 

Tho answor to thia is a.'i follow'S :-

TEXT (3101). 

J T HAS BllllllN ALREADY EXl'LA.lNlllD TRAT TRlil IDEA O"t l'ALSITX O:B Tli.E 

CooNITION l3J:JING ' DUE TO THE l'RESENOE O:B SUBLA.TINO COONI· 

TIONS AND TO THII COGNITION Ol! ITS SOURCE llEING DEFECTIVE ' 

INVOLVES INFINITE REGRESS. HBNCE THE falsity (IN
VALIDITlt) CANNOT BE REOOONI!;ED MEEEt.Y ON Tlll!l 

BASIS 011 THE SAID COGNITIONS.-{3101) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Already explained '-under Text 3004. 
· Tat '-Hcnoo.-(3101) 
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It haa boon arguod under Tm 2915, tha-" Invnlidity does not bocomo 
recognised on any oU>er grounds ; at the time that it appeNS. it ia lllwaya 
recoguiaod ao valid, etA:. etA:. ". 

Tho n.nawe.r to this ie M follo'vs :-

TEXTS (3102-3103). 

IT OAJ>"NOT llll BBOOONI.SBD TliA'riTI:SV.lLID ATTHBTIMll THAT IT Al'PllAJlS; 

-BEOA.VS:& IT I:S NON•CONC'Bl'TV..t.L ANl> BEOA.VSE SXLJr-COONITION 

rs NOT ADMrrl'El).-NOR O.L'; IT llll BECOGNI:SBD BY ANOTJ{ER 

000N1TION ; BEOAVSll IT rs NOT THERE AT TIIfl TIME ; 

ALSO BEOAVSll ITS PRESliNOll rs NOT MANUBSTED ; OR 

BOO..t.VSE 011 AN VNDBSIIU.BLE 00!-"TINO:&J<OY. 

-(3102-3103) 

At tha timetWthoCognitionappeara (comesabout)-(o) isitrocogniaod 
by itself tbnt it is nlid ! Or (b) is it so recognised by another Cognition, 
appearing at the same timo! Or (c) by another Cognition, appearing nt 
another time !- Theso are the three alternatives po .. iblo. 

(a) Tho Cognition cannot be recogniaed by itaolf, u valid; beo&use, 
ao regards thomselv•, all Cognition.o are ~ual (indeterminate), 
nnd hence any suoh notion M that ' thia ie valid • ia impoaible. 

(b) Nor i• tho approhoMion of a Cognition by anothor Cogrtition ndmittod 
(by the otbor pru-ty) ; because it bao boon hold that Cogrtition ia nlw~ya 
uncognisnblo. 

Nor can lho Cognition bo cognised by another Cognition, ap~ at 
the same time ; beeauso two Cognitions can never appear at the same time. 

Nor can it bo cogniaod by another Oogrtition, appearing nt nnothor 
time ; bocauoo if there bo no Cognition of this other Cogrtition,-whnt is 
cogniaod by tlult third Cognition cannot bo known; eo that the Cogrtition 
cogrtiood by that third Cogrtition would bo one wh- manifeetetion haa 
no~ boon martifeoted; and if i~ bo held thot tbia also is cogniaed by yet another 
Cognition, thoro would be at\ Infinite Regroas.-(3102-9103) 

It haa been arguad under Tm 2918, that.-" Even in cases where the 
falaity it oxplainad to othore,-theso two ideao bave to bo pointed out,-<>nd 
not mero .-imilarity ". 

Tho answer to thia is 84 follows:-
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TEXTS (3103-3106). 

IN OONNEOTION W1'I'R THE VEDA, IT HAS BEEN ~JI)AJ)Y l'OINTBD OUT 

T.KA.T THERE IS A SUllLATINO COGNITION IN Tlm 1101\M OF !nferenu; 
IIBNOE BY THE JlliJEOTION 011 THE 'SOUL' AND OTHER THINOS MEN· 

TIONED IN THE VEDA, IT llEOOMES ESTABLISHED TB~ THE COGNITION 

DERIVED l!BOY THE V:&DA CAllliOT BE VALID.-As IT HAS BEEN 

PBOVI!D THAT 'l'IB VBDA. IS TBll WOBX 01' A. l'EIISONA.L A.UTHOR, THE 

-, AOT OF ITS HA. VINO A DEJ'EOTIVE SOUBCI'! IS A.L WAYS Ol'B:N ~0 SUS· 

l'IaiON.-!F THE OAl'&aiTY IN QUESTION (i.e. VALIDITY) WliRE I:N

BERWT IN CooNITIONS, Jl:IST AS THE OAl'AaiTY TO BlJl\N IS I:NHEllJilNT 

IN FmE,-THEN SUOH VALIDITY SHOULD BELONG ~'() WBONO 000-
NITIONS ALSO.-THUS IT IS OPEN TO SUSPICION THAT THE 0oONI1'10N 

l'BO\IlDED BY THE VEDA PBOOERDS l!BOM A DEIIEOTIVE SOUJlOE, Ao~D 

WHAT IS~ TO BB DEPECI7VE DOES NOT Dllll'ER l'BOM WRAT IS 

ACTUALLY PEBOEIVED TO B1l DBnOTIVE.-(3103-3106) 

COMMENTARY. 

Moro similarity is not urged by the Buddhiat<J 811 what 1\nnuls the 
Cognition provided by tho Ved&; what is urged by them ia that ouch t hings 
M the $0'Ul, the UniW:raaL and tho like, which are mont.ionod ln the V&da.~ 

are rejected by all :M&ana of Valid Cognition. This hu boon explained in 
tho Chapters doaling with tho • Soul •, etc. 

Furtber, under the ehap!er on tha 'Revealed Word ',it hao bt.en proved 
that the Vedu must be the work of an author ;-<>r even if thoy w""' without 
"" l>uthor,-it is possiblo that thoro mo>y be sources of falaity, as tbere is in 
tbe....., of the Forest·t!ro (which ia rego>rded by some people 811 eeU·produced, 
which ia not true) ; consequently it ia possible that what ia said in t he Veda 
mo.y bo false ;-this ia what hM been urged by the Buddhists, not mere 
8imilarity. 

'.rho following m igM be w·ged-" Even though bhi• m1>y be possible, 
yot, how can mere p08aibility ost.abliah the invalidity (f&laity) of what is 
s&id in the V eda ! " 

Tho o.DBWer to this ;-· Tl'ha.l it ~ U> bo dofwive, etA etc.'-Tbe 
compound • SM~m' ia to be expounded •-· that in which defects 
are auapected '. 

'Dou""' differ, <IA'-n-use tha Vlllidity of beth ia eqUAlly liable to 
being rogo>rded as non~-{3103-3106) 

'l'he foUowing Pt:Zt eume up the argument--
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TEXT (3107). 

FOR TH&SE li:SASONS '8IILF·SUl1li'ICriiNT VALIDITY ' IS NOT l'OSSIBLE IN 

T1D1 VEDA ALSO; OONSKQIIBNTLY PLliASB ACCEPT Tllll VIBW THAT 

Tltll VBDA HAS BIIBN OOMl'OSBD AND EXl'OUNDBD BY 

PERSONS WDO ARB DBnNITELY RECOONlSED 

AS J'JUtl! l'IIOX DBUCrs.-{3107) 

OOMllENTARY. 

'Kfl6khyd14 '-compoeoclandexpoundod.-' Ezpoundtd '-Explained.
• By f#oomfrocfrom thf~ Yfd<> ilal been compooed and upovndtd'.
The compound thua io the 'lMtromontal !l'olpunlp '.-' Ni4hchita '
'definitely known '--<JU$lil* the laid • character of being compoeocl and 
expounded by pen<>"* !roe from defoctl '.-This view, ploaao accep~.-if you 
wish t.o eat&bliah the validity (reli&bili~y) of the Vedlo. 

Wb&~ is me&nt it tb&t,-if thit view ia toeeepted, thon the validity 
would bo eo:traMOU6; if this view io not ""cepted, then there can bo no 
validity at all.-(3107) 

The following Puw set forth Kumilrila'a &newer to tho o.rgument thot 
• the view ehould bo accepted tb&t ~he Ved& ia ~he work of o. Pel'!!Onrecognised 
o.s !reo from defecta • :-

TE;KTS (3108-3113). 

".As TDRB GO ON APPEARINO ON THE SOIIN» BXPOIINDEllS OF THE VIIDA 

WHO ARE BESET WlTU LovE, HATRED, ETC.,-PEOPLB llEOOM.II MORE 

AND l!ORE OARllli'UL IN TUB PRESIIRVINO Ol' TilE VEDIO TEXT. To 
TJIIS JIND, THliY GO ON INVJ!lSTIGATINO ALL SUOR MTh"UTE DETAILS 

AS-(a) WBlOll SO!lOLAR HAS A WIIAX ~llrnORY !-{b) WHO WAS THE 

ZA.llLIER SCHOLAR !-(e) WHO WO'OLD COIDIIT lllSTAXES REOARDINO 

AOOIINTS !-(d) WHO WQIILD llll BRJIAXlNQ 1IP WORDS IN THE WJ.IONO 

PLAOBS !-WREN TRJIRE ARB SO MANY ENTRIISIA.STIO SORIITINISBRS 

BUSY WlTR TBll Oll'ARDINO Olf THE VARIOIIS POINTS OF DANOI!llt, WRY 

CANNOT THE SERIOUS R.BADI!llt STUDY TU VEDA FREB PIIOM FLAWS ! 
-Ilr Vm>rO SOROLABS, TROUGH TDMSBLV.ES P'O'Rll AliD HONEST, 

WERE INDinliRBNT TOWARDS TU 1"011ITY OF TRll VEDA., TRBY 

MIGHT BB IINARLII TO NOTIOll THE VBDIO TEXT MUTILATED ;-AND 

IN THIS WAY IN OOURSB or 11MB, TBll VBDA, DISREOA.BDED AND 

MUTILATED, WOIILD BEOOMJI SOKBTRING QUTIB DIJ'i'BRENT, A 

illllllll SE)[lJLAliOll 01" TilE VEDA.-UNDER TUE CIRCUXSl'ANCES, Ill 

THE VEDA IS OONSTA.l<TLY AND O.UU:l'ULLY O'O'ARDED BY PERSONS 

WHO E..El!P A CIIBOK UPON PBBSONS BBSJIT WITH Lova AND IiATE 

BENT IIPON llll'TILATINO THJI V.EDA,--TJIIIN TU VEDA WILL NEVER 

LOSE ITS REAL FO!lX ".-(3108-3113) 

COMMENTARY. 

(a) The ruomory, etc. of wh.ioh ocholua are wetlk !-{b) who b&s learnt 
the Veda from whom !-(c) who I» likely t.o commi~ mia~"" in tho Accent, 
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etc. !-(d) who would rood U1e t<Jxt, breaking up the word. iu the wrong 
pla.ce ?-whun in regMd to oo.ch rea.dEtr of the Voda, all these points aro being 
crit..ically exa.minod by Vedic scholars who are en.thhsinsdica.Uy devoted to 
their ttt-Rk,~how enn nuy reader of tho Veda, uudor tho circmnsta-nces, not 
read the Veda with caro t · 

\.Yha.t i~ meant by this is that, under tho circmnstanoos, Q.S there can be 
no sus.picion regurdiug tho vaHdity of the Veda.,-wby should tho view r,_., 
admitted tbo>t 'the VGda is tbo work of a po.t"<OU definitely t·ecognisod as 
free from defects ' ? 

For instance, if students of the VOOa, puro t'Hld houo..,t; themselves, 
were indiffaront and did not notico the mutHo.tions of tho Veda. be ing carded 
01'1.,- t.hon it would be possible that in C".ourse of time, th••t Veda wonld become 
a. rnere semblance of the original. As o. matte•· of fact, however, the said 
pure-minded Vedic schoJars are evor alert in putting l\ check upon people 
be.'let with Love o-nd Ht\to bont. upon mutilating the Vedo,-tho Vcdo. is 
n.IW'tl.~ carefully perceived. How then. ca.n it ever lose its original form?
(3 ! 08-3113) 

Tho following might bo urged (by tbo Opponent of tho Mtmdt>tmko)
Tbo\lgh tho Vedn. ig cofu;tantJy guarded by the said schola~, yot ma.y it not 
be that having become dostroy&d at the Univel'ijal Dissolution, when i t 
rea.ppetu'ed, it did so in t.he wrong form 1 

The 2l!inuitn.saka~8 answer to t.bis is as follows :-

TEXT (3114). 

" WHAT WE HOLD IS 'l'llAT THE WORLD HaS NEVlill< lll:lllN UNLIKE WHAT 

IT IS NOW ; AND NO UNIVEI<SAL DISSOLUTION CAN EVER BE 

PJl'.RQ.IIliVED IN IIXALITY."-(3114) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho Author supplies the answer to tho abovo argwnont. of Kumirila"s
in the following :-

TEXT (3115). 

IT CANNOT BE AS ASSERTED. BECAUSE IT MAY BE POSSmLE THAT THE 

ACTUALVERBALTE..XT HAS REM.AmED THE SAME; BUTTRATTBESAM.E 

HAS BBEN Tlllll OASI!l WNH 'l'BE COMPRBRENSION 011 lTS 

MEANING OA...><NOT BE .ADMITTED UNLESS 7!r IS 

AOTUALLY SEEN.-{3115) 

COMMENTARY. 

All that may be regarded e.a explained by tho abovo is t.bo fact that tho 
verbal text of the Veda has remained tbo same ;-but t-ho same has not 
boon tbo ca.se with the moans of comprehending the metmi.ug of the Voclie 

41 



1382 

text.fl; honou so far u t.h.is LJ oonoorned. it htlH to bu t\<lmit.tod tJmc. it h~ 

beon oompoKed and oxpounded by a pctkln or J)Unl()lbt rocogniSllCI tLr> ftot, 
from deloot&-(3115) 

.Even M rogurds tho verbal text, thoro ctlon bo no eortaint.y l'O{P-Udiug it~ 
being the amo ..c. 611 times and piAOeB, morely by sooing no cbrtngu iu it.,
excopt to an omniscient. person.- Thia is pointed out i.n tho follo"'ing :--

TEXTS (3116-3117). 

TluT TBll VERBAL TJ:XT RA$ ltEliAill"ED THE SAAI:B CAN BB ASCBllTAINIID 

ONLY BY A PltllSON TO WHOM ALL lo:N, AND ALL TIMES AND PLAOES 

ARl! VlSIBLB LJXJl TB1! JrltUIT IN 'Illll liA.ND ; D" IT wmu! NOT 

SO, TBEN, WHY SHOULD TIDIRE HAVE DBEN A DD111'ERENOB 

0' Onb"ION DUE TO 'EIIB DIVBltOIINOB 011 TWll, PLACE, 

PERSONS AND OIRotllfSTA.NOES !-(3116-3117) 

OOMlllENTARY. 

Th8 argumone in !SUpport ol tho procoding ........Uon i• o1ntud in lhu word$ 
-

1 Jj ;, were no' 10, etc. ac.'-If tho verbd toxt had I'Otnt\.i ut:d thu ~tllnO, 
then there could be no difference of opinioo-doubt.-omong J>onfOJb', rotturd
ing it , by rOOBon ol tbo divergenco of plaoo, time, otc.-(3116·3ll7) 

le hna been 68Sertod (by Kvnvlrila) under 'l'OZIII 2275 nnd 3114 lbnt.
u tJlo world ba..oJ never boon known to be uuliko wht1.t it id uow and that no 
Universal Dissolution can oo admiteod ". 

Tho nnswor to t.hU. ia as follow~ :-

TEXT (3118). 

You UA.VII NO PROOF BOR TKE NOTION TJIA.T TilE WORLU HAS ALWAYS 

Bl!l!..~ AS IT IS NOW. TBII IIXISTBNCII 011 TRB 'Sllm>JGrla ' 

(DL'lSOLUTION) ALSO OA.l<NOT BE DENDlD SIMPLY 

BECA.USll IT IS NOT SBJIN'.-(3118) 

OOMMENTAlW. 

Thoro is no ovidonco in suppore of tho idoo that tho World hn., ulwaY" 
boeo. as it is now. 

'rho Duddh.isillspook ol tho 'Samvarta' "" tJ1o dii<solutiou of all ehingo; 
-tbe S1nrt.i-writors also bnvo doclarocllbnt.-' ThU. world wa.s a m""" of dark· 
nee•, unlulown and undisoernible, unth.inkablo, unknowoblo, "" if .Woep aU 
round' (Manu, Obapter I ) ;- whore wo have the montJon of two Jcind. of 
' Samoona ', ' DiMolut.ion ' ; and t.hore is no prool to the effoct that there is 
no auch Dis.wlut.ion,--on the stron.gth of which tho world co\lld nlwo.YM remain 
as it is now.-Merely boca""" a certAin thing iB not soon, it does not follow 
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that it does not exh:it; Weaw~u it ofton happons that a. thing, even though 
existent, ix not. goon ; N!)()eially tt." it is not known that there is iuvnriabJe 
concomih\nCtJ botwoon 'non·oxigton.oo' and 'non-porooption '.-(3118) 

rrhon again, the vn.Lidity of the Veda. being self-stt.ffi.cient., it aiWtiY$ brings 
A. bout certainty regarding ita subject.-ma.t.ter ; $0 that there eau bono delusion 
regurd.ing it ;-and as it is eternal, thoro is no like lihood of ita eeseutial nature 
being altered ;-thus in neither of the two ways can thf).N) be any ,mutilation 
of tbe Veda.,- in accordance with your view. Undor the circumsta.nccs, all 
the attompt that has bean made by V edic Scholar>! to preserve tbo toxt 
of tho Veda. has been superfluous. 

This is what is pointed out in the following-

'rEXTS (3119-3122) . 

UNDER TllB VD!:W THAT THE VALIDITY OF OOGll!'l'IONS IS INHERENT Ill 

THEM, OERTAiliTY OF CONVIoriON MUST DE ltllGA.RDED AS DROUGHT 

ABOUT DY THE VE:OA by it.lltlf, Ill REGARD TO ITS 0\Vll FORM (TEXT) ; 

U~NOE 'l'REltll CAll BE NO POSSIBILITY OF DELUSION Ill RESPJ1:0'l' TO 

'l'BA.T.-Tuus) THERE BEING NO ROOM ll'O:R IONOlt..utOE, OR DOUB'l', 

OB. MISOOliOEP'l'ION,-EVEN THE INFANT OF THE B~A SHOULD 

liOT REQUIRE ANY T~AOHING.-JUST AS THERE IS liO POSSIBILITY 

OF THE :O~STRtTO'l'ION OF THE THiliG WROSE ROOT (CAUSE) IS UN· 

KliOWli,-HOW COULD THERE BE AllY .OBSTRUO'l'ION (MtTTXLATION) 

OF \VIJAT IS ETERNAL AND SUPERIOR EVEN TO THE :OIA.MOliD (Ill ITS 

IliDESTRUC'l'IBILI'l'Y) !-IF IT BE SAID Tfi.AT "TllBRE MAY BE DES· 

TRUCTION IN THE SliA.rl! OF PERVERSION 01! THE MANIFESTATION",

Tl!EN THE ANSWER IS THAT THE POSSmiLITY OF SUOR trUJnifestalion. 
OF WHAT IS E'l'ERNAL H.AS :SEEN ALREADY B.EJEOTED.-HEliOE IF 

WISE PEOl'LE SEEK TO PBBSllR"E Ta:E VEDIC TEXT, THE A'l"l'EMl"l' IS 

EllTffiELY SUPERFLUOUS.-(3119-3122) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Infant of a Braluna!UJ '--<> Brllhm8I).a-child. 
Thus far it has been shown that the destruction (or mutilation) of the 

Vedt\ ia t'I.Ot. poMible, if it is self-sufficient ill. its validity. The author now 
proceeds to show tha.t it is not possible, on ac.count of its etcN'I.alit.y aJso ; to 
tbi.s end, ho puts the quellt.ion-' Fit>W could tkre be, etc. eu. ? • 

' If 1t is t.trged, etc. etc.'-this is to be construed with 'destruction' 
of the preceding sonwnce. 

'sa '-rnanifestntion .. 
'A8ya '-of the Veda..-(311()-3122) 

The following Text orums up tho whole seotion <-
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TEXT (3123). 

FOR TBBSE REASONS l'LEASJ! AOOlll'T TBll Vlt:W 'MIAT THJ!RK HAS 8&8N 

AN AU1'1l0R Oil 'rH11 VEDA,-ONE WHO IS OAPA8Llil 01! SEH1N(I THlN(IS 

BEYOND TO S.B..."'S:ES, WHO HAS SHAA..l!:N 01'1' TDH ll:NTfRB MA.~'< 

OF OARXN'ESS AND lUNORA.NOE, A..~-D WBO IS COl\"VX.RKANT 

WlTlJ THE !.lEANING OF TUB V EDA AND ITS DtVISIONS. 

-{3123) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Dorlmu8 '-i.e. Ignoranee, • aftlicted' aa weU "" 'unaftlicted' (oido 
YOf)M!Ura- 'Vrllayolo·kl414klif~ '); ~he' mM8' of ~his Ignon\nce has boon 
aha.ken off by him ;-• conver~ant with iU dit~Uions '-i.o. the right. oxpoundur. 

'Awlww '-i.e. of the Veda. 
Thus it has been esteblished that t.he Pro1~tJon (of t.ho Minl<il1-.bl) 

is found to be ent.iroly annulled by Moons of Valid Oognitiou,-his Re!liiOn, 
io U\e shape of 'being prosont when t.he other is Jll'686nt. '* is lnoonclw~w.,
tho proof for the R .... on (adduced by the Buddhist.) being p.-M w~ t.ho 
Probandum is P"""""~ has been already indicated abovo. under Teo:t 2930. 

As regards the four altornativos sot fort.h (by t.be Mimdm.oaka) under tho 
oomment.ary on Ten 2811, [{I) Both validity and invalidity are irollerem in 
oognitiona,-(2) Both are .mranwu.t ftt timeo,-(3) V"lidity i• inh.,..nt ''"cl 
Invalidity is &ttranwu.t,-&nd (') V•lidity i• e>:tranoom nnd Invl\lidity is 
i~],-tlnd the objoctiODII urgod $1!Billllt threo of thom,-they do 
not affect the Buddhists at aU. Bocauae they do not -.>pt any of thCI!O 
alteroativoa, their view being that thoro eau bo no hl\rd and last rule in the 
matter; aa it has boon already explained that both thooo, Validity and In· 
validity. may be 10metimes in.l&ertm &nd sotnet.i.mea «araneow. Hence it 
WM not right to put lorwnrd the aaid four alternativlll! only ; as a filth 
allornative was also possible tbat thoro can be no hard and last rule applying 
toaUcasee. 

Othor people lu>ve offorod an ontirely dillorent oxplan11tion of tho 
PropoliWm (regarding the HJf-oolidily of Oognitions) :-" Validity OOlllli•t. 
in being of the nature Oonaeiousnesa; hence it must be natur.l (inheront) 
in all eognit.ions,-it cannot be due to the presouco of nuy o.xcollouoos ; llH 

eVM in tho absonoa or oxcellonooa, when thoro is wrong ooynitioo, it is quiw 
poaaibl& thftt there should bo the '08110UOO Of cognition '. H ill for IJ>iJ< 
roaaon and in tbia sense that Cognition i• opokon of as • •olf.valid •. All thut 
tbo oxcelleJ\ces do ia to remove the dofcots; bonoo for tho removal of dofoot..tt, 
the validity of tbe oognitioo needs the O>xoeUenc:oe; and tb..., IU'O not needod 
for the bringing about of the tXIlidity !toelf " . 

The above view cannot be right. Boca.u.so it ;. not correct to .ay that 
tiOlidity consists in being of the nAI:ul'6 of Oonsciousn688 ; uo in that case t.horo 
would be Vlllidity in wrong cognitions al1o.-If it be held that-" Validity is a 
particular form of Oognition itself ",-then it ehould not be said that
"Validity is natural and inherent in oognitions, o.nd not brought about by 
e:roeUen""" ; because even in the abseooo of exoollcnces, whon thoro iB wrong 
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cognition, i t iR quite pos.~ble f.hnt there should be validity" (as asserted 
nbovf\). Bocmu~e i_f Vn.lidity were. held to be a pnrticn1ar form of Cognition, 
-then alone could thoro be any j-u.sti.flcation for the pointing out of the 
fa.l11ity of tbe premiss tho.t the anmo validity is duo to the presence of excel
Jonce.q,-not of anything else. As n matter of fact, however, when it Jla.q 
hoon assorted thnt .. it is present a.lso in wrong oognit.ion *, thA falsity 
pointOO. out is not in t,ho promis:R thnt 'tlte 1J<lrticular form of Cognition ist 
dne to tho prooence of excollonco.c. ',- but in regard to Cognition in. gtnef·al ; 
o.nd the oU1cr pnrt.y do~ not hold tbnt rognitionin general is brought a.bont 
by excellenoo.cr:; it is only n partiettlr&r cognition that is held to be RO brought 
nbO\It; t\J\d i t is. not poaAiblo to point out falsity in the premiss. that ' a 
po.rt-icnlar cognit.ion is brought about by excellences '. 

Thou ngo.in, wo also do not hold the extramouB 'fXllidit.y to be due to 
oxco11cmce~ ; by denying which you are seeking to prove 1ttlterem txtlidity. 
\VhAt· wo hold iR tho.t. ~ pn.rticnlnr cogn it ion, o:von though apprehended, 
might be duo t.o n. rnis:;t.ako, and os f:illch it. cannot bring o.bont the certainty 
of conviction in nccordnncc with the said nppreheMion ; hen0£l it is cOncluded 
tho.t. vnlidit.y. being dua t.o t.ho apperu-rm<'.e of t.he aaid conviction, must be 
e:ct.·raneo-u.B. 

Further, the same may be Sl\id in regard to Invalidity also; as follow..
Invalidity is of t he &Menco of cognition ;-and this is natura.l and inherent 
in COltnit.ions,-and not duo to thject8; because it is possible oven when 
there iR no defect, o.s in the case of Right Cognition ; that is why lnNlidity 
is 81\id to be inherem ; and all that the defects do is to set aside the Excel
lences ; hence it is for the setting aside of the excellences, tho.t the Invalidity 
noods the delecta,- not for the bringing about of the Invalidity itself. 

Th11A there iA nothing in t.be t\xplanation put forward above by some 
people. 

Uboyaka, on the other hand, has declared as follows:-" Tho validity 
of cognitions consists, not in their being of the natul'e of Consciousness; but 
in boing in conformit.y with the real sto.to of things ; because, in a cose where 
there is Consciousness. if there is no conformity with the real state of things,
the cognition is invalid.; e.g. the cognition of Bilvtr in rega.rd to the piece of 
shell; a-nd conversely, oven when there is no Consciousness, if there is 
conformity with real •tate of things, the cognition is valid; e.g. the cognition 
of f.UY\oke in Fire. Hence from this positive and negative concomitance, 
it follows that Validity consists in being in conformity with the real stete of 
things ". 

u The cognition of thi$ conformity prooeeds from that same. cause 
,vhich brings about the original cognition itself,-not from any other cir· 
cumAt.n.ntial conditionR ; it is in this sense that the validity of cognitions is 
~poken of a.~ if'lht-rant in themselves ;-the term '800' (in the word '~ ') 
stands for ' .wakiya ', 'what belongs to oneself' ; so that the word '8VCJ.ta~ • 
moons • duo to it.lJ own eauso '. The second hal£ of the passage-' the 
capacity which ia not present in the thing itself cannot be produced in it 
by Aomcthing else ',-only server; to point out the re&Son for denying the 
idea. of it.CJ being brought about by other circumstances ; the meaning being 
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that • the eapecity wbich is not present in the thintt it.oolf mnnot b<l brought 
about by onythi11g cloe,-i.e. by anything el"" beoidcll tl•~ Mt.,... bringing 
About the Cognition itAelf '." 

The following might be urged against tho above vie''" :-M- A maU<>r of 
fnat.. the cauae& of cognitions are eommon to vnlid nsc w(\11 f\A invn.lid COftllit ioo11 ; 
how thon could vnlidity be invt\riably concornltAnt with the rnero c·hArnctc-r 
of • boing tho cnu11e of cognitions, ?-From this. it i" clonr Umt vnlicllt~· is 
duo to othor circumAtontial ca.usea., not mer~!;.• to tho c.nuRo of thC't cognitinn 
itMlf. '£hiR 1 othor circumstantial cnuso ' must bo on('l thAt. ill nc~ompnniNl 
by oxcolloncOR: MO that the cn.uae of vnlidity would conRi~tt nlAn in tho rx· 
cellenCOR of tho ScnAe-organ.s. and othor InstnunontA of Cognit.ion. In the 
CMO of Verbal Oognilion. tho oxcellonoo of this othor cnuf«t., t\H MOOttninod from 
nctual oxper-ione&J consists in 'being composed (BJ>Olcon) by f\· tr'1stwort.hy 
poroon '. So t.h .. ~ there being no •ucb corn- (or SpMkor) in t ho """"" of 
the Veda, it would have to be regarded"" inoolid. 

The aM""er to this (provided by Ubfya.b>) ia "" followw :-" Wbnt hM 
b&ea jn•t AMOttod doeo not affect our po!lition : bocauao it cannot ~ 
proved that validity ia due to other ciremnstanlial M\-. h io not po~blo 
for U8 to rooogniso any po6itive functioning of tho Ex""llencco towl\lds tho 
br\nsing about of the effect in the shape of mlidity : what prodn- tbo 
idea of the oognition being in conformity with tho renl•t.Ato ol thinl(!4 i• tlw 
canu in tho ahopo of the Sense-orgao.o and other MMIVO of Co~nition thcm 
selveo, independently of 110ything else. M- regarc!A tho function of t.ho 
ointment (nppliod to the Ey .. to remove defeetivo viJlion),-thnt wncl• only 
towards tho removal of dofects, o.nd not to tho producing of oxoollonccs ". 

It might be argued that-The Sonse-orgl\nR ond t ho othor Mcntll! of 
Oognition aro thoro in the ease of the invalid cognition nlao; ao thnt under 
the nbove view, vnlidity should be produoed in all CIUIM : 110 the cause of it 
would be thoro in ita efficient condition. 

"Thia ie not so, "-saytt U~" beeaUBO after tho dofocts have 
boon CW'Od, other causeo would become OpoNtth·~ towardll the bringing 
.. bout of pez-ticular off6CIB ". 

The following might be urged :-Why is not the contrary of this accepted 
-that tbo S..IIM-Olg6ns and other ?t!OMII of Cognition bring nbeut """"0 
cognitioN, independontly of other tJtin&o,-and that on tlto cure of the 
ex..rtenoes, other cin>umstantial causeo become operative towards bringing 
about the right cognition in conformity with the real •tale of things f 

Ublyako'1 Answer to this i.s as follows:-" Tn1e; thi.s is 80; but t-hrough 
pMitive and nogntive concomitance, it hna bean fo1.tnd in tho caRo of 
Inlerenco, that what brings about the validity i• t.hot. ea me • prooonco of 
throo factors ' which brings about the cognition iUJol£; nnd henco it iR 
MSilmod that in t.he cooo of Pcrooption also, tho validity wott ld bo produced 
by tho ••mo cau.oo that prod~ the oognition. A• rogl\lds tho wrong 
cognition, on the other band, it is an ofleet that iA not found to be produced 
by the SoMe-organs and other Means of Cognition, end honeo it leoda to the 
a.ssumption that it must be due to otbor circumstantinl e&IIII&II.-Thus there 
can be no obj6Ction to our expla.nation of mlidity". 

' 
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(The Author'• """"'"" t<> tbe above view of UWyo.l:a}-Ail this is cor
tointy not free from objoctions. For instance, it has been nMert«i that u the 
wlidity of cognitiotu1 consi•to in ito being in conJormity with the renl state 
of things; and tbnt it. proceeds from the cause of tho cognition itoalf " -
'£hiM is AuporftttonR, futile; booa.\1RG we al~o t\dm it. that • that cognition t\.lonf.l 
iR valid which is in conformity with tbo ren.l nature of things' ,-which c1early 
mMtlll thnt Validity oaMiott in boing in conformity with the real stata of 
lhings.-But the ' cognition ' if' apocially mentioned u qualifying • validity • ; 
vt>lidity is not ~<Id M bolo"3ing direetly ta the Smt>ko and •uah otJ><~r 
mon.r\R of cognition, which aN tbemse.IVM not of the nature of • cognition • ; 
honce it. connot be Admitted thnt validity consi.m <mly in ' being in conformity 
with tho real state of thingR '. Spceially bec.a.\186 it i8 Cognition o.lone which 
il' primarily opero.tivo toward& things to bo abandoned or ncquired. For 
in"tanco, oven though t.lto Smok4, which is invariab~y concomiMnt with Fire., 
is thoro,-the Agent doOA not htwe fooourso to activity townrds the securing 
of tho Fire, until the cognition of the S't'I'Wloo come~ about; which sl1ow~ t.bn.t 
it i• tbo cognition that i• the direct and immediata prompting agent tawards 
the man's activity. ThU. hM boon thus declared-' The Cognition mu>;t bo 
vnlid, boae\186 thnt i• tho primery canS<> of activity tawards things ta he 
nb&ndoned or obtained '. 

At regerds the character of • heing in conformity with the renl state of 
thinp ', wbicb helongs t<> the Cognitions, and which ie thore in tbe form of the 
capooity ta lend up ta the thing cognislld,-rus consiato in this anme gdting 
at !ho lhing ; as it is only in regard t<> this thnt Invarinble Ooncomita.noo is 
pcwdb1e; n.nd the capMity of things formR their vory no.t.uro or ossenco ; 
honco who could ever thinlc of securing it from other thinge,-in view of which 
it would have t<> he •peaii\Ily denied T Because when the thing itsolf bns 
boon produclld, it cannot bo that. its property and nature have not boon pro
duoocL If this were so, thon there ..-ould he inoongruiti..,_ 

Tht. validity then, though heing the very ...,.nee of the oognitions, 
cannot he reeognislld until the effeato of the oognition have boon brought 
obout,-boaeuse of the preo<>nae of causes likely to le&d to wrong oognitions
Honco the effect if( Meerta.ined from extra.noous causes such a.s. the cognition 
of effwive a.ction. Hence when tl1e validity is said ta bo e:tlroMC>U8, i t is 
in reforonoo ta the said certainty regarding it, not in reference to its being 
,..cductd- Consequently, there can he no useful purposo oorved by tbe denial 
of the producti<m of the Vfilidity by other anuses; 011 on that point there is no 
dispute at aiL As rognrdJ! the -I<Jinty, however, rega.rding the aapooity of 
things, you also hold that it is brought about by oxtraneoua aeUBM- This 
ball boon declared thua (by Kvmarila h~lf)-" The aepecitiM of things 
111'0 proved through Pretumption based upon the fact that oertain effects 
cannot he &"Jllainlld otherwise" [87llo-Vci., p. 341]. 

As regords the argument that " tbe capecity that doe~~ not belong ta a 
thing by itself annnot bo produced by anything else ",-which ball been put 
forward in support of the denial of tbe idea. of the validity heing duo to other 
circumstantial oouses,-that i• equally applicable to Invo.lidity o.lso ; so 
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tbn~ that also should hnvo to be rogl\rdod ns inknm in tho cognition. 
Henoo the Reason t\dduced i• no Rea.4).0n nt all ; ns it is fn.lse o.nd in.concluRivo. 

lt has been atgued thnt-" Exocllonoeo nro nevor rccogni!K'd ao opernting 
p<l8itivoly towat<ll tho bringing obont. of lnvnlidi~y " . 

It cannot be underatood wh.at tho cloor mcn.ning of this n.ffirmntion iA. 
WhAt is tllo mool\ing of thiR • po.~ith1o opc.rat-ion ' t-If it mcntUJ intontionn.l 
activity townrdo the producing of n certain ofJoot.. following upon tho dot•r· 
minat.ion t.hat • I shall do thill ',-thon Auch nctivit.y cannot be pouiblo for 
the Sonw·orgru>& Nor is it pOlO!iblo for tJtin!l" to net intolligontly and 
inOOut.ionnUy ; bocn.use n.ll things boing momentAry, tjJort nnd activity nro 
impoMiblo; conaequently, for tho SoMO-orgnna a.l80, no poldUve activity is 
poos.ible; and honoc tboy""" never -v• ... ea ...... -:u it be "'1!'100 thnt
H evon wit-hout nny oporot.ion in t.ho fonn or t«;tivily, the Senso-orgo.ns opornto, 
by thair mero prosonoc, town.rds tho production of oflootA; n.nd M fluoh 1\r~ 
held to bo Oot.&~U ",-then tho tul8Wcr ill that t,his ctUl be uid, ";th f\QUA L 
roaoon, in regard to E:rxdkncu also. In the pooducing of lho effoo!A, all 
Ofl.\t808 n.re not t\IWI\~ fo\md to ha.vo nn activity npart from thoir moro prc· 
aenoo.- The following might be mged-" When tho E.xcelloocos are pr060nt, 
thn Defects diaoppMr, onci thonco com.,. obout WJlidiJy; so that, 1\A they act 
through tho diaoppo&rnnoc of tho defeot•. it i• ..ud that thoro can be no 
positive operation p<>OSible for t.lte ExoolleneOH ".-Tho M me, hnwover, may I"' 
said rogarding the Defects also ; for inetnnco, wbon the DofootA nro prok~nt .. 
the Exoellenoes disappear and thenoo there eomeo about involidiJy; honeo 
tow...U tho bringing about of In""lidity also, tho Dofecto would have no 
positive operation. Thus Invalidity all() would· be inherent, -there being 
no difforoneo botwoon tho two C!IS<lS. A.s " matter of fact, Defoots M'6 novor 
found to oet a.aido ExceUenoce and oporeto direotly toward> the bringing 
nbout of Invalidity. Henoc thoro ean be no ea.-1 relation apart from tho 
condition that the presence and absenoc of ono thing i8 eonoomitnnt with the 
prosonoo and abs<lneo of ~ho othor. Such ct>~uml rolt\tion i• equally possiblo 
for Doft>eta na woll ns Exoollonoea. 

It has been argued that-" Tho form of tho Sonso-organ nnd other 
Moans of Cognition, independently of nnytbing ol!oe, ..,rvoa to bring nbout 
oognitjons in conformity with the roolstl\to of things". 

Tbia also io not right; bect>uso, all eognitions would, in tbis """"· 
be valid,-68 thoir efficient ....... would be ruway• p..-nt; spocially .... they 
would be of the nature of Oonseiouanooa. The chorncter of ~ing of the 
naturo of Oonscio.......,s, ... prooout in cognit.ion.s, i• inseparably rolatod t.o 
the pmcedi.ng oogniti.oo ; 80 that even when there arc defect.At their efficiont. 
cause and ~be said eharector would be thero in the oaoo of all eognitiom ;
the cht\rooter of being in conformuy wiiA lh• •eol 1ta1• of thing• would n!too, 
in tho 8BmG wo.y, bo there in o.ll cognitiona. 

Tho following might be 11rgod-"ln the caso of Defects bringing about 
Invalidity, the oftleiont eouoo would no~ bo thoro in all oases; 'beoe1U10 Validity 
and iUJ opposito, being mutunUy exc1usivo, could never be proRont in tho 
same cognition. The ehnraot.er of being of the .,,.nee of OotUJciou.mtll, 
however, can be preeent in aU oues, without any opposition 1

'. 
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EXAMl'NATTON OF THE DOOTI.UN"fl OF 'SELF·SUFFJCIENT VALIDITY'. 1389 

If t.hnt i.• •o, then the Sonse-orga.n bY. itself, independently of every . 
t-hing olso, ea.nnot t.urn out to bo thfl eauoo; hOCO.\l$0, ovo1l when tho Senso
orgnn is thoro in itiS efficient condit•ion, its cffoct, in tho shapo of Validity, 
d nes not como nbout. Wlmt is inde-pendent of everything else can nover 
fail to be productive of itA effect ; n.nd when between two things, ono does not 
cumt\ n.bont even whon. tho other i.A .thoro, tho for mer ~nnot be rognrclcd ns 
having t,h<~ ln.t.ter n.q its only cnuso; if i t clicl EiO, thAro won1d bo inc.ongrnitios. 

Thon agAin, you hn.vo got t,o cxplnin thiR-lf Validity hns; its; efficient 
co.miD prOAcnt in itR perfect. condit.ion, why il=l i t thnt j t does not como about, 
even whon th(l Dof(.'Ct$ are thoro ?-If t.ho n.nsw~r is thnt-" it does not. com~ 
about on 1\C.connt. of the presenoo of tbe Defect, which is n oatLtJO opcrn.ting 
n..gainst. t he Vnlidity .. ,- then, the Rnme moy bo said repding lnoolidity 
1\I$\O; it. does not, come Abont nt the t ime on accolmt or the proscmc(\ of t.l1e 
Sen.sc-<Yr(Jlln. etc. which orC! the cntme opcra.t.ing ngninst the lnvnlidity. 

F nrther, ('vcn if t.h(\ Validity wcro unwilling to como nbot1t boeo.uso it 
iR n frnicl of the Defect \vhich operate~ ngn.in..qt it.-how CO\lld its own cause 
which is prcsont there in itA efficient condition, iltJ'ore t.he ef'foot ? In fact .• 
tho untrnmmollcd potenc.v of t.h('l cnnse would be mnnifosted only if it forced 
t.he effect to come nbont~ oven though unwilling.- If tho idea is that the 
Sonse·orgn.n would not bring about Vo.1idity, when it.s potency would bG 
obstructed by the presence of Defects,-then, being irnpo~nt, it could not 
bring about the Cognition either. Otber,,riae it would not be true that. 
"Validity i~> brought about by t he cause of t he Cognition itself"; as it would 
not come about oven when tho Cognition has come about. If between two 
t.hiogg, one is not produced even when the other ba.'i been prodnced,-then 
both co.nnot, be rega.t"ded as neeessari)y having the ~o.me cause ; ns for instance, 
whon tho paddy..aprottt i~; not produced on the production of the J(odrava· 
sprout ;- n.nd it has boon found tht~~t oven when tho Cognition hM been 
produced, ita Yalidity is not o.lwo..ys prod uced ; honee there is non·nppre. 
hen.'iion of the wider chara.otor.-Then again, when n Potency formFi the very 
o.cu:umoo of n. thing. nothing can ob."'truct it, without destroying t ho nature of 
that thing. 'rhuA then it may bo pos.•ible to M!<!ll"t as follows- ' Please 
~>CC<~pt the v iow thnt there is validity of aU AppTeheMionB, because the 
Potency which is inherent in a thing cannot. ho destroyed by anything elso • 
[o. parody of K~mllrila'• assertion]. 

The following m ight bo urge<!-" 'l'l'bat is held to be the cause of mlidity 
U; not the mere Sense-organ and other Means of Cognition, but only auch 
Sense-organ, etc. as are fru from <Ufec/,$ ; ao that the above objections are not 
nppJico.ble ,. . · 

If that is so, then it comM to this !·hat what brings abont tho Validity 
i1; the Sense-organ a8 along with Excellences-which i Fi A.Omothing different 
from th~ cn.uAe of t.ho Cognition itself ; because it is only whon a. thing is;, 
c.quippod with Excellonco that i t cn.n be free from defec.t8. Thus you cannot 
My thn.t .. t.ho valicllty iR not known to bo bronght about by othor eireum. 
t:~tR.ntio.l ca.uS<tS " . 

u VVhat the Excelloncc~ opernte t?wArdf> in the removal of dtfecta, n.ot tho 
producing of wlidity " . 
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That CAn.not bo right. 'Removn.l' is n moro nog&tion; hC'neo thcro 
can be no oporot.ion to\91U'd.s it; for itu~tnnoo, it ~ not tlOI<f'ibl€' for nnything 
to have An,y opNat.ion towards a non-entity. liko tbt_'t, 'Hn.ro'" Hom •. wbi("h 

is no~ 110m~thlng lA> be produced. 
It hM boon nrguod that-" l1\ the CMO of lnfet(lne<', it hM bN~n found 

tbn~ ~ho P"""'nce of tho Th.ru-facJmB, which produrN< tho Ooj(t\ition. brin~-t• 
About t,ho Vnlid_i ty n.l11o ". 

This niMO iM fnallmil8i0lt. What brings nhout tho lnfc'N'Inti•\l Cognition 
ill, not moroly tho preAoneo of t ho tl1.ru jacJ,orR, hut oleo smeh ox~olloncOA in 
tho cogniser RA absence oj dtltuion.. n.nd full remembrat1l'U anti impres;,;onll. 
For instAt\CO, ovon when tho lltrujactorB ntO pro~ant, i( tho nu\n hnH no rti(:Ol· 
lcction of tho rolntiomohip and other impreMions rf'itgordi ng th~ fncto~. 
tho Inforentlnl Cognition does not o.pp&lU' at all i con~tequontly, from thi)'( 
positive o.nd negntiv& concomitnncc, it is cloor tho.t. it. is not truo thnt. whnt 
prodll008 ~he tJOiidil!f iB tho same cnusr tlmt produ..,. the <OI.Jf'ilion il..,lf. 
Hc.nco t.bo conelusion to the contrary remains irrofli~ttiblt'!. 

H hall aloo beon nrgued thBt.-"Theo!Ioctin theohnpe of ...-cmgccgnilitm 

d""" no~ prooood from tho more Senso.orgaM ". 
This iB an extremely audacious otatement. It implieo< thB posoibility 

of Wrong Cogn.it.iont appearing independently of the Sell86-orgntu~. When 
one thing, by it. very nature, does not pi"'CeeCi (rom nnnthor, it co.n nevt'r 
bo dependant upon the latter ; M othtln\l'iMO, it. woulcl Joo.d to nbR\1rdit,~·· 
A8 a mattA'!r of fact. even the oognitions of ' two moon• • f\nd t.hf\ like whie>h 
nppenr in men tmfforing from dofoctivf'l viRion, ne\'~r np1wnr indopond(lnt Jy 
of tbo SonllO·organs. 

Further, if Validity is clesoribed t\.~ 'conformity with tho roal Htn.te of 
tltings ',-thon how ia it nscert&ined t hat tho Cognition proclucod by t.ho 
V~ is in conformity with the real state of thinga,--i.n viow of which yOll, 

who are n. man of limited viAion, come to regard it t\a valid t In fnct7 tho 
pre110nce of a pet.ency in a thing cannot be all00ct4inod by men who have 
not pc~reeivod the orroots of such Pot~ncy. rr it woro ao aaoortnined, it 
would lead lA> incongruities. 

Thus it ia found that the Validity is not proved in tho- of the Vodn. 
-in the hope of ••t&blishing of whoea reliability all thia verbl\1 not-work 
hall beon tpr<!ed out (by the Mimam.a.b>); so l.hat nil thi>o effort hM beon 
like t.ho eltort of the man who thumps mM> /uu/:4, in tho hope nl finding ri~ 
Trus peint neod not bo lnbourod a.ny further.-{312:3) 

End of Ohapltr XXV 

I 



CHAPTER XXVI 

Examination of the 'Person of Super-normal Vision' 

COMMENTARY. 

It hM hcon dcclnr<•d in tho Introdnctory Ver>~M (Ttx~.< 5·G) that
• '!'he groot. Teacher, tho host o£ Expounders, hn.s oxponndod tho dootrino of 
tho lntervolved Wheel of Oamalion,-luwing nbotmdiug Mercy nequirod 
<luring Vt\Rt tOOrUI of time; nfter bowing to thi:. Ra.mo Teacher, thiA O<YJn· 
pe1uUum of Pntt Doclr1~ne$ i~ being composed '.- Herein i t. ha.'J boon 0."-"--rted 
th~\t· the Doctrine or tho ~ Int('rvolvtKl Wheel of Cmumt.ion • i~ qnaliflc<l M 

hn.ving been tn.ught by nn Omn.ia.eicnt Pe.rson. 
In Anpport of this notJon, the Author pr~ with tho mere introduction 

of this subject :-

TEXT (3124) .. 

Taus, IT HAVING BEEN PROVED T.IIAT 'I'JlJ1l VALIDITY 011 ALL COGNlTIONS 

IS NOT INREREN'l" IN THBMSEL VES, NO A'I"l':&l\IPT IS MADE 'l'O 

PHOVE TilE EXISTENCE 011 THE PEBSON COGNISANT Oll 

THINGS BEYOND TilE REAOXI OF THE SENSES. 

- (3124) 

COMM:!i)NTARY. 

Thus,- i.e. by the rea!llonings just set forth,-it is esta.blished thn.t the 
Vnlidity of a-ll Cognitious ia not inherent. in themselvor-. ;-bonoo the existence 
of n Person knowing nU things, even thORO beyond the ren.ch of the Senses, 
becomes established without any offort ; eon.eequently, for the purpose of 
proving this no further effort i• being made.-(3124) 

Q...,.lion :-"How does it become established without effort!" 
A118Wer :-

TEXTS (3125-3127). 

lNAS>roCH AS T.l!E VALIDITY AND RliLXABILITY OF THE VEDA ALSO IS 

DUE TO A PERSON,- IT FOLLOWS FROM 'l'llAT ITSELF T.IIAT TIDI SAID 

VALIDITY IS POSSIBLE ONLY IF T.l!AT PERSON IS COO:NISANT OF SUPER

SENSUOUS T!JlN()S. b IT WERE NOT SO, THEN THE PERSON WOULD 

BB LIABLB TO IGNORANCE, DOUBT AND WRONG COGNITION ; AND 

WHEN SUCH A PERSON WOULD BE THE AUTXIOR OF THE VEDA, l'lliS 

LAT'l'ER COULD NOT HAVE ANY VALIDITY,-LIKE OTRER ASSERTIONS. 

INASMUCH AS THE CONNEOTION BETWEEN HEAVEN AND SAORIIIIOIAL 
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PliRirORMANOE HAS DEEN ASS£ltTBD DY RDf AfTER FULL KNO\VLEDOE, 

IT IS CLI!AR THAT RE L~ COON18AN1' OV RUI'RRSBNRifOUS THIN!I~. 

Tu:rs MUS'I' BB ADMl'M'ltD BY OTHERS AI.SO.-(~l:lfJ-3 1 27) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Ttwya '-<>I tl"' PCrAOn. 
· Tll/al> '-the PenlOn. illl eomposer. 
' TtMmin '- in t.ho Vf'd~ ;-thr. l..oootivo ondinJ( iH in n'llntion to thf• 

word 1 P1'amdtwJi} ', 'VnHdity ' . 
' Validity '~pn.city to make known Atpon:ocrunlons thin~ jn 1\CCOrdnnc·r

with their true n~t\ll'e.-Thl8 has bean said in rafcrcnct" to the viow of 1 ht• 
other psrty. 

\Vhnt is monnt iA a..~ followA :-If you must. inRiRt, upon tho vn1icHty n.nd 
roli,.bility o f tho Vcda..-then that vnlidity must be duo to tho Poroon who 
eompooed it, and not to the Voda itll<'lf. This hM be<-n explAined alr"CCid~·· 
If thU. Author of tho Vedr> U. capnblo o! perceiving •upsrooruouo•c• thin!!". 
- thon Dlone cnn reliability belong to him ; otho.rwiRO if tho n.ntbor wer(! 
liable to wrong nnd doubtful oognitioruo. t.he Vt<l" would be just liko the 
utteranooe of mod and demented people, and hon<'<' entirely unrolinblc. 
llonco it follows thnt. the Author of the Vtda, whoAa oxistC'nco hM boon proved 
in t.ho cha-pter on 1 The Revcllo1ed Word ', ml1kt· ho re~rdod, nt, I~Mt. h~· 

implication, to be one who is oopablo of pe.rcoivin.g ~np61')l61Uiuous t.hingfl. 
Hence tbere should be no deniAl of 1rueh nn Author. 

M a rul&, men havo thoir powers of perception \:)cs(-t with defectJII mw 
Love Md Hate, n.nd honce thoy m·o unnblo to perooivo snpetS()ntuOut; thin{lR ; 
hnving ronliaod thia truth, people lose nil hope of Mtnblisbing tho validity of 
&eript.u:eo eompoood by su4h men; so whJ!n one seelca to obtAin the knowledgo 
of what is Dham14 and what is A.dh<m!IG, he will ...,ly upon tho ...,liability of 
tho Vodn,-ju&t like the bird which ia tmable to poreoive the ahoro. · 

With this idM., the .Mim4,...k<u, being devoid of all exoollont qualiti011 
(!),deny the exilrl<>nce o(tho Penoon cognioant. of ru~nsuoua thir>g)l ; t.h<>ir 
argument being"" follows:-" All men boing beeet with Lovo nnd BnlrNI, 
otc. 1\8 l\lso by Ignorance, nnd not knowing how t.o got rid of thORo, they 
become confused; hence there can be no P~rson who ill ca.pnblo of perooh'il\$[ 
snponoonauons thingo ; eon.'lOquontly, Dharma can bo known only through th~ 
Vod.a, not through tho sel190fl; 'as it is the Ved" only which o&n mnke known 
things past, presont and fnture, subtlo o.nd romot.(ll nnd nnnr,-not AO t.hn 
Senso-organ or any othor Moons of Cognition • (Sitabara-1)/uif]J(l). 111 
""PP"rt of this view, they pn~ forward the following .-'IOolng: A thing 
thnt fall• within tho ooopo of tho Moons of Cognition known 1\8 'Non·nppre· 
horu~ion ', which corW..;ta in tho absence of tho 6vo mon.nA of Cognition (SonR~· 
pcrooption and the rest), can bn regarded by tho wi"" only M ,.,._...,;,um. ; 
e.g. the 'aJ,-y.lotua ·.-• omniBcient PM!On fall• within t.ho IOCOpo o! t11o 
said t Non~apprehoMion • ;-hence this ill a RooRon bGAed upon the nAture 
of things; the Probnndum OOI\I!ist.ing of co.pability of boit~g wul and ru.;ardt<l. 
As for ibe negation of this, it oon be eognisod by 'Non.~pprell•noion ' only ". 
- (3125-3127) 
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Sa.yK t.ho Mimiim8aka's Opponant :-All tlu\.t is cogJ:UAAblo i:os included 
under t.bo fivo t hiuga, Oolour ('fasto, Odour, TO\Ich t\Ud Speech); a.nd men 
who l<now 1\Jl thexo are weJJ known; honoo t..ho Mimiiul.8aka's Propo)Jition
that • tlwre ilf no ono who knows nll things '- is contrary to ordinary ex· 
J)Cl'ittnce " . 

'£ho i\lli1n.Um8Clka'a unswcr to this U; as follows:-

TEXT (3128). 

" ALL THAT IS l'El<TINEN~' TO TilE PRESENT CONTEXT lS THE DENIAL 0}" 

TilE KNOWLEDGE OF Dlwrnui (BY MAN) ; WHO IS DENYINCO THE 

P.OSSIBILITY OF A PERSON KNOWING OTHER THlNCS 1 " 
- (3128) 

COMMENTARY. 

"In t.he present context, which deals wi th th& question of tht<t Reliability 
of"tho Veda, a.ll that is tnoru.tt by us is tho donial of tho (>..xiatence of ftllY 
person who knows aU things re1a.ti.ug to Dharma.,-uot tho denial of the 
person knowing aU things that are included under the denotation of tlH) 
term ' all '. ThW:i if people apply the term ' omni$tcient ' (aU·knowing) to 
a certain person, in the sense that he knows all things e:cctpt Dharma and 
Adla.at"'t1W,-we do not deny this ; hence our Proposition does not run coun~r 
to ordine.ry experience " .-(3128) 

"Further, if you Buddlli•ts also urge, ~>gninst W!, the po..Ubility of 
rego.rding, as ' all-ktl.Owing ', the tnan who knows all things oxoopt Dharma 
ancl Ad/aa.rma,-then that is entirely superiluous.-This is what is pointod 
out in the following-

TEX'£ (3129). 

"IN EVIIRY CASE, Tlill TElthl 'ALL' IS USED IN REFERENCE TO THE CON· 

TEXT ; HENCE 111 THERE IS A 1/EliSON KNOWINO all things RELATING 

TO A CERTAIN CONTEXT,-WHAT HA.Im DOBS TIIAT DO 

TO OUR POSITION 1 "-(3129) 

COMME.NTARY. 

QuutWn :-What is that 'all' that rela.tes to the present context f · 
A118Wer :-

TEXT (3130). 

" THERE ARE CI:lRTAIN EFFECTS (SPOKEN OF) WHICH, IF FOUND IMl'OSSlBLE 

IN RELATION TO TO OBJECT DENOTED BY THE WORD, ARE 

APPLIED TO THE WORD ITSELF ; HENCE THE MAN WHO 

IU'fOWS TllE word' ALL', ~!AY BE CALLED 

'all-KNOWING' IN NAMB."-(3130) 

COMMENTARY . 

.. For oxampl~, in Grammar, we find such assertions as 'agnArdrk' and 
so forth which Ja.y own such effeo~ as the addition of certain a.ffi.:xes ; 
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now lohiA oft'oo~ mono~ bo brough~ abou~ in U.O thing denoted by tOO words 
""""""""' ; coruooquenUy, by imptication, thoy """ RI>Jllicd to tho wonh< 
thenlMlve.l, by Gnunmtui&.Jl&.-ln the ga.me manner, if you also. finding 
that. h l8 impofll'liblo for any one to know oll lhi"ff#, cxpl~in the totnl ' all' 
ap~ring in tbo statement of your doctrine, "" ot•nding for too word 
'oil',-«) t-hn.t tho man knowing tho word 'all' would bo • all-knowing'.
thon this ma.y be so in natne,-i.e. in na1ne only ; for no ono c1m prevent a 
1n0.11 applying to words any meaning he liktwJ ; tt.IJ tho naming of t,.hjuSJS 
dopendB upon tho more whim of man " .-(3130) 

TEXT (3131 ). 

"lJr TIDil TIIINQ ll.JILAT.&D TO TilE CONTllXT IS SOli.B SUCR TliDIG AS OIL, 

W ATJIR OR Ou.&li1IliD BUTT&&,-AND ll1 A PERSON KNOWING ALL 

ABOUT SUOB A TH.IKG IS CAJ.,LRD 1 ALL-KNOWI.NO ',-

'I'IIJIN IlB JU Y BR SO ; Wl! DO NOT D:&l<Y 

TllA.T."-(3131) 

OOMMENTAIW. 

"If wh~\t. ill moo.nt by the term • all ' are thjnp othor tllAil Dharma 
and J.tdhormo,~uc.h u Oil, Water, Clarified .Butter, oto.-ond tlto PoNOn 
is rega.rdod M • all-knowing' on t\CCOunt or hi~ knowl&dgo of t110t!o t.hinSl'.
-thon yovr &rgument U. IIUporAuous ".-(3131) 

''Further, L~:~ tho • t\ll·kn.owing' person rogtudod l~ Kuch-b&ea\IW he 
kllows a. littJo of t.ho universe BB a whole ! Or booou~o h& know11 tho wholo 
of i t in full dot.oil !-U the forme<, then it ia futile; it being admitted by us. 
-This ill pointed out in the following-

TEXTS (3132-3133). 

" Tll£ WHOLE 111H'VIlRSB IS INOLVDED 'ONDER T1IB TWO Tltl!.I4S ' POSlTlVE ' 

A.i.~D c N'EO~TI'VB ' ; U OS.£ WHO KNOWS TJIIS EPITOM.£ O.r TJl'B WOllLD 

IS CALL.BD 1 ALI.r-KNOWINO ',.-IJ'HBN WHO IS TREU 'f'IIA,.T .DOES 

!<Of AOOIPT SUOD .L.._ 'O>Q."lS(li]INT ' PBRSO!l !-J.N TRB 

SAlol£ WAY, TB::E TO¥ 'ALL' ¥AY BE APPI.Jl!:D ON THJ: 

BASIS OJ" SUOH ~'"IV'E:BSAL TERMS AS 1 KNOWABLE', 

' OOONISA.BLE ' AND THE I.IKE (WDIOU IN. 

OLUDE Gll THINGS) ; IF ONB WHO KNOWS 

TUIS IS OALLED ' OlJl,"lSGIJilNT ',-WllO 

CAN OBJJ>CT TO THIS 1 "-(3132. 
3133) 

OOMMENTARY. 

"Tho wlwlu world, consisting of things that aro mutulllly oxclusiv&, is 
• nttgativo ' ; a.tld when the things 81"6 spoken of pMilivdy, it il 'positive • ;-

I 
• 
I • • 
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thus t-hcso two charootunc, '(l<>Sitivu' oncl 'noptivu ', bavo been dU~Cot"ibed by 
us as standing for tbo on tire unive.n50; if. it. is on tho lxwis o f tht) knowledge of 
tho wholo world iu this form (M coll8idting of Positivo and Negativo o.ntitieK), 
that tho 'Omniscient. Pon.Jon • ig sou.ght to be proved,-oven tbis j8 acoopt.tt.blu 
to us. But tills alono cannot prove the ' omn.iaoient chM·actor ' of o.ny 
person''. 

''1'11>4 epii<»M of. IM world '-Being of IM p.,;,;,. and Negati,. form 
constitul.olt the 'epitome • of the World, in the 86UdO that it epiu.nniMI iJ.. 

SimilN"ly if tho wholo world i• viowed as • knowable •, • cognisable •, 
otc..-a.nd ono knowing lt thus ilf 'oll-Jmowing t,-thon this l}.},so ia whtl.t is 

readily admitted by ua.-(3132-3133) 

TEXT (3134). 

"WHBN OERTAIN PIIOPLB HA VII OOME TO TIUJ CONCLUSION l'I!AT SUCH 

AND SO M.ANY ARE all 'EBII TIIINOS TIUT ll'XlST,-ALL THOSE WHO 

K."'OW TBlS Al!D TROSE WHO HAVE LKA.IUI'E THE WORKS 

WBITTEN BY THEll SBOOLD BE • all-KNOWING '. '' 

-(3134) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be that there are some people who h~>vo come to t.ho> conclusion 
in thoir own systems that so ma.ny 1\re all the things tha.t exist., and have 
po•tulated them te be M such :-<>.g. the BalAildluu have po8tult\ted the 
'Fivo Thought -pht\801!' ;-the Va18hl8ika8 htwo postulated the • Six 
Ontogories ';-the Nai1f{Jyika8 lut.vo postulated tho 'Sixteen Catogori.., ',
'M"""" ol Cognition ', ' Objecto of Cognition ' and 110 forth ;-t.ho Siiril:hlJOll 
have poetulated t.ho twenty-five Principt-· Primordial :Matte.-', t.ho 'Gro&t 
Principle ' and so forth.- And ono who knows th011o ill held te be 'aJJ. 
kuowjng '.-In this way, it leacl.a to l\bsn.rditi\18; such as pooplo who rend 
tbe works written by these peoplo also become 'all-knowing '.-(3134) 

TEXT (3135). 

" FOR INSTANCB, ONB WHO HAS ;KNOWLEDGE 011 THE SIX ' Oll.TEC'I'S OF 

CoGNITION', THROUGH THE SIX ' 1\fEANS 011 COGNITION', WOULD 

BE ' L~O'W'INO ALL ' n\ AN EPl"l'O!USltD I"'B.M ; WDO 

IS 'l'HBIUI WHO WOULD NOT AJ>lllT SUCll AN 

OMNlSOiliNT PEIISON 1 "-(3135) 

OOMM.EN'£ARY. 

It might be m·god that.-' If a ma.n, througb the six M......, of Cognition 
-Porcoption, Inferonco, Analogy. \"Vord, Presumption and N on-Approhtmsion 
--cogni808 the she kinds of objecte~ be would bo rogu.rded as omnilcient ' ;-
but tbi• t\lao would bo futile, proving what i• ~>lrMdy admitted. 13ocauso 
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--{a) Perception bui.ng restricWd in its scope to tho llvu objects, in tho f*ho:p<~ 
o f Colour, ot.o. oonnot apply to Dhanna om! At/Joorma; (b) lnforonc'<l .u..,, 
onvisaging U>o oubjoa as rolatod to t.ho ProbaRI which ha. boon cognl>!cd by 
P<YOOption, cannot appertain to Dhanna ond Adloonna; booo\110 Dhamw, 
otc.-are boyond the r"9Ach or tho 80LU:IOS ; hence no rolatJonship or t..htlt!O with 
nnything can bo avp,..,hondod by Perception ;-(e) as regard• tho Word, 
ovon though it appertains wholly to imporooptiblc thingi!, yot thl'O\lgh 
vorbeJ cognition one cannot be rogtu'dod u.s 'percoiving auperaeU8uou.a things'; 
booouso verbal oognition, onv~ imperooptible things, ceonot be of 
t.he oat\lre of P~ilm; and t.he man wbo ia whoUy addicted to non· 
perceptional oognition can never be ono • percaiving IIUporscosuoWI things*;
(d) a.s rcgarcla Analogy, envi8l\ging Similarity o..nd its adjuncts, can nover 
apply to Dhanna Clnd Adloorma; ''"has beon thus doclnrod-' :S:enoo what i• 
romemberod WOl~d be qualified by •imilarily,-.. nd this would be tho objoct 
of Aoalogiool Cognition ; or tba similarity "" reoting in tl>at thit1g • 
{SIIl<>i:otdni.ta-AllAiogy, 37) ;--(<) ,.. regards Proownption, it envisagoe oruy 
a thing different from the one in question, whicht as llOIIrd of or aoe.n, would 
be inexpticablo without that othor thing; honeo, it cannot appertain to 
DltaNna and Adha"'aa; as thoro is nothing oither seen or heard or, which 
tQDDOt bo oxplainod without tbo pi'08umption o! Dl~arma and Adl~anna. 
Evon if PI'08urnption does onviaago Dl""""' and AdllllNM,-it cannot be 
or t.he na-turo or Perception; honoo ono who m~~tl upon it cannot bo 8Aid to 
be 'dinaeUy porooi•i"'l Dbo.rma ood Adbanna • ;-{f) "" regar<Li N<m-appro· 
her'li<m, as it euvi&agetJ only tho a.bfrn.ce: of oogn.i«Jbl.e lhi-ngs. it onn ntwor 
onviso.ge Dha"'"' and Adloorma.-(3135) 

Tbua it haa bean explainod tbnt tbo attempt to prove t.ho Oonn.:..Ciont 
Por.10n on t.he baais of t.he koowlodge of the ~>pitomisod form of things, is 
auperfluowo. Tbn Mim<i"""i:o now p<OOOOds to point out objeetion.11 againat 
the idoo of tho 'Omniscient Person •, on t.he b8ili1 of liD! knowing tbe whole 
world in dett\il :-

TEXT (3136). 

" U o;,."B ASSIIXES 'I'HE BXJS'I'ENOII 011 A Pl!RSON OAPABLl! 01' DIIU!OTLY 

P.Sl!OE.IVINO ALL THINOS IN DBTAIL,-811011 ASSUMPTION lS 

AU.SOLUTELY JIOTIX.lo1 AND JIALSE."-(3136) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Mwlh4 '- Fulilo, lli!O!"""; ~it is not oonduciw to t.he fulfilment 
of any purpooe of wan. _ 

'Fal/Jo '-not true, 1\S onvi.oo.ging o.n imp<JO'libility.--(3136) 

Tbe foUowing Tm sboWll in what way it is an itop<JO'libility-
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TEXT (3137). 

"EVBN IN A SINGLE BODY, THERE ARE SO MANY ATOb!S, AND SO MANY 

HAlllS, B'rC. ;-WHO OA.N KNOW ALL THESE I "-(3137) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a mo.ttet· of fact, it is impo&Sible for men to know in dotail a.ll the 
atoms contained even in a single body ; what to say of the kno,vledge of all 
the little details that go to make up the entire Universe !-(3137) 

The following Text poiut.s out the futility of M'iuming .the Omniscio.rlt 
Person:-

TEXT (3138). 

" lF AN ATTllliU"l' \VEltE MADE TO PROVE THAT ONlJ HAS ~'HE ENOWLI!D!lE 

OF THE DETAILS OF ALL INDIVIDUALS AND CO!dl'ONENTS OF THI! WHOLE 

WORLD,-IT WOULD BE AS FUTILE AS THE INVESTIGATION 

OF THE Cllow's TEETH."-(3138) 

COMMENTARY. 

'0Qm1Xlnenl.8 '-Hands and Feet, etc.-' Individw;Us ' - in the shape of 
the pa-rticular trees, Dha.va, Khlu:Ura, Palii.8hc. and so forth.- 1 .San·la8ta, 
etc. '-all component(; and individuals ;-the ' deta1"ls 1 of the.~e ate in the 
shape of atoms, hairs, leaves and so forth ;~ne who has the knowledge of 
all this is 'Satna8ta ... ;'-iiiirw, ',-the term ' }M.t"'.a ' ~ta.nding for one who 
knows-the' Ltr~·o.flix • in' jMnq. • denoti1\g tho active agen~ ;-any attempt 
to prove,-establi•h tho pro.<onco of-.ruoh a knower-would oo ~bHolut<>ly 

futile; that is, bocauso, being impo88ibla and not having o.ny booring upon 
DMrlna and AdhaNna, it can oo of no """ in fulfilling any purpo"" of man.
(3138) 

Th.i.s samo id~ iH further ~upported by muu.ws o f a.n itlustra.tlon :-

TEXT (3139). 

"JusT AS THE ASSERTION THAT ' ONE KNOWS ALL THINGS WITH HIS EYES ' 

IS FUTILE, SO ALSO WOULD BE THE PROPOSITION THAT 'nr.I!Rl!l 

IS A PEI<SON OAl'ABLE 011 DIEEOTLY PBROEIVING 

ALL THINGS '. "-(3139) 

COMMENTARY. 

'fhls means that the Proposition is superfluous and also contrary to 
common experience.-(3139) 

42 
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The following '1'0!4 proceeds t.o point. out. wlw-e there i• clifforence of 
opinion, and t.ho proving of which would be WJaful for man :-

TEXTS (3140-3141). 

"BY PJ.tOVJl\'0 Tlllll l!lXlSTENO'B OF Tlllll P BRSON .KNOWlllll ONLY Dlw.T'T1UJ. 
ana Adharma, WBOM THI!l BUDDI!IST l'OSTl)'LATES,-ONE S£0Ul\I!S THE 

n:mLIADILITY AND ACOBl'TAlliLIT:t 011 TRI'l SOJ.UPTun:m oollll'OSED nY 

JIIM; AND BY DBNYINO THE SAID P.Ell80N, ONll SEOUBES THE 

11NIUILIADIL1TY AND REJEOTA.BILITY OP TD1I SAID SOllll'TUBE.-T:s:uS 

W1111N l'BOPLB PliOOBED TO l'EOVE Tlill EXJSTBNOB OP TR1I PEll80N 

KNOWD<O ALL THE U'M'L11 DBTA.ll.S OP TBB BNTIRI!l WORLD, THI!lY 

Ptrr mBXSELVES TO TBB UNNEOESSAllY TEOUJILB 01' WlUTINO 

TIIJIA.TISBS ON THE SUli.JEC!' AND OAllllYil<O ON l>IsOUSSIOl>"S ON 

TIDI SA.lOI."-(3140--3141) 

CO:IJMENTARY. 

• SOXJ·dMrmo, u.. U..'-t.he Pen!on cogni$<>nt or Dh<aNM and AdN:Jrma,
as poaitod by the Bllddhi$t himself; when there is prt>1>ing or rknying of 
such ~ Person. The compound is t.o be taken aa wit.h tho Locativo ending. 
When thoro is (a) proving a.nd (b) denying of such o. poraon,-it becomes 
oato.bliabod whether the scripture composed by anch a person is t.o be 
(a) o.cooptod or (b) rejected, respectively. 

What ia moo.nt ia as follows :-If the Party postulnting tho snid Person 
euooeoda in proving that such a Poraon exist.& as hio Inato-uct.or fully con· 
veraant with DhorrnJJ and AdN:Jm~<J,-t.hen it becomos est.&bliahod that t.he 
scripture composed by him should be aooepted ; on tho other hand, if t.he 
Party denying the l&id Person postulated by the ot.hor party as oonvOl'IJ&Ilt 
wit.h Dh<armo ond A.dNJ1!'TIO only, sueooedo in refuting the exiatonoo of such a 
Peroon,-it ~comes proved that t.ho Scripture oompoeed by t.bo !laid Person 
should be rejected ;-when. however, one giVM up all conoi~tion of only 
Dhot-mtJ ond .A~ and proceeds to compose troeti&M and carry on dis· 
cusaions regarding tha ' Omniscient Pel1l0n • who ia affirmed by one party "" 
knowing all the minute detoi!s of the whole world, and ia denied by the 
ot.hor party,-<IUch attempt involve<; useiOS8 trouble. 

The Locativo ending at the end of the compound-' Sa,....., u..•
oonnotoa 'for t.he purpose of ' ;-while that at tho end of the compound 
' granlllav<ldayo/1', it connotoa the recepta<U of the Ollem~-(Sit0-3141} 

The foUowing might be urged-If there ill no Per8on cognisant of Dll<arma 
and AdM""", then how can people have any idea of 'vhat ia moral, good 
and whot it t,.,.,...Z, .W t 

The Ml"""""""'' • answer t.o this is aa follows ,_ 
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'.l'll:XTS (3142-3144). 

'' l'liROBl'TlO.N AND OTITJIR llh:ANS OF COGNITION ltiWAitDINO THE 

0MNISOIENT PERSON 1lA VINO :BJIEN DISOAROED, lT WOULD FOLLOW 

THA~' MORAUTY AND bOI!OltALITY ARE OOONJSADLJI TlrnOUOf! SCRIP· 

TURE (RELIADLE WoRD) ONLY.-'lms ALO>-'E DRINO S!ll'riCIENT TO 

ESTABLISH TB:& DOCTRn<E OV THE Mimilf1181>k4, U AN I~RT IS llADE 

TO REFUTE TB:E EXJllTKNCE 011 THE OM>-"'SOIENT PEBSON. IT IS 

LIXJ! AN ATTEMPT TO lULL WHAT IS ALREADY DUD. T!m 'PERSON 

OOONJSANT 011 DMrrnJJ ' RA. VINO BEEN RE.TIIOl'RD, ON THE OROU~ND 

OF HIS VERY ROOT BIUNO OUT 01i'li,-Il1 l'EOPI.I< 00 ON ASSBRTINO 

TRB EXISTENCE Oil O~Uil80IENT Pl!lliSONS, IT lij LU{J! -~HE THV>tl'INO 

0\' llUSKS."- (3142-3144) 

COJI.I'MEN'fARY. 

'Kooaldgoma. de- etc-'-i.e. being co~ble through t-he reliable Word 
only.-Though the term ' c!gomo ' connot.>s tbe ~ word in general, 
yot, her&, by implication, it sbould be taken as standing for that Word (or 
Scripture) which does not emo.nato from Man. 

• Thil alo,., etc. oto-'-Thnt i•, only by the rejection of tho l'en<on 
cognisnnt of Dh&rma., the Mlm41»6<lk4'• doctrine, that 'Dharma is that 
boneficio.l thing wbich ia indicated by the Veda ', bocam<lll established ; 
OVOI\ so, if we make further repeated e.ftort6-as shown later on-for reje-cting 
the Omniscient Person, it is W~&le...; the desired rasult having been &!ready 
aehioved, such further Effort io like the killing of what is already dead. 

Tbe Omniscient Peroon having been rejeeted, if the Buddhists etill 
make attampta to prove his oxiatane&, that also,- not bringing about 
the doaired result,-is like the tAwnping of huoko, by the peraon seeking for 
Rice : involving needleos labour. Just as in the CMO cited, after the rice 
has boon removed, if tho man seeking for rice proceedA to thump the husks, 
it i.s entirely useless,-o o.lso, wben the main· factor of the Pol'l!on oognis&nt of 
Dh4mw., eto. has been set 8ilido, iJ tho Buddhist proceeds to provo the existence 
of the Person knowing all the littlo details that go to make up the world, 
\Vhioh is of no use in regard to the main factar,-<~uoh e.ttempt is entirely 
uaeleoa. Herein lies the similarity to the 1Aumpi1111 of hwk#. 

• On """"""' of IMir vuy rool having bun cm off ',-i.o. of whom the 
1nain point, regarding tho knowledge of Dhanna. ond A.dhartna, h8li been 
rcfuted.-{31(2..3144) 

The follo,ving Tmsbow!l thM the said attamptof the Buddhiet to prove 
the Omniscient Person is not only lutile,-it also involves eomot.l:rlng undesir· 
oble for him :-
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TEXT {3146). 

" Jp THE PJmSoN lJAS THE DIRECT PEROEl'TION OY ALL THINGS, Tliii:N RE 

SHOULD IIAVB :OIRJlO'r KNOWLIID(lll OE SUCH ~'A.'lTES, MO. ALSO 

AS Ao.RE UNCLIIAN ;-WHO COULD A.551Pfll TUII JIXJS. 

TINCJI Olr SU<lll A PBRSON! "--{3145) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tbo following otight bo urgod-Tho ornn.iscienoo of the Teachor has 
been inferred by the Bucldhiato from the !act ollfu having propounded the 
t.eaclling o r the truth reguding all things ; honee thia Inlerenoo e.nnW. the 
KJmdf7'WirO.ko'l • PropoBition • [that • there can bono Omniscient Person']; and 
his RoaAon oJao is ine.dmi88ible. 

Anticipnting t.hia objection, the Mlmam8aka suppli001 tho following 
answer:-

TEXT {3146). 

" AB A MA.'l'rER o :r FACT, TO WoRDs or THE BuDD!!A AND OTHERS Al!.E 

NOT liOU'ND TO PllOVlJ)JI ANY KNOWLEIDOII Oil' WHAT IS OONTAINBD 

IN 'l'llll V Mal, TilE Upavedo8 ._,.» TR:ll SU11SmiA.RY SomNOES 

4l\'1) T'JlEl:B AUXDUsrgs; HOW THEN OA.N SlJOJI A FEBSON 

B.E ~.6Jl.DBD AS 1 OMNISOIBNT 1, WITHOUT REASON 1 '' 
- {3146) 

001IMENTAlW. 

V <dol-named '.ij/c ', • Y'liUf' and 'Saman '.-' UpovlllaB •-A!fW"o''da, 
Dhanurvlda o.nd tholike.-' StlblliditmJ Scit"""" '-tho oix •ubtlidiariee of the 
V.W.., in tbo ehapo of 8/iikf!J.. Kalpo, V!i<ikatatl<', Nirtdda, OIJU>fldal t>nd 
Jyotlfa.-' .Aw:iliariu '-the parts of thooo, in the ohapo of Verbal &oto, 
ou. including the Commentaries, etc. of t.boao. 

The 'anha.' of these ia what Us contained in them. 
Of this' ortho ', 'contonta '• Of theSl\id worb,-no knowledge .is provided 

by tho worde of BuddM and other 1'onohotl!. That i•, no word• of the 
BtAddlaa Me found to expound what i• oontained in tbo Veda, otc. Ao a 
matw of fact. no such P...on is found who haa compo&Od a Scripture that 
providoa the knowledga of all tbingo ; the reMOn for thia being thet the various 
ecripturoo are found to doal with difleroot eubjoctt;.--{3146) 

It might bo argued that-when it i• foWld that tho Teachings ot BuddJIIJ 
de6l with • low things, it U. inforred that lie knows tho.., things ahoo which 
have not boon taught by him, from the porooivod !aot that l:i8 ia poumed 
of the roquiaita capocity; honoo the said objection (o.nnulment by In!orenoo) 
against tho Mbna~' • proposition still reme.ins. 

Thia ia anticipotod and IUlllwered in the following:-

1 . 
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TEXT (3147). 

" fTr IT BE HELD TRAT TIIINOS NOT SPOKEN OF IN THlllffi TREATISES WE.RE 

KNOWN TO TilE Tl!AOII£RS,-'I'f!EN ALL PO"F.TR, DY THE COM

POSING OF TII£[R POEMII, MIGHT DE .RIIGARDED AS 

omni8ciem."~3147) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it be held, on ~he atn~ogth of Inferenoe, tll4t.-" evon when a certain 
t.hing iA not ment-ionad in t.ho 'vorks composed by the Toechors, it must 
havo boon known to tham ",- t.hen those poets abto who ha.ve composed 
work,. relating to st.orieA: cJ"'Oted hy their own imagination, could be as.cnuned 
t.o be omniscient. on tho gronud of their powel'K of perception; t.he••o being 
no difte.ronce OOtwoon t.ho two cnAeM . 

'rhus the ReoU<on (of tho nuddhi•t) boeom•• • InconcluAivo '.-{3147) 

The following might be urgod-In U1e case of Budd/w., tho Teachings are 
found to be related t.o R11Jlfll'i!CI18uou• U1u,g,.; not •o the work8 of poets; benoe 
the knowledge of all ouch things i.o inferred only in the caso of Buddha., not 
in tbet of others. If it were not o.o, the person who doeo not poaeao the 
knowladge of all supert10nouou1 things oould not have the knowladge of even 
,..,.. of th880 things ; as thoro would be no differenoe between the two cases. 
0o"'"'<!uontly the addition of the qualifl.cation-' being a person knowing 
eupen~onsuous things • would provont the Reason applying to t he CMe of 
Poets and hence from • Faloity • (I nconclusivene88). 

The Mimcitn.saka.'s 1\nawer t.o this ie M follows :-

TEXT (3148). 

" WREN 'liiBRE AR11 ¥ANY OlQI1SOIEh"T PBRSONS, PBBAOIIING aro'l'17ALLY 

OOt.'TBADIOTOJ!.Y I>OOTBn<BS,--'l'llr. GROUNDS OP 1\ELU.BILITY 

BEING THE SAMB 1N ALL,-WBICH ONE OP TR:P.$118BOIJLD 

BE AOOJll'TIID AS RELIABLE f "~3148) 

COMMENTARY. 

There are ""'ny TeMbera,-Budd/w., Ka.pila, Kat;J<lda, Gama.ma and so 
forth,-who are regardad by their respective devoWM ns omniociont ; and 
&aeh ono of these i.o sought to bo proved to be omniscient ;-which one of 
them is to be definitely rcoogni.oad as reliable ? The ground of omn.iscionoe, 
in tbe shape of having taught doctrineo relating to oupe...,.nououo thiJ>8$. is 
equally present in all of thetn.-Z. cannot be right to ~ them all as 
omn.isciont; becaUBe what i.o taught by them i.o mutually contradictory. 
When several persons propound teachings. oontrcry to eMh other, they 
cannot all be regsrdad as knowing the truth ; "" the truth regarding any 
piU"Uoular thing ce.n be one only; hence it cannot admit of mutually con
tradictory properties.~3148) 
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If i~ bo Mid tiiAI-Budd'ha is the only on& to be ..,..,plod M •ucb-then 
tb6 Mlm4-.m'• AMWor to this is as follow>~ :-

TEXT (3149) . 

•. If Buddha lll O&QilSOIENT, THEN WHAT IS THE l'ROOi' FOR Kapik< 
NO'l' BEING SO.-b BO'l'R ARB OM.NISOII!lNT, Tlll!:N HOW IS IT 

TllAT '1'JII!lRJ.l IS DIFFERENCE OF OPINION llllTWBEN 

'l'REM! "-(3149) 

COMMENTARY. 

It migh~ bo Mid that. both are omniscient ;-in virw of thi•. it i• oddod
' If boiA, de. eto.'-{3149) 

The foUowiz>3 might bo urged-When the Word of any one hao boon found 
to bo true to facta,-it is that same person in reprd to whom it iR in!~ 
tha~ bio wordo relating to all thin~ would bo in keeping v.'ith ~i~y. 

The M"om<!"""ka'• ali8Wer to this is ao folloWll :-

TEXT (3150). 

" IN TJIII MATTER OF ONE MA'l"l'IIR, OP .AruTJIM11Tl0 FOR IN8TANOII,

ALL DBINGS......Ji714, Bwldlw. ANI> OTHl!JRS,-ARII POUND TO BE 

TRUTRPUL ; AND NO DISTINOTION IS YOllND AMONG 

'fl'll!>t." -(3150) 

COMMEITARY. 

The word• of all men,......Ji,.., Buddh<l and othors,-ve found, in the 
ono mAtfA>r of Arithmetic,- be true, quite in keopifl8 with the real 
•toto of tbi~ ; in fact, when people speak of a lo~ of thing~~, it is no~ possible 
that. not. ono should bo true; as has boon declared in the followlfl8 worda-
'When a man talks a lot, it cannot. bo that not. a tringle word ;. true'.
Thuo t.hon, the reason being equally present. in all CM08, no dif!eronce can 
I~<~ rooogni.ood among men, a.nd all should be regarded "" omni.ocient..-Thi• 
howaver onnnot bo trllo, because t.hoy htwo propounded mutu&lly con 
trl\diot.ory tonol>iniPJ,-<>B alroady pointed out. abovo.-(31 ~0) 

I~ might be arguod tho.t-Wben, in regard t.o n peroon it;. found tbnt, 
on being IIOI'Utiniood by nll llfeans of Cognition, what he hM 110id cannot be 
gaiDROid,--tben thet. paraon alone can bo regarded M omni80iont. 

The anower to thie i• as follows :-
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TEXTS (3151-3153). 

" TliAT SAME REASON, BY \VIDOR TRE OMNISOIENOE OF ONE P EBSON IS 

PROVED, MERELY ON AOOOUNT OF YOUR LOVE FOR YOU.& OWN VIEW 

OF TRINGS,-lS FOUND TO BE PRESENT IN OTHER PERSONS ALSO; 

~rRlil OBJECTIONS ALSO TliAT TRlil BUDDIDSTS, \VITli GREAT 

ZEAL, URGE AGAINST THE AltGUMENTS IN PROOF OF TRlil Oh!Nl· 

SOTENOE OF Jina, ARE ALSO URGED BY TRE Jainas (.AGAINST 

'rRlil OTR:ER PAB.TY).-UNDEA TRlil OTBCUMSTANOES, ROW 

OAN ANY DEFINITE OONOLUSION BE ARRIVED .AT Tll:ROUGll 

SUOR REASONINGS AND COUNTER·REA.SONINGS, \VmOli 

ARE UNCSRTAIN AND SWALLOWED BY TliiiiR OWN 

REFLECTIONS 1 "-(3151-3153) 

COMMENTARY. 

There is o. certain rei\Soning adduced by the l3uddhista in support of the 
om.oisoienoo .of B-uddha ;-in this form- ' Buddha must be regarded 1\8 o. 
person who directly knew the true nature of all things,-beeall.S$ he has 
taught things unheard of, uninferred and in conformity with tbe realstata of 
things,-just like the ordinary man who hl\8 seen water and talks about it'. 
This same reo.soning is put forward by the .Digamf>ara Jaifltl$ for proving 
the om.oisoienoo of Jina.-So that the matter remains o.s doubtful as before.
Again, when the Jaina has put forward his reo.soning in support of the 
omniscience of Ji,.,-the Buddhists put forward objections o.gainst it,
in the form-' The teachings of Jina., in roga.rd to Sywtvf.idtl and other doc
trines being impossible, he cannot be regarded a.a omniscient • ; thoso. same 
are urged by the Jai na8 when the Buddhist adduces his reo.soning in support 
of the omniscience of Buddha,-tbe Jaina's counter.re&Boning being
' Buddha. cannot be regarded o.s omniscient beoouse his teachings regarding 
the Perpetual Flux, etc. are impossible'. 

In this way this becomes a co.se like that of &fteotion a.nd Countar
re·flection: VVhen the reflected object is there, its reflection appears; in the 
same way when the Reasonings and Counter.reasonings ha.ve been put forth, 
reasonings and counter-reasonings to the contrary come forward. These 
re&Sonings and counter·r&a.son.inga thus being alwa.ys uncertain,-t.hey 
are awa.llow&d by their own reflections ; how then e&n there be any definite 
concl\lsion rega.rding the omniscience of any Person !-{3151-3163) 

The following might be urged that-'l'hat person alone me.y be regarded 
as omniscient in whose ease no objection ea.n 'be urged to the contrary. 

The answer to this is a.s follows :-
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TEXT (3154). 

"JN TmA WAY PSEUDO·O!U<ISCIXNT P~'!ONS RA VINO Bl!KN BRA TEN OFI> 

BY IIAOR OTHllR, TKB PEW THAT REMAIN SHALL BE BEATB!I OF11 

BY TKB UPHOLDER OF '1'R1l VEDA."-{3154) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tht\ ~1imibnMko OAAort8 his own Rnperiority in th~ follnwin~t :-

TEXTS (3155·3150). 

"ANY TJ:BRB TIU.T IUS BEEN TOUCHED BY THll Tl!IITJt 011 Tlt& MONOOOSR 

R~MOV.£8 Tllll POISON OP ALL SERPBN'I'S, EVIIN WREN APl'LDID IN 

PLAY (OA.IUIL:ESSLY); IN TRB SAMB WAY ANY STRAY SECULAR 

ANil liPIItJTUAL AJIOUlCB""T l'ROCEBDING JI'ROM TnR MOUTH 

011 TJTII VEDTO SCHOLAR WlLL DESTROY TRB I'OTMN 

ow ALL SJ:RPENT·LTKll BunoRlM'S ANll 

O'mEBS."-{3155.3156) 

OOMMENTAIW. 

Quulion. .-Who.' ie this t stray argument' ! 
A..,...r:-

TEXTS (3157-3158) 

"Wno.OAN (B'BASONA.BLY) ASSUMB (AOOBPT) TIDJ EXISTBNOe or " PERSON 

(OMNISOiiiNT) WHO OAN BE RJI.TEOTED BY SUOR RRASONS AS-' BJliNG 

JQfOWABLB ', f BBING OOONISABLJD ', f :SlliN'G AN BN'ttrY ', 'BBINO 

I!XISTBNT ' AND SO IIOR'm ! THE MAN WHO ASSUllfES THE 

BXISTBNOll 01' AN Oln>"'SSOBN'l' PaRSON XNOWING ALL 

TRD<OS TKROuox A SINGLE MBA.~s o• CoGNITioN 

IU Y OBRTATNLY A.nRI!RE:lro AlL SUOB 'miNOS 

AS TABTB, ODOUR, E'l'O. TKROUOK TKB 

, IIYBS ALO!tt."-{3157-3158) 

COMMEi'<TARY. 

When sovornl •uch Reasons as 'being knowable ' and tho rest,-which 
nre froo from •uoh dofects as ' being equally co·oxistent with tho Probandum 
and tho nbsenco of tho Probandum '-ere available for refuting the idol\ of 
the Omniscient. PotaOn,--eu.ch a person muHt bo an utter impoRBibility; 
Md cAnnot bn oooopt&d. by o.ny sane person. 

For lnstsnco, the following reasoning m,.y b& set forth-' Buddha 
cannot be omn.iacient, because M is L~ oognilabZ., an entity. ezi.Utnt, 
,. lpoaW, a ,.,.., and 80 forth,-lik.e any common man on tho road •. 
Theoo Reuons oould not b& regarded as 'Inconclu.ive '. B-UIO a man is 

• . 
i 
I 

• 



EXAMtNATJON 0>' THR 'PERSON OF SUI'EU·NORMAL VISION'. }405 

called ' omni•cient ' becau110 ho knows all things ; this lmowlodge of nil 
thing>; could bo oither through Sem,o-p<lrception or through Mental Peroeption. 
-It. cannot be throt1gb Sonso-pereept.ion ; ~uRe the gcope of such 
Percept-ion ll\ limit«l and it cannot envisago all thiu~; this roati:Oning may be 
tlHJ$ formulated -Peroeptions through the eye a.nd other S..M<>-organs are 
restricted in their scopo, bece.use they are produoed by the Sense-org&ns 
which aro always restrictod. in their scope ; that ia 'vhy in ordinary Jiio, 
they are nevor found to go beyond t . .he bounds of those limitations; con· 
sequently the apprehension of "U ll•ing8 through these i.~ an impossibility. 
Otherwise there would be no need for more t.ho.n ono senso-organ. ; o.nd the 
result of this would be that all such divergent things o.s Tn.st.e, Odour, etc. 
would booeme apprehended by meaM of a single Cognition I '£he Buddhist 
who ma.kek Anch an Mtounding a.~.•mmption.-n.ll i~ clear from bis assertion 
tlmt "By one :S:e knows nil, by oue Ho aooK svo.ryt.hing",--eon1d approhencl 
nll ~uoh divergent things a..~ TMfo, Odour, otc.; through tht\ 0 1\c.\ Perception 
proceeding from the oye &lone ! 

No such assertion can he ma.do; for if it were so, tl1en thero would be tl1e 
o.pprebeo.qion of several t-hin~ through a fo\inglo Cognition o.t ono tmd the 
same time. It could bo possible only through soverl'l OognitiOllll ; because 
there cannot bo several C<>gnit.ions at one and the samo time. Even if it 
were possible, there could be no apprehension of all things; beco.use the mind 
of another person cannot be envisa.ged by the Sense-perception of. a.ny man ; 
nor i!J it possible for him to apprehend, by its means, things beyond the reach, 
of the sensee,- <mch "" those that are remote or too small or hidden and 
so forth.-(3167-3158) 

The following might bo urgt>d- Thougll it ia true that at pr<l&ent the 
perceptions derived from the Eye and other sen.<ie-orga.ns do not apprehend 
diverse and heterogeneous things,-yet it is possible that at some time 
in the paet, such apprehension of divet-gent heterogeneous things did appear 
in a certain Person. 

The answor to this is M follows :-

TEXT (3159). 

" As A MATTER 01!' I!'AOT, Tl!ll P .flROEl'TI ON 01!' O.BRTAtN THINGS T.ll:ROUGH 

OERTAtN CAUSES IN THE PAST WAS EXACTLY AS IT IS I!'OUND TO 

Al'PEAR AT THE PRESENT TIME." -(3159) 

COMMENTARY. 

The no.tu.re of thingfi is alwaya determined by t.he &xact ooneomit.ance 
of definite""""""· not haphazard. If it were not so, then I'll charactere could 
be attributed to a.U things; and if such were the ca.<io, then bow could it 
ever bo possible for the nAturo detorminod by causes to be otherwise ? Tb&t 
iiJ to sa.y, it is not possible for the Smoke,-which has its exi~ttet\00 concomitant 
with Fire-to bo producod from anything els<>. 
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Nor oan the view be aeeepted t.bat the apprehension of all thinp oomee 
about throoll!h M...UU P~io»,-[tho11<>00nd alternative put forward in the 
commentary on 8157·31(;8. on p. J•OG, li"• 2~-Becal.l3e, though Mental 
Poo·ooption mo.y envisage all t.hillgJ!,- yot it has no independent operation of 
ito own toward. the o.ppreheMion of trungs; if it had, t.hon thoro would 
ho no <loa! or blind persollii. It ia then dependent upon something else ; 
and aa a mnttar of !aet it ia found that it envisagee only tbooe things 
that havo been apprehended by Perooption through the SeDaN ; 80 that 
there e&n ho no apprehelllion by Mental P&rCOption of an,ytbing that 
haa not been envisaged by Sonoe:porooptioo.-<~Ucb thinp, for in.ot.anoo, 
aa aro remota, •maD, rudden, and the mind of another person and oo !ortb.
(3159) 

Tho following might ho torgod- Through Praetice o.nd othor ono,..,, it 
is lound that the powora ol intelligence and other IBCulties vary with o110h 
Porool\ ; ond from this is dodueed the possibility of a Person in whom thcoe 
powers havo ree.chod the h igheot •t.age of perfeet.ion [and •uoh a perBOn 
would be ou:uUocient ~ 

The anawer to this is as lollowo :-

TEXTS (3160.3161). 

" TBOSII PlllllSONS WHO RA VB Bl!liN POUND TO BB SUPIIRIOR TO OTHERS 

Allll SO ONLY ON AOOOUN'r Olr INTELLIGI!NOE, MliMORY AND 

STRENGTH,-WH!OR VARY SLIOllTLY WITll VARY1NO PERSONS,-

AND NOT ON AOOOUNT 01' T1D1 OAPACITY TO PBROEIVB 

SUPER-SBNSUOUS TIIINOS.-EVBN TIDI INTELLIGENT MA..'f 

WHO IS CAPilLII 01' l'BBaEIVING SU'BTLE 'llllNOS 

Ill Stll'ERJOR TO OTKEil PJDISO!<S, Wl'I'BOUT 

I:O!NO BEYOND TKB LaUTATIONS OF mS 

OWN Xll<I)."-(3160-3161) 

COMMENTARY. 

AA a matter of fact, however muoh he hM praetisod, no ono hill been found 
to become capoble of parooiving th.inga beyond tho ree.ch of the eenoes. For 
inotonoo, a man, even tloough exooptionally intA>lligent, and capable of appre
hending things that can bo apprehended only by keen intoDigonoo,- ia never 
lound to -d thelimi!A>tio na ol his own specieo,-i.e. tho human weak
nooe, in the shapo of the aboenoo ol &bnormal vision and tho Ulte,-nd be is 
ne- found to ho endowed with IUCh abnormal vision, etc. OonMquently 
thore ia no jmtifioation for any lllch IIIIIOrt.ion as the following wrucb has 
hoen loudly prO<Jlaimod by Buddhiat.s-' He sees With abnormal eyeo, pure 
~d lransconding beyond tho limitatiOJlii of man, hoinge en taring into exoollent 
state\! and evon inferior s!A>tos, oto. etc.'. -(3160-3161) 
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Gmnting tha~ all Intelligences become S\lp<>rior by practioe 1md exercis<>
evon AO, thoy become a:uperior without t;ranAcending their inherent limit&· 
tions.-Thia ia what. iA pointed out in the following:-

TEXTS (3162-3163). 

"As A ~tATTER OF FAOT, IN THE MATTER OF THE AUDITORY l'ERCli!l'TION 

OF SOUNDS, SUPERIORITY Ali!ONG Ml:N IS FOUND IN THE Al'l'RE• 

RENDING OF DlSTA:NT A."'J) SUBTLll SOUNDS, -NOT IN THE 

Al'l'REHENDING OF COLOUR AND OTHER TmNGS. SnllLAl\LY 

lN 'l'JlE i\IA'lTER OJ!' VISUAL PERCEPTION, WHAT IS 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY TRE ATTAINMJINT 011 SUPERIO-

RITY IS THE l'EROEPTION Oli' REMOTE ANI) 

SUBTLE CoLOUR,-NO'l' THE l'BltOEI.'TlON 

Oli' SO\rNI) AND OTHER THINGS."-

(3162-3163) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Tho apprehensions '-Cognitions-' of distant a-nd subtle sounds' ;
the Instrumental ending connotes ' Indication '. In some places, the reading 
is 'u.palabdhital;l '. in the Ablative ; connoting ' rea.<ron • ; the • t48i • at the end 
coming under the rule ' Vitlh4yadi, etc. ' 

'TM appreMnoi<m .of &OU1ul, eto.'-is not, brought about by the Eyes.
(3162-3163) 

Hitherto it has boon shown tho.t Sense-petception cannot transoend i ts 
limitat-ions; it is now going to be shown that in tho caso of fffanto.l Cognition 
also, the superiority that is perceptible doM not go beyond the range of the 
subject o f r&peated experience :-

TEXT (3164). 

"SrMrLA.RLY GREAT SUPERIORITY IS O::P"rEN Ji"'UND IN MEN. IN THE 

MATTER 011 SCIENTIFIC DISCUSSIONS ; B\r'l' THAT ALONE DOES 

NOT l'ROVll THAT THE lltAN IS AN EXPERT IN all 

SOIENOES."--{3164) 

COMME~1'TARY. 

The so.me idea. is further clo.ri6ed :-
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. TEXTS (316HI67). 

" WREN ONll HAS LEARNT GRAMMAR, ms n•TELLIOIINOE ooKS Vl!RY 

PAR IN ,'fiE MATTER OP OO!Ut'EOT AND I.N()ORREOT BOR>!S 011 WORDS; 

BUT NOT rN THB MATTBR Oil' TRE DIIT!IRMINATION OF STARS, DATES, 

BCLIPSES .L"ro SVOB SO'IIJEOI'S.-8nm.ARLY, 'rB1I AsTlloNO.IO!B, 

Tli'OVOH Sl71'2RIOR IN TKE MA.TT2R OJ' THE KliOWLBOOB OJ' TRil 

M OON, THll 8(111, EcLIPSES AND SO PORTH; IS INOAPABL!ll Olo' 

DRTP.RMINING TH!ll OOR'REm'NllSS OF SVOH WORDS AS 

'bMIJOli' AND TIR! LIKB.-AOATN A MAN, VERY SVl'IIRIOR 

TN UIS KNOWLBDOE OB 1'HE VBDA, HISI'ORY AND SVCII 

SU ll.ffiC'l'S, IS UN ABLE TO VISUALISE SUOR MATTER.~ 

AR CREATION, 'DEITY, AND Apllroa."--{3165- 3167) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Aslronomer ·~no wlH) knows tha RC.ionco of the filtt\rs. 
' Vl<lllih/Ua, etc:- Tho compoun<l i• to bo expoundod o.• me~ning

'one who h&K t.ho superiority rolating to hi a knowledg6 of t.he Veda, etc.' 
• Aptlm> '-<~tands for D!r~Jrma and Adharma (Meri~ ""d Demeri~).

(3166--3167) 

Further, oven whon t.ho superiority transcends tho limitations of ita 
aubjoot, it dOM not""'"" ite highest point: it is found to prooeod only up to a 
cortain point..-This ia pointed out in the following:-

TEXT (3168). 

" TRB MAN, WHO OAN J'lll4P INTO THI'l SrtY TO TO ltBIOJl'l' OJr 15 UBT, 

OAN NEV:£& JVlCP 'l'O THE HEIGHT Ol' EIGHT MlLIIS,-HOWEVJm 

MUOH m: )!AY PRAOTISll J11MP,I:N0."--{3168) 

COMMENTARY. 

For example, it m&y so bppsn that men who, by -.on of tho aoou
mnlation of in~ aro unable to jump to the height of oven two feet, aucoood 
in roduoing thoio· fat by monna of exeroiso &~~d bocomo oopable of jumping 
to the height of 15 feet : but ovon so, though they may carry on the exeroiso 
ltundr8ds of times, they can never jump to the height of 8 mileo in tho •ky. 
-(3168) 

In tho following Te~, tho M imiim80ka sums up Ilia position :-

i 
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TEXT (3169). 

"THU~ ~'HBN, EVEN WHEN THE SUPERIORITY OF XNOWLEI)GE PBOOEEI)$ 

VEBY ~'AR, IT CAN COMPREHEND ONLY A Ll1?'LE MOHfl THAN 

OTHERS,-IT OAN NEVBlt COMPREHEND THLNOS BBYOND 

THB SimSES."-(3169) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Atilhaya§Mna '-superiority of knowledge.-The compounding is 
according to tbe rule 'Trit.iya, etc.'-The Instrument&! Ending connotes 
iMtrumenu.lity.-(31~9) 

The same idea. ig further clarified :-

TEXTS (3170-3171). 

" WHILE THE ~lA.."' IS SEATED IN A HUT, THE SEN&E-PEROJlPTION THAT 

HE HAS HAS ITS RANGE ltESTRIOTED WITHIN THAT HUT, IT DOES NOT 

EXTEND INTO ANOTHEB HUT. THOSE Tl!JNGS AGAIN WHICH ABl'l 

SEPARATED FROM ONE ANOTHBB BY INTERVENING LA.o'<DS, 

HILLS AND OOIMNS, COUNTRIES, CONTINENTS AND 

lSLANDS,- WllO OAN PERCEIVE ALL THESE WHEN 

SEATED IN ONE PLAOE 1 " -(3170-3171) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Va.r.,a •, 'Continent '-a. particular region of thu world ; e.g. U\a l'l.,giou 
oi Blliirataia called' BMrala-vor~'.-(3170 -3171) 

In the following Pea:t, the Minui~' lihowK tho.t his v iew i~; aupport.ed 
by others a.lso :-

TEXTS (3172-3173). 

"WHEN Nala AND .{ltupaN,~a,-wao WERE EXPIIR'l'S 1N MA'l"l'ERS RELAT.OSO 

TO HoRSES AND TO GAMBLING, R:&SPEO'l'IVELY-WERE GOING 

TOGETHER IN THE OHA.RIO'l', .{ltupartw- MADE THE FOLLOWING 

STATEMENT-' .ALL MEN DO NOT KNOW ALL THINGS,-NO 

ONE CAN BE OMNISOIENT,-THERE IS NO END TO 

KNOWLEDGE, R:ES'l."W'G IN ANY ON.B: l\'tAN '. " 

(3172-3173) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Samvdha '.-chariot. 
The following story ha.s been told- There was a King na.rned Nala ; not 

being expert in tho a.rt of Gambling, holost bis entire kingdom at Gambling ; 
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be had a quoou n"med Darnaya.ui. The King, having Ios~ his o11tiro kingdon> , 
wen~ &Wlly inw tJ\e !o~t-, aecom)l81lied by the ""id Queen alone. Wbon ho 
reaebed the forest, he became sepru-atcd from her, through ill-luck. Having 
his face clouded with teanJ duo w eparation from his beloved wile, tho King 
drowned in the ocean or grief and anxioty,- his body emaciated,-went. 
n.bou~ wandering hither Md thither; and (in briof)somebow mannged to secure 
,. living under Ki~~g ~. and rom..med there incognito. Hia Quoon 
somehow rooched her father's place. In order to !otch her husband, •ho 
proclaimed it fu and wide tbe.t Dam4yonli waa soma to choose .. hu&ba.nd. 
When King .!llupo~ heard that Dam<~yonti wu going to cbooae a hU$bl>nd, 
he stl>fted to go thoro, llCOOmponied by Nala"" his charioteer. Qtupa~ w"" 
an expert in the Mt of G~>mbling, but did not know much about bo..-; while 
Na/.4 was an expert in m~>ttcrs rolatina to Hortoea, but did not know much 
aboutGamblillg. .l/lu-aomeboweame to know th8.t Na/.4 WM M export 
in matters rolatiug to Horses. H"ving oome to know this, he !laid to NaliJ,
'Pieue teacll me tho ocienoo of Horses '.- Na/.4 said- ' I shall teach it to you, 
if you will teeob me the art of G~>mblillg '.-Thereupon .Qlupa"!'411aid-' A.U 
men do noe know alllhing1, <le. elc.'- Thon Na/.4 learnt the art of Gambling 
from .«lup4"!'4, and won be<:k his kinadom. 

Such is tho story.-(3172-3173) 

Further, if a man is omnilc.ient, he mwrt. know t.be past and future 
thing& also ; otherwise, if he knew only what came up at the moment, then 
be would be only o. parti<Jl knotoor, not aU-knowing (omniscient); and yet it 
is not poBBible for any one w know future thinp.-Thia is what ia pointed 
out in the foUowillg :-

TEXT (3174) . 

.. SE.'(S&-PBRCBP1'10N HAS NJIVI!& BBJL'l J'OUND TO POSSESS = OAl'AClT~ 

TO A.l'PRBHllXD li'UTUII.E TlUNOS; AND AS !'OB h.'l'ERANOE AND 

OTlll!R FORMS 01!' CoGNITION, THESB OAN NEVER OOME 

ABOUT WlTllOUT TUB L'<DlOATIVJ: AND 0'1'IDm 

l'A.OTORS."-(3174) 

COMMENTARY. 

Aa a matter of fact, Se ...... peroeption is brought about by tbo oepi'City 
of thing.; ; a nd &B whM is still in the future cannot be an entity, a thing,
Sonee-poroeption eannot apply to it. 

Nor can Inference apply to it; because there can be no Inferential 
Indicative; there cat> be no Indicative which ia known to be concomitant 
with what is in the future; booauae w~ bu not yet appeared la non-existent. 
' Olhor Jactt>rB' include the Corroborative InstiUloo. 

The mention of the Futuro is only by way of illustration ; what has boon 
said should be taken as appliceble to the Ptut aleo; because, the past thing 
also being anon-entity, thoro ca.n bono functioning of Sonse-poroopt.ion over it. 

Thus the invariable oonoomi~.utoo (Premia) ro!Rting to the Reasons
• beillg cognisable ' and the rest (put forwn.rd under Te:a 3 1~7}-becomes 

j 
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established; and this implies the e.•tablishroont of the Invariable C'-onc:omitancc 
of the previOusly-mentioned Reason-' being onvisagod hy tho ouly Means 
of Cognition, Non-cpprehemion '.-(3174) 

Having thw; establishecl"the Invariable Oouoomitun<..-o of his Ret ... '!on, the 
.1\!inuim.saka sums up his position :-

TEXT (3175). 

"THUS THEN, THERE OAN BE NO ONE WHO PEROBIVBS THINGS BEYOND 

TIXB REACH OP ~·0 SENSES ; HR ALONE KNOWS SUOH THI NOS 

WHO KNOWS THEM THROUGH TKlil 

ETERNAL Woan."-(3175) 

00Mli1EN'1'ARY. 

'l'ho following might. be urged-It is not through t.he Et.ornal Word alone 
t.hat all men know things ; for instance, SM.kya-Muni (Buddlla) knows 
things from the words of sagoo like Kanaka, Kushyapa and the like ; and 
others know them from His words. 

The answer to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (3176-3177). 

" IF SOME ONE, NOT ACCEPTING TXXE A110V:Il, THniKS TIIA.T IN THE CASE OF 

BwJ.dha AND OTBJI)B$ Tll.E KNOWLEDGE OF SUPER-SJINSUOUS THINGS 

HAS BEEN DERIVED FROM THE WORDS OF OTHER MEN,---THEN, 

HE SHOULD ASSERT THE UNRBLlABlLITY O:B' THE WORDS 01!' 

THOSE OTHER MEN, ON TRE GROUND OF TBJIIB STANDING 

ON THII SA>Ill POO'riNG AS THOS& WOJ.<DS (011 Buddlla); 
-AND THE UNRBLIA.BILITY OF THIS LATrER 

SHOULD BE ASSERTED ON THE BASIS 

Oll TRE REASONS PREVIOUSLY 

INDICATED."-(3176-3177) 

COW.t.ENTAltY. 

• This ·-what has been just sa.id,-' He alone knowa J:~uch thingl:J who 
knows them through thc Eternal Word' ;-one who does not M<>cpt this 
a.nd thinks t.hat the Buddhist and others do not know all things through 
the Eternal Word, but through t.he word uttered by other PersoM ; e.g. 
Buddl!a knows them through the soript\ll'<lS composed by ot.her persons, like 
KBnaka, Kdshyapa and others ;-one who makes this assertion should ""'"'rt 
the unreliability of those words- i.e. of the words of those other persons; 
because they stand on the same footing as the words of t.he person who has 
been seen by one and who is held to be omnisoient.-He should also assert 
the unreliability of the man,- the composer of t.he scripture himaelf,-why ! 
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-bocause of tho Rea.wns adduced boforo---suuh na ' being cogni...ablo ' ~nd 
tbo r()jjt;.-{3170·3177) 

Sn)ll! tho Opponent-'rhe line of BwldT~n• hAI! '-n without beginning; 
honco the doetrino propounded by thom is nlxo bogin.rlills,tiOMH ; so t.lh\t, on 
ll<:OOunt of !.116 boginning1088ness of boUt these boit~ exactly like thnt uf U10 
Vod& and the Vedic Tradition, -they must. be rognrdod M freo from dofccto. 

The answer to this from the Ktm4mmka i• na follows:-

TEXT (3171l). 

"Tllll beginnitu;UuM/18 TliAT lS AI!Slll\'l'El> IN REGARD TO 'l'KE Co~ll'OSER 
AND Tllll l/'l'l'I)IU~OES lllotL'U.Tl:NO FBOM HDl IS ITSELir BASED UPON 

TWO Th'V ALID NOTIONS ; RENOE IT OANNOT PROVE THE RllLIABILITY 

OF THE SAID COMPOSER AND ms WORDS."-(3178) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho oa•no idocl is furthor oxplainod :-

TEXT (31?9). 

"'£Rll WORDS 011 81w.!lddhodn.ni (BUDDKA) CANNOT BB RIIL!A BLE, BEOAUSB 

rllliY ARI!l DBPI!lNDENT UPON OTIIEBS ; SO ALSO Btu14Jw DDISBLP 

OANIIOT BE Rl!lLIA BLE B£0AUSE BB IL\ll NO DIREQr 

KNOWLl!lDOE 011 Dlwrma."-(31?9) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just "" Buddha bimll<)J I nnd his words are unrolinblo, so o.L<o aro Katlaka, 
K6ohlf'Jpa, <10. and their words.-(3170) 

TEXT (81!!0). 

"Tll.& beginm71{/~ 01' SUOK PBBSONS, BVBN THOU<IH ASS UlOID, 

&BSTS U'PO~ WlUT 18 tN"VALID, AND HENO.K CANNOT ITSELF B.Z 

l!AB I<:tlb!OVBD IIBOM INVALIDITY."-(3180) 

COYM&NTARY. 

l'he beginni11{//u8nesS of such porsooa and their words,-even though 
asoumed,-i.s not vory fur from Invalidity ; because it rests upon an invalid 
bui&-{3180) 
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TEXTS (3181-3182). 

" THITS THEN, WllEN THE BUDDHISTS, LIKE Psewlo-Mimiim8akas, ASSERT 

THE Sll\Ul.ARITY OF Bwld/w. AND OTHER PERSONS TO VBDIO SCHOLARS, 

ON THE GROUND OF ALL ".HESE BEING wit/wut beginning,--'rHIS 
IS ONLY A ll'ORllt OF IGNORANCE, AND DOES NOT ~IA:KE THEM 

EQUAL; BECAUSE EVEN SO, WHAT WOULD BE wit/wul 
beginning WOULD BE OJ>"LY THE unriliability AND 

riliabiZittj Oil' "HlilSE TWO SETS OF PER-

SONS (BUDDHA, E"O- AND VEDIO 

SCHOLARS) RESPECTIVELY." 

-(3181-3182) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the similarity that ts pointed out between BuddJu:r. a.nd otl1ers on the 
one hand and the Vedio Scholars on the other, is in regard to both being 
beg,nninglu8,-then our an.cnver is tha-t mere begi-nningl.u.mus does not 
establish their rel·iaJJility ; because neither reliab-ility nor unt'eliabili.ty is 
incompatible with btginninglumus; all that would happen would be that 
beginninglumeas would belong to the Reliability of Vedic Soholl\ll!, while 
it would belong to the Unreliability of Buddha. and others; and neither 
Reliability nor Unreliabilit.y would belong to both, on the ground of beginning
lumeas.-This is the upshot of the whole argument.-(8181-3182) 

'l'his aame idea. is further clari6.00. by mearu; o£ an example :-

TEXTS (3183-3184). 

H THE GOOD POINTS OF \V .HAT IS RELiABLE, AND THE BAD POINTS OF 

WHAT IS UNRELIABLE,-BOW BEING beginninglu8,-ARE EQUAL 

ONLY IN SO FAR AS THJ!Y ARE beginningless. FOR INSTANCE, 

REAL GOLD li.AS BEI<N IN 11SE SINOE T~t.E WITHOIIT BEGINNING 

AND END,--$0 l:lAS BEEN unreal GOLD ALSO ; BUT 

• DO THE TWO BEOObiE EQIIAL 'I "-(3183-3184) 

OOMJII..EN'XARY. 

• Pramd~, etc.'- The compound is to be expounded as-• the good a.nd 
bad pointa of what is Reliable.and what is Vnreliahle '.- (3183-3184) 

Now the Vedic Schol&r proooeds-(1) to refute >he objection th~t "the 
Reason, in the ahe.pa of being amenable· 1<1 non.-eh<nsion, i8 iMdmismlo ", 
-(2) to prove the non-existence of the omniscient Peraon,-nnd (3) to 
prove that the casa of tho V eda is differe11t :-

43 
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TEXT (3185). 

" FoR THE BENIII11'l' Ot THOSII PBOPLII WRO DIIOURE (I) TilE 0MNISOlBlWII 

o:r Buddlw. AND O'lJIERS, AND (2) Tllll EriiRNAIJTY 011 THK VBDA, 

A.8 ST.U<"DINO ON ruE SI.XB I'OOTINCl,-TBE l'OINT ' Yl!I!RBIN 
THE UTTJlR Dll'FERS PROM TO FORllliR IS NOW GOING TO 

BE POINTED OUT."-(3185) 

OO~IMENTA.RY. 

• Declar& 08 •landing or> tM. 101nof<>Oiing.'-8orne people bold ~ho opinion 
that.-" Boili- Buddha, etc. and ilie Veda-are eqm•l sources of right 
knowledg&, hence tho knowledge of 8uporsonsuouJI t.hingaean be obtained fxom 
ilie word& of Omniocient Persoruo, .. also from the Veda ".-To iliese peoplei~ 
is now pointed ou~ wherein ilie....,. of the V <do diliO!S from that of tho ..Ud 
PersonB.-(3185) 

(; As a mattbr uf fact, the exU.tunoe of tho Omni6ciom Por~on bus not. been . 
vow:hed for by any oue of t.be five Meaos of Cognit.ion-Pol'()Opt.ion, Inferenoo, 
\Vord, Analogy, PriM;nmption ;-how then can b-uch a l!01'80n, who fall8 
within t.ho scope of' Neptiou' (Non-l:lpprehetUion ouly) and .is non-WteN, 
staild on the samo footio.g 8.11 l.ho Vodu which iK known t.o u1l men down 
even t.o t.bemilk·woman t-With thi• idea, thoVodicSeholnr prooeedllt.orofutc 
t.be idea of ilie Oml\iaeient Person being coguiaable by any one of tho five 
Meana of Cognition, Perception and ilie rest :-

TEXT (3186). 

"TRz 0-JSOIBNT PBRSON IS NOT SXKN BY US AT THII l'RJ:SI!..~ TrM:& ;

NOR IS TB.!lRJI ANY lNDIOATIVE REOOOJHSED AS PAST (OF 'l'II.B 

811BJEOT), WlUOH COULD L!lAll TOms lNBEII:&NOll. "-(3186) 

OOMMENTARY. 

" By means ot Perception w&, men of limited viglon., do not. see the 
Omniscient Person ; booo;use tho perception oC Joen of Hmited vi~ion is of 
three kinda :-(1) Poroeption through the Sen.s01<, (2) Perception through 
tbeMind, and (3) t.bo Self-Cognition of all minda and ment.al phonomen&.
None of theoe three kinda of Peroept.ion can bring abou~ t.bo Cognition of ilio 
Omniscient Person ; boeause He does not form &n objeot of ouch Cognition ; 
(1) Perooption through the se"""" i.• restri.ot:od to the five objocto-Qolour, 
Odoux, •r ,..te, Touch and Sound; hence the mental fwiCtionB subei&ting 
in the ' chain ' of other peraont oannot 6guro in P<lnlOption ilirough the 
Senseo.-(2) Nor .... the Omniscient Porson be the objeo~ of P<lnlOption 
through the Mind ; beoouso the :Mind, ,.. such, apprehenda only such things 
as have been already apprehended by P OI'O<Iption through the Senses; and 
henoe it is, like thi.l latter, reotricted to the same objeete, Colour and ilie 
rest.-(3) Nor can Ho be t.beobjeot of'Solf.cognit.ion'; beeauae this approhanda 
only 8'\.I.Oh mind and mental operations as occur in one's own • Chain' ; and 
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consequent.ly, it cannot apprehend the mind, etc. OOOW'ring in other 'Chains', 
or even such mental operations occurring in one's own ' Chain ' as are yet to 
come. As regards the Perception by Mystics,-such perception forms the 
subject-matter of dispute; hence the question regarding the Omniscient 
Person boing perceived or not perceived by ?liystics does not arise at all. 

(2) "Nor can the Omniscient Person be proved by means of Infer~. 
The Buddhists have regarded Inference as based upon three kinds of Indica· 
tive (Probans)-[viz. :-(a) Based on non-appreheMion, (b) Based on 
causal relation, and (e) Based on the nature of things}. (a) In the present 
inata.nco, \Vha.t is needed is a positive rooxon, hence there i!S no room for 
non-appr~.:....Cb) Nor is there room for causa! relali<m ; beoou.se the 
causa.l relo.tion is always based upon Perception, and no Perception ls possible 
of the far oft Omniscient Person ; whose causal relation with anything therefore 
ill impossible.-( e) As for the nature of thi11{18, any Reason based upon that 
also cannot prove the existence of the Omniscient Person ; because auch a 
PersOJ'l himself being imperceptible, his nature, which must be inseparable 
from himseJf, cannot be apprehended; hence it cannot aer-ve as an Indicative 
wh.ioh . iH 'perce·ived '-well·known, recognit~ed,-rus 'beinu part '-of the 
• Subject' (Omniscient Person),-leading to tho inforonco of the Omn.i8cieot 
Person. 

Then ag~>in, any ~n that may be adduced in proof of the existence 
of the Omniscient Person, cannot escape from the three kinds of Be.w (fallacy) 
-being (inadmissible ', ' contradictory ' and ~ ineonclw;ive '. For instance, 
when the Reason is adduced, i• it adduced "" a. property belonging to a 
positive entity 7 Or to a negative entity ? Or to both !-These are the 
only three alternatives possible.-As regards the Omniscient Person, there 
can be no such • Property belonging to a positive entity ' ~>~; is admitted by 
both parties ; becau.e that po8itioo emily itself (in the shape of the Omniscient 
Pf?lrson) it:t yet to be proved ;-if he were admitted, there would be no 
dispute at all; if a party accepts the idM of such a property belonging to 
that entity, bow could he not accept the entity itself ! Because the mere 
property cannot ex.iat without ita subst.ratum in the shape of the entity.
Nor eau the Re&.'ion proving the Omnit:icient Person consist of a property 
belonging to a negative entity ; because such a Reason would prove the 
non·existence of the entity, and hence it would be 'contradictory ·.-Nor, 
lastly, can the Reason be one that belongs to both ; because such a Reason 
would bG 'inconolu.sive '. How could any Reason which belongs to both 
positive and negativ& entities serve as proving ihe existence of an entity,
which it could do only if it were insaparable from the entity, and if it were 
excluded from existence in the Negative Entity, which is present in cases 
where the contrary of the Probandum is present ! 

Thus none of the threo kinds of Indicat ive, as part of the 'Subject •, 
can bring about the Inference of the Omniscient Person, whose existence, 
therefore, cannot be proved.-(3186) 

The following Text shows that. the Omniscient Person cannot be cognised 
by means of the Word:-
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TEXT (3187). 

"TBEl!B IS NO SOltiJ.'TUR.AL DECLARA.'I'ION AJ'FmlllNO AS BTJ!RNAL 

OXNIS<ll.ENT PBRSON. How Cl.L" ANY sucH P£RSOll BE PROV&D 

BY A DECLARATION TRAT IS ARTIPIOIAL AND NOT 

TRUR 1 "-(3187) 

COJ\IMENTARY. 

That Cognition is 'verbal • whicb proeecd¥ !rom Word¥, in reg.u-d 
to tbinga not in clo"" proximity to tbe man. It i• of two kind.o-that pro· 
duoed by· the eternal Word, and that produced by tho utter~>nces of men. 
As ueertiing the exitten.ce of the Omniscient Person, t.bero i.tt no eternal 
scriptural Word ; hence tho former verbal Cog>ution i• not possible in tbis 
ease. -Whet we read in the Upan;,adl regardins • Bim who is truthful in 
word, trutblul in volution, trutbful in desi-Re ohould be oought after, 
Be should be oousbt to be known·. and so lortb,-&11 this ahould be under
atood to be merely oommendatory. 

AI regarcl.a tbo human assertion !het is quotA>d, auoh - · The Bl...-1 
Lord tbe 'l'OIA/i{Jol4, tbo Arha<, is Truly Enlightened, etc. ',- no reliability 
con attaeb to aucb aaaortions. How then could any reliable information 
be deduced Ctom aueb an unr<>lioble source !-(3187) 

Tho followins might be urged-We do not ll<loopt the Onmisoiout l'o""'n 
on the "trongth of any and every otray AAS<Ortion ; wo do HO on tho Htreugth 
of the e.aaortiorut of the.t 8a.tn& Blessod Lord. ~:~uoh aa-• 1 t\Jn omni~;cient, 

perceiving all tllinga, thoro is notllil\g tbat is unknown to t.ho 'l'allulq<Ua, 
etc. hte.'. '.l'hus it. is Ol\ His own word that wo accopt W11 um.ni»eluuco. 

1'bo ~·or to ila.iH iw W$ tollowg :-

TEXT (3188). 

"b 'till!! 01o!NISOI£NT i'ERSON IS RBCOQNlSEO AS SUOK O.N Tli£ STJU!.NUTH 

OW Dl.S OWN WORD,-llOW COULD TillS .BJ! IU!OAROED All J!STAB

LISlliiD, U< VU:W 0)' TlU:l MUTUAL INTJ:ROEP.BN OE.NOE 01' 

BOTH"! "-(3188) 

.COMMENTARY. 

Undor tho uU·oumst.auc::OH, there would be .an objoetiouabl& intet·· 
dopendonoe.-(3188) 
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TEXT (3189). 

"THE ASSERTION IS TRUR BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ~(ADE BY THE Q~INJSCIENT 
PEMON, AND SUCH AN OMNISCIENT PERSON Ela~TS BECAUSE 

HE ASSER'fS IT. How CAN BOT!{ THESE NOTIONS BE 

11STABLISID:D WITHOUT SOMll OTHER WELL-

I{NOWN BASt~ ~ "-(3189) 

COM.llfEN'fAltY. 

All a matter of fact, thero ean be no cortainty regacding the reliability 
of hiM word unless it is recognised that it ba~ been. ~poken by &n Omniscient 
Pf\l'SOn ; and that the Rpea.ker is omni.s;eient is learnt from his own words ; 
hence there is clear interdependence. 

' lV1thou.t 8ome other well-l.:·n.own basis •-to. some other well-known 
reason.-(3189) 

The following might be urged-The existence of the Omniscient Person 
is accepted on the basis of the word• of stteh men as Shrovoka· 
A.clu:JI/Kiriputm (?), who ""Y•-' This worthy scion of the SM/cya-race is 
omniscient'. 

Tho snswer to this is a.• follows :-

TEXT (3190). 

" WHEN PEOPLE ADMIT 011 THE 01\INISOIBNT PERSON ON THE BASIS OF 

THE BA.SELESS ASSERTIONS OF PERSONS WHO AEE NOT OMNISCIIINT, 

\VliY CANNOT THIIY DIIRIVB 'fHII SAME KNOWLEDGE 

FEOAI THEIR 0\VN WORDS 1 "-{3190) 

COl\1!\f.ENTA.RY. 

The assertion of men whose reliability has not been demonstrated doos 
not differ from one's own assertion ; hence there is no reason why the Buddhists 
should not derive their knowledge of the Omniscient Person from their own 
words. We see no reo.son--exeopt stupidity-why they should seek to 
know it from the words of other persons.-(3190) 

The following .new might ba held-There have beoo innumerable 
TathllgaJas (Enlightened Ones) in the past and they are going to appear in the 
future ; a-nd it is from the words of one of these t.ba.t we derive the knowledge 
of the omniscience of the other ; and that of the omniscience of the former 
from the words of a third, snd so forth. 

The &nswer to this is as follows :-
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TEXT (3191). 

.. FOR TBJI PltOVINO Oil T![E RXISl'ENCE 01!' O!I"B OMNL~NT P&RSON' 1T 

W017LD BB N"IOI!SSAllY '1.'0 .A.SSUME SJ!VltRAL O.IINlSOIBNT PI!RSONS ; 

A.ND Il' A. SINGLE ONJI OP TKESB lLU'PJ!N TO BB NOT-Ol>INIS· 

OIBNT, Rll WOULD NOT BB ABLE TO REOOONISB TRII 

O>n.'"ISCIENT PBRsoN."--{3191) 

COMMENTARY. 

11 for the purJIOII& of proving the e:ri&tenco of one Omnlaciont Poreon, 
one gooe on following up a series of Omniaciont Pert.onft. no mt\n with limited 
vision cov.ld ever get ~t e<>rtainty reg,...ding the Omniscient Penoon,-even 
at the end of hia whole life: hence several Omnlacient Per~OI\8 would have to 
be aoaumod. [See Shlokooanil<a 1. 1. 2, J36.HS191) 

Then again, we ahall lay aside, for the ~nt, the id .. that people 
of the ~t day are ineapeble of knowing the Omnlacient Peraon e.s no 
such is ~nt before them : as a matiB of fact. even people who \ivod at 
the same time u that Penoon could not know him, becau.oo they would them
oelvoa be 1IGI--omni..tent.-Thi• io what io pointad out in the following:-

TEXTS {3192-3193). 

"AS A MA.'M.'IIR OP PACII', liVEN TilE OONTBM1'011Al\IES 011 TfTE 0MlltSOI.ENT 

Pli.BSON OOULO NOT KNOW HIM AS 'OMNISOIENT ', AS THBY WOULD 

illl DEVOID Oil' THll K..'IOWLEDGE OP THE COGNITIONS Oil' '!'BAT PERSON 

(OR, OP THB KNOWLEDGE Oil THE TIIINOS OOONlSBD llY THAT 

PBRSON].-{Su Shlcl<aviirtil<a I. 1. 2, 134). AND 1Y THE 

0l011SODINT PERsoN IS NOT REOOONISBD BY ANY ONJ!,-

POR THAT MAN, THII AssxanoN or TRA.T OM~'lSOn!NT 
PERSON OOULD NOT BE RELIABLE; A.' THE VI!RY BASIS 

OF THAT ASSERTION WOULD BB ID.'XNOWN,-AS lN TKE 

OASB 01' 'I'IIB ASSERTION 01!' OTBl!R ORDINARY KEN." 

(Sn Shlc/mviirlilca I. 1.. 2, 136.]--{3192-3193) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho oompound 'l<ljjMnajiiiya, m. tto.' ill to be expounded n&-' they 
are devoid of-wit.hout.-that Cognition whicl• luu for ill object-i.e. which 
onvisagM-tlle Cognitions of the Omniscient Pe.rROn '.-Or aR • who at'& 
devoid of t\10 Cognition of E>ll the things cognised by that Person' ,-because 
he ia himself twe omni.fcient. 

By moroly looking at the body, ono dO<l8 not ooncludo that 'he is omnia
dent' ; bocau&e euch conclusion must be ac<!Ompan.ied by the recognition 
of the preoonco of oxoeptiona\ know lodge (in the Pereon): this 'exoeptional 
knowledge ', in order to be able to prove omniscienoo, m- envilage aU 

I 
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thinga ; nnd thio faet of the Cognition enviBUging aU things cannot be 
reeognised unloos the thinp comprehended by that Cognition are lmown ; 
for inst&noe, the Cognition of tho • man 1DiJA 1114 llic.l: • is not pooaible unless 
one Jmows tho <tid:.-This argument may be formulated as foUoW>J :-When 
the Cognition of one thing forms the neces.'lllol'y adjunct of the Cognition of 
nnother thing, there can be no Cognition of the latter thing 'nthout the 
Cognition ol the former thing ;-e.g. t.he Cognition of tho stick being the 
nooessa.ry adjunct of tho Cognition or the man will• tJ~e Bliclo, thoro is no Cogni
tion of the man VJiJh 1114 1ticlo unl..,. there ia Cognition of the «iclo ;-the 
Cognition of things cognised by the Omniscient Peraon, which iJI the nec<l6S4l'Y 
adjunct of the Cognition of the Omniecient PorMn himself, ia not possible 
for men of limited viAion ; hence there i3 non-apprehension of the more· 
extensive ohnracter (which implies the absence of the less e.xtenJJive) i beea.use 
the Ocgnili4m of 1114 mcuaary adjund is more extensive (widor) than the 
Cognition of that to which the said adjunct belongs ; Md the former ia 
absent in the C88e in question. 

Thus then, even in the CM& of a man contemporaneous with tbe Omnis
cient Person. unless Auch a man iA himself omniecien~ he cannot know the 
Omniacienb PotHon; !iO that fot· Auch a ma.n, evoll the e.ssertiona of Omnis
cient PerROnA wou.Jd be of doubtful veracity an.d hence unroliablo ; as the 
bMis of it-the grounds of oert&inty regarding reliability, in the ahape of the 
definite cognition of the Cognitiona of the Omnieeient Peraon,-would be 
aboent.. 

c A.t in''"' eau of the ~&cm of ardinary mm '-i.e. o f the MR&ttion of 
common pooplo.-(8192-3193) 

Tho following vi&w might be put forwo.rd :-Without any oflort the 
Omniscient Person ma.kee hiA omniAcienco known t.o his c:lisciplea by attraCting 
their minda through His unfailing knowledge of their character and the 
workings of their mind. 

The nnRwor to thi~ ik M follnws :-

TEXTS (3194-3196). 

" EVEN JP A PERSON WERE TO OOM'PlUillO!ND Tlm THINGS KNOWN TO ALL 

HIS DISOJPLES, HE WOULD NOT BB c OHNlSCtBNT ' ; AS KB WOULD BE 

DEVOID 0/t THE OOM'PRIIIKBNSION 01' TKE THINGS KNOWN TO 

Pl':Ol'LE OTIIER THAN TH0$111 DISOIPLXS.-NOR IS IT l'OSSIBLll 

'l'O OOAll'REIIBND ALL THE THIN OB OOONISIIID DY ALL 

AfEN ; AS THBRE OAN B& NO OOMINO TOOit'l'BER 01' 

MEN OF THB PA.ST, PRESENT ANO J'UTURB, 

O."RABIT(NO ALL TR11 TJIJUIE RBOIONS 

01' TilE WOBLD."-{3194-3195) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if t.he man who lmow only those things that were known to the 
people contemporaneoua with, and in close proximity to, himself,--be could 
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not be • omnilcient • : ea he would have no knowledgo of tbingo known to 
personA other than those, who may be oont.emponmeoua with him, but not 
in cl- proximity to him. By knowing only a JW1, nne d0101 not know the 
whole: if he did, there would be an absurdity. 

Aa B matter of fa.ct., it i8 not possible to comprehend evon all thc>se 
tbingo thet may be known to all his contomporarie• who may be in clnso 
proximity to him. BeciUtse theM can be no comprohen"'ion of what i;;; far 
oft cma what ill known to people having no eon_nontion with him. 

'fho following might be nrged-It mey bo lhat, 0\11 men oppro..eh the 
'l'&lulgala simultnneoukly,-end whatever ql\OStiona t.hoy put, He nnawerR 
them oll,-<10 that lhe people do· come to know what iR known to that 
Omnisoiont Per80n. 

The answer to this is that-' U..... con be no oomi>~g U>g<l)w, ctc. eu.•
nowbere iQ it poo•ible to bring together men of the pest, pr-nl ond future. 
-or th- inhabiting the regions of Hea.ven, th\'Net.her World and the World 
of Mortel Beingo. 

Or, the three 'regions ' may be token M standing for tho 'Imaginary ', 
• Objective' and • Subjective '1Ugiono.-(31Df·3195) 

The following might be urgod- Ii the Omnilloient Poroon did not po...,.. 
the power to know the things known to all men,-how could He ha.ve 
the pow<r of oomprehending even """" of thoae thingo ! And yet He did 
ba.ve t.be power to comprehend some of those things i honoo wo conclude 
thnt He did pooeoss the power to know all thingo. 

'l1hO answer to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (3196-3198). 

"A MAN WHO KNOWS LITTLE CAN DSLUDl!l A n:w MEN, 1:0 THE EXTENT 

'l'DAT, RAVING TXJIIR MnfD DELUDED BY DBVOTION, TllEY OOM:E TO 

A.OOE!T RDC AS O~'T. TlmoUGR TRE ART 01' Cxi:RoMANOY, 

800 l':&Ol'Lit ARJ! A.BLI! TO KNOW WHAT IUS B£8!< ltATitlf, WHAT IS 

B£010 TROUORT 01', WRAT LIES WlTIID! A KA.'<'S I'IST AND SO 

IOB'l'II,-'I'ROUQR THEY ARJ! El><"'''RELY DIWOID 01' ANY UOW

LSOOB or Dhllrmc. .&. • .>ro COONATB MA!ITEBS. S11o1ILARLY, 

PJIOPLB BXl'JIRT tN TRE ARTS OF ILLUSION, :.UOlO, !TO. 

OBOKtVB AN JONOBAl!T MAN ;-BY WIDCR TKBY APPEAR 

TO Bfl OID>'ISCIENT."-(3106-8198) 

COMMENTARY. 

By knowing only a few 8upor$0n8Uous thingo, a man 08nnot be regarded 
aa poRRMOing knowledge of Dhllmots and Adllatma ;-be<& use such a reasoning 
\\"Ould be inconclusive in view of the ease of men expert in chi.romat'loey, magic 
and so forth. For instonce )Jy the US& of oertein inoantatoions and medicinal 

l 
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herbs, people are found to comprehend rightly the food a man ha.s eaten, the 
thing he has thought of in hi• mind, the thing lying in his closed fist; and 
yet merely by this, they do not become persons conversant with such things 
a.'i l>harma and Adharma·. For instance, some people who are expert in 
magic are abl& to show to people strange gardens, flying cars, oolestial damsels, 
a.nd heavenly b0i1'lgs in the sky. Hence in view of all thia, the reason adduced 
must be rejected"" ' Inconclusive '.-(3190-3198) 

Sa.ys t.he Oppnnen1>-In the llilla110• and Puran.as, Brahmii and other 
Beings bo.ve been describOO. o.a omniscient; a.s we rood there of B'rahmA.'s 
knowledge and dispassion being 'unobstructed'. How then can it be said 
that the existence of the Omniscient Person is not vouch~ for by the Scrip~ 
tural Word? 

The a.nawer t.o this is as follow~ :-

TEXTS (3199-3201). 

"THE DESOBU'TION TILI.T WE MEET \VITR IN ltifl&a8 AND P1mill')8 0>' 

Brahmd BEING OMNISCIENT AND OF ltlS KNOWLEDGE AND DISPASSION 

AS UNTRAMMELLED,-ALL TIDS SHOULD Bll UNDERSTOOD IN THE 

FIGURATIVE SENSE,-LTXE THE OOMMENDATOIW DIIOLAR.ATIONS 

RELATING TO Mantras.-0R, THE 'UNTRAMMELLED KNOW· 

LEDGE, THAT IS SPOKEN l\IAY BE TAKEN AS REII'ERRING TO TllB 

KNOWLEDGE 011 dharma AND OTHER MATTERS !I.ELATING 

TO THE l'ARTIOULAR OONTEXT ;-WHAT IS MlllANT IS THAT 

ms KNOWLEDGE 013' SUOR TmNGS AS 'DUTY ', 

~PRoPERTY', t PLEASURE I AND t LIBERATION , ' lS 

' lJNTRAM~IELLED ' ; IT OANNOT REIJ'E!I. TO aU 
things. "-(3199-3201) 

001111\!ENT A.R Y. 

J ust as, in regard to Vedic M antra• there ar& Commendatory Declarations, 
so in the Itilulsa and Puriil)a, the aasertion of the omniscience of Brahmci 
a.nd other Beings, should be taken a.s Commendatory Declarations. When 
o. set of words direotly expressing one thing is taken as expressing something 
else, i t is called 'orthaudda '. • Figurative or Commendatory Declaration'. 

Or the m&aning ma.y be that the knowledge of Brahm4 is tmtrammelled 
so far as the things spoken of in the ItiM4<1 and P1lT<in.a a.re cone<>rned,
such as Duty, Property, Pleasure and Liberation ; and it does not refer to 
the knowledge of all thinga.-{3199-3201) 

Qu .. eion :- If the knowledge of Bre.hmt\ relating to other things were 
'trammelled' (obstructed),-tben how could i t be called 'untrammdltd' ! 

A-:-
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TEXT (3202). . · 

"Bemq untrammelkd DOJig NOT MliAN THAT IT ENVISAOIIS all/hinqs; IT 

MAY BE OA..LLED ' UNTRAMMELLED ' \VIIEN IT IS SO ONLY IN 

RELATION TO ITS OWN l'ARTIOULA:B OB~BOT."-{3202) 

OOmJmt"TARY. 

Que«im>.~II th&t.is ao, tbenao far"" Lbe p&rticular objector a Cognition 
is oonoemed, the Cognition of an men is • untramDU!Iled ' ; wbe~ peculil>rity 
then would there be in the Cognition ofBrohmd that italonuhoold be •peci&lly 
called 'untrammelled' ! 

AMWOT :-

TEXTS (3203·3204). 

"THAT IS so llBOAUS:B IT IS ONLY THII CooNITION oF Dluarma, BTO. TRA.T 

IS WRITITEIJL; NO US:UUL PURPOSE IS SERVIID llY THII CooNITION 

OW SOOH ORDINARY TBIJ<OS AS TRX 'l'ru AND 'mll Ulti!),-TKOS 
TRill<, INASliUCR AS 'l!JIS WHOLE FRUITE'UL CooNITIOll L' 

NOT OBSTBUOTltl), IT IS CALLED I t:TNTllUO:OtLI..ED '."-

(3203-3204) 

COMJ>!ENTARY. 

'!'Ills iJi the explanation given :-A• regards Dharma and other mattero 
lii!Oiul for man, it is th• knowledg<l of Brahm&. alone that i$ unt"""m41/ed,
not or othors. 'l'ha.t ill the reaoon why the knowledg<l or BrahmA alone
not others,-bao been called 'untrammelled ', by .......,n of ita not hcing 
obot.ruct.ed in relation to ita own objective. 

'Avpoyi.b:l-jMna '-The knowledg<l or such useful mAttono 1U Dharn~a 
and lho rest. 

• Y<lwl '-whole. This qualifleo! • jil4nam •, 'knowledge •.-(3203·3204) 

~:he lollowing Teo:l olfero another oxplaoation :-

TEXT (3205). 

" OR, TRE KNOWLBDOE SPOXI!N 01! MAY BB TRA.T 011 RtS 0\VN ' SELF ' 

-BBOUGXT ABOOT BY TRB PIIAOTIOB 01! Ml!Dl!U'I'ION ; A.8 SOCK 

KNOWLEDGE WOULD NEVER BE OBS'l':ROOUD, IT IS 

SPOKEN Ol' .lS' ONTB+MHEIIE1> '."-{3205) 

COMMENTARY. 

'S•lf '-Spirit . 
' Taaya '-tho lmowledge of t.IUlt at\mo aelj.-{3205) 

I 
I 
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Qo.ution .~In connection with God, we reed of ' ten imperishable 
qnaliti'"' ', in the Ahape of knowledge and the rcot; and if He is equipped 
with theM imperi•hable qualities, why cannot Ho bt reprdod ea omnilciml ? 

.tiftltoef' ,._ 

TEXT (3206). 

" WHEN Shatlkara IS SPOJOJN OF AS E QUil'PBD WITR ' TEN IMPJIRT.SRABLE 

QUALt'l'IES ' IN 'l'HE SHAPE Ol1 KNOWLEDGE, DISPASSION, 

SUl'BEME PowER AND so ro&Tn,-F£m ALSO IS 

'POSSESSED OF KNOWLEDOE '· ONLY IN THE 

SENSE Ol1 KNOWJNO Hts OWN SBLY." 

-{3206) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Knov..Wge '-I"'OOgnition of truth ;-• ~.ricm '--detac:lhtnent from 
objectA ;-' Suprmm. PmDtr '--of eight kindil, ' SmallnOM '. ' Lightness', 
' Greatn8H8 ', ' Attainment.', 'Capacity for Enjoyment •, 1 Powor ', 'Control', 
'Froodom of Movement' ;- those ton qualities belong to God, in their im
perishable form. 

'SmaUnu• '- io thl>t qual ity by virtu~ of which hl\ving assumed a 
•nbtlo body, ono bocomoo capable of going to happy rogiolt8, being unseen 
by people. 

'Lig1Unu6 '- by virtue of which on o movos a.bo,tt liko Air. 
1 Greatnu6 '-by virtue o f which one iA TOJtpoc~ among a.U men, 

honoured and worshipped as the gr ... tellt of tl>o grMt• 
• Auointmnt '-by virtue of which one get.s whAW!Ivor ho thinkA ot 
• OopociJy for EnjC11J1Mill'- by virtue of which one, whon having strong 

deBi...,.., i~ capablo of satisfying tl>em and enjoying thing11. 
• Powtr '.-by virtue of which one hAoomM the mo.Rter of tl10 Thl"fte 

RegioM. 
• COnlrol'-by virtuo of which one bring11 undo• his control all beings 

moveable and immoveable,-and beoomeo mMter of them. 
• Jo'rud.om of Mew<men~ '-by virtue of which one i8 able to live in aU 

regioM,-of :Sra.hmi, of Prajapati, of .V...U, of Gtmdllaruu, of Yak,ao, of 
RlJk-fOJKU, ot Pi~r•, of P·iJhd.ch.a8, of human beings, of lower animals and other 
plnCOll. 

• Only in lho 8tfl8t of Hi8 1..-.u>Wing Hi8 own ltlj ' .-It ill on account of 
knowing Hia own Helt that He is ' equipped with knowledge ',-not because 
He knows aU tlaing1.-{SZ06) 

Q«ution .-How ia it that, though knowing only o. part of things, 
Sha!lkara alon .......... nd no on.e e!B&-is spoken of as • equipped with knowledge ' ? 

A~.-
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TEXT (3207). 

"HIS KNOWLIIOOJ! OONSIS'tS ONLY IN TnP. DrRIW!' P&IWBPTIOli OP R1s 

PUR& SllLJ'; WH¥1< THE SOOliCE OF THAT KNOWI.IlDOE IR NOT 

PURE, THE KNO'I'ILEOOE ITSELF IS OAI.LJIO 

' ToNORANCE '."--(3207) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Pur•' Q\10iifieB the ' Self' ;-the porMptinn of th l•. 
• 111 btuu '- t11e bo.si• o f the perooption of tho pure oolf.-What is that 

btui• 1-Tho Sell itsei(.-Wben this Self iA tU>t-puro, then tho 'poroeption of 
the Self' that appears lA ca.lled • no knowledg& ', 'Jgnornnoo ' ; })O('.AURO it i" 
of a low order.--(3207) 

SaY'! the Opponent :-If you admit that it is poi!Oible for Bmhma and 
others 1.0 aequiNI puro knowledge through tho practice of Moditation,-then. 
why ahould thore bo hostility towards BtJJ/Jlh4 and othoro,-by virtue of 
which the knowledge of ~hose lat!M is not held to be ' nnt.rammeUod' and 
' pure. ' 

In ~~onticipetion of this, the Vedic Scholar presents another view and 
t horeby showo tho difference between Bralimd and tho othero :-

TEXTS (3208-3209). 

"IT MAY Dll THAT Brohm4, V~u AND Mah&hvara ARE EMIIODIMENTS 

Ol' Tll'Pl VIIDA, AND AS Tll'Pl VEDA CONSISTS IN TIIII KNOWLEDOII OF 

ALL TffiNOS, THESE ARE OMNtSOtllNT; BUT HOW OOULD THAT 

APPtY TO MAN 1 WHERII, ON ONE SlOB Allll THll MORrAL 

MKN. B1lDDllA AND TilE !lEST, -A)(I) WHJIRE ON THE 

OTHI!lt, ARB 1'ID1 SAID 1'llliEE SUPERIOR DB11'1:BS f 
HBNCB '1"llE IDJLI. 'I'RAT TBll l'ORlOIR, IN 

BIVALRY TO '1"llE L.,'I'I'Bll, AliE ALSO OXNIS· 

Ol'BYT,-IS SREEll ontJSI0~."-

(3208-3209) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ao tho Voda forma their very ~If, ~hey are oallod • embodirnenls of the 
Vula'. 

Tho Vodo. 'con~ilu 1n the lcnowl<dge of all thing8' booouso it i8 the Means 
of obtai,Ung the knowledge of all trungs .. 

What is moont is "" follows :-
In the case of B ralurw, etc. also, tho 'unt.rammellod knowlodge' of D/w.rma, 

otc. does not oomo about independently; it oomoa only through the Voda.
Tbis howover you do not admit in the case of Buddlw., otc., wh010 knowloclge 
ia held to be dependent upon thamselvos.-Further, in tho cue of B"""""', eu. 
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it is only pos.•ible tbat there should be pure knowledge through tbo Practice 
of ?.!edito.tion ; becauso being Deities , they a.re superior to a.U Persons; and also 
bee&\18& they are named in the Veda·. In the case of a human being, on the 
other hand, ther$ is no possibility o f any auoh capa.oity ; as his character is 
quite the reverse. Hence the idea that human beings also are omniscient is 
sheer delusion ;-i.e. this is mere deluded fancy on your part.- (3208-3209) 

The following might be urged-If Brahmii, etc. are named in the Veda, 
then, why should not tbe Veda be regMded s.s non-eternal, on a.ccount of 
its connection with non-eternal things? If the Vedas are held to be eternaJ, 
then the idea t.hat BrahmO., etc. are spoken of in the eternal Veda is incon~ 
grnous, ns the said Brohtrul, etc. are not·eternaJ. If there is no incongruity 
in this. then there ca·n be no incongruity in B'Ufidha, etc. also being mentioned 
in the Veda. 

The answ6J.• to this is as follows :...;._ 

TEXT (3210). 

"'!'HERE IS MENTION OF TRE THREE DEITIES, BRAHMl , ETO. , IN THE 

VEDA, WHICH IS ET&IINAL; AND YET THE ET&IINALITY 011 THE 

VEDAS DOES NOT BEOOME.J.MPAffiED ; BECAUSE BRA1DlX 

AND THE REST A.B.E THEMSELVES ETERNAL." 

-(3210) 

OO.M:MENTARY. 

' Tann-ityatt& '-on account- of the eternality of Bf'dhmd And the other 
Deities.-(3210) 

'l'he same idea is iu_rLher clt~orified iu t,he following-

'l'BXTI-l (3211-3212). 

"TRXY ARE EQUI.P.PKD WITJi .IST.ERNAL QUALITIES AND ETERNAL li'UNQ

TIONS; HX.'(CE THERE IS NO INCONOBUITY IN TllESE BEING MEN· 

TIONED IN THE ETEBNAL VED:'-.-ON THE OTlLilB HAND, Buddha, 
ETO. ARE PliBISJlA BL!ll BEINGS, lli!NCE IT IS NOT l'OSSIBLE 

k'OR THJ::M TO BE MI£NTIONED IN THE ETERNAL SCRIP• 

TlJRE. AND WllEN TB:& SORlPTURE IS HELD TO BE 

ETERNAL, THE ASSU:MltlG 01' THE 0MN1SOIENT 

PERSON IS ENTI..RELY FlJTIL:&."-(3211-

~~12) . 

COMMENTARY. 

'To be mentioned 1n tJa.e etemal scripture '-Because, if they were ·so 
.capable, the relationship between the Word and its meaning would have to 
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be regarded u ephemeral, not-eternal; becaW!e tbe otbor party d.- not 
admit or an o~rnel scripture ;-and because, if Lboy did edmit or it, Lbo 
postulating or the Omniscient Person w.ould be entirely futilo.-{3211·3212) 

The oa.mo idee ia further explained :-

TEXTS (3213·3214). 

"R.ATII.BI\ 'tllAN ADMIT THE IDEA OF THll SORll'TUBJI JNOIOATJN() T U& 

0MNISO.IBN'£ P.IIRSON, lT IS FAR BBTTBR TO AOOIIPT 'l!HJIIDEA THAT IT 

UIDIOAT.!lS DhaT'tTilS. BBOAUSE TU.!l OLIIAR KNOWLIIOOE OP 

Dharma (DIRECTLY i'.ROM THE VEDA) IS SUPIU\IO.R TO TH! 

VNOLIIAR KNOWLEDGE D.ll.&IVED INDIBEOTLY THROUOH 

Tll!l KNOWLEDGE OF THE 0~-uKJIBNT PmlsoN 

JllliNTIONBD IN THB VEOA.- THUS IT OANNOT 

liE IUIN'l'AlNBD THAT TllB OKNISOIBNT 

PJ!Rlj()N IS S!OKB.'I 01< IN THE SGI\11'· 

TUUS."-{3213·3214) 

OOliMENTARY. 

Rather than entertain the idea that the Etern~l Scripture mention1 the 
Omniscient Person, it ia better to sooept the idea that Dharma i• taught by 
that Seripturo. 

Quulion .~In what way is it better T 
AMWW.-'Beoawelheclwrknow/Mge, t~e.eto.'-TheknowledgeorDha""" 

derived from the Veda is clear and direct; beca\180 tho light emanating 
therefrom i• equaUy available for all.thingB. On the othor lu•nd, the Dharma 
leernt through the knowladga of the Omniscient POI'IOn mentioned in t he 
Scripture is indirect and indistinct ; becauao the said Por~on hu retired in to 
Nin>lltwJ and cannot be olearly perooptible. Even when Ho had not retired 
mio Niroii(ID, He would have no deoiroa, and hence could oot impart any 
tea•hingo. Even if Ho did impart mchin&s. th- could not be heerd by all 
men at all timeo ud place&-{3213 ·3214) 

'l'ho following T~ •how• ~hltt the Omniscient Poroon cannot be vouched 
for by ' Arullogy' :-

TEXT (3215). 

" J~· ANY J.'¥J.ISO.N 8ttnilar TO TKB 0 M.NISOIENT P ERSON IV liRE SE JIN o\T 

TilL PBRSENT TIMJl, T.IIBN ALONE OOULD TilE JIXISTBNOII OB 

TK!l QM.NISOJ:»NT PlimsON BB OOGNISIID O.N Tltll 
STRENGTH OF ANALOGY."-(8216) 

Analogy, u a Means of Cognition-bued upon oimi!Juity and ita adjunct&, 
-eovilap the far off things, and is m variably concomitant with Lbo Cogni· 

• 

• 
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tion of a 6imilar thing ; for example, there is remembrance of the Oow through 
the perception of the GaiXI!JO ;-it is not poo8iblo for any one to perceive at 
the present tiroo any porson oimilar to the Omniscient Penron ;-hence, on 
account oHhe,;,,.ilar thing not being perceptible, Analogy cannot bo operative 
in the cas& in question. 

This argument; may be formulated as follo"'!l :-Wheu auy object similar 
to an object i• not perceptible, the latter cannot bo amenable to Analogy,
o.g. tho Son of the Barren Woman ;-any pel'lion llimilar to thc Omniscient 
l!on;on is not pereeptible ;--<10 tbero is non-apprehension of the wider 
eharact.er.-(3215) 

Fut•t.hcr, it is not only thu.t the know1odgo of the Omniscient Parson 
cannot bo dorived from Arlo.logy; on the contrary, it ·would be right for all 
men to deduoe, from Analogy, the fact that tho~ can bo no Omniscient 
Person. 

Thi» is what is shown in the following-

'XEXT (32!6). 

u }""INOlNU 'fUA'.r ALL Ml:N Oh' 'l'HE P&E.S~.N't 'fl.U£ AR.& nol 0MNlSO.L8.NT, 

--'nlE OBRTAI.NTY IS llEJUV£0 PRO>t MALOOY BASBD ITJIOS TlUS 

SUULAJUTY, 1'HA T ALL O'l'II:BR MEN (OB TIIB PAST AN 0 THE 

•UTURll) COULD NOT BB OMNlliOU:ST."-(3216) 

COMMEN'£ARY. 

In ordllr to ohow that the Omniscient Pen10n cannot bo known through 
Presumption, the V aid® pule lorward the view of tho other p81'ty :-

'fEXTS (3217-3:U8). 

"SOME ONE ~lAY AOO.!li'T Tltl: 0MNISOI.!l.N~' .l'ER.SON ON ~·liB liOI.LOWING 

GROITNDll : (A) 'THll TEAOHINOS OF :BUDOIIA RELATiNG TU Dharma 
and A.dharma o.L><Nor BE EXPLAlN£D, 11 T>U:RE BE NO Omns

OtEST PBRSON ;--THUS JIBO:r.t Pre.nompti<m, ONE OA.N ADMIT 

TUB OMNISOU:NT PERSON,-liVBN THOUOR lT HAS 

DIIEN SROWN THAT PlDRCBPTlON AND Tlm OTIIBR 

MEANS oF CoONtTtoN ARB NOT OAl'AJJLE o•· 

Al'.FOBDI.NO TU!liCNOWLBDOE 011 THE SAID 

P BllSON '."~3217-321 8) 

OOMMENrARY. 

• The too.chings of Budclb<> and othero that are met with cannot be 
explained, except on the pruumpti<m of lil• omniscience ;-i.o. if Dlw.rma 
and all such things were not known to Him. Hence, even though Pen:eption, 
etc. have been dlln.iod, aa vouching for the exiatence of the Omni.lciont Porson, 
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ye~ through P~mption i~ becomes est&bliabed tha~ tbe Oanniocion~ l'en<On 
doee exist. '. 

U any one holds thls view, Uten he unden~tandl tJunp wrongly. Thio 
io wh&t ia m&Bnt.-{3217·3218) 

f"l'ho following Tt:ZU show that tbo argwnut\t put forward just now Ultt.y 
be regarded aa Infertnu; it need not be taken aa Pruumplion :-

TEXTS (3211)-3221). 

"'(B) 011, THIS AROOMENT IN SUPPORT 011 TKE EXIST.BliOE 013' THII 

0M:lllSOliNT Pl!lMON MAY .8l!l STATED IN TKll PORM Ol' THE POLLOWING 

b.TII&llNO!l OP THII St!.miinymod,/4 KlND (DiiTIIRENCE i'ROM THE 

UNIVERSAL TO THE PARTIOULA:R) :- L'i EVERY OTIU!R CASE T.BACH· 

lNO IS lOVND TO BB :PRECEDED BY THE XNOWLI'JOOE OP THE THING 

TAUGHT, AND WHEREVER THEBE lS TBAOlllliO, lT IS ALW.< YS 

PRIIOZDBO BY THE lLXOWLEOOB OP THE SUB.rECir TAUOBT; 

AS IN 1'1111 CASE 01! TKE POTBNOIBS 01' HaritaJ.:i 
AND SUCH Tlll!<GS ;-TilE T&ACHINO 011 DhDNM OM 

Adham10 us BEEN GIVEN BY BuDDHA ;-HENCE IT IS 

INPBRR.BD THAT THB TEAOHINO MUST HAVE BBI!N 

PRI!OEDED BY A KNOWLBDGB OF THOSE 

MA TT:ERS." -{3211)..3221) 

OOM.MENTARY. 

'l'l>e special montiou of th& 'SamanyoWdr~to' lnferoncc ((rom th& Uni· 
vOtO&l Premio&) implies the impossibility of Ute Particular PromiBI; aa o. matter 
of !BOt, it i• only when Ute relation between the partioulo.r Probens and th& 
part.icul&r Subject haa boon per<.:eived, t.ha.l., aL.& later time, Ute ~Jame Probans 
is made to yield •n loferonce that sel3 Mide all do11bt.o ou tbo point; and it 
is this Inference that io ealled' V~fla '(bMed una ptu"tioular .Promiss). 
Aa a matter ol fact, no relationship has been perceived between tbe Omoi8cient 
Ponon and the Teo.ching of Dllarmo, otc. ; hence tbia ean be an inotance of 
lnforeooo Crom a Univo..,..l Premiss only. Por iW!tence, it hM been found 
M a uoiv...,.l truth that in any one • chain', th& Peo<llin? iH always preceded 
by imowledgo; honoo jllllt "" in the case of Diivadett.-, it having boon found 
t.h&tt hj• chango of place is pr&ceded by movement, KO iu the cue of the sun, 
the ehaugo of placo leads to the inferenoo of it.& movom8ut ;-in the same 
manner, from the fact Utat Buddbe imparted te80hlngo rotating to lJhaT'fOO, 
it is inforrod bh~t He possessed tbo knowledge of Dharoaa. 

'l'ho u.rgumon.t mt\.Y be formulated 811 follows :- .Evory 'I'ea.obing is 
preceded by tho 'l'ooohor's knowledge of what is taught ;- e.g. ~be teachings 
relating to tho 1>0toncioo of th& Hariloki ;-Buddha'• te80bing of JJharma 
is Toaohlng; bouco th.io is a Reason based upon Uto notur& of <hing$.
(8219-8221) 

'l'b& Mimamoo.W'r answer to Uto above is"" foUow• :-
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'!'l!:X1'1:l (~222-:l223). 

u A.'i 'L'I-IK FAC."T 1$ CA!JABLJ:l OJl' ANO'('K..tl& HXPLANATION, T.KJD }>a~~l1L\fPTION 
(PU"'r >'ORIVARD) HAS NO .fJU~'lOAOY {IN PROVUIO THII J-lXISTENOE OF 

•rH.>: O~tNISOLENT PB&~ON). FoR THB SAM.£l RICASON, THE 

lNPE.Rl!:NCE 'fUA'r ltA~ D.E.EN PUT Jo"ORWARD I~ NOT VALIU, 

!foa lNSTANOI::, 'rH!<! >'AOT OJ! ~ ANI) O'I'II.KR8 

HAVUW TAU<IRT D/wrma, t:TC. CAN BR IIXl'LAINED 

~ AN0"111E8. WA Y-P'OJl lNSTAN0£
1 

Ab BIUW 

DUE TO DRE.utll, OR TO DELUSION, OR TO 

THB VEDA lTSELJf, OR TO WBON(l 

'tHAOIUN0."-(3222-322:l) 

<.iOMMEN'l'AltY. 

'l'G1Wbi11g by peoplo may be due to dollL•ion and o~bor cawJes also ;
hence both, the l're•umption and the Inferene<> cited, ....., il'IClO>Idtuive. 

QI<Uli<m :-liow can it be othorwille explained ! 
A-:-' To dna1M, uc. UC.'-68 dociM.red in SNJboro'• B~ 

( 1- 1- 2.)-' Tooehing proceed3 ftom dolusion also ; and wben there io no 
Delusion it. prooeedo ftom the Vedo aiMO '.-Tooehing prooeoding ftom 
Del!Ui<m ill found in """"" wboro thing. dream~ of o.ro taught; a-nd that 
procooding from tho V<da is found in the co..e of ~ho t.eoehirl3iJ of Manu 
o.nd othors.-(3222-3223) 

AI< r&g>U'ds Sugaw. aud othctS, who are ignorant o f ~he Voda,-~beir 
Waohings might have t>roceodod from sheer Deluaion ;- for tho purpose of 
doooi ving people. 

'l'hiM is pointed ou~ iu tho following-

TEXTS (32'24-3225). 

'"THOSE WHO ABE IGNORANT OJf THJI VEDA OANNOT HAVE THEIR TEACH· 

ING DASIID UPON TBll VEDA ; IT OAN PltOOJ!lliD FROM DELUSION ONLY. 

IN THE WORLD TBll TIIAOHINOS THAT AB.E PROPOUNDED BY 

WIOXED TlllAORBRS .ARE NOT BASED UPON THE V !lOA ; TBllY 

PROOBIID BlTBl!R J'ROX DELUSION OR FOR TO Pt1Rl'OSB 

OF DUPING THE DISOIPLES."-{3224-3225) 

COM1lfENTARY. 

• A.tadcWiraycll'-not based on the Voda..-(32U-3225) 
QI<Uli<>n :-How is it known that the teoehlng of Bwldha doos not 

proceed on the basis of the Vodo f 
Att8tlleT :-

44 • 
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TEXTS (3226-3227) . 

.. llr rn:B TJ!A.CKINO 011' Bv.d4Jo4 KAD BIIBN BA.SIID Ul'ON T1[ll VEDA., IT 

WOULD RA. VB BIIBN DO'A.BTJ:D ro ONLY StiCK PERSONS AS WERE 

VEDJO SCHOL.UIB,--Jll'ST LDill Tllll TBA.CKINOS Oil' Manu .0."1> 

OTJIEBS. .As A. KA.TTliR or II'A.OT, BOW1IVIIR, BUDDRA.'s 

TE.A.OJIINOS ABB I'Otnro ro BA VJI BI!:Pm DO'A.BTJID ro 

IONOIUlo'T PIUl80118 A.ND Sllil.rtu ; BBNOII IT 

KVST BE DEI'BOTIVB Al<D ILLUSORY, LlXB 

TUB )(A.](D{0 01' OOIJN'Bl\:niT OOJNS."-

(3226-3227) 

OOlO.IENTARY. 

If Buddha's teachings NgM<Iing Dh4Tma had been based upon the 
Voda, then, He would have imparted them,-like Manu and other teachers
to learned Brclhmo1,1<11; M a m&ttor of fact, however they were imparted
not to B...V.m<~~,~<~~, but to the ignorant Shtldrol ; hence we conclude that the 
teaching ri1U!lt be 'ill"""l' '-f•lae, just like tho making of counterfeit coins. 
- (3226-8227) 

As regards Manu and othera, theae wore learned in the Vede; hence 
their teachings regarding Dharma, uo. are &JI balled upon the Vede,-they 
are not independent of it.-This ia pointed out in the following:-

TEXT (3228). 

"As RROA.BDS Manu A.liD OT1IBR8, WRO A.RJl WJlLtrXNOWN A.MONO VEDIO 

SCHOLARS, AND WBOSB OOKPILA.TION8 A.RB AOOEPTJ!D BY VEDIO 

SOHoLAlla,~IR A.SSliiBTION8 RA.VB TliBI& soUBOE 

m Tllll VBDA.."--{3228) 

COMMENTARY. 

The - Vec!M,-QA:, Yl>jUf and .S4ma~ called 'Troyi ', 'Triad • . 
thoaa who know tlleae.,..' TnJtlloi4 ', 'Vedio aoholart '-Bnihma{la.. 

Theoo Teachen a... auch aa have thoir oompilationa e.cceptod by Ved.ic 
acbolars. 

The -.on for tbi.o aooeptanoe il otetod-' Tlloi¥ Qlomiono procud from 
IM Yeda '. They .,.. penono wbc6& aaoertions havo their souroe in the 
Veda.-(3228) 

Qumion .~How il tbi.o al.eo known I 
Am1Dtr :-
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TEXT (3229). 

" IT IS NOT CONOlUVAliLE THAT TRBSII TEAORBRS SHOtJLD RAVE COM:PtLIID 

THEm WOB:KS AND TRBN tM:PA.aTED THEM TO OTRIIRS,-,VITliOUT 

HAVING FOUND, OR SHOWED TO THE PUPILS, THE 

ORIGINAL VEDlO TIIXTS."--{3229) 

COMMENTARY. 
'lnvparted. '-'l'au.ght. 

'l'hua, it having been found that the Omniscient Per•on e&nnot fall 
within the scope of any of the live Moe.ns of Knowledge,- it follows that he 
must fall within that of the sixth, Non-apprehension, Nt{/Qtion. Hence the 
!We.son that 'he is envisaged by Negation • beeome.• estebli8hed.-That this 
Roo.aon is not Inconclusive has been ah"<lady shown above; th~<t this is so is . 
proved by the fact that the regarding of the Person ~<& ,., • ..,;,f.tm cennot 
have any other cause.-(3229) 

Some people have held the following opinion :- We do not seek to single 
out any partioula.r person as being omniaciem ; all tha.t we seek to prove is 
the possibility of there being such a Person; our idee. being that there ie 
some one who ia omniscient, -or that omniscience doea exist. in some person
as can be deduced from the fact that there aro ascending grades of wisdom. 

The answer to these is as follows :-

TEXT S (3230-3231). 

" IF Pl.IOOFS WERE ADDUCED TO PROVE THAT ' TI!ID<E IS SOME ONE WBO tS 
OMNI.SOIENT,, OR THAT t TBERB IS OMNISOIENOE IN SOME MAN,,

TllllN THAT WOULD FALL SHORT OF YOUR l'MPOSITlON. IN 

FAOT TOSE ASSERTIONS DO NOT REPRESENT WHAT IS MEANT 

TO BE Pl.IOVED. THERE IS NO PURPOSE IN PROVING 

WHAT IS ASSERTED IN TRB AliOVllllOBM-"-

(3230-3231) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been explained before that the &ason adduced by ~e Buddhist 
is Inconclusive; the Mim<lm.ook<J therefore proceeds to point out the defects 
in his • subject • (Proposition). 

What the Buddhist wishes to prove is the omniscience of his own Teaober, 
- not merely Omniacienoe in general. B<!ce,use, when thb-"Omniscient 
Person is songht for by the intelligent man,- it cannot be for mere fun. 
The man seeking for Him does so with the idoo that-' From His words I 
shall find out whe.t Dhanna orn! Adlumna are and regulate my aotivity or 
inactivity accordingly •. Even if the existence of the Omniscient Person 
in genere.l were proved, it could have no ell'ect upon the activity of the 



1432 TATTVASANOR.UIA: OIIAPTBR XXVI. 

man ; because thoro can be no conviction regardina tho words of Ruch "' 
PoiSOn until a particular pen10n hod bcon found to be real~)" Much. Hence 
it is tho particular Omniscient Peraon wbooe emtence al>ould be proved by 
ono who wiohee to regulate hit octivit.y. Thu• therefore tho gent.rai........Uon 
would be far short. of t.bo Propol<itiou. 

' WAot 14 ,_,m to bo pro<>M '-i.e. the f&et that one wi•h"" to est.ohlil<h. 
'~'-i.e. the particular Omnieciant. PeNOn, in the pe.rHOU of your own 

Teoeber. 
' A""JP •-the Propoaitiou now put. forwo.rd. 
' WAot 14 -'«l'-i.e. tho voguo atatemtnt that • 110n>c OmnisciMt 

Person exilta' or 'omnitcienco be.lonas t.o some one • ,-without reference to 
any particular penon. By the proving of lllch a Proposition, no useful 
purpoee would be aerved.-(3230·3231) 

Quulion ,_How 10 I 
&ni'Wer .'-

TEXT (3232). 

" B Y PROVING 8011U 0MNISOlBNT P1l&SON Ul OENEJUL, YQ(J CANNOT OBT 

AT THAT PARTICULAR PERSON WHOS.Il OM:NISOJENOB YOU ARE 

ASSERTING JOlt TliJI l'(JRPOS.Il OF ESTABLISHINO TRE 

TR(JTHII'OLNJISS 011' JUS WORD." -(3232) 

OOllfMEN'l'ARY. 

Qt<Ution .~Why cannot ruoh o Ponon be got at 1 
ANWtT :-

TEXT (3233). 

"So LONG AS But/.d.ha lS NOT PROVJIO TO BE OMNISOI1lNT, B.xs WORDS 

llll~'< P.U.SE ((J!IRBLI.I.BI.B). How OAN TIIIil TBU'1'lllfi)L.'<ESS 

011 BcrDDIU BB BSTABLJBllBD BY TliJil'ROVDIO 011 101M 

0MNISOIENT P.tmSON JN OBNEIUI.! "-(3233) 

COMMENT A!~ ll. 

Boce""" so long aa the OmniscieDoo of Bwldh4 h»n«/.f ;., not proved, 
tb&r& can be no certainty regarding lho l.ruthfula.., of Hi3 Wonl.~n tbe 
proving of _,. Omniscient Peraoo in genuel, tbe l.rutbfulo- of Bud4lra.'& 
word& d088 not booome -bliahed. »-use the requisite Invariable 
Conoomitenco io not tbero.-(3238) 

The same idea is further elucidated :- I 
i 
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TEXT (3234). 

"THE OMNISOJENCE OF ONE P.eRSON CANNOT ESTABLISH THE TRUTHFUL· 

NESS OF THin WORD OF ANOTHER PsRSON. IT IS ONLY W11EN THE 

TWO ARE CO·SUBSTRATE-TRAT THEY SOl'PORT ONE 

ANOTHER." -(3234) 

COMMENTARY. 

Quuti<>-n :-When is there invariable concomitance between the two 
(Omniscience and Truthfulnes.')? 
A~ :-• It. i8 only, etc. etc.'-' Co·aubatratea '--subsisting in the same 

Person.-' Tayo?l '-between • omniscience' and 'truthf·ulness of word>,
'Support '-signifies ca.usal reJation. 

What is m.eant is as follows :- It _js only when the two reside in the 
same Person tha-t Omniscience can be the reason for trtl.lhfulne88 ; not other
wise. If it were not so, there would be incongrnit-ies.-(328~) 

The following Texu show that these same argumenta serve 1:<> reject the 
argument that other people have put forward in support of the existence of 
the Omniscient Person :-

TEXTS (3235-3237). 

" (THE ARGUMENT PUT FORWARD IS]-' ALL THE THINGS THAT THERE 

ARE IN TRlS WORLD MUST BE l'ERCEl'TJBLII TO SO)Ilil PERSoN,-BEOA.USE 

THEY ARE ENTITIBS, COGNISABLE AND KNOWABLE,-LIKE THE CuRD; 

CoLOUR, TASTE AND oTHER THINGS '.-INAShlUOH AS MERE 

KNO\VLIIDGE IS ~IENTIONED, IT FALLS SHORT OF THE OlUGINAL 

PROPOSITION (OF THJj) BUDDIDI>T) ; so THAT THE 'O~INISOIENT 
PERSoN ' WHOSE EXISTENCE IS DESffiED TO BE PROVED 

DOES NOT BECOME ESTABLISHED IN THIS MANNER.-JF 

soME PERSoN oTHER TRAN BwiiJJw. HAD BECOME omns-

OIENT, OF WHAT USE OOULD THIS KNoWLEDGE BE 

IN THE FROVING 011 TilE RELlABILITlr OF THE WoRDS 

OF BUDDHA ? "-(3235-3237) 

COMMF:NTARV. 

• Wlui.tever iA endowed with cogni<ability, lcnowability and the cli4T~r 
of being an emity, must be perceptible to some porson,-o.g. the Curd, Colour, 
Taste E>nd so fortb,--<>U things have the said charooters of ~Uty, elc. ; 

-hence this iA a Reason based upon tho nature of things.' 
Here also, as beforo, it has to be pointed out that tho conclusion falls 

far short of the desired Proposition, a-nd the Reason is Ineonclus:iv&. 
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ThWl ~hen, it is not possible to prove tbe existence of tbo Omnitciont 
Person, either in g<ntml or in ~· Hence it *omoa eoteblishf'd 
that thoro ce.n be no Omniscienb Por~~on. And when thoro ia no Omniscient 
POl"iffn, thoro can be no word.a of such a Peraon ; consequently no mnn can 
undorto.ke nn activity through auoh wordl!.-(3285-3237) 

Or, there may bean Omni8cientP61'10n; even so, there on.n bono • word.R' 
('-cion') uttered by Him,-<>n which your aclivities could be beoed.
TbiA io Ahown in the foUowing :-

TEXTS (3238-3239) . 

.. WJIEN Hll OOOUl'Il!S TUI! TEN STAORS, AND ALL His ATTAORMI!NT AND 

OTIIliR DEFE<YrS RA.Vfl OEASIID, T1(11N ALONE 1ill OAN Al'PB'BllliND ALL 

THINGS, TUrulUGR Hls KNOWLEDGE WRIOR 18 LIKE POll» 01\YSTAL. 

WH:ilN RAn IN MliDlTATlON, His liiiND OONOENTRA'l'BD ON 

'I'Bll IDEA OB ALL THINGS, liE WOULD Bll PIIRVADBD 

BY ALL 'I'BINGS ; .O..'W WOULD NOT BE ABLB 'I'() 

Dll'A111' A...'<Y TXACIIINOS." -{3238-3239) 

COMMENTARY. 

Standing upon the Ten Stegoa, all imposities oi Atto.obmont, oto. h<>ving 
dlsappol\rod, His Knowledge bocomo• like tbe pure cryaool, whoreby all 
cognisable thinga become appo·ohendod ;-such is your explanation. 

Now, at this staga, His mind would be ooncentre.ted-f>eing intent upon 
tbe iclct. of all tbinga; so that He oould not be in a position to propound 
any o.,.be.ings relating pariioularly to Dha,.; being unable to perform all 
tb-funetions all at onoa.-(3238·3239) 

b might be said that "He would impart the taaehing on waking from 
Meditation". 

The answer to tbst is as follows :-

TEXT (324.0). 

" AT TRE TI)(B 'I'ILlT HE WOULD 'l'BAOR SOMB ONE TBINO, LIRE ANY 

ORDINARY SPI!AEl!Jt,-IT 'VOULD BE mE ASSEBTION 011 A MAN 

'V'I'TR PABTU.L K'NOWLBDOB, NOT THAT 01' ..L~ 

Olort.sorKNT l'aBSON."-{324.0) 

OOJ\!MENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, Spaal<ing can novor proeeed withoutaomo Cognition; 
honoe when He would taaob Dl~arma, Ho eould do so only when His mind 
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would bo in the ooncqtuol .wu; and in this at.At.e there is no difference 
between the child and thf' wise man ; so that B.e would bo fl<lt-omnisciml, 
and Hia a.'"'Ortion would not be the U&<!rtion of t.he Omniscient Person.
(3240) 

• 
The foUowing might bo urged- Re does not actually teach anything 

at all ; M B.e is alw&ys rapt in non·"""""Ptuol (indeterminat.e Abstract) 
Ooxnmunion ; what happens is that, under His auporvision, thoro become 
revoalod the teachings relating to tho various forma of Dluzrm.a, in the shape 
o£ the ideaa of things. Thla haa boon thus declared-' During the night 
that Budd114 booame enlightened, and when He reoobed Porinimltla,-at 
that time, not" aingle oyUable wu uttered by Him. nor wu ..nything 63id ; 
-why ?-because Budtflla is ever rapt in Oommunion :what happens howe
is thl\t His disciples, who can grMp only teachings expre88ed in spoken 
words, hear souuds proceeding from tho mouth of Buddha, liko the.t of wool 
iaauing out of the Uf!lila (turoan f) '. 

The answor to tbia is a.s folloWB :-

TEXTS (3241-3243). 

"Tlllll'OLLOWING A.SUJm:oNS HA VII BI!IEN MADB (BY BUDDmsrs)-' Wmm 
BwUlluJ IS RAPT IN 0oMM1llllON, A.. 'ID sr.ums 'O'NRUl':rLliD LID TBll 

0hinJ4.jewiJ.,-'T&A.O'IJJl(08 ISSUll l'ORTH, :&'l!.EJ!LY, FROM BVIIN THE 

WAILS; AND WI:rK TKE HELP Olr TKESll, :MEN OOME TO KNOW ALL 

THAT THEY WANT TO KNOW; AND TKUS TlDlY QliiOI!LY Sl!!OU'IIE 

ALL TKAT IS OOOD WR 'l'JI:l!l)( '.-8'0'0B A.SSIIBTIONS SO'O'Nl> 

WltLI. ONLY WREN ADDRl!lSSJID TO PBOPLJI DIJIU11D Wl'rK 

I!'AITll; WE KOWEVIIR ..t.Bl!: WANTING IN THAT ll'AITll, AND 

JlliN'O» ASK ll'OR RBASONS."-(8241-3243) 

COMMEl.'TARY. 

' Ohima-rotno ' ia the 071inl4mott•• & gem believed to provide all that 
one desires. 

The upshot of tbe who!& is as follows :-Ari aaaertion liko tbo one just 
m&de, without any reesons in support, aound woll only when~ to the 
faithful ; people like us, howevor, t.dmit of only aucb things as ean bo 
suppcrt.ed by rea80na, end benoe Reuon is what we e.sk for; bow then can 
we aocept such Mscriiona wholly unrupported by roMOU8 1-(8241-3243) 

Then again. the $80Umption put forward may be true; oven ao, e.a regarda 
the t.e&cbings isauing forth from the walls, there would alwe.ys bo a doubt 
as to t~r prooeeding under tho oupervision of the Omuiscient One ; benoe 
intoUigont enqliliora CAnnot rightly holiov& them to bo true and roU..blo.
Thla is what is pointed out in the following:-
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TEXTS (3244-3246). 

"TEAOlCINOS ISSUING l'ROM TilE WALLS OOtn.O NOT BE ACOEl.'T£0 AS 

TAUGHT BY A RBLlABLE PERSON. IN PAOT, TJIERI! \VOULD BE NO OON

l'IDENCE IN TJDC"M',-IT BED50• DOUBtTUL BY WHO)( TIBY HA 'VI! BEBN 

PROPOUNilBD-lLlVll TllliY BEEF l'IIOPOONOED BY Btuld/la, OB BY 

D!CBl'l'FuL Bralunai)GI, PUT l!ORWABD m .JOKE, BY MEANS 011 

WORDS BEADING TJUI SEMBLANOII OF TUE WORDS (OP BUDDHA), 

-<)R llY PETTY ONSIIBN ELEMENTAL$ AND OTHERS.-FOR 

THESll RJlASONS, Pl!Ol'LE 1\'ltO REOA l\0 TRE~ISELV&S AS 

WlSJl SHOULD PLAOE NO OON.,IDBNOE IN SUCH 

TEAOBJNGS.''--{3244-3246) 

COIDIENTAR'i. 

So f&r tb& Author ha• sot forth argumonU., from Kuml.lrila'o point of 
view, t>gain.•t the Buddhist view tbat thoro nro Omniscient Peroon11.- He 
no"' eels forth argument• t>dducod by tbe two writers, SlimDfa and YajMla. 
againllt the ide& of tbe Omni.'!Cient Person:-

TEXTS (3247-3261) 

"THUS THEN, ~'KRI\E L~ NO ROOM I10R TIIJ'l OM:NTSOIElWll OF MJIN. WE 

NOW PROOEE.D TO CONSIDER WHY 1'H1'l OMNISCIENT PER.~ON HAS 

BEllN rosTuuno t-YoUR O~rscn:NT PERsoN-DOES HE Al'l'RE· 

Jr£ND ALL THINGS BY A SINGLE CooNlTION ! 0R BY SEVERAL 

Coo!<'TI'IONS 1 A.'ID TBBN, DOES RE A'PFRJrn:ENI) THEM ALL AT ONOE ! 
Oa IN SUOOESSION-NOTIOING ONLY THB MORE IMPORTANT 'l'KtNGS t 
TN NO CASE IUS IT DI!EN SEEN THAT A SINGLE CoON1T10N APl'BE· 

l!ENOS SUCH OONTRADIOTORY TR'INOS AS pure AND imp;Lrt AND SO 

l?OETH ; NOR 'IIA VE SIIVE:RAL DIVEllOJINT CoO~"'TtONS BIIEN JIOUND 

1'0 APPEAR AT ON11 AND THE SAME TIM>J.-WHO TOO IS THIIRII WHO 

COULD APPRlliiEND, I!VEN 1N H11NDRBDS 0., YEAR.~, JIAOH OJ' THE 

ENDLESS ~'UKBEII 0 11 TUtl<GS, PAST, 1'11£SENT Al'<'l> IroTURE I-EVEN 

lP T1IB 'PEJt.soN, B·r . B'lS OWN VSDIVBRSIPI1fD NATURE, APPRBKENDS 

ALL 'I'Rll<OS,-lffi CANNOT APl'RBR:IIND Tim ~PP.OTI"[O INDMDUALTTI:E.'I 

011 Ar.L THTNo~. UNDER THl! omamr.STANORS, wHAT wour.o 'DB THP. 

USII OP 1'l!F. 0~1'NISOTJINT PRR.qON WITO R!WWA 'l'Hl! THINO~ ONT,Y TN 

Tl!BTR OENERAT, POR~I ! 8PECIAT,LY All fN NO OTKE'R FORM IS TilE 

'lRTNO APl'REII&NDilD.-TfiEN AOArN, THIII UND'ORM CoONlTIO'N 

COULD BB l<ITHER TRUR OR .,AMB.-U 1T BE HELD TO BE lnU, THEN 

Tlli$ WOULD IIR OONTilARY TO PBIIC1U'VIID UOTS ; AS rr WOULD lll!A'N 

THAT ALL IS ont, Wl'T'ROUT A SROONO j AND TRB 'RESULT OP 1"HHS 
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WOULD DE ~'HAT THERE WOULD BE NO SUCH DIVERSE ENTI'U»S AS 

THE DISCIPLE, THE 0>r:NISC!E.l<'T PERSON, Dl.arm.a, Adl.arm.a, AND THE 

TEACRINGS OF THE SAID PERSON; AS THE DISTINCTIVE FEATURES 

OF TH~~E WOULD NOT BE OOGNISED.-lll THE ONE UNIFORM COGNITION 

BE RliLD TO BE false, THE 0~JNISCIENT PBRSON TURNS OUT TO BE A. 

DELUDED PERSON; SO THAT NO CONFIDENCE SHOULD BE RBPOSlilD lN 

HIS WORDS, WlJIOH A.Rlil LIX.E THE WORDS 011 DEMENTED J!u.'<D INTOXI

CATED MEN .-IF THEN THE 0Ml\'ISOIENT PlllllSON IS RIILD TO BE THAT 

PERSON WHO APPREHENDS ALL THINGS AND THEIR CAUSES, THROUGH 

A SINGLE ABNORMAL COGNITION BROUGHT ABOUT BY CoMM:UNION,

THEN THERE CAN llE NO MEANS OF CoGNITION TO VOUC!I l'OR HIS 

EXISTENOlil,-lN TB.E SHAPE OF PERCEPTION OR !NF:oo.EN'OE OR WORD, 

THAT L~ NOT PRODUCED BY 'J'HAT PERSON HWSELF. HENCE THE 

CONCLUSION WOULD BE THAT SUOH A PERSON DOES NOT EX!ST.

WHETHER SThlULTANEOUSLY OR SUCCJ>SSIVELY, HOW COULD TRJ>RE 

BE ANY INFERENCE \V!TilO'OT AN EFFECT ?-AS A >IATTII.R OF FACT, 

A CERTAIN PERSON CAN EITRJ>R HAVE NO POTENCY AT ALL, OR IF HE 

HAS, THEN HE WOULD HAVE ALL POTENCIES; SO THAT ALL :BEINGS 

WOULD BE ABLE TO HAVE TRE CoGNITION OF ALL THINGS. AND YET AS 

A MATTER OF FACT, WANTING IN TR!l NECESSARY MEANS, PEOPLII DO 

NOT COGNISE ALL THINGS.- TR!l IDEA THAT 'THII.RE IS ONE PERSON 

WHO HAS ACQUIRED $PEC1AL POWERS NOT COMMON AMONG MEN, AND 

HE KNOW$ ALL THINGS '-IS ENTIRELY BASELESS.- T li''OS Tl!EN, NO 

OMNISCDINT PERSON 011 ANY KIND IS coNomvABLE. Co:NSEQtmN-rJ:.Y 

NO HUMAN ASSERT(ON COULD BE THE MEANS OF PROVIDING THE 

KNOWLEDGE O~· Dharma."-(3247-3261) 

COMMENTARY. 

Does the ma.n regarded M ' omniscient • ltnow all things at one and the 
same time ? Or in succession, onA after the other ?- Or, does He apprehend 
the wl10le world as. one, in one form, such as eternal and the 1iko ? O:r only 
the moro important things- thoso for in.st&nce that are useful to men, such 
as the effects following from Acts and so forth ?-Or is He called ' ornn.iscient ' 
because He poASesse.s the capacity to know all things,-like Fire, which, though 
not actnn.lly devotu·ing all things, eithet f>imnlto.neoll~ly or irt suc.cess:ion, is 
yet,; ~.alled 'an.devou:rer' 1 

Under the 6~t alternative, two alternative viewR nre poAAible. Does 
He know nil t.hi.n.ga f.J. imnlta.noously through a kingle Oognition ? Ot· through 
~vaml Cognit,ions ?- He could not lwow them through a. single Cognition ; 
beca.uso nover has it been ooen that seveml mutuaUy contrad.ict.ory thin.gs,
•uch "" the pure nnd tbo impure-81'0 apprehended by a. Ringle Cognition. 

It. might be argued that-what ht>ppons i• that 1\t. one nnd the same time 
there exist in Him several Cognition~; envisaging tho vo.rious mut\I01ly con 
tradictory things. 
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The an!IWer to thi• i-' Nor MllO ltoeral di~. ttc. tt<:.'-ThiJ! has 
to be COill!trued with 'M drfl<>h ', Ch8nged from t.be 'dTflatn ', of t.be previOuQ 
clause. All a. matte.T" of fa.ct, ~~everal CognitioM in t.he ftllme 'Chain' of a. 
Cognition have never ~n found to appeo.r. • • • • 

[So"erallinoa of t.be text are miMing here.) 

[The Buddhist's ...,......,.. to t.be Jr"""-.lio'• argumonta ageinat t.be 
Ornni8cient Pereon,~mbodied in 'I't::rU 3128-3281.) 

TEXTS (3262-3263). 

TBVS RAVE 'I'D Mim4nuo~ ABOO'IID, BEING YIIrn BBLI:EVEBS IN THE 

SJJLJ'-SUfl'ICIENOY OJ' 'lml Vl!DA.-BOT Wll BA.VIl ALREADY P110VBD 

m DBT.UX.'J'IU.T TBli V:&DA IS THI woax 011 ... PBBSoN .-fuNOE 

'I'KB CONCLUSION IS IRBJISISTIJILJI 'J'IU.T Tlll!BII IS A PmlsoN 

'WRO HAS 'ml! DIRBOT KNOWLIIDOJI OJ' ALL TIIINOS ; 

AND NO 0::0: OAN XNOW THINGS BY MEANS OJ' 

'I'D ETE!L'fAL WORD, WHIOK IS l.N IMPOSSI· 

Bl:LITY.-(8262-3263) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus the conclusion is that thoro i8 a Poroon who porooivoe things 
directly by Himself, not through tho ' Eternal Word ' : bocause the ' Eternal 
Word ' i.~t an impotwJibility. 

'The ' l oo' after 'draf/(1 • should be construed after' 811~ '.-(3262-
3263) 

It ma.y be poaiblo to ha.ve tho • Eternn.l \Vord ' ; even so, however., it 
cannot be right to acoopt it M a meono of knowi.ug auporoonouous tbings.
This i• what is pointed out in the following:-

TEXT (8264.). 

THE. ETBBNAL WORD. OAN NliVl!R W.Vll Tllll OAPA-Ol'l'Y TO BRING ABOUT 

'l'llll 0oGJ\'l'l'lON OJ' ITS OWN MliA.NINQ ;-BIIOAUSJI TBEB» IS 

INOOMl'ATIBILlTY BM'Wll~ ' SVOORSSION ' AND 'SIM11L

'I'Alf'BITY •• -(326() 

OOMM'ENTARY. 

' ltl O&Dn meo"ing '-what ia exptWI80d by the word.-Or, 'ftr'.l • (in 
'mfttliG ')may at.and for the • aolf ', c.ho nature, of t.be Word ;_,d • anJw.' 
for what iA oxpreaood by it; 110 the oompound ' ou4t1loajMM • would mean 
I tho Cognition of the Word itMlf and ite mMnjog '. 

For the briuging about of ouch Cosnition, t.be capacity of the • Et.emal 
Word' oould be either inhotent in itoelf, or duo to other contributory causes. 
It cannot be inherent in it; beoa\186 in tbemattor of an Eternal Thing hringiug 
about ita effoor., thoro ia incompotibillty betweon ......,....,. and rimvltantity ; 
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and apart from theBe, there i• no other method possible whereby there could 
be effective action; a.s the two (sucoes.,.ion and simultaneity) are mutually 
f'lxclm~lve. He1lee all effective action must be invariably concomitant with 
8'ucces.Bion and 8im.ultaneity. 

Now, in tho case of tho 'EternoJ World', it cannot bring about the 
Cognition of its 'meaning ' in 8UCCU8ion; because at th& tim& that tb& first 
effect i• b&ing brought about, the cause would not have lo•t its capacity 
to bring about the sub.~equent effects (Cognit.ions); so that fill these should 
appear, all at the same time. Nor is it possible for these effects to b& brought 
about in suooession; because even at the later moment,-just a.s at the 
moment of the bringing about of the first effect-t.he efficiency of the cause 
would be there intact, and h&nce there would b& an incongruity if it did not 
bring about th& first effect over again.-This argum&nt may be formulated as 
follo.ws :-When a thing is devoid of a wider character, it must b& devoid of 
the less wide character ;- e.g. the J ar, which i~ devoid of the character of 
'tree', ia devoid of the character of 'ihim.8hap/1.' (a particular tree); the 
' Eternal Word ' called V ecla. is devoid of the character of • succession and 
simultaneity' which includes under its&lf the che.ro.eter of 1 oftective 
action' ;-hence, by implication, there is non·apprehension of the wider 
character.-Thus it is not possible for tho 'Eterna.l Word' to have the aaid 
capaoity inherent ill itself. 

Nor can the said capacity b& due to any other contributory cause. 
Because the capacity bCing nothing apart from its very nature, cannot, like 
this nature, b& brought about by o.ny such cause. Even if there were some 
such cause, any relationship to it would b& impossible. This has b&en dis· 
cussed several times. 

Thus then, the idea of the Cognition of supersensuous thinge b&ing due 
to the • Eternal Word', being rejected by Inference, cannot b& aoeeptsd.
(3264) 

It has been argned that-" The Pt1'ceiver of Dharma cannot exist, 
b&cause the only m&anS of Cognition by which his existence can b& envisaged 
ia 'Non-apprehension' (Negation)." 

In answer to this, the Buddhist is going to show from the other party's 
own point of view, that this Proposition that ' there can be no Perceit.'e1' oj 
Dharma ' is annulled by Presumption, and the Reason adduced (' b&oause 
enviaoged by non-apprehension') is Inadmi<mible :-

TEXTS (3265-3267). 

FRoM THIS IT FOLLOWS TIUT THINGS LIKE HEAVEN, SAoru:BICE AND THE 

LIKE HAVE BEEN SPOKE~ OF BY THE PERSON WHO KNEW THEM 

BY Jin!SELII'. W II'AOT, UNDER YOUR VIEW ALSO THE AUTHOR OP 

THE VlllDA WOULD BB SUOll A PERSON OAPAllLE OF PERCEIVING 

SUl'EBSENSUOUS THINGS ;-oR A PERSON WHO KNOWS ALL AllOOT 

PllJMORDUL :MATTER, SPJRIT AND OTl!ER THINGS ; OB ONE WHO 

KNOWS OF ALL THINGS.-W ll'AOT, IF SUOll AN AUTHOR WliBE NOT 
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ADlollftBD, 11lliRB COULD BB NO llEUABILI'rY IN TKB VzDA. THlJS 

TBliN, TRll AOOilJ'TANOE OP THB 'l'EitmrrviR OP DHARMA. HAVING 

BllliN BR0ti01M' ABOUT BY l'BEsmolniON,-IT ANNULS TKR DZl;IAL 

01' StiOll A P.llBSON WHIOR YOtl HAVE ELABORATED IN StiCK DBTAIL.

(S2M-3267) 
COMMENTARY. 

• By Him .. !f'-independently of all else ; i.e. indopendontly of the 
knowledge p.rovidod by tho Veda. 

• Smh a Ptr.ron '- i.e. the like of whom you are denying. 
• Broughl obom by Pruun•pti<m • ;-i.e. by t.he force of tho doctrine t.hat 

the Vedo. is roll~ble. 
It ill Ol\ this ground th~t tits opponent's Reason-• bocauso He is 

enviseged by Negation '-becomes Inadrniasible; bocauoo He is Actually 
enviaaged by Presumption.-{3265-3267) 

Undar T~ 3129 u otq. it ha& been ....,rted by the Opponent thet "the 
term • all ' ia wed in reference to the oontaxt ",-.nd on thia aeveral alterna
tiveo have been put forward and many objectioD.S urgad (against l.he idea of 
the AU.Im<>wing, Omnilcient, Person). 

But there is no room for all this; because we do not admit of any such 
idaa. When we postulate l.he Omniscient Person, wo do not moan thet He 
knowo all poiiO!ible things, even those other than Dha,.,, And the objectioD.S 
urged would be applicable to only such an idea. In 1!\0t, the • Omniscient 
Person ' postulated by ua ill ono who!& mind has beoomo !reed from oil aoor
ro.tions and offiiotion•, obstacles to knowledge and impuritios,- by vir,tue 
of which Dloal'm!J and other t.hings all become revealed t;o hie oonsciousn...,. 
Against ouch o view you have not put forward a single argument. 

Again, it hae been argued by the Opponent· under T~ 8137 tbatr-"In 
one body alone, there are so many atoms, etc.. etc.--a.nd who oa.n know all 
these t-oto. etc. "-Thi.ft is a mere MSertion, msde without &1\Y proof; 
and nothing can be proved by a mere _.on without re....,na in support 
of it.-Beoauae in l.hiJI way, aU things would be eatablithod for aU m on. 

\Vi lob a view to all thiJI, the Author mabo lho following stAtement:-

TEXTS (3268-3269). 

FlJRTBU, WliAT HAS JJBa~ AS.S!!R'l'ED- AS TO TIIJI na>OSSIBILITY 01' .U.'Y 

Olf£ XNOWD<O ALL fums AND NAILS, E'l'O.-JS WI'l'HOVT ANY BASil!, 

DUE ll:NTIIDli.Y TO IO:NORANOE; llEOAUSB IT IS QtllTI! POSSIBLE THAT 

TlmBil MAY BE SOM'II ONE FOR WHOM ALL Tm:NOS BEOOMJI 

llfANIUSTJIO DY THE OLEAR AND UNll'LIN'O:o:ING LIOUT Ol' 

KNOWLJIDOE ;-AND NO IIEASON HA8Jl11EN ADDUOF.I> 

AGAINST SUOR POSSIBlLITY.--{3268-3269) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Wttllom any lxuir '-that in support of which tbo threo-factorod 
Probans ia not avai.loblo. 

I • 

l 

I 

I 
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,-rha knowledge is' dectr ',free from impurities, and aborrationH ol>R"truet
ing the vision of &hinge to bo known ;-it is' unflinching', notohakon by the 
QWitH of passion, eto.-Tbe knowledge is spoken of as ' light', because it 
iUum.inu things; &.ll things-DhaJ"'nla, etc.-become • manifoated '-made 
known. '!'he irregulat· compounding iH done ort the ~trongth of trnpli.ea.tion. 

' No •- ha• bun adducod, e«:. e«:.'-i.e. ""Y proof to the oontrary.
H io not only that no proof hM been adduced ; in fact, there can bo nu proof 
to the oon!Tary. 

(A) For instance, there can bo no Pen:eption annulling the idea oi the 
Omni.ociomt Person; becaUIIe Ho is not amenable to Lbat M0601 of Cognition. 
It ia only when a thing is am•nable to Perooploion Lbat, if it is oognieod as 
&omething contrary to ita well-known form, such cognition io annulled by 
Perception ; e.g. when Sound is cognised a.s inatulibl&, thia Cognition ili 
annulled by the perception of a.odibility. There can bo no euch annulment 
in o. oMe where Perception is not applicable at all. All o. mnttar of fact, 
tho Oognitions appearing in the 'Ohnin ' of other people ar& never amenable 
to parception by one who ia not omniociont ; and it could bo only if such 
wera the case, that the .....,rtion of Otrutiscience could bo annulled by 
Pen:eption. And the reason for thia inapplicability of Porooption lies in the 
fact that all men ar& po sselft&d of limited powers of viaion. ll~ruch Cogni
tiona wore amenable to Pe«>eptioo by any one, that pon10n himaoU would bo 
ornniaciont; and hence Omniacieoce could not bo denied. 

The following might bo urged-" We do not mean that it ill by boing 
applied to the OmniiiCient Porson that Perceptitin prov .. Hia non-oxistence,
but ao being inapplicable to it. That is, when Percoption ie not applicable to 
a. certain thing, i t provea tJle non.oxistenee of that thing; o.g. in the case of 
the 'Hare's Horns'. In " co.se wher& Percoption do&ll apply, the thing 
perceived doM exist; as in th& caso of things liko tho Sword. As regards 
the Omniocient Penwu, .Parooption hM never been found to bo applicable; 
hcn06, from t.bi8 i114pplia>J>iluy of Percopli<m it is inferred Uoat the Person 
doee not. exist". 

This is entirely irrelevant.. B&cause the conclueion that is deduced 
Crom tha iMpplicabilily of PercoptiJm cannot bo aaid to hsvo been brought 
about by Pucopti<m.; becaueo pr-noe (applicability) and abllonca (non.-appli· 
cabilily) cannot co-exist in the same thing. Further, the inapplicability of 
Porcoption is not invariably ooncomitent with n<n>·e:cill6,... of the thing 
concerned ; and it is only if it \Vore so tho.t the non-@lol6nco could bo 
in!orr&d from inapplillability of Percepti<m; because evon when a thing is th&re, 
Per<>eption ia found to bo inapplicable, if the thing is hidden or remote, etc. 

The following might bo urged-" We do not aay Lbat the inapplicability 
of Perception proves non-uiatence ; all that we moan ia that whsn the 
Porception is inoperative, i t. prove. the non~noe ". 

Thia is a mere change in the wording of your 814tem&nt; there is no 
difterenoe in the meaning; more change oi words cannot alter facts; or 
olae t.h&r& would bo incongruitJ..es..-Be.cause 'cessation', or • not-operating' 
of a thing maans the deniAl or negation of existence ; the eame meaning 
ia o.lso expt&SSed by the word 1 become inoperative', 1 ooafl&d'; the only 
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d.ilferenoo ia that while one ( """BOiion) doniee other thingo and oxp- tho 
one thing meant, r.he otbor (' oeasocl ') e.xpt esses the tame thing wit.bout 
denying other things. In reality, both t.enn.s express th" 'non-exi•tcnco' of 
the thing conoerned.. What again i.a non·oxiatent cannot be a <XrU8t ; und not~· 
..:islonco i.t oho,.cteriscd by the absenOG of all potonciea. It i• for thi• 
rea.'iOn that ,-.hen one thing is prodllotiv& or illuminative of unothur. it is )40 
pcoductive or illuminative only wben it.o "'i~W!ce is thoro, not ,.-ben it.< exit!~· 
once hail ~ ; e.g. the Seed which i.t productive of tbo sprout, and tho 
Lamp which is illuminative of colour; and when theeo two (Seed and Lamp) 
have «<Ued, they are not nblo to do tho producing or tho illurnino>tiug. 

Furthor, what is tho meaning of the atatement that--" Poroopt.iuu, 
having ....-.1. prov01 non-oxiatenoe " I Il the meaning i• tbnt Perception 
hail oeaoed, disappea<ed, from the 'pre&6n' ' stete,-thon it would imply 
that it is thore in the ' poet ' and ' future ' atatoo ; and it h1\l! been already 
proved that the 'past' and tho 'futuro' thing doee not exist at all ;
how then oould there he any oporat.ion of whet is non-existent I-ll, secondly, 
the meo.ning of the st&tement is thot though existillg at tho pruem timu, 
it doeo not come about (appear) in oonneetion with a oertein thing,-nd it 
is in this eenso that Poroeption ia said to have 'oeased' (become inapplicable), 
-even ao, this ca-nnot prove the non-exi8tenoe of the thing in qu68t.ion; 
as the protnias would he wrong Emd leJJ.ible ; aa tl1o more fac~ that Visual 
Peroeption doOI no~ appoer in eonnootion with Odour, TMte, etc. cannot 
prove that thoee latter do not exist.-Thus Perception eannot prove t.ha non· 
&xistenoe of o.nyt.hing. 

[&ys tho Opponent]-" Il thot ia se, then how ia it that, on the bo..U. 
of Peroept.i.on, in tho form of Non-apprehension, you doolo.re, in another 
place, the non-existenoe of the Jar ! " 

Thia ia not ao. What i.t said there ia, not thot Peroeption proves non· 
existence of the thing heoaiiM tho thing ia enviaaged by Non·apprehollllion,
but thot, whon two thinp aro capable of fiauring in the same Oognit.ion, if 
only ono appears there, it means the non·appoerance (non·existence) of tl>o 

· other. And tho reti80n for thia lios in tho fact that both cannot be cogru.ed 
in one and the 8ama form, on the ground thet ths capabili~y ia equally p-t 
in hoth.-In t.ha case in queation however, we hove never definitely oogniaod 
the feat of Omn~ figuring in the aamo Cognition as anything olao ; 
the pr010neo of which la~tor could load ut to deduce the non-<>xistonoe of 
Omniscience ; because thia latter ia alw&Yi' alxjolutely imporooptible. 

Thus it ia cl06r that Peroeption ca.nnot ennui the notion of ths Ornniacio.nt 
p......,u. 

(B) Nor can Inferenoe prove tho non-<>xistenoe of the Omniscient l'on.ou. 
Because it ia bald that Inferonoo always onvioagoe offil"mation; ..,. is clear from 
the fac~ that it is only Non•IJ1IPTtMMion that has been regarded as onvi1111ging 
ntgation. For thia aamo reaaon, tho other three Moans o f Oognition, Pl'OIIump· 
lion (Analogy aDd Word) C611Dot prove the non..,xistenoe of the Omniseiont 
Person. 

The following might he urged-" When we aeaort tha~ there is no 
Omniscient POttion, we ore not assorting an ab8<>1uu negation ; aU that we 
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e.ro .-ting is the Rdaliw Negation, Neglltion of omn;,......._ in relation 
to all men ; so that there ia oerteinly room for the operation of Inference 
and other Means of Cognition ". 

It may bo so; but ovon 10, Inference is not po.t;$ible; beosuse there is 
no Indicative (Probans) known to be present in all mon, which is invariably 
concomitant with OmnMoienu. Such character "" 'being knowable •, 
' being a Teacher ' &nd so forth, which have been put forwe.rd,- all th- ..,.., 
Inconclusive, as we are going t.o &how later on. 

Nor agllin is Preeumption able to prov& th& non-existence of ~he 
Omniacient Person. S..O.uao, in the lirat place, we do not a.dmit of any 
MMna of Cognition apart from P6r00ption a.nd Infcronoo. Socondly, even 
if there e.ro other Moons of Cognition, Proeumption is not cepablo of proving 
the non-existence of the Omniacient Person. Beealll!e Presumption is ha.sed 
upon the idea tho.t a certain well known fac--n or heard of,-is not 
oxpUcable otherwise than on the ba.si• of the unsoon factor which is thus 
Fe~ ;--..nd as a matter of fact, there is no well-known fact--seen or 
hoard of---among men, which is not explicebl& exoept on the ba&ia of the 
non-;,emu of the Omniacient Person, which, therefore, ehould be pr""'m.d. 

Nor ie Anology able to prove tbe non-existence of tbe Omniacient Person. 
What ie cognised by meana of Anology is, either tbe romombered thing having 
for ita adjiUlot tbe similarity of the t.hillg before the eyu,-or mere aimilarity 
of tho t.hillg before the eyoe, to tho Remembered Thing. For oxa.mplo, when 
a. man who has bo.d the perception of the Cow goce to the fcreet, and....,. tha 
Gcmyo there, he perceivoe in this latter, the similarity to the Oow. This 
has been thus declared-' Thus what is remembered and perceived a.s 
similar, forme the objoct of Analcgy,-or the Similarity itself • (SI•lokoviirl-ii«J, 
Upomana, 37). Thus the objoot tht\t is remembered forms tbe objoct of 
Aru>Jogical Cognition; and whM is remembered is ouly what has been appre
hended before, not anything o~ ;-and thoro is no O~ent Peraon who 
has apprehended the Oognit.iona <>«:wring in the • Chain • of all men; henoe 
tbeao could not be remembered by any one. Nor is thoro anything appre
hended by aD n:>en which i.o definitely known as poaseeeing properties in com
mon with """""""~ on the hasis of which tbe """"""".:.cie"' charector 
of an men could be oognieod through Anology.-As roga.rde the qu&Uty of 
• exiatenoe • etc.. which ha.a boon found in the non--ODllliaciou.t Person, those 
alao have not been found to be in eommon with non-cmniecionce. Besause 
the quality of ' exietonco • io not incompo.tible with the Omniocient Person 
aleo. Further, the perception of 'existence • in the G'ateyo dooo not Iced to 
the Anologicol Cognition of the Jar being similar to tbe GcV(Iyo. All men 
,..y be eJilre on the ground of being ~; but that do08 not prove their 
110f"--otnn~ 

This also refutes the argument tbet has been aot forth by the other 
party under the Te:tl 3216: 

Nor agllin can Word, as the Moons of Cognition, aot 08ido the oxistenoe of 
the OmniacientPerson.-Asregards the Word emanating from huma.n beings, 
that is rogllrdod by the Mim4•""""' os itself unreUoble in mattore beyond the 
aon-. And as regards tho Word not ema.nating from human beings, that 
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cannot bcreliabl6, aa we havot~hown above. Nor;,., there any Vf'dic ~tion 
found to the eff~t that all 1ncn a.rc non.-ormti«iom.-Nor can the .nwr<' fact 
of something not being mentionod in tlle Veda n~~tablish the uou-oxito~t£uoo oi 
that thing; beel\u.., ell thing~~""' not m.,.nt t.o be •pokon of iu the .cripture.<. 
Otherwise, thort would be non-exi•ta.nce of !110 miU"riago of your motborMd 
rucb things. ass these uro not. mtmtiontd jn th£ Vodt\.-Not· ~rain eau it btJ 
right to deduce thl\t tt. oe.rt&iu thing;,, not. mentioned in thf\ Ved& at. till from 
the fact of ita not being moutiuntd iu "' c..wlAliu text.. .BecdlUfO lhc:•re being 
many • ~naional'!'oxt•' of tho Voda, it;,. alwa)'ll probotble that the thing 
mAy be mentioned 110mewhore in them.-And we are going w obo" later on 
that a oertain Vedic Text doel speak of the OmniliCient Ptm!on. 

The non-oxi4tence or the Omnii!Cient l'en!On c:anllot be proved by the 
.ugument that He forma the objective of the .ilfe<~no of Copilicm tlllled 
r Negation' (Non-apprehonaion). Bee&U8e if this I Negation' u"' mean.~ of 
Cognition is deacribecl u conBi•ting in the ablolulo o.ogat.ion of Oognitiou,
th•n, it cannot form either the Copi4itm, or the Me<~M of Copilion, of MY· 
thing at all ; and hon~ the Omni8Cient Person could not be envi""ged by it; 
os it is a non-entity; nnd benoe cannot be a Mtano of Copaion (or Cognition). 

ll, on the other hand, 'Negation', i• hold to be of tho nature of Relatiw 
N'9Qiio1>-<ll&nding for tho NgOiion of IM •mily-in the shape of the .Mrona 
of Copilion,-even .o, "" it would be of the nature of the negation of the 
'MeanB of Cognition ' , it could not be rolieble nt all. One who ia a ,.,n. 
Briihmo7,1a OtU\tlOt be a Br4i•mo1,1lJ. 

The following might be u rged-" Negation, "" "lileaxlli of Cognit ion, is 
not described by uo •• consist.iug in tho • xclusion of o.ll M Mm of Cof!"il.·icm. ; 
it ia described os o. particular form of Cognition, only different from the five 
other Meo.na of Oognition ''. 

If that is so, then it bohovos you to oxplllin in what form it appe&rs. 
11 It. appoara in tllie form-Inoamucb o.a the Omniscient Person i$ not 

cogniaable by any ono of tho five Means of Cognition, lie do011 not exist." 
If it i& in thia form, then it is not a. 'Moans (or form) of tXJ.lid Cognit ion ' ; 

8ll it·ialneoncluaive, Fa.18o. Becau110 the inapplicability of. /M five Mean& of 
Copili<m cannot eot aelde tho entity in the wpe of the Omniscient POISon, 
whlcb is not invariably concomitant with the .aid i""1':Plioabilily; on the 
at<engtb of whlch tbo 88id Cognit.ion (that the Ornniacient l'OI"I!On does not 
exiot) could be regarded u t~. 

Thus it is osteblishecl that there Lo no Proof that ..,to a..ide the po&;ibility 
of tba exista.noe of the Omnileiont Peraon.-{3288-3269) 

The following might be urged-" That ll&llle N<m-<JpprWnlicm which 
you have de&cribecl •• a form or Inference, will be the proof a.gaina~ the 
existence of the Omniocient Peroon ; what noecl have we to seek for another 
proof tu 

It is true that Non-appeehooaion i.a a proof, a Me&no of Cognition. But 
tho following has to be beme in mind, in thia oonneot.ion :-When you put 
forward 'Non-apprehension' aa proving the non-exiat~noe of the Omniscient. 
Pen~on, do you mean the aboence of your own apprebenBion f Or the 
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?''""noo of the approboMion of ,.u men t The Non-apprehension a!so,-is 
at moo.nt to be without any qu&li6cation,--aa is shown by the nbsenoo of 
<my •ueh qualifying phr&ll<l al! 'of what fuJfills the conditions of apprehensi. 
bilit,y • ? Or is it meant to bo qualified in som& way r-Tho non-existence 
of tho 0mni8cient l'orson cannot be proved by unqualified Non·apprehonsion 
by youl'f!el!. 

This is what is pointed ou~ in tho following-

TEXT (3270). 

Mlilal!l' non..al>PrcM'Mion 'OANNOT PROVB His NON·I!lXISTI!ll<OB. JlBOA.trSI!l 

Arrllll!IENSION IS Nl>ITlll!lR l'RI!l 'OA'C1SE ' NOR Tllll 'l'liRVA.DI!R ' 

011' TlllNGS.-(3270) 

CO~U.IENTARY. 

Tho term ' more ' hal! been added with a view to exclude ~ qualilioation 
• fuiRIIing tbo condition& of apprehensibility '. 

• Cannot~ Hi4 non.--t;?;""nco •-i.e. cannot prove the non-uisten.ee of 
tho Omniscient Person. 

HWhy!u 
Boco.uso, in regard to chirtq6, Apprehension is neither the • cause • nor the 

' porvader '.-As a matter of faot, Apprehension by people of limited vision 
is not tbo ' pervader ' of thinga,-in the sense in which tho • Tree • is the 
'porvader' of the 'SMm•hapiJ' ("particular Tree).-{Tbat is, alL lhifi!)B are 
not apprehended, juat ao all ,,.., at& not Shitnohap4; i.e. ' being a thing ' 
ia wider than 'being apprehended']; because even wbon tbe 'thing • 
ill ~ro. tharo may be no "approbonaion ' of it by reaoon of romoten088 and 
ot.hor eireum.stances.-Nor ia • apprehension ' the 'cauae ' of t.hings.-in the 
801\10 in whicb 1Mrt is tho OAUIO or Smoke; boo&use it ill tho thing• that axe 
tho cauee of oppreheMion.-Wben one thing is neither t·he • e&uae' nor ..the 
' porvador • ~~ &nother thing, the abeenc:e of one ca.nnot mean the absence of 
the other ; for, if it did, thoro would be incongru.iti08. As regards tbe 
prasence of the ' Non·apprehonaion • of the effoct, i~ dooa no~ imply tbe 
absence of &U Ce.usos, butimpliee thubsence of only that O..use wh080 oapaoity 
is ·untromnw~lled ; and i.n the cue in quet~tion. for men of limited visio~ the 
capacity of things to bring about Apprehension is not unlrammtll<d; by virtu.& 
of which the absence of Approbonaion could prove ~ non..OO.tenoe of 
~ thinga.-(3270) 

Quution :-u Even when there ia absence of tho 'O&uae' and tho 
• Pervlldor ', why should that imply the absence of something oleo t " 

,4 fl,fWeY .'-

45 
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TEXTS (32"71-3272). 

W HEN THliRII Ill ABSENCE Ol' (a) 'mE' CAOSB' AND (b) TID!' PERV.u>BR ', 

IT Ill Ol>'LY IUOBT .lllD PROPER 'mAT TBERII SHOULD BB ARSE.'IOE Ol' 

(a) mJ1 '0..17SBD' .lllD (b) TBB 'PBRVADIID'; (a) BZOAUSB TB1I 
BDITB 011 'l"llll O:tn: PBOOBJI:llS PBOM THE OTBJIR, AND (b) B.EOAUSB 

ONB Ill OP TliB SAME NATUru: AS THB OTBBR ;-IIOR .EXAMPL!, 

WliEll 'tHERm lS ARS.ENOE 011 (a) TUB FDIB AND (b) TB1l 

TBIIlll, TIDUtE lS ABSliNOII 011 (a) THE SMOKJI ANll (b) TIIll 

':M.lNOO·TREB, ETO.'- Ilr lT WBBE NOT SO, (a) THIII 

ONE 0011LD NOT BE THE OAUSll Oi' TKE OT.Bllllt, 

AN)) (b) TBllltE WOULD BB DfVERSlTY.-

(3271·3272) 

COMMENTARY. 

• OalllttiiS '-that. wbieh has a cause; i.e. the eftoct. ;-tho fh,andro 
compound i.o bot ....en 'C&UM<i' and 'pol"Vadod ' :-t"- two aro oorurtruod 
with the foregoing 'fli.,Uiryujy<rU ',-the meaning beinll that 'it iA only 
right and proper that thoro should be &boenee of the Ca.-1 and the PUI>Cllkd. 

The "'aeon for this is supplied- ' B...,,... IM binil of IM one, ttc. ac.' 
- (o) Wbon t.hor& i• abaence of OaU8t, there is abaenoe of Bf!ect, bocause tho 
l!Jf!tc/. dorivM it.ll existenoe from tbo OaUBO; e.g. when thoro ia abaenco or Fire, 
there ia ob&enco of Smoke. (b) Similarly whon thoro ia oboence of the 
p.,..,.,u,, thoro ia abaence of the Pervaded; bocsuao tho Porvaded is of the 
ea.mo .. oenoo M the Pervador,- both boing of the •aroo naturo ; o.g. when 
thoro is oboonco of the Tree, there is abaenoo of the Mango, J{/14dim and other 
pru-t.ioular Treoe; booauso it ia only a pa.rt.ioular Treo that is known aa the 
• mango'. 

If it wero not ao.-i.e. if on tbe absence of tho Cause, the Efroct were not 
aboont.,-then tho Cause would not be a true ea""" at all. B_,..., when one 
thing ce.n bo ~nt even whon the other i.o abaent., the lattor cannot. be the 
oauao of the former ; otherwise, there would bo abourditioe. Similarly wbon 
ono thing it not aboen\ when the other iA abaent., thoy cannot bo of the oame 
natw-&, e.g. tbe OOV> and the G'""'N<>- Honoo it loll~ that when the 
Pervad« i.o absent., the Pervaded must bo aboont.,-.nd wboro the c.,_ ill 
abaent, the Ettoet must bo abaent; it. would not imply the abaenee of any. 
thing eloe; aa that would load oo ineongruitiec. 

This haa boon thus dOOJarod-' Thus wbon a -toin n&.ture ia related 
oo a thing, it.ll abaence would imply tbo abaenoe of t.hat thing ; and the absence 
of tho e&\180 would imply the absenoo of the etrect; bocau110 of the infallibility 
of their rolationohip. If it \VOl'e not so, why should tbo abaone& of tho one 
mee.n tho 1\bsonco of tho other f Beoonse a man haa no IIOrBO, dooa it mean 
that ho ohould ho.vo no Cow either l'-{3271-3272) 

I! it ia wilted upon by the other party that ono's own Approh&nsion 
is tho <hUJO and Porvader of aU lhing .... then his Proposition involves self· 
contradiotion.-Thia ia pointed out in the following-

I 
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TEXTS (3273-3274). 

JF YOUR OWN At•PltEliiiNSION IS REOOON!SED-'l"HROUOH SOME M11ANS Oll' 

oooNlTION, AS BE:nm TJW • CAUSE, uo TJIB 'P:anVADER ', or ALL 

THJNOS,--'l"R£!1 YOt1R OWN 0¥l<ISCillNOB BEOOJOS :tSTABLISBliD, 

\VlTUOUT At.'"Y :tFll'OR1'. WHY Tllli)N SHOULD YOU YOUBS~ 
BE RO~TIL.IIl TO YOUR OWN OliiNISOIBNOE f-(3273-3274) 

COMMENTARY. 

'HllulvavydJI<Ikatvayol} '-The Genitive Ending ia in• relation to 
'ni~"rlmyn '. 

' U7>akzmblw•11" duirthlfU '-The Genitive Ending in ' UpoJambhll#lfl' •, 
and tho Locati,:o Ending in • onhlfu' is in reference to the 'Cause' a.nd the 
' PN"vftder ' ; llle former connoting the relationship of th....,, and the l&tter. 
the foo~ of their being envilagM. 

Whf\t js rnoont iR a._~ foJiows :-H, through some Me&.llS of Cognition, 
you havo rocognixod the foot of your own Apprehonsion being the 'Clause ' 
and ' Pervftder ' of aU th.ingo,-thon, your own omniacionoe beoomeo clearly 
o.ssartod ; becauso unless ono ia omniscient, his Approhonsion ce.n never 
comprehend aU tliinga. And yet you Are putting forwQrd proofs i<l •upport 
of tile non-existenc& of the Omniscient Person. '£hua there is cloar ..,If. 
contradiction on yolll" part.-(3273-3274) 

Thus it hM b&en shown that more Non-apprehension, without a qualifiCA
tion, dooo not deserve to be put forward M proving tllo non-oxistenco of the 
Omoiseient Person. Nor will it be r ight to put forward 'Non-apprehension ' 
a.s qualified by the phr""" ' ol what lulJills the conditiona of apprebcnaibility •, 
as tllo .......on for denying the oxiatenoo of that P~n.-Boeause when web 
• Non·l\ppreheueion' is put forward, it could be put forward, (o) either 
directly by itself,-for instenco, o.s tho <lrgnmont 'tho Jar doos not exist, 
becau.!le while conditions of being apprehended are preaont, it is not appre
h<>nded ', so also would be the argwnent proving tha non-nistenoo of the 
Omoiociont PertOn ;-or (b) indi.reetJy, by other word&, by pointing out the 
absonco of something which is the Porvador of ita cauao and which is appre· 
hensible ; e.g. when it is said 'Thoro can bo no Smoke her& because there is 
no Fire •, or ' Tbo particular tree ShimBhapll cannot be here, 86 there is no 
Pru at all •. It hM been already uplained that the absenoe of one 
th.ing doos not n..-sarily m&an th<> absence of o.nother, &xoopt when they are 
invo.rio.blo concomitants or whon one is tho ' Cause ' or the ' Porvader ' 
of the otller. For if i~ did, there would be incongruities. Nor d- mere 
aboence of the ' Clause' o.nd the • Pervftder' prove the aboene& of the thing 
the ab&ence of whose 'Cauao • and 'P6rV8dor ' hu not been de6oitoly 

88cer~inod. So here also it would be noco...,.y to 1\dd the qualifying p~ 
that • it should fulfil! tile conditions of apprebenaibility '. This same 
principle would apply to the caao of the Omniscient PeNOn also. 

Or, the mgoli<m of a thing can follow only from the oJirmotion of some
th.ing elte which is directly or indirecUy contrary to the formor,--not if 
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this is not oo contrary; •• in the latt.er cue, it would bo polll!ible for boUt t.o 
co-eXist.. For instanco. whon it is said that ' there can be no cooln0ti8 of touch 
here M t.hore is Fire\ \9'0 htwe the affirm4litm of Firt which is directly con~ 
tl'$l'y to coolnC86', from which ojftmwtion follows tho ?aegalion. of coolmss; 
the same should bo the cuo with the negation of the Omniscient Porsol\ nl•o. 
Simila:tly, the negation of the Omniscient Penoon could follow only ftom the 
allirmat.ion of aomething indireet.ly contnry t.o Him, or of oomotbing contrary 
to its Pervader; e.g. tool....,. is the 'pervader' of the Icv-toudt,-the con
trary of Ooolnus is Firo,-ond when thoro is affirmation o£ this Firo, thoro 
follows tho nogntion of tho /cv·touclt.- 'l'he said "'9ation of " thing would 
follow alao lroln the o~ion of something contrary t.o the cause of t.M.t 
thing; e.g. when there is affirmation of F-;n, which is contrary t.o tOOl....,. 
which is the cause of tAriUing eMU, th1U'6 follows the negation of the acid ell ill 
which is tbo elloot of cooln-.-Or, the negation of a thing would follow also 
!tom the olfumation of an offoot contrary to thnt thing ; o.g. when thoro ia affir
mation in regard t.o a oorte.in place, of tho Smoke which is on effect ol Fire 
which is contrary to cooln-, there follows the nogat.ion of tho coolntu of 
t.ouch.-Qr thn negot.ion ol a thing can follow ftom tha approhenaion of an 
offect cont.rary to the cauae of that thing; e.g. whon thoro is perception of 
S17W~ whioh is the offoct of lfirt which io contrary t.o coolness which is the 
cause of thrilling chill,-thoro follows tho nogat.ion o! thi• chill ; tJte argument 
being-' Thia place cannot contain a peroon who boo caught the chill, 
boceuae we 6nd bore Sm~ •.-or agoin tho negation of a thing may follow 
from the affirmation of eomething invariably eonoomitant with the contrary 
of that. thing; e.g. when thoro i& affirmation of <kpendente which is invnrinbly 
coneoinitant with impenn(lrttttce. which ia contrary to Permanence, there 
follows tho n.egation of Pmnanenct. . 

Now nono of these arguments for negation is applicable t.o the proving 
of th&non·exiltence of tho Omniffllien~ Person ; becauao the Omniscient Person 
is always inapprclttNible, while oil the conditions dooeribod are C&8e8 of 
negobion of things thot are <>pprcltenoi~JI~. 

This iJl what is pointed out in the following-

TEXTS (3275-3276). 

FoB THESE BBA.SONS, Tlt1'l OMNISOII!NT PaRSoN CANNOT ll:& ONI!J' OAPAilLE 

OF BBUIG PEllOlllV.ED ' ; lli' fu were OAl'ABLE Gl? llEING PEROIIIVIID, 

'I'RBY 'I'KA.T ALONJI WOULD ES'I'AliLI8H His 01dNLSOIENCE, WITH· 

" 

OUT .U.'Y .EI'l'OR'I' ON Ol1Jl PART. L'< PACT, HOW CA..'< THAT 

PIJRSON BB l'BROEPTn!LE '1'0 Y011 WHO HAS KNOWLEDGE 

OF ALL 'I'HIIIOS,-UNLESS YOU ALSO IU.J) Tm1 

KNOWLJIDOB 01' ALL TIIINGS 1--{32715-8276) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the -.ons explained aboV6, for roar of incurring aolf-contradiction: 
yQu cannot regard the Omruacient Person as 'apprehensible • by yourself. 
'!!'in th~t ••~• jt would m_oon thnt you are yourself omniscient. '· 



IIXAMINAT!ON Olr THE 'l'Flll.'lON Oi' SUPltR-NORloiAL VISION'. 1449 

" \Vhy f" 
A.......,.~· Hen" am thm Ptntm, et<. Ok.'-Ir your own knowledge 

compn>hond<!d all U\ings. then alone could the Omni!ciont Penon be appre· 
ljen1lbla to youl"'IIlf,-not otherwise; becaU8& tho Omnilcient Peraon oan never 
be apprehended by one who is not himself omni!ciont.-(3276·3276) 

Tho following might be urged-" The Omniscient Poraon may not oo 
apprthtnliblt by us; oven so, why should tho aald nogt\tiva arguments not 
bo n.rgod in proof of his tU>n·t!:tistence ? " 

AttRttMr :-

TEXT (3277). 

As A liiA'lTER 011' J1Aefr, .U."'Y 'NON·Al'l'RlmiiNSlON '-IN TDE CASE 011 

TIIINOS OF TKE NATURE OP TKB• 'P:mRVADER ', TIIE ' OAUSE ' AND 

TIJ.£ • NA.TOlUI • Oi' THE Oli!NI.SCIBNT PBRSON-\VOULD NOT 

BB OPBRATIVB, BEO.AtJSE BY !lis Vli:RY NATU:RJI, B.B IS 

DIPEBOEPTIBLB.~3277) 

OO:MMEl>'TARY. 

Doc4UJIO t.ho OmnJaeient Person ia not np~onsible by you. therefore 
the ' porvadcr ', the ' eo.use • and the 'nature ' of the Omniscient P.e.rson, if 
not apprehended, cannot be regarded aa the • non-apprehension of what ia 
approho!lllible •. That is to say, the argumenta boaod upon tbo non-appro· 
hon.Rion oi the • perve.der ', of the 'na.turo •, or, of tho 'causo ',-which are 
tbo first Mtroo nrg11menta urged above,-are not npplicnblo.- (3277) 

s .. ys tho othor party:- " In that caR&, tho ot.hor arguments may be 
oper-ative ; ovon so tho non-existence of tho Omniscient Porson would become 
provod ". 

Tho answer to this is as follows :-

TEXTS (3278-3279). 

Tms ' NoY-I.Pl'R:£Bl!:NSION' :PRO<ll!EDS IN nine W.t.YS : Dl1ll ro rrs BJ:INO 

PUT :IOJIWA..RD IN DIVXJISll W.t.YS OONSISTIII"O 01' TlDI ,..,..cognitionA..ND 
cognition 01' TEE SAID TB:BllE AND THliiR OONT:R.UUES (RES· 

l'EOTIV:IlLY). AND WHEN IN ITS VERY DA.SlO l'ORM, '1'.Bll 

'Nl>N•Al'l'RlilBKNSION ' RA.S BEEN SHOWN TO BE IN.u'· 

l'LlOABLE TO 'l'HE OMNISOIIINT PERSON. TBE 

OTKBRS DEOOME S»T ASIDll WITHOUT Ml70ll 

llFli"ORT.-{3278-3279) 

COMMENTARY. 

Th~U>o Morosaid non-apprehen&ion-of (1) the nnture, (2) the 
Pervador Md (3) tho Oauae-with its ramifications beoomoe ni..,fold. 
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uxowt" 
A111t0tr .'-'Due to, etc., etc. '- The term 'uu • atancla for the afol'e84id 

~. called: (1) • Nature •, (2) • Pervnder ', and (3) • Cause • ;-'tadoi· 
ruddJia' i.o that which i.o contrary to these; thia a loo io th:ee·lold-(1) 
contrary to • Nature •, (2) eont<ary to 'Pervader ', and (3) contrary to 
• O..uoe' ;- the term • ddi • includes (1) the contrary effect, (2) the eiJect 
contrary to the cauoe, and (3) those perve.dod by ito contrl\rieo.-The 110eond 
• tat' re fors again to tho said tbre&-( I) Nature, (2) Pervador and (3) Cauoo; 
-ilO that the compound • tat·tadvirudd/14 ', otanda for (a) tho tbroo (Nat~.~.re, 
etc.), and (b) tho cotltrarioa ol these three ;- tho • agati' and • gati' stand 
for tho (a) """·~nilion and (b) COII"ition of th011o rospoetively, i.e. the non
COII"ilion of tho Nature, the Perve.der alld the Cause, nnd the COII"ilion of 
the eontrary of theoe ;- the diversit.ios are due to those ;-and the arguments 
....., put forward on the basis of all this. 

Tbot which i.o due directly to the non-oognition of those, the Non· 
appreboMion of the Nature, Cause and Pervader, has boon pointod out above; 
of this oamo buic Ncn·apprebension, all the other Non .. pprobonsiooa nre 
me>ely. indireet indicativoe; henoe this three-fold Non·approhenllion lornlA 
their • balis '. For instance, the • cognition or the contrary • indicau. (1) the 
approheii.Bion of the contrary of ib; Nature, (2) tho approheii.Bion or U10 

contrary of its Pervader and (3) the app!'Ohellllion of the contrary of its 
o..-.-Tbo term • ddi' indicates (1) the appreheMion or the contrary elfect, 
(2) the apprehension of the effect contra.ry to the cauoo, and (3) the 
appreben!lion of what is p<>rvaded by the contrnry.-All these indirectly 
indicate, r<>llpoctivoly, the Non-apprehension of tho Nature, of the Pervader 
and of tho Oauao. 

Thu4 by sbo'ving that the three b88io forms of Non-~pprchension are not 
able to prove the non-oxistenee of the Omniscient Porwon, tho incapacity of 
their ramification• to do the same folloW!! without offort; honoo no attempt 
neo:J be mode for proving t.be.t these ramiJleationa alao aro unablo to pro>'O 
the non-existence ol the Omniscient Person. Beeauoe, when the root itself 
haa boon cut olf, tho branches cannot continue to Jive. 

In reality, the Non-apprehension of the Mt..,. of the thing itoolf is tl10 

root or an ; it i.o only in view of the diversity of other thinp that tbo thru
jold Non·apprehonsion bae boon spoken of as th6 • 1,..;. • or • root '.-(3278-
3279) 

The following might be urged-" If the OmniJ<cient Person is not amel\· 
able to Approhension,- then it may bo that t\ particular Non·nppl'ehoMion of 
Him iR not po&Siblo ; but His 'Oause' and ' Pervf\dor • Rro eorto.inly amo.no.ble 
to ApprehoMion; why thon cannot there be particular Non.appl'eb<lllllion of 
thooe two ! The contraries also of thooo being amenable to apprehension, 
why &hould not thO!'O be apprehension of these contrariao ! " 

Tho aoawor to this i.o aa follows :-

I 
I 

I 
i 
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TEXTS (39..80-3281}. 

EPnor AND Ct.vs•, PERVADED A...'fD Pmtvt.DBR, ..u<o CoNTRAlW<ESS

ALL 1'ltESE,-AS ALSO THE 'NAT'Olm' OP TU TBINO WITH A. QUA.LIJ'I

OATION-AR!il POSSIBLE ONLY WHEN Tlll! T:Rl:NO 18 PlilROiilP'l'IBLE. 

-TilE OMNISCIENT PERsoN, ll:O\VIilVIilR, 18 NOT PEROl!PTIDLiil 

li'OR YOU; lmNOiil ALL l'BESE 'NON ·APPREU:B:NStONS' 

ARiil NOT CAP.AllL!il OP Pl\OVINO lilS NON· 

lilXISTENCE ; AND ANY OTK!lR PAOTOR OF 

N.EOAT!ON, 'IXJilRB IS NONB.-(3280· 

3281} 

COMMENTARY. 

'K•irya, dc.'-ia a copulative compound fonnod of-(!) the relation of 
Effect nnd a.......,, (2) the relation of Pervaded and Pervader, and (3) the 
relation of Contrarineoa. 

(I) The relation of Oauae and Effect can bo proved only by the Non
llpprehe!Uiion of what is perceptible; and as the Omniscient; Person is not 
J'(lrceptiblo, there can bo no relation of Cause 1\Dd Effect with Him. (2) 
Nor io t.ho relation of Pervader and Pervaded po88ible in regard to :il:im; as 
thnt a l•o has to be proooded by the Non·apprehen.eion of what is apprehensible; 
for inst<>nco, whon tho absenco of on& thing is always followed by the absence 
of the other, tho latter is said to be 'pervaded ' by the other ; and the said 
absonco i8 not poSBiblo exocpt where there is Non-apprehentlion of what is 
approhonsible.-(3) Contrariness also is recognised only between two per· 
coptiblo thi"8>', not between those thl't are not perceptible.-For instanoe, 
tb&r6 jH ' contrnrines.s ' between two thinga when they can nevw co-exist; 
1\nd this ia perccivod by you when th6ro is &bsenoo of ono while the other is 
p.retrent--evon wbon the efficient cause of the formar j• present; and as a 
matter of fact., tbo presence ..nd absen<e of thinsB cannot bo aaoortsined 
unl- tho t.11i.J138 themselv.., are capeblo of being &pprebonded.-The other 
kind of ' contrnrineu • consists in m'tlt'wJl cclu.lion; and it. ia recognised in 
CM06 whore the cognition of one thing ia invari&bly concomitant wit.b the 
non-cognition of the other ; as betwsen rucc:euioft and •imuii<Jmily. This 
cognition ia not possible if the thing is not e.ppreholll!ible. 

" If thnt ill eo, then how can there be CC>1llrarinuB between E:riotenu 
o.nd Non·<>:it~ ! Certainly both of th<19o aro not porceptiblo ". 

This dooe not nftoct; our position. As 1\ matter of fo.ot, Exi8t•nc• and 
Non-e>:i81011"" aro not cognised separately, and thon they are regarded as 
' contrary ' on o.ccount of their exclusion of ono another ;-what ha.ppens is 
that they are cognised eeparately ..nd then ' oontr&rin011 ' becomes cognised. 
For inate.noe, the contrariness of E"ist•,... and N~ is determined 
only in reference to one and the same thing and at ono and the aamo time,-
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no~ in reference t.o cl.iJrerent things. Certainly the E:J<i- of the llo!S6 is 
no~ in any way 'contrary' to ~be t10"""'illmco of the Cow.-Nor is there any 
oontn.ri.nMI bet.«oen ezi~tt:~U:a and non-c-i'IIMet, if t&lton in reference 
t.o diflortnt point. of time; !or inst&nce, if one thing did not oxiat at oomo pre· 
vious t.ime, it. non-existence or axistenoe at some future time iA not deducible. 
I~ is only in regard t.o the same thing IWd tbo same t.imo that both <Zi&Un"" 
E>nd ,..,..,.,;,,.,... are found incompatible; and not after being cognised and 
then found t.o be mutually exolusive.-It might be a.kod-" How can there 
be oxcl.,.ion ol whnt h&s not baen cognised I "-Tho nn~~wor ia that it is for 
this same roaaon,-i.o. becauao it is not coguisod in connection with the 
particular thing-that its exclusion would bo po84iblo. Otherwise, how 
could tbol$ be any ox.clusion of what hna been dellnitoly cognised I In fact, 
this cognilion itoclf ol the eziBtence of the thing that const.itutoa the exclusion 
of ita non-ni.tume; a.nd the cognition ol tho non-uiolen<t of one thing also 
conatitntoe the ucli>Sion ol thn existence of the thing other th•n that. Jionce 
when the tiOn·uiot...., of " certain thing is oxcludocl, and ita n i.unt:e is 
cogniJiecl,-t.hen they must be regarded as 'perceptible' ; becauM what is not 
perceptible oannot be cogniaed. and wba~ is no~ cogniaed cannot hnve the 
oont.rVy ohatactar excluded. 

All thia ia nob possible in the oase of the Omnioclent Poroon. In the 
firet plaoo oU ,.,. are not perceived by IIIIY ono ; in viow of which the 
presence of non,..,.,.~ could be ocgnised in them, 1111d tho oxcli>Sion of 
.,.,.;..u,... could be socurod ; because thn~ same rnou would have t.o be 
roga.rdod M omniecient.-Thus then, tb61"6 can be 'no • contrn.riness' (incom~ 
potibility) beiweon omni8Cienco and 110n-omni8citnco in connection with a 
porson who is not capable of being apprehended. n .. po84ible, however, 
within one'a own 'chain ' ; but there also, not with N'g&rd to the future, 
because the futuro is not perceptible at the time.-Tbua the fact romains that 
the relation o! eau,. and effea and the like ia poat~iblo only in that whiob 
ia poroept.ible. 

'.oh aZ.O 1114 ,_of a tAing, with a gt<a/ifieol~ '-'is pouible' should 
be eon&truecl hero. 'Nature ' here stands for the cba:actar of ~e thing; 
and thia io to be taken along with iu gt<aliftc<U~; and this qualification 
oollliato in frt#Wm from 1114 tAru J:in<U of r.•mou ...... 

'Ali!Auo """""~'-i.e. the non-apprebMWon.o of the ' C.USO' 
('Nature' and 'Porvader ' ),-<Lr<> not capable of provina tho non-existence 
of tho Omniscient Poroon; because the Omniscient Poroon can bave no web 
re!&tionabip with anything as thet of CaiUS a..d BJ!;a. of Ctmlmri,..., and 
of P.,-vadM a..d Pt:I'VOikd; also boeauae, even when there aro other causes of 
opprehoMion preaent, the said Person cannot be porooptiblo. 

'Any othtl' factor of mgmi<m, ""'" i• none ',- i.o. barring tho pnrtieular 
kind of Non-approhonaion.-(3280·3281) 

The Author again _proceeds bo point out the Inconol08iveneaa of the 
Reason tldduced by the other p&rty,-by poin~g out the incongruity 
involved in the putting forward of one's own • non·apprebflnsion ', without 
any qualification :-

I 
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TEXT (3282). 

lF THE 0MNISO!ENT PERSON IS DlilNmD ON THlil GROUND OF MERE ' NON· 

Al>PREHENSION ',~N YOU ~UGHT ALSO DENY 'l'BE MARltiAGE 

OP YOUR OWN MOTIIER AND SUOH OTRIIR FA.OTS.-(3282) 

COMMENTARY. 

' /?u.ch other fact8 '-includes the intoreoW'Be of , ...... and in that case 
thorn "ould bo dO\>bts regarding .. . .. . 

This ha.(t been thus declared-' If, dull-visioned as you o.re. your non
apprehw.Won sJ1ould sot aside things, then you WO\tld be damned; as i t would 
he impoRSiblo to !Ulome your Father '.-(3282) 

Tho following Text anticipat<ls t>nd rejects the Opponent's answer to tho 
obov():-

TEXT (3283). 

I F IT RE liROBD THAT- " ON SBEING THE EFJI"ECT IN THE 110&'1 OF THE 

SON, THE.RE IS COGNITION Ol' T~ CAUSE OF THAT Eli'FECT ",

TREN (THE ANSWER IS THAT) IN CERTAIN OASES, TilE 

EFFEOT IS FOUND IN THE ABSENCE OF THJI 

CAUSE IN QURSTION.-(3283) 

COMMEN'l'A.\l.Y. 

" Tho mother's rna.uiage is inferred from the presence of its effect in the 
sho.pe of the Son; hence there is no non-apprehension of the said ma.rriage; 
hence there is no possibility of the marriage not being there". 

Tho inconc!Ulliveness and doubtful charo.ctor of the said Oe.use is pointed 
out--' In certain ca.sea, etc. etc.'-Even in the absence of the marriage in 
question, and even in the o.bsenoo of .. ... a wicked woman m ight bring 
forth the effect in the shape of the Son ; and the same m ight be the case . . .. ; 
so that the said Inference of marriage cannot be true ; hence the doubt 
regarding your parentoge is irresistible. 

The Teacher Dharma/tjrti also has urged this same argument.-(3283) 

The following Text sets forth the Opponent's answer to tbe above and 
rejects it:-

TEXT (3284). 

IF IT IS SAID T.IUT-" Till!> NON-IIXISTENCE 011 TliE MA!UttAGE IS NOT 

COGNISED, BECAUSE OTHER PEOPLE KNOW OF IT u ,-JI'HEN (TH~ 

ANSWlilR IS) HOW DO 1J{}U KNOW THAT O'l.'IIER PEOPLE 

KNOW OF IT 1-(3284) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Anyopu!<>mblu> '-Tbo knowledge that other people have. 
' Taayo. '-of the mother's marriage. 



'N~imnu •-i.e. what is cognised is not non..ez~, but ciMence. 
The answer to this is that it cannot be known whAt the knowlodg<> of 

other people i$.-(3284) 

'l'he Opponent ho.ving boon Mkod-~ Ffow do you know f '-A11pplies tho 
nnRwe:r,-which ie then rof\lt.l'd :-

TEXTS (3285-3286). 

"W~ KNOW IT !'ROM THE ASSJlRTION (OJ OTltER PERSONS) ".-TIIEN 
(Tllll ANSWRR IS) IS THERE NOT S110B ASSERTION IN REOARD TO THE 

0)1NIS01ENT PERsON ALSO 1-TKEN AGAIN, ROW IS IT THAT 

YOU DO NOT REOALL ANOTlllDR ASSIIRTION OF YOURS TO 

Tllll EFFECT TRA'l'-" M:lllr ARE ALWAYS lfOUl<D TO 

:BB LIARS " ! Alro J11ST AS TllBRE O.L" :BB NO 

OONi'iDENCIII IN TBll WORDS Olf Jali UQA:BDINO 

l'RESE~<T TJIINOS, 80 ALSO 1'Bl!Rll CAN :SE 

NOl!l"ll IN THE WORDS Sl'EAXINQ OF 

PAST TIIINOS.-(3285-3286) 

00~{111ENTAR Y. 

The word ' UpodislriU' h118 to be construod with '•iddha ' of the pre
C<>ding le:t:l. 

By ahowing tbo incongruity involvod, the author points out t.bo inoon
cluli.vo character of what hea been urged-' lllkn not, tk. ek. '-'A yam •
the ..ution ;-is it not preaont in regard to the ()mniacient Peraon f It . 
ill certainly ~nt. Under the circumstance•, if the aaertion regarding the 
marriOj!O of one'o mother is acccptod 118 reliable, then why should you not 
regard our o.MOrtion, that ' the Omni&ciont Person does oxiJJt, ', as reliable t 
Thoro iiJ no difference betwoon the two caSOB. 

Further, in your words, you ha.vo doolo.red that a.t;SOrtion& o.ro \11\l'elit\ble ; 
thi• ill pointed out. in the 'vord&-c How it it tJwt ytm do not rtoall, Clt. etc.'. 
-(3285-8286) 

So far it hea been <>xplainod that the ob!enoo of one't own apprehension 
or the Omni8cient Person ean.not 8et'Vf) aa a proof of His non~exiltonce ;
becau~e, without a qualification, it i1 ineonelusive, and with a quali6eo.tion, 
it hao no rubstratum ;-now the Author proceods to explain that tho ab••nu 
of tlto a7i7>rt/unaitm of aU mtn al•o unnot aorve as proof of the non-<>xiatence 
of. the On'llliecient Pcn~on ; bae&tlffC t'UOh non·appreben.sion by all men cannot 
bo provon :·-

r 
' 
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TEXTS (3287 -3288). 

OR, THElW MAY BE NO SUOH ASSERTION (REGARDING THE EXISTENCE OF 

THE O~INISOIENT !'DRSON); NOR MAY SUCll ASSERTION BB RELIABLE ; 

EVEN SO, YOU HAVE COME TO THE CBRTAINTY THAT" T!U: 01\n<"'SOIBNT 

I'DRsON IS NOT AP!'RE'IIItNl)ED BY ANY UAN " ; AND SUOH 

CERTAINTY COULD BE POSSIBLE ONLY IF THE SOULS Oll' .ALL 

MEN WEltE KNOWN TO YOU ; AND IF .ALL THESE WED KNO\VN 

TO YOU, THEN YOU YOURSELF WOULD BE OMNISCIENT,-

AS 'IIAS BEEN POINTED OUT ABOVE.--{3287-3288) 

COMMENTARY. 

'As.fertion '- i.e. the one declaring the existence of the Omniscient 
Person. 

'AS?Ja '- reliability of the sa.id aasertion. 
• If the Sou18 of all men 'were known '-i.e. if you knew the nature of all 

men. 
It might be said-" We do have the k nowledge of the nature of all men n . 

- The o.nswer to this is-' If all tlwe wert, etc. ~e.'--i.o. if tllo $Oll1R of all 
men were known to you.-(3287-3288) 

TEXTS (3289-3290). 

IF IT WERE NOT SO, THEN, EVEN ON NON·APPRE'IIENSION, THERE WOULD 

BE DOUBT ONLY (REGARDING THE EXISTENCE OF THE 0=SOIENT 

P ERSON), -JUST AS TID:RE IS REGARDING TlU: E XISTBNOIIl OF OllltTAIN 

TBINGS.-TRERE AD SOME SAINTLY PERSONS TOO WHO ARE 

BELTEVlllD TO HAVE KNOWLEDGE OF TBE OMNISCIENT PE:RSON.-

1 T IS ALSO OONOEIV ABLE THAT THE OMNISCIENT P ERSON, BEING 

SELF·LUl!INOUS, PERCEIVES Hn.rSELF BY Hn.rSIIlLF.-FOR 

THESE REASONS THERE CAN BE NO OlilltTAINTY REGARDING 

TRE NON-APPRE'IIENSION OF THE 0li1NISOIENT PERSON 

BY all men.--(3289-3290) 

COMMENTARY. · 

' If it were 11()t so ',- if there is.no knowledge of the So\ds of a.U men. 
• Like the. uistence of certain things • ;-Le. ns in the en.s& of the 

existence of things far removed in place or time. 
Wlmt i~ meant is as follows :-In the case of things far removed in space 

n.nd time, even ~hen the thing is not apprehended, therE~ is ahvays a suspicion 
regarding its exiatence,-even though there is 1\0"n-oapprehtn$ion of the thing ; 
in the same manner, it is only right that there should be suspicion regarding 
the existenoe of the Omniscient Person who hM been apprehended (known) 
by other men. 
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Or, tho meaning '""Y be "" lollowa :-J011t aa in regard to the Existence 
of tbo Omniaciont P6n!on, thoro is doubt, oven though He has not boon 
apprebended,-in the same IMnnet there would be doubt, oven when His 
omniscience ia &ppreboodod; beo&Wie bot.h are equally liable to non
apprehen.oion due to temot&MM. 

&y!l 'be Opponent:-" It ia only right that there •hould be 808picion 
regarding the axiatence of thingll ; becoUM even when the thing ia pre.~t, 
there ia found to be non·&pp:ehenaion of it; hence there is • probability thet 
;, mav be 1/we ; in the caae of the Omru.cient Pen10n, on the other h&nd, 
it ia not poMible for &QY mon with limited vision to perceive Him ; ond no 
- person oan b&ve any •uspicion reprcling the axiatenoe of an impoosible 
thing ... 

The answer to tbia '-' '1'/wo.,.. ...,.. por.tOM, eu. de.' 
'Hinwlf '-Tbia has been &88eri<>d on the b&Oia of the doetrine!l of othar 

poople.-Tbia 88Jlle ide& ia reitereted by the phraae ' by hirMtlf '. 'Alm<l ' 
-the Man.-' LuminoJU '-the Soul being of the nature of Co!Uiciousness 
nnd benoe being like )Aght..-(3289·3290) 

The S&mo idea ia further I!Upported :-

TEXT (3291 ). 

B BOAUSE 'l'KB TERM 'ALL' STANDS POR ALL LIVmO BEINGS; .U."D TRE 

PJlRSON BI!IISELJ M11ST Bll INOLUDBD IN ' ALL ' ; JlliNOB THERE OA.N 

BB NO OBRTAINTY RIIOARDINO Tltlll NON·APPRIIBENSION 

(O!i 'l'KB 0 MNISOBNT PliRSON).-(3291) 

COMMENTARY. 

''1'114 Per/l!m himotlf '-i.e. the Omniaoiont Peraon.-(3291) 

The following m ight be urged-" Wh&t are me&nt by the term ' all ' 
are only men with limit6d vision, not the Omniseient Person ; hence there 
ca.n be no BUSpiaion rogarding Ria exiatenoe u. 

The answer to thia ia aa foUowa :-

TEXT (3292). 

BY 'I'BJl BXOLUSION OY TIUT Ol<E l'nsoN ..U.Ol<E, WJU.T 001o~'E01.'ION 

OOULD TBlDIE BB (01' THIS WI'l'B TIDI NON·u:ISTENOE 01! THE 

0l0o'"IBOIBNT P.&llsoN) f 0;.-.'s OWN ILL.'<ESS DOES NOT 

OZA.SII MIBlU.Y llliOJ. USJ'o O'IRBR PEOPLE DO 

NOT. ltNOW o• IT.-(3292) 

COMMENTARY. 

If whe~ ia meant by the exoluaion of the Omniscient Pen10n ia thet the 
Reason for the non-exiatenoe of the Omnilciont Peraon oonsista io the fact 
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of his not being approhondod by other pooplo who havo limited vision,
thon this RoMan is Inconclusive ; because, like· your own • Non·o.pprehension :t, 
tho said Non-apprehollJiion by other men of li.mited vision would have no 
'connection' ,-in the ahapo of invariable concomitan~wit.b t tho non· 
existence o£ the Omniscient Poraon '. 

The seoond sentence-' On•'• OWl\ illntll, clc. r.IC.'-is mooot to support 
the ""id abaenco Q/ connecliort.-(3292) 

So far it baa been proved that ' Non-,.pprehoneion ' as tho proof (for the 
non-e.'Cietonoe of the Omniocient Penon) is • Inoonclusive • aa weU "" 'load. 
nUssiblo '.- Now the author Prooeecie to show that the other R<>aeon- • Because 
His body io enviseged by the only means of Cognition, Nogotion '-iB • doubt.· 
!ul-henoo-inn.dmissible' :- · 

TEXTS (3293-3295). 

EVEN SOM:B MliN WlTII LDIITIID vtSION DO Al'l'lllllll!ND TBll 0MNISOIENT 

PERSON TlntOUOH lNFIIllENOll ; AN'l) tT IS ONLY A FEW NOTIONS OF 

SOME l'BOl'LB T.I'U.T ARE l'liRJl"EOTLY COlmEOT. FoR lNSTA.NOE, THE 

l'ROOll' Oll' THE MOMENTARY OHA.RA.OT.Im OF THE VBDA, THE 

EARTH AND OTltllR TIIDIOS '!HOUGH OLIIARLY STATED BY US, 

BA$ NOT BUN UNDB:BSTOOD BY DULL·WITriiD ll>lBN. CoN· 

SEQUB.NTLY, THE .HATTER IS OPIIN TO DOUBT A.liD THE 

A.BSBN'Oll OB Al'PRllllliNSION CANNOT BB CERTAIN ,-8Dll'LY 

BBOAUSII SObll:J l'liOPLll ARll SURE THA~' TIJEY PEltOEIVB 

lhs NON·liXLSTENOll.-(3293-3295) 

CO~'TARY. 

There a.re some cle'¥-er mon, evon among mon with limited vision, who do 
apprehend the Omniscient. Porson by moons of lnferonco; hence the pro· 
bability or Hi• existence boing thoro, the &aoon-' boeouse Ho forms the 
object of Negation e.s tho Meant of knowledge '-is open to the charge of 
being 'Doubt.ful-honce-Inadmisaible'.-For inet.anoe,thefactofouchthings 
as the VWio Word, the Earth, Mountains, Body, Diamond Md the rest., 
being mo~MNarv and Soul~though it is not apprehended by the boostJy 
Mimdmoak<J.t,-is ~. as proved by us through strong rooaono. So thet if, 
in regord to the Omniscient Person, proof Ul not found at the present 
moment, yet ne H is existence ia probable, the matter may be in doubt; honoo it 
cannot bo admitted that the oaid Person ia eubjoct <Sn!y to N<goli<m, which 
consists in the a~neo of aU the oth&r live Moans of Oognilion ;-cuch a 
Reason being open to doubt. • B...,,.... '-there being no proof of it.-(3293-3295) 

Then again, it may ·bo that all men with Umitod vision are not oopeble 
of inferring the existence of the Omniscient. Person ; even so, tbo Roe.son of 
the other party rem<>ip.s Iliconelu.oive.- Tbi.l ia pointed o)lt in the following.-
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TEXT (8296). 

EVEN Dl TKllltll BB NO INWERBNOII, THAT ALONE O.u<NQT BIUNG ABOUT 

CIIRT .. UllTY lU!OAIUliNO ...,._~~ (Oll 1'1111 0AINIS0IBNT PERsoN) ; 

AS IN THE CASB Olr TIOI BXISTIINOII Olr '!'HI! FJ:RII WIDOR l!AS 

NOT Yl!>r BBOUN TO ltllllT ITS llln!BOT IN THll SHA.l'll OF 

Smou.-(8296) 

CO:Ml!ENTARY. 

U has been explainod before t.bat Proof (Moana or Cognition) cannot be 
t.ba """" of things; nor can it be their Pervod..-; bow thun can t.ba abeenee 
of Proof menn the aboence of the Thing ! For inatanco, in ~he eo.ae of tbo 
}'in in the heated Iron·ball,-wbilo it.e olfeet in the ahape of Smoi<a hag not 
begun to appear, and it is atill hidden inaido a but.,-tbere i• no Inference of 
it, because the JnfeNntiAI Indicative (in the shape of Smo~) is not thoro; 
and yet ita mflonca does not ooaao (on that ~~e«>unt),-and there can be no 
certainty regarding it3 non-uitltnee; in tho aame manner. in the proving 
of the Existence of the Omni•ciont Poraon, i£ thoro is no Inference, that 
makeo the matter only doubtful. 

t That alone '-th&t is, morn ilb.fenc:e of Inference. 
• AMmdrnbdJUJ, etc. ele. '- That Fire which hao not begun to bring about 

ita effoot in tho shapo of smoke; i.n rogw to the existence of this fire, thoro 
can be no corteinty.-(8296) 

In the following Teo;M, the other Po.rty shows that in tho case of the hot 
Iron·baU, the root of tho Doubt lies in Approhonaion, while in the case of the 
Omnisoient Poreon, there is no Approbonaion at all,-henco thoro can be 
no reason for o.ny doubt; and thus the Reaaon put forward by tho Buddhist 
ie Incoocluaive :-

TEXTS (8297·3298). 

" lN TilE OA5B OP A THING TIIAT JtA8 BUN APPREHENDED AT SO>Ill TIME 

OR TIIE OTII:ER, IT 18 POSSmiiJI TllA T TilE BE MAY BB DOUBT ; AS FOR 

lliSTANOB, IN TKE OASII 011 TKB POST, WIIIOli PARTAKES 011 THE 

NATURE 011' BOTK J'AOt'OBS (Oil TIIE DOUBT); IIBOA11SB TIIE 

POST .A .. .'<D TIIE MAN BAn BOTK BUN SBEN so:aa:wxu.:s, 

Tli.BRBl!ORII lT IS 'POSSIBLII 1:1U.T T11.BRB SHOULD 

Bll DOUBT .i.S TO ITS BlllNO TID8 OR TRAT. 

TBll OMl>'tSOIENT PBBSON. BOW&VU, :IUS 

Y1WBR BD."\" mvs PDOXIVED.''-
(3297-3298) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wbon a certain thing haa been ooon aomewhore previoualy,-in l$l!ard 
to that alone, there may be doubt-e.g. in regard to the Poat,-<md not io 

j 
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rogf\rd to Mything ol•o; booot~eo it is tho Post whioh partakos of tho nature 
uf both (Mru> and Po•t).-If it WO>$ not so, thon Doubta m&y ..n.e in regard 
to even thooo thing>. t.hat have never boon -n ; so that the condition n..-ary 
for all Doubt--viz. the parlelcil\g of the netu.re of both faetors,-would not 
bo pro.;out.-'.Chus it ie only right that thor<> should be doubt it> regard to tbo 
oxi•tonco of Fire in the Iron-ball ;-not 110 in regard to the Omniscient 
Ponwn; ao such a person has never boon pe~ivod.-{3297 -3298) 

ThG Au~hor'li nnawer to t.ho o.bovo is aa followff :-

TEXT (3299). 

IN 'l'JIIS MANNER, 0 OLBVXR MAN, TIDI NON·fJXISTJINOB OJI YOUR MOT!aR'S 

MARRIAOJI llBCO~IlllS ESTAllLUIIDID ' liBEE 11B0)! ALL 

DOV»T '.-{3299) 

COMMENTAlW. 

If tho idea is that there can be Doubt only in regerd to a thing that has 
boc-n ~ived some time or the other,-N>d in regetd to all other things 
thoro ijhould be certainty of non·t.:riaten~t,-than \mder tbo.t principle, tho 
non-existaoce of your mother'& msrriogo becomee establiahod, beyond all 
doubt; bee& use you h•ve nevar before pereeivod t.hat mllrriage; by virtue of 
which there could be no eert.ainty regt>rding ita noo-existanee. 

The rest of tho objection is to be anawered !\S bofore. 
1 Olot.'U tnan '-is said in derision.-(3299) 

Sa)'!! the Opponent.-" I! auch be tho eaee, thon thoro e&n bo no !)aijis 
£or Doubt ot &11 " . 

.d.11o8'10er :-

TEXT (3300). 

WE HOLD THAT TRl!IRE Ul DOV»T ALSO WREN 'l'IIl!iRB IS :l!O V ALII> CoGNJ. 
TION ; IT ARUIBS m REGARD TO ezi&tenu AS WBLL• AS Nm

e:ci&ten<:e, l!ROM Tlllll ABSJINOB Oll THE OPIISA'l'ION 

oF ANY oF T.Hll MEANs o• RxonT CooNl'l'ION. 

-{3300) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ' absence of the oper~>tion of ~>ny Moa.na of Right Cognition ' 
can always be ehown in <ogard to both o:eisttnu ond non·e:t>l~ of things ; 
hence there can bo no restriction in this matter. Benee our explanation is 
t.hat Doubt ~>rises whenever th.,.. io no oerteinty (regetding either ..--.,. 

0, non·eo:ilteme). Thi• has been thua decla.red-' Doubt io that wavering 
judgment in which the definite cognition or the epooido oherl\Cter of nny one 
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object. io wanting,-and it i» duo oo tho unoortainty nttacllin,g oo Poroopt.ioM 
and Non·po..,.ptions' (NIJd!J<UUUO. I. I. 23).~3300) 

Tho following might be urgod-" In no CMe ia it found thnt tho MoaM 
of Cognition are not applicable oo both uiot•n« and non·O%iBtcnce of a thing ". 

The answor oo this it as follows :-

TEXTS (3301-3302). 

WHEN THERE IS A D:UBor IN 1'Rll EYE, 'l'HlllRE IS NO OOONITXON, liVlllN 

THOUOK 'l'llll TlllNO IS TllliRE ; A.'fD BVEN w:a::BN TKB EYE IS li'UB 

l'RO:>! DBl'BOlS, TIIERB IS NO OOONITXON, BEOA178B Tlll! TIIDfO IS 

NOT THBRB ;-AS IN 1'llll OASfl 011 'l'JIINOS LIKE THE JAR.-TllW, 
INASMUOR AS MIIIU!l NON·Al'PREHBNSION (Al!SBNOB Ol' OOGNITXON) 

IS POUND IN BOTH OASES, IT IS li'AR B:STTBR TO liOLD THAT 

IT m DOUBT THAT AJUSBS noK TXIB NoN-APPRBHENSION 

OP Till: Oi!C>"ISOIENT PI:Rsol<.~3301-3302) 

OOMMENTAIW. 

Even woon t.be object, Jar !or inJitanoe, it there, if t.bo man is wit.hout 
lbc Eye, ho bao no oognition of it;~ also, oven when the Eye is perfect, 
if the object ill not. thAlro,-in the sen.oe that it is not. olO«e by,-lhoro i• no 
cognition of it; tbis clauso ht\8 to be construod bore nlao ;-this is just what 
happons in tho co.ae of tho Jar wruoh ia not there in a. auit.nblo plaoa. 

'Muo Non-apprehonaion '-i.e. non.apprehension without tha qualifioa. 
lion of • porooptibility ' of the tl>ing oonoernod. 

• Found in bolA auu '-i.e. in the cue of cilt.en« and in the cue of 
non~exiatenee. 

• T<U '-Tharofore. 
• It i1 for b<uor, uc.. lllc. '-botrer than ocwehing for a porfoct sourc<>. For 

instanoo, woon t.hin,gs have bad the idea of t.hoir being due oo a perfect aource 
cut off by wrong cognition,-tlwe may be a dooire oo look out for the perfect 
acuroa ; aa boa boon declared in the wordt-• Two perceptions deacribo the 
junction, ftlld two pe~coptiona givo rioo to tho dosire • (!}-It is for this reason 
tha.t. o ur TOft.Obors affirm tho presence or Doubt in such ooaee, in the words
'If it it asked what is tbo proof for ,His oxiatenoa !- tho anower ia that, for 
tbiB same reason, let tho matter remain in X>oubt ·.~3301·3302) 

The following might be urged-" If the Omnisoiont Person existe, why 
ill He not soon by any ono at nny t ime ! If tbo view ia that Ho can nevor bo 
oognisable by men of limited viaion,-<>von ac, why ia it that no action of 
Hia ia ever por<>ei•'Od by any one ! Even thongh the Visual Organ iU.Olf 
is not poreoptible, ita aetion, in the shape of the visunl porooption, ia not 
nocessarily inapprohenJiiblo " . 

Th~ al\llwor oo tjlis ia "" follows :-
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TEXTS (3303-3306). 

THOUGH EXISTENT, liB WOULl> NOT BE SEEN DIRBOTLY BY DOLL·WlTTBD 

Plll!SONS; JtiSTLIKETHEOONOEPTIONSOII'OTRERPEOPLlll. NOR IS HE 
CONSTANTLY .<.OTlVII, JUST AS THE Fra.E IN THE biON•IlALL IS NOT 

ACTIVE. EVEN WHEN Tl!l!n.E, HJ:s ~OTIVlTY WOULl> NOT llE 

PJIROEPTIBLE, LIKE TIIJl ll'lllliLING 011 LOVE ARISING IN 0TB:JmS OUT 011 

THEIR FA-~ot£$. E\rB~,. Il' His AUiiYITX WOULD BB :PERO%..PT.LBLE, H:rs 
OONNEO'l'ION \VlTH 8110H AO'l'IO:s' W011L.D NOT BJl OOONISliD; BECAUSE 

TKB PEBSON KNOWING ALL TlllNGS IS ALIVA YS liO'BBOBP'l'IBLE 

li!OR PBOPLB Wli.OSll BYE 01! COG}.'lTION IS DULL. IT IS FOB 

TKIS Rlii~N TJLI.T HtS JIXISTENOE OL'<NOT BE PROVED BY MEANS 

OlllNFERENOB. IT HAS ])liEN AJ.JUU.DY EXPLAlNEl> TKAT THERE~ 

BE NO 'CAUSE' OB ' PBRVADER' IN HJ:s CASE. .ANJ? YET IT JLI.S 

BEEN SEEN TJLI.T EVBN WHEN THE INP'ERBNOE 011 TJlB TEIINO IS NOT 

l'OSSIBLE, THE THINO DOES JlXIST. THUS IT IS THAT TilE MATTER 

(011 THE NON·EXISTENOE 011' THE OMNISCIENT PERSON) RIIIMAINS XN 

l>OUBT.-(330~3306) 

COM~IEN'fARY. 

' SdJ:;.rii.l. ·~ • DirectJy •, ill to b6 oorwtrued witJ.a • Nf.ktvUo •, ' would not 
be IJ6&n '. 

Alia. matter of fact, there i• nothing that mtut be cogni•ed onoo,--<>n the 
ba•m of which it could be argued that " because there is no Cognition of th& 
Qm,niHcient Pen;on_, He eo.nnot oxigt. '' ;- beoout;e the ooueeption of ono 1nan, 
though oxistent, is nut cugniHOO. by other mon. Nor iK i t. nooessury that 
ooullll8 should always be bringing about their ef!ecU.,-on the ground whereof 
it could be argued that--u as the action of the Omnll•cient. Pe.I'1\0n is not 
perceptible. He cannot exist ,. ; becauae it. iM found that evon when the ]'ire 
in the Red Hot Iron has not bogun t.o produce Smoke, it iH • LilliiOOil thare. 

Granting (for the oake of argument) that OaWIOII are constantJy active in 
bringing about t.heir Effeew; oven oo, there ea.n be no oortillnty regarding th& 
abeenoe of those E!foots ; because all the Effect. that. are produood a.re not 
&lws:ys perceived; and it ia only if it. were so, that the non-porooption of the 
Eft'oot cot1ld prove the non-ci8unu of the Cause; bow.uloJ.O, even when pro· 
duoed, the Effect is nob olwayd perceived ;-'"" in 11 .. c<Ue of tJ"' Love pro
cucling j1'om janciu, in otJ.er men' ; in the ~e of t\nother person, it is found 
that though Love ha8 been produood in his mind by fancies regarding the 
agreeable obara.cter of tbings,_,.uch Love is not pereoivod by other men; 
and yot it is not regarded a8 non-crioUN. 

Or, even in caaeo whue the ef!td U. perceived, if it.o c&UliO is 110met.hlng 
impereeptible.-nd the obeorvor is unable t.o perooivo ill< 8flirma.Live ll<ld 
negal.ivo conoomitanoes,- no inferenoe of tha.t causo is pooaibl&. Simila.rly 
oven when the Omniseiont Person is there, it is quite pouiblo that His exist· 
once cannot bo proved by Inference. 

• Peopk wlwse eye of Oognill® i• dull.' The Oognilion is the Eye ; end 
tboso whose this eye ;, dull. 

46 
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Tben again, i~ haa been pointed ou~ befon> that t.he M06IUI of Cognition 
cannot be the 'cause • or the' porvader ' of things; how then, can the absence 
or Inforenoe-which is neither tho • CB\J.SO. nor the I pervador' o[ the thing 
in quootion (the Omniscient Porson),- lood to the absence of tha~ thing !
The compound • ahlttxJvylipakam • is Copulative-what is • not cau.te
nor porvadet '. 

Nor can it be asserted that-" whon the MwM of CognUion called 
• Inferonce' is inoperative..-.even thot1gb i(l is neither tho ' Cause' nor tho 
• Porvader' of the thing concernod,-the thing is &<>tually found to be non
oxiotA>n~ ; and tbere can be nothing inoonsruoua in what ia actually -n "-

In view of such an aooertion, the 7'""" adds-' E,.,. ..,_ !M l11/~ it 
""'~.de. dc-'.-Even when the Inference is not thoro, the thing in 
quottion haa been fo\Uld to exist; aa in the case of the Red-hot Iron-Be.ll ; 
oa has been pointed out alreody.-(3303-3306) 

Having thus ahown in dotoil that the..., i• no possibility of any proof 
in 1\ll)port of the non-existence of tho Omniscient Person,-the author sums 
up bla viow :-

TEXT (3307). 

TBV8, TRL~, TBlliU< IS NO'lBINO TBAT CAN SBT ASIDE TBlll EXIS'J'BNOB Olf 

'%'lB <hQ."lSCll!N'T PERsoN ; TBlll PBOOP n; SVl'POliT OP HIS 
EXISTENCE IS GOING TO BE ADDUOED L.I.T!ffi ON.-

(8307) 

OO~IMENTARY. 

U might be argued that-" oa there i.e no proof for setting aoido the 
Pcraon, eo you have none in support. of Hie existence"'. 

The answer to this ia that-' TM proof in 8UppOf'i, ttc. de. '-{3307) 

n has been argued by the oth..- party under Tm 3138, that-" U ab 
attemp~ wore made to prove that one has tba knowledge of tho details of 
all tbo individuals and componon'* of the wbole world,-il would be futile"

Tbe answer to this is aa followo :-

TEXT (3308). 

lT 18 WITH A. TOTALLY DllllfEIIliNT MOTXVE THAT TRB WLSB BUDDHISTS 

KAXll AN A.'lTEMPr TO ESTA.:.BLISII Tltll XNOWLEDGII o:r .ALL 1'1IING8, 

-liVEN TROUGB 8UOB A.TrE!IIl'T l'IIOVJIIIUTILII.-{3308) 

CO~'TARY. 

• With a dif!enm moliw '-with anotlu>r intention.-{8308) 

Quution..--" What ja that motive t" 
AMWer:-
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TEXT (3309). 

\\IIIAT 1S l'lUMARlLY ANO DIRECTLY UNDERSTOOD BY US IS 'l'llAT TBl!.Blll 

IS A PERS(>N WHO KNOWS TIDJ MEANS OF ATTA.U<ING HEAVEN 

AND LIBERATION ;-DOT NOT TillS ALONE ; IT L!1 A:LSO 

BELlEVED l'llAT TKERJilS A PB.RSON WHO A:LSO 

KNOW'S all T.IIINGS.-(3309) . 

COMlolENTARY. 

What we are primaril,y concerned with proviDg ia the facl.l.bat the Bleosed 
Lord knows the means of at !<lining Heaven and Libent.tion ; ao for the proving 
of tho fMt of His knowing aU thingt, without exoeption. that ia done only 
incidontally; what 've moon is that in matters other than Heaven a.od Libera.~ 
tion al•o, the knowledge of the Ble880d Lord is not hampered by obstacles, 
nnd hence knowing all things, if Ho bocomes Omniaoiont, thoro i• nothing 
tu prevent it. Hence it ilf not right for the wise to deny Huch otnnisoience ; 
but for those who soek to be sure of the omniscience, it ia only right that they 
should try to secure that oertainty. Tbia is what is meant by 11.$.-(3809) 

Thu. then, there being no proof againot the exiltenoo of the Omniscient 
p..,..,n,-<Utd clear proof of Hi.o W.tenoe going te be set forth later on,
tho definite deni&l l.bat you make of the Omniscient Peroon. who"" recognition 
is certein, can be duo only to delusion. 

'fhill is what i.s pointed out in the followiug :-

TEXT (3310). 

THUS TREN, THERE BEING NO RJIASONS AGAINST, WHILE 'l'HE.Rl'J lS CLEAR . 

.Rl'JASON IN SUPPORT 011 IT,-WHY SHOULD DtJLL.WlTTJJD l'ERSONS 

OBJECT TO THE lDll o• '1'lDl 0:r.n."'lSOll!NT PlliBSON f--{3310) 

COMlolENTARY. 

The following might be urged-" We deny the Omoiscio!'t Peroon because 
wo think that there is no proof in support of the existonoe of such a. Person ; 
c.nd wo do not deny Him through delusion". 

'fho c.nswer to this is "" follows :-

TEX'.r (3311). 

EVEN r• TRE.Rl'J BE NO PROOJ IN SUl'l'OBT o:r IT,___,O LONO AS TRERE lS NO 

REASON DEJ'INrlELY AGA.lNS'l' 1'1',--'l'Rll MArrllR SHOULD .Rl'JXA.IN 

IN DOVli'T ; ON WlLU' OOULD 'l'RlS OliRTA.IN'l'Y 01' TJI.J:SJJ 

l'J:Ol'LE Bll BASllD !-(3311) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is said here is on ivant.ing the position of tbo Opponent for the 
anko of argument; in reality, thoro is definite proof in support, M is going to 
be shown Inter on. 
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• TAil conaitllV '-i.e. the certainty of the M"tmd""".W.' that "tha Om· 
w.cient Person does not exist ".-{3311) 

Tbo following .-rtion has 'been made by you Mlmll~" The 
Ved& can make known ouch things a.• the past, the present, the futuro, the 
aubtJe, the hiddon and ao forth; which cannot bo dono by any other Sense· 
organ" (Shabaro·Bh4f7/a 1. J. 2).-This U. aloo a mere A880rtion without 
any r&Mon,-baaed upon sheer fa.ith.-Thi~e is whl\t is ehown in the 
followil1g :-

TEXT (3312). 

THJJ ASSERTtON THAT-" THE VEDA ALON:S-AND NOTIIING ELSE- IS 

AJIX.. TO PROVIDE KNOWLEDGE OF THE PAST, liT<I.-oOOLD BE 

TllUE ONLY IF THE NON·RXISTENOE 0'8 TKJl OTRBl\ 

SOUBCJ!S Wl!llll CDTADC--{3312) 

COMMENTARY. 

'NotAi119 .S.. '-in the shape of p.,..,.ption by the Omniseiont Person 
and ao forth. 

• 'I'M non.-es:~ of o/Mr tottreu' ;-if it were quit.o oo.rtain that t-he 
other aouroe, in the tth&pe of the Omniscient Per~ron ia non-ex.iatent,-t.ben 
alone, uot ot.horwi.He, could it 00 reasonable to mako the above assertion; as 
any auch reotriotion would, under the cireumst&nc08, be meaninglel!ll.-(3312) 

It hM been orgued by the Mimlltn811kll w1dor Texu 3140·3141 that
" By proving the existence of the Petllon knowing only Dlulrm4 and A.dharoaa 

whom the Buddhiat po•tul•*· etc. etc. ". 
The anawer to this ia as folloW'S :-

TEXTS (3313-3314). 

To l'BOOI' m 81JP:PORT or THE P:&JISON XNowmo PawoaDtAL .M.I.nu 
AND TB1l 8P1RIT Alii> OTKBII1E:NGS, AS ALSO 01' TKB PEIISON L'<OW· 

l.NO ALt. Tll:lNOS, HAS BEEN n .READY .DJtCL.Ur.ED BB.OB.B, ~~ 

LATBR ON A.'<OTHI!R PEOOP ALSO IS UOINO TO BB SliT '80RTH. 

-RBNOE UC IS NOT .OR NOTBlNG 'l'IIAT PBOPLll TAKE 

TliJ) TROUBLE 011 PROVING TD BXlSTENOE 01' THE 

PERSON KNOWING THE MINUTE DETAILS Oll' 

1'1111 WHOLE WOJILD, BY li!E&NS Or EN· 

TRUSIASTXO TBl!ATISES AND DIS011S· 

SIONS.--{3313·3314) 

COMMENTARY. 

WMn we try to prove tM existonoo of the Omnioeiont Pe.-.on, we do 
not givt up all eoD8idoratioDB regarding that Ponon B imaell ; in fact ou.r 



EXAJIIINATION OF THE 'PERSON OP SUPER-NORMAL VISION'. 146/S 

effort iR directed towards the proving of the existence of the Person who knows 
the principal factor of Dharrn.a itself. Thus on a previous oooa..CJioo, under 
Text 3267, we have set forth the proof, in the shape of Presumption, in due 
accordance with your own view,-where we pointed out that 'your denial 
of the Omniscient Person is set aside by the aeeepta.nee of the kn<niXI'. of 

Dharrna·, on the J:>trength of Presumption' ;-and we are also going to set. 
forth another proof, in the shape of lnference.- It is not for nothing 
that people take all this trouble,-in fact, it is fo1· a very right and proper 
purpose.-( 3313-3314) 

It has been arguad by the Mimii1714<lka, under Text 3142, that-
" Perception and the other Means of Cognition regarding the Omniscient 
Person having been discarded, it would follow that Morality and Immorality 
are cognisable through the reliable Word only". 

The answer to this is a..CJ foUows :-

TEXT (3315) . 

As PERcEPTION AND omR MEANS OF CoGNITION REGARDING TBll 

0MNISOJBNT PERSON CANNOT BE DISCARDED, IT DOES not l!'()LLOW 

THAT MORALITY AND IMMORALITY ARE OOGNISABLE THROUGH 

THE R»LLABLE WORD ONLY.-(3315) 

OOMli!ENTARY. 

It has been arguad by the Mimii1714<lka, under Tt:rt 3l43, that--" this 
nlone being sufficient tc establish the doctrine of the Mimdmaaka, if an 
o.ttempt is made to refute the existence of the Omniscient Person, it js like 
an attempt tc kill what is alrea.dy dead "' · 

The answer tc this is as follows :-

TEXT (3316) . 

TRE DOOTRINE Ol' THE MimiimBaka BEING THUS DEMOLISHED, Tlm 
ATTEMPT THAT THE OTHER PARTY HAS MADE TO Rl!B'OTE THE 

0MNISOIENT PERSON HAS BEEN MADE THROUGH 

SHEER STUPIDITY.-(3316) 

COMMENTARY. 

'DtmOiiBhed '-By the existence of the Omniscient Person baing 
esta.bliahed. 

'OIMr 1">'1!/ '-the MimdmMkaa.-(3316) 

It has been argned by the Mimiim8aka under Texl 3H4, that--" The 
Person cogniso.nt of Dharma having been refutad, on the ground of biB very 



·root being cut ofl,-if people go on tuMrt.ing the exiotence of Omnillcient 
Peroono, it is like the thumpinj! of huolul ". 

The an.owor to thio i.o .,. follow• :-

TEXT (8817). 

Tlm ' Pu.soN ()O()NISANT OJr DJLUO(A ' NOT BmNG ~O'TBD, ON AC00l)'l.'T 

OF 'l'JB BOOT NOT BIII!I'G OUT 0'17,-U 7J:OPL1t BA VII ASSJ:R1'ED 

'fill! BDSTllliOB o:r OliNISOmNT PBBSONS ~ BA Vll 

SBOW1f TBlUll WlSDOM BY TIIIS.-{3317) 

COMMENTARY. 

There it a.n ' a ' aup~od before ' haa '. 
'Paopu '-The Buddhina.-{8317) 

It ha.s been argued by tho .MimllmMlko, under Tm 3146, th~t.-" If 
the Pon10n hod the diroot perooption of &11 thil\gfl. then Ho would have direct 
knowledge of such t6atee. etc. oiRO ft.B tu'(t onclon.n ; who could MSume th& 
exiateno& of such an Omniscient Pe.rson f '' 

The an.owor to this ia "" follows :-

TEXTS (3818-8319). 

b Tll1l OIDIISOIJJNT l'&BsON llAJ) JIXPJI)RJBNOJ:D TJIJI) O'NOLEAN TASTE, ETO. 

TRBOO'Gll Tllll OONTAOT Oll' ms GmSTATORY ORGAN, TIDIN ALONE 

OOO'LD llll 8]1) UOARDED AS BLAMllWOR'l'JtY. As A MATTE& OF' 

ll'AOT l!OWJI)V)IR
0 

THDI08,-JIVEN 1!B:08JI) TILI.T ARE DBI'RE· 

OATJ:D O'NDl!R' ILLUSION ',-BEOOJIIE OOONISI!D BY lint 
Wl'l'llOO'T AO'I'O'AL OONTAOT, TlD\OO'OB '1'IDl Mnm, 

WBOSJI PEJIOZl'riVliNESS BAS BEE..'i BROUGHT 

ABOUT BY Tllll I¥P&It5SIONS 01' 7AST 

UPDIENOBS.-{3318-3319) 

OOM:MENTARY. 

If the Omnilciont Poroon bad dire<>t e:rperienoo of the said tastes, etc. 
-even than that would not detract from Bio beillg the 'knower of DhormtJ. •. 
-If it ia urged that-" He would beoome blameworthy ",-the answer is 
u follow• :-The man who experionooo the lAid TAste, eto. through the 
direct oontaet of theee with tho geetetery organ, beoomeo blameworthy ; 
the Bleesed Lord, howovor, ha.s no 1111eh peroeption ; He pel'COives thil\gfl only 

't 
• • 
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through the Mind, and that aloo without ita coming into contact with the 
thing; hence He is not regarded by people ss blameworthy. 

As o. matter of fact, thore is no one who is rea.lly blameworthy ; because 
'blt~tmo' is not something 6.xod, it is relative; for ineto.noo, what may be 
'blameworthy' for the Vodio Scholar, is not so for the low-born; what 
bappeno in the world i• that, undor the spell of Dlusion,, Wine and such 
thingo are oonsidered eviL But even oo, if the Bl.......t Lord perceived these, 
He would not. be ' blameworthy ' ; because His perception of thoee ia purely 
mental. 

The following might be wged-" When other people oufler from t&sting 
wine through ita contact. with the Oeotetory Organ, so would He oufler from 
experiencing it through the Mind ". 

That is not so. When tho Taste, otc. are experienced through the 
oontoot of the Sense-organs, tboy oithor benefit or injure that organ and benee 
booomo SOUI'COS of pain, eto. ; but they are known to be the eouroe of pain 
and suffering, not for all moo, but only for some men whose mind has booom& 
disordered through the io6uenoe of th~ir psst miadoodo. For instance, 
Waur booomes Pw for only some dead people, not for ..U.-Ail this, bow· 
over, is not thoro in the caae of the Bl.......t Lord. Boo&use His 
experiences being through th" Mind, thoro is no pollibility of injury to the 
Senoe-organs; speci$1ly becau.oe the Lord beving all hio ~~~ ... fold activity 
free from th& impuritioa of tho • Affiictions ',-there is no pollibility of his 
actions being io6uenced by tho Aftlictiooa. Nor is His Mind capable of being 
dil<mkred, because He oogn.isea all things in their rigM form and as evanescent. 
For these reasons, in the OIISO of the Blessed Lord, there is no possibility of 
oven mental pain, in tbe shape of unhappiness, &to. ; apooinlly because all these 
htwe their source in delusion. 

All theee objections, however, arise only if the Jil:rtemal World exista; 
under the doctrine of IdeolWm, there is no room for ..U this at aiL-For 
instance, for Idoalista, there being no Colt>urop/uuo, there can be nothing 
• unclean ' for them in reality; nor can there be t\lly impreaion due to 
tbet; because aU this &rUeo from ldeae only. All u.- therefore do not 
&PP""' within range of tho villion of persona who beve real.iaed the Highest 
Truth and beve sbeken off aU impuritias ; just as, on being cured of visual 
disorder, people do not have any illusory cognitiona like the 'Hair-tuft' and 
the like. This has been thus doclo.red :-' The unclean Tnete and other things 
manifest themselves only through Ignorance ; h&nce they nro imperoeptibl& 
(for the Wise One); just like the acoond l\1oon ' . 

On the other bend, the Brcfllmat,~<> has resounding within hie mouth, tbe 
words of the Veda., whi.ch, being all-pervading, are in oontect with all unclean 
places; as such, bow can he be free from blame f---13318·3319) 

H has been argued by the Mimii""'*> under T...c 314G, that-" The 
words of Buddha and others are not found to provide any knowledge of whet is 
contained in the Vedas, etc. ;-how then can such peroona be regarded o.s 
omn.i8oient, Without reo.son ? ,, 

The 8o!lfi'IVer to this is ae foUowa ;-
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TEXTS (9320-3321). 

IT LS BBOAUSE NO WORD Olr T4yi11 Al\.11 JOUN'D TO PROVIDE KNOWLEDGE OP 

TBINGS MEli~0~'"5D n< THE VEDA, TRAT HE LS' OMNlSOIENT •• IT IS 

QtJITE POSSIBLE TOO TBAT Hl: IIAD KNOWLEDGE OP ALL ULSB 

l'HILOSOPlllCU. DOOTBD<IIS ALSO ; AS HE DOES MAKB THE 

DEOLAJU.TIOl< TBAT WRAT '18 ASSDTBD Il< THll VEDA 

RBOAIID!lrO THJ: SOUL A~'"D OTREE THINGS '18 

\VRON0.--{3320·3321) 

COMMENTARY. 

A man becom011 'omnillciont' by knowing everything exactly os it 
existe, in ite true or other forms; and things ~;hat are spoken of in tbe V eel& 
do not exist oxaetly ao doacribed there ; aa they .,.. found to be annulled 
by proofo. How thon oould man be a ' lmower of truth' by expounding 
thinp exactly ., they art> tought in tho Voda !-It cannot be 888erted that 
the BwldJw. did not know the80 things at all-not even os ja14•; beoause they 
wero actual1y known to Him o.s such. For iniJt.ance, it hM boen pointed out-by 
Him that Animal.eaori6co and othor ovil paths of Mtion lond to damnation ; 
He aaya-' There io no ouoh thing M the Soul, all thooe things that are there 
nre the ef!ooto of causoo' ; whore Ho hM declared thnt the Soul and other 
things are ,..ex;attnl, •.rlmo it i• not 1¥116 that tho BleRHed Lord hod no 
knowlodge of the things tnugl>t in tho Vedn.- (3320-9921) 

It hM boon nrguod by tho Mlmllm.oaka under Pttrt 3147, tha~" If 
things not mentioned in ono's own boolut woro held to be known to him, then, 
by merely compo&lng ono'a own poem11, poetil would be omniscient " . 

The nl\llwer to Lhio ia ... followa :-

TEXT (3322). 

THE ooGTltiNX or 'No-sot11. • HAll B111llf OLURLY TAUGHT BY HIM JOB 

THE BBNBJTr 01' lb.s D~-'l'IIJ!: DOGTBil<1'l WHICH IS THE 

UlflQtJE oAnwAY TO T1ll! lJ.IoRBST GooD, .u-n THE 

l'BIGllT 01' ALL UPHOLDERS OP WRONO D00-

1'1Ulml.-{3322) 

OOM!dENTARY. 

' u,.;qu. ,'~ not understood by other philoaoph""'; all u
being enmeshed in tbe !alae doctrineo of the Soul All t"- qualifications 
apply to the '®drine of No . .,;.'. 

' a-y 14 /M HigM.# Good :-iL ia ao called beca~ it ill the means or 
entering N;.,a!l"; it ia N~ thot ia monnt by the t.erm 'ohiw •, ' Highest • 
Good·. • 

., 
... 



BXAMINA!.riO!< OP TRll 'PBIISON OP SUPER-NOIUIAL VllllON'. 1469 

• KW,t~indm '-Tho8e upholding wrong doctrin08, "'garding the Soul 
o.nd other things.- The Path taught by Buddh& i• the • fright '-inspires 
fear in tho•e childiah people who have their faith fixed in false doctrines.
ThiA has been thn.a declare<!- • '£he cl1.ildish man is ahvo.ytJ bel!et with such 
teo.r1t M-1 am 11.0t. I may cta8& to cxiat, naught iB mine, tlOth\t\{/ 1laall be mine ; 
the wise ono is without rear •. 

What is meant by this i• thl\t men who are ob.•eooed with foJae doctrines 
cannot even speak of the True Doctrine, bow can they undonrt.a.od it J--{3322) 

The following 2'02:14 point out that the True Doctrine has never been 
known before by people at the stage of the common man :-

TEXTS (3323-3324). 

IT LS NOT Xl<OWN TO THll WOJILDLY MAN ; \VlmN KNOWN, IT SETS ASIDE 

.lLL liVIL ; FOR 'I'HOSB WHO AJUI DIIVOTliD TO I'rS PJIAOTIOll, IT LS A 

vmuuJILE lm-"11 or VA.LUAJILB QUALITJES. b Tllll PoETS 

KNOW TB:tS HtoREST TRUTH, THEN WHO IS Tli'EllE WHO 

WOULD NOT JIEOARD THJ:>t, KNOWING TRll P!lnrOJIDIAL 

:MATI'EII, THE S:l'llllT AND OTHEII THIN09, AS 

omni8eient 1--{3323-3324) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Not L"ftt''In. to '-not. ptftOti&ed by-' VJOrldly man ·~mmon people. 
Q....rum :-"In what way doea it benefit peopl-that it has been 

taught by the Lord ! " 
.4n.tWer :- ' Whm knoLc.ln, de. etc.•-when it becomes c .b1otDB '

directly and realised,-it Aetll Mide the whole Jot of evils, ouch as the Afflic
tion.a, Birth nnd so forth. Even 8\tb88(luently, when it ia pracliwl, it brings 
Qbou~ excellent qualitiea. 

If such" truth, leading aa tt does to the fulfilment of tbo Highest Good, 
ie known to the Poets.-they may very well be t omni&eient 1 

; wo do not for a 
moment think thttt omniacion06 is confined to a single Pereon; jn fl.\0-t, who· 
ever is cognisant of the &aid Truth, he alone, no one alae, ia held by us to 
be omniscient. Such knowledge, however, does not belong to tba Poeta; 
henoe the consngeney that haa been urged does not arise.--{3323-3324) 

The following 2'eij• ohow that what has been just ooid dioposes of what 
hM been urged by the other Party under 2'm 3148, to the etlect that
"There being mnny Omniscient Peroo!lll, impo.rting mutually contradictory 
toaohingo,-how can &ny one be sing.led out as the Ont Omnieci•nt Person ! " 
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TEXTS (3325-3330). 

Tms KNOWLEDGE OF TliJl DOCTRINE OF' NO·SOTJL 'AS DESCRIBED DOES NOT 

BELONG TO Vard/.am<ina ANll OTHERS ; IN FACT, .ALL PKILOSOl'H:&IIS 

lU.VE BECOME LOST IN TliJl DOCTRINE OF Tllll 'SOTJL '.-ALL SUCH 

DOOTRINES AS THJI ' SyiUv&ln. ' A..'<D OTI!EX<S INVOLVING TBB NOTIONS 

OP THINGS BEING Mt-ml>me1Uartj, ARE DISOA.l<DED BY DIBEOT PER· 

Olll'TION ; ROW THEN CAN PBBSONS WRO RA Vll ASSERTED MANY 

SUa!{ UNREASONABLE THINGS BE ' OMNlSa!ENT ' ! PEOPLE WRO 

TRE~1BLB OVBll TBINGS THAT ARE PEIWBFTIBLE AND KNOWN EVEN 

TO TH11 PLOUGRMAll ,-ROW COTJLD THEY EVEB RAVE ANY OLEAlt 

KNOWLEDGE OF TRINGS THAT ARE BBYOJ>"ll TRE SBNSBS ! THUS 

Tl!El FAOT OF THESE PERSONS BEING NOT-OMNISCIENT IS OLEABLY 

UlfDERSTOOD ll'llOM Tl!EIB BEING ATTAORED TO WEONG DOOTRINES 

AND EXPOUNDING WEONG TEAORINGS ; JUST IN THE SAME WAY AS 

ANY OTRTm )!AN WHO PEEOEIVES THE man IN THE Post IS SAID TO 

BE m~taken.-0NE IS TO BE RECOGNISED AS O~INISOIENT ONLY 

WREN RB RAS BEEN ~·OUND TO SATISFY ALL TBSTS AND .ALL REASONS, 

AKD HAS BEEN FOUND TO RA VB TliJil TEUB KNOWLEDGE OF ALL TBINGS. 

-THUS THEN OUE REASON SHOULD NOT BB EEGARDED AS BElliG 

Ol!E WHOSE CONTRARY IS OPEN TO DOUBT.--{3325-3330) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the said Jcnowkdu• of Truth belonged to Vardh<>m<in<>, Kapila and 
others,-thon thoy also might be omniscient. As a matter of fact however, 
all those persons hav• been hold in the clutcl>es of the erocodile of the false 
doctrine of the 'Soul ', which is the root of all evil,-<md have taught that 
thinga aro -·momemary and so forth, which aro all annulled by Perception 
and other forms of Cognition ;-being thus found to be tripping even in 
regard to things known oven to tho veriest child , how could their knowledge 
of superseru;uous things over fall within range of poaaibility,-in view of which 
it could ho asked-" wl1at proo£ is there that Kapila ia not omniscient?., 
[118 hAA been asked by the other party under Ptltt 3149].-Becauae thoro is 
the following proof available which can be clearly stated :-People who are 
att.achod to false doctrines cannot be o~niscient ;-e.g. the man who mistakes 
the PoBI. for the Man ;-Val'dlulm<ina and others are actuaJly attechod to 
folse doctrinoo ;-hence there is apprehension of something pervaded by its 
contradictory; as 'a.tta.chment to falso doctrines ' is pervaded by 'being 
1'W7l·Mnniscit1'U ', which i& the contradictory o f • omniscience '.-The Reason 
here put forward cannot be,..,garded as' inadmissible'; because by all sorts of 
testa it has been shown that all these Teachers have taught false doetrinea.
Nor ea.n the &a.son be said to bo 'inconclusive', on th~ ground ofite ex-elusion 
from the contrary of the Probandum being doubtful; because omni~ 
has been held to depend upon the full knowledge of all things without excep
tion ; and n. person who posse.s.cses True Knowlodge ca.n never have any false 
idoo of things at all.-(3325-3330) I 
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The following might oo urged-" If these Teachers have t«<lgbt false 
doctrin()!l,-<>ven •o. it r.annot oo deduced from this that they are addicted 
to the fttiA:o not.ions of thin~; because it is open to men to act. contrary to 
t.heir convict.ion~,-tbe tendencies of men being peculiarly divergent; conse. 
quently, your RA!a.on is • doubtful-bene~inadmi.Sible ' ." 

The nnswer to this is ns folloWll :-

TEXT (3331). 

IF THE ASSIIRT10N OF THESE TEACHERS REGARDING THE ' Syadvada' 
AND OTHER DOCTI.<lNES BB SAID TO llA Vlll BEEN )fADB WITH 

SOMB (OTHER) MOTIVE,-'lmiN (WE ASK)-WBAT IS THAT 

FORM OF TBINGS WRICB TBBY BOLD TO Blll 

REAL AND TRUE 1-(3331) 

COMl\IENTARY. 

If it bo aaid tha.t-11 it is with some other motive that these Teachers 
hnve o..~crerted the doctrines of Syad1X.ida, etc., \vhieh are against all canons of 
truth., ;-t.hen (our answer is that) let them assert tl\e doctrines; we do not 
wi~h to prove that Vardhamana, etc. o.re, by themselves, non-omni8cie·nt; all 
that we have done ia to put forward the diversity of opinion among these 
Teachers, ae a proof in nnawer to the question tbo.t you, teking your stand 
upon the mutually contradictory doctrinea taught by Kapila and others, havo 
asked-" If Buddha is omniscient, what is the proof that Kapila is not so ! " 
Hence our :Reason cannot bo ' inadmissible ' . 

Then again, if what has boon &.'!SOrted by them haa some oth..- motive 
behind it, then it behoves you to explain what, according to them, is the 
real nature of things.-(3331) 

TEXTS (3332-3333). 

"TBERB IS NO soul ;-TRINGS ARE MOMENTARY AND SO PORTII."-b THAT 

IS SO, THESE TBAORI'lRS are OMNISOIENT ; BEOA USE TBlilY llA. VB 

DffiEarLY PBl<OEIVBD THE TRUE NATURE OF ALI; TBINGS. IN 
THAT OASE THEY ARE ALL 0)£NlSOil">lNT, HOLDING THE SAME 

VIEW OF THINGS. As FOR THE MUTUALLY CONTRADIC· 

TORY TEAcmNOS, THEY NliVER IIXPOlJNDBD ANY 

SUCH TRACBINOS,-TIIEY MIIANT SOIIIBTHING 

QlJ"lTE DIFFERENT .- (3332-3333) 

COMME:r-'"TARY. 

Being questioned a.'! a.bove, the other Pa.rty ans'«"ors-'' The correct 
teaching aooording to these Teachers is that IMrt i9 "" aoul, things are 
momentaty, &nd so forth u. 
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If this is the answer, then it meaD!! that th•re is no difference of opinion 
between these TCl&Cbero and BuddM; ht nce our Reason would not be • in· 
admialible '. 

The Authortherefo.rOII&yoin hitreply-'Iflllm '-"'• de. tk.'-Wedo not 
mean to point our finger to &ny one Per10n and say that 'He is omn.iscient '. 
we only .-rt it in a geoeral way that • there are omniscient person.• '. 
If itisadmitt<ld that Kopi/4 and others allo have the oaid knowledge of troth, 
then you should not .,.y-" why i• th..., a diff...,nce of opinion between the 
two" !-&cau80 under the citCWilJIUDoea, they would all he of the same 
opinion. 

'I'hen, aa regarda the mutually c:ontndietory teaehinga of th1J80 Teaehers, 
-it ..nn have to he interpretacl in aome ou-way; for people holding the same 
opinions cannot axpound oontradictory.teeehinga ;-the only right view is 
that all of them expcund only the true nature of things. Hence whenever 
one meeta with a divonity of opinion, he should undrrotand that if4 meening 
is somet-hing quite different. 

In CMe they are held to he holders of divergent opiniona, there 
can be no room for tho queeti.OI\-" who i3 the one to be selected as omni
scient?" (u haa been askod by the other psrty in 'l't:r:t 3148). Because in 
that case Suga/4 (BuddM) would he oeleet<ld ao the only porson possessing 
the said knowledge nnd hence being omn1'.tcient,-and no other person could 
be so regardod.-(3332-3333) 

Then again, il Xllpik> nnd othel'8 nro aocepted as holding the seid opinion 
regarding thinga, then thoy heoomc BtJJ:ldJwl themselves.-This ib what is 
point<ld out in tho following:-

TEXTS (3334-3385). 

TIDI B~ A1ll'l OMNISOtBNT Ollt.Y llltOA'O'SE TRI'lY RAVE T1tB DIRECT 

KNOWL»DOE OP TRUTH RltOA.BDINO ALL TlliNOS, AS EXPx.AINED AllOV!l. 

lP TmlN TliL8 8AMll KNOWLEDGE BBLONOS TO Tllll' OTHER 

TIIAOREltS ALSO, TllllN TIIEY ALSO ARB 'Buddhlu • AND TJIJ!IR 

' BI1DDHA·BOOD' DOES NOT DIPI'IIR FROM THAT OJ' tM 
Buddloa ; Bl!OA USJI TIOY AUIO POSSESS Pl!Rl'EOT 

KNOWLBDOB, AND THI8 IS Tllli SOLE ORARAC· 

TIIRISTIO OP TltB Buddha.-(3334-333/1) 

OOMMEl>'TARY. 

The 'Truth ' whooe char&cw ha8 been explained as consisting in there 
being no Soul, eto. eta. 

'Tl,4m '-of Yonlhom4M and otJ*'*" 
• 'l'hv '-i.e. po-.ing perfect knowlodgt. 
''J'cuyo '-of Bt/ddh4.Mod. Becauoe that person it callod • 8ugcd4 • 

(Buddha) who ha8 attainod the perfect lcnowledga of thoro being no Soul, 
and ha8 got rid of all that obscure8 the right view of things.--{3334·3335) 
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Further, even if what ia proved is Olnniscienoe in general. by implicat.ion 
it becomes I:'O!COgniBed as belonging to the Blessed Lord only.-Thia is what 
m pointed out in the following:-

TEXT (3336). 

THUS, THOUGH THE 0MliLSOIEl<T l'EBSON WHOSE EXJSTBNOB HAS BEEN 

PROVI!D IS OhL.Y SUOH A PERSON IN OKN"ERAL, YET IN REALITY, rr IS 

BuMha ALONE WHO STANDS OUT AS Tllll ONLY SUOR I'ERSON ; AS 

IT IS ONLY Rll IN WHOM ALL TRll CHA.BAOTIIRISTICS 011' 

Tllll 0MNLSCIENT PERSON ABB PIIESBNT.--(3336) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Pal '-Thus, therefore 'AI it ia, et..c. etc.'; beca.use it h1 only He in whom 
,.u the oharaoteristics of the Omniscient Person are pre~~ent..-(3336) 

~ion:-" Wit-hout such epeei6cation, bow can tb_ia idea be got. at! n 

AN'~Der' :-

TEXT (3337). 

EVBN \VREN ONE LS SPBC!IIlOALLY SlNOLIID OUT, THAT l'BRSON ALONE 

OOULD BE OMNlSOIBNT WHO KNOWS THB WHOLE WORLD lN ITS 

REAL JI'ORM OF ' DEllNO WITJ{OUT SOUL ' AND TilE 

REST .--(3337) 

CO~IMENTARY. 

'fhough the definition of the Omnisoient Person ia oteted in the general 
lonn that-' Tb.st Person ia Omni4ciem who knows the wholo world in its 
real form of being toilhoW Soul &nd tho rest' ,-it followa by implication 
that the particular peroon who fw6Jis the conditions of this definition is 
meant to be Omniscient ; and honoe it is not neoee!)<>('y to apwify that Person. 
AJJ 1> matter of fact, it is only our BIOBBed Lord-end nono olae-who fWfills 
tlll tho conditions of tho aa.id definition of t}?.e ' 0Jntliaoiont Person ' ; as it is 
only He who has expounded in vntioWI w&ya the truth regarding what should 
bo oought for and what rojeoted,;--&long with the means of the same, in the 
oh~po of the • Four Truths • in their perfeot form. If a man doeo not know 
" thing, ho e&nnot expound toaohinga that are porfect and true ea regards tha 
real otato of that thing.~Thio baa been thus doclared-' Tho expounding of 
the imperceptible to be aooured and the mea011 tbereof U. an extremely 
di1llcult task '.--(3337) 

Quuti<m :-"Even though Ho knows the World as 1<>ul·lt11, etc. how does 
he bocome omniacient t .. 

AMwer .~-



TEXT (3338). 

\VKRY 0!111 JUS PXROBIVJID Till: PAor OF Tll&RB BBINO 110 BouJ,-NO 

DBI1BOT CAN OBTAIN A :rooTING IN BDl ; JlB.(lAUSJI IT IS ITS 

OONl'lUDlorGRY. JUST AS Wlll!l< 'I'HE BRIGHT 

t.AIIIl' IS THBRE, Tll&RR CAN Bll 1<0 DARK· 
NESS.--(3338) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter ollll<lt. Omniscience follows from the removal of Hindra.1ce 
of AJI!ictiona and tho Hindrance of cognisable thing~! ;- it is the Afflictions 
themselv .. , in the form of Love, Hate, etc.-which obltruct the perception 
of the n!al nature of th~-whicb aro called • the cover of ehe AJ'IIictioos ' ; 
and • the eo- of cognisable things • ooneiate in the wt1nt of capacity to 
diaoom an about things to be secured and to be rejected, and also the inability 

I 
to deacribe them. 01 u- two, ' the co'-er of the AJ!Iictione ' ia removed by 
the direct peroeption of the !&Cl. of there being no-Soul; and • the cover of 
oogn.ilablo things' ib removed by the faithful and intCNJO and long-continued 
meditation upon the said Soul-/.u8-11U8. All thMO Aftlict.io..-Love, Hate 
and tho reat-have their root in wrong notions of the Soul. as h011 boon 
found through pooitive and negative concomitance; and they do not proceed 
from the extomal things ; because, even when the extorn"l thing iB thore, the 
said AJI!ictione do not appoar without feelings of agrooabloneB8, eto. (!);and 
convorsoly, evon whon thO external thing is not thora, they nppear, when the 
man iB lace to lace witch agreeableness, etc. (!); and when the preoonce 
a.nd abf!onco of one thing do not follow the pr...,ce and aboonce of ano<her 
thing, this latter cannot be the ca\JS6 of the former ; if it were so, there 
would be incongruities. · 

Nor can these AJI!ict.ions subsist in the Soul postulated by other pbilo-
80phoro ; becauoe such a Soul haa been already rejacted.-But evan ilsuoh a 

i Soul existed. thoro would be constant appearance of the Aftlictiona of Love, 
I eta. ; becauoe tha Soul, which ez-hypolhui. is the oeuoe of the appearance and 

continuance of the AJ!Iict.ioos, would be always ~t in it. porfoct form ; 
speoially ao the Eternal Oause cannot have any potencies impoaed upon 
it by anything olae, it could oat stand in nM<i of the help of anything alae. 
All this has been diBouseed in several plaoes.-Fu.rther, u one and the se.me 
thing hu been denied to be the substratum of both the t>:illel'll and &he 
f101l-uiolel'll, it oM.not be right to hold that th- AJ!Iictiona suboi.et in any
thing.-From a.ll this it follows that these AJI!ictiona cannot be related to 

any Eternal Cauoo. 
Nor con they proceed from the oxtarnal <hingo. Tboy really procoed 

j from tho wrong notion of the • Soul'. For inetan..,, unl688 one has the notion 
I or t I'. he oan.o.ot ~ve self-love j and unless he ha& the notion of I mine', 
, he cannot have the idaa of anything being conducive to bringing plea8ure to 

I 
himaeU, and he cannot be attached to it as his ' own • ; Baued also toward& 
anything doeo not appoar unleos one rocoP- that it ia conducive to 

I 

1 
I 

• 

i 
I 
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bringing p&in to himfoolf ; booau..e thoro can be batrod agninBt wh!\t i• not ' 
harm!ul to what is his own, or against what removes tJut.t harm. 

Similarly with regard to Na>M, etc. also. 
!from a.U t his it i1:l clear tho.t the not.ion of • Soul ', whioh hM persisted 

from time without beginning, having been bruught ubout, tho repeated 
notion of Rimiln.r ' Souls ' ht whnt produces tho notion of ' one's own ' ; , 
thoso t wo produce Lovo for • ono's own ' ; t his produC08 HAtred and the 
rMt; from thUs po.sit.ive and negative concomitance, it is clearly known to 
aU men, down to the -y cowherd, that ..U ~ Alllict.iona-Love, etc.- j 
have their root. in the notion of • one's own', which prooeocls from the notion 
of one's ..Jf or ..,...Z. 

Contrary to thia idee of ' Soul ' is the idee of ' No-Soul ' ; bec&uee this 
""''" upon a form quite tbo rovoroo of the former. It i8 incompatible too 
that both thes&-Soul and No-Soul--rihould be identical or oo-oxi8t in any 
ono ' Chain ' ; because theae o.ro M contra.ry to ooch othor os tho notions of 
1 HOrpont' and 'rope' wlth rogtwd to t.he fiame objoct. r£hus the doctrine 
of • No-aoul' being contrary to the doctrine- of • Soul', it becomeH contra.ry 
to-i.ncompatible with-Lovo, l:lntred and other AHlictioWJ ale~o ; just as Fire 
i.o contrary to ~he shivering causod by oold.-Consequent.ly, when one has 
directly realised the doctcine of • No-soul '-which ia incompatible with all 
Defocte and Ahenations,-il<l oontrary-in the shape of tba whole host 
Love and other defecto ceaooo to exiot; just "" Darkn- ceaaes in a plAoe 
flooded with light. It is in thia way that the ' ocver of Af!liotiolll! ' becomes 
oet aside by the realisation of the doctrine of • No-soul '. 

The argument may be formulQted thuo :-Whet\ tho ocntrnry of a certain 
thing obtaiM a footing "t n cortain plaee, then that thing itself cannot 
1100uro a footing,-(l.g. Darknoas does not secure & footing at a place flooded 
with lamp-light ;-there is porceptJon of • No-soul', which is contrary to 
the whole host of defects, in the Person who ba8 realised the doctrine of 
• No..oul '; hence there ia apprehension of the contrary. 

The foUowing might be urged-" W hen the mind ia obocleoed with the 
idea o f 'No~Soul ', there ie no room for t-he appearance of ita contl'lU'y, the 
idea of the • Soul ' ; •imilarly there is no room for the appoar•noe of the idea 
of' No-soul ' when tho Mind i.o obee$86d with tbo idea of the • Soul' ; booause 
tbo inoompatibility rosts equally in both. Coneequontly (08 prncticaUy aU 
men have their minde obeeMod with the idea of • Soul ') no ono could have the 
ldea. of 1 No-soul' a.t all; and to that extent your Rooaon le • ino.d.missible •.
There may or may not be tho idea. of l No-soul' ; even 68 these two--• Soul' 
and 'No-soul, are not obeolutely destructive of one another,--M ie the case 
with Love and Hate, or Pleeeure and Pain. Then again, what you have 
IOU3ht to prove ia the aboolute destruction (removal) of one by the other, 
and not mere abeence o£ co~xiatenoe; hence your Reason is also ' Inoon
ch18ive '_ As a matter of fact., too, we find Love, Hate and the rest appearing 
in their full fo<:'C<' even in good men. For this reuon also, your Reeoon is 
I Inconclusive t • n 

It ie not so,-we roply. If it were absolutely impoMiblo for the con-
;,; ooption of th& doctrine of 1 No-soul' to appear in the ' chnin • of a. man whotse 

i . 
I 
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AJJliotioruo have not been destroyed,-t.hen there would be no room for the 
appearanco of the n..otion of • No-soul·; &8 a matter o f fact~ howt:ver, ic. is a 
fact of oommon exporionoo that t.he notion or ' No410ul • present3 itself before 
a.ll men; and when this8t\mo notion is pondered over, it. reaches to high ato.ges, 
-just liko the oonoeption of e. young woman,-ond •uboequently be<:ome• 
quite clearly peroeptiblo, and ultimately reaches the stege of diroot pero81>tion, 
-a enviaeging a direotly poroeived thing; how tlton oan it be impo68ible for 
the notion of • no-eoul ' to appear in the mind of men I 

Then ogein, in e. place wre.pped in dorknOS!l, thoro i• possibility of light 
appearing after some time;-<Oo here also why should not thoro be the JlOIOiibility 
of tho appooorane& of tha notion of 'No-soul' ! 

It oannot be said that " the said oonooption of ' No-eoul ' cannot ftppear 
in any man ;-whiob could lead to the appearanoo of the perceptional Cogni· 
tion ".-Booauae, tbe r.,..on has to be pointed out why this is not po.ssiblc. 

For l011t.anoe, whot would be the reason for no use being mado of the 
said oonooption I Would it lie in tbo fMt of no ono wanting it,~d all 
activity of sane men being acoompanied by some d..U. !-()r, oven if they 
desire it, the sano m•n does not have recourse t-o act.ivityJ because ho has no 
knowledge of what has got to be avoidod,-e.nd unl- & Defect is known, it 
cannot be "voided.-or, ovon though ho know. the Dofoot, the m•n knows 
that the Defoot iB permanent and heooe does not put forth any effort to 
remove i~ because what h1 permanent cannot be removed.--{)r, even if the 
Defoota are not permanent, one ~ the fact of their having no cause 
and deeitt.l from any activity toward.t their removal,-bocause what is seli· 
su.fticient can never be set aside.-Or, even though they have causes, 
there it no certain knowledge of suoh causes, and honoe one doec not pay 
any hood to the said oonooption,-beoauae, ao in the oaso of di.seese, it oould 
nol. be romo'-ed until ita oause were definitely asoeri.&ined 1-0r, evan if their 
osllJIO it known, is it thot the intolligont man knows thal. oauae to be et.ern&l 
&nd benoe does not dare to try to remove it,-bocause il the oauso i• preaent 
in ita efficient oondition, the e!loot oannot be restrained 1-0r oven though 
the osuso it non-eternal, the man, sooing that Defoct.a are inherent in all 
living beinp, does not make on attempt to remove them,-beoallJIO what 
forms the very n&ture of the thing oannot be set aoide.-Or, ii the Defoot.a 
do not form part of the nature of the beings, the man desiste bocauao there 
Me no moo.nB of rorooving them,-bC(Iauae unl&SB tho meaM is thoro, the 
end cannot. be attained ;-or, even if the mean.t are there, its \tSe would be 
impo88ible, because the mao does not know them,- bocauao what id not. known 
cannot be used. -Or even though be knows the moans, be does not employ 
tham bocauso ha co~dero it impossible for the oonooption to roaoh-by 
jumping OK lt wore,-the higbetst stage, on account of thoro being no re·bi.rth, 
and honco t.he conception would continue to remain o.t the same ttt.n.ge at 
which it has already re&ched.-or even granting that l.ho oonooption doeg 
reach the highoot stage, and by thil appearanoe of their oontrary, the Defects 
beoome dectroyed ;-bot oven so, he thinks that, like the solidity of Copper 
and other metals, it m&y be that tha Defoote are bound to appear again and 
honoe ho dooa not try to remove them I 

I 
I 

I 



EXAMINATION 0 11 TlOO 'PERSON OF SU'Pli'R·NORMAL VISlON'. 1477 

Now, it e&nnot be admittod that the man does not want it (the removal 
of Defects). BooaWJe those persons whose minds are besot with sufferings 
due to Birth and other e&usee, and frightened at the prospect of Births and 
Rebirths,-do cert-ainly want to have peace of mind ; and when these people 
have acquired the true undol'$tanding of Disciples, this fear of Birth and Re· 
birth itself becomes the e&use of theirdasiretoseek for the conception of • No· 
soul ' . Those people who, by reason of belonging to a. particular family, 
aro by their nature bent upon doing good to others,-when they find the 
world suffering from the three kinds of .Pain beginning with Tendencies and 
Dispositions, they are moved to compassion and begin to suffer for the 
sufferings of others ; and giving up all ide-a of benefiting themselves, they como 
to look upon &ll living beings a.s their own ' self,, and then concentrate 
themselves upon removing their sufferings i and in the case of these men, the 
ttaid compassion itself ia the cause of the appearance of the conception in 
question. Because it is extremely difficult to know and speak of what is 
imperceptible nnd its cause.- If it is as;.ked-" What is the use in any sane 
man doing what is good for others ? "-tho answer ia that the same dci1l{l good 
is the use or purpose; as this is highly desirable in itself.-:Nor will this mean 
dependence upon others. Because the wish to do good to one's self is based 
upon the assumed knowledge of the Soul; and doing good to others has been 
regarded by all good men as leading to desirable results. Then again, what 
the other party began to prove was the impossibility of any one wishing to 
proceed with the conception ; well, even if he were o.n unintelligent person, why 
should he not wiah to undertake even this much of activity f Henr.e he 
should have to say that uno one ever &eta t.owe.rds heJping others, because 
it does not serve any useful purpose for himself u . And the impossibility 
of r;ueh a view has been alrea.dy explained.- Further, while there are some 
poople who are found to be past masters in the art of cruelty, taking delight 
in injuring others, without. rhyme or reason, and plea.sed at t.he suffering of 
othera,-tbero aro yet others who are past me.st.ers in the e..rt of moroy, 
taking delight in the happiness of others, pained at the suffering of others, 
-without any other cause ; why should this not be possible ! 

Nor is there no knowledge of the nature of the Defects (to be removed). 
Boca.use all such Aftlictions and Defects as Love, Hatred, Delusion, Pride, 
Arrogance, Jealousy, Envy, etc.-following upon Colo.mities, Disappointments, 
the prosperity of one's own self and that of persons relatod to him, -are such 
as have their nature fully known, as t.hey continue to appear and diaappear. 

Nor are these Defects eternal ; bee& use they are always found to appear 
oecasiona.Uy.-For tho same reason, they cannot be withou., ca.use ; beca.use 
what has no cause does not depend upon anything else and hence e&nnot 
suffer any restrictions of time, place and cbara.cter.-Thia aamo reason also 
seta aside the idea that their causes are eternal. Beco.use the cause, in the 
shape of the Soul, etc., would be alw~>ys tl1ere, and they would be independent 
of other things, as being eternal, they could not have any peculiar potency 
added to them; and under the oiroumstances, all tl>e effects eman~>ting from 
those C&Wl08 themselves would be liable to be appearing sineultaneoWJiy. 
From all this it follows, by ineplie&tion, that their causes must be non-eternal.
And this non·eterna.l cause of the Defects also is one whose form is well-known. 
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Bec&US& the host of Do!oetll like Lovo, Hatred ond the liko have their oause 
in the NV8r8M experienood by one'a own oe!I and also by people related to 
himself; aa they atwaya "'Ppear in acoordanco wi~h the positive and negativ& 
oonoomitanoo of 1.'-latw. 

Nor can th& Dofoeta bo regorded M inherent in all living boingR; beoa•>-•e 
thoae living boingR thamtelvM a.e not admitted ; in faot th""' is no obj<>et in 
tha shape of the 'living being ', who10 propertioo u.- Defoe-Lovo, etc. 
-oould bo. n ia only something lOt up by Oonoaption as somotbing spoken 
of as 'this', as the wbolo idea of gw>lily and gw>lifl«l is purely ooneeptual 
(fanciful~-lf it bo bold that th& Ddocu..,. to bo .egardod as the properties 
of living beinp, boca- they are aubjoetive in character-or because they 
are produoad in the mind,-tben aloo tharo ia 'inadmissibility' and 'inoon
clusivene08 '. For instanoo, if tha otbor party wiahoo to regaro the Dofoete 
as obj«U and the Mind as th& ~«4,-then be bas to admit that the Mind 
is of the nature of tha apprahenaion of things; as otherwise the Mind and 
the Thing could not be related as obftct and tubjeG. And when the Mind 
is admitted to be of the nature of tho approbooaion of thingR,-it will havo 
to be &1180rlod that it io approhendod by 11 part of that same naturo of itao!I ; 
how ell!& oonld it bo apprehended I If it woro apprehonded by a form 
that did not exi.&t, then thoro could not bo the relation of objtct and tubjtct. 
For instance, the Object doeo not exist in the form in which it is enviaegod by 
the Cognition; and the Thing iB not envisaged by the Cognition in the form 
in which it exist& ; so Cognition.ll would becomo objectloas, and this would 
lead to the t\bourdity of all tbinga being nnknown.-From oJl thiB it follows 
that the chsrt\Ctor of npprehonding things in thoir woll-known forms consti· 
tutos ita very nature; and it has been oxplainod th!\t tho well-known form of 
thinga consist& in being momenlaty, soul-lu1 nnd ao forth. Tbua Cognition is 
of the nature of the approhonsion of IOUI-Ieunou, not o f the nature of the 
appr<>heusion of tho Soul. 

As rogards any other ohart\Ctcr of it, that oan be postulated only by 
deluded people; and can prooeed only from 110mo advontitioua circumstances ; 
and not because that~ is itA! very naturo; in {actitia liko the notion of c serpent' 
in regard to the R<>po. It is for tbia ree.son that tbe boat of A.lllictions, even 
in their most blatAnt forms, ate unable to lhako tbo otzength of the doctrine 
of • No-eoul '. Beca- being duo to adventitioua cauaeo, the AJ!Iictions are 
never very 6.rm. As regards tha idea of • No-110ul ', on tbe other band, it forms 
the very nature of thinga and ia alao helped by Moana of Cognition; hence 
it is strong and 6.rm. Henoa even though the boatility I'C$t8 equally in both, 
yet it ia the idee. of the • Soul ' on wbiob iu contrary lastAns i~,-not so 
the idea of the • Soul ' upon the otha.r, booauae it is oontrary to that. 

Even for tha man who holds the view that the extcmal world doeo not 
exist, Cognition is of the nature of the apprebenaion of • No-aoul ', not of the 
nature of the approhenaion of the • Soul •; boeauae thio Soul doeo not ~ 
For ~. if, on the ground of tha object (No...wj not being existent, 
the Cognition be not regarded as of the nature of the apprebeusion of 
tba~-tbon it must be admitted thet the Cognition ia of the nature of ite 
own apprahenoion. Otberwiao there would bo no tlxity regording tbe Oogni
tion ~ither. The Soul too can be oognia<d only in the form of • No-soul •, 

f 
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' without a second, and ao fortb,-not in any other form ; aa: there would 
be inoongruitiefl e.s before. 

From fill this it follows thnt the Defects and A.flliotiona aro not properties 
of living beings. 

If the mero fact of tho Affliot.ions being produced in the living beings 
loads to the asswnption that they constitute the nature of th- boings,
then thoro could be no pcuibility of getting rid of them, beoatlll6 there would 
bo nothing definite and abooluto regarding them. For inat&nco, the notion of 
' Serpent' is produced in theRopo, aud yet it is set aside by t.bo truo Cognition 
when it appean. 

Nor is the means of destroying tho AJ!lictiona impoosiblo ; boeause t.bo 
moans is always possible in tho shape of the repeated Cognition of the character 
contrary to the cause of the A.t!liotioll8. For instance, tho80 Afflictions, the 
repeated Cognition of the oharnotar contrary to which ia quite poaeible, are 
capable of hnving their • Chain ' ontirely cut off ; e.s in the OM<) of the Vrihi 
and other corns ;-to this eo.rno ce.togory belong Love, Hatrod and the rest ;
hence tho means of their d08truotion is quite poaaiblo. 

Nor is it right that there can bono knowledge of these Means; boeause 
the knowledge of the ca\aO of the AJBictiona themaelvea providts t.bo clear 
idea of what is hostile to them, in the form of the thing having a form contrary 
to thoae. And it he.s betn alroedy shown that it is tbo idea of • No-soul • 
that envisages a form hostile to tho AJBiotiona and deetroya thorn. 

Nor again is the upward trend rigidly fixed, 88 in jumping, boce.uao 
what is generated by eoob proooding repetition booom08 obeerved in its 
vory nature and benoo indestructible, a.nd e.s such it goes on producing fresh 
poouliarities in the subsequent efforts ; a nd the reason for this lies in the 
f110t that the substratum is a fixod ono. WISdom and the ros~ aho """ pro
duced out of provious homogeneous soods ; not so jumping, etc. (?>---- is 
going to be explained latar on. 

Nor is anothar birth impoMible; boeause it has boon proved that the 
preoent lifo is an effect of the previoua birth. 

Nor is it possible for the Dofoct& to come up agsin,-liko the solidity of 
Copper and other meto.18. BeoAuae when their contrary, in tbo abapo of the 
idea of 'No-soul •, has becomo totally absorbed, it can never cease. In the 
Ct\Be of the solidity of Copper and other metals on the other h&nd., i ta contrary 
oon.eiets in .Fire ; and as this oa.n be there only occasionally, the solidity is 
thoro only when the Firo is not thoro ; eo that when the Fire di.eappears, it is 
only natural t.bot the solidity should re-apl"!ar· The same cannot be the 
caao with Impurities (Defeota); even on tho ceasing of the 'Path', the 
reappearance of the Dofeota dooe not alw"ys follow; aa such a pouibility 
would be annulled by the iostanoe of Alhu. That is to say, after the Wood 
bu boon reduced to sahea by oontaet with li'i!e.-<>ven if the Fire ia removed, 
there is no reeppoaranco of tho Wood; so also in tho caeo of the Defects. 
Renoe your argument is inooncluaivo. 

Then again, being adventitious, the Defects, from tho vory outset, are 
ineffioient; how then oould they have the capacity to set o.aido the ' Soul
hl68P088 • that he.s become entirely absorbed ! Oorta.inly the nature of 
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thing& oonoot be eet uido without 8pooial effort ;-c>nd no effort of intelligent 
men is posoible towards the ~jecting or Mquiring of anything until the 
good and bed points of the thing& to be aoquired and rejected have boon 
duly perceived. And until the man has become very much upeot, he cannot 
perceive good pointo in Defecto and bed points in tbeir contrary; for the 
simple reaeon that he has not baen upeot. People whoee minds have not 
become perverted do not aequi~ thing~ free from Defects a• dsfeaif!H. ; they do 
not aoquire tbe defective thing"' gold.. The idea of 'No.eoul ', however, can 
never be defective ; because it i8 alwaya free from all diserepencies and hence 
always good. For in8tanco, when all impuritiee have totally disappeared, 
there nannot oome in any c!ipoepanciee on the beai& of the past pon:ept.ion 
of things ;-nor oan the preeenoe of Lovo, Hatred and tha ren bring about 
diacrepencieo in the ahapo of the burning of the Body and the ~find (T); nor 
any diacrepaneieo relating to Birth, in the shepo of Di-.o, ete. Boeause 
there ore no AJllict.ions which alone bring nbeut Birth. Nor ia thoro any dia. 
~pency in the shepo of ;..,;pidily, as a pp< an in tho....., of worldly plee.surcs; 
becauao the piOUUZ'>I of calm and po840 are never galling. Consequently 
it ce.nnot be right to make any effort to got rid of this knowledge of ' No· 
soul'. In f84t, if there is any effort. it should be towards not losing bold of 
the said knowledge; specially beoau.o& the Intolligenoe of mM is by its nature 
partial to what i8 good.-Nor should thoro be an effort for the Mquiring 
of the Defects; because tboy are all ovil, being tho abode of all troubles. 

Thus the conoopt.ion of • No-eau! ' is qui to possible ; and when this 
roocboa its higheet •togo, it has baen lound to bring about the ol~r Cognition 
ol things ; just 08 in tho oMO of the fovo·lorn young m&n thinking of his 
bolovod ; i_n the esse of auoh a mon, tboro appear suoh illusory words as 1 I soe 
her 1, 

1 I em brnco hot 1 and 80 forthJ nnd there aro corresponding bodily 
re&ction.s also. 

Thus thon our &Mon cannot be regnrded as • in&dmissible '. 

Nor ia our Rea.aon 'Inconclusive'; becauao th&idoa of 'No-soul' envise.ge:; 
a well-estebli8hod loot, and it consoquontly mo~ po«erfu! than tho i~ of tho 
' Soul ', which ie tho reverse of it and honoo not etrong. Thus thoro is 
hostility between theoo two idoo& 

Love and Hatred alao prooood on the besia of the notion of 'Soul ' 
which is not weU..,.tebli8hod ; and thoy are not bost.ile to one another on 
MOOunt of their envisaging oont.nry rormo. It ;. not due to m.istoke; 
because the two are not brougM about by m.iatakee, and yet they 
are tbOilllelv.., mistaken, wrong. Nor ia the h0<1tility of these two well 
n>eogru...d; epoci&Uy boceuse b<lth have their aourooin tbenotionoftheSpul. 
For instance, it. il only wben one b88 the notioN of • I 1 snd • mine 1 that. 
there appean Hatred ogainot what hampers thoeo, not otherwise ;-6nd 
w'- botb prooood from ono and tbo ... ..,. caUM,~d are themeelveo of 
the nature of cause and ef!oot,--they cannot be deeuuetivo of one another ; 
j ust ae there ia nono in tho ....., or Smoke and :J!'i:re, both emanating trom 
the same fuel; or juot as in tbo ....., of the notion of ' I ' and affution. If 
i~ wore not eo, there would be inoongntit.i ... -Ao regards their not o.ppoaring 
simulteneously, that i8 due to tbo Mind not having tho capacity to poject 
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two similo.r mental images at ono and the same time.-Nor is there any 
hostility between Pleasure and Pain. Because P leasure and Pain are of 
two kind'i-aubjective and objective. ;-those that are 81.1bjtct·ive are oasociat.ed 
with Hatred and Apologetic Spirit, and hence stand on the sain& footing as 
Love and Hatred, and hence a.ro the reverse of one another; th.ey onvisa.ge the 
same form of the Soul, and have their aouree in the idea of the samo 'Soul', 
and they bear to eaoh other the relation of cause and effoct; hence there can 
be no hostility between tbem.-Ae regards the objective Pleasure and Pain, 
they o.re not restricted to different crmses; hence there can be no hostility 
between them~ Beoo.uSe when Pleasure proceeds from El. certain thing, 
Pain also proceeds from the same thing when one becomes too much o.ddictcd 
to it; hence their causes a.re not neoosso.rily difforont.-It is not so in the case 
of tho idea.s of the I No.sou1 J and I Soul '.-Further, in the case or Pleasure 
and Pa.in, they are of oqunlstrengtb, because both proceed under the inJiu-.nee 
of their objectivo,-not so bot,-voon the 'Path • and the 'Defects ' ; of which 
latter the 'Path' iR tho stronger, bocause it envisages o.n accomplished 
fact ; not so the c Defects '. Then ago.in, Pleasure and P&in do not continue 
for " loll$ time ;-not so the idea of ' No-soul ' ; because havill$ become 
nb.~orbOO., it never coa.'e:a ; a$ ha.':t been explained above. Hence there ia no 
falsity in our Promiss.-As for tho two not appearing at the oome time, the 
reason for this has been alreo.dy explained. 

lt has been argued that even !or those who have cognised the doctrine 
of 'No-soul' through Inference, Love a.nd Ht\tred, etc. do appea.r.-But. 
tha.t is not right; because the idea. of 'No-soul' consists of o. mere Idea, olee.r 
and distinct, dil'Cctly envisaging soul-less things, non·concoptual; 
and as envisaging well-ascertained things, it ia not mistaken ; it serves to 
uproot the idea of the ' Soul ' and has, on that account, been described o.s 
' hostile ' to it; and it does not consist of the pondering of what has bettn 
' heard ' (learnt). Because the Impurities, whioh have become firmly rooted 
through repeated experienco ftom time without beginnil)$, go on being reduced 
gre.dua.Jly by the rise of their opposiW!, and hence come to be destroyed only 
gredually ; not by merely hearing of the teaching once ; a.s there is destruc
tion of cold by the mere touch of Fire. When too the idea of ' No.goul ', 
consisting of the cogitation of what has been heard, a.ppoo.ta before one, the 
whole lot of Love a.nd the rest do not remo.in there at all ; in view of which 
our Premiss could be fa.lse. Because the Buddbiste always sot aside the 
presence of Love etc. by thinking of them as evil. It is for this reason tba.t 
these people become recognised as having their greatness unbcsmircbed. 
The hostility too of the Idea of 'No-soul' towards love, etc. is affirmed 
for this same reason ; beeaouae they become set aside as soon as the ideo. of 
• No.soul' presents itoolf. When between two seta of things, one becomes 
set aside at the presence of the other,-tben, on tho rise of the latter to its 
very height, the former becomes absolutely and entirely destroyed; e.g. the 
lfue-&.me on the e.ppea.r&nce of the tiae of water ;-and the Defects are 
liable to destruction in the presence of the id&a of 'No-soul ' ;-hence when 
this idea reaches its height, bow could the Defects continue to exist I 

Thus our Reason is not' Inconclusive'. And beca.use it is pl'<'sent when
ever the Probandum is P.resent, it ill not ' cont.ro.dictory ' ~ither.-(8338) 
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Thus the • romovnl of the Hindranco of Af!lictions ' ltaviug boon estab
lished, the Author proceeds to dosoribo tbo • removal of tho Hindrance of 
Cognisabla thingo •-

TEXT (3339). 

ALso, ON A00011NT 011 'J:H1I PECULIAR OliA.IUCTER 011 Tllll DIJlltCT PE!t

OBPTION, Tllll DMBCT ALONO WITR TIIE DISPOSlTIONS OllASES 

ll'OBTRWl1'11; AND THUS Tllll0110li WJUIEDOM lo'BOM ALL 

' OBSTAOLJIS ', Qli(NlS(JI]INOE DEOOMES AOOO!Il· 

PLlSIDlD -~3339) 

• Dir<d porupti<lr> '-<>I what 1--of t.M idta of 'r>a·BOul' ; thit is to be 
underRtood lrom the context.-' Th4 p...Uiar chara<:J<r' of this Diroct Per
ooption coORisto in t he C07711>UU •talii<UU>r> of the good ~>nd bod points of the 
said id01> and ito contrary (reapectively), by a long-continued proc88R. It is 
bocsuse this ~W. realisation is wanting in tit- who aro still in the stage 
of papi!,.ge, that the. are not omniscient. And the te880o for thio lies in 
tht fact that, on acoount of the a't>oeMe of tho said long-continued pr~>elioo, 
tbo • Hindranoo of Cognisable tbingo ' boo not boon removed ; beoauoo the 
said oontemplation i.a still wanting. 

The argument may bo formulated tJ1us :- That Contemplation "'hioh 
i.a carried on uninterruptedly with duo faith for " long time brings about ito 
fruit in the shape of the direct perception of things as if they were in ono's 
polma,-as for example, the cont<!mplation by the lo- of tht loved one ;
tbo contemplation by the Merciful Lord of tht doctrine of 'No..,ul' is fully 
equipped with all the said three qw.lilicatiol\l ;-thus there ia a rMOOn based 
on the D3ture of thinga-The n..on bore &dduced cannot be said to bo 
• inadmi!sible' ; bocsuae it has boon already explained that it is always 
possible for tbe Merciful one, """king for some end (such as tho wolfsre of 
mankind) to have rocoune to suoh activity.-Nor can the Rooaon oo said 
to be ' Inconcluaive ' ; OOC&use the thing under diacuseion, which is tbo 
mental poroeption of the • aoul-leosnoes ' of all things, is what is sought to bo 
proved as rendered manifest by the aforeaa.id contemplation with tbo three 
qualifications. And the invariable oonoomitance of the chari>Cter of the 
Probans with the character of the Probandum is well-known ; opecially 
because the cleer manifestation of i~ does not need any other cause to bring it 
about; and from thia thare follows by implication, ita invariable concomitance 
with omni.fcienM also ; bocause ' omniscionco ' is nothing other than the said 
olear mauifeatetJon of the Cognition envisaging the • Soul-t .... n.,.. ' of all 
things. ThU8 then the i.nvariable concomitance of the contemplation with 
the expected a'- manifeotation in ganeral being established, tbot with 
• omniscience' alao beoomos establiabod by implication. Speoially beca\150 
in connection with tht subject in qu .. uon no other cl""' manif-tion is 
posoible. . 
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By this same argument all those arguments becomo answered which 
the other pa.rty had brought forward against the existence of the Omniscient 
l,OI."SOn ; because the eJdsten.co of the Omniscient Perton is not something to 
bo proved ; what is meant to bo proved is tho clear rn&nifeetation of tho 
thing in question in the woiJ.Jcnown mind (of that Person). 

In this way, on a«»unl of IN peculiar characur ofll~ direol porctption, 
the entire effects of the Dofeot..,-in the shape of the do6oioncies of Body, 
Speooh and Mind,-become di3pellod; and thus both kindo of ' Hindrance ' 
booome set aside; and 1>11 bin dranCOO! having been oe~ &aide, Omniscience 
becomes an accomplished fact.-{3339) 

The following might bo urged-" n ma.y be that Omniscience in general 
has boon proved ; yet the Omniscience of Bwldl~a has not boon proved". 

The answer to thi• is a. followa :-

TEXT (334()). 

IN I!Af:fr, 'lKIS (OYNISODINOE) THAT BA.S BUN PROVIID 18 THAT 011 Buddlu> 
HrnsRJar, AS IT IS Ha WBO, AT THB VERY O'OTSBT, EXPOUNDED 

THE D00!'1Ul'11 OF ' No-SOOL • • TluT JS WHY HE 
S'UNDS .AT THE lBAD 011 ALL PBILOSOPliEBS. 

-{334()) 

COAIMENTARY. 

The aeid omniscience has boon proved really as belonging to Buddha, 
not to Knpilo and othora.- " Why" t-Became at the "'"''11 out.~et, iJ"""" He 
wlw oo:pounded the do"'ri116 of ' No·•oul'. 

What is meant is"" follows :-By pointing out that all things are included 
among the live ' Thought Ph811011 ', Budtlh4 taught, a~ the very outset, that 
thoro i3 ' No.soul '.-It a tbio a&mo Teecher whose exiotonoe a proved by the 
lnferentio>l Indicative in the ahepe of the toBching of ' Soul·l-·neos' ; and 
it a tbia Person who a called by us 'Stvpta ' (Budd/la). Through this 
t48clling of His, complete knowledge 01 o>ll things, obtainable and dis· 
cardable, along with the meena of obtaining and discarding them, becomes 
1100ured. Hence it is t hrough Hie connootion with thia complete knowledge 
thnt Re becomes recognlsed as omniscient and reliable ; honco it is ouly right 
and proper that His existenooahould be proved by pereona who desire to under · 
atend His t<>achinga. Hia Omn.iaoienoe does not reat upon His knowledge 
of ouch things aa the number of insect& in the world; though it is proved 
thet the knowledge of auoh things also is possible for Him; M Hia knowledge 
n~Jatea to the Truth ntlating to all things and is lnating. For instance, by 
tbo teaching of the dootrino of ' No-eoul',-hich a in full accordance with 
R-.n end proofs-Hi& knowledge becomes eateblished-by the IA!8clllng 
that this ' Soul-leas-11- ' bat o>lwaya bo<>n there and will always be there. He 
haa shown that His knowledge of things is lasting ;-epeoially because Ha 
teeohings relating to tho three kinda of Pa.in and allied things are in agree
mout with all tbe nine sootiona of the scriptures and with the teaching of the 
' Three Paths '.-Aa He haa made known the ' Four Truths' by various 
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me&M, it i3 infenecl from this !.hat He knowa all thingo ; opecially ao any 
inoapaeity there might heve been there to comP"'hend all tbingo hao been 
di3polled. ID fact, no one could expound such teachingo, who did not know 
all tho good and bad points of things and was not able to expound them. 
Nor can it be right to aaaert that "He bae expounded theooe toochings nfter 
having learnt it from tho Voda; as it bae been shown that th(l Vodn is the 
work of a human bolng. 

From all this wo ccnolude that the BIO<ISOd Lord •t.onda nt the hood of all 
Philoacphors, becnuso of the superiority of Hi• knowlodgo of t.hingo.-(3340) 

For thi3 same reo.son thoro can be no equality between t.he Bleosod Lord 
of the auporior knowledge and any one else. This io whnt io pointed out in 
the foUowii>J( :-

TEXTS (3341·3342). 

THDI! OAN Bll NO EQUALITY BE'l'Wl!EN TBLS TIIAOKBR J:t."DOWE WITH 

Till! 'l'ltiJII XNOWLEDOII 0!1 TE1l'!l!, .&..>m O'rlll!R TltAOR~ WHO 

IU V1: BXP011!1DIID FALSE DOClRilo"ES. Tml IOIOWLBDOB 01' 

TB:E.SB UTl"D IS NOT VOU<Dmll !IOR BY .U.'Y MJ:A.l<s 01' 

RtOBT Cool .. 'lTION, AND 1'lll!lR WORD IS BESET Wl'I'H 

..uarot.MBNT; THElU!l'Oltl: THE <l.U'ACIITY 'l'O KNOW 

SUPIIRSIINSIJOUS Tl!n<GS MUST BE VllltY liAR 

AWAY :rBOM THEllf.-(3341·3342) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thoro i• no roooon to provo that those other Tooohoro po89088 auporior 
kno>VIodgo. If thoro were such re88on at all, it could only be in tho form 
of the Inferential Indioativo in the form of their O\VD Word; and their Word 
hao been found to be aosorting things contrary to allforrN of valid Cognition ; 
how then couldauoh Word prove the presence, in them, of auperior knowledge ! 
-(33H ·8342) 

It might be urged that-" The word of BuddM abo i3 contrary to all 
forma of valid Cognition". 

The • .,..,...,. to thi3 is "' fono.,.. :-

TEXT (3343). 

(Tm: WORDS 01' B'IJ.IidNJ ARll} WELL-KNIT,--'l'llliY PROPOUND A OOllf· 

PATIBLB ME'l'HOD,-AND SET liOBTR WHAT IS VSIIJO'L FOR MEN ; 

liVBN m l!BOARD 'l'O PEBOEP'l'XBLll TIIDIOS, 'I'1IJIY ARE NOT, 

m TilE LDAST DEGREII, .&m<'ULLED DY Tlill TWO MJIANS 

(AND FORMS) 0!1 CoGlftTION.-(834-3) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Well-knit ',-t.he various sentences form one oomposite whole com · 
prohending one and t.ha same purpose ; they are not diaoonnacted, like such 
stray oontenoea ao ' ten pomegranates', • six cek08 • and eo forth. 

(. 
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A' =npalible '-i.e. prneticablo-' m6hod '-in the ohape of meditating 
upon •c>UUus-nus-is taught ir> them ; and they do not lay down such 
imprtiCticable methods •• thosoouring of the crest-jewel of tho king of sorponts. 

' They stt f<Yrth wllot u mefulfor men ·~in the ahopo of Prosperity &nd the 
Highost good ; th•y do not sot forth such useless things AA the invootigation 
of the subject of the teeth of crows. 

Says the Opponent-" All thio is applicable to the words of Kapila 
and othar ~rs aleo ". 

An~Wtr _._• Et:.Je"n. in f'fgOid to, eu., etc. •-• Pt:~Upt.ib/4 ·-i.e. regtu'ded as 
amona ble to Perception and Inference ;-' - annulled by IM '""' ,....,,.. of 
Oognilion '- Perception &nd Inferene<o ; because the roof at.nte of things is 
exactly 88 spoken of in the words. 

That is to sa.y, whnt ia regarded 88 amenable to Perception is the five
fold group of Phought-pllo•.-in tho shape of the oonooptions of (a) the 
Blm and othor objects, (b) Plooouro, Pain and other Foolinga, (c) the causes 
of these, (d) the Apprehenaion, (e) Lovo and Hato, eto.,-and it cannot he 
otherwise then what is asocrt.od by Buddha; just liko tho t"'1JU'uptibilily of 
things regarded 88 impercept.iblo ; ao also of what other part.ioa hove regarded 
aa peroeptible,-eucb 88 the varioua vorieties of Colour, Sound and the rest, 
Pleo.ouro, ot.c., and Subatancea, Actions, Universals and Conjunctions ;--<llso 
ouch things aa functioning through the petsncies of thing~, and the root are 
regarded aa amenable to Inferonoo,-n these are exactly aa auerted (by the 
words of Buddha). Similarly too, the lour 'Noble Patho •, which are not 
rogardod as amenable to Inftronce, are a<>tually found to be not oo amenable: 
just as tho Soul and othor things which a.re regarded by other parties aa 
amenable to Inference functioning through the potency of things. 

The particle ' api ', also ', indicates that the words are not otherwise, 
oven in regard to things that are not perceptible. For instance, what the 
word8 of Buddha hove tough~ for the removal of Lcve, etc., i& the dcctrine of 
' No-eau!' as contrary to and countorllcting the doctrine of 'Soul' which is 
at the root of that Lcve and B&ta, et.c. and the thingo om6Mting therofnom : 
-..d they hove not taught-like the words of Kapila and othU!I--1Uch 
me<~no aa Bathing, performance of tbo Agnihotm and so forth, which are not 
incompatible with the root cause of Lcve, Hate, etc.-(3343) 

Tho following Tea:t pointo out thl\t it was for this reaoon thal the Blessed 
Lord deolared that-' Thi.a ia to he accepted by the wiso, ~>Iter proper testing, 
ao in the case of gold ':-

TEXT (3344). 

(TIIB WORDS 011' BUDDlU.] AJlll J'BBB PBOJC DIPURITIES, LIKll OOLD TliSfilD 

BY 'RBA!!INO ', ' 01J"l'TTNO ' AND ~ TOUOJJ:ING ' ; AND, LtJtB THE 

OOLD, Tlll!Y DO NOT ONDJ:RGO .U.'Y <DlJJI'G% Ill THII 

PBOOitSS 01' TBSTINO .oJil) Th"VESTIGATION. 

--(3344) 

COMMENTARY. 

Just as gold, which ie free from t>ll impuritias, plll'e, when tooted by 
'Hooting •, etc., doos not undergo any ebonge.~o also tho jowol-like words of 
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tbo Bl-' Lord,- wbon to&~<>) by' p.,...~ ',which i.o liko 'Beating' 
-(b) by ' Inj...-' boaed on the capacity of thinglo, which i.t like 'Touching 
-.nd (e) by Inf•mu boaed on tho Rol.iable Word, which i.t liko 'cutting ',-
do not undergo any chonge. It i8 thUI! only right thet tbo activity of jntolli· 
gont men ohould proceod on the basiA of sucb &liab/4 Word only,-not of 
any othor. Thi• i8 tJ>o purport of the Test.-(33«) 

1'ilo following '1.'0%14 point out tilu •imilurity of thu Lord'• Word to 
jewel$:-

TEXTS (3345-3347). 

THE JliWEI.-LIKJI WORD 011 Budii/w., WIIOSE AJ.'l'BARANO.E 18 OONDUOIVE 

TO 'mE DESTRil'O'nON OF THE ENTIRE MASS OF Tll:£ DARKNESS OF 

W:BONO NOTIONS, IS NEVER GOT AT BY lltBN BESET WITII SINS. THAT 

IS WilY WISJl KEN l>EGLARED BvM/w. ALONE TO Bl! OMlllS<JIEST, 

-oooNIIUNT OJI ALL SUOII TIIINOS AS PRDIORDUL 1\U'I'Tlllt 
A.!>"') SFmrrs ; HE HAS BE!!N CALLBD TilE • GBU T l'lrYstCI..U< •. 
-TiroS 1XDll IS THll DB:m.'l:rELY OZIIUIN 0ooNTI'ION 

TlUT Budii/w. IS OMNlSOIENT, NOT K4pi/4. TI!OUGll 

TMS CoONI'NON HAS BEEN CLBARLY Sl'()IIJIN OF, 

IT HAS NOT BBBN UNDBRSTOOD BY l>ll'LI.-WITTBl> 

MEN .--{3345-3347) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Wrong i<l<M' nre the 'darkness': conducive to tho doatruotion of tilot 
is the appearance of the Lord's Word. 

'By men bud toM .tin.t '-i.e. by men who have no pioty. 
'Spokm of •_...., brought about by the Inforooti&l Indicative in the 

shape of the True Word.-(3345-3347) 

It h&a been &rgutd by the other pvt.y, under 'J.'e:<l 31~, th&t.-" In 
regard w one mo.ttor, of Arithmetie for instenoe, all beillga &re found to be 
lnlthlul and no di.ttinetion i8 found amoug them., ete. eto. ". 

The &nrwor to thi.t i8 as follows :-

TEXT (3348). 

FROM WIUT IIAS Bl'l&N SAID, IT IS ALSO LEARNT WRBRJIIN LIES TKII DIS· 

TlliOTION 011 TIIB 'SUPPRBSSOR Oll' DBSIRES ' (Buddha) E'RObl /J~ah/w. 
AND OTIIER INCOMPETENT Tl'lAOIDIRS.-(8848) 

COMMENTARY. 

The above deocribod 'Superiority of Knowlodge • of tbo Ble-.1 Lord, 
the ' Supp.....or of ?rUra ' (Desire) having eato.bli.tbod lli.t • Diatinction • 
(superiority) over IJtoMo. fl'ardhamana and othora-it ia no~ open to you, 
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if you are truthf\11, to a.ssert thl)t 'no Distinction is perceived,. Such ia 
th& upshot of th& whole.-(3348) 

It might b& urged that.-" on finding, in th& one domain of Arithmetic 
that hoth sets of ~l.'&aehers are equally right, we a.ss&rt them to b& 
equal".-

The answer to that is as follows :-

TEXT (3349). 

WHAT FOOL IS THERE WHO WILL l<EGARD A PERSON WHO KNOWS 

THB LETTEltS OF Tl!Jll ALl'HAB:GT ONLY, AS CONVIIRS~T 

\VITI! THE RSSENCE OF ALL THE SCIENOES,-MERELY ON 

THE GROUND OF HIS POSSESSING EQUAL KNOWLEDGE 

OF FOOD 1-(3349) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued by the other party, under Pe:<to 3151 et s<q., that.
"The Re.i.son that the Buddhist adduces in support of the Omniscience of one 
Person will be avo.ila.ble in the case of other Persona also, ete. etc." 

The answer to this is as follows :-

TEXT (3350). 

TiroS TH.EN, THAT REASON BY WHICH THE 0li1NISCIIINCE OF ONE l'nsON 

IS ESTABLISHED lS not AVAILABLE IN THE CASE OF ANOTHEI.t 

PERSON ;-BECAUSE Tllll ESSENOE OF THAT REASON 

IS ABSENT IN THIS LATTER OASE.-{3350) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Pat '- Therefore; thus. 
'The mtnce of t/&41. Reaaon' ;-though the mere verbal expression of 

the Rsason may b& applicable,-in the form ' Beoeuse they are Teachers 
of the Sy!JdtXida. and other doctrines which are true and all-pervading[therefore 
Jina and others should be regarded as Omni8cient]' ;- yet the essential factor 
of that Reason which is concomitant with the reality of thin8$, is absent in 
such reasonings,-which therefore cannot b& available for the case of Kapila 
and others. It is only when one real thing is concomitant with another real 
thing,-and not merely a verba.! expression-that brings about the right 
apprehension of things.-(3350) 

It has been lll'gued by the other party, under p.,., 3152, that.-" The 
objections that the Buddhist• forcibly urge against the argumants in 
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supporio of t.he Omniacience of Jina, ""' tWio urged by tll<l Jairuu against 
tbo other pe.rt.y, et e. etc.". 

The au.11wer t.o thi.o is ... follows:-

TEXT (33.51). 

THUS, TllOS.Il OBJEOTIONS TKAT TilE BUDDRlSTS, \VITIIOUT ANOBR, URGE 

AGAINST Tn:& ASSERTION 011 TlDl O>INISO!ENOE ow Jina,--'l'HE 
Jaituu ARE NOT IN A POSITION TO UROll (AGAINST 

THE 'BUDDRIST).-(8851) 

COMMENTAltY. 

• Without m>gcr '-Free froni anger. In fact the Budclltiot.s pr<>reOO to 

put forwnrd thOAC> IJI'8WlleDl8 only through pity for you, not, through anger 
or anopnoe, like youreelves. 

'Thil '-Because it has been abown that the Sy/Jd.ada and other 
tuchiJlAO propounded by him are dofecti\1>.-(3351) 

It hu been MgUed under Tt:a 3153,-" How can any do6nite conclusion 
be orrived nt t.hrough euch reasonings and CO\mter.reuoninpt which are UD· 
06J'tain and swallowed by their own re6ectiono I " 

The answer to thi• is M follows :-

TEXTS (3352·3353). 

BEOAUSll Tlllll TRUTH TI!AT IUS BEEN FOUND IN TilE BI7DDRIST DOO'l'RINB, 

TIJliOUOR l'ROOI'S WITH WELL·RaTABLISIIBD PRB!ollSES,-liA.8 NOT 

BliBN SO JOUND IN ANY OTRliB I>OOTRTh"B, -'2'BliREll'OBII l'LlWlE 

DRAW AS MA.l\'Y DEnNU'E CONCLUSIONS AS YOU OAN, 

't'llliOOGR VAlllOUS RBASONINOS A.ln> OOOli'TEB-RIIASON· 

INGS, \VIIIOll ARE WELL-FOUNDED AND NOT 

SWA.U.OW1!D BY TBl:IR OWN REPLEOTIONS.-

(3352-3353) 

COJIIME?oi"TARY. 

'Yat '-Becouu. 
'Siddhapmlilxantlllirl4 '-By meaM of Premi.1100 M80rting identity 

and tho cnusnl rolntiona, on the strength of tho rMI stnto of thin81l. 
• Tlna '-Thoroforo.-(3352·3353) 

It hM boPn nrguod, under Tez~. 3157,-" Who can -.onably acoopt 
tho &xiat.enoo or a Person who can bo rognrded by auch rOMOM ao • being 
cogn.iu.b1e •. otc. oto.. t " · 

Tbo Anawor to this is as foUows :-
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TEXTS (3354-3355) . 

As A MATTER Ol!' FACT, THERE IS NO INOOMPATIBll.ITY, DIRECT OR INDIRECT, 

BETWEEN THE OHARAO!'ER OJ! 'KNOWING ALL TBINOS' AND THAT 

OF 'BBINO OOONISABLE, BTO.'-!N FACT 'OOOJ>llSAlln.ITY' IS 

'PRO\'BD BY THE ' ABSENCB OF INCOGNISA.BILITY ', NOT BY 

THE ' ABSENCE OF O i\INISOIENOE ' ; THIS LATTER THl!JRE· 

PORE RETAINS ITS OHAltAOTEB.-(3354-3355) 

COM.'J.ENTAJW. 

When one desires to eatablish the denial of one thing by the affirmation 
of another, he should affirm that which ma.y be incompatible either directly 
or indir0etly, with what is to be denied,-nnd not ths.t which is not so in· 
compatible. If it were not so, then t·he affirmation of anything at random 
might lead to the denial of all thinS~'· In tho ca.'\e in question, there is no 
incompatibility, direet or indiroot., between 'Omniscience ' and 'cogn.iso.bility '. 
For instance, incompatibility between any two things can be of only two 
kinds-(1) in the form of mutual exclusion, the presence and absence of one 
implying the absenoo and pre~rence, respoetivoly, of the other,-e.g . between 
E:ci8ttn.ce a-nd Non-exi8tence, o.r betweon Succession and Non·81J,CCU.tion i and 
(2) in the form of impossibility of co-existence; o.g. between Fire and Cool.. 
nus.-That the former kind of 'incompa.t.ibility ' is not there between 
' Omniscience ' and ' cognisa.bility ' is shown by the words-1 Oogniaability 
i8 prtwed, etc. ttc. '- It has been pointed out on a previous occasion that there 
is ' incompatibilit.y • of the kind of mutual exclwivmess between those two 
things only of which the cognition of one moans t-he non-cognition of the 
other ; and 'cognisabiJity ' is there. as excluding, not ' Omniscience •, but 
' incognisability '.-(3354·3355) 

The following Text shows th~t the second kind of incompatibility a.lso 
is not there in the caoo in que..-;tion :-

TEXT (3356). 

0MNISOIENOl:l HAS NBVE!< llEFORE BEEN SEEN TO APPEAR ON THE 

APPEARANCE 011 ITS COMPLETE CAUSE,-BY 'VIRTUE OF WHICH 

IT COULD BB SAlD TO CEASE ON THE APPEARANCE OF 

THE CBA.ltAC-TER OF ( BEING AN ENTITY ' 

AND SO l!ORTH.-(3356) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is only when betwoon two things, one does not appear even when its 
Cause is present in its per£oot condition,-by rea.son of the presence of the 
other,-that the two a.ro sa.id to be 'incompatible'. in the sense of nt-ver 
cc-exi8ting ;-n.s reg&.rds the case in question, Omniscience has never before 
been seen to appear on the appearance of its Causa in perfect eondition,
by virtue of which it could cease on the appearance of the chMaeter of 'being 
an entity ' .-(3356) 
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Q«t&tion :- "Why is it. thAt Omniscience hM not. corno it).to exiRtence on 
the presence of a Clause ? " 

Anawer :-
TEXT (3357) . 

BBING jf.tltu7"ele88 ANU uncognised EVEN BY ITSELF, IT CAN NEVER COME 

INT-<l EXISTENCE. TKUS IT WOULD MEA.'< THAT BEFORE ITS 

APPBARANOlil, TBE Omniscience ACTUALLY EXISTED (AND 

WAS NOT BROUGHT INTO EJ..'1STBNOB BY ANY 

CAUSE).-{3357) 

COMMF.NTARY. 

If you hold the vi&w that ''Omniscience disappears on tho o.ppearnnoo of 
the cbara.cter oi 'being an entity ' and ' cognisa.bility '. u-thon, in that 
case, it would mean that, before the appearance of tho character of 'being 
a.n entity •, etc. the Omniscience was' not an entity' and wa.s not' cogniso.bJe ' 
ovon by itself; and thus, (<>) ooing a Mn-ent·i.ty, it would oo jealurilas, and 
(b) ooing incogni8Gble, there would oo no self-cognilion of it; which means 
that the Omniscitnte is never brought about, and does not exiat at all ; how 
then can it oo said to have appeared previously and thon ceased ? Cer
tainly there can be no appearance, coming into oxisUltlee, of what is jeature
lua. Nor can there be any basis for the uxistence of what is n.ot cogni.fJtd; 
ns all not.ions ol the •xlstonce of things ore dependent upon their being 
cognised. What is meant by all this is thet tho reasoning of the Opponent 
involves self-contmdiction. 

Then again. if its previotL'l appearance is admitted, tben this appearance 
itself, without any effort on our part, estoblishes the existence of Omni
science; hence it cannot be right to deny it ; otherwise there would bo self· 
contradietion.-"£his is what is pointed out in tbo Text, by tha words-
• Be-fore it8 appearance, etc. etc.' ;-ie. if it is admitted that the Omniscience 
existed before the appwrcmce.-{3357) 

It might oo argued thAt-"lt may oo that 1nco!T"i8Gbility and the rest 
are not incompatible with Omniacienct : even ao they indicate the non· 
existence of the Omniscient Person.,. 

The answer to this is M follows :-

TEXT (3358). 

THE AF"BmMATION OF WHAT IS NOT IN00)fPATffiLE CANNOT BE RIGIITLY 

REG.,RDED AS SETTINO ASIDE THE OTHBR. OTHERWISE TilE 

l'BESENCJI OF CoLOUR MIGHT MEAN THB AllSBNCE 

Oil' TASTE.-{3358) 

CO~fi{ENTARY. 

Some people argue M follows :-"Even though ' Cegnisability •, etc. 
are not incompntiblo with ' Omniscience~, yet the character of 'being 
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a. speaker? iR certainly incompatible wit-h it; because Omniscience cannot 
eo ..exist along with 'Speakcrship ', of which • Conceptual Content' is the 
indirect Caur..o o beea.use on the principle that 1 one cannot. uttf>r words without 
previous cogitation and thinking', Conooptual Con rent is the cause of 
Speaking; and M a.ll Oonceptua.l Content is a.ssocintod with verbal expression. 
it; cannot; apprehend tho forms of thin8",-fihis lat;tcr being amenable t;o 
only such cognition as is free from Oonoopt\tal Content ; thu$ d\lring the 
concoptual F>te..ge, there boing no appt·ehension of the form of things, there 
can be no Omni&c~nce. Thus Oroniscienoo being contrary to (incompatible 
wit;h) Spealu:l·ship, t;ho presence of one would mean the absence of the ot;her, 
due to the non-apprehension of its Cause. So tho.t our Reason is not 'In
concl\.l!iive '.-This Rea.aon, 'Spookership' is imp1ied by the term ~ tidi' 
in the sentence ~ one who has the characters of being knowabJe, cognisable, 
etc. etc." (under Tea:t 3157). ,. 

This is the view anticipated it\ Tt:Wl 3359-3360, and answered in Texts 
3361-3362, as follows :-

TEXTS (3359-3362). 

IN THIS MATTER, THE ' SPEAKERSRIP' OF THE LoRD BEING IMPLIED BY 

THE FIEST WORD UTTERED BY !!nit, A CERTAIN PARTY THINKS THAT 

THERE IS AN INCOMPATIBILITY BETWEEN SUOH 'SPEAKI!RSRIP ' 

AND ' 0MNISCIBNOE ', AND HENCE CONCLUDES THAT THERE CAN 

Jllll NO ' 0lt!NISCIENOE ' ; BECA Us:® TDBB CAN BE ' SPEAl:t»RSHHP ' 

ONLY WHEN THERE IS' 0oNOEP'I'UAL CoNTENT', WHILE ONE COULD BE 

t OMNISCIENT ' ONLY IF THBRE WERE NO ' CoNCEP"rUAL CoNTENT ' j 

AS A MATTER OF J!ACT, (HE UlWES) AN BN'NTY IS NBVER APPRE· 

HENDED BY A CooNJTlON ASSOOJATI'JD WITH VERBAL EXPRESSION.

As REGARDS THIS REASONING ALSO, 'l'HOSE WHO THINK THAT TRE 

' SPBAKJ!lllSHIP • OF THE OliiNISOIENT PERSON Jl'OLLOWS J>ROJ\1 COGITA

TlON AND THINIUNG, DO NOT AD~IIT THE 0MNISCIBNT PERSON ON 

THE OROUND OF HIS BEING A ' SPEAKER ' ; NOR ON THE GROUND OF 

HIS CONCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE ; IN OASE, HOWEVER, THERE IS NO 

'CONCEP'I'UAL CONTENT', TIIERE CAN BE NO '8PEAKERS!IlP ' .

(3359-3362) 

COMMENTARY. 

Some peopl& hold th!Lt t;he 'Spoakership • of tho Lord is duo to tbo 
a.ppea.ra..noo of tho ' Conceptual Content ' ; while others t1J'6 of the opinion 
the.t, on account of previous impetus, the Lord proceeds to speak even 
without any conceptual idea.. 

Under the former view, if whn.t is meant to be proved is that' there can 
be no Omniscience during the conceptual state ', then the argument is super. 
iluous ; because t;hese people themselves admit; that in t.be conceptual state, 
the Lord iJl not omniscient.- If, on the ot;ber hand, what is meo.nt to be 
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proved ia ~bo aboenee of Omni.science in tho non-ooncepl11&1 alalo, then the 
Reuon adduced ia • inadmisoible' ; because in lhal ololo, thoro ia no ~ng 
at all; for tho simple reason that in that llalo tbaro ia no Conceptual Content 
that oould prompt tho Spooking.-{3369-3362) 

S..yo the Opponent :- "If it is bold that in t,bo .....,.P'""' ot.alo, tha 
Lord ia ""' omniaoient.,-tben His words would be worda utlorod by ono who 
is not omn.iaoiont, and os such, not roti&ble." 

'tho on&\vor t.o thie is a.s follows :-

TEXTS (3363-3365). 

EVIl!< 80, IT O.C.'I<OT BE RlGBr TO REGARD H1s WORDS AS THOU U'l'l'EJU!D 

BY 01<11 WHO IS I<OT·OlCilSCill.'<T; BEOAUO H1s I<ON·OMI<ISQ[ENCE 

JUS ll!tEN DISO£BD!tD BY His OlllfiSOl:ENCE ; JBI<OE 'ZUU SHOULD 

liE AGBE:J.l{}l:NT. Foa II<STANCE, RAVI!IO liXPBIUENORD HII.I.T, o~"E 

Sl'UXB Oltl'l' (.L'<D TillS SPl!lKIII IS B.BOONOJLIID, Ill' AOJU!EllllliT, Wl'l'B 

'llllll'UVlOOS BJO>EIUENCE OR CooNmON); PROM TillS 'I1II!B1l IS NO 

DWORitma!NT wrrH TRB R1tAL STATR 01' THINGS, BECAUSE TliE 

Sl'BEOR IS 1'IDI Otl'l'OOMII 01' TlD1 DIREOT CoOI<ITION 01' THOU 

TmNOS. THUS TIII!ll<, AT TBll 'l'IMll WK!ll< THJI LoRD IS OMNISOIJINT, 

Tllll RBA.SOI< ADDUCED BY 1'BE OTIDlB PARTY 1$ NOT PRESIINT; 

AND AS llEOARDS TRB Tll!E Olt OllDlNAilY USAOII, HIS AllGUMIINT 

WOULD BE SUl'BRIILUOUS.-{3363-3365) 

COMMENTARY. 

Though at that time tho Lord ia not omniacient.,-yet lhal dceo not 
m08D that Hie worda aro such as haw been uttered by ono who ie -.omni
•oiem ;-why 1-boeouae lhia non-omniooionoa haa been aot aaido by Qmni. 

acionoo. It ia on thia aooounl that tha Worda in queation booome rd>ablo 
al.oo,-baving boon prompted by t.b& Conceptual Contont brought about by 
the foroo of tho Cognition of !M Omniaciont Peraon, and therefo"' 
oonneclod, indireeUy, with the re&! slato of thinga ; thia rdi4/nlily ia just 
liko tbo reliability of the Inferential Conception. 

An oxamplo ia cited in support of the said idoa-• For if'\l.tance, tU. etc.' 
'Ttum41 ·~rrom tho speech coming after ~be experiencing of heat. 
'Tlu rpuci• w tk outco>11<!, ttc. ttc. '-i.o. bocauae tho Conoeptual Contont 

hM boon brought about, indirectly, by the direct cognition of the Heat. 
1'he fo llowing might be urged-" If the Omnisoiont Ponlon has OCY~~Cep · 

lll<ll Oognitionl, then there is likelihood of His being mistaken ; because, 
by itll vary nature, Conception is mlllakon, wrong, beoauae it appeanl 68 the 
Cognition of a thing a& wru.t. is not that thing". 

Thia ia not oo. The Lord could be mieteken, only If Ho did not know 
the diatinction betwoen the Real and the Impol<ll. (Unreal). iU a matter of 

•• 
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fact, however, Ho rooog:nises the object of the Conceptual Cognition a.s only 
impMed (unroa.l), whil& Ho lool<S upon the rool external objeot,-which is 
envisaged by the Non-con.cept·ual Oognition,--a.s something quite different, 
m1<l ,-eal; how t hen cAn He he said to be • mistaken ' ? 

" If He is not •nist4ken, why does He impc&e (fancy) things during 
the conceptual state?'' 

Not so; boco.uso He is cognisant an the time of the means whereby 
speech is prompted. As o. matter of fact, He does not pe1•eeive anything 
else,- a.part from the imposing coneopt,ion-as prompting the speech;-
nor does He apprehend any othor connotation of the Words, apart from wha.t 
is imposed ; hence, knowing the mMns whereby spoo.eh is prompted. He 
to.kes pity on the world, and, without expounding to others the things as He 
has actually perceived them, He cannot sit idle ; o.nd being urged by the desire 
to ex-pound them, He creates the. imposing conctption,-a.s the means 
prompting apooch,-M also the imposed, in tho shape of the connotstion 
of Words. 

All this objection the Author will bl:'ing up later on and answer it. We 
have introduced it in the present context, because it bad some beo.:ring upon 
it. 

For the same reasons, it cannot be right to regard the Omniscient 
Person as affected by L<n;e, on the ground of His sp<ake?ship. Because 
apooch can proceed from other causes also. Speaking, Movoment and S\lch 
actions are not always due to Love, etc. ; the-y are due to the more dui1'o 
to ~ ; and this Desire to speak is possible also in the Person devoid of 
Love, being dno to His mercy. Henco the Reason adduced is not true. 

u Mercy itself is only o. form of Love.u 
Not so; because Mercy does not bring about any undesirable effects; 

while Love has been described as that attachment of the mind which apper
tain.' to things beset with impuritiea, and which i$ iodica.ted by the notion of 
'I • and ' mitl.e ' o.nd or one's 'lasting happiness ' ; while Hate is the desire to 
harm, o.gninst o..nything that injures the 'me' and 'mine' ;--o.nd the notion 
of 'I' and 'mine' is sheer delusion; not so Mercy; because Mercy appears, 
even without any notion of' I', t hr<>\lgh the repeated perception of parti
cular forma of Pain and Suffering. It is on this ground that the Scriptures 
ha.ve ossertsd that Persons froe from Love and Attachment are moved by 
Friendliness and other feelings that are based entirely upon Dharma, etc.
(3363-3365) 

The following might be urged-" If we had wanted to prove only that 
the knowledge of all things is not always present before Him, then perha.ps 
our argument might ba.ve been superfluous, seeking to prove what is already 
admitted. As a matter of fact however, what we mean to provo is the fact 
that Ho does not possess the capacity to know in detail the truth relating 
to·e.Jl things; hence our reasoning is not superfluous; nor is our Rea.qon 'In· 
admis.()ible ' ; becallSe what O\l.r ~aaon means is tl1e capacity to me., 

Tho answer to this is e.s follows :-

48 



TEXTS (3306-3367). 

EVl!N IF YOU DliNY Tlm OAl'ACITY TO KNOW ALL THINGS, YOUR REASON 

STILL lU!MAINS OPIIN TO 'IIIB CILUIGII 011 ITS PRBSE:<OB IN TUB OON· 

'I'B.&RY Ol' Tllll PBOBANDUll BBUI'G DOUIITFUL.-Evl!.'l IF YOU 

W1SK YOUR REASON TO CONSIST IN THll capacity W tUf, 

TIDl SAMB DEl'ECr, OP THE POSSIBILITY OF ITS PRE· 

SRNOE 1N 'l'llll CONTRARY 01' TH'E PaOBANDITM, 

PI>J.lSISTS.--{3306·3367) 

COM:M RN'fARY. 

In both .....,. th<-ro io nothing to sot 8Aid6 the possibility of the preeence 
or the Reeoon in th6 contrary of tho Probendwn ; and this doubt render.! 
the Reeoon • Inconclusive '.-(3366·3307) 

Other BuddhiAtl! hnvo held that words procood from tho BICOII<lcl Lord, 
ovon without eoncopt.uo1 content;-with rotoronco to tltis view, tho Author 
BOy&-

TEXTS (3308-3369). 

'Evm< WHEN T4yi" (:BUD DIU) IS FREE FROM CoNCEPTUAL CoNTBNT, 

HIS TEACHINGS 00 ON UND£B Tlllll'OROE 01' Tlll1 Th'1TIAL MO)Il!NTUM, 

-IN THE ~UNNB'R OB THE REVOLUTIONS OJ!" THE WHEEL' ;-BVEN 

AGAINST TRT. \VIS'E l!E.>'l WHO HOLD TBIS VIEW, THE AROU· 

ll{IONT 01!' 'J'Jill OT.I!ER PARTY IS 011 NO AVAIL.--{3368· 
3369) 

CO:m.rEl\"'l'ARY. 

In the """" of tho Potter's wheel, oven After the turning by the atick 
hM C(!ft.SQd, its revoluHon continuM under tho foTCo of the momentum im
J'UU'tcd to it; similn.rly in the caae of the BIOAAed Lord, even nftcr tho<.-eAAation 
of the entire wob of conceptual eont~nt, l1iK Teaching goer. on undc•r the 
foroo of t-he momentum originally impBrtod by Bis previo\IS Piety. 

Sueb is the view that hBA been bold by oome • wise me.n '-i.e. tho 
Jdoalist Buddbista. 

As ags.in.ort. thoao allo, the Reason adduood by the opponent remains 
dearly • inadrni...Ublo '.-(3368·3369) 

The following might be urged :-uUndar tho view just roforrod to, every 
tl1ing is n. mere refioction of one's own &pprehun.-ion (Idea), henco there e&n 

bo uo real • speakershlp ' o.t nH in thB Cl\10 of any man ; in fact., evon whon 
he does not Spei\k, the rollocted ideation nppot\ro in another man ; oo that 
the pe<son remaine tho dominating eauae, Md be.n.., people comt to regard 
him oa the 'speaker • ; and it is Uus popularly concei,·td • spoakorahip' that 
has boon adduced by ua us the Ren.o•on (for Buddha being nol·omnilciom) ; 
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either the Reason or the 'S\1bjeot' of our reasoning is nob in a.ccordance 
with our own doctrine, but in a..ccordanoo with tho popular notion of things. 
Consequently there can be no ' Inn.dmissibility ' in tho Reason adduced by 
usu. 

The at\S\Yer to this i~ as follows :-

TEXTS (3369-3370). 

TIDJ 'SPEAKER-'lHIP' THAT IS POPULARLY CONC);IVED JlY MEN,-IF THAT 

IS PUT FORWARD AS THE RJilA.SON, THEN IT WOULD BE OPEN TO THE 

ORARGE OF J!.A VING IT$ PRESENCE IN THE OONTBARY Oll' THE 

PROBANDUM POSSIBLE.-(3369-3370) 

COMMENTARY. 

Here nlso, its exclusion from the contrnry of the Probandum being 
doubtful, the Rea.•on becomes 'lnconc]u,ive '.- (3369-3370) 

The following Pexl clarifies that ' I nadmissibility ' which the opponent 
ho.s urged against the doctrine of the Ideelist :-

TEXT (3370). 

"WHEN THE DOCTRINE IN QUESTION HAS NO REASON IN ITS SUPPORT, 

-WJ!.AT SORT 011 'INADMlSSilllLITY ' WOULD THERE 

BE IN REGARD TO IT 1 " - (3370) 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent argues os follows :-" Only those argument<~ in support of, 
or against, anything, are admissible which sot forth ideas accepted 'vith 
certainty of conviction by both J>tuties,-not what is not accepted by either 
party, or what is doubtftu ; bec<tuse arguments of the latter sort would 
need further arguments in support of them. When, thus, the doctrine of 
the Idealist is one that is not vouched for by any MeaM of Right Cognition, 
how con Inadmissibility he urged (against any Reason urged aga.inst it) f A 
conclusion does not become vitiated by the arbitrary assumption of ad· 
missibility or ina.dmjssibility ; it is e££ective only when these are vouched 
for by proofs ; s.nd as a matter of fact the doctrine of Idealism has not been 
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estab!W>ed by any Means of Right Cognition : in fact it hAS bocn ,..,jccu.d in 
detail".--{3370) 

The anawor to tho !lbov~ i& as foDowo :-

TEXTS (3371-3373). 

Ql1R ANSWER IS .1.8 FOLLOWS :-IF 'S:PBA.XERSilll'' BY ITSIILF, IS Jlf£ANT 

TO BE TIID REASON, TlO;N IT IS ONE WHOSE sub.!tratum ia ut>known,-o& 
tTS '!N"ADMlSSUliLITY' IS SUSl'liOTED. lN JIAIYr, THE EXA.OO: CON· 

NOO:ATlON 0"1' THE WORD BEING DOUBTFUL, THII 11/1.00: REMAINS 

TIUT IT IS ONll WHOSE 'lNADHlSSmiLlTY' IS SUS:PEOTED. 

CoNSEQUJIYTLY, lJI 1!017 RAVE TO tiBOB SUCH Al< AR017Ml!NT, 

YOU OAN DO SO Ol\""LY AS A Rtdudio a4 ... rdum.-A..>ID 

IN SUOH A.-'1 AJlO"IJloCID,"r WHAT HAS TO BB VliOED JJCOST BE 

WHAT 18 KNOWA:8Ll! Ol\'LY PBOX THll SCIIIPTURES {01! 

TIIll OTIIBR PABTY); .L'<D 'tORE OAN BB NO OTHltR 

lolll4l'!S Olt PROVING ITS BXISTENOB.--{3371-3373) 

OOMJIIENTARY. 

Thoro aro only two nltornative views possible-( I) 'spooken~blp' may 
bo a ~nson, independontly by it<~elf-or (2) it mo.y bo in the nature of a. 
lleductio ad abmrdum.-Under the former viow, tho oubotratum of the 
qualification would be • unknown • ; hence the Reoaon would be 'unknown •, 
'ina.dml88ible '. If the aubotratum i& meant to bo, not qualified, but in 
general,-<>ven ao, until the 'speekerohip ' haa boon proved to the aatisfae. 
tion of the other party, its admissibility mu.t remain doubtful; in 
11o000rdance with tbe principle that a. roaaon can prove a conclusion only when 
it il iC.Olf admitu.d by both parti06. 

• A~tp '-i.e. of • apeakership '. 
Thu. in order to avoid this difliculty, you have to adtnit that what you 

ha'"$ urged ia only a &du<:tio ad oblurdun• But even u regards this JU. 
du<:tio ad ..tluunf...,., what has to bo put forward aa the Reason i& only that 
ohataeter which cannot boar any scrutiny and what is knowable only from 
the ...-ipturco of the other party: as the putting forward of such a Reason 
would expose tho oelf.contradiction on tho part of t.bo opponent ;_,.d no 
attempt should bo made to prove •uch a cboreotor ; aa that could serve no 
use! ul purposo. 

And so far as the case in question is concerned, • spcolcership' ia not o. 
character knowable only from the scriptures of the other po.rty. So that 
your RcMon remains ' Inodmissible ' under both "ltomativca.-(8371- 3373) 

The following Tc.:u sum up tha author's posit.ion and point out that 
the ueertiono of the opponents - ocntrwy to the .-.Jatate of t.bi.n89 :-
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TEXTS (3374-3377). 

WaEN REASONS SUCU AS' BEING KNOWN',' BEING AN ENTITY',' B EING ' 

AND SO 11()RTH ARE lNOAPABLE 011 SE'l'TINO ASIDE THE 0MNISOIENT 

PERSON,-WHO IS TBl'JRll WllO WILL NOT ADMIT HJs EXI.S'l'ENOE 1 
-Taus NO REASON, EITHER TEMFORAL oR scRIHUJ.<AL, TIIAT TJUJ 

lJl>HOLDER OF THE VEDA CAN RAVE IN BlS JIIOO"Tll, IS CAFABLII OF 

REMOVING THE POISON OF THE AWFUL SERPENT IN THE SHAPE 

OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE Shlikya.-J.N FAOT, TllE FBEBLE AND 

DULL·\VITTED BR!.HMAl;lA, EVEN WHEN MERELY GLANOED AT BY 

THE POISON J,lRO~( '£HE EYliS · (OF THAT SERPENT), BECOMES UNAllLii 

EVEN TO ])REATHE,-\VHAT TO SAY 011 SETTING IT ASIDE! ANY 

REASONING, EVEN WHRN SOUND, BEOOMES UGLY IN THE MOUTH 011 
THE VEDIO SOHOLAR,-<>N ACOOUNT Ol' l'l'S AllUNDANOE IN A LOWLY 

SUllSTRATUM ; .TUS'r LlKll THE STRll'IG OF llEADS PLAOED AT THE 

11EET.-(3374-3377) 
CO.MMENTA.l.W. 

' Wlw wiU not adtnit His existt;nce ?1- i.e. as & possibility. That is 00 
say, when the mere absence of proofs to the contmry establishes that possi· 
bi!ity.-This matter may rest here. 

There is no wonder that the unsound rea.soning a.ppoo.ring in the mouth 
oi the V &die Scholar does not shine; what ;.t Btrange, however, is that even a 
sound rea.son when a.sserted by you, fails to shine, on o.ccount of the defective 
character of its substratum.- (3974-3377) 

Q·ue.sJ.ion :-' How so 1 ' 
Ans-wer:-

TEXTS (3378-3379). 

HE CANNOT ASSERT EVEN THE INFALLIBlLITY 011 1'RE OONOOMITANOE 

BETWEEN Srrwke All)) Fire ; :SEOAUSE, UNDER ms VIEW, Smoke EXISTS 

ELSEWHERE ALSO ; IN FAO'l', llEING Oll THE ONE UNIFORM NATURE 

OF ' ENTITY ', IT EXISTS IN THE OC!MN ALSO ; AND 1l' FmE 
EXISTS THEllll ALSO, THEN WHERE WOO'LD THE absence 

(OF THE PROBAliS) LIE 1-(3378.9379) 

COMMENTARY. 

That the birth of Smoke is related to Fire, and that it is invariably 
concomitant with Fire is known even to the veriest cowherd; a-nd yet · you, 
by dascribing the whole world as really ono and uniform in the shapa of 
• Entity '. a.re unable to say that Smoko is infalliblo in its concomitance 
with Fire; because under your view. in the form of 'Entity ', it is present 
in water also. 

" Even so there would be concomitance ·with Fire." 
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A-:-'If Piro e:r:im, etc. etc.'-U i~ ia ndmltl<>d that, under the 
prineiple of all thing& being one and the S&llle, the o-n i• of the ...... 0 nature 
a• Firo,-then, in the proving of IJVa, Water could no~ be r<>garded 88 lhol 
t~Jh<retl!A Probandam (F;re) i•.imotmwbeaboenl; and thus thoro being nothing 
whore the Prob•ndum is absent, on what hMi• would tho Pro bono, Smoke, 
be non~atont where the Probeudum is absent 1-{3878·3370) 

TEXT (3380). 

WRY SIJ.OOLD NOT THEN THERlll Bll R&OOONITlON Oll TlCE FORM AND Oi' THE 

Dr•EoTs 011 Fm11 IN WATER ALSo 1-THJI ONLY O'l'Hlll\ ALTERNA· 

TIVE IS THAT THE NA'l'UR& 011 THB TWO T!TlNGS 81UNG 

DISTINCT, THE Dii'FIUUlNCII AAtONO TIIINOS 

MUST BE IUIAL.---(3380) 

CO~IMENTARY. 

U the view is that Fire is re3lly present in Waror,-tl1on why is th""' 
no recognition of the form of the Fire in Wat<>r.-or t11o recognition of it& 
oflecto, in the shape of Burning. Cooking and tbo liko ! 

If it ia said that some sort of difforenoo is nl>oo ll<lOOpied,-thon tl•e 
nnawor ia that 'lhe only olhu, etc. etc.'-'fhi• hiiH boon diseu..ed in detnil, 
undor the obapt.or on Syadulida. So it may bo atlow<>d to rest h<>re.-(3380) 

It hiVI boon nrguod by the opp<>nentundor T..,l3168, thnt" Tho mn•l who 
nH8umo .. tho oxiRtenoe of the Omniscient Pcl'ROn knowjng t\11 things through 
a oingle mean• of oognition may himsolf apprehend all tl1inga liko tasto, 
odour a.nd tho rtlOt through the eyes alone." • 

The nnawe.r to this is 1\15 follov.'S :-

TEXTS (3381-3389). 

Tu ONLY EVlDEl<OE TBA.TIS SOGGJIS'UD LS 'I'H.t.T Oi'TIIlt 1M!IialCoolilTIOl< 

Olt 0MNIS(liSNCB AS BROUGHT AROOT BY 1'U l\EPIUTBD l'BACTICB 

Olt TKB 1 TRUTH 'RELATING TO ALL 't:Hl$0S ;-A..o.~D NOT TJIB ORDINA.lt.Y 

Yi111al AND OTKKR 0oGNITIONS. UJ>'l>ER THE OIROUloiSTANCES, JI'OW 

OAJIIT :BII ASSBRTBD THAT TIDi SAID PIIIISON SHOULD GGGNISE TASTE, 

ETO. TJ!ROOGK Tlllil EYE ?- As REGARDS M enkU Cognition 011 THINGS 

LlKJ!l 0oLOOR AND THE REST, IT HAS BlllllN AOOIIPTED, \VlTliOUT 

DlSPOTB, EVEN BY THE OTHER PA1tTY; IN liACT, 1~' IS ON TBll llA.SIS 

OF THIS ~reNTAL Oool>"'TION TRAT THE RBMElllmANOE oF CoLOUR 

.u<D OTJIEB TlliNGS HAS BEEN SAID TO llJil PI\ODUOIID.-DOl\lNG 

DilJIIAMS ALSO, TBEl\E IS Mental Oognititm IN Tll:E s:ru.n 011 TBE 

Al'l'RBJIENSION Of ALL TlllNGS.-Tn:us TllllN, Tllll Q.l{}l15(l1ENT 
l'nsoN DEUio POSTlJUTED oN TB:a :BA.SLS o.r Mti!Wl Cognitim>, TBE 
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SCOPE OF WHICH IS NOT RESTRIOTED,-:0:0\V COULD HE OOGNISE 

TA&'TE, &To. 'X'Hl!OUGH THE EYE ! Tms OBJECTIOli' ldtoHT APPLY, 

IF HE \m:nl< :EULD TO KNOW ALL TliiNGS THROUGH THE Eye I'I:SELF. 

As A. MATTER. OF FACT HOWEVER, HE DOES OOGNISE TASTE .A.ND 

OTHER TIUNGS COLLECTIVELY, Tlfll.OUGH THE Jl1ind.-EvEN IN CASES 

WHRRE SOMII SUPERIOR l'ECULLUUTY l$ liOliND (IN "rilE COGNITION$ 

OF Tllll OlltNISO!El)fT PERSON), IN REGARD TO TJUl l'EROEP'I:lON OF 

SUB-l'IiB AND R EMOTE THINGS,-IT IS ALL WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THli' 

SAID MIND A.ND MENTAL CoNCEP'I:s; AND IT IS NOT DUE TO THE 

EVNOTIONXliG 07 THE AUDITOJW OBOAN ON Colour ; ALL THESE 

UNDESIRABLE CONTINGENCIES THA.T OTKER J.'llOJ.'LE HAVE URGED 

AGAINST US ARI NO'r APPLICABLE TO uS AT ALL; lJ'EOAU$1;1 ALL 'l'H:E 

SUPERIORITY AND l'l!OUL!ARITY LIES IN THE menta~ cognition lTSl!LF, 

AND IT DOl!$ NOT L IB REYOND TJUl SCOPE OF THIS OOCNITION. THUS 

THB·.N FOR US, Till!: THIN OS THAT WB.&lil COGNISED IN THE PAST BY 

OER'£AIN MEANS OF COGNITION ARE PRECISELY Tlc!E SA.ldR THAT ARE 

COGNISED NO"W BY THE SAME MEANS OF COGNITION.-(3381-3389) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it had boo•~ held (by u•) that the Visnal nod other Sense-perceptions 
o.pJ>r&h end aU thlnl!'> t.ben t.here migl1t. have boon room for the objection 
that has been urged. As a matter of ftlct, however, whe1\ we postulate the 
Omnis cient Pehon wo do so on the basis of tl1e fact the.t .at one and the 
same time He kno"vsall things through ltfenial Oognition,-which. apprehends 
a.U en.tities, nnd ,.,bieh is a.s good a.s Perceptio-n, on (t.CCOunt of ita di.'ftinctness 
and it.~ beiltg in agr ee.'l\ent with the rOE>! stato of things,-ret\1 Menu.! Cognuion 
having been brought "'bout by tho Practice of Meditation upon the Truth 
relating to the irnporr:rument and ot.b~r characters of all things; and we 
do not hold that H eopprohends aU things through the Visual or other Sense· 
perceptions. 

It cannot b& rigllt to assert that-"Mental Cognition is not known to 
apprehend ~11 thing>~". Becl\uW ;•ou have yourself oxpll\ined tbat t.here 
is Remembrance of Oolom·, Souud aud otht'lr t.h.ings; a-nd Remembrance is 
cerLa.iuly a Mental Oognition.-Then again, it is a. we ll-known f~t that 
in dreams, there i:.. oognition of Colour a.nd other things; so that t.ho denial 
of M.mal Cognition is impoasible. Consequently, the pceuliarities in the 
cognition of tl1o O mrusc.ient Person falling well within the scope of Mental 
Cognition, what you have urged does not affect our position at o.II.-(3881-
3389) 

If thoro is an Idealist who holds the view that the Omniscient Porsoo 
apprehends a.JI t~ by Perception t lu·ough the Eye o.n<l other son.se-orgo.n• 
thernselvcs,--ev&n, undnr his view, &11 notionA o.ncl impl'ElSSions of disability 
having been rsm.oved. aU cognitions become applico.bl• to all things a.ml 
consequently all-p!l'va<fu4l; as it is only the said Disability that goos to 
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re81riot tho A<Ope of oognitions. When. ~borofore, tbA~ Diaahility hM been 
"'moved, how oould there be any re81riction upou lhu ooopo of Cognitions ! 

With this opinion in viow. the Author nmkoe tho following statement.:-

TEXTS (3300-3392). 

OR, ALL CoGNITION, WHEN PURE, WOULD, AB A RULlt, APrRltmtN'D ALL 

TRlNOS ; T!IOUOR IN A OERTA lN CASE, Tll.liR& MAY DJ! SOMR PECULIARITY 

Ill Tllll RESULTANT OF THE OOGNlTfON, DUll TO PARTICULAR CAUSES. 

Foa lliSTANCE, THE Amalaki 1s FOUND TO YmLD A SMALLER .BRUIT; 

JIEOAUSB 'rilE AMAt.\ltl (IROWINO IN TRE DESERT HAS OIIEN FOUND 

TO YIELD A SMALL BRUlT, lT DOES NOT NECESSARILY FOLLOW 

TIIAT lT WILL ALWAYS, IN OTHE.R PLACES ALSO, PRODtJO'£ VRUl'T-s OF 

TRlil SAME S>ULL SIZE.-S~MJIA:ru.Y, TmmJ; lS TIIB ASSERTION THAT 

SEBP.&~"TS IB.ut THROUGH THEIR BYES.-IN nor, Till! CI.U'AOITIIIS OP 

AOTION BeLONGING TO ALL THINGS A.llll WOllllDnJL AND ANY'I'HING 

IIIIOBT BB l'OSSillt.B WOR 'l'BEll:.-{3390-3392) 

The nature ol thinga is found t<> vary and beoomo rost.tiotod under 
the inlluonce ol a variely ol cause&; it is not right ~hortlfo"' to deduce that a 
cerwin thing will ~>hvays ret.ain the same character that 11411 boon perooivMl in it 
onoei e.g. on eooing that the Amalaki fruits growil'lfiO d08Ctt.R (l'l't\ very AmaH in 
aize, no sane m"'n cnn conclude that in all plncoa,-ovon though thoro may 
bo diverso e&uaes oporating,-they would be the somo.-Honce it ia quite po•· 
sible tho~ evon through tho Eye,- ao improved by the practice of Yoga.,-o. 
man may beoomo ablo t<> ""all things. Henco thore can be nothing incon· 
gruous in this poosibility.-(3390-3392) 

H hu been argued by the other party, undor Pa<: 3150, that-- "The 
perooption of oerlain thi1J8S through c:ertain oauoeo in the peat wM exaetly 
as it ia found t<> appear at the presen~ lime". 

Tha &QIWor t<> this io as foUows :-

TEXT (3393). 

S UOII AN ASSIIBTION OAN SOlno'"D WELL ONLY Wlll!lN PllOOEEIDiliG 1!1\0M 

ONE WHO lU8 Tltl! APPB.&HENSION OJI ALL TlllNGS AT ALL THE 

TllREII POINTS OJI TIME, AS JIEIST.RIOTED lN TUEIR 

CAJ'AOITY.-(3393) 

C0:\2t&NTARY. 

'Witl• thdr C'lp4Ci' iu ~'--construe thn&-'to whom all things 
ap~ u reotrietod in the deairod manner '.-(3393) 

• 
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Qt.u~ion :-"What il' tha I'UIIA('rtion that sounds well t'' 
Atlflt.-er :-

'nXTS (33H4-3396). 

(SuCH AN ASSERTION AS TIIA'r)- "'J.'ru.l l'EROIIPTION OF OIIRTA.IN i'HJNGS 

THROUGH CERTAIN OAUSIIS lN THE PAST WAS EXAOTt.Y AS IT IS FOUND 

AT TKE PRESENT TJMB 11.- As A M.ATTER 01' lP.AOT, BVEN AT THE 

PRESENT TIMB, IT CANNOT Bll KNOWN WB'AT TIUl o.t.l'AOITY 01' PEOPLE 

IS, BY YOU', \"\liO A.RR A l!BRK .,U..:LMA.L DEVOID OP TBB DBftNITB KNOW'· 

LED<:E OP THE OAPACI'rY OF ALL TRL><GS. lN PAOT, U YOU HAD THll 

1\NOWL'BDOE OH THE OAI•AOlTY 09 ALL ~GS, OXNlSOlENOE WOULD 

JNDEEU BB YOIIRS! -NOR OAN IT BE KNOWN BY M'&ANS OF OOERE..'>OE, 

A!! THERE WOULl> At.WAY8 BE A SUSPICION REGARDING ITS BEING 

O'rHERWI.~E.-(3394-3390) 

C'OMMENTARY. 

The following might bo urged- "When wo ""Y that thio ahould have 
buen. the same in the Pf'8t. we do not sa.y so on the buie of "'bat wo have 
""tually _.., but on the bMiJI of l njeronCJS; the inferenoo being in the form
'The meana of cognition that ia found to apprehend cert&in thin~!& now 
mu•t have done the same in tbo paat, because it ia a Meauo of Cognition '." 

Tho aruJwer to tbi.s i.,.._•Nor· can it be known by lnferfnet' ;---Aa in the ease 
ol tho Amalaki just oitod, pooulillr efleota are found to bo brought about by 
puoulinr onuses; hence it might bo possible tba.t, through somo cause, the 
MonM ol Cognition apprehond.o a different kind ol t hingH. Hence the 
Rooson adducod would bo 'Inoonclu.oivo'.-{339~3306) 

It haa boon arguod by tbo othor party, iu T..U 3160, tba-''Thooe per· 
80M wl1o have boon found to bo .-uperior to othors are HO onJy on account 
ol intolUgenoe, memory and 8l.rongth, which vary oUghUy with varying 
porsons,-and not on account of the eapacit.y to perceive eupereeo.auous 
things''. 

The answer to this is 6tl foJloW'tf :-

TEXTS {3397-3401). 

IT l8 POUND TllAT ON AOOOUNT 011 TRE OAPAOITY TO Pl!IROBIVE SUP:&BSEN· 

ijl/OUS THINGS ALSO, THll 1'.8ESL~OE 01! lNTELLlOIINOE ANt> Oe:t!:R 

QtJAt.I'tlES IS PERO.&lVl!ID AS A.8£SINO FIIO!ol TilE POIWB 07 TBlUll 

LEARNING, 1:'%'0. FOR INSTANCE, THERE IS THE AllT 0 1' 'j qa'(lika' 
(THOUGHT READING !) WHICH, P.80l'BRLY l'RAOTISBD, Bl!n<GS ABOUT, 

EVEN DURL~G THE l'RESBNT LIFE, 'l'llE KNOWLl!DOE OF WRAT IS 

l'ASSING IN ANOTHER MAN'S ~UNO: AND {WlTll ITSla.t.P) l'EOPLE OOMl! 

TO KNOW .&..~D DBSORIBII TI.IINGS l'AST, l'RESENT AND FUTURE, THAT 



1S02 TAttVAS .. u'<GRAJU : CHAPTER XXVI. 

HA VZ NOT BEB~ Btl'HER inftiTtll OR /wJrd of DUlliNG THE PRES:£1\"T 

IDB. 61l4JL.UU.Y, PEOPLE ARE DISTINOl'LY AND TRIILY IIOWD TO 

BB l'OSSII8SBD 01' THE GA.PACITlES OP Cl7RI0t18 INOANTATIO!<S, 

NlOAS, DEMONS AND Sl'IRITS Or All Xll<DS.-ALI. TII1S MAY NOT BE 

1-, Al<D YET THBBE IS NO PROOF I'OR DRNYINO IT. HENCE IT 

OANNOT BR SAID THAT HE DOES NOT BXIST.-(339'1--3401) 

COMMENTARY". 

'£ho 01180t·tion mado in 3160 to the efToct that- 11 it is not on account of 
tho oopa.city to perooivo supcrsousuou:.~S thint,P!1 tho.t HOmo poople ue fowtd 
to be auporior to uthors",--is not truo. Boc&o\l!:IU through such n.rts as that 
o f Tolopnthy, witoh&8 and others a<o found to be able to roo.d tho thoughts 
o l others, Md alllo to h10ve the knowledge of past., prOOMt a.nd futuro things. 

Tho torm '4di' 'ot.hOI'I'. is meant to includo the G4ntlli4ri ond ot.beN;. 
Pa.ople ha.vo a.lao been found to beve tho lmowl&dge of auperscnsuoWI 

thingo through tho obooasion of various eloment.ala, pla.oou, 01c. ;-<Ul which 
oannot be denied. 

01'8lltiog that there is no supernormal vitiioo anywhoro,.__.ven so, 
tho more fact thot the Omniscient Person ill not -n oannot pro>'C His 
non-exiotonce. Honoo it cannot be true that Ho-tho lmowor of auper -
6008uoua thlnga-dO<lO not exist,-{3397-3401) 

lt has boon argued undor Ptzt 3161 that-"Evon t.ho intolligon< ma.n 
who ie CU\pn.bht of poroeiving subt.lo thinga ia 8uporior t.o othor persons. 
without going boyond tho Umitations of his own kind 11, 

'l'ho nnawor to this is as tollov,-s:-

TEXTS (3402-3403). 

TK11 AVTBOB or THB VRDA llA.VL.~O BEEN BSTAJIUSllliD IN T1111 KA...~-mt 
ABOVE DBSOB1BED, YOIIUAVE TO A.D!aT OI' 'l'H.li PBBSON CA.PABLB OP 

PKRCIUVU<O StiP£RSBNSUOtiS THINGS. lJ< THI8 WAY, TB:& IN· 

TBLLIOL~T MAN WOllLil BB ABLB TO SllZ SUBTLE THINGS, 

AND WHILB TRANSO~-niNO Tn:B LDilTATIONS OP HIS 

OWN KIND, liE WOULD BEl BISJNQ A80V.I!l OTHBR 

MEN .-(3402-3403) 

CO~D:!Eh"TAIW. 

. 'In tli4 mannor <kiCrib<d'-by us, undor <ho chapter on 'the Revoolod 
Word'. 

Tho author atotoo lll1 argumen< in support of tho above:-

I 
I 

•. 

.• 
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TEXT (3404). 

JuST AS THE c.~PACITY or Tm: EAR AND OTHER SBNSE·OROANS IN RELATION 

TO THEIR OBJEOTS, BECOMES IMPROVED BY Sl'EOIAL lilDBCISE, 

MEDICATION AND OTHlillt MEANS,-80 WOULD DB '!'HE 

OASB WITH THE MIND ALSo.-(3404) 

COMMENTARY. 

AA a matter of fMl, the potency of the oell80-orpM-Ear and tho 
....,t.-rolatiog to their objectivos, becomos improved by particular ""'~ 
a.nd by the application of pc.rticular unguenU;. etc.; and in t-ho Sl\JD_O manner 
it i• quite p<>'!Sible that tho ca[>QCity of the Mind also should bocomo improved 
by certain special moan.o.-(3,04) 

The following !Z'oxt show• how the capacity of tho Eru·, etc. is improved 
by oxoreiBO :-

TEXT (3405) . 

FOR EXAMPLE, VULTtllll!S AllB ABLE> TO S:£E THINGS LYINO AT A VERY 

OltliAT DISTA..>;Ol!: AND Pl!OPLB ABE ENABLED TO PERCEIVE RIDDEN 

TBEASOltl!S AND OTB.I!R TlDNGS BY THE USB Oll' VlWOENTS 

AND COLLYIIWM. WlTH i\U.OlCAL POWERS.-{3405) 

COMMENTARY. 

'fhe words-' Peopl4 are enabl«l, etc. '-point out tho improvement. caused 
by modicnt.ion. 

' Unguents, etc. 'WitJ~ tnagk>al power•' is conatruod with 'i8 sun' of the 
previous sontence;-tho Ino!l"umentel Ending oonnot.in.g OCIUM ur ~-
14li4y.-(3i 05) 

Having thus shown thet particular exerci.se$ and methods bring about 
an improvement in the powOtB of peroeption~-the author applios the same 
principle to the caoo in queetion :-

TEXT (3406). 

lN Tllll SAME MANNER, TIIROUOH Sl'EOIAL BXEROIS&S, ONlll WOULD BB 

ENABLED TO Sl'lB THE OELESTlAL AND OTBBR BBINOS, AS ALSO 

THJNOS SUBTLll, HlDDEN AND SO liOBTH,-IN ACOORDANOE 

\VlTH HIS OWN LDID:'ATlONS.-{3406) 

COMMENTARY. 

'In accordance, etc., etc. '-'£here are &-uch nt\t\U'nl limitAtions a,s-. 
1 Vision of such cu1d such a ponton turuk downwarda, not upwa:WJ' o.ndso forth; 
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and if, in aocordanco with auch wcll·known llmitationB, people have the 
Cognition of t.ho MaMmjilw• nnd other eele•t.inl ll<>inge,-who can pre,·ent 
it !'7(3406) 

The following Tozl aho"~ tbo •uperiority acquired by means of Myatie 
Praet.iees:-

TEXT (3-107). 

TmlouoB PAB.'I'IOULA.R P&ortoi!S Ol' Yoga, T1lll am."D or 'l'RB 'Mvsnos 

A.ND TllliiR CooNJTIONS OOWI TO BB Ollf SUPERIOR OltDI!R. 

TimRB OAN BB NOTIIINO INOONOBUOUS IN TBIS.-(340'1) 

OOM:MEt..'TARY. 

If the superior powen among men ia denied on tho ground that t.he se id 
practioes and medication, ~ nre ilnpoosiblo,-t.hen sueh denial is entirely 
super8uous. This is pointed out in tbo following:-

TEXTS (3408-3409). 

IJr WHAT YOU D!U<Y !8 Tllll UI:POSSJD!LITY Oil 'I'IIE Stll'EDIORlTY OF 

KNOWLEDOl!liN OA4RS WliERlJ TilE SAID PltAOTJ011 AND MEDITATIOl<, 

l1TO. ARJll ADSENT,--'ri!EN' StiOII DI!l<IAL IS h!OST IMPROPER. AS 

11' IS ONLY l<ATU'RAL l'liAT WliBN TliE CAUSE IS l<OT TIIERll 

TH11 lilF¥JlOT SliOtiLll l<OT DE TUERE.-JUST A4 TRE 

X..'<OWLI!DOii OJI OTHER SOIENOES DOllS NOT 

li'OLLOW FROM TIDl KNOWLlilDOJ'l 011 ANY 

Ol>"E SOIJ'll<OJI ONLY,-ll< THE SAMll 

MA.NNBR, liOH STI!ll' TOW ADDS 

8UPBRIORITY IS l<OT GAINED IF 

TlDI 001\RIISPONDll<G OAII'SBS 

.lAB l<OT 'l'llJJliB.

(3408-8409) 

OObiMEJ\'TARY. 

'Suporiority'-611long tbo eeleotial Boinp. 
Thio Mme ~nt oota .. ido what has boen said by t.he other pe.rty 

under T.a 3162, regarding t.he 'auditory perception of Soonda, ete. ete.'
What is meant is tbot mete non-perception of tho laid superiority eaonot 
jus!ify t.he donil\l of it.-(UOB-3409) 

. l 

' 
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It hEW! bee1> 1\l'gl.\ed, tmder Text 31G4, tbat-"Similnrly gTOOt superiority 
is found among men in the matter of scientific discussions, but that d00.S not 
ptovo tha.t tho man is 1.\1\ e.xpert in all !o!Cionees ,.. 

The answer to this is oo follows:-

TEXTS (3410-3413). 

WH'£N THE EUSTENCB OTI 1'll:& 0MNISCIBNT PERSON IS ASSERTED, IT IS 

NOT ON THE BASIS O.F His KNOWLEDGE OF ANY ONE PART OF TlliNGS,

IN VXEW OF WRion TRll KNOWLEDGE OF TRll VEDA AND THE ALLIED 

SUB.TEOTS COULD MAJUl Hl:AVBN, ETC. PEROJI:l'TIBLE TO Hnt. WHAT 

WB FIND IN Hnt IS A SUPERIOR GRADE OF WISDOM, .1\fEROY AJ'D SUCH 

QUALITIES B!l.OUGHT ABOUT BY CONSTANT PRACTIOE,-AND PROM 

OUR .KNOWLEDGE 0'11 TRESE QUALITIES WE DEDUCE OUR .KNOWLEDGE OF 

His OTHER JUNDS OF SUPERIORITY ALSO. AJ'D AS TKESE .o..Rl!l 

QUALITIES OF TRll M:IND, THERE IS EVERY POSSIBILlTl( OF TKEIR 

RISING TO THE IDGKEST STAGE.-Ll:KE THE CRU.ELT'Y (OF WICKED 

PEOPLE), TBlll .KNOWLEDGE OF ALL TmNGS REACIIES THE IDGHEST 

STAGE, THROUGH OONSTAJ'T PRACTICE; THUS IS THAT WISDO~I ATTAIN· 

ED WIDCR COJ<SISTS IN THE KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS ; AND lT 

REMAINS INCOMPLETE WHILE EVEN A SINGLE THING R'£MAINS 

1JNKNO\VN .- (341 0-3413) 

COMMENTARY. 

We do not a<>cept the view tl1at there is knowledge of all things, on 
the ba.siA of the knowledge of a. single thing, in viow of which you ha.ve asserted 
that 'merely that does not secure t.ho knowledge of other scioncGQ' (T~ 3164). 
What we do hold is that, through constant pro<:tico, the h igb .. t sta8"8 of 
wisdom are reached; and from that we gather that otl~er kind"J oi superiority 
..,.. also brought about by the knowledg& of St!perseMuous things, through 
the r i&ing gTades of that same praetico. That this is so has boon already 
provOO. beforo; it is further supported,- the argument bei.l\g formulated as; 

follows: all qualiti011 of t·ho Jlfind reach their high""t stage through constant 
praetiee,-like the cruelty and other qul!.lit ies of the Vedic Sacrificers (f);
and Wisdom is a quality of the Jlfind; hence this is a Reason bQ.sed upon the 
nature of things.-The Reason adduced here cannot be regarded aa 
'Inconclusive•; beca.use Wiidom, which consists in the comprehending of tlto 
nature of things, cannot reach it" highest stage without the knowledge of 
a.U things.-Nor can the R<la.•on be regarded aa 'Inadmissible' on the ground 
of its qttalifiCI\t.ion being unknown; because it has; already been proved before 
in detail that constant practice is what is quita feasible.-The word' Kuff}tU' 
is synonYJIIOUS with 'highest stage'.-(341~3413) 
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TEXTS (3414-3416). 

Tli:EN AOMN, TW1 QRADIS TRAT ORIGINALLY GREW OOT Or TKB SII&DS OF 

TlDI SAlOl lll:ND, TIJlU' OUT ()lUDUALLY TO BE VASTLY 8Ul'£1UOR, 

TJIBOUGB TB£ Slil'EIUOB. TR1JA.TMllNT THAT THliY JlEOlllVll. AND 

AS rN TK& CASE Oli" THE Vrihi k.'ID OTBER GR.uNS, SO IN TB£ 

OASE 011 M:sROY, WISDOM Al>"'D OTBER QUALI't'Il'JS .ALSO, 

lT lS QtTI'l'll l'OSSlBLE 'l"IUT Wll11l! TJIESJI LATTIIB, 

ENDOWED WlTB TBB SAID OllARAOTliR, REAOII 

TIIlllR HIORBR STAGES, 'l'lll!RII RESVLTS 

e>mnis<:ien<:e.-(3414-3415) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, U>o grain.t that originally grew out of tho •me kind of II60da are 
found, on undetl!Oing epecial Ue&tment. to '*»mo vnotly auperior; and just. 
as tbia happeN! in the ....., of gn>ina, so it dooo in tho ouo of the qualitioa 
of Mo:cy, Wiloclom, ol<l. alao. So th.ia is a Reason bMocl on thb naturo of things. 

A5 before, bore alao t.he Reason is not 'Inconoluoive' or 'lnndmillllible'. 
• Mati'--wUtdom. 
'Endou.oed will• IMmid cilara&r'-i.e. originally growing out of tho samo 

kind of oouao.--{3414·3416) 

TEXTS (3416--34l8). 

IN TBJ:Nos 11t.T ARE LIABLE ro DETERIORATION m TIOI PlUtSKN<m o:r 
THIUJl OPPOSITES,-'!'BEBB COMES AliOUT AN UTTER DliTimiORATION, 

-AS IS FOUND IN Tllll OAS!l OP TB£ DD'URITIIIS IN OOLD.-Anue

TIONS, WBONO NOTIONS OF OOONlSABLII TBI!<GS AND SO FORm, ARE 

ALL 8.'\'DOWIID WlTJI TRE SAID CIIARACBR (OF DIITBRIOB.A'IINO IN 

'l'llll 1'1\ESJL.'IOJ: OP THEIR OPPOSITES): BEll OB ON TKE D:BS'DIUO'l'ION 

OY TJr£9£, CooNTriONS BECOME PBEE FROM IM'PUBIT!ES. b IT IS 

POSSIEL£ JOR TKESB, RliDOWED AS Tm:Y ARE WITJi TilE SAID 

OlL\RAOTER, TO HAVE IMPORlTI£8,--T.o:EN IT IS EQUALLY POSSIBLE 

PO!< TJ<&m OPl'OSITE TO UPROOT THAT IMPURITY.-(3416-3418) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, t.ltingo U>At have boon found to dotoriora.to in tho proaonoo of their 
oppooitoa aro liable to utter det.orioraliion when their oppoaito riaee to ita 

I 

! 

• 

1 
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hlghe...t •tego of development; as is fotmd to bo the case with the impurities 
of gold ;-1..ove, Hatred and the reot are found to deteriorate in the prOBenoo 
of the l<nowledgo of 'Sotll·l"""·ness' ;-hence this is a Reason basad upon the 
ua.ture of thinga.-Tho Rea.'Jon adduced cannot be regarded aa 'Inadmissible'; 
OOcause it hnf> bc(.,n proved thnt the knowledge of 'Soul-less-ness' is destruc
tive of Love, etc.-Nor cn.n t.hn Rea._c;on bo rego.rdod as 'Inconclusive' ; because 
when the opposite of something rises to the highest point, that thing Mnnot 
continue t.o exist. Otherwise., if a thing wore unable to ontiroly uproot another 
thing,-how could it bring about even a slight deterioration in this latter 1 
For itlatanco, t.he dia.mond. even when lying in the midst of flo.ming fire, 
doo.' not undergo a.ny deterioration at all.-Nor Mn tho Reason be helcl to 
be tlnconclusdve' on tho gro\1nd of the imposs.ibility of the oppos)te rising 
to the highest •<ago of clovelopment; bocauw it has been alroe.dy p1·oved in 
dotail, that such high development is quito possible. 

Or, those things that are linble to cleteriora.tion in the presence o£ their 
opposites, are likely to have opposites tbat ru:o capable of uttorly uprooting 
thom,-as in the """" of tbo irnpuritio>' of gold ;-the AJ!Iictions and tbo 
'vrong not.ions of knowable t-hiogs e.re lioblo to dotm·iora-tion in the presence 
of their oppol;.ites; hence this i• a Roason based upon tho nature of things. 
:Her& a,l~;o the ehargo of 'Inconclusiveness• and •Inadmissibility• may be 
rebutted ar; in. the pre\-ious cases. 

'.tf dC includo~ tho 'wrong notions of action '.-(3416-341 8) 

TEXTS (3419-3420). 

lN SOME OASES, TI!BBll 18 AllSOLUTE DE~'E:aiOlH':rlON OP TiliNG$ 1!11.AT 

OliSTlWOT THE PERCEPTION OF TRUTH, AS IS FOUND IN THE CASJ'l 

OP THE lllXTE!.tNAL AS WELL AS INTERNAL DARKNESS. WHEN 

THERE IS DETJ'JRJOMTION Ol>' TJ!lS, TRUE KNOWLEDGE 

APPEARS UNTRAMMELLED AND l'llOCE:&DS TO APPLY TO 

THE WHOLE CIRCLE OF KNOWABLE TRINGS.

(3419-3420) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, things that serve o.s obstacles to th• Perception of Truth &ro liable 
to absolute deterioration,--e.g. the e-xternl\1 a.nd nocturnal darkness.-G.nd 
Afflictions &.nd Wrong notioM of things, otc. at-e obstacles to the perception 
of Truth; so that this i,q a Ree.aon bMed upon the nature of tbinga. 

That this Reason ia not 'Inconcln.sive• is pointed O\lt. by the words
' when there ia deterioratiOH. of this, etc. etc. '-'of lhi.g'-oi the internal darkneAA 
(of Ignorance).-(3419-3420) 
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TEXTS (3421-3424). 

Qa, TBOD THAT SlTBSIST ni A LASTING 8lTB8TIUTITM, llAVTNO OOYE 

.UOOT IN IT SO)I]tliOW, AND-SO LONO AS THEBII IS NO JIOJICII TO 

'l8ll OONTRARY, TJmY DO NOT NBBD ANY l!'URTJIBI\ EliJIOI\T TOWARDS 

BB.INOINO TRE!4 ABOUT AOAIN,-'l'RBSB, BY THE EXOJILLBNCE 011" 

TJDI) TREATMENT TliEY RECEIVE, REACH TJJI!l RJORES"f STAGE 011" 

Plll\FEOTION ;-AS IIOR EXAMPLII, THE PURJ~lOATtON OF GOLD;

KNOWLEDGE, MEROY AND SUCH QUALITIES ARE ALL 011" TIJE SAID 

KIND; 80 THAT WBEl'l' THESE l!AVE REACHED TRE RIOBEST 

SUTIII Oll PERPEOl'lON, THERE IS BIULLIA.NT 0MNISOili!NOE.-NOB CAN 

TRI8 Ru.80N Bl!l BELD TO BE FALLIBLE (PALSII) IN VIIIW 01' THE TWO 

o.t.S:IS 01' Jumpi1ll} A..'ID Waler·MaU1liJ; BECAUSE Jt1lo0'1.!10 JIOLLOWS 

NOT l'IIOlll Till!! .JlJlall(Q JTSELF, BUT DOll SrRENOTH .U.'l> EllroBT.

(3421-3424) 
COmiENTARY. 

Or, if there are thing11 that auboi.st in a lasting •ublltn>tum, And have 
had aomo peculiarity produced in them somehow,-l! thoro ia no force to the 
oontrory,-they do not sta.nd in ncod of furth'< effort for their production; 
and it they roooivo excellent treat.ment, they proceed to the highest stage of 
porfoct.ion; ""is found in the"""" of the puri6oetion of Oold and 8\tCh things; 
- Knowledge, Mercy and such things (i.e. tho'"' undor discll38ion) have. the 
clulr..,tor jUilt doscribod-henoo this is a Rooaon baeed upon the nt>turo of 
things. 

• No• con Ill,. R.....,. bo mid to bo foJli/Jk, in view of the auu of Jumping 
and IVOW-h<oling'; io. by reason of tho qualiflcatiolll that have been added 
in tho above otatomont of the Reason. Neit.bor Jumping nor Wator·heatin.g 
ia produced only once; nor do they not need another effort for producing 
them agein; nor do they subsist in a lasting subotratum. 

Or, iL may bo said thet th""' is uo 'fallibility' in the Promil!ll because of 
tho further qnalifleation that • it should prooood from " """" or the same 
kind' (- P..- 3'14).-This is what is pointed out by tbo word&-' Jumping 
j<XItlwl, niJI.ftom.lllo jwnping u..J.j, de. .u. ',-i.e. tho Jumping i• not produced 
by U>e Jumping. 

Quution :-uFrom what then~ doos it proceed?'' 
A""""r .-·Jumping proCUIU '"'"' llniiiJIA and effon' ;-i.e. whon. thoro is 

t~trcngtll, and nlso effort, t.hen there cornea Jumpil~i it doea not. como when 
thoro io Jumping itself. Th""" two-Strength and Eftort-lt~ve their capa· 
citiae l'Ofltriotod and fixed; corU~<~qnontly, tho Jumping aiBo has its ohl>r..,ter 
ffi!trictod and fixed. 

The following might be urgod- "If Jumping proceeds from Strength 
and Effort, not from Jumping itseli, then, tbe Jumping-enpacity that comes 
to man alter praetioo, should bo his even prior to thet preot.lce". 

l 
l 
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TbiR does not affect our position. What happens is that boforo tlto 
practice, tho body wa.s disabled ·by tho P"'S<>noo of too much fat, and hcnoo 
the same degree of Jumping could not be attained. Subsequently however, 
by repeated effort, tho said di•ability gradually disappears, aud the J umping 
is attained exactly in accordance with the man's strength.-Thl>t such 
is the. case ffi\lllt be ndmittod; a.s otherwi•e, the Jumping would proceed from 
tho Jumping itoolf, and in that ca..o:;o thoro C0\11d .be no fixity in its degree 
of oxcollonoo.- (:!421- 3424) 

Or, tho Jumping also being dependent upon particulo.r ca.uS<'S, there 
can be no fixity in its degree of oxeelleneo, and hence this case could not in· 
validate our Rea.~on.-This is what is pointed out in the following:-

TEXTS (3425-3427). 

OR, T1IE J UMPING ALSO XS SOl!JITl!ING TIIAT IS OAPABLE OF R&AOBING 

THE HIGHEST STAGE OF PBRF:!:OTXON,-WmOH WOULD PROOEED 

FROM ITS OWN CAUSES, THROUGH CONCENTRATED EI1110RT AND 

STRENGTH: THIS CAPACITY IS NAMED 'MANOJAVA' {1tfrND·FORCE). 

IT IS IN OOID."ECTION WlTR SUCH CAPACITY TIIAT WE HEAR (~"I> 

READ) 011 SUCH 11A0rs AS TIIAT THE LoRD REACHES REMOTE PLACES 

BY MERELY l'BlNXING 011 IT.-THE MERE FACT THAT SUCH POWER IS 

NOT SEEN CANNOT PROVE THAT IT DOES NOT EXIST; NOR CAN THE 

0PPOJ>"ENT PUT 110RWARD ANY REASON TIIAT COULD ANNUL SUCH AN 

IDEA.-(3425--3427) 

COMMENTARY. 

For instanoo, we also admit that, through Concentration of Mind and the 
use of great strength, Jumping rcachos the highest degree of perfection; as 
for instance, we read of the Lord having the power called 'Mind-Force', 
by moons of which one becomes as swift, in hi~; movement as the Mjnd; that; 
is why it has been namod 'Mind-Foroo'. 

Nor is there any reason annum nil the possibility of this Power. 
Nor can more non-percept-ion of it justify its denial; as in that case, 

great incongruities would re.•ult.- (3425-3427) 

Further, it is actually seon that when peculiar conditions o.ro produced 
in the Receptacle, the Movement rea.chos very superior excellence; so that 
from that also we could deduce such perfect movement in tho case of the 
Blessed Lord.-This is whnt is shown in the following-

49 
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TEXTS (~30). 

THE YOUNG Baja-114""" (SwAN) I8 WULE TO MOVE OUT 01> THE ROUSE 

BVJL'< ; BUT TBJIOOOJl PRACTIOB, lT BJI!OO!IIES Al!Ll!: TO 00 JIEYO"l<-:t> 

TRB OOEI.N .LLSQ. JUST AS TBlS MOVEXENT 01> IDS IS THE RES1lLT Ol' 

TRB liXEliC!Sll 011 Tllll l'AlllriOULAJI. 00N1)1Tl0NS OY TRll REClU'TACLE 

(I.E. TBB BoDY),~ •BtY, WliY O.O."NOT SJMII·48, OB EVEN 

mo:m::a, PO WEllS BE l'O!!Slli!·:B (m 'IX£ BLE8SZD LoRD) t AT THE 

pBB(lEl)Jl<O STAOB 0~ TKB 'Bcd/li4tt#1;4', HOWEVI!B, H:ll IS NOT .UU:.:S 

TO ATT.t.ll< SUCH POWZI\ 01> MOVIIJIENT ; BU'l' 'l'RII 01\UT SAOI\ WO'OLD 

CERTATh""LY ATUIN IT ON Hts RL\ORIIIO TRB IDORRST STATB 01> 

'CoiDilJ}.'ION '.-(~30) 

COMMENTARY. 

The young ono of the Swan, in tho beginning, is unable oven to go out 
of ita nest; b\lt later on, "Iter even slight practica, ita wings having grown, it 
!lies even beyond tho....,. In the aame manner, it is quito possible that other 
people, through tho &Xorci.so of the conditions attnohing to the body, attain 
similar prooou of movom&nt. 

"That the bird is ennblod to go to di•tant places, is duo to the growth 
of winjp~, not to Practice". 

Even after tbo wiJ>go bavo grown, tho young bird is not found to 
lly up into tho air all on n. auddon. What happens iR that when it begins 
to Jly from ono branch to tho othor ol tho treo, it fl.ics, at first only to 
a short distance,-then, having got rid of all fottt and doubt, it !lies to 
remoter regions. 

Then again, jUflt M in tho caso of tho swan, after it has acquired a ptu'ti· 
cular substmlum, it acquiros tho powers of movement that it did not possess 
before,-t!imilarly in tho """" of the Bl ... od Lord also, it is quita possible 
that, though Be did not poiJ80M ~ho perlioular power at the stage of the 
'BodltiMIUVO ', yot, whor\ He a.~t&incd a partioulnr stago of Communion, U.e 
secured a particular oubotratum which onablod Him to acquire tht movement 
in queotion.-Thi~ i.o nil that ia mct~~nt by the Text; the mention of'Practice' 
has no signifio<~noo. 

Tbo argument may be formulated •• followo:-That Practice which is 
relatod to the receptacle of a perticular condition loads up to the powor of 
going very ~ry far,-- ia found in the ...., of the Practice by the young 
s .. ran;-the Practioe of human beinp also is capable of being related to the 
rooeptaole of a particular condition ;-hence this is a Rot.eon based upon 
the nature of lhings.-(8428-S4SO) 

lt has been arguod abov&, by !M ot.W party, under T~ Sl68, tbat-
"Tb6 man who can jump into tb6 oky to tho haight of 15 feet, can never 
jump to the height of 8 miloo, bowo,·or much bo !My pt'aOtis8 jumping". 

Tbo ..,."..,. to thit ia as followt:-
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TEXT (3431). 

lJi' A MAN IS ABLE TO J"Oll!l' TO TXIll HEIGHT 011 15 FRET, liE COULD 

OERTAINLY ACQ,umE THE CAPACITY TO .TUMP '1'0 GREATER HEIGHTS, 

THROUGH SIMILAR MEANS.-(3431) 

001\fMENTARY. 

1'he following Text procooda to show that the Author's Reason is not 
falsiJioo by the CM& of the 'Hooting of Water'; beeau110 of the qualifying 
phrase 'having a ln.sting subetratum' (il> Tt:tt 3421):-

TEXT (3432). 

WHILE 'l'Hll WATER IS BEING HB-~TED, IT IS GRADUALLY UNDERGOING 

DESTlWCTION (EVAPORATION); 1'1IUS TXIll SUBSTRATUM BElNG NOT 

' LASTING', WRAT AND WHERE WO'OLD 1'RE ' PEitl1'EOTION ' LIB 1 
-(3432} 

COMMENTARY. 

Quulion ."- u How is it, known that Wisdom and other qualities ha.ve a 
lastifl{l .mbtlratum?'' 

A1!8We1":-

TEXT (3433). 

OF me-ntal qualitie&, TXIll SUBsTRATln! CoNSISTS IN TXIll 'CHAIN OF 

CoNSCIOUSNESS'; AND TmS NEVER OIIASES TO FUNCTION THROUGH 

ITS 00~-:NEOTION WITH ITS REOEPTAOLE.- (3433) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Thi8'-i.e. The Chain oi Conscio\lsnea.c;. 
• F-undion thr<nVJh. etc. ete.'-i.e. from functioning through it.. connection 

with ita receptacle, in the shape of the Bodhisattva; because what is meant 
is " particular 'R<>cepteole '. 

What ia meant is as follows :- It ho.s boon provoo that there is another 
• Region • (Plane) ;-the Bodhuattva.s are persons thoroughly irobuoo with groe.t 
Merey, &nd they live for the sole purpo110 of saving nil beings from the meshes 
of Birth and Rebirth; the 'Ch&in of ConBciousneas', therefore, thatsubsists 
in bbern is o.ll the mo:n) 'lasting •. 'fho.t' Chain of Consciousness', on the other 
hand, which subsists ln the Disciple-s is not so 'lasting' ; because thes& latter 
enter into Ni-ruan.a sooner, a.nd hence their Mercy is not so intense; 
which fact Ioo.ds them to make no effort to continue to livo on (for the 
benefit of living Beings).-(3433) 
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Quution:-'tHow iA the Aee<Jnd qualifiCRtiou (btiHg brougl1l about _,ne. 
ho111, under Tm J421) kuown to 6..'\':i:-.1.1'•• 

A"""" ."-

TEXT (3434). 

As TRll FLOW 011 QUALITIES GOES ON APPEARING IN TilE 'CHAIN 

011 CoNSOIOUSNESS ', SO IT GOBS ON Bl!COMTNO h!ORE AND 

li!Oilll LUMINOUS.-(3434) 

COMMENTARY. 

QUtllion ,._u How is this alAo known ? " 
.4 n.t'10tr :-

TEXT (3435). 

Tms 'CoNSOIOUS~"'ISS' IS 011 'l'lD! S.unl NATI.J1lll AS 'l'lD! 'PXRGI!PTION 

or TRilTB ', .urD DN<m IT IS Lm.IINOUs, BY ITS V»RY NATtTRE; 

liE<IAt1SJl Dll'ITRITIES ARE ALL BXLD TO Bit ADVl!Nn· 

TIOUS.-(3436) 

COMMENTARY. 

All thi• hM boon explained by ua alr<>Bdy,-that all thcso, Wisdom, 
MeN:y o.nd the ..,.t, by their very nature, aro or the al\me """onoo ao the 
PorcepUon or Truth; and ns such they conAtitute tho nature oC'Conscious:nCAS '. 
It th"• b<lcomos ostebliahed l·h~>t, a.. theae Wisdom, etc. are or tho very 
easenco of ConAOlourtnCfiS-'When they hn.vo bocn on~ brought, abottt, they 
continue to function automatically.-(3435) 

Qtte..ti.on :-"How is it known that the accond quoliflcation, 'which is of 
tho amo ouenoe as Uto Perception of 1.'ruth ', bo.longs to ConBCiousness f'' 

A""'*" :-

TEXTS (3436-3437). 

b Col<SOIOt1Sl<ESS lVEBB liESTRICI'ED TO TBl! OOOl<l'!'ION OF SOmt'I."HlltO 

APAllT P.ROll l'l'SBLY, TJ!ES, AS l'I' 1'TSELP WOO'LJ) 'BOT B:. 000:!\"JSED, 

TIIERE GOlJLD ll.li NO OOGNl'l'ION Ol' TBINOS. CoNSJ:QUJ:NTLY 

Col<SOI0t1SNESS HAS TO BB REGARDED AS ESSENTIALLY 

'SZLI'·OOONlS.BD', SPEClA.LLY BE.CAUS.E IT IS n.LlJ"MlllA.· 

TIVB. Jlm<OE THIS CoNSOIOt1SNESS lU:JILUl!S AS 

SOMETit!NG F.REE 11R0l! ALL Dll'OSTT!Ol< .-

(3436-3437) 

COMMENTARY. 

Primarily, tho mcst importru>t form of Co!l1Ciouan011 consist. in 8dj
cognilion;--thil haa to be &dm.ittod by a.n partiea. Otborwile, il ConJCiousnees 
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wore cognised by another cognition, then, as; its own a.pprebension would be 
impossible, there could be no cognition of things. Consequently '~relf· 
illumination' is the mo.at important chnra.ctor of Con.r,eiousnesa. This 'solf' 
of the Con.~ciousnOSB is something entirely ephemeral; hence, by impllco.tion, 
i t follows that Conscionsnes.~ is of the nature of the 'Percept-ion of Truth'.
(3436-3437) 

The following might be Ul'ged-" Consciousness may be of the nature of 
tbO Perception of Truth; oven so, inAsmuch e.s things destroyed are liable 
to appear again,-all the Rooson.s that htwe been adduced a.ro irre.•istibly 
Inconclu.c;.i:'Q'O ' . n • 

Tho answer to this is as follows:-

TEXTS (3438-344{)). 

WHEN, THUS, THE 'PA•rJt' HAS BECOME IDEN'l'I:F.ml) WITH Hnr, THERE 

CAN liE NO SO'l'PRESSION OF IT BY LovE. fuTRRD AND OTHER DEFI!OTS, 

SINCE TliEY li!AD BI!EN ALREADY 11EEllLiil BEFORE. TB:E 'PATH' 

-WHICH IS DESTBUOTlVE OF ALL DE~'EOTS,-HA VINO IlEOOME 

THUS IDENTIFIED,-TBERE OM! IlE NO LOSS OF IT WITHOUT 

EFFO.RT ; AND THERE OAN IlE NO SUCH EFJIOBT, AS ITS GOOD 

POINTS HAVE llEEN PE:ROEIVBD.-THus IT IS Tli!AT Jina IS UNDER· 

STOOD TO DE l'HE OMNISCIENT PERSON ADORNED llY A PURE AND 

llmM HOST OF GOOD QUALITIES, WHOSE SOUL CANNOT IlE SH..I.l.mN llY 

TH.II STORM OF DEFEOTS.-(3438-3440) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even b6£ore tbo identification of the •Pa.th ', the impurities of Love, etc:., 
already feeble on account of thoir advontit.ious character, are unable to 
suppress that Pe.th; how then ce.n they suppress the Pa.th when it hat< become 
identified a.nd absorbed? 

Furtbor, when the quality of the Mind has become absorbed, it cannot 
be removed 'Uoithout effort; just a.s thtJ croe1 nature of the Vedic sacrificer and 
the Demon ( !) cannot be removed. Nor is it possible for any wise man to 
mo.ke an effort to get rid o! who.t hM been fouod to be poos<JSSed of good 
qualities.-' Why 1"-BW>u.se ita good poinl8 ha• .. bun perceived;. This has 
been already explained before. 

'Apak.f<l/a' is Defoot.-{3438-3440) 

Or again, the obara.cter of 'being an entity' and so forth, which you ha.v, 
put forward (under Pe:U 3157 a •eq.) as reasons for denying the exiRtaneA of 
t.he Omniscient Porson,--ftre thexnaelveA enough to prove Hia exisWmeo. In 
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order to &how this, the Author proceed& to point out tho Jm,.riablo Con· 
oomil&nce of the said eh8l8Cters (with Omn~) :-

TEXTS (3441-3443). 

WHA.TBVE'Il. 'l'li1NQS ARE OONOEIVJ!D B'IIOO!O CLR.UILY M.U>'lPBS'I', AT 

THE OOMPLETION 011' TBll OONOEP'I'ION ; AS IS li'OUND IN THE CASE 011 THE 

08Jl«l'''S OF DESIRE ;-ALL 'I'HlNOS AltE CONOIIIVED BY ORIIA'I' 

SAOBS, 110'11. .< LONG TIME AND SEVJI'Il.AL TIMES, IN THEIR REAL 

li'ORM, AS 'VoiD', 'No-SoUL' AND SO li'OR'l'IL TluT 'I'Bll 

'VOID', 'No-SoUL' AND Tllll REST ARE THE teal 
:FORMS HAS BEEN FROVBD llEFORE. HENCE 

AS AJ.\ISINO OUT 01! THE OONOEPTIOl! 011 

REALLY EXISTENT TBINOS, THE SAID 

OONOEPTION HA.9 BEEN RIGHTLY 

RIOARDBD AS RIGHT AND 

VALlD.- (3441-3443) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tb& principal argumont to be cxpou.ndod later on, may be formulated 
thus:-Thinga that aro p081l.....OO. of tho characters of ' being ontity', 'being 
cognisablo' and oo forth ore those that bcoome clearly manifest in a llinglo 
cognition which fol'lll8 the highest •taae of conception ;-e.g. the lovod 
woman, the oon and the thief who are concoivod of by m•n who are o~ 
by the f .. linga of love, et.o.,-e.ll thinga are ~of the AAid ~of 
'being on~ty' and tho roe:t i-henoe this ie & Reason bosod upon tho nature 
of thinga.- Tho Reason adduced here cannot be snid to be 'Jnconoluslve'; 
because whatever thiog. rool or unreal, is conceived of, is always found to 
bring about, at the et~mination of the conception, the cl...,. cognition of 
that thing; &.g. tbo man in love hu the ol&ar cognition of the woman he 
loves ;-611 things are concoivod of in their real form, for a long tUne, by poi'I!Ons 
who are absorbed in rnercy;-honce this iB a Reason bMod on the nature of 
thinga. 

Thls shows that O""""'li<m iB invariably concomitont with the l'CIOIUitant 
cltor copilio?l. 

Q,...i<>n.~The clear oogrution of thinp i• indepoodont of other thingo; 
how is it known that the 'Void', 'No -Soul' and the roat con•titute the 
real £arm of things f'' 

A...,.,..~·ThaJ IM. Void, No.Soul and IM. ....c, uc. elc.'-(3441-3,.3) 

The Author now procoods to show that the cognition of the 'Void' 
and tho reet is vouched for by Peroeptibn illlelf :-

1 
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TEXTS (344.4-3446). 

THE COGNITION IN QUESTION IS VOUORRD FOR BY 'PERCEl'TION ' , BEOAUSE 

IT IS OLii:AltLY MANIFEST, AND IS IN REEPINO WITH THE REAL NATU:RE 

OF THINGS ; JUST LlRE THE APPEARANOJil OF B lue AND OTIIER ~'l!INGS, 

ARISING FROM THE CONTACT OF THE EYE AND OTHER SENSE•ORGANS. 

THE SINGLE OLEAR APl'lllARANOE OF ALL TIIINGS IN A SINGLE COGNITION 

IS QUITE l'OSSmLE,-'-WRIOH l'LRASI! UNDERSTAND ; ALSO BI!OAUSE 

Tm:NGS ARIIl SO CONCEIVED OF, LTXE TilE WOJII.L~, THE SON AND THE 

THIEF; CoNCEPTION TOO IS NOT DIFFICULT TO GET AT, AS IT OAN 

l'RESIIlNT ITSELF Blll>'ORE ONE BY MERELY WIS:UING I!OR IT.-(3444-

3446) 
COMMENTARY. 

As it ia clea.rly manifested, it Cl;\nnOt be merely fanciful ;-as it envisa.ges 
things vouched for by means of Right Cognit.iou, it cannot be incOmJ?"tiblo 
with the reality; hence it must be regarded as a valid form of Perception, 
like the Visual and othor porooptious. 

Thus it ho.ving been proved that it arises from mer& eoneeption n.nd ifi 
clearly manifest, it also becomes proved that all things become clearly 
manifested simultaneously in a single cognition; and thus the Invariable 
Concomitance becomes established, and wo got the Premios that 'all t.biogs 
can o.ppea.r clearly in a single cognition o.t ono and bh.G same ti.me'.
The argument may be formulated as follows :-Things that are conceived of 
are co.pa.blo of being cloo:rly manifested in a. single cognition;-e.g. the 
Woman and other things;-.a.U things are conceived of;-hence thjs; is a 
Reason b&lied upon the nature of thit~gs. 

The ::Etoason cannot be regarded o.s •L"'.a.dmi.s.c;.iblft'i·-this is pointed out 
by the next sentenoo-'O<>n<»pti<m. too is not, eu. etc.'- That is, the po.~bility 
of conception having been. proved before, the Reason cannot be regarded as 
' lnadmi.ssible'.-(3444-3446) 

Having thus esto.blishod the Invariable Concomitauee by point.ing out 
that tho capacity oj being clearly manijef!k4 is connoct.od with mere oor>eep· 
tiqn., the author now proceeds to point out the main purport of his 
argument:-

TEXTS (3447-3449). 

A1.J.. THINGS MUST BE :REGARDED AS CLEARLY MANIFESTED BY TilE 

ONE COGNITION THAT REPRESENTS THE m GIIEST STAGE OF TilE 

CONOEPTION,-DEOAVSB OB SUOR REASONS AS 'BEING ENTITIES', 

':BEING EXISTIIlNT' AND TilE LIKE,-LIRll THE BELOVED W OMAN 

AND OTHBBS.-8J:MrLAB.LY, WHEN THE OEltT~TY REQA.RDING A. 

THING IS CAPABLE OI! BEING !'ROVED BY SUCK J.tlMSONS AS 'BEING 

AN :m:NTITY ' , t BEING EI::OSTENT ', 'BBING PBODUOED' AND 'l'B:E I.IKE:,

-WHO IS TliERE WHO WILL NOT 1\EGARD IT AS \VELL·ESTABLISBIIlD l 
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-HaU TliKN IS J'VLLY ESTABLISH£~) TJB BXISTENOE 01' Tire 

OlO'LSOiltNT Pmtsol<, WHO IS TIDI CBEST-.JliWEL 01' .u.L SWG& .L'<D 

An<r~U, .&.ND WBOSS SINGLE ooo::n:l'IOl< OOloll'8BBJ!NDS .u.L TIUT IS 

ICNOW .UU:.-(344 7-3449) 

COMMENTARY. 

The high .. t stege of the development of tho Conception is •opr-nted 
by tho cognition in question. Even in the 1.\bsenco of co-ordina.tion, tho 
Balmvrihi oompound is based upon the sense of tho woM&. '1'ho mooning thus 
is thnt.-&11 things nre suoh "'' are clearly monifosted in tho oinglo cognition 
th~t "'l""""nto the high..,t stage of the Conception.-And the Person in 
whooo ono cognition &U things become cleerly manifetted in this way is one 
• wllou 1inglo cognUion tmnprtknds all Uool il kn01D0blo ', and who i• ' lho 
.... .;ewe~ of all Sunu and A8WW' ;-.,d tbi.o Pensoo ia thus proved to 
bo 'omnitc.iont • .-(3447-3449) 

TEXT (3450). 

Dhamw. .&.ND OTBKR THINGS mJST BA VE BEEN KNOW!< TO SOlO PlntsoN, 

WITBOO'r ANY VEIIBAL E.UBESSIONS,-BBOAOSE TBliY IL\ Vll Blllm 

TAOORT BY Tlll1'riJlroL Mlm,-LD!ll TBll l'ORITY 011' GOLD AND 

soon TRINas.-(3460) 

COMMENTARY. 

Or, things that have been taught by truthful mon must have been 
kno\On to some one,-like the purity of gold aod sucb things ;-and Dlw.rmc. 
ond other things ho.ve be<ln taught by truthful men ;-benoe tbi.o ia a Reason 
booed upon the naW.O of things.-(3450) 

Tbo following might bo urgod-"IL ia poooible thAt tho T~ have 
tenght Dharmo, et<>. after looming it from t.ho V ode; boooe your argument 
i.a futilo , •. 

Tha answer to this ia aa follows:-

TEXT (3451). 

IT BA VINO llBlW PROVED TBA.T 1IBll VBDA IS THE WORK 01' A 1I01oU.N 

BlllNO, OUR AROOM.IINT IS NOT l'ROVIl<O WHAT IS ALR!!ADY l'ROVJID 

(AND DENOII P UTJLE). MERE RANDOM TliA.OlliNQ 01' Wl!AT 

IS NOT KNOWN CANNOT BE ALWAYS TRO.E:.-(8451) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the obopter on the 'Roveelod Word', it has be<ln proved that the 
Vodo ia tbo work olo. human heing; hen<>o our P"""'ntargumoot ia not 'futile'. 

• 

\ 
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It might be a.rgued t!w.tr-"Teachings can be imparted at random, 
without knowing the things taught; so that your Reason is 'Inconclus"ive•." 

'l'he anA:wor to th.iR is-' Mere random tea,clting. etc. etc. '-It iH not possible 
that nn.youe, without knowledge, should go 011 talking, nnd f.hat too against 
all forms of Right Cognition.-(3451) 

TEXTS (3452-3453). 

THE SUPEJ.tS:!lNSUOUS POTENCY OF GESTURES, MAGIC CI::RcLES ANll WOAN· 
TATIONS TO CURE THE ATTACK Oll' GHOSTS AND WITCHES, TO REMOVE THE 

EFFROTS Oll' POISONS ;-ALSO THE SAGES AND Garuif.o. ANll SUCH 

DEINGS ;-IF THE CLEAR KNOWLEDGE Oll' ALL THESE THINGS 

DY DIRECT PERCEPTION, AS APART J'n0)1 WOWS AND 

INFERENCE, DID NOT :S:&LONG TO THESE PEltSONS,. 

-HOW IS IT THAT THEY HAVE SPOKEN OF ALL 

THIS 1-{3452-3453) 

COMMENTARY. 

Further, tho knowledge of Incantstions a.nd other things as possessing 
the ca.pa.oity to remove the effects of Poison, ete.,-thinga that are entirely 
beyond the reach of the sensos,-ii these things were not directly known to 
Bvtkl.lw. and others, how is it that they have spoken of them I This needs 
to be expla.ined.-(3452-34~3) 

ult may be that t.hey have spoken of th~e thj~ af-ter he.vi.ng eom9 to 
kno\v them through Infer<n<4." 

The answ(ll' to this i• as follows:-

TEXT {3454). 

HIS JO;'OWLEDGE COULD NOT HA Vl'l BEEN DERIVED THROUGH lNl111RlWCE, 

AS THEB11 HAD :SEEN NO l'EEVIOUS PJIROEPTION ; ANll HENCE NO 

RELATIONSHIP WITH Tli1I !NJrl'lRENTIAL INDICATIVE OOUX.D 
BE EEOOGNISED.-{3454) 

COMlllENTARY. 

Nothing can form the object of Inferenc» of which the relationship to 
the Indic&tive ho.' not been recognised; and it is not possible to have any 
definite notion of the relationship of any Inferential Indicative to a thing 
which is entirely beyond peroeption.-(3454) 
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TEXTS (3465-3457). 

No& ooULD fu DUIVB RIS KliOWLElD<lB 'OY HBARINO IT AS ASSERTED 

BY AN()THER Pl!RSON; AS '1'IDl OAS!l OP TILY. LATI'ER ALSO WOULD BEl 

OPEN TO THE S&>IJi: O.encl'IONS.-Noa CAN THE OONIIOR!KITY (OP 

'1'1n: Tlu.ou:nm) WITH THE 8JU.L STATE o• TIIDIOS Rll lolllll:&LY AOOI

DENTAL. BBCAUSB !DO TBAOKINO IS AVOWEDLY IN llEGAll.D TO 

Dllamw. ; HBNOB IT OOIILD NOT Rll A'ITRIBIITI!D TO ANY OTHER 

l<ODVB ; .Cnl IT IS ONLY \YJIE!< 80AimmNG HAS BBL'< DONl! WITH 

J. DIP~"r KO'riVB TJIJ.T S'OOB ' J.OOIDJ!NT' VAY Bll S'OSPI!OTBD; 

11.0. W11BN J. Tm&9TY JUN IS GOING Ill SBAJIOII o• THE BIVJ!R,-IF 

llll OOJdliS BY A. TBBE, TIUT ~'< Bll SA.lD TO Bll ' J.OOIDB!>"I'A.L '.

(~57) 

OOMlmNTAlW. 

n might be said that-"Bia knowledge haa boon derived f<om the 
assertions of anotbor poraon ".-But tbnt cannot be right, M the ease of this 
lattnr also would be open to tho aa.mo objections. For instonee, the following 
consideration arises bore also: How did the othor person know it! There 
can be no ~aohing, without knowledge;- if ho learnt it from another 
per&on ;~d eo on, the:ro would bo an inflnitt- regress; thus there 
being a ....., of the blind following tho blind, all would have to be regarded 
as ignorant, and no tet~ehing would be righb and sound. This has been 
tbua declared.- ' In regard to such matteno (o.s Dharn~a), tho 11880rtion oi man 
cannot be reliable, o.s it would be Like tho aasort.ion of the blind regarding 
colour., 

The following might he urged-" The Conformity of tho Teaching to tho 
real state of things might be purely =id•ntal •·. 

'l'bo answer to this is thnt-' Nor "'"• etc. otc.'-The compound is to be 
expounded as-that of whieh ~nlal tlmjonnity is tho elulraeter. H is 
only when the effort made for ono thi"l! leads one to another thing thnt the 
confonnity to this latter may be t.oeidental; o.g. when a man is going alo"l! 
in aeareh of tbe rivor•idb, if be oomea by tbo shade of the treo. In the caae 
in question, however, the Toeehing has not boon imputed with any other 
motive; aa tho B'-<1. Lord has cl~ introclu<*i His teaching with ~be 
words-' 0 Bhiq!U, I sbaU now toMb you Dhormo', ud then proceeded tn 
expound Bia Toecltiz>al regarding Dhonrt4 Md other matters; •o that it is 
el- thet Bia teachi"l! has DOt p<OCMded with any other moti-

' Vcfhini' is Rivor;-' Vi<lrum4' is Treo,-or Oo..L.-iU61>-U57) 

It might be argued tbt.t.-" it is pooeiblo that the Teeclting might have 
prooeedod f<om Deluaion; and henoo the ~n put !ol'll0$rd is' Inooncluoive ". 

The anawer to this ia ae foUoWI:-
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TEXT (3458). 

NoB IS Tit& TIIA.CIIINO TBE A.SSKR"NON Oil DBK&.'IT!D P:BOPLB WITH DJS. 

OBDBRJID MINDS; BEOAUSB rr IS POUND TO Bll IN A lll!OULAB 

SJ:QUBNOJI All"D IS All BXOBLLBNT lroL11D..LEB 011 ITS 

PUBPOSE.--{3458) 

COMMENTARY. 

Demented por;cotlll with di•orde~d lllinde cimnot m&ko ~>ny 8\lcb long 
aasertioll8 os appoo.r in well-ordorod soq\lonco, o.s o, 001tneotod whole aooom
plishing t.ho purposes of m..u. 

Thus it. becomes established tha.t there b.,. boon oomo ono wbo po~ 
tho cllroct knowledge of Dho,..,_ ..ud allied matters.- (3458) 

The following might be mged- "It might b,.vo been eetablisbed in a 
general way; but even oo, whet you wished to prove wu the fact tbot Buddha 
Md the knowledge of Dhomta; bow is~ proved" I 

In answer to this, the Author prooeedo to abow that the Bleesod Lord 
did po- the knowledge of Dho'ITnO. :-

TEXTS (3459-3461). 

WJJBN A Pl!R.SON WHO, INTENT UPON THE TBUTII, WIUOH IS NIIITHER 

HEARD Oil' NOR INFERRED, EXPOUNDS lT,-5110II A.N IIXl'OUNDEB 

MUST llB BEOAllDED AS ONE WHO llAS IIAD DmEor "KNOWLEDGE 01' 

THAT TRUTH; ll'OlJ. EJ{A~lPLE, WHEN TKfl )tAN \VliO HAS ACTUAlLY 

Sm:N WATER, POINTS rr OUT TO OTHEIJ.S ;-'rHE GREAT SAGE, INTENT 

UPON TH!l TRUTH, HAS ACTUALLY :sxPOITNDEl>, WITH :nJUI OONVlO· 

TlON, TU TRUTH \VBIOH HAD NBVER B:&BN Rl:ABD Ol' OR Th'FERIJ.BD,

WHIOH IS BBYOl>"D THE ll:U.OH 01' Tit& 0..'<8.18, rHl!i POTENOlBS 01' 

wm<m, LIXJ1 THOSE OP GES'I'UBES, llioiO CmaLl:s ANl> rHl!i LlKl:, 

AllB NOT KNOWN TO OTHERS.-{3459-34.61) 

CO.M:MENTARY. 

Tbo argument may be thus formulatod:-Qno who, intent. upon the 
Truth, toaobao the truth regarding unheard of and un-inforred things, he 
must be ~ardod 1\8 being directly cognisant of the rot>! essence of those 
th.ings,--o.g. tho mnn who, ha.ving actually &Gon wntor, points it out to 
othora;- tho Blessed Lord he.s ootually tougM suab Truthe;-honce tltis is & 

Rooaon bo.sed upon the 01\turo of things. 
The truthfuln068 of the Teachings having been 1\lready e8tAblished, the 

:Roooon cannot be 8<\id to be 'ln&dmi8$ible'.-Nor is it '!nconclusive'
e.s bao been shown already.-And e.s all our Roaaona are present wherever 
the Pr<lbendum is p-.nt, the Re&son cannot be ~arded aa 'Contradictory'. 
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• Pa>djMla, &'-Tho Gooturo. etc. wb0110 potoner i• not known to other 
people.-(3451\-3461) 

It hM been argued by the other party, undQl' Tal 3169, tbat-"Even 
when the superiority of knowledge prooeoc!.a very far, it cw> oomp<ebond 
only a little more then others, it ON> n•- oomprobond things beyond the 
senaes••. 

Tbe o.nswO< to this is aa foDowa :-

TEXT (3462). 

TiroS, WREN TKPl! IS S1TPEIUOR XliOWLZlXIE, AND l'r PROOEEDS ON 

TilE BASIS O:r PROPJIR lOUl<S, IT OAN OOIII:PREIIEND ALL TRA'l' 

IS l40RB TtU.N OT1DUIS,-:BVIIN TllAT WBlOll IS BliYO:ND 

THE SENS"ZS.-(8462) 

OOMltENTARY. 

I& h&s been argued undor Tal 3170, thnt--"Wbilo the man i8 -~ 
in a but, the &,..,_porooptlon that ho hM h"" it8 t&l\go reolrictod within 
that hut, eto. oto." 

The answer to this ie n.fl toUows :-

TEXTS (3463-3464) 

WHEN A MAN (/j SI!ATIIlD IN A UUT, TIIJI SZNSlH'lii\OIIlPTION 'l'llA'l' IlB liAS 

HA.S ITS RANGE ns'l'IUOTEO WITllll! TIIAT IIDT, IT DOllS :NOT ZXTIIND 

'1'0 .ANOTRBR li17T ;-ALL TmB YOU OOOLD BB IN A POSITION '1'0 

A&SERT WITH OIIRTAI:NTY ONLY WH.11N YOU HAD t'II:E 

DlliJ!OI' APPIIl!KIINSION Oil Tllll OA.PAOITY 01' ALL l'HJNOS; 

OTHJtRWISll, ON W1L\ T OOOLD SUOH O.B.IIT4IN'l'Y 

BB BAS:BO 1-(3463.8464) 

Whon you made this IIAtomont you made itent.iroly on the basia of thet 
assertion itae1f; for people of limit.od vilion, mere non-appreheosiou cannot 
justify eny cert.inty ~ng the incapocity of all men to oognise super· 
sen3UOllB ~-{3463·3·6() 

The following might bo urged-" Wh<!n we deola:e the incapacity of 
men to cognise aupel'OOQOUO"" things, we do not doao on the be&ia of more non· 
approl\ension; in fact, we do it on ~bo beais ol inf~co from auoh ......,DB 
as 'being human' and ao !ort.h. For int!Ance, till mon are iOC&Jl"ble of pet· 
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ceiving things romote-. concet\led, ote.,-because they ar& human, because 
they are entitiM. becatL-w:t thoy are cogni:sable,-li.ko myself''. 

Tho ans wor to this hi 0$ follows:-

TEXTS (3465-3466). 

hr YOU DBDtJOB THE INCAPACITY OF OTHBR P.!JR80N8, IN REOARD TO A 

OBRTATN IIJIFEOT, FROM YOUR OWN EXAM'PLE,-ON THE BASIS OF StJOH 

RIMSONS AS 'llBIN(l RUJI!AN' AND THB LIKE,--TH:EN YOU LAND 

YOurulliLll IN ABSURDITIES.-!N TIDS WAY, YOUR OWN 

STUPIDITY HAVING BEEN ASOBRTAJNliD,-~'RO~[ YOtJ:R 

OWN EXAMPLE, ALL LEA.llNED Mm< MIOHT BE 

REGARDED AS STUl'ID.-(3465-3466) 

'Ni#adtLtyl' , 'doduoe', is to be construod 'With ' K6ryJ', 'in regard to a 
certain of!'ACt t. 

The R<>MonA cit<ld are all 'Inconclusivo'; oo looding to nbo!urditics.
BocauAo in this sn.mo manner. it may MSorted 88 folluws:-·Au men are 
•tupid, boet\uao they 1\1'0 hum""· etc. ete.,- lilte you:rllOif'.- And yot there 
c.o.n be no Huch deduction. Beco.ur;o DJ..amt4 is not found in ono man, it 
cannot bo doduood tho.t it ca.nnot be fotmd in t:my man; booa.uRO men are 
found to bo dif!orot>tly circum.•tonced.-(34GG·3466) 

AB ...,g..ro, ~tupar(UJ'8 MSertion, quoted under T""'l8 3172·3173-to the 
effect that--" All mon do not know all thing8, ot.c. etc." ,-that also is & 

mere e.seertion mado without reasons.-Tbis is \Vhat iiJ pointed out in the 
!ollo-..ing-

TEXT (3467). 

A!J A MATTZR 011 I'AUJ', 1'.11:&1\J!l IS NO LDD'1' TO Tlllli Xl\'0\VLEDOE OF MAN. 
liBNOJII TH1ll STAT.IIlmNT IN QV!ISTION IS A )I]IR1I ASSERriON 

:MADE WITJlOUT ANY BEASON.-(3467) 

COJIIMENTAlW. 

Or, it m1>y be th!\t the stotomont made by Qlt<piJ"!!C> is in regard to 
men like ourselves; in that esse# there being no lncom~tibility between 
this view and our doctrine of the Omniscient Pel'!lon,- it haa no bearing on 
the ~nt di.ocU88ion.-This is whet is pointed out in the following-
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TEXTS (S46S-S472). 

OR, IT KAY BE THAT TIDl S'l'A'rlllOlNT MADII BY ~1Upar1)4 WAS WlTR 

R:El'J!BENOE TO OOllrnON DULL-Wl"J'I'ltl) PERSONS LIKE HIMSELF, 

WHOSE Mno'DS ll.<n NOT BJIE!f PUJ\InED.-lN SUPPORT 01' Tllll 

POSSTJilLl'l'Y 01' '1'IIERll B.tniO .,_~ Omn.sal::eNT l'mlsoN, W:t RAVE 

u.azany 8'l'ABD 'I:JQ: PBOO• Ci DE"l'.UX.;-ABGUML~ TO THE 

OON11A.RY BBOt10llr .JORW.o.RD BY 0TJIJ:R PABTDS HA V!! ..U.S0 BllEN 

Ul'OTED.-b PAOT, 11VBN IJ' TKE PROOlf IN StJPPOBT OP His 
UJSTXNOE IUD NOT BBJC< PUT PORWA.RD, THE llERll Ah'"}.'UIMXNT 011 

"l"11ll AROllllliNTS TO THll OONT&Al\Y WOIILD RAVJ! &STABLlSBED TBJI 

PBOBABILlTY Ol' liJs BXISTllliOE. BBO.O.t1SB WHBliB NOTBJNO AOAINST 

A OBJI.TAJ:ll IDII.t. 18 PBROBIVlm, NOR AI\"YTBINO IN SUl'POBT OF TT,

THliRB AJUS"&S .. DOUliT BIIOA.BDINO TT; WHICH D.'DIO..TliS ITS PRO

UBILTTY. IN FAOT, IT 18 ONLY WllllN TillS PliOBA.BILTTY IS TBXRll, 

THA. T 'I:BERI!l OAN BB SUCH A-N ASSERTION TO TIDl OONTBABY (MADll 

BY THB Mim4!!144ka) AS TIU.T-"IT 18 BY MliANS OF TliE V td4 ~ 
TRAT Dharma CAN BB l<NOWN".-(34:68-.3472) 

OOMMXNTARY. 

'SVMamcin'-Peoplo lik~imilnr to-him•elf.-(346&-3472) 

It ltM been argued, under !l'to:~ 3174, that-"The capacity of Perception 
hM never boon found applicable to tho future, oto. eto. ". 

Tbo anewer to tbi• io 114 foJIO,YI:-

TEXT (8478). 

EvEN IN RBOA.!U) TO l'UTOltB TRINOS, TRB OAPAOITY OP PERCEPTION 
WOIILD BB APPLlOABLll, IN THE OASB Oll" MYSTIOS,-AS lL\S 

B:tmt POINTED OIIT IN TK!l CRAJI"TER ON 'Til:a 'l'mn:B 

PoiNTS o:r Tnls'.-(3473) 

COMMENTARY. 

'AI lotu bun pointed 014 ;,. Ill• cllapta, - -·-This ia wba• haa been 
said under that chapter :-All thinp, directly or indirectly, bear to each other 
the relation of ea""" and offeot: the Prc«nl thing ia alwaY", directly or 
indirectty, tho effm of the Put., and the,.._ of the Futuro tbina· What the 
M)-stiC8 do ia to appr1>bend all thinp by diroct Perception, and thereby 
detetmino the Put and the Futuro antity oloo, on tbo buis of the 'chain of 
entiti,. ', put and futuro, which are rclatocl "" ea""" and offeot ""'pectively, 
-by m....,. of coneoptiona !het are objeot·l- and honoa not entirely in 
conformity wit.b reality, or purely worldly,-hicb follow on the wake of t.be 
said Poreeption. 
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This is wh&~ has boon doclorod h1 Text8 1853-1866 under ~he obapur 
on tho 'Three points of 'l'imo'-(For trarulati<>n see, in loco, above].-(3473) 

Tho abov<> iA not aocopW by the Sautf'dntika (oeetion or Buddhitts), 
who hold thnt t.he Ble.""od r.ord htvc the direct poreept.ion of ..u thing•. Hence 
tl1e Author sots forth the view of tho SaWf'dnlika in the lollowing--

TEXT (3474). 

OR, TKROUOB Tll1t l'OWXIIS 01' Y OOA, THE MENTAL Pl!E01!l'Ti.ON 011 M YSl'lCS 

WOULD CLEARLY IIINVISAOE THE PAST AND Tllll F1lTUI\ll ALSO, 

mDllPl!NDENTLY 011 !NYEJUlNOE .u."D 'l'BE WoRD. 

-{3474) 

OOMMENTAlW. 

When ono hru; a true dream, even though the cegnition ia object·1088, 
yeti~ i• thoro, independently of Inference n.nd Word,_,.ppearing through the 
pooulin.r na.tui'O of its substratum, nnd it is in conformity with tho real st.ato of 
things. In the same manner, in the ease of mystico, through the pow..,. 
of Medit&tion and Communion, the P88t 1>nd the Futnre thing becemoo 
cloorly pereoptiblo, independently or Infereneo e.nd Word. Tbi8 Perception 
is held to be a valid proof (of omniaoienco).-(3ol74) 

The following migbt be urgod-"Pereoption lull! been held to envioage 
the Specific Jttdividt«dity of things; thoro lA no Specifk.lndivid""!ity that is 
Paat or Futuro; then how ean tho knowledge of th- envisago the Spu4Jie 
lttdividt«dity"? 

The answor to tJria ill 1\8 follows:-

TEXTS (3475·3476). 

As APPltEBENDING ITS owN MANil'EsTATION, rr J!NVJSA01!S A Specific 
Jfldividualily; A-~ AS :V..-viSAOlNO A. OLZAR .U."D DISTINCT l\UliiPESTA• 

'!'ION, IT IS RBLD TO BB Perception.-TuvS THERE U SOMB 

ON:fl WJIO PllROEIVES SUPlll!SENSUOUS TJJ:lNOS DIR.ECTLY. 

Al."D AS TRElU! IS NO ETEl!.NAL WO:ttD, ONE DOES NOT 

PERCEIVll ANYTJJ:lNO TBltOO'OH TBAT.

(3475·3476) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thougl1 ie is trno that; there I• no Spooific Individuality ehat; is Past; or 
Futute, yet, inasmuch as the oognition apprehends itsoU, it has been 
doo!Au'OO in the &Cript..- to ba envisaging th& Specijle lndividt«dity; boneo 
thero is no inoongrnity in this. 
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And as this cognition is clear rmd d.i.st.inet, and is froo h'om conuptua-l 
content, and is in confol'lllity with the real state of thingl!,-it fulfills all tho 
conditions of 'Perception', and hence it becomes eRtablish&d that it is 
Percoptibn-(3475·3476} 

Not acoopting this view (that the Lord ho..• the direct Percoption of nil 
thil\gS), the Author OBSerts the following, in answer to what the other party 
has a8S<lrtod under T""t 3175 to the efieet thatr-"He alone sooo thingl! who 
sees them through the eternal Word".-

TEXT (3477). 

Tm! WISE MEN HAVE DECLA!<ED THAT TBB KNOWLEDGE 011 TBB SAGE 

OF SUl'ERSENSUOUS THINGS PROOEIIDS .FROM 'l'BE l NFERENOE 

STA1ED BEFORli,-NOT FROM ANY REV!IA.LED 

WORD.-(3477) 

COMMENTARY. 

The wise men-i.e. the Buddhists-have declared that the knowledge of 
supersensuous thing~!, belonging to· the Blessed Lord, which directly envisngos 
a.U things. is brought about by the force of his meditetions,-through the 
aforementioned Inferenoo, independent.ly of the Rew.oJed Word ;-&ld that 
it does not proceed from any scripturos compiled by men. Honoo as this 
view is not accepted by us, the objection does not affect us.-(3477} 

lt has been argued, under Te:ol 3178, that--" the beginninglessness that 
is asserted in regard to the composer and the utterancos emanating from him 
is itself based upon two invalid notions, etc. ete. ". 

The answer to this is as follows:-

TEXTS (3478.3479). 

BEOINNINGLESSNESS IS NOT ASSERTED IN' REGARD TO THE CoMPOSEB 

OR TO THE UTTER.ANOES ElllANATING FROM BDI,-FOR 'l'BE PURl'OSll OF 

PROVING THEIR VALIDITY; BE<>AUSE B~'INNINGLESSNESS Bli:LONOS 

TO 'tHJO Il<VALID (WRONG) OOGNlTION ALSO; FOR INSTANOE, 

TJD!l UNBli1LIJlVliRS AND TBEIR WORDS,- AS ALSO THE 

VlllDAS AND 'l'liBIR EXPOUNDERS,-ARE NOT VALID 

AND l!JILIABLE, EVRN THOUGB T1IEY MAY BE 
BEGn.'NINOLESS.-(3478.3479) 

001\11\IENTARY. 

When we assert Beginninglessness, it i.8 not a.s a. reaaon for reliability; 
because suoh ,. reason, as present in the abe!lnoe of the Probandum oJso, 
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would bo 'Inconclusive'. Hence., tho objection that you have urgOO bns been 
urgod by imputing to tL•" view that is not hold by us.-(3478-3479) 

Them ,\gail\, j t ia you yourselves who a.'i.~1·t the bcyin,.ningle8~t.ess of t.he 
Vedas nnd their Expounders n.~ t\. ren.son for tho relie.bilty of the Yedtl; so 
that all the objootio"• that you have urged are cloorly "PPiicable to you.
This is whnt is pointod Ottt in the following-

TEXT (3480). 

IN FACT, TilE beginning~s OF TBB EXPOUNDERS AND OF THE ETElUIAL 

SENTENCES THAT IS ASSERTED BY YOU FOR THE PURPOSE OF l'RO\IINO 

TlfEJR REI~IABlLITY, IS DENIED BY US AS A SIJEER COUNTllR• 

BLAST.-(3480) 

COM.M.ENTARY. 

The compound is to 00 expolmded o.s-'1£ha oxpowl.ders' and 'the 
eternal sentencos '. 'Expounder' stand~ for those who ex'}>Ound the meaning 
of the Voda.s.-(3480) 

Queation .'-u How is the Beginninglessnass denied ? ' ' 

An.twtr:-

TEXT (3481). 

THE Expou:nders STAND ON TRE SAME FOOTING AS TRE Composers ; AND 

DEPENDENT UPON l'liEM IS TliE RELUlllLlTY OF THE VEDAS; BEOAUSII 

THE KNOWLEDGE OJ! THE MEANING OF TliE VEDAS IS DII:RIVlllD 

FROM THB EXPLANATIONS PROVIDED BY TliE SAlD 

EXl'OUNDERS.-(3481) 

OOMJII.ENT ARY. 

'Dependtnt upon them. '-Le. upon the Expounders. 
uHow so?'' 
Because the knowlodge of the meaning of the Vodas is derivod from the 

explo.no.tions provided by those Ex-poundors,-t,horefore the validity and 
reliability of the Vod"" &re dependent upon those porsons.-(3481) 

Quest·ion :-"\¥llo.t is the ho.rm if tha.t is so?'' 
AflbWtr:-

60 
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TEXTS (3482- 3484). 

lN THIS WAY, Tlll< VEDlO SENTENCES, BEING DEPENDENT UPON OTHER 

TlDNOS, CANNOT BE RELIABLE.-As BEGal<DS THE ExPOUNDERS, 

M Tl!BY DO NOT TllJ;>ISRLVR.'l PERCEIVE D/wrm,a., THESE ALSO 

O.b.N N-.evER »B REJU.'Bl.E. Or suCH EXPOUNDERS, Ev:eN rnouoa 

beginni"(/le881te88 MAY BE POSTULATED, IT WOULD BR IN A POSITION 

THAT IS NOT RELIABLE ; AND HENCE IT WOULD NOT BE Dll!FERENT 

IN OJURAOTElt li"l<O~t Tll!l Bli:GINNINGLESSN:&SS Oli" THE UNDELmVEBS 

AND OTHERS. Taus TllElUl BEING NO DIFI1ERENOE . DISCERNIBLE, 

ALL Tl1IS OOMES TO BE ON THE S<\Mll llOOTING; SO THAT NEITRI!R 

Relial>ilityliOR Ur~Tdiability WOULD liE llEGUINUIGLESS.-{3482-34.84) 

COMM.ENTAltY. 

~·aan. ~be 'reliable'-Tha.t is &liability ea.n nover be thuirs. 
\>VIwn, iu this way, tho Voclic Sentoneos tbomsolvt$, boing dupon<lunt 

upon other things, cannot bo rolit\ble,-their Exponndc.N would bo like t~ 

group of blind people, ha.ving no knowledgo of cfltarma i tmd as i'uch th<.·Ku 
nlso wou!U be unreliable. 

Thus wha~ hes boon u. .... rted by ~bo ot.hEn· part.y, «> the offec~ ~hat
"Rcliabili~y (Vo.lidity) »nd Unroliability (Invalidity) would thua be be· 
ginuiugl~",-<:am\ot bo right.-TbiB i!i wha.t ~ pointed out by tho words
'Na 1ndn.attltipram<l~lalt.'i, 'etc. Ble.'-Only if the r,litlobility of the Expoundo~ 
nnd the Vcd&ho.d boon ""t<>biL•hod, could thosaid :Reliability be beginningloos; 
as a ma.tte.r of fMt, however, that itself b.as not beo1\ establisbGd; h.euce it is 
no~ right to asser~ thn~ both thesa are beginninglua.-(3482-3484) 

Then B{.tnin, when we t\8.-.ert.ed that tho Vedns and thoU· Gxpout\ders stand 
on the same footing a.s Buddha and Rig Toochings,-it wo.~ moroly ns a 
counterb1a.at ; as a. matt.er of fnct, tl1or& can bo no oqun.lity bet,veen the 
Blessod Lord and His Toaching. on tbo one hand and tho Vedo.a and their 
expounclers on the other; there is really n. gcee.t difference between thom.-'l'hi.s 
is what is pointed ou.t in thtl followhlg-

TEX1' (3485). 

IN liA<n', T.lt&Rll xs ·rms Diltli"EREJsOil> BETWEEN THE SA.oE AND THOSE 

WoRDS,-'rltA.T HE l'KBOl!NliD THE Dhariru:> HlMSEX.li" AND 

EXPOUNDED TliEM THJIOUGH M:sltOY.-(3485) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has boon t>lroady proved thnt tho Blo.<;Sed Lord bed ~ho di.roc~ por
coption of Dharma and tough~ i~. Hence wha~ the opponen~ has asserted 
(under Texl 3179) regarding ~he un.reliabili~y of one who has never himself 
perceived Dhmmt•, is 'inad.roissible'.-(3~85) 
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The following might bo urged-u How hs it. Jmown that. the Lord BimseU 
expounded tho Dlwnna ? " 

The $-rul\'-'61' to this is a.~ iollow~ :·-

TEX'£ (3486). 

THAT IS DESORIBED AS 'Dha•=' BY ALL WISE PERSONS >'l«lM WRIOH 

FOLLOWS 'J'J:tOSP.EIUTY' AND THE 'HWHBS'r GOOD'.-(34S6) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Tit.e Hiylu:& Goocl '-tfollows frmn which'~uch is the cCJMtn&ction. 
'Prosptrity' is l:foppines.'i, o.nd 'Highest Good' is Final Liberation. 
'Thia i8 tvlUUi8 described as Dharrna'--f\.R is clear h-otn tht~~ assertion (in the 

Vai&he~i.ka-Sutra.) thn.t 'Dharu\fl. is thllt !-r01n which follo\v$ the fulfilment of 
Prooperity and the Highest Good'.- (34.86) 

[Say.; tho Opponout]-"I t may bo that DIIO>~>na. is the mo!\Jlll of ..ccom
plh;hing l?rospe1·ity a..nd the Highu.~t Good; but how is thEJ \Vord of B'Udi/Ju. 
the means of knowing Dlwrma,-by virtue of which H~ should be rooogni:~ed 
a.s 'cogniso.nt with Dharma.' ? , 

'l'he o.nawor to this is as follows:-

As A MATTER OF }'ACT, WHBRJilVliB THE BOLES LAID DOWN BY H.i.M 
RELATING TO lNOANTATIONS AND COMMUNION AND SUOll THINGS, ARE 

l'l.tOl'EJ.l:LY ~·OLLOWED IN PRACTICE, ONE BECO~JES ENDOWED 

WlTii EVBN SOOll PEROl:l"l'IBLE QU.!.l.ll'XES AS WISDOM, 

HEAL'l'B, POWJilR AND SO )"'RTH.-(3487) 

COMMENTARY. 

'l'ho compotmd is to be expounded ns-'The rlllos relating to lncan.ta· 
t.iollS o.nd Communion' which 'ho.vo boon Jo.id down by the Dlessed Lord'. 

The tet'rn 'yoga' stands for Communion. 
'And $'UCI~ thinga' ia meant to include GestW'es., Magic Oirclef! and 'so 

for th. 
'Even. 1J6rCilptwle quaUties'-i.o. during tbo prosone lilo itself,-ond not 

only in tbe ot-her regions, o.ftor death. This is what i-s indicated by the. word 
....... ' .-(34.87) 

Re.ving thus shown that the wol"<lrl of Buddha. are conducive to 
• Prosperity', the Author procoo& to show tht\t thoy nro also conducive 
to the ' Highest Good' :-



fi128 • TA'J:I't'VA..SA.~GRAHA: OHAPTER XXVI. 

TEXTS (3488-3494). 

FRoM TilE J.tE~LISATION OF 'IHE DoOTRINE oF THE 'SoUL-LESS-NESS 011 

ALL THINGS' ~S TAUG!IT llY HJM, FOLLOWS THE OESSATION 011 Tlil>l 

WHOLE >lASS OF Ajfticliclu DUll TO Till! NOTION Oll TlUNOS HAVING 

SUOH EXISTENCE. Tl!Is NOTION OF TllE REALITY OF ~'RINGS APPEARS 

IN Tim JlORM OF 'SELF' A.ND 'THINGS RELATED TO T~ SltLP'; 

I IT IS ONLY 'VIDJN TRlilRE ARE NOTIONS OF 'I' AND 'MINE' THAT THE 

WHOLE MASS 011 Ajfticticlu BECOMES OP:&RATIVE.-TH::s SAID PEROEP· 

TION OP'SOUL-LESS·NESS' IS THE ENEMY OF THIS NOTION OF REALI'l'Y; 

IJllNOl! WHEN THE FOBMBR BECOMES DULY "BSOJ.tBED AND ltlMLlSED, 

j 'l'Rlil LA'l'TER DISAPP.l:ARS; Tlllll!EFOI.tll 'IRE ENTIRE MASS 011 

; AjJ!icti0118 DUE TO TlU'l' NOTION OF REALITY CEASES, ON AOOOUNT OF 

THE ABSENCE OP ITS OAUSE j AND WHEN T.I!AT ClM.S:£$1 THERE IS 

NO MORE BIRTH DUB TO THAT. Tl!uS THBRE Bl!ING ABSOLUTE 

LIBERATION FROM BIRT!I, THIS STATE IS SPOKEN OF AS THE 'FINAL 

GoAL' .- Tl!us Tlll!: l'ERCEP'IION 011 'SOUL-LESS·NESS' IS THE DOOR TO 

UNRIVALLED 'GooD'.-ALL OTHER PHit.OSOPHERS l!A"Vll IJllLD THAT 

LrBEl!.ATION FOLLOWS FROM THE CESSATION Oi TliE '!·NOTION' ; BUT 

IF THERE IS A 'SoUL', TmS '1-NO'l'tON' CAN NEVER CEASE; BBCAO'$m 

ITS EFFICIENT CAUSE WOULD ALWAYS BE THERE; SO TilE OBJECTIVE 

OF THAT NOTION TOO WOULD NOT BE ABROGATED. lF IT W.ERE 

ABI.tOO .. TED, TI.IERE WOULD BE NEGATION 011 IT, WXICII WOULD MEAN A 

CO)Il'LE'I'D VOLTE·FACE ON THEIR PART.-(3488-3494) 

OOMM:ll:NTARY. 

I t. is accept<><! by all that Lihmuion consists in the absolute cessation of 
tho serios of Di<ths and Rebmhs. But th• only moans of attaining tlti• 
consists in the 'l'oachings of tho Blessed Lord; as it is only here-and no

l whet() elso,-tha.t we h&vo the 'teaching of the doctrine of no-Soul', which is 
~ tho solo destroyer of ' Aflliot.ions' which a.re the source of'Birtb and Rebirth'; 
1 and all other Philosophers are weddad to the false doctrine of tho 'Soul'. 

Thus it ill the word of the Blessed Lord alone which, e.s being the moo.ns 
of attaining Prosperity tmd IDghost Good, can .be the indicator of D!tarma; 
hence it is this alone that should be dependod upon by all who sook thoU: 
own wo!Jare.-8ucb is the purport of the whole text. 

The meaning of the wo~ is now explained:-
Quution. :-uHow do you know that t-Jle mass of Af:llictions a-rh1ea from 

the not.ion of tho roal exis:.tence of things 1 '' 

AMWU :-'The 110tion of tho rwlily of thing8, etc. etc. '-Titis has boon 
already explained by us before. 

Quuti<Jn.'--11 If the ma...CJS of Afflictions arises from the notion of tbo 
.rool oxietence of things, even so, how Us it Het Nsido by the percoption of 
'Soul-less-nQS:S' ?" 
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Anstoer:-'Phe said perception of Sotd-lP..sa-ness, etc. etc. '-'Notion of 
reality'-i.o.. tho notion of exl~tAnce; i.e. the jdef' that thi~ nre renlly 
ox~tcnt,-of thif;: th<l 'poreAption of Sou1-loaA·nOSA' iA tho 'nnomy'
oppommt.-ThiN a lRo hnsc been 1llrond.v oxplo.ined by n~ boforo. 

''11ht jorrn.e.r'-i.e. the Pl)reoption of ' So11l-IOAA·n~' ;- tlte U.Uer'-i.t•. 
the notion of the real exi~tence of thjugs. 

• Due to thllt'-due to tJ\o not.ion of r<~l\\ existence. 
• On account of tl&.e absence of its cause' -i.o. on t.ho OMkt\tion of itf!. <'-a. use 

in the shnpo of the notion of roo.l o.xistonoo. 
'Jf)ten that cea-BU'-i.e. when the mass of Afllictions disnppeal'!'L. 
'Due to tllat'-i.e. due to tbe Afflictions. 
'T'Mre. i8 11.0 more Birth.' ;~when the eo.use iJ3 not thoro, the effect cannot 

Rppoo.r; if it did, i t would do so without cause. 
'Absolute libe-ra<ion. jrmn it•-i.et. from tho AjJf.iCI.iontJ or from Birth., 

there is absolute liberation. there being no more Birth ; o..~ it hM been 
declared that 'Final Liberation con~ists in absolute emancipation from i t'. 

Says the OppoMnt-"Under other systems also tho Peraption of Trut/• 
has boon held to be the mMno of'Highe!lt Oood ', ond the'Ten Noble Patbq' 
<ili!o hove been laid down "-' loading to 'Prosperity'. Why then should the 
doctrine of Soul~leBB.neBB be tho only way to Liberation ? , , 

Tho answer to this is M follows ,_, All other Philosqphers ele- etc.-For 
in~tance, a.ll'thot1ght-phases, having their source in the 'l-11otion', there iaf 
Liberation on the oos.qation of this notion ;-on this point all men seeking 
for Liberat ion M"$ t~.greed. This oossa.t.ion of tho' I-notion', however, is not 
possible \tnder the othor philosophical sy•roms; as they nre all obsessed 
with the falso notion o[ 'Soul ', and this notion of 'Soul' is the very l"'Ot 

of the said '!~notion'. So long as this 'SouP is there obsessing the men,
o.nd thi~, in its perfect atate. iA the cause o£ the '!-notion ',-and its own 
objective, in the shape of the 'Soul ' has not been abrogated,-how could 
the sa-id '!·notion' ceaso ?-This has been thus declared-' So long a-s thef 
Jlfind is beo<et with the I ·not;on, the series of Birth e.nd !Wblrth does not cease ;I 
a.nd so long a.s the idea of the Soul is there, t-ho. ].tu:Jl·ion does not cease;! 
there is no other Teacher, except 1'byself, who teo.ches the doctrine of 11.0 .l 
Boul; hence tl1ere is no other Path to Peace except the one declared by Thee'. 
The r&I\Son for this li .. in the fact that the proportios of the ~find cannot be 
pulled out like thorn$ and thrown e.we.y; they ha.ve a.ri.<Jen from the wrong 
notions of things, and as such they automn.tico.lly ooaee on the cessation of 
their cause in the shape of the sa.id wrong notions. 

It m ight be Mgued that-"the Y ogin does e.brogaro it". 
The o.nswer to that is-'1/ it w6r6 abroga.t«l, ac. etc. '-If the 'Soul' 

were abrogated (and repudiated), it could be repudiated ouly in the words 
'it does not exist'; as othervdse, there would be no point in repudiating it. 
Boe&\Uie if, &fter h&ving accepted the 'Soul', one were to repudiate it as the 
'sou:roe of pain', then such re'pud.iation would be useless; because tbo repudi&· 
tion of a thing is done for the purpose of abandoning it; and no abe.ndoning 
could be possible of what one regards "" his ever-lo.sting self; hence the said 
repudiation would be u.seloss.-Nor can thos~ other !'hiloso!'hers "'!'udiJ>tQ 
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the •soul' M boing non·e:r:itl.enl; becani>O whon they have rognrdod the 
Soul M uitlml, if they regard it n" non-uistenJ,-thiA would moon a com
plete voll•-fau on tllair part--(3488-3494) 

Fu.rt.bor, thoro may bo mpud.i&tion of it oitbnr M being t)'e IOUfOO of 
suffering or M ttOmething el86; ovt"n so thoro could bo no COA8Ation of U1o 
[.no,ion whoeo ~eo le root lioa in tho notion of tho 'So\11'.-ThiB h1 whl\t is 
pointed out in tho following :-

TEXT (3495). 

TltE NOTION 'I AM NOT' OANNOT 1!B RTGIIT rr 'I'R1I ' I ' REALLY liXtRTS. 

OR Et.SB, TT 1~ NOT TltUll ''l'li'A'f ONE WliO XNO\VS T'IIE TRUTH 

MUST ATTA TN Ni!Wl'(!.-(3~05) 

OOmfEJ.'ITARY. 

' I am 1101'-'n>i.s idoa that 'I am not' eannot bo right;-'ij 1114 I reaUy 
e::tist•' ,-i.e. if t.h& Soul exist& 

Hence thAt your 'knowo.r of Tn.tth ' a.tt&in8 Ni1'CJiitta cannot bo tn1o ; 
l>e<>a\1!10 Liberation bill! been held to follow from tho cessation of the '!
notion', and 110 long as the 'Soul' is there as the object of that notion, there 
can bo no -tion of the • I -notion'; how then eo•dd there be Liberation ?
(11495) 

The foHowjng Texts sum uJ) the Anthor'A poRition :-

TEX'l'S (3496-3497). 

Tiros THB.N, UNDER OTH'Bll SYS'HMS, T'lURB IS JVST A L.I'M'U 'WEL:YABE' 

{PROSPBTUTV) SBOURED 'fBltOUGU THE DKSTRUO'fl ON Oi' '1'R11 ' TR."' 
Sms ';-'I'IIE ATTA.INMBNT o.. THE HlouBST Goou Tlll!RB xs 

NONR IN '!'BE LEAST : AND THE REASON ITOR THlS Llll$ IN 

'rilll lfAO'f THAT ALL Tli&SE ARE ASSOOlATliD WlTR TIOI 

NO'fiON OP 1'Hll 'RJIAL BnSTllN~' (Oi' '!'HE SoUL) 

AND llENCE 'IX& 1lOOT Olt THE 1 An'LtOTIONS' 

YS NOT RJiliiOVl!l).-{3496-3497) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Throuul• t/10 tlt.truction of th• Ten SiM'-Tb..,., Bins An>-( I) Killing of 
Iiio, (2) Taking who. has noe boon given. (3) Indulgence in (l!eXUal) deoire, 
(4) Diohon""t lloh&,oiour, (5) Lying. (6) Backbiting, (7) Crnolty, (8) Jn. 
eoberene Talking, (9) Malieo or l>oc<-illuln..,., and (10) Wrong knowiNII!"
Or they ml\y be the following :-{I) Not ..-.ving others, (2) Not giving, (S) 
Not serving, (4) Lying, (5) l111"'h words, (6) Injuring others, (7) Nogloct of 
study, (8) Fnithleesn..._.., (9) MercileMness, and (10) Undue Deoire.-The · 
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•oppo&i.t.M' of these aro the "Ten noble Pnth.Cj:'.-\Vhon thMO said 'Ten sins' 
aro deotroyed, there follow• Dilp<JINm and thenee the 'Ten Noble Paths'. 

'Jusl a liUie'-InMmuch M it i• pn>ceded by tho afore~~aid 't'Olle face' 
-tllb man lnpses away very quickly. 

The 'root of tho Affliction• ' i• the notion of tho exiRtonco (of the Soul).
(3400·3497) 

Tho suporiority of I he Lord's Teaching is shown further, oven though 
thia also brings about Welfare (Prosperity}-

TEXT (3498). 

ON THll OTRERlUN1l, TRJ! 'l'BN NoBLE PATHs' THAT JJAVE BE&.~ TAUGHT 

BY 7'ayin (B,ddha) ARE EMllJIDDlllD lN TRUE Kl:OWLlllDGE 

AND IIENOJI THEY ARE SUll'FlOllllNTLY 1'0\Vl~RlrUL. 

-(3498) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Poworfui'---BII landing to IMting and exoollent roouU,..-(:1408) 

Qu.ulion :-"Why CBnnot tho teGChings of others al>oo bo rcgnrdod M 

'powerful' t" 
An.wer:-

TEXTS (3499·3500). 

'liiORII OTIIEllS ARlll CLOTHED IN TllE NOTION OF THB REAL EXJSTBNCE (011 

Tllll SoUL) A.~ INVOLVll A 'VoUe face' :-AS SUCH TlliiY ARE NOT 

PURE; CONSEQITJUo'TLY PUltB RESULTS DO NOT FLOW FROM 

1'KEM.-THuS THEN, U' ONB DOES NOT BlVSBXlt PliROJUVB 

IN TBl: GREAT SAOI! THE TEAOH:ER 01' THE ESSENC. OF 

DJw.rrrw., ,&ND OONSEQUE~iTLY REMAINS IGNORANT 

OF DJw......a,-HOW OAN m1 ATTAIN PEAOB OF 

)!IND 1-(3499·3500) 

OOMJ\fENTARY. 

Puro reBUlt.'i follow only rrom pure eaus.es. not from impure onos. 
•The Great Sage"--i.o. t.ha HighMt. BM:t..,--amoni tJle Mgoa of various 

gradoa ( t~-(3499·3500) 

It hM boon nrguod under Tea:~ 3185 that- "The omni.oeicnce of By.dt!ha 
and others on the one hand, and tho eternality of tho Vod", on the other, are 
e.880rted M standing on the aa.mo footing. etc. et<:, •• 

'j:ho o.uswer to tJ1i,sl is "" follows:-
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TEXTS (3501-3502). 

Tlll'l '0,INIS0111NOE Oli' Buddha' AND ~'RE 'ETERNALITY Oli' THE VJ:DA. 

HAVE ftOI Bl!r.l' DECLARED BY ANY WlSJ: l&AN TO STA~"l> ON THE 

SAME F001'ING; AND THIS BEOAI1SE 'I'Hll SATD eUrnnlily IS Thl• 

POSSlllLJI. Tml ARCUMIINT AGAINST IT HAS BEIIN ALREADY 

POil/TXD OUT, AS OONSISTINO IN THE INOOMPATI:BILITY 

INVOLVED 'D' f SOCULT.AlOtlTY' AND 'StrOCJtSSlVE· 

NESS' ;-BY REASON Oli' TliiS IT CANNOT BRING 

kllOUT ANY suou I!FJI'ECTS M Cognition 
.U."D 'I'Hll LIU.-(3501-3502) 

COmUO:NTARY. 

'T<iyin'-ia t.h6 BIMOOCI Lord Bud.dlur.. 
If the VodA could b6 eterna.l, then alone it could b6 AAid that "the 

omoti&cience o f Buddha 11nd the eternnlity of tho Vo® (otand on tho aamo 
looting) .. ; "" n matt<lr o f r..,t, however, that itaell ia not (>0'!8iblo; "" 
arguments to the oontrary ba'\10 b&en already adduced ab&ve. The Author 
recalls the same argumonte in the words, • cma.ri-41ing in th·& inoornpatibilit1J, etc. 
<lo. '-What thia means baa boon alrel\(\y explainod be!ore.-(3~01-3502) 

It bao been argued under T""' 3186 tbat,-"Tba Omniscient Peroon 
ilt not seen by us at. t.ho pl'080nt timo, etc. etc." 

'l'he amJ:wer to this is as follows:-

TEXTS (3503-3504). 

AS RBOARDS TKB AEOUli'&NT TRAT TR11 0>0>'T.9CI"'lNT P.E&90N IS NOT SBJ!N' 

AT THE PRESIINT Till-BY YOU OR l3Y ALL MBN,--TffiS llAS BIIIBN 

'-LREADY ANSWIIIRJ!)D IN DJ!UIL. As IIJWABDS NON-PIIIROEPTION 

BY 'rOO', THAT, .8Y TTSELP, 18 •I'A.LUBL&', 'JNOONOLUSIVE'; 

AS RBOABI)S NON-PXBOEPTION BY ALL OTitlm lllliN, 

TltAT MUST REMAJ'II '-LWAYS DOUBT.Ii'OL.-

(3503-3504) 

.CO~IMENTARY. 

It bao b&en argued further by KumAriiA (Sh/ol:auarciko) !.het.-' That 
Ho~ in lit• f'GB£ cannot b6 prt!OUmed in tba way in which it i.& prtiOUmed 
that Re did nol exist in the past". 

'l'he anawo•• to tltis i.& 1>8 foljoW!I :-

f 

• 

' 

, 
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TEXT (3505). 

"H:IS existence IN 'l'HE PAST CANNOT BE PRESUMED IN THE \V AY lN' WRIOli 

Hrs n<m-existtnce HAS BEEN PRESUM.lllD "-'l'aiS ASSERTION IN 

REGARD EVEN TO 'fHl: PA&T CANNOT BE RIGHT; BBOAUSE 

SI.IOli DENIAL IS IMPOSSIBLE.-(3505) 

COMMEN'l'ARY. 

Tho Ql;9ert.ion that-"Tho denial can be made to the effect that tho 
On'lltiacient Per$On did not exist in the pa.st,-in the same w&y, it cannot b9 
pro~umed that Ho did exiRtin the p&.<i't u ;-Such an a..~ertion i!IJ most improper; 
hocauso even in refe~noo to the pa8t, tl'~e denial of the said Person is not 
possib1e.-Tho term 'even' implies tJl(l.t it iA not poAAible in reference to the 
Prue~ tmd the li'ulure also. It haa boon already pointed out that tho mere 
fact that a. certain thing i~ not soon cannot justify the oonch®on that it 
does not exiat.-(3506) 

'The fo1lowing Texts anticipate and answer the Opponent 'a argument.-

TEXTS (3506-3507). 

TBE FOLLOWING MIGHT BE, URGED-"Tm: PERIOD THAT IS PAST WAS 

DEVOID OF THl: OMNISCIENT PERSON,- BECAUSE rr WAS A PERIOD OJ!' 

TiliiE,-LIKE THE PRESENT TIMlll WIDOli IS ACTUALLY PER· 

OElVED ".-Tlns ARGUMENT HO\V'EVEB, IS NOT :&XQRT, AS ITS 

CONTRARY IS OPEN TO DOUBT ; INAShi'OOH AS THl:llJI 

CAN BB NO CERTAINTY REGARDING THE PRESENT 

TruE BEING DEVOID OF TO O)INISCIENT 

PEBSON.-(3506-3507) 

COM~fEN'l'ARY. 

Tho argument of the other party me.y be thus lorm\llated-"The Past 
must be regarded a.s devoid of ths Omniscient Person,-because it is 
~ period of time,-like the Present Time, 

In this a.rgument, inasmuch a.~J nothing has beon adduced to show that 
the contra.ry of the Probandum is i.mpossible,- there will always ba a 
doubt regarding the existence of such a contrary, and collS<lquently, the 
Reason would remain 'Inconclusive'. The Corroborative Inst-o.ncealso would 
ba 'Inadmissible', as the presence of tho Probandum would ba doubtful. 
-(3506-3507) 

Granting that the Corroborative Instance is admissible (and the 
Omniscient Person dooo: not exist at the present time),- even so, more appre
hension cannot rightly prove the el<istenco of what is desircd,- This i• pointed 
Ot)t in the !t)Uowing :-

·. 
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TEXT (3508) . 

I T IS QUITE POSSIDLB T.IIAT WHAT EXISTED IN TilE PAST XS NOT TH!!RE IN 

TNJI PaESm<T BECAUSE THE WHOLE SET OF ITS CAUSES TS NOT 

PRESENT. WHY SHOULD IT NOT BE THAT SUCa A 

PERsoN :eXISTED IN TilE P aST,-LIKE Rama 
AND OTHl!BS !- (3508) 

COMMEN'rARY. 

Who.t truth can thtll'O be in any such premiss n,.q tha.t 'whnt does not. 
exU;t in the Present could not have exi.~ted in the Past'. For instn.nce, tho 
mere fact t!w.t Riima, Bhamt4 and others do .not exist nt the present time 
cannot j u.'!tity the inference that they did not exist in the pa81. Thus, in 
view or th& cn.se of llama o.n.d others, the ReMon P'lt forward by th.G other 
party is 'Inconclusivo '.--{3508) 

It b&• hoon arguod undor Tort 3186, that-"no Indicative i• recognill<>d 
o.s part of the Subjoct which could load to Ffia inference". 

The a.nswer to thUs: is as follows :-

TEXT (3509). 

tWISDOM' .>Llffi TKB REST RAVE BEEN MAD~ THE 'SUBJEOT ', AND THEN 

TilE I!!FER'I!JNTI.!.L lm>XC.!.T!Vll llAS BEEN SET FORTH ; HENCE lT 

IS NOT TRUE THAT 'NO INDICATIVE IS RECOGNISED' .-AND YET 

WE ARE NOT SEEKING TO PROVE THE e:ci8te!IU (OF THE 

PERSON).-{3509) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Te>t~. 3414 above, W i8ffom., ct.e. h"vo hoon mnde t.ho 'subji'Ct • of 
t.bo ~oning, and th<' nooeMn:ry JnferentiRol Indieativl' ha.ct boon nMorted ; 
hFmoe lt is not right to a..~t\rt thnt uno Indicative is recognised". 

But t,x-ialence is not w}ln.f. wo rn'6 provin((: a.ll that wo M'$ proving iR the 
! RC& of there ooing higher •tnP:•• of tho WiBtlom, etc.; it is th• highORt stage 
of Auch W18dom that constitute.<; 1 0rnni.Acitmce'.-ConAAquent1~, t.he objAetiona 
that hav& boon urge<l n.ga.~n'it:. tho proving of the existence of the Omniscient 
Person aro not applicable at nll.-{3M9) 

H hn.s hoon arguod under TexJ 3187, that- ' Thore is uo scriptural 
doolamtion aff'uming an etemal Omniscient Person, etc. etc. ,._ 

The a.nflWo.r to thia i.CJ as follows~-

I 
~ 

I 
; 

I 
1 

I 

1 
I 
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TEXT (3510) . 

WE ARE NOT AFFTRMI:NG 'l'fiE :&XISTENCE OF TH:& OMNISOIENT PERSON 

ON THE BASIS OF SORil'TURAL DECLARATIONS . WBEN TilE lN· 

IIERENTIAL REASON IS AVAILABLE, Wl!O WOULD MARE AN 

ASSERTION ON TilE BASIS .0}' VERBAL ').UTIIORITY 1- (3510) 

COMMENTARY. 

So long M Inierenco on the bosiR of the capacity of things is o.vailo.ble, 
who would seek to e.'ltabli.sh the existence of thinp on the basis of mere verbal 
.~crtiou. which i~; entirely dependent Hpon the whim of man ? It is !ol' this 
reason tht\t we are not proving tho existonoo of the Omniscient Person on the 
basis of scriptural doclamt.ions ;- in fact, we aro doing it on the basis of 
InftrtmC<!; nud this ha.. been alroody explained before.-(3510) 

Nor is i t truo (o.8 AA:scrtnd by tha Opponent} that-• theta is no scrip· 
tuml doclnrot ion affirming tl1e eternaJ Omn.iSt"je.nt Person •• ;-this is wha.t is 
point.ed out in t.ha follo,,-ring :-

TEXTS (3511 -3512). 

BUT IF YOU REGARD THE V.£J)A AS RELIABLE~ THEN~ HOW IS IT THAT 'you, 
DELUDED PEOPLE, DO NOT ).J.>PAAREND THE Omniscie-nce OF THE 

BLESSED LoBP? As A MATTER OF PACT, IN THE VEDIO 

RESOENSIONAL 1.'li:X'r CALLED 'Nimitta ', THB LEARNED 

BRARMA~AS CLEARLY MAD OF TilE REVERED Glt:&AT 

SAGE "s 'oMNlSCIENT'.- (3511-3512) 

COMMENTARY. 

For iwtaneo, tl1ere is a par ticulru- V edic Resconsional Text UJ:kder the na.mo 
'Nimi,ta"; a.nd therein. t ho Blessed Lord, ShaA:ya-},funi is oloor1y spoken of 
as 'omniscient '.-How ia it then, that you, dulJ-\\~itted people, while taking 
your stand upon t.he Vedn, are donying.B im f- (3611-3512) 

'J'ho foUowin$ Pext poit1ts out how ~o is apokon of i11 the said Vedic 

text;-
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TEXTS (3513-3514) 

(HE IS D~lli11D AS) ONll WHO, HAVING SHOWN RIKSBLP IN A l>lll!ill 

AS 1>. STX·TI1SXEI> WRlTB ELEPHANT, WAS BOIL" AS ONE OOINO TO BE 

" Bodhiltlll.a, 1'II:E OCBA-" OP J'I:NE QUALITIES, ms PAME 

PROCLA.D!ID, OMNISCillNT, I'O'LL 0¥ M!ROY, ATTAINING 

THE STATE OP llorORTALI.TY, .PURE, Tllll FATHER OF 

THE WROL£ \VORLD.-(3513-3514) 

COMJ\1ENTAlW. 

'Bi.ljame proclaimtd'-i.e his fame well-known to tho wbolo world. 
' A ttaining lho 11a1e of Im.morltllily'-i.o. on ro~~Ching t.ho•tateof Nirt'Cl~. 

which oonaisiA in t.he oo.'!68tion of all AJ!Iictions n!ong with the Dispo$i
t.iona. 

'Pure'-oonriating of oonstib.1ents free irom all impuritiea. This indieates 
that. •uperiorit.y of the Bl.......t Lord which ;. conducive t.o ru. own welfare 
and which oonoiol8 in tho destruction of all Jgnomnco; t.ho pbraoo, 'Tiu 
FaJM.r of o/l' indicete.o t.bnt. superiority wlllcb ia conducive to t.bo welfare of 
ot.horo.-' FaiM.r', Teacher and Controllor,-of IM ""''ld;-bacolU!e Ho 
ootobliohoo t.ho Throo forms of Right Knowlodgo.-(3613-361') 

1'ho following Te:x:l• nnticipete and anAwer tho rejoinder of t.ho oohor 
party, to tho nbovo :-

TEXTS (3515-3516). 

le '!'IllS RBSOBNSlONAL TEXT JUST JIIENT!Ollltl> IS NOT 1>-00EPl'ED AS SUCH. 

-'I'R11N, FOB THAT, W1l CAN DISOOV!llt NO ltl!.OSON BXCEPT SIIERR 

BOSTILlTY ON YOU& l'ABT. BECAUS!l ..-nlWili<m A.!<D OTHBR 

.PROPBIITW 1'RAT BELONG TO THE Vlll>IO T1IXT .t.Jl& J,.LL 

I'OSSIBLB IN BllOA.RD TO THIS TEXT ALSO: SPJICULLY AS 

T!lBSB l'ROPEBTI&S Altl! llXPBNllBNT U.PO!I Tm! 

Ml!RJ!l Wlmt OF i!IEN.-{3515-3516) 

CO~!MENTARY. 

'!rhia'- i.o. tho Reaeonsional Text named' Nimitta '. 
Tho socond lino beginning with-' Then, for that, oto. otc.' statas the 

answer t.o tho Opponent'• position.-(3616-3516) 

'fho foUowing lezl oo~a fo~ ~· Oppon"!lV• rojoin<lor :-
: 
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TEXT (3517). 

"As A IUTTJtR OP PAOT, NO SOJU:1'TtJRAL TEXT TO 1'BlS XPFEOT CAN BE 

POlno"D ; BtiT IJ' SUCH A..>o ASSERTION \VIm.E mmal, TBEN lT CO"OLD 

Bl!l ONLY COliWENDATOBY; AND IJ' IT B"EA.LLY Sl'OKE OP A 

PERSON, TH1!N IT WOULD BE NOT·ETERNAL."-(3517) 

COM~IEN'fAR '{. 

'To 11>;• &jfeot '-i.e. e~aking of tho Omni$oient Port!on. 
Quution. :-.. Why ca.nnot it bo found?" 
An1wer :-' Jj il ia etemal., etc. etc. '-11 tho $cript.urol toxt s~llking of the 

Omniscjont. Person is tt.em.al, then it must be purely comJnonda.tory,-eo that 
it mmt bo t.nkon o.s roaUy having an entirely diJYorent monning. If it is not 
bold to bo morely oommendatory, then it must be Mrt·ot<mal.-(3517) 

QUU~ion .~Why should it be c:<>m7MI1dlllo"'/, i1 etornal! 
A,_:-

TEXT (3618). 

"b TirB 80BIPT17RE IS ETERNAL, THEN TH1! ASSU'Kl'TION OP THE 0¥NISOIENT 

PI.IISON IS Y\ITILE: AS l'EOPLE wouLD UAR.>< Dharma no:>r 

TJIB SCIIII'TUIU! lTSEU."-(3618) 

COMli!ENTARY. 

''l'c>tkalpan<i'-MSUillption of the Omnisoiont Pon~on. 

Quulion .~Why is it futile? 
AMwer .~· A• people, etc. •....:.•x~~~o~.> '-from the Et.omnl Seripturo itself.

(3618) 

Tho author'• answer to tho above argu.mont ol tho other pa<ty is as 
loUo-:-

TEXTS (3519-3520). 

L>i I'AOT, eUrMlity DOES NOT BELONO EVE.'< TO 'I'D Vtda W:BLL-JO<OWN 

AS 8l1CR; BEOAUSE IT REPRESENTS Cognition ]olllnui119 ajlb tff<Yrl, or 
IM ruull of ~t>e OognitWM AND SO I'ORTH.-B= IN CASE 

TR'E W'ELL·KNOWN V tda IS AOOEl'TED AS B.IILIA.DLE, YOV 

RA Vl!l TO AOOEl'T THE O'l'llln< RRSOJ!N810N ~ 'l'liXT ALSO 

As RELIABLE, BEOAVSE TIU.T ALSO IS f' eda.
(3519-3520) 

COMl\!ENTARY. 

Though tho Q.gve.® and the rest ar& woll·known M V e.®, yet it is not 
woU known tbet they aro et.ornal. 
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''How so?" 
'Because., etc. etc. •; 'yae' staudc; for 'ya·tmat', • beC'tusu' ;-th(! Cognition 

a.fter effort, or u~e successive Cognition. iK nil nol-oternnl; just. lika tlle 
Ja.r and other things ;-so also iK the Vedt\;-h~nco it is t\. Rea~OJ\ bnsf-!d upon 
thB rtaturo of tl1inW4.-Th& cl1argos of ~rnndmiggibility', etc. agnin~St this 
Reason have boon fully refuted under the cltn.ptcr on the 'Revc.-ttlOO VVord '; 
henoo it is not done over again here. 

'Eia8ya'-o£ the well-knowl\ Veda.-(3519-3520) 

'' Dut thu fact of tb~ othot 1tu~C81l8ionul 'fox! (put Ic>rwt\rd) eannot, be 
admittOO "--so.yg the Oppunont. 

The answer to this is as follows:-

TEXT {3521). 

JT BEHOVES YOU '1'0 PROVE BEYOND DOUBT THAT THE TEXT 'IN QUESTION 

IS NO't 'VEOA'; AS OTHERWISE, THE REASON THAT YOU HAVE PUT 

FO!l.wmo {.-o.-J:NST 1'1Dl OMNtSOUINT PlmsoN) THAT HE IS 

NOT MENTIONED IN TilE ' V BP.-' BECOAll:S DOUllTFUL.-

{3521) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Olherwi$t'- i.e. i{ you do notOHt.ablish tho fact tha.tit is not Veda; in that 
case. what you ha.ve asserted regarding the Omniscient Person being uot 
mentioned in tho 'Veda. ', booometi open to doubt a.nd hence 'Intldmissible' 
(as Reason).-(3621) 

It has been argued under Text 351? that-"if the 'l'ext in question refers 
to tho Person, elum. it is not·otornal ".-The a.nswor to this i$ as foUows~-

TEXT {3522). 

T/lE VEPA MAY BE ETERN.-L; IT MAY ALSO REII'Ell. TO THE OM:lllSOlll..'iT 

PE!l.SON. BuT IF IT REFERS TO TD I'»nsoN, wHY suouLD l'~, oN 
THA'E ACCOUNT, BECOME not-mrnal?- "BEO.AUSB IT WOULD, . 

IN THAT CASE, Ell .ASSOOUTEll WITII WHAT IS PERISIIA.BLE" 

-(Sa.ys the Opponent ).-(3522) 

COMMEN'l'AR Y. 

On beins a'l<od-'Wby should it become "<>1-elemal?'-the Opponent 
replies-' Because it would, etc. etc.. '-i.e. because it would 00 associated wjth
related to-somethins that is porisbablo, evaneacont.-(3622) 

The following text points out t.he 'Ineonclusiveness' of the Opponont'.s 
answer:- --
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TEXT (3523). 

IF THAT BE so, 1'HEN HOW ARE ALL SUCH Tl!INGS AS CLARIFIED BUTTER, 

NXV.!Jl.A·CO:&N .;J<D ~'mE, WHICH ARE not-ete>-nal,- SPOKEN OF 

IN THE VEDA, Wl!IOH IS eternaH- (3523) 

COM11JENTA1W. 

•Ajya• is Clo .. rified Buttor;-Ni?Xira is o. po.rticulo.r kiud of Corn;
OM.tnikaro.jilta' is Firo.-' Tena '- by t ho V ~a.-(3523) 

TEXTS (3524-352-5). 

IF IT IS URGED THAT-"IN THESE CASES ALSO, ~'HERE IS THE Univer&aJ, 
Wl!IOR IS eterna,",-'l'HEN (TilE ANSWER IS THAT) THAT ALSO HAS 

BEEN DISOAADED. THEN AGAIN, IF THE WoRD EXPRESSES THE 

Univer&al ALONE, THEN IT CANNOT BRING ABOUT TIIlll COGNITION 

011 THE PARTrouUR THINGS, CLARIFIED BuTTER AND TRlil REST. 

l F IT EXPRESSES THIS LATTER ALSO, Tl'!EN DOES IT NOT LOSE ll'S 

eternality1 Fult'l'RER, IN EJ>GAllD TO THE O MNISCIENT PEl!SON 

ALSO, THE SCRIPTURAL WORD COULD RETAIN ITS ETERNALil'Y IN 

THE SAME WAY, EVEN THOUGH DENOTING THE PERSON (WHO IS 

NO'J'..ETERNAL).-(3524-3525) 

(The other I>t\rty St\yx}-uln t.ho case of tbe Clarified Butter and othor 
things, thet'1) is the UniverBal which is expressed by the word; so that there 
could bono incongruity". 

'l'his cannot 00 right; because \lndor the chapter on t.ho 'Universal', 
the Universal has boon rejected in detail. 

G$nting that the Universal is there; even ~o. ali the word 'Clarified 
Butter' would e~-press the Universal only, it could not brjng about t.be 
notion of the Individual; and in that case, the denoting of the Universal 
would be useless, so fe.r o.a that man is concerned who seeks to do some act 
that could bo accomplished only through the Individual. 

"Tho Individual is oognU;od because it is uuseparable from the 
Universal''. 

That cannot be; b&causo, as a. matt$r of fact, there is no such J:erooteness 
in the Cognition. That is to ""Y· it does not oo happen that when the word 
is uttered, the Cognition that comes about first is that of the Universal,
and then Je.tor on, !ollowa the Cognition of tJ1e Individual oo inseparable 
from that Universal. What actually hoppeno in ordinary experience is 
thot the Cognition of the use!uUy effective thing (which is the Individual) 
follows from the word imroodiatoly (directly); in !~et, people use the word 
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!or ~he purpose ol speaking ol ~ha~ useful ~ing itself. Hence it cannot 
be right to say t.lu>~ "the Cognition ol ~. lndividllBI does not follow from 
the word directly". 

If the word deooted the Universal only, and not the Individual, t.hen 
a. sane man would not be prompted to activity by the Word which dor'l..OtOI:f 

MOmothing not connected wit.h that activity,-e.nd 1\\tC.h a word would bo 
like the Injunction of milking the Bull! 

If, in order to avoid thia cont-ingency, it is odmit.tcd that thorc is denota
tion of the ~ing in its individtUll aspect also,-then how would tho V oda 
oscape from the contingency of losing its etemal·ity? 

Further, it ma.y be tha.t. primarily the words denote Univeraal"';-and 
thoro is denotation ol Individuals only as inseparable from l.Jniversals. 
Even so, however, there would be nothing .incongruous in t.ho Scripture 
speaking of the Omnisciertt Person being etemal.- This is what tbo Author 
points out in the words-' Then too, in regard·, et.c. etc.' That is to so.y, oven 
when tho Omniscient Person is one only, a multiplicity might be assumed 
on ~o besis of varying states; and ~ereby it would be possible for Him to be 
spoken by means of a word denotative of the Universal ;-what; to say then 
when there is an immeasurable lino of Omniaciont l?ersoM ?-(3524·3525) 

Then a.gain, lf you do not aeoopt. the Ro.scens.ional text called' Nimitta' as 
Veda-~-yet. oven so, your o.ssartion, that "the Omniscient Person is not 
mentioned in the V ed& ", becomes doubtful at any rate.--'l'hia is wha-t is 
pointed out in the following- . 

TEXTS (3526-3527). 

As REGARDS TB:& WoRDS 011 TlUl Yl!lDA, AS TllllY ARE SELF·SUil'll'lOl.ENT, 

THEIR MEANING COULD NOT lll! ASCIIBTAINED ll'ROM THB VllDA ITSELF; 

-NOR FROJII Tl!ll LEARNER llY RIMll:EL11,-QR ll'ROhl SO>UI OTRER 

l'ERSON,-WRO MIGHT lllil UND:&lt TlUl lliFLUENOE Oll' 

DELUSION AND OTREil. DISABILI'I'll!S. UNDER TlUl 

omCUMS'tANOBS, RoW CoULD TKERE BE A.\'IY O£Jl-

TAINTY REGARDING TB1I ASSERTION. TB:,\.'1'-

'WRAT rs MEANT BY TlUl V:~mxo Won:os-

Agnihotram. juhuyilt soorga.ka~IS 
not THAT Jirw. is omni8oient 1-

(3526-3527) 

OOMMENTARY. 

1'he words of ~e Vedo., on account ol ~eir ettmalily, must be self. 
sufficient; independent; hence w·hat. these words mean cannot be ascertained 
irom the Veda itself; because the Veda nowhero says 'My meaning is this
-not lh<U';-nor could it be ascortoined from the learner by himself;-or 
from some other person, in the sha.pe of an e.xpoun.der; booa.use aU these 

.• 
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snon, a.ccording to you, might be under the influence of DclURion and other 
disabilities.-Under tho circumsta.nces, it is quite possiblo to tal<e the words 
relating to the A.gnihotra e.s meaning that 'the Blessed L<>rd ib omniscient •. 

'Any =taimy, etc. etc. '- i.e. no certainty at all.-(3526-3527) 

It h"" been argued under Tm 3195, that.--"lt is not possible to eom
prebend all the thinge cognised by all men". 

The answer to this is as fo11ows :-

TEXTS (3528-3529). 

'l'JIAT ONE IS 'OMNISCIENT' IS UNDERSTOOD ONLY FROM THE OLEAR 

TEAOIIING THAT HE IMPARTS REGARDING HEAVEN A!m Tlll!l RtGllllST 

GOOD: BECAUSE Tl!AT BEARS TESTIMONY TO HlS KNOWLJIDGE 

011' Tlllll MOST IMPORTANT MATTERS. 0.F WHAT USE IS 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE NUMllE& OF SANDS OF THE 

SEAS 1 WHAT THEN RA Vl!l WE GOT TO DO WITH 

Hrs KNOWLEDGE OF OTHER THINGS 1-
(3528-3529) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been l\rgued under Text 8200 that.-'"J:be descriptions that are 
met; wit-h of Omniscient Persons in the Purii')aa, etc. should be underatood in 
the figurative sense". 

The answer to this is as follows:-

TEXTS (3530-3531). 

Tiu T THE DESO&IPTIONS SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD IN THE FIGURATIVE 

SENSE, LIKE TII!l .Mantra .AND A.rtha!!&la Tl:lXTS,-WOVLD BE RIGHT 

ONLY AliTER THE AOTUAL EXISTENCE OP THE OMNISCIENT PERSON 

HAD BEEN REJECTED.-As A MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER, THERE IS 

NOTHING TO ANNUL THE IDEA 01\' SUCH A. J?E&soN ; WHIL11, ON TBl!l 

CONTRARY, HIS lllXlSTENOE HAS BEEN AOTUALLY PBOVED IN GRBA.T 

DETAIL. So Tl!AT TBl!l IDEA OF ALL THIS BEING figurative MUST 

Rll~tlllN DOUBTFUL: INASMUCH AS lT IS POSSmLE PO& IT TO BE TRUE 

IN ITS l'&IMARY SJINSE.-(3530-3531) 

COMMENTARY. 

li the ex.ist.ence of the OI!Uliseient Person had been rejeotod by proofs, 
than no other explanation being possible, the as.'!ertions in question might 
be taken in their figurative seo.se;-not otherwise, if the priml\ry meaning 
·were in any we.y pos.'>ible. It cannot be right to rogard the et.ernftl Word 
to he mere A.rthavada; beeauso an assertion is taken ll8 an A.rthaviida only when 
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eomo other moaning is i.nlmdtd; in a Cl\$& tborofore whero there is no such 
intention,~ being no speaker desiring 14 make tho ..-rtlon,-tbat •.ondi· 
tion aannot be fulfllled.-(3530-3531) 

It ha& boon further argued, tmder the oame To:tl 3200, thnt~"th& 
'untmmmollod knowledge' spoken of ror>y be token no rt'lorring 14 cortnin 
portieulor things only, not 14 all thinS""· 

Tho answor to this is M follows :-

TEXT (3632). 

IN OAD TJm'ITNTRAMMBLLED ' NATURB Ol' HJ.s KNOWLEDGE JS JU!G.UU>ED 

AS T:RUJl, IN :RJ!l:i'Eli'ENOE TO SVOH TUINGS AS D/tarma AND THE LIKE, 

-THE:..'i OLEAB.LY THE BuDDHISTS .IUnl WON TB:Bilt ~SE.-{3532) 

~ion ,._uHow ha.vo the Buddhiste won their caae t" 
dft.ltW .-

TEXT (3533). 

B EOA'OSIIlT JUS D'Sl:lN l'BOVJID BEJIORE TllAT IT IS 'l'IIll: LonD'S KNOWLEDGE 

RIILATINO TO PRoSPERITY AND HlGJtBST GOOD, ALONG WITH 

TJO'lS.ll MAT'l'ERS (DJumna AND THE RRST) , WUIOR JS 

'VNTRAMMELLJ!:D ' :-THIS IS QlllTlll OLJ:A:a EVlllN 

TO THl!l 'VEBJEST PIPU.-(3633) 

COl!ME.o.'<T AR Y. 

It ha& been proved before that the Lord'• knowl<!dgo of the Highest 
Good iA 'un1>'ammollod '. Hence it must be known 14 all moo, down 14 the 
~rieot piper, that Ho pollS<!SOeS the knowledge of Dhatma t\Dd allied matters; 
so that, by hi.a own words, the opponent adtnite tho uom.ni.seience' of the 
Lo~ (alter admitting His knowledge of DhaN>IG and ouch matters).
(3G38) 

It IUUJ boon l\rgued under Texe 3205, that-"Thu knowledge spoken of 
xn.,y bo that of ltis own sell". 

Bot oven ao, as su•h knowledgo is posaible for the Lord Himself what 
hoe been urgod iA nothing undesirable for UB.-This ia what is pointed 'aut in 
tbo following-
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TEXT (3534). 

As REGARDS THE KNOWLEDGE Ol!' SmJr, llBOUGRT ABOUT BY THE FRAOTIOE 

OF MEDITATION,-TBIS ALSO HAS BEEN ALRIUDY l'BO~D TO BJ!) 

'UNTRAMMELLED' IN TBE OASE OF TBOSE PERSONS.-(3534) 

COMMENTARY. 

'ThiB also '-i.e. the knowledge of S&!f. 
'Te8<im'-oi the revered BuddhM. 
'Already'-Under Te.-et 3434.-(3534) 

S..ys the Opponent-"The knt>wUdgo of self there rnentioMd is tbnt 
eon.sisting in self·Cognition, not that or tho Spirit func.tioning within. How 
then co.n our argument be futile {proving whnt is n.lroody a.dmittcd) ? " 

'rho answer to this is as follows:-

TEXT (3535). 

TltA·~ ALONE IS knowledge of aelf WlnOR CONSISTS IN TH1I l'EROEFTION OP 

TRI!l l'URE SBLF,-AS THEREIN THE ONLY CoGNITION IS THAT 

OF PUBI!l CoNSOIOUSNESS FREED FROM ALL ADVENTITIOUS 

Illfl'UBITII!lS.-(3535) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question :-"How is it known thn.t there is knowlodgo of pure Oon
scio\lsnesa only t" 

Answer:-
TEXTS (3536-3537). 

IT JUS B:EEN SHOWN BEFORE THAT ALL CoGNITION IS IN TBE FORM DEVOID 

OF THE AppreJwnder and Appr~ ; IT IS FREE FROM THll TWO ABBR· 

RATIONS. THIS IS TlUl CoGNITION OR K.>qOWLEDGE Tll:A.T JUS BEEN 

E.."<POUNDED BY THE BwidhM. TltAT IS WHAT PBOVBS THESE 

TO RAVE BEEN POSS:ESSED OF VAST 'VISDOM AND OF 

l>NOWLEDQE NOT OONDUOIVE TO BmTH AND RE-

BmTII AND IT IS THE Tl!AOHING·S INOULOATED 

UNDER THE GUIDANCE OF THESE PERSONS 

THAT .u<E LUMINOUS TO THE l'BESENT 

DAY.-(3536-3537) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Before'-Under the ch&ptet (23) on the 'External World'. 
'Samwra. etc.. •-i.o. whose k-nowledge ia not conducive to Births and 

Rebirtb.s.-(3536-3637) 
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Quulion .~"What are 11.- T"""hings that WM> promulgaiA>d under 
Their guid.Moe !'' 

A""""':-
TEXTS (3538-3540). 

IN REGARD TO THE LUMINOUS CONSOIOUSNRSS, NOT MARJIED Dl.' TllB TWO 

l 'ORMS,-WRO OOULD llliTW\TAIN ANY WRONG NOTIONS, IF BIS MIND IS 

NOT DELUDED BY 'l'llll TWO rQR:IIS f-.As SOON AS THERE IS REC00!>1I· 

TION 01' '!'BE 'SotJL.LRSS·NESS' 01' BOTB,- ALL THOSJI DJ!!J'I!OTS 01' 

Lov:t, JlA'I'll .U."D 'l'1a Llll& wmau RAVJI 'ml:IR SOI1ROJ!! IN THE 

TBOUCR'I'S 01' WO>mN AND SVCH THINGS, DISAPPEAR WITHOUT ll1!TORT. 

-Tms IS TKE JIJGR¥Sr TRUTH WHICH TIIll 'ExPoUNDER OP UNITY' 

PROPOUNDED,-WliiOII BRINOS ALL KINDS Oi' PROSPIIRITY, i'AR 

BEYOND TKE REACH OP Kl4/w.va AND OTRERS.-(3538-3540) 

COMM.EN'l'ARY. 

• 1J hi• mind i• not dd..dtd, a.. '- i.e. who has got rid of all obol...;on of 
t.ho apprtloend.,. and t.he apprclaend<tl. 

'&6 IOO'ft a4 lAne U nC109"ition, de. de. '-i.e. the recognition of the 
!aet that t.he (I) Body aod (2) All otbar things aze ..nlhou~ ooul;-or it may 
mean the recognition of the 'naWttnya'--unn!6lity-'o/ boch'-i.o. of the 
appr<hend«< as well as the Apprtloender. 

'FarbeyqndlhorOCIU. of, a.. a..'-'Kithaoo' stands for Hari (Vifl.'u).
• And othero' ineludot; 'ltlwara' and the reat.-(353&-3640) 

Qmlli® .~"Why is not the •"f·Cognilion of Kill•aoo and others also 
res~rded a8 P\U'6 ! I l 

An...,.,.:-

TEXTS (3541-3543). 

0TB:En PBOPLB REOOONIS£ 'DI:B ' SoUL' AS SOXHimiO PJ!!RllUNE~'T, 

RESZMBLINQ THE PURE RQCI[·OBYSTAL; 1'liiS mu 01' THESE PEOPLE 

IS CLEARLY WRONG, AS TID liXISTENO£ 01' THE PERMANENT 'SOUL' 

JUS BEEN REJ:BOT»D. !J TilE CoGNITION BNV1SAOlliG THE SOUL 

rBOOBEDS PROM ONE'S OWN SOUL, THEN THl!llll SllOULD BB THE 

CoO~'lTION Oll' ALL SOULS AT ONll .U.'D THE SAME TBB.- !J IT DOES 

:NOT PROOEBD ll'ROll ONE'S OWN SOUL,-QR IJ1 IT IS REGARDED AS 

ETllli:NAL,-1'l!JtN IT OO!FLD NOT ENVISAGE THE SoUL AT ALL :-BEING, 

IN TmS RESPECT LIXlt T1lll Coc!>'11'10NS Ol' OTHilR PERSONS.

(SMJ-3543) 
COMMENTARY. 

'01Aerpeopk'-Kt8ham and others. 
Under the Chapter on tho 'Soul', the existence of tho Soul ba8 been 

rojooted; any Cognition of it muat be wrong and honoo impuro. 

I 
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Further, the knowledge of these people relating to the eterru1l Soul that 
is spoken of,-does thls knowledge or Cognit.ion procood from the pel'Son's 
own Soul or not? These are thfi only two alternatives possible. In the 
former case, all his Cogn.itionts should appear simultaneously, as. t.heir efficient 
cause wouJd be t.here.-In the latteJ:" case, if~ the Cognition eternal or not
eternal? In both cases, tha.t Soul would only be e. replica of hi.q own Soul, 
and hence, like the Oognition of o~her people, it could not onvisago that 
Soul.-{3541-3543} 

It lul.s been argued under Tm 320?, that-"His knowledge consiste 
in t.i>e direct perception of His pure Sell, and when the source of that know
ledge is not pure, the knowledge iteell is called l gtwmnce". 

The answer to this is a.c; follows:-

TEXTS (3544-3546). 

HIS XNOWLEDOE DOES not CONSIST IN '1'liE DIRECT PEROBPTION OF }lis 
PURE SELF; BIICAUSE THAT IS DEVOID OF THE CBA.RAOTEBISTICS O'i' 

THE 'COGNISABLE', AS HAS BEEN PROVED IN DETAIL.-I:F THE SOUL 

(SELF) IS HELD TO BE Oil' THE NATURE OF CoGNITION (CONSCIOUSNESS), 

----Tlmitl!l CAN liE NO APPR:&RENSION 011' IT AS SUC.S: ; liEOAUSE OF THE 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE c SEEN' AND THE 'SEEING' .-IF 'l'llE!N 

THE SAID CoGNITION IS HELD TO liE SEL11-ILLU)IINED, THEN IT COMES 

TO Bll 'SELF-CoGNITION', AND AS SUC.S: IT WOULD MEAN THAT THE 

CoGNITION IS AMENABLE TO DIRECT.PEROBPTION.-(3544.--3546) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the Soul is held to be unconscious in its essence, then the Cognition 
thet apprehends it must bo regarded as imJ>IU'<; as it has been proved under 
the chepter on the 'External World' that by their very nature, all Cogru'tions 
are devoid of the apprehendw and the o.pprehender. 

If, on the other hand. the Soul is held to be of the nature of Consciousness 
iteell, then there would be non·difference between what is aem (cognised, 
i.e. the BOtt!) and the setitlg (Cognition, Consciousness); so thet they could 
not be related to ea<:h other as the wpprehende.d and the 'wpprehender; · whloh 
would meen thet the Cognition could not be regarded a.s appreh~nding the 
Soul. Because it ill only when there is Home difference betwoen the Subject 
and the object tli&t they can bear to Mch other !·he relat,ion of the' apprehender 
and t.he appreherW.W.. 

If, lastly, the idea is that, being luminOU$, like the lamp, the Cognition 
apprehends and envisages it.a6lf,- then there would be 'self-Cognition'. 
which you do not admit; and it ,~ould set a.side your ide& that Cognition 
cannot be perceived. This is what is shown by the words-' It would mtan. 

that Cogtlition is o.,..nal>le to direct Perception' .-(8544-3~46} 
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It h&a boen argued wider T«U 3208, that.-"lf it bo held U>at Drahnui, 
V'rou..W. Bllito are t.he ernbodimonts of tbo V <do, ot.o. otc. ". 

The • ........,.. to this is"" follows:-

TEXTS (364.7-364.9). 

TlmRJJ CAN DB NO CONNECTION BETWEEN JlRAJI)(l (AND OTKEBS) AND 

THB VEDA ;-(a) lll'JOAUSB 'l'BIIll.B IS Dil'JI'BRl!NOE llETW1JliiN THEM, 

(h) DEOAUSE !lOTH ARE REGARDED AS ETB.RNAL, AND (r,) lli!OAUSE THERE 

IS NO )fUTUAL DEPENDENOE;-JUST AS IN THI! OASlll Oll' ANY OTHER 

TlliNO.- TitUS IT IS ABSURD TO TALK 0)' Brahm4, ETO.llEING 'EMRODI· 

MltNTS OM TIDl VEDA '.-EQUALLY ABSURD IT IS TO SPEAK 01' THE VEDA 

AS 'OONSfSTINO GP ALL RNOWLEDOE'; FOR TilE SlMPLI! BBASON THAT 

THI! MJUNINO OJ! THE VEDA CANNOT 811 ASOIIRTAIN'ED.-IT HAS 

JI.'EIIN .&XP.t.All<RD THAT (FOR us) THE OKNIS<lll:NT l'EBsoN IS li.'E· 

000~8110 INDllP'ln>'DID.'TLY llY RniSI!LJI; AND fu IS NOT ASSUMl!D 

oN TIIE oRO~n>'D o:r Bralom6 .u., O'rXEBS lli!Il<o 'EioooiJollU>"TS oP 
Tllll VEDA'.-{364.7-364.9) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Jlr&hml nnd othe"' had any eonnoction wilh the Vod&, then alone 
~uld tl1oy bo regarded"" the 'Embodiment of the Veda'; as e. matter of 
fact, thoro can bo no eonnootion between thoso and tho Voda.. Because 
thoro oe.n be only two kinds of connection or reiM.ionship ~>mong things-(! ) 
that of ide>\tity and (2)· that of eau'"' e.nd eftoot,-t\a hl\8 been oxplained 
before ;-eA the two-Brahmhnd V~re held to be diftoront, the relation 
botwoon thorn cannot be that of Jdonlity.-Nor can it bo the relation of 
Oau80 nnd Ef!aot; beeause both are regarded ao eternal, 1\nd "" meh cannot 
derive any boneBt from one another, ,.. neither eould bo in need of the 
other. 

'T.\4 itko of the Ved<> COMioting of all lmowlodgo'-thio h&a to bo con
atruod wi.t.b 'it ob.tutd' of the previous sentence. 

11 \Yhy ia it absurd! .. 
BeoeWJO 'tlt.f melfling of lM Veda auaM k cuoerttu'n«t ';-i( tbo meaning 

of the Vod& ware ~ined, then alone eould it bo Mlllmed that it. consjsts 
of aU knowledgo. This asoertainmeot howover ""nnot bo got at through any 
Cognition, 1\8 haa been pointed out alroody. 

Nor again do we accept the Omniscient P01'80n on t.ho ot.rengt.h of the 
Veda,-M you do. In fact;, the CognitJon of the Lord i• oelf.born, and 
honoa Ho is omnisoient, by Himself;-M wo have already oxploinod before.
(8647-35(9) 

n hl\8 been argued in Tut 3209, that.-"Wbtro on ono side nro Buddha 
n.nd othero wbo Mo moria!, wllel'l' 011 the other are the lhroo exoellenl Vsda$, 
ete. etc.''. 

'.j 
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'l'bc answor to this is that the 'mortality' of t.bo Lord hu not b<oen 
provo<L-Tbis is wbot ie pointed out in tbo following-

TEXT (3550). 

Bl!lmo BBYOND nm 'METBMPsYomo CYOLJ: • CONSISTING 011 TIDI 'JltVll 

ST.t.TES', TBll Budd/ta& .AU NOT HELD BY 115 TO BB ' KORT.U.', 

WHAT HAS :IIJ:BN REGARDED .AS THJtiR ':smm' IS OliLY 

TilE CREATION OF THEMSJ:LVliS ~y 

TREM8l!lLV:£S.-(3MO) 

COmiENTARY. 

'.Eie11', 'Regiomt of t.he Deo.cP, 'Regions of BoMte', 'Region of Ce1estials' 
and 'the Euman Regions'- o.ro tho 'fivo statoa' that tnako up the 'Meton'l.· 
poychio Cycle' ;-the Blessed Lorde all lie beyond this five-fold Oycle ; ao t.bnt 
their 'mortality' oennot be admittecL 

Q..u~ion .-"How is it then tbey are h...-d of as having been born in 
tl1o family of Shwldho<UJrw. and oth01'8!" 

Answer:-' Wiu>l h<&s been regan!cd, et.c. etc. '- ( 35GO) 

Tho following Tm support& tbis same idea by scriptureo :-

TEXT (3551) . 

• IT IS lN THE D:£UOBTI111L CITY 011 AkanifM4. 11&:£:£ }'ROM Tllll ILUJlTATION 

O'f WCLEA~ BETNOS,-TBA.T THE B1Uld./t.tu BECOME .A WAK:mrEJ) ; 

.t.ND WHAT IS .t. W AK!lN!lD HERE (IN TIDS WORLD) IS 

ONLY TBl!lm OWN OREATION'.- (3551) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Akaniflha' is the na.me of a certain region;-'froo from the hAbitetion 
of unclean Bein(l:s'-' AshuddMv4oak4yika' aro celesti&l beiop;-hore only 
such pooplo dwell who are noblo aod puro;-on the top of this resta tbo 
Mclhuhwro-Bhownc> (the Palaoe of tbe Supremo Lord) ;-it io in this Palace 
that there appear tbe BodhUall110~ "ho hav& puoed tbrough tl14 'IA!n stages' 
&nd ret\Ched the highest;-what i.o perceived bero in the world io only what 
i& crootod under thoi.r superviaion. 

Such iJ; the o.seortion met with in the scripturos.-(3651) 

It might be argued by tbe Opponent that--" We !lo not a<\mit of wha~ 
has been 888Crted hote ". 

fh9 !'I!BW•r to tbot is aa foliO\ .. ;~ 
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TEXTS (3552.3553). 

How TOO DO YOlr ASCJIRTAII<, I!lDEPENDENTLY, TBl! SAID'MOIITALITY'! 

C!mTAtl\'LY NOT ON TBll BASIS 011" THll 'SCRIPrl)'Blt' 011" OTliEit l'llOPLE ; 

AS '\\'JUT TRAT SOIIIPTUIUI SAYS IUS roST BIIBN l'OINTED OOT.

NOR DO Wll I'OSTOLATII OUR '0MNISOINNT PERSONS' AS 

RIVALS TO THE '0>1NlS01BNT PBRSONS' POSTULATED 

BY OTB1IBS ; WHO OO'ULD EVJlR OONOEIV:E OF 

.oNY RIVALRY Bnwl!l!N RUL ENTITn:S AND 

'Sl>Y·FLOWZRS ' !-(3552.3553) 

COMMENTARY. 

If you bold to the 'mortolity' independentcy, then your Roason is 
doubtful-henoo-Inadmi-ib1o'. In fact, you h&vo no proof in eupport of 

tbo idee of the Blessed Lord being fliDfiOl,-by virtue of whiclt the eaid 
mortality oould • be regerded M independently NICl<ll"toincd. Hone& the 
'mort&lity' has to he a.ssertod by you on tho l>Mis of the seripturo of th& 
other party; t>nd what the soripturo of the othor party has to ~~ay on the 
poin t has j.at boon sbown.-Thua the 'morto>lity ' of the Bloeaed Lords 
romain.a 'unproven '.-(3552·3~8) 

Quulion. :-.. How i8 jt known that theso other Omniscient. Persons are 
like sky.Jit>w•r~!" 

An.twer.'-

TEXT (3554). 

!T HAS BUN l'IIOVJID BY ITS TIUT A.>n' Btern4l BEINGS, BlllNG 01!/VOID 011 

ALL OAP AOITY, MUST BB liOR)IlJ::SS. Hill\' Oil IT ll'OLLOWS THA'r THE 

'THBPlE·lllYBD DEITY. AND OTHER SlrOR B11NOS, WHO ARE HELD 

BY OTHERS TO BE OMlll'SOIXNT, DO NOT EXIST 

.lT ALL.--{3554) 

COMMENTARY. 

The other part.y holds Sha•lkora and oth.,. to he Eternal Beings ~nd 
it has been proved by us tlult eternal entiti&e cannot have any capttcity at 
all; as any efJoctive ~on on their pert.,~ither suooeaively or simultaneous. 
ly-would be inoompatihlo;-'being devoid ol all capacity' again ia what 
oha.racteriaco non·m<lma; henoe it follows thet Shim ~>nd other eterno.l 
beings posited by the:other party are ...,.._..,;~, Thus it is that it is 
known tlult they an) 'like sky.flowors'. 

'Tfyo•nboka', 'Three-Eyed Deitr', ia Sha>lkora1 Shim.-(3664) 

• 
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Further, Shioa and others ma.y be thoro. Even so, thoy belong to a 
very inferior order i hence we are not making any comparison betw&en these 
and the Blessed Lords.-This ia point.ed out in the following :-

TEXTS (3665-3056}. 

TJIJrn AGAIN, Tlll!l KNOWLEDGE 011 THOSE l'EB.sONS IS ALL 'Vl<ONO, 

BECAUSE IT INVOLVES NO'l'JONS 011 TilE 'SoUL' AND SUOJJ OTHER 

TliiNOS. TilE KNOWLIIDOII 011 TilE BuddhM, ON Tllll OTHER 

llAND, JS not WTtmg; AS liAS lliiiiN EXPLAlNED IN DIITAIL. 

THERE 18 THBB:BFOBII NO OOliO' A.BISON li!A.DE IIJITWB11N 

TBltSII TWO SilTS, ON TlllC OBOUND OP OBJU.T11B OB 

LXSS PBOXDII'TY; WHO COULD INSTITUTE ANY 

OOMP A.BJSON BETWMIN TlOl BJ.Th'D AND 

TIDI MAN WITH PlllU'EOT EYllS !
(M55-8556) 

COMMENTARY. 

This ia euily understood.-(3666·3556) 

It has been argued undar Te.t~ 3210, that.-"the thfl>O Deiti.,, Brahmi!. 
und the rest, aro mon.tioned in the eternal scripture of the Veda; and the 
oterno.lity of tho110 dooe not mili tete ngninat the eternality o! the Vodaa". 

The answer to tbia is as follows:-

TEXT (3567). 

lN II'ACT, THE BT:&RNALITY Oil' ALL SUOJI THINGS AS QUALITY, ACTION, 

QoD, A.S ALSO OF THE VliDAS, HAS BEEN TOTALLY REJECTED. 

CoNSEQUENTLY W11 DO NOT ADMIT OF ANY JITIIBNAL 

'SOBIPTUliB '.-(3557) 

By establiahi"4! the 'Perpet\1a.l Fl'ux' as affecting all thlngo, it has been 
proved that nothing oan be tlmu>l. Hence a.U this (about uernality) is 
wholly irrelevant.-(3557) 

It haa been argued., under T<D 3216, tha.t.-"If any peraon were &oon at 
the present time to be •imilM to the Omniscient Person, then the oxiatenee 
of that Person could bo cognised through Analogy". 

The anawer to tbia ia aa follo"-. :--
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TEXTS (~1). 

WJl DO NOT BOLD TJUT THE IIXlSl'BNOB OJ' TBJl 0MNISOIBJ<T PERSON IS 

PIIOVIID BY ANALOGY; BEOAUSII IT HAS BIIEN SHOWN T!Lt.T ANALOGY 

IS NOT A. RI!LIABLE MEANS OJ' OOQNITION. RJ:NOI!l Tllll S.AJD e:ti&tt;nu 
OOllLD NOT BE PllOVliD BY IT. IT IS ONLY WltBN THE t.ti.ftence 01' A. 

TliiNO HAR BIIEN COGNISED, THAT ITS SIMILA.RITY CAN Bll 'PERCEIVED; 

AND WJIAT IS DESIRED TO BE POOVED IN TJIB l'RESENT CONTBXT IS 

TRII existence OF TR1I a.ll-kncwing Pemm ;-ANI> TlllS CANNOT 

DE POOVBD DY lllEANS OF ANALOGY. HBNOB YOUR DIINIAL OF 

TIUS (IN IUlJIIIRENOE TO THE SAID PllRSOlf) IS ENTfRJ'JLY I'UTILE.

b all ~ IIA.VE DEEN PDBCEIVED BY YOU TO llll not-omn.~ient,
TIDN omn.iscience BELONGS TO Y011 Y011RSl'JT,F, SINCE Y011 PERCEIVE 

ALL MU, THOSE NBAR Y011 A.S 'YELL AS 'l'UOSB RBMOTII ;-AND SIN OB 

YOU PBROBIVJ: THE CAPACITY OJ' OOQNlTIONS API'EJ.RING lli 'l'lffi 

'CHAIN' ow ALL O'l'B1!R Wl!<.-{3558-3661) 

COMMENTARY. 

Aa a matter of faet, no reliability attaeheo to Analogy, as a means of 
oognit.ion,-by virtue of which the Buddhist oould aook to prove the oxistonoo 
of the Omniscient Person by its mee.ns.-Evbn if Analogy woro reliable, it 
would be of no \lSO in the proving of the &aid m'""OO. BooaUBO Oil that 
Analogy provoo, !or imtsnoo, is merely tbe oimilo.rity of the Gavayco in tho 
\"VOII·k.I\OWil objoot, Cow; in the ease in qtlOBtion, howover, tbo Omniscient 
Person io not n weU-known object,-no, aeeordlng to yo\1, J:fo i• •till to be 
proved; oonsoqucntly when, under yout viow, tho .lDrtiltenCO oj th$ Omni8cient 
Puoon i.8 put up ao what ia to be provod,- thero can be no room for Anol'cgtJ; 
so tbat, thoro being no possibility of ita applying to the oaoe in qu.,;tion, 
your denial of it i.o entirely futile; as it is only what it regarded liS po.'!Sible 
that it doniod. 

n has boon argued under Tm 3216, thol.-"Baving found that all men 
of the ~nt day are -.omnl•eUnl, it i.8 do6n.itoiy ooncludod, through 
Analogy, that all men are fiOI.omnU<UN".-Tho anawer to thi.o i.8 thot.-lf 
oll -. lite. de. '-If oll men have boon _, by you, thon your denial of 
th8 Omniscient Peraon involv08 8&1-contradiotion. B«>auoe, wl>on you 
admit thot you youroolf """ all men, fat and l)oar,-and also that you have 
doliniU> knowlodgo of the cognitive capacity of tbo 'chain' of other men,
you oloarly attribute Omniocionu to younMJU; boon\180 your 81\id o.dmission 
would imply your perception of all things far removed in time, plaoo and 
nature; M auoh porooption can never belong to ono who i" not omniscient. 
And yot. in donying such Omniscience, you M'6 putting forward arguments, 
and aro actually denying it; so that thoro i.8 8elf-contracliction on your 
part; just liko tha tulsertion 'your mother is bonon •.-(8558-3561) 

The following Tut points out. that tho Person alto that i.8 adcluood by 
tho otbor Pf.rlY i.8 'Ine.dmissible', 'Unproven':-

• 

• 
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TEXTS (3562.-3564). 

EVIIN Ill THE PlJlRSON WBRII STANDING BEFORE YOI7, HOW OOULD YOU 

liAVE TIDII OIIRTA.INTY THAT 'HE IS NOT OMNISCIENT' t Ill YOU 

HAD THIS K:NOW'LEDGB, YOU WOULD BB OOGNI8A..NT Oll TBINOS BEYOI\'D 

THE SENSES !-IF YOU DEDUCE THE liAC/r Oll ALL PERSONS BJ!:ING 

NOT·OMI\"JSOIENT FROM SI!EING THAT Y017 YOUBSELli' ARE NOT SO,

TI!BN, TRBRB WOULD BB THIS INOONGl\UlTY Tll:A.T (Y017B) BB.A.l!M.!. 
AND OTB'liR DEITIES WOULD DEDUCE T1rB omni.tcitn<:e OF .ALL l'KIISONS 

I"ROM TllElR OWN OM:N'1801:ENOE.-b 1T BE URGED TRAT-11TliRBE IS 

CONVICTION ltEGAltDINO TllB l'I!BSENOE 01' SUOll QUA.LITli!S IN ALL 

MEN ONLY WREN WB DO NOT PEltOBIVE ANYTHING TO THJi OONTltAlW", 

THBN OUR ANSWER IS THAT IN REGAltD TO THB lllA.T'l'ER UlfDElt OON· 

SlDBRA'l'ION, T1D11 l!O!R'B S17SPICJON TO T1D11 001\'TRARY ·HAS THE s.uiJ') 

PIFFECT AS THE ACTUAL l'ERCBl'TION Oil' THAT OONTRARY.-{3562-

3564) 

COMMENTARY. 

That. is, even when the man is standing beforo ono, one eeot1 only hia 
body, ond if tho oblierver iB himseU not-omniscient, he cannot know that 
the man before him is not-omniscit:m. 

'Bhdr:l'-i.e. il thore were the oartoin~y that tho man iB not-omniscient. 
If, in ordor to save the Reuon from being 'Inadmilsibte•, the conviction 

regordi.ng a.Jl mon being not-omniscient bo te.ken as deduced from one'• own 
non-omn.iacience;- tl1en thoro would bo ineongruitiea nnd the Renaon wou1d 
booomo 'Inoonolusive'.-Thi.o iB what i.o pointed ou~ by the wordl<--'1/ you 
d«luu, <~<:. <~<:.'.-The oompound '6lmlloormj~u· i.o to be expounded 
a.-'dl'f(4u'-from the porcoption-'aoo""'ifiol<iyd/>-<>f non-omniscience
'atman'i',-in yout'8el£. 

The following might bo urgod-"In the cas& of t.ho proving of tho pre
sence of a certain quality in aJJ men, the idea is rendered impoosible by the 
perception of the diversity of wisdom, eto. ~>mong men; henoo no attempt it 
made to provt" it; in th~ caso of non-omni•cience, however, tho idee. is not 
rendored impoBSiblo by anything; hence thore could bo no such incongruity 
aa baa been indicated,.. 

This iB not right. Just aa a Reason cannot prove that of which the 
oont.rary has been perceived, oimila.dy it cannot also prove thst of "hich the 
conWry is SU$peoted; and in this ,.,.peot, the BUBpicion of the cont.rary doee 
not differ from tbo pM'ceplion of the oontrlll"y. Consequently, thoro can be 
no proving of non.-omni•cienu, because its contrary ia opon to auspieion.
(3562-3564) 

It has boon nrgued, under T""' 3217, that-' tho Wo.chlng of Buddha 
and others iB oapeble of another explanation also, et.o. o~.". 

The aoswer to this is aa follows:-
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TEXT (3666). 

Wuo ELSE RX<ll!ll'T 'l'l!1l FOOL CAN RROARD THE TEA.OBING O:F THE BuMJuu 
AS BAVL,_G ITS SOUllOE IN DELUSION,-WBEN IT HAS :SEEN 

PROVED TO BE THE FLA.WLllSS EXPOSITION 011 THE PATH 

TO lJEAVEN AND THE ~lNA.L GoAL !-(3565) 

cmmEl'.'T ARY. 

It cannot b& admitted th&t the TOMhing is capable of another explanation. 
Beca.uae the Bawleas exposition of the Pat.h to Heaven and Final Liberation 
oanoot havo its souroo in Delusion;-and that the Teaching of the Blessed 
Lord is flawloss h&a been proved by a.U the investiga.tiona and test• herein 
ma.do. 

'Fool'-i.e. Kumcirib. He is a foolif he ente~:'tains the idee. referred to. 
- (3565) 

It has b&en argued, under Teu 3225, that-"'l'he teaching of Buddha, 
et<>. might have been for the purpose of deh•dirig their disciples, etc. etc." . 

The answer to thia ia a.s follows:-

TEXT (3566). 

IT IS JNDEI'll) A QRIIAT DELUSION THAT HAS BEEN BROUGHT ABOUT BY 

BUDDHA. IN HIS DISOil'LRS Wl!O, DURING TBE PRESENT LIFE ITSELF, 

HAVE ATTAINED, TlmOUGl! IT, PBOSPERITY, AS ALSO TBll mGHEST 

STAGE Oli' THE ALLEVIATION OF ALL .A:wLJ:OTIONS 011 TBE 

Mnm 1-(3566) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Dr4W-during the present life. 
1 Prosperity, -in the sha.pe of ltvtting health, vigour and so forth;-the-se 

'they have attaintd '-such is the constntction. 
• Alkt:i®i<m of aU c.jftiction• of fhe Miml'-i.e. the oossotion· of Love, 

Hatred and other defects. 
'Phroogh u '-Through the proper following of the Teachings of the 

J10rd, regarding Mantl:$.8, Meditations, etc. 
• A grec.t delU8io» ha• bun brought abom '-This is figu.r&tive; the sense 

is-if you regard this a.a 'delusion·. then it is you yourself who ore deluded,
inMmueh as you regard what is not delusion, as a.ltuion.-{3566) 

It ha.s been argued, under Tea 3226, that -"If it were heaed upon the 
Vede, then they·should have imparted it. to theoxpounders of the Va.da it.Rell, 
etc. etc.u. 

The answer to this is as follows:-

I 

• 



TF.XT (3567). 

Tn:r: TJIACHING 011 TBlt BtuldM1 IS CERTAINLY :<OT BASED trl'ON TilE 

VEDA. ; BECAUSE IT B.A.S B.lU'lN DESCRIBED AS 1 'B'L.A WLESS ', 'VliiLE 
THE VEDA IS FULL 011 FLA WS.-(31567) 

COMMENTARY. 

n cannot be poaaible for the jfJJvku Teaching to be bMcd upon wh&t is 
foUl of jfJJID .. -{3567) 

I~ h&o been argued, undor Te>:~ 3227, th&t.-"Became the Teacllingo were 
imp&rted by them to the illiterato ShUdras, therefore it ia concluded th&t 
they are defective and illusory". 

The a.nswer to this iu M folloWII :-

TEXTS (3568-3569). 

Tm: SAlll TEAOHnlo or THE BtuldMI JS NOT !!"OR ANY SELII'ISR P1111POSE; 

IN II'Acr, Tllll WROLI!Illlii!"ORT WAS MADII POR Tllll BIINIUIIT 01" OTJJIIBS. 

TiroS IT WAS 'l'IIAT Tllll ALL-KllBOlPUL BUDDIUS TAUOllT DUT 

PATH TO ALL llll!N,-KAVING JUDE tJ1' THEIR MINDS TO BRING 

ABOUT Tllll WELl' ADS 011 THE WOB.LD, AND TRl18 BEING 

THE DISINTIIBllSTJ!lD WELL·\VLSRERS Otr 

ALL lll:liNGS.-(3568-3569) 

COMMENTARY. 

• Padam'-tbi.s is the nrune given to th&t Path to l'rospority and Highest 
Good which consista in the cultivation of all good qualitieo.-(3568-3569) 

The following l«tt ahowa that it is in tbe case of Manu and other teach...,., 
who imparted the teaching to Vedic acholars alone, tbet it io po<o<ible for 
tbe t.eachiDgs to h&ve been propounded for the purpoae of deluding thoaa 
people:-

TEXT (8570). 

'!'HOSE TEA0l!llll8 WHO WEII.II UNDER THE INI!LVENOII 01!" GREED, FEAR, 

HATRED, J:BALOUSY, JITO. AND WliBll DEVOID 01!" MJIIMY,-IT IS THE 

TIIACHING 01!" SUOII PERSONS WHIOH COULD BJ: p AR:ru.L 

Alii> LO<W..-{3570) 

COMMENTARY. 

On the other band, the Teo.ching of the Blessed Lord wao imparted to 
1\11 men down to the verieat ohild;-nd such Tei\Ching only Oeru-s teetimon.y 
to their blg)l-souled ch&ro.otor.-This ia pointed out in tho loUowing :-
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TEXTS (3571-3573). 

TaoSE TEACHERS, ON THE OTHER RANI>, WHO WERE LED DY MBR.OY 

ALONJI,-WHO HAD A OLIIAII PEROEPTION 011 THE TaUTH,-WHO HAD 

NO JIEAJ< OP ANY CONTRAI>IOTION,-!At:PAIITIID THEm TEAOHINOS TO 

ALL. As A MAN, THROUGH IGNORANOE, GOES ON BEING AFli'EOTED 

DY DEPEOTS, SO THERB GROWS IN THE LoRDS, MEROY TOWARDS HI>!. 

-THEY DO NOT l>lilSmE TO ESTABLISH ANY SUCH CONNECTION WlTH 

MEN AS THAT 011 Vivaha {MA.R.RI&GE) oR Avaha (HoME·COMING 011 

THE BRIDE) .ON!> SO FORTH ; THE ONLY THOUGHT IN THEm MIND IS 

TJlAT 011 DOING GOOD TO OTHERS. THAT IS WKAT H.!.S BEEN SO 

WELL SUNG 011.-(3571-3573) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 Atlei.ha'-i.'i the coming of the Bride to tlte hou.r;e of the Bridogroom.
(3571-3673) 

Q·uution :-"Who.t has been ao \Veil sung of 1'' 
Anl"wt:r :-

TEXT (3574). 

'THB WlSE ONES VIEW WITH EQUAL RIIOARD--'l'HE BR!HMA\'A EQUIPPED 

WITH LEAJ\.NnfG AND ORARA.OTER, THE BULL, THE ELEPRANT 1 THE 

DOG AND THE I>OG·E.<TER. '- (Biuigava;lgit<i].-(3574) 

COMMENTARY. 

In faet, by ho.ving openly and arrogantly usad the expression "to 
illiterate ShMras", through pride of CM\e, you have yoursolf shown your 
own gteat illiteracy and stupidity. For instance, (1) do you put forward 
the &SSumption that there is a. distinct gonus o£ the name of 'Brdhnwna' 
and thereupon you, Briihmanas carry on your backs a million loads. of 
superiority! Or (2) is it on the basis of your superiority in the matter of 
having had all your Birth and otbor Saeraments duly performed 1 Or (3) 
on the basis of your having been born of a Btcihmatw Mother and Brcihmatw 
Father !-If it is the ftrsl, then this ornament. of youro is only like that. 
caused by th& 'sky.Jotus'.-This is what. is pointed out. in th& following:-

• 
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TEXTS (3575-3577). 

HUNDRBDS OF TIMES HAS THE 'GBNUS' (UNIVliRSAL) BEEN RB.TBOTED ; 

Wli:ENOE TKBN IS THIS PnmE DUE TO 'OASU' (GID-"ll'S) I SP.ECULLY 

\VmtN NO SUPERIORITY OV.EB OTB:E1lS IS PEBCEIVED IN rr, \\"BY 

SHOULD IT BE REGARDED AS ~I 1N PAcr, MEN BELONGING 

TO OTHER OASTES ALSO AJU: li'OUJ:."D, ON TilE PRESENCE OJ/ PARTI

CULAR QUALITIES, TO DB THE DEC»P'''AOLE 011 QU.&T .. ITJES OF Selj
e<mtro! AND FREE FROM ALL IMPURITIES. lJr, BY REASON Oil' TBllm 

OONN1t0'1'10N WI'I'H TIIll P.&R'I'IOULAJI (BRlmUJ:~a) OASTB, THEY HAD 

BUN SUP.IUUOR TO OTI!liJIS, n; TBE M.!. 'ITER Ol' POSSESSING TBE SAID 

QUALUIOATIONS, 'l'BL.'f ALO!<"B OOULD 'I'IIEY BE AD>IlTTED TO BE 

REALLY SUPERIOR,-NOT Jl' THEY MERELY B:ELONGJID TO THE 

Brallmatta OASTE, BUT JN AC'l'U.AL LlVII WERE LlKiil FOWLERS, 

A..'<D OTIIliRS.-(3575-3677) 

OOMMENTARY. 
We grant that there is wch a 'caste'; &ven ao, your pride would be 

ju.otiflod if there wore somo ouperiority per<:<~ptiblo in you, due to that =•te. 
AA a. mn.ttor or fact, however, we do not porcoive tlny such ~Superiority in 
you.-Thia io what iJI pointed out by the worcla-ltpeeitiUy when no 1uperiority, 
uc. tk. '-' otll4rl'-i.e. pooplo other than Brdhma~s,-i.e. tho BhUdra, etc. 
--«uperiority over t-hes&-nono ia perceived. That ia to say, in the IJrtlJmw'f!<l, 
wo do not find any superiority over tho Shildro, et<>. in regard to their 
Intelligence, Memory. et.c., or to the.ir Blood, Urino, etc.; thus noauperiority 
being perceptible, how could the caste be rego.rdod as superior on the basi.s 
of thn.t •mpotiol'ity',-by virtuo of which, through arrogo.nce born of yO\U' 

eaote-pride, you ""'"'rt that 'they should have impo.rted it to the VeQie 
scholars &lone-not to ShUMol' !-In C&S&, by belonging to the BrAiuruu:u•
caste, you wer-e., by yoW" very natnre-, superior parsons, endowed with such 
powers aa oelf-oontrol, fulfilmont of wish, Meroy and so forth, and had all 
evils removed !rom you,-thon you would eert.ainly be superior beings; 
otherwioe, if you simply belongod to th& BrAhmtu;m-caste a.nd lod tho life of 
the Fowler, the Fisherman,, the Cobbler, eto.,-what superiority could be 
yours !--{8676-3577) 

The following Tm pointo out the objootion.a to tbe seoond alternative (the 
superiority of the BrAhm~a in the proper performance of hia ~&er&mento) :-

TEXT (3578). 

As R'&OARDS THE WELL-KNOWN SACRAMJINTS Oil' TRII Birlh-riU AND Tlllil 

REST,--'.mBY ABE ALL l'trnELY ILLUSORY (ARTil'IOUL) AND ARE 

TO BB ll'OU!<"D liVE..'\' .O.XONG OTIIliR PliOPLE,- BVE..'< TROSB 

WHO ARE ARTil'IOUL BR~AS.--{3578) 

COMM&'<TARY. 
'Among others'- i.e. among th& a,rt;ific.io.l Brll.bmM)as. 
• IUuOO"lf'-purely artiflc.ial, like the No.•»ing·rite. 
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Under tho llaitd ~ltorn&tive nl•o (thl\t ol superiority being due to birth 
lrom Bnlhma1,1<1 perenta),-no pride ia proper; becau..,, ,.. has boon pointed 
out before, there ill no diftorono& betwoon the body ol tbo BrihiiU~oQ& male 
and female and that ol tbe Shlldro male and lomale,-both consisting ol the 
same uneleao ingrodionte ol S.men, Blood and ao lorth.-(3578) 

Then again. the I&Ct ol your being born ola Br4hma~ Father is always 
open to deubt; bono& there ahould be no pride on that score at.o.-This is 
pointed out in the loUowiog-

TEX'l'S (3679.358()). 

A VliBY LONO TDill IUS ELAJ'SBD AND WO~ AllB VERY UNSTBADY ; RENO» 

IT C.U.~OT BB OEBTJ.IN 17 'l'JIEllE I8 Br6Jama1}4-Jwod IN YOU. 

FOR YOU, TBER11 Ill NO Olfll WRO IS OOONil!..Uo"'' OY 

Stll'BJI8IINSt1011S 'l'RINOS ; NOR IUS BVBN Till! 

VBD.L D.ECLAJUID TR11 l'URITY Otr 

YOUR OliNB.U.OOY.--{3679· 

3580) 

COMMENTARY. 

Aftor tbo lapeo of along time, it is ju.at posaible that though not belonging 
to a BrMmal)a family, you mny bavo beoome a Bnlhn&alUL-Or even if 
your aneostoro '"""' Brilhmal,)as, your ..... ; ao that it is poasiblo th&t your 
birth mo.y bo defoctivo. Bocause, as a rulo. . . . . You do not admit thot 
there is o.ny m&n e&poblo ol perceiving •uporsen8uou.a things, -through whom 
~inty on thill point oould be obteinod. Nor l&~tly, dooa l>he Veda decla.ro 
the purity of your gonel\logy.- (8G70·8GSO) 

. Thon again, it is not only for youroelves that it is not right to indulge 
in ar.roganco due to your BrAhme.t:~a-hood, which is open to doubti as regards. 
Manu and ot.her te&oher8 alao,-ae they oould not know who were real 
BriUunal)&~, loll& Teaehinga, il imported to Brlhm&<JM "IOM, must hove 
been imported under a delu.aion.-Thi.o il pointed out in tho following-

TEXT (3681). 

Tiros, .Man~ AND O'IB:ER T'IAatrSRS, MOT DOWINO WHO WBB.E REAL 

Brahma'IJ(U, oot1LD NOT run Da.t.BTJ:D TR!l TUmm<os ro 

Brcfllma'IJ(U .LLONI: ~l18ll TBln' OOt7LD NOT Bll 

S'OU 07 Il'.-{3681) 

• A.vijMua '-Tbooe who oould not be awe of the Btdhma1,1<1·hood of 
a.o.y one. 

I 
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' ·Tadanishchayut'-Bocause they could not be sure of peopl& being 
Briihmaiu>s.-{ 3581) 

Then again, the fact that Manu and others imparted their t.eoobinga 
to you alono doos not rodound to your credit; in fact, it only indicates the 
dullnea.• of your intolligence.-Thi$ is pointed out in the following:-

TEXTS (3582-3583). 

WE SUSPECT THAT Manu .L'<D OTHI!lt TEAOBERS, FOl< SOli@ l!JilA.SON, OAMJI 

TO REALISE TJIAT WRAT IS STATJID IN Tlll!l VJI:DAIS NOT QUITE l<IIASON· 

AllLE AND NOT QUITE OO~lPBEHENSIBLE BY lTSBLli,-AND ALSO 

THAT THE BRiHMAJ:!AS, RAVING BECOME DULL·WITTED llY 

Tlll!l RJIW)ING 011 THE VEDA, WERE lNOAl'ABLE 011 
DISOBillllNATlNG THINGS FOR Tl!liMSELVES ;-AND IT 

WAS FOR THIS REASON TRA.T TBliY EXl'OUNI>ED 

THEm TEA.OBINGS TO THE Brahma'I)Q8 
ALONE.-(3582·3583) 

COMMENTARY. 

'VediidhUija4a'-ThOilll who have become '.ia44'-dull·witted-by the 
'adhiti '- roeding-of the V eda; i.e. thoee whoee powers of discriminating 
things had becn set aside by the reading of the Veda. 

'For rome reason'.-Sornehow.-(3582·3583) 

It we.s for this reason that Manu and others, realising the irrationality 
of the Veda, &tc., doolarod, in reference to their own words, that th&y wer& to 
be regarded"" so mo.ny 'commandments' (to be obeyed without question).
Tbis is whe.t is shown in the following:-

TEXTS (3584-3585). 

(TlmY RAVE DEOLA.IUID TllAT]-"TD Purti'Q4, THE Dharnut~~h.datra 
l'ROl'OUND:ED :BY Manu, Tl!ll Vll>DA WITlllTS SU»SlDLUUES, Al:ID TliE 

SOIENOE OF MllDIOINE,--'l'llliSll FOUR A.l<E SliLF·SUFPIOIENT 

OO:m.tANDMENTS, AND SROULD NEVER llE A.TTAo:Kl:D WlTR 

BJ31ASONINGS tt ,--'l'BIS TJmEA.T, IN REGABD TO THE SELP• 

SUFF!OlENOY OF TBllm A.UTRORITY, WE Tlln."X, WAS 

l'RONOUNOED BY mEM TO TliE DULL·WITTliD 

PEOPLEJIOR TBll SAME R»ASON. OB ELSE, 

ROW COULD A MERE VEBJJAL STATE· 

l!@NT MAD A.NYTRING SELF· 

SUFJIIOIENT IN ITS AUTHORITY 1 
-(3584-3585) 

OOMliiENTARY. 

• Puriitw '-the liWrary' works known under that nam.e;- 'm4navo 
dharnw/1-'- the code composed by Martu;-'the Veda with its eubsidiariu '-

52 
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i.o. with ita six subaidiari&a, Grammar and the rest.-' ChikitBiU!m ';_tho 
scionco or ?tfaclicino. 

'Ftll' """',.."'"'"'',--i.e. on &<loount of having found that tho teaching 
of the Pw<i!I'J, <le. """' int.tional and that your Brdhma~ were dull
witted.-(358'-3585) • 

TEXTS (3586-3587). 

Tuosx 0 RliA'l' Tl!ACIDlRS ON THE O'l'HER R~ D WHO W11lt11 QtnTE SURE OP 

'1'llB IUL\SONABLJtNESS 011 'l'BErR OWN TBAOIDNOS AND WHO \Yl'!liE 

CONJriDI!NT ALSO OH Tfll!IR OWN l.'OWl'lRS TO EXPOUND THOSE 

'l'EACHIXOS,-HA VINO SRAKRN OH ALL FEAR, AND BRING~O 

.&.BOUT 'I'IIE LOWBRINO 011 Tlm Al!ROOANOB Olr THll 

MtDDB)IED l<LIIlPJ<AN'fS IN 1'IQl SliAPE Ol>' THE 

F..u.sB Plm.oSOPlmBS-ALWAYll ROAR LIKJ 

LIONS, AS POLLOWS.-(3586-3687) 

OOIDIENTARY. 

Tlw 'false Philoaophers' ""' likened to tlw 'maddened elephanta': and 
tha Roaring bea tha capacity to bring about tha lowering of the arrogance 
of th080 olopbenU.. 

'Ph'UI '-i.e.""' described bolow.-(358G-3587) 

Que4tion :-u\Vhat la tho.t lion-Hko roa.r !'' 
A......,r:-

TEXT (3588). 

'0 Bhi/t.lv4, MY WORDS SKOULD BB AOCI!PTIIID BY TKB WISII, NOT OUT 

OF REGARD POR ME, BUT AE'l'ER DUE INVESTIOATION,--JUST AS 

GOLD IS AOOJII'TBD AS TlliTE ONLY U'IER JUIATINO, CVTriNO 

AND ROBBING''.-(3588) 

OO~BtENTARY. 

Furthor, evon the Blesaed Lords h&ve imparted thoir toachinga to rtol 
Brdh-•;-thia was not done by Manu and otbers.-Thia is pointed out 
in the following:-
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TEXTS (3589-3590) . 

THOSE WHO ARE BR!HMAf:1AS in reality, BY REASON OF HAVING IUI~tOVED 
ALL THEm SINS, AND WHO liA V!! l'RACTISED THE TEAOHING OF 

'NO·SOUL',- Al<lil ALL WITHIN THE PURVIEW 011 THE GREAT 

SAGE HIMsELF; IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT IT HAS BEEN 

DECLARED THAT 'HEREIN IS TlUl SllR.AlllA':'A' WB.O 

HAS BEEN DESCRIBED UNORlt FOUR OLASSES; AND 

TilE TE<I-CRINGS OF OTHBRS ARE ENTIRELY 

DEVOID OF THB SliTMna~la-Brtihma1)48.-
(3589 -3590) 

COMMENTARY. 

The eonnota.tion of thu tcrrn t Briihmatta' ia • ono who has remov&d all 
sins'; ~nd such Brcihma~B o.:rG possible only under tho too.ching of the Great 
Sage, whore they are to.ught the practice of 'Soul·less-ness'; this is not 
possible undet e.ny other tea.ohings, as these latter do not provido any means 
for the destroying of sius.-It is for this ree.son that the Blessed Lord hru; 
declared that 'It is here that there is Shrcma1)4 ',-tho Br<!hma~nd the 
teachings of others are devoid of rool Brahma>;UJ.s in the she.po of ShrarM1J48. 
-Of these Sh'!J>mc.>;UJ.8, there aro four olnssoo-' Srotdpunna' (joined the 
stream) and the rest; a.nd BrUhmru;ut.S also, with tho same characteristics, are 
of the same four kinds.-(3689-3690) 

It he.s been argued \u>der T~ 3230 that-" If proofs were adduced to 
prove th.e.t there is aom&ono who is omn.UK:ient, then this would fall short of 
your Proposition ••. 

'£he answer to this is as follows:-

TEXT (3591). 

JT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED THAT THE PROVING OF THE PROPOSITION THAT 

tTBERE IS SOME MAN \VllO IS OblNISOtENT' IS NOT VITIATED 

BY THE DEPEOT 011 FALLING SHORT OF OUR PROPOSITION. 

- (3591) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question:-"By what po.rt of you.r '\YOrk has this been expla.ined ?,.. 
AnBWer:-
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TEXT (3592). 

THIS HAS BEEN "BxrLAlNED liY US ABOVE (UNDER Text" 3308) WHERE IT 

HAS BEEN ASSERTED THAT-IT IS WITR A TOTALLY DIFFERENT. 

MOTIVE THAT THE \VISE BODDHISTS MAKE AN ATTEMI'T TO 

IISTA.DLISIJ THE RNOWLIIDGE OF ALL THINGS, EVliN TROUGH 

SUOH ATTEMl'T PROVE liUTILII.-(3592) 

COJIIMENTARY. 

Then agu.in, .-we ero not proving the existenoo of tho Omniscient Person 
with a viow to asoortain that a cert.-in teaching hos been propounded by the 
Omniscient Person, and then and therefore to follow that te<\Ching in practioo. 
In fact, we ourselves seek to attain the position of the Omniscient Person and 
to that ond we aook to prove that it is poSIIible to get rid of the Dofecta and 
attain the excellent qualities (that mark the Omniscient Person). And the 
roason for this lies in the fact that the Buddhists have reeourae to a.ctivitiea 
tending to the fu!S.I.ment of the several aims of man,:-not on the strength of 
mere words, but on the basis of Inferences from the Mpacity of tbinga It 
has already been explained in wbat way such reasons as 'cegeisability' an<! 
the ~~ can lead to conclusions. 
, It has been argued under Text 3238, thet-"Wben He has passed 
~hrough the Ton Stages, and Love and other Dofects have become destroyed, 
then. rapt, in meditation . • . . He would not he able to impart any 
taachinga "-The answer to this io tbat this argument also has been ·put 
forward by you, through your ignorance of our doctrine. The Biassed Lord 
is not held by us to be standing upon the Pen 8/(Jges; what we hold i.s that 
the Pen Slligel are occupied during the BodhiiiO#V!l·S/(Jg., and beyond a.nd 
above that lies the BvM!w.-St<Jgt, the stata of Perfect Enlightenment, 
BvM!w.-liood.-(8592) . . . · • 

It has been argued under Ttxt 3240, that-"What has been asaertad by 
one who knows only a. pw:t cannot be the assertion of the Omniscient Person,'. 

The following Ptxt points out that this also has been alroo.dy answered:-

TEXT (3593). 

As REGARDS THE ARGUMENT TRAT "WIIAT IS ASSBJ.l,Tlm BY ONE ,Wl!O 

KNOWS Olo"LY A l'AET OANNOT BE Rl!Ot.RDRD AS THE ASSERTION 

OF Tnl OMNISCIIINT l'lmsON ",-'l'HE ANSWllR TO THIS JUS 

ALREADY BEEN GIVEN, THAT IT WO'I1LD BE DUE TO TBll 

ACWUAL l'!UlS~NOE OF TRE KNOWLEDGE OF ~LL TIJINGS. 

-(3593) 

COllfMENTARY. . ' 
Tbtt same oxplano.tion ia reiterated in the following-

i 
I 
' 

I 

" 
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TEXTS (3594-3595). 

' THE liU.N OP LDQTJ;D VISION, RAVING Pl:ROI:IVI!D A :nw DESmA.JILE 

'l'RINGS, YIXES THEH IN IDS llffifD, AND SUBSJ!QUIIN~Y DBSORlliES 

THE>I, ON ?mE BASIS 011 THOSE PEBOliPTIONS ;-AND YJIT rr IS 

NOT THAT IllS WORDS DO NOT PliOOJlED IIBOMHIS KNOWLEDGE 

OP THOSE THINGS; TBE SAME WOULD BE THE OASB W:tTR 

THE ASSERTION 011 THE 0MN:tSO:tENT PBRSON; THE 

DIFI!Ell11NOE WOULD L:tE IN TRE DOlT.IIlliBNOB 

BET\VlilBN T1IE BAS:tS Oil" TB:E TWO ASS.IIll· 

TIONS.-(3594-3595) 

COMMENTARY. 

"I'M."''"' of limil«t Nion'-i.e. one who;. no~ omniscient.. 
'Procud f.-om hu ~ &. <~c. •-., knowledge of ~ooo t.hing&

H...n, ot4.-from which proceeds the 8811ertion. The two negativoo .,....,.., 
indiea~ !het the words do prooeed from ~e ~&id lrnowlodge of the things. 

'Th• _.,.., .u. .U.'-Thet also would bo reliable ea prooeedirlg from 
tho aaid actual lrnowlodge. 

Q~Uiti<m .-" Ii this is so, then what would bo the clliro...,nce between ~e 
words of tho man who knoW~~ little and the words of Buddho., tho Omniscient!" 

An.tw<r .-'PIU> diiferenu 1liOUld !i&, <le. <lc.'-(3594·3~95) 

'l'ho aamo idoa is further olari.lied :-

TEXT (3596). 

· WHAT .OltlllS THll SOURCE OP TBll WORDS (OP Btufdha) IS THE KNOWLBDOE 

Oll ALL TKINOS; WHtLE THE SO\IJI(lll Oll TH:E WORDS Oll' TBll 
OTREll PJDISON OONSISTS IN TBB Kl<OWLBDOE OP 

Olo"LY A PBW THINOS.-(3596). 

'•. COMMENTARY. 

'A•va'-of the words of Bwitflta. . 
• Patv<>'-<>f the words of tho man who lu>OWII only a pru-t of thin8".-

3~96) 

Tho opponen~ urge the following objection:-
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TEXT (3597). 

"TIDi:Rlll BEING NO CONCEl'TUAT~ CoNTENT IN His OASE,-HOW COULD 

TIDJEJil BE A.NY DESIRE IN HIM to speak 1 INASMUCH AS HE HAS 

ElllNOUNCED ALl> ACTlVITY, THERE CAN BE NO CoNCEPTUAl> 

CoNTE!IT FOR HIM."- (3597) 

COMMENTARY. 

There can be no 'desire to speak' on the part of a. person. in whom no 
Oonceptua.l Content is possible; because the sa.id d .. ire is only a. form of 
Conceptual Content. Tho Desire thus being invariably concomitant with 
'Ooncoptual Content', how could it exiat in the absence of this latter ? 
Certainly when tho 'tree' is absent, the 'Shimahapd' ca.nnot be there. For 
the Omniscient Person, any Concept\lal Content is impossible; because all 
obatacles in the shape of the Alllictions, ote. have disappea.red, and Conceptual 
Oontant is, by ita nature, WT011g, mi•takm. Consequently if He bad t.he 
Conceptual Content, the Omni•ciont Person would have to ho regarded M 

'mista.ken'.- (3597) 

The Author answers this objection in the following-

TEXT (3598). 

IT CANNOT BE SO; BECAUSE, AS REGARDS THE CONCEPTION TRA'I' IS 

BESET WITH AFFLICTIONS, NO SUCH IS POSSIBLE IN Hls CASE, AS 

ALI~ 'OBSOURATION' HAS DIS.U'PEAR:ED FROM HIM. Wmt.E THAT 

CoNOIIPTlON wmon: lS FAVOURAllLE TO TIIE woRLD's 

WELFAl\'S AND H:&NCE '~ALTHY',-WHO WOULD 

PREVENT TRAT 1-(3598) 

COMMENTARY. 

Conceptual Content is of two kinds-(! ) th~>t which is f1wourable 
to troubles, and hence' beset with Al!lic<ions', and (2) thl>t which is favourable 
to the appca.rance of ' freedom from greed' and such qualities, and hence 

''Healthy'.- Of these tbet 'vhich is 'hoset with Afflictions' can never be 
present in persons who have got rid of all obscurations in the shape of the 
Affiictions,-boce.uso the cause of this is not present there; while that which 
is 'Hea.lt.hy', that is not incompatible wii.h the man who hM got rid of the 
obscurations; hence if this 'healthy' Conceptual Content doe.• appe~>r, through 
the mercy of the Biassed Lord,-as it would ho favourable to the welfare of 
the \VOrld and hence 'healthy', why should any one object to ita appearance! 
-(3598) 

Tho following might ho urged-" As a mattar of fact, all Oonccptual 
Coptant, by ite nature, appears in the form of the conception of a. thing 
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aa 1>~1, when it is not b~-e.nd hence it is wrong, mistaken; 
oonsoquently any appeeranoo of i~ would be inoompatlble with the character 
of tho man who has got rid of his ob6curntions ". 

The answer to this ia n3 follows :-

TEXTS (3599-3600). 

As A MATTBR 011' 7A.CJr, HE nOBS NOT RECOONISE THE CoNCEPTUAL CoNtENT 

AS BJni:EYICIAL (USEPUL); HE KNOWS rr TO BE BASELESS; HE IS 

LIKE THE hfAOIO·l'ERFORMER. THE MAutC·P!:RPOIUIER KNOWS 

THAT THB ll)EA THA1' HE HAS PRODUCED U.~VISAOINO TIDl 

REAL HORSE IS RDALLY WITIIOUT AN Oll.JEOTIVTll BASIS; 

.L'<D HENCR IJll HLVSl!LJ' DOES NOT BECO)I]I 

MISTA.K:EN OR MISLED BY IT.-(3699-3600) 

OO~IMENTARY. 

If He ho.d apprehended the Conceptual Content, which is devoid of 
objective ba.s:ift, M having an objective baais, then o.lono He WO\l)d bo roga.rded 
as millaken. As a. matter of fe.e-t, bowevor, He is Hko the magio.performer, 
and regards the Oonoeptual Oonteot only in the fonn of the oonoeptlon itself: 
how then ean Ho be regarded M • mistaken' !-(3690·3600) · 

It haa been argued, under Te:d S24S, that--"auch assertions aound well 
only when addreoaod to people imbued with faith,-wo, however, are wanting 
in that fait-h, o.nd hence ask for reasons.,. 

1.1he answor to this is o.s follows:-

TEXT (3601). 

WllliN THE Br411mD'f.la (OPl'ONENT) HAS ASSERTED--rRA.T "suan ASSBR· 

TIO~S SOID.<J> WELL O!n.Y \VHE.'< ADI>RESSI!D TO PEOPLE DallTBD 

WITH J'A.ITB",- :a:z JlAS NOT SAID A....'VYTBINO BXLEV.ANT 

TO THE StrnJ110T UNDER OONSII>BlL<TlON~(3601) 

OOMME.~TARY. 

Question .-.. Why t What is the tnWjeet under oonsideration.,-to which 
our remark is not ~lovant!" 
.&~~ 



' . 

TEXTS (3602-3605). 

T lDl SUllJl!O'l' Wl>l!:R OON'SlDJmATION WAS TIIB STA'l'llMENT THAT "THE 

Ole<""UICJENT hBSoli, BBmO l&XCLUl>BD l!'ROll< ALL 'l'IIINOS, OOULD 

NOT Bill ABLll TO IMPA.ll.T TIIA-CIDNOS ".-'.£0 THL'l, TB» WISE MEN 

li(ADB 'I'RE ANSWER-' a lb JU.D NO !OWBR TO IMPAB'l' T.UOBINGS, 

WlUT WOULD HAPPBN' 1'-Til» PB.Ol'l'm REJOINDEll !lOB YOU SHOULD 

llAV:C BUN TJU.T--"lli THAT OASB 'mEJlS WOULD BB NO RBLIA.BU: 

8oru:PTUBE".-WHAT YOU HAVE ASSBli.TBD IS-"JT MAY BE SO, BUT 

RAV:C YOU SBmf Hnl J.<rnJA.LLY SPliJ.JaNO t"-NOW IF,Ilf THIS, YOU 

Allll UI\OINO A Reductio ad Ab-surdum AGAINST US, THBN lT SHOULD 

ONLY HllA.N AS :roLLOWS:-"Dt Hvl SPII!ADRSIIIP lS NOT AD:mnzl>, 

TH11N TBEBB OOULD BE NO Ol!lTTlNO AT TUB 8 0RlPTU:RE; liEN Oil IF 

TRE 8oru:PTUBE COli<POSBD BY Hni lS A.DldlTl'li.D, Hvl lf'«J«rtllip 
ALSO WILL ILl. VD TO BB J.Dll<lTTBD."-(3602-3605) 

COMl!ENTARY. 

The Author thinks that the Opponont will say that,-"what l have 
IWJorted is only ~ Reductio ad Ab•urdum, and not an in®pendont argument 
by itoelf"~d consequently he proceedo to !ODd support to tha ideA that 
what tho Opponent haa urged is a Reductio o4 A biUrdum. with the word$ 
·~ you ha~ a. .. rl<d, <10. <lo.'- What you havo asserted ia that,-"Boing 
excluded from all things, the Peraon could not have the oepecity to teach"; 
in connection with this, you he.vo to be e.skod-He may not havo the oopooity 
to toMb, what ia the !>ann in >hat !- Being thua e.sked, what the Opponont 
would say, tha Author himlolf stAtee-' 'Pht1'f'OP"f' rtdoind.,. for Y"" lhou1d ha110 
been tlotU in /hot cooo th.,..10014U bo 110 relia!JI• Scripture' .- Tho &ru~wer to this 
rejoinder Ut-Thoro rnay be no roliable Script...., what is the incongruity 
in that !-Ho haa not been saon rpeoking, by wbich thoro would bf, inoom
potihility with a porcoived fe.ct.- Being thus quootionod, you abould have 
said-"I am not proving His 8p&Okerohip aft.or having tnysoU ooon that tlje 
Scripture hod been oompoaod by Him; you younol! regMd your Scripture· 
e.s composed by Him; and this is not poooiblo if you do not admit His opeokef-. 
lhip; honoo when you mutt insiat upon the fact of tho Scripture having 
hec:n oompoood by Him, you tnuat odmit His ~~peokerlhlp also".-Tbia is the 
lllldooirablo contiJl&oncy that is prMentod to the Buddhist by me&n.a of the 
Reductio ad AbiUrdu,.-{3602-3605) 

. Having thus oupportod the idaa of the Reductio o4 .AbiUrd,.m, tho 
Author now procoods to show bow the putting forward of th.,; Rtduelio o4 
.AbiUrdum is not portinont to the rubjact under ooDSidorotion :-

! .. 

' . 
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TEXTS (3606-3610). 

IF THAT IS SO, TH11:N, THE PRINOII'LE ACOEI'TBD BY ALL RELATIONALISTS 

IS THAT A Reductio orl Absurrlum (IN THIS OASE) OAN BE UR<>BD ONLY 

ON THE BASIS OF A CIIARAOTER THAT IS AOOEI'TED ON >IERll FAITll: ; 
111 l'r WERE BASED Ul'ON WELL-KNOWN RlMSONS, THl:lUI: WOULD DE 

INDlll'ENDENT (DllUI:CT) JlllG'O'MEN'l'S IN S111'1'0RT. As A MATTER OF 

ll',I.OT, THE SORJI.'TU:Rll THAT IS l'OSTULATED BY THE OTHER PARTY 

(TilE BUDDHIST) AS COMPOSED DY THE 0MNISOD!N'l' PERSON, IS AS 

'I'HUS DESORJDED-'WITROU'l' ANY Al'l'Ull.'l'JINANOES, 'l'llE T :eAOlllNGS 

OF TRA'l' PERSON l'MCEED FREELY EVEN FMM 'I'IIE WALLS,-AS IF 

'l'BliY \VlllRll COMING OU'l' Oll' 'l'HB Ohintiirrun;i G'GM '.-THus 'l'HEN IT 

IS PURELY TRMUGH ~ TJUT HE 1S lUI:GARDliD AS 'l'HE 

'OOMl'OSliR' OF TRll TEAOHINGS; HliNOE H;rs speJJkership NEED 

NOT BE ASSOCLA'I'.I!JD WITH ANY CoNOEl'TUAL 00J>"'l'ENT.-THUS 

THEN, WHEN YOU ASSERT TRA.T-"WE ARE WANTING IN T.S:A'l' :9'J.IT.B. 

Al>"D HENOE ASK ll'OR REASONS " - YOU DO SO WITHOU'l' KNOWING 

WHA'l' IS W1ANT BY Reductio arl Absurrlwm.-(3606-3610) 

COMMENTARY. 

That character which the other party adrnita on the basis of the Scripture 
alone,-that alo,;.e should be urged in the Reductio tul Absurdum;-such is the 
w•ll-recognised principle. No,v, if the other party (Buddhist) had held t-he 
fact of the Scripture being composed by the Person on the ground of His 
Rpt<>kership,-then there could be some point in urging that-"if He is not 
the speaker, then the Scripture could not have been composed by Him". 
AB o. matter of fact, however, when Buddha is. regarded o.s the compo""r 
(Author) of the Scripture, it is only as " Superoiaor, an over-Jord,
not "" the actual sproker.-Consequently, the argument that y0\1 ha.ve urged 
in the form of the Reductio ad Absurdum,-that "if Ho is the composer of 
the Scripture, He must be the sptaker",-is ono that has been urged by you 
without knowing what i.s meant by • Reductio ad Absurdum' .-{3606-3610) 

It has been argllcd, under T tzl 324fl, that-"Teachings i .. wng from 
walls could not be accopt<\(l M ta-ught by a. Reliable Person". 

The answer to this is a.s follo\'V'S:-

TEXT (3611) . 

WHY SHOULD WORDS ISSUING FMM TIIll WALLS nol BE ACOlll'TED AS 

TAUGHT BY A RW.UBLE PBRSON,-\VHJI!N THEY ARE PROMP'rliD 

BY H:!S OVER-LORDSHIP 1-{3611) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the taachings had not been promptad by the over-lordship of the 
Q"!nisoi?nt Person, t~;ten they m\ght not be aecopted as those of a Reliable_ 

·~ . ' 
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Penon. When, howov<>r, it hM boon &dmitted that they do proceed undor 
His supervision, then why Rhould not they bo rogardod as taught by Him! 
-{3611) 

It hM been 4rgued, undnr tbo Mme Tm 3244, that,-" thoro would be 
no eon6donco in thoao Toachin811". 

Tho nnswer to this is as folloWl! :-

TEXTS (3612-3619). 

J3EING l>tlVOID OF TlllAOIDNGS Oll JldllCBD OIIARAOTER AND THOSE OF 

slaug/IUr Alo"ll SVOH OT1l£l< JIVIL THJNOS,-BOW OOULD TllllSll 'l'UOH

INOS Bll TJD) WORK Oll Sl'ORTIVJI GOBLINS AND OTHERS I lN TKBM, 

TIIIIRll LS :NO TEAOBINO OF lllXED OBAJl.ACT:&n; :NOR OJ' SLAVOUTER 

.L'ID O'J!Jml\ SVIL 1'11I:NOS, WHIOB ALONE OOULD BE THE WORK OP 

Sl'O&TIVE GOBLINS A-'<D Ol'IIBRS.-Au. 'mAT LIES WITHIN THE 

PVRVlliW Oll THE TWO MEANS OR Fomr.s OF RIGHT OOONITION IS IN 

STRIOT AOOORD wmt THESJ!; A.'ID NOTJIIKO OJ' TJIE SLIGBTliS'l' Tlf:mG 

OONTRA.RY TO THEM IS VOUOIIBD IIOR BY THE TWO MEANS Oll COONI· 

TION. EVEN IN lll<OARD TO ARSOL11TBLY S11PERSBNSVOUS THD<GS, THE 

SAID TBAOHiliO IS NOT .o.m."'lJLLBD BY ANYTIIINO PAST OB J'11TllBB; IT 

PROXl'TS THll li!A.NJI'J:STA.TIONS OP SUOH QVALl'I'IES AS CoiD'ASSION 

AND TIIB LIKE; IT IS BNDOWBD WfTll ALL !IORMS, BXPOVNDS RIQHT 

BBIUVIOUR ; 1'1' IS 00l<D1101VE TO VARIOUS IIOBM'S OP -nUAB» mtRl! 

AND BLSllWIUJRE; IT 'I'BAOBJ:S TBB ANTIDOTE TO ALL JUNI)S 011 

LoVE, HATRED Alii) THE nEST; IT OPBNS THE GATE TO THE CITY OP 

Nirt)/!!JJI.-IP SUCH TBAOBI:NO OOULD BE 'lHB WORK OP PLA. YPtrL 

PERSONS OB DliMONS, THEN TRBSB SAMI'l MAY Dll THB 'ENLIGRTJlNED 

BRINGS', AS l'ULPILLlNG ALL 'I'RI'J CONOITIONS Ob' 'ENLIGflT.t.'NlllllliT'! 

MERl!LY BY OrvtNG A DI:PPBBBN'I' N~ TO A TiliNG, 1'1'8 REAL :IO!Ul 

DOES NOT BIIOOMB AllrRRI!D. IN PAOT, Ill A MAN WliRII TO OA.LL THE 

cullured 'UN011LT17niiD ',- BB JITMSELP WOULD BE S'01!Jl!OT TO THE 

DEBJSION OP ALL GOOD PEOPLE.-{3612-3619) 

COMMENTARY. 

If thoro .,..ore teaching of danoing, muoic, slaughter, inO<\Ot and ouch 
things-M to bo dono,-t.hon, in 1111 much thoro would he fow>d the work of 
playful goblins lldld such porson.s,-it might come within the range of poasi
bility to think of it "" tho work of u._ perte>ll8; as a matter of fact, however, 
the words of the BI-d Lord are found to b&-not ineompntible with any 
forms of right eognition,-free from solf-oontrodiotions,-6t for noble 
people, -prompting men to Compt.Mion and other such qualitioo,-<X>nducive 
to the attainmont of HO&ven and Firu>l Liborotion;-11 thio hM boon fully 
oxpla.ined bofore.- How could such teaching bo the work of playful goblins 1 
-'-If)>Ou apply the name'goblin' to ,....also, you may do so; but. mere nam- I 

.... 
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ing doos not deprive the, thing of ita naturo. On the contrary, yO\ t yourself, 
by behl\ving like an uncultured person towou-dA the highly cultured Blessed 
Lord, would be open to the dt-ri•ion of good men. 

Such in brief U. what is meant by the Ttzl "" a whole. Tbo meruUilg 
of the wo..W. U. a.• follow,.-'Toachinga of miud cham<.ter'-f!.g. th<>$0 of 
Ringing. etc ;-• alaughter'-1cill.ing of anima.IJI ;-' et~il thlng•'-like sensuality, 
dishonMty and the like.-' In accord with iJ•• two meant or forms oj righl 
cognition' i-"the two meo.n11 are Perception l\nd InfArenee; • accordance with 
tJ,ue'-ix AAying nothing oontro.ry to t.hCAO;-'matam'-found to be;- 'in 
aU mauuo ocmtaituld tJacrei" '-mottMs within the purview of the two Means 
of Right Cognition,- it is in otrict acoord with thcoe latter; 8\lch;, the con
~;truetion of the sentence.-· Big/a' behoviour'-which is excolloot, ln the be· 
ginning, middle and end; euch "" Continence and the like.-' Sarmnmho
ytuJandoluz!-th.o entire mo.A8 of perception, thoughts and • AfHi<'tionA'.-
• FulfUJing aU 11•• ocmdition•'- Having aJJ the chnractoristie.• of the 'enlightened 
Person'.-Thia has been thua doscribed-'Whon all that bad to be known 
becom.., known, all that bad t.o be refioctod upon ha$ become refioctod ttpon, 
aD that bad to be abMdoned hat< become abandoned, -then the Pomon is said 
to have become Buddha, Enlightoned'.-(3612-3619) 

On tho contfru-y, it is tho V'eda that ia linblo to ho regarded M the work 
of playful gobliru!,-in ae much botein we And the teocl>ing of inoost and 
other improper acta in connection with the Gooam and othOf aacri&eo.- Th.ia 
is what is pointed out in the foUowing-

TEXTS (3620-3621). 

J.N li'ACT, IT 1S IN THE OASB OV WORDS THAT ARE XA..RE:ltD BY TB.B MENTION 

01!' SBXUALITY, DISRONBST llBRAVlOUR, ANIMA.L-SLAUOBTBR .U.'D SO 

FORTH, AND WJIIOR SPEAK OF MANY BARBAROUS AO'rS,

THAT TIIERE IS ROOM J'OR SUSl'IOIOll JlEQARDlNG THEm BJIINO 

T1IB WORK 011' ROOUBS, DEMONS AND TIIE LIKE. Soon 
WORDS ARll J.IKBLY TO P ROOJIED ONLY lrROlt 

PERSONS WBO ARE ADDlOTllD TO SUCH 

l'RAOTIOES.-{3620-3621) 

COMMENTARY. 

'Bhujongo'-i.o Bogo;&--{3620-3621) 

It hat been argued, undor Ttd 32(9, that-- "One and ~be eame cognition 
hM nover boon found to approhond such mutually eontrndiot.ory t.hings as 
the puro cm_d the irnpo.r& and 110 on". 

The al\8wer t.o this is ao follows;-
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TEXT (3622). 

TRE SIHULTCn!OUS APPRElOINSION BY ONJ! AND '!'HE SAMll COONlTlON 

0¥ XV'IVALLY OON'I'RADIOTOIIY TIIINOS,-LlKII TIIJt l'UJIY. A-"'D THll 

IMl.'UJIE AND SO Ji'OBTll,-HAS ACYrUJILLY BEJI)N B017ND. 

BEOAUS.I'I THEY Al\! NOT ll(OOMl'.&'WILE Wlnl 

Oopili<m.-{3622) 

COMMENTARY. 

~n !.bough t.Nn> are somo things t.bo.t are mutually inoompe.tiblo, yet, 
t.hey""' quite compe.tible with the Cognition; as is cloer from the fact t.hnt 
ooveral mutually incoa>patible thinl!!l are aotuany porooivod at one and the 
aamo time.-(3622) 

The samo idoo is further clarified :-

TEXTS (3623.3624). 

lN TH1! OAS» 01!' TBINOS TRAT .&RE lllliTll'A.LLY EXOLUSIVJ'l BY TIU!m NATURE, 

OB IN TIIOSI: 'EIUr cc; N11V11R OOI:XLS'l',--TIIli.Bll :W.Y Bll incom.. 
1J'llibility; BUT TmtRE IS NO i~ibility IN BOTH J'IOtr.RJNO 

IN TilE ONE A.>ro THE SAME OOOlllTION; B1:0A.USE Tlll!lM 

IS PEMEl'TTON TlDIOUOB: TliE l!IY11 OW SUCH 

OONTR.ll!IES AS (11) TIIJt l'UBE AND 'l'IDI 

lMPURE TIIINOS, (b) TIIE SERPENT 

AND 'l'II3 l'!:A.OOOit AND SO 

FOBTB.-{3623-3624) 

COMMENTARY. 

lncompo.t.ibility among t.bings is of two kinds-( I) mutual oxclusiveneoo, 
and (2) non·cooxistanoo. Those t·hiOI!!l th~t are mutually =clu.rive,--thoil' 
uni6ca.tion is clearly incompe.tible; those again that are non-cc~ their 
cocriotm~ ia incomp!'tible. But by figuring in t.bo aame cognitinn, t.bings 
do not become eit.ber un\11«1 or eo<o:i.tent. Hence t.hcre is no incompatibility 
in thoir figuring in tho aome cogoitioJl. In IMt, it io Mtually seen that ovon 
incomp!'tible t.bings figure in t.bo 1amo .Ognition; for inotanoo, tho Pure and 
tho Impure things, which are mutually 6Xclusiv&,-ond the Serpent and the 
Pesooek, which can novar livo togethor,-nre porooivod, through ~he Eye, 
"~ ono and tho 8ame time.-' Afld 10 forth • ineludeo suoh pair of opposites aa 
Lig/oj aM SloaiU and t.bo reot.-(8823.3624) · 

• ·Says t.ho OP\)Onont--'!If then, thoro ia nothing incompatible in con
trnrioo figuring in t.bo same cognition, then it should bo po.asiblo for Pko111ro 
GM Pain, or Lo.Jo GM B~ to 6guro in IJlo aemo oopit.iQp. ", 

Th• anawar to thil it aa follow~:...,.. 

• 
. ' 

. 
"' I 

! • 

l 
t 
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TEXT (3625). 

THAT THElRE IS NO SIMULTANEOUS COGNITION IN Tlm CASE OF PLEASURE 

AHD PAIN,-Tf!A'r SHOULD BE 1JNDEIISTOOD TO BE DUE TO THE 

tmQUX.~ITll OAUSI> BEING ABSENT; THERE IS NOTHING 

INCOMI'ATIBLE IN IT.-(3625) 

COMMENTARY. 

• SIIIJtdd be undersU>od' ;- Th&t Pleasure and P&in a.re not cognised at 
ono &nd tho some time is due to the foot that they do not appear at one 
o.nd the same time, on account of the causes of both not being present,-not 
on account of any ine<>mp<Uibility.-Thia is what should be understood to be 
the .... o.-Wbt>t is xnoont is that tho ca.uso of the non·eognition of both 
lies in the ab•oneo of thoir causes, not in their mutll&l incompetibility.- (3626) 

In the ease of those things all!o whore the Incompatibility is re&l,
and not merely conoeptul\1, as in the ease of Pure and Impuro,-there is 
figuring in the a&mo cognition.-This is wht>t is shown in the following-

TEXT (3626). 

THE VARiou-s ooL011I!S,-BLUE, YELLOW, WroTE, ETC.--THou-oH 

)10T17ALLY INOOllll'ATIBLE, ON A00017NT OF THE DIP.PERENOES 

OF PLACE, OIUOIN, ETC.-ARE ACT17.ALLY SEEN AT O:t<"E 

AND TIDI SA)IE TTM!i1.-(3626) 

COMMENTARY. 

The .construction is-' incompatible, on account of llle differences of pklct, 
origin, etc.'-' Di.!Jerenct of place• consists in both not occupying the same 
point in spo.oo;-'differmce of origin M nature'-'naturo' in the shape of the 
Blue, etc. and 'origin' in the shape of the bl<u: componems.-(3626) 

I~ has been &rgUod under Pea:t 3260,-"Wbo can apprehend eaoh one 
of the endless things, pest, present and future,-<>ven in hundred$ of yoors !" 

Tho answer to this is as follows:-

TEXT (3627). 

TIDI OMNISCIENT Pli.BSO:N' WHOSE BXISTENOE WE HAVE :&STABLISIDID IS 

ONE WHO OO.Ml'Rl'JIDINl>S WITHIN A SINGLE COGNITIVE MOMENT TIDI 

ENTIRE ROUND OF ALL TlJ.AT lS TO BE KNOWN; IT IS FOR TBlS 

REASON THAT NO 8UCU88icn IS ADMITrED IN THIS OASII. 

-(3627) 

COMMENTARY. 

In this connection some people belonging to our own p&rty,_ while sup: 
parting the opinion of the Ide&list, &rgue ~ follows :-If tho entire round of 
cognisoblo things is embraced within a !Unglo cognitive moment, then ~t 
·would imply a limit on the number &nd extent of things; and this ' vould 
militl\te agaillllt the acoeptsd idsa that the number 1\nd extbnt of thingS 
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""'end!-. Bocauoe when all things would be embraced within t.he orbit of 
a ainale cognition,-how could t.hey be oaved from the continl!$ney of not 
bei.n& endle~~~I-Thit has been ....,rind tbU&-'Boing ombraced within a 
smgl~ cognition, there is nothin& ou!Eid.e that limit; and thus tho idea being 
that thing& ...., only .. many, t.hey cannot be ondle80, they become limited'. 
-Under the oircumotnnCM, t.he idea of the 1imodt<lnootu cognitio11 of nll 
thin!PJ would be OJ?<'U to the •ame objection that hna bt-on urgod egainat tbe 
idoo. of tJ\oir '"COUBivo cognition. 

There iR no forct~, howaver, in thiA ntgu,ncnt. n thik nrgnmont is 
put up Ol\ t.ho bt\lliR of the opinion thnt CognitionH t\J'O forrnlftMS,-then it is 
nU irrolevDnt. .Beon..uso, whenever a thing, ou 00<..-orning cognised, th('lreby 
acquil"C8 ~itltnU.,--4\11 lhu.t i~ compl'ehondod by t ho cognition of til6 
Omniaeiont Po.rAon i.R that it ia exi.tlent, o.nd iA, thorofnro, )t(l.id to be embrneed 
by it; and it i• not meant by thi>< t.het it eovtm~ tllo p laeo occupied by the 
thin&, in the way that th<- cloUt c<n....,. a munb<>r of jal'8. The mere fact 
tbat ccrtnin thinga are app,..hended by a single cognition <lOt's not deprive 
tbe tbingo of their own nature or character; whereby, by 1'88AOn of beina 
app .. bend.ed by a llinale cognition, tlloy would renounce th<lir end!""" 
cbatact<lr. When \-ari0\1$ things, liko t.he Blue, t.ho Yellow and "" forth, 
appearing in a oin&lo picture, become &pprehonded by a Hinglo cognition, 
-tbey de not. oeaoo to be m<Jny; nor do tboy booome morged into one another ; 
in fact, they are apprehended by tha cognition exactly M t.hoy are,-not in 
any otrhor !ortn. In the same manner. the \Vorld which hM «ri.ftenu is 
apprehendod by the cogllition of the Omniscient Person exaotJy"" it o:o;W.

A8 a. matter of lo.ct, there is no end to t.ho extent of the worldly region in 
any diroction; benco it is a.pprohendOO o.s limiti01S8,- 110t &e limited. Ho\v 
then oould it bo regard.e<l es havin& an end! · 

It might be urged that--" U the apprehension of tbo on tire world i• 
admitted, tbon. how could thoro be oo apprehension of the Umita ?" 

It i.a not 10, we reply. Wh&re ia there a.ny such un.iversal Ptoposition 
that 'who .. vor thoro is apprehension of the entirety of thing&, ~ must 
be appreboru!ion of the limit& also'? A8 a mat1er of fact, of RU the things 
that exiat, thoro is not. one whieh hos existence and ha& itt form unappre
'*>ded by t.ho cognition of tbe Omnitcient. Penon; in faot all things 
appear and ditappoar only ao havina tbeir lorm.t apprebended by tha con
sciousne. of t.be Omniscient. Person; not. a Bin&le thing it loft. out. Tbis is 
what it meant by RiB apprehending 'all thingo in thait ontiret.y'. This also 
ia what ia m..,nt by all thin!PJ being 'ombracod in a •ingle cognition'; other
wise, t.helactof aU thing~J being spoken of na'all' may a boo bo not odmitted,
in ordor to avoid their lul.vlng limits. So there is nothing in this. 

It baa beOJt argued that--"on aeceunt of tho tlting• ooing all includod 
under a ainglo cognition, there would follow the coroHa1·y U'H\t. t.hore ie rtotb.ing 
apart !rom all \h06t); how then would it be denied that tho oaid thingo have 
their limit t" 

This aloo it not right. Under the view of people who regard Oog»ilim> 
aajormlul, there oan be no actual'inclusion' of thingo within t.ho Cognition ; 
all thst bsppens ia that they become indicated by the Oognitioq mere~¥ 08 

I 

; 

1 
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exi8ling.-Nor has the' endlossnoss' of things boon accepted on the ground of 
their not being comprehended under Cognition; by virtue of which, if they 
becamo "pprehended, they would come to ha.ve limits. All that has been 
held is that t he extension of space being limitlo88J the Region 'conta.ining• 
t.lto things i ~:~ 'limiUc:o.."'· 1&ndlesa' ; a.a the Region of pure •Existence' iB 
'ondleg.~', A.IP.O bocEUI.SG thoro can be no limits to the enumeraeion (of things). 
Nor is there any ir\compatibility between' being apprehended' a.n.d the 'absence 
of Jimib;' for tho filling up of spaca;-on account of which 'incompatibility', 
things would have to be regarcled M 'not apprehended' .-Ii it is asked
" If Ro cloos not. comprehend all thin~ withjn His Cogrtition, how can 
Ho 00 ornniscient ?'',-tJta An~w(u· ik that, it would be $0, for t.ho.t very roason.; 
thnt. i ~, it. ia j uHt l>eeaut:W He doe ... not Apprehend tJ1ings as limited tlu1-t He 
becom~ omnjf:\.Cient ; othcrwiP~t~, if He lU\d apprehended the Um.We.ss things as 
litJ,.ited, l.itl w·oulcl ))f'l clearly mistaken.. Becauxe one i~J called .. omniscient' 
ouly whon Ho apprehend<s exi8l:iny thing,:; t'-" ~:istenl, a.n.d non-e::&i8ting things 
o.~:; 1ton.e;vistettt;--rmd to the :Region of e:xislt:nce, there is no limit at. o.U. 
Hone<~ if one apprebendg a.s tlQ11.·t.tislent, the limit, which does not exist in 
the form of movement,-1.\n<l if ho a.pprC\hends t\..'i exi8te11t, the Limit., which 
does e:xist in tho form of being coguised by t·hO Omniscient l?erson,-why 
should Ho be regarded as 'Not-OmniJ!cient' 1 

The following might be urged-"tlnder the view that Cognition is 
formk88, thero can be no apprehension of object&; because such Oogo.ition 
. would bo indist.inguishablo. Consequently, no differentiation of p&rtioule.r 
things and functionK being possible,-this view of Cognition being formless 
sho\lld not be put forwn.['d at all; ns it wo\tld bEl alwE\ys open to objection". 

This is not right. In rognrd to tbo Cognition of the Omniscient Person, 
no differentiation of things and their functions is admitted; because the 
said Cognition envisages al! things: bocause the idea is that the said Cognition 
(of the Omniscient Person) envisages, not the Blue only, nor the yeUow only, 
but all lhinga. In t.he case of men with limited. powers of vision, their Cogni· 
tion envisages only pt\.rticular things; hence as in his co.se,-under t-he view 
that 'Cognitiona are formless',-oll thillgs would st&nd on the same footing, 
the impossibility of woll-known distinctions is declared to be open to objection. 
BGcause, as there could be no such distinction as' this is tl'l& Cognition of Blue', 
'th&t is the Cognition of Ye!low'-evon common people would be equally 
omniscient; this is what is urged against thi& view; as regards the Om.niaoient 
Penlon himself, such non-distinction would be only right; hence how could 
the S&id contingency be urged as an undesirable ono !-Thus in the st&te of 
Omulscionce, it is ouly right and proper that the Cognition should be f~•• 
and brought about by the powers of mysticism. 

It might be o.rgued that.-" In that co.so things could not be distinguished 
as (I) those to be ""q"irod, =d (2) those to be abandoned". 

Not so, we reply. Ii in the event of the limitless numbor of things 
appearing in consciousness at ono and the samo time,-tbere were incom
p~>tibility with the things being cognised as (I) to be acquired and (2) to be 
a.be.ndoned,-a.nd if there were no such incompatibility with other things, and 

. there wore some loss of cba.racter on the part of the things to be acquired and 
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things to be abandoned as they appear in consciowmess,-or even thi 
lost character were not. distinguished,-, or even when they appeared in 
consciousness, if there came about no ordinary Cognition enviMging thern,
then, under these contingencies~ there might be roorn for asserting what 
has boon a.';serted. AI; · o. matt-or of fact, however, ·wh('n the entire world 
appears in consciousness, ovon the thing to be acquired and to be abandoned 
appear in consciousness without any incongruity, and without losing a.ny 
of their essential character; and subsequently, it all becomes apprehended by 
the pure ordinary Cognition brought about by the force of the Cognition of 
the Omniscient Porson. Why then, can there be no Cognition of things as 
distinguished from one another! 

Thus it has been proved that there is no room for the objection as against 
the view that Cognitions are formu ... 

If then, the objection is meant to be urged againet the view that 
Cognitions have forms,-then, e.lso there is no such incompatibility as; 
has been urged. Because as the limit.Jess things, manifesting themselv6S in 
endless forms, come into existenoo.-so also does the Consciousness of the 
Omniscient Person, which appears as enviseging the forms of all those limit
less things; and there is no incongruity in t-his; a.& there is notbing incompatible 
in a single Cognition envisaging the forms of sever&) things. 

"Certa.inly, if what is one envisages many Jorms,-thero is ineongru_lty". 
Not so; because tbo ]Of'TM ate umeal. If the one tiling bad Aovoral real 

forms, then there would be incompatibility between the one and the m<>ny. 
AJJ a matter of tact, however, tho view that is held is that the many forms 
do not really belong to the one thing. 

"If that is so, then the Cognition of tho Omniscient Person would be 
aBF:ocio.ted with o. wrong Cognition; and thereby tbo Omniscient Person 
would be miBtaken". 

Not so; as He would cogniso things as they ara, there would be nothing 
wrong in it.. He would be 'mistaken' if He had eognieed as rt<U what is 
l'e&lly u11.reaJ. When, howe·ver, He cognises the unreal jtn'f'n.8 aa ounreal,
tben, how can Re be said to bo ' mistaken, ? 

"When all t.hings aro embraced within a single Oognition,-and yet He 
treate them differently, as 'seen' and the reet; how thon can He be rognrded 
as M'-tni8talctn. t .. 

There is no force in this; because, He is cognieant of the right means, 
Ho could be mi81<1~ if he neglected tho right means of apprehending the 
thing, and apprehended it by some other secondary means. In fact however, 
&QC9rding to the view that Cognitions have forms, there is no means of 
apprehending a thing except the apprehension of the form of its Cognition; 
how then could the. Person be mio!taken if He apprehended the thing by the 
right and proper moans ! 

Thus then, just as in the ease of the knowable things, so in the case of 
. the Cognition also, there is apprehension of the forms of limitl•ss things,
and on that account it is said that 'limitless things' aro embraced by it . 

. When things enter into the Cognition in certain forms,-iu.. those same 
forms thoy become recognised by the representative eonseiousnesl! that 

' I 
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appears later on. And so far as tho Conscio\lsnes.~ of t,he Omniscient Person 
i$ concerned, tbinga do not enter into it as o.ppearing in. a. limited number of 
diverse forma, but everything thnt happens to be existent enters into it. 
Because the capacity of the Person iJ< 8\lch that in becomiug the substrat\om 
of the Cognition of all things, it is not trammelled in any way; spMially as 
mental Cognition enVisages all things. Thus then, there being no incongruity 
in the Consciousness of t,be Omniscient Person apprehending the forms of 
Jimitless things.-and any ordinary cognition tho.t comes later on cannot 
apprehend thinp;s to the farthest limit,-how could thoro bo any Cognition 
such as 'so many are the things'? And it would be only if such a Cognition 
\vere there, that there could be a limit or end to tbe number of things. 

If, "gain, the representative Cognition appears in t,he form that 'there 
is nothing beyond what has actua.Uy appeared in conseionrsness 1 ,- even so, 
i£ would not be possible for t,he things to bC so limited, Because if all that 
appeo.-red in the non .. conceptuol Consciousness of the Omniscient Person 
appeared as limited in extent,-then the representative Cognition following 
upon that migM apprehend the things as so limited [Read 'antavatt""m' for 
'anamatvam'], and this Cognition would deprive the things of their limitlu$
nus. As· a. matter of fact, h0\'90ver, what a.ppe8115 in the Consci.ousness of 
the Omniscient Person appears actually as toiiMut limit,-because the capacity 
of the Omniscient Per.son has no limitations; consequently anything else 
that appears in consciouanessmust be limited; and it is only this that is appre
hended by the represent..tive Cognition; so that you ha.vo more clearly then 
ewer estabJishecl the limitle8mea8 of tbinga. Hone& there is no force in what 
has been Ul'ged. 

There are some people who hold the view that th6 whole Consciousness 
of the Mystic i• devoid of objective ba.sis, nna t'OEiembles the true clr=. 
whence, he in.g in conformity with the- real state of things, it is relia.ble.
As ag&inst these p<lCplo, there is much les• room for the objection regarding 
things b<lComing limiled.-We have had enough of this !-(3627) 

There are some people who hold that there are Persons who become 
omniscient o.t will; under their opinion a-lso, there is no incongruity in what 
ha.a been said a.bove.-Thia i& what is shown in the following:-

TEXTS (8628-3629). 

WHATEVER HE WISlD!S TO l!NOW HE OOMlJS TO l!NOW IT WITHOUT FAIL; 

-SUOillS H:rs POWliR, AS HE HAS SRAXBN OFF ALL EVIL. H:ll KNOWS 

THINGS ID:TRER SIM1JLII'ANEOUSLY OR IN SUC'CESSION, JUST AS 

HE 'IVISRES; AND HA VINO SECURED THE KNOWLEDGE OF ALL 

THINGS, HE BECOMES THE LoRD.-{8628-8629) 

COMMENTARY, 

Th& following Tta;~.l point out that there iJ< no incongruity 
tb& view that the Lord's Cognition of t,binga is succe88i•~ :-

even undo"r 
' -

58 



1574 TATTVASANGRARA: CILU'TI!R XXVI. 

TEXTS (3630-3631). 

·oa, HE KNOWS ALL THAT IS KNOW.ADLE, lN TBll SlLU'E OF THE 'FoUR 

•rauTHS ', BY MEANS OF His SIXTEEN 'CoGNITIONS ', lN SUOOESSJON, 

AND ON TI!AT ACCOUNT HE IS omniscient. WHEN TiltS COGNITION 

OF TBB LoRD TKUS Al'PEABS lN SUCCESSION-NOT EVBN A 

SINGLE MOMENT lLI.S TO BE AWAITED; WlL\T TO SAY, MY 

FRIEND, OF A KtJNDJ.UlD YEARS !-{3630-3631) 

COMMENTARY. 

'B y """"" of Sia:tun Oognitions'-i·•· by Forgiven"""""' and 'Cogni
t.ions': There &re eigJ;t 'Forgivenesses',-in the shape of the Forgivenoss of 
Pain, DJUJ.1'1114, Knowledge and so forth;-and there are eight 'Oognitions', 
in the shape of the cognition of Pain, DlUJ.1'1114, Knowledge and so forth;
&11 this is clear from the deolaration that-'The Truth is divided sixteen· 
fold' . 

'E"*' a tingle t»>trn!nt'.-The lowostmee.sure of titna is called 'Kala'i 
120 Kal48 nmke one ~; 60 ~·make ono Lava. 

' My fl'iend'-iB a form of address. 
'..ll.bda '- iB ye<>r.-(3630-3631) 

It has been argued under Text 3251, that-" Even if the Person by 
his own undiveraified nature, apprehends all things, he cannot apprehand the 
specific individualities of all things". 

The answer to this .is M follows:-

TEXT (3632). 

THE PEIISON \Vl!O APPREHENDS ALL 1'llni~S ~ TRBIR OWN UNDIVERSJEJJID 

FORM, KNOWS THE VERY FORMS 011 ALL THINGS.-{3632) 

COMMENTARY. 

Sa.ys· the ·opl?onent:-:-."fu the script~ it i~ said that tho Cognition of 
the Mystics, !reo from ·all impurities, appertains to Ut~it>erBOI8 only,-not 
to Specific 11ulit>idualitie8; ho'! do you. say. thst the Consciousness of tho 
mystics, which onvisagas Univtr.ak, a.pprehonds tho very foniu. of all 
thing$?" . . 

Ths answer to thill iB o.s followa :- ·. 

I 
I 

I 
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TEXTS (3633·3634). 

IT IS THE 'SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY' lTSELII, AS DIFFERENTIATED FROM 

IIETEROGENEOUS AND NOlHdOMliNTAltY THINGS, WBICH IS SPOKEN 

01' HElUI: AS ' U>.'IVERSAL ', ON THE GROUND 01' lTS LEADING 

TO CALMNESS AND D~PASSION.-Tm: COGNITION THAt' 

APPREHENDS THIS AND JS BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE 

l10ROE Oll :MllDIOATlON, AND APPEARS ONLY IN 

GREAT MYSTICS, ENVISAGES THE SPEOJFIO 

INDIVIDUALITY ITSELF.-(3633·3634) 

COMMENTARY. 

'nmt san1e 'Specific Individuality', which, difiorentio.tod from thingl; of 
other kiud<J, becomes the basis of tl1o notion of 'Uniformity', and is then called 
the • Universal'. Hence t·he consciousness of the Mystic which apprehends 
it and which booomes cl.,..rly manife6ted by the foree of his Meditation, 
'envisages the Specific I ndividuality itself; hence thera is nothing incongruous 
in t.ho same Cognition apprehending tho UniverBO! as well as tho Specific 
IrnlividuaUty. 

It has been argued under Te:<t 3253, tbat-"tbe said uniform cognition 
would be either true or false; if it is true, it goes against peroeptiblo facts, llS it 
makne all things om ". 

All t.his also hM been ausworod by what has been just e~:plainod; hoe&use 
what the mystic consciousness apprehends is the SJMcifio Irnlividualily.
(3633·3634) 

If what is meant by Mystic Consciousness enviso,ging Specific 
Individuality is t.hat it apprehends that Universal which wo have 
declared to be 'illusory', not capable of being dneorihod aellU1~ or Mt· 
tilat,-<l.nd which other philosophers hi.ve regarded as real,-then the said 
idea oannot be accepted. 

This is what the Aut.hor points out in t.he following :-

TEXT (3635). 

WHAT IS APPREHENDED BY THE MYSTIC CoNSCIOUSNESS IS NOT ~RAT 
UNIVERSAL WmOll IS INCAPABLE OF BEING SPoKEN OB 

AS 'THA.'r' OB 'NOT-1'RA.T, AND SO FORTB, .d.ND 

WliiCB OTHER l.>EOl'LE HA YE REGARDED 

AS real'.-(3635) 

COMMENTARY. 

•Ana aojorlh" is meant to include 'eternal' or 'non .. eternal', etc. ete.
(3636) 
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Que*'i<>" .~"Why cannot thoro bo approhons.ion of that Univer!U\1 !" 
.~~ ........ ,_ 

TEXT (3636). 

Tu CoNsmousNESS oP 'I'ID'l MYsTto IS 1/RlUI liROM CoKoEnu.u. CoNTENT 

AND IS NOT ERRONEOUS; A.ND IF IT APPREUBNDED THll SAID 

UNIV El\SAL, IT WOULJ) DE SOMETlllNG BESET WITH 

CoNOEl'TUAL CoNTENT AliD ERROB.-(3636) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Myot.io OonscioumOilS has boon held to be oalitl Porupti<>rt, booause it 
is froo from Conceptual Content and is not orroneOIIJI, If howevor, it envisaged 
the Universal l\8 described above, thon it would apprehend an illuaory 
thin8 and th118 booome beeet with OonuptuoJ Oonlem; o.nd oa appre· 
hen~ tho .,., .. , tbUog in the shape of the Univenal as .....umed by other 
people, it would booomo beeet with B"'7r alao. 

Or both being taken aa refarring to both, there are two object.ionable 
foatu.re<s.-(3636) 

n baa boon obown that the Cognition in quetiion, .. apprehonding 
an WU'60I and purely fanciful thing, booo~ bMot with Ooneeptual Content 
lltld Error. It r. MXt abown in another way, that it booom• bocot witb 
Error for tbo following !'0880n abo:-

· TEXT (3637). 

BEOAIJSE IT IUS .BEBN ALREADY EX:PLAIN.IlD TIL!.T TliE UN1Vliii&L 

\VJaOK CONSISTS 011 TaB 0oNCBPTIJAL 0oN'l'KNT A.."ro IS 

INOAP.I.BLB 011' .BSQIO SPOKEN Oir, CID IS IN THll 

110RM: 01' PJ!IUUNliNT OONT!Oll'lTY,- IS 

l/Oru.n.lo:SS (rBATURl!lLESS).-(3637 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

lt '""' jWit IMm !l&id that the Univenoal, which is incapable of being 
B(>Okenol'~tbat is. the Unive,....l which tlltlnot be spoken of oa t>ither'tbis' 
ot ~not-tlliK',-forms the very elilonco of Con~ual Ccmtem;-• becau.te '
in8$muob oa-th is has b<len alroody explained under the section on' Apoha •, 
- ' iher•foro Ill• said Oot>~~ciou-.. bteomu btltl !Jiilh Oonup~uol Oont<nl' ;
sueh is lhe eonneelion with what boa gone before (in the pre~ tco:t). 

The r_..,\1 for this ia as foUows:-As tbe Universal is of the nature of 
ConceptuAl Content, th<o Myat.io Conscio- that envisaged it wo:Wd also 
be of the nature of Conooptual Content; heesWIO it is apprehended as of that 
nature. All rogsrds the Oonoeptual Oonlenl, wherever it appo(\t'll, i t 
pr...,nta M good Md duirabU, what is Ml·good &nd not-duiroblo; hen"" it 
io alW&) .. wrong; henoe the .. id Apprehens.ion becomes beset -.rith Em>r. 

l 
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BXAMINATION OP 'I'R:R 'PIIIISON OF SUPRJI..NOR,AL VJ1110N'. 1677 

U regards the Uni.,.,..,U postulAted by other people, in tho fonn pup<tu.al 
tontiguity,-tbo.t also hM bran f'hnwn, unde.r the chapter on 'tho Univeno:al \ 
IUI being Antirely feo.tnre-leAA, rhnract~l~. s() thAt if the Apprehension 
6nvisag&s this Univen:c:Aol it becon'ltw~ Rll the m or(' C'\lenrly' bo~t with Conceptual 
O<ll\tont and Error'.-(3637) 

n IIM boon argued under 'I'm 3256, thnt-"lf tho Omni..,ient Person 
i• hold to be that P..-..on who knows all thing• and their '""'"""· through a 
lri~~~tle abnormal Cognition,--tho1\ there can be no Mea"• nf Cognition to 
vcmch for Bia e~nco, etc. otc. ". 

Tbo answer to this ;., a.t follows:-

TEXTS (3638-3639). 

THAT PBRSON IS OfJR'l'AINLY OA.LLlilD '0MNISOlflNT' WHO KNOWS ALL 

TID.N()S ALONG \VlTH THl!lm 0A1J"SES, THR01J"Gll A SINGLR ABNOJIMAL 

CoGNITION BR01J"OliT AB01J"T BY CoMMUNION. TIDI EXISTENCE 

011 S1J"CH A PIIRSON HAS BEIIN ALIU'lADY ESTABLISJIBD DllJrORE, 

BY MEANS 011 il<YEREN011. TiroS THERB IS A DISTIKOT 

l\1EANS 011 0oGNI'l'ION VOUOHING YOR lJ.IS BX· 

L'>TDOII. fuNOII IT FOLLOWS THAT SUOR A 

ONB BBALLY BXISTS.-(3638-3639) 

COMMENTARY. 

It hM boon e.rguOO. undor Text 3258,-"''Vl1othor aimulLntloously or sue· 
~ively, how could thoro be <>ny Iuforon06, without AI\ efToet! et<>. •to. ". 

The Answer to this ioN followa:-

TEXT (3640). 

Stl>lULTANEOUSLY OR 81J"OOESSJVELY. THERE IS OOGNITION JrOLLOWING 

FR<m = El!'ll'EOT TIIAT IS M.I.NIFESTED. W liEN HE IMPARTS 

THE TEAom:NG, HE RAS TRll REQUISITII OAl'AOITY 

ALS0.-(3640) 

OOMMENTARY. 

TW io eosily undarstood.-(3~0) 

It ha8 boon argued under 'I'e:tl 3260, that-"The idee that thoro is one 
P6111on who has Mquired apooial powers not common among men tmd He 
knows all things,-is tntiroly b0861.,..". 

The l>llBWOr to this is B4 foUows :-
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TEXTS (3641-3644). 

TJuT "PzRSOS WllO IUS PBOPOID>"DBD 'I'RlS TI!ACHING-WBI<IH IS PURl! 

A.ND \91II!BJ:IN Tllll DRARMA OJ' 'No-SoUL' HAS BUN RIUTIIRATED,

AND \YmOII IIAS BBEN SUl'PORTlll> BY THE WHOLE 011 THIS WORK 

A.'(D NOT TRAVERSED »Y ANY 110RM OR MEANS ov VALID CoONlTtoN, 

-WHICH IS NOT DOWN TO WORLDLY WiN,- WHIOH IS BEYOND TilE 

KBN Olr KUM.va. A..'fll O'EHBRS,-WBICR IS HJOKLY BORNE ON THB 

JUJ.AJ) BY ALL WISE MEN,-WlliCR DESTROYS TKE ENTIRE IIORT OP 

IIN£MII!S IN THE SHAPE O:!'liVlLS,-AND ISTHII OAUSE 011 VARIOUS KINDS 

011 PnosPEIUTY AS ALSo oF Tlll! J.TTAINM'INt OF Nimiua,--suon A 

"PzRSON AOQUili.BD SPEOJAL 1'0\VllliS NOT OO:>BION A.XONO !a.."', 
\VHI<IH DISTINOUISID!S Hn!: l'BOX ALL OTHER )J(EN, AND HJI ALOl\'11 

IS 0m~>i&ciem;-'l'HIS IS BN'J'!Rllt.Y VOUOJIBD J'OR BY l\111ANR Al\'1> 

Fomts Oli' RtOHT OOONlTION.-{8641-3644) 

COMMENTARY. 

'&~~y i be whole of this worl;, tb& Tllll•a«"•9'1'ha· 
• Wl•ich Uno' hnown- to toorldly men'- i.e. the TeftChing whicb t'\nvlAages 

knowlodgo thM is not oMily o.ttainod by worldly men. 
'11et~0!11l IM ,ke,. of KJihaoo, 010. uc.. '-Though this word is in the 

Maaculioe Gender, y&t it qnalifieo tho word' Dlfhon4' (Feminine). 
'Which dulroyt, 010. 010. '-The evilo themsolveo ....., tbo ~iu;-<md 

their hem...,.. destroyed by it. 
'1• tM CO'&lS$ of various kind1, tto. et.c.'- tbe word 'KaraJ;Ul' is to bf! 

oonetnoed with each of the two mombors of the compound.-(!) It ia the 
cause of the vorio\1.0 kinds of Proapority, and e.bo (2) it i• the oauao of the 
att.einment of Niroof{l<l.-(364 1-3644) 

It hao been "'11\led tmdor Too:t 3201- "ThUJ>, no omniscient Pomon of 
any kind is conceivable: consequent1y no human a.ssortiou oould be tho moans 
of providing the knowledge of Dhtmn4 ". 

The anewer to tbia ia as folloWII :-

TEXT (3645). 

THuS, AS IT IS QU'lTB OONOI!IV ABLB TIU3 THlmll IS AN OMNISCIENT 

PE!l.'ION, H1JXAN ASSEil'l!lON QC< Ol!ll'I'AINLY BII TilE >mANS OJ' 

PROVIDINO 'l'Rll ltNOWLIIDOII OF Dho,..,-(3645) 

COMMENTARY. 

• An Omniacienl Puaon'-i.e. BtMldha BitM&lf alona; not Kopiln, or 
an;v one oloe; M already ..tablisbed belo,..,. 

As I'Og&rds the objection tbet be& been urged I'Ogarding Cognition boing 
jormlul or witlojonn,-tbat has been answered by uR alread.y.-(3641!) 

I . 
I 

' I 
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I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
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EXAMINATION OF Tm! 'PER.'!ON 01' StJPER·lfOJWAL VISION'. 157!1 

Says tho Opponent,-"It ha• been ....,.ted (by Buddbi•te) that,
'Cognition never "PilrG.,.ndo the external objeet,--either aa manifeoted or M 

unmnnifeatod or M envisaging something else'. But how can bot.h vi&WII 
be fl'OO from objections' n 

The IU\8'\Ver to this is M followa :-

TEXT (3646). 

OISOUSSTON REGARDING ftmnlUmMit AND TRlJ REST IS OF NO USE 

IN REOA.RD TO TI!B OMNISon:NT PERSON. IN JrAor, rosT AS 

YOUR CoONTTTON APP:EA.RS IN REGARD TO A OJ:RTAlN 

OBJEOT, SO DOES THE OTHER (SUPERIOR) 

CooNTTTON ALS0.-{3646) 

Ena of Chapter. 

Thus ends tbe TA'tTVASANGRAB'A by SIW:ntarok#ta. 

COMMENTARY. 

The discuA~ion that wo oruried on eal'lier, regarding the Cognition being 
jo1"ml.uu. etc. etc.. from the Idealistic point of view,--ean serve no useful 
purpooe on tho p1 ooent oCCMion, "" against you Mrmdm,..l<a• who are W'e<idecl 
to the External World, whon we are proving the &x:iBtence or the Omniscient 
Penoon on the undor8tanding (for the sako of argument) that tho external 
.vorld exists. 

Quution.:-"Why !'' 
A..,.,_,. .~·I,.Jad, de. dc.'-Youmust assert that there is Cognition of 

the External objoot,-whether the Cognition be fOtmlu• or will> fDrm; M 

otherwise the whole external world would disappear. So that, just M there 
comet about VO"' Cognition of & certain thing, -in the 9Ame mannar would 
come about 1\ISO tho otber-&nd the superiol'--Oognition of IM Omni•eimt 
Peroon (whloh is to be con.•tl'lled h01o).-So that the objection that bM boon 
urged has no force at all and should not have boon urged.-(36{6) 

This excellent &nd extensive, pure and lasting, (Tea<>hing) that 
ha& been aect1led by me,-may it booome tbo abode of the magnifioenoe 
of the unriV&llad JiM; &nd with itA! eftulgence, may it delight the hearto 
of all monl-ll&y thereby the whole of mankind become like the Buddhist 
Kamalaohil<> (or, m&y all men attain the eharaeter of the J..otus ... 
blooming under tho ra)lll of tb& oun of the Groat Teaching) I 

End of 1M Oomnuntary 

btj 

Kamolo8hi/a. 

END. 
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Aborntiona, lt16. 
AbM..., 807. 
Abhldhll, 788. 
Abhi"'!o.l:ti. I 37~. 
Abnonnal Cognition, 107. 
Abeoluw Deotruotion, 1095. 

Difl"orenee, 8.37 . 
" Negation. 18&2. 

Acc.ent6, 1221. 
Aceent\ation, 1636. 
A~ D"""""""rli, 984. 
AcilcMdri-putm, 1417. 
Aoidt-fermonl<>d, 887. 
Activ&, 873. 
Activo Agent-, 1274. 
Activity, 866, 867, 808, 871, 872, 873, 

1338. 
Actor, 915. 
A db\quti<J!>, 1097. 
Adh""""' 989, 1268, IS92, 1393. 1396, 

1398, 1421, 1454. 
Affection11 of the Eye, 024. 
Alf'eotions, 890, 912, 917, 1480. 
Allbmation, 842, 1«2, 1«7. 
Affiiotions, 800, 932, 13~8, 13~4, 1467, 

147( , 1478, 1477, 1628, 1681. 1652, 
1681. 

Aftor-thought, 1328. 
Aggrege.te, 871, 898, 1097. 
A88J'Opbor>, 9«. 
• Agntrdrlr.', 1393. 
Agnihotm, 7( 6, 999, I 008, 1103, ll04, 

1108, 1135, 1138, 1213, 1287, 1371, 
1372, 1485, IIS4J. 

'Agnlrll-lla""'?• ', I 098. 
Agn~ 1269. 
Agrieultmiat, 1335. 
Aluiha-Jfl.ioa writer, 835. 
Air, 1085, 1170, 1172, 1173. 
Alr-eunont, 1028, 1150. 
Alr-onvelope, 1020, 
.tuiAyo, 831. 

Ak<>niflluJ, 1641. 
.~~.1339. 
Al<lllhn, 823, 866, 876, 879, 880, 968, 

970, 1007, 1028, 1028, 1029, 1032, 
1033, 1050, 1~. 1990, 1092, 1131, 
1148, 1181, 1170, 1173, 11711. ll76, 
1177, JJ02. 1197, 1243, 1249, 1271, 
1298. 

Akrti, 848. 
Air...,_, 1143. 
Al4,......jMM, 914, 988. 
AU·pervuivo character, 7(5. 
All-knowing, 1393, 1504, 1306. 
'All' thing>, 1393, 189~. U06. 
Amololr.f, 1600. 
Anuanandmtrindro, 1200. 
Aml><>, 1217. 
Am(t4, 851. 
Ann1ogical Cognition, 742) 780, 788, 

785, 769, 772, 787, 801. 
Analogy, 700, 764. i87, 1414, 1428, 

1443. 
A""r<l\agra>Wha. 1220. 
A.Ji9oci<>, 17 7. 

A11imci, de .• 1423. 
Annihilation, 884. 
Anupolobdh;, 8.27. 
Apakfdl<> (Defect), IGI3. 
Ap<!na, 800. 
Apa...-go,880. 
Apahc>, 1088. 
ApJl<lara.noo, 1279. 
AppJ"'hended atp6Ct, 988, 
Approbendor, 950, llt8, 979. 
Approhonoion, 821, 849, 954, 907, 968, 

969, 971, 1237, 1382, 1378, 1447. 
A,..,....ri.I-A)'Ofnirodhn, 879, JUt. 
Ape,.,, 1408 • 
Arlko, 1116. 
Ar~~o/4~, 917, 918, 1028, 1416. 
Arithmetio, 1402. 
ArUI/JpaU~ 783, 786, 78~ . 
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.A.rt.l<>txld<>, 1098, 1421,1&41. 
Art.iouln.tion, 1016, 1099, 1071, 1076, 

1077, 1079, 1164, 1160, 1180. !197, 
1222, 1223. 1230, 1232. 

.A.t;UM, 1297. 
li')O, 121 2. 
.A.Mo.I<J.blooooms, 1$29, 1331. 
Alpect, 862. 
Alpect~ 8G.,, 
..._ry,l300. 
Aatronomer, 1408. 
Mhoiate, 1263. 
Amt6, IS73. 
Atom, 8«, 893, g37,11o41, 944,946,996, 

1017, 1076, 1086, 1148. 
Aloml,l397. 
Allachment., 863. 
Attributeo-'l'br06, 1085. 
Auditory Perception, 705, I 300, 1389, 

1407. 
Organ, 1018. 1026, 1029, 

1080, 1151, 1164, 1161, 1170, 1171, ' 
1174, 1176, 1176, liS~. 1228. 

A .. tantlM, 880. 
Aull>or, !MS. 1!84, Ia84, 1392. 
Author or Voda, lltg, 
Author or Veda-not provecl, 993. 
AuxiU&riM, 867. 
.A.triddhal:<>rt.IQ, 776, 781. 
.lyOU1nal-1\vo1ve, 867,917. 

B 

BeAomihi, 855, 1618. 
B&I"Nn Woman~n of, 1427 . 
Boud4/14, 848, 1086, lll&, 1308, 1396. 
Beetitud., 880. 
Boginningleo.•, 896, 1412, 1413. 
Beginnlngl ... ne•. 1624. 
Being, 845. 
' Being Cognition', 010, 911. 
'Being an Entity', 844. 
• Being that, 841. 
Blwl<,.ta-Dharmotr4t<>, 88!. 
BAadmUa·Ghof<Jko, 862. 
Bhadanta-Shubhogul>lo, 938, 963, 968, 

070, 974, 987. 
Bhadonta. Va.tUmitrcJ, 882. 
Bhogoi>Odgi/4, 1349, 1664. 
Bltarolo, 1104, 1634. 
BAcfml<l,l4M. 
BM<al<>- ..,.f", 14M. 

BlwrtrAori, 1217 . 
Bh/If,yo, 1342. 
Blilltvn-Sho/xlm-. 1022. 
tBho«UC, 1408. 
BhikfU, 864, 15.~8 . 
BUo, 1016. 
Birth. 876, 877 . 

-Previoua. 889. 

.. -Futu .... 891. 
Bittor, 1161 . 
Blo .. od Lord, 882, 8R4. 886, 972. 140:1, 

1478, 1484. • 
Blind Loading tho Blin<~ 1112. 
Blue, 920, 962. 976 . 

., Point, 1206. 
~~ 1610, 1511, 1636, 1647, 

1660. 
Ek>dy, 807, 896, 898, 000, 901, 912. 

916. 
Brdhmo!l4•. 1371, !372, ISS.~ . 1436. 

1444, 1467, 1557, 1558, 1559, 1063. 
BroAm4, 1098, 1218, 1421, 1422, 1424, 

lt26, 1546, 1649. 
Budll/to, 918, 963, 964, 986. 97!, 1253, 

1280, 1!61, 1400, 1401, 1413, 1424, 
1425, 1432, 1433, 1488, 1471, 1483, 
1527, 1332, 1061. 

Butldha-dtvo., 862 . 
Buddha-hood, 1472 . 
Bwd4hi, 1085. 
Buddhl•' Philosophy, 917. 
Buddhiata, 936, 1003, 1025, 1088. 

1144, 1183, 1188. 1218, 12llt, 1379, 
148!. 

Burning, 874. 

0 

C•poblo SontonC<>, 747. 
C.pooity, 1023, 1207, 1272, 1274, 1275, 

1278, 1286, 1379, 1493. 
Capecity ror Effective Action, 792, 844; 

648, 881. 
C..uirtry, 1~1. 
C.togorioa, 869, 1395. 
C.utal Faotor, 876, 877. 
Cou••· 879, 1«6. 
Oouao-eiToot, 896, 1146, 1170, 120S. 
CaUM-1:1tomal, 895. 
CaWIOIC!Mness~ 911, 916, 916. 
Certainty, 1319, 1378. 
Chain, 870, 871, 908, 917, 938, 985, 

972, 979, 985, 1475. I MO. 
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Chain or Copitiono, 891, 892, 893, Conformity, 800, 9'7tl:, 1300. 
894, 896, 009. 

Chain or Conlcioum-. Ull, 1512. 
Oilaitra, 806, 080. 
C/uJtJ#ID. 1102. 
Character, 862. 

- changeo, 863. 
OAnml·c>, 827. 
Oha.Wka.<, 900. 
f'ltint4•nntti. 1585. 
Chinldmu{'i.gtm. 880, J<&:'J:'i. 
Ohitrli.r\g<Mla, 777. 
Cin:Ul'Mtantiat ea..-. 1387. 
Oluxlan4, 1260. 
Clarified But~r, 1394. 
Copillllbility, 1433, 1•so. 
Cognilable, 1394. 
Cogniler, 1147. 
Cognit&.tivo Cognition, 1331. 
C'opition, 741, 85.'1, 872,887, 896, 897, 

910, 9U, 926, 931, 049, 
1160, 1187. 1188, 1286, 
1300, IUS. 

without object, 882. 
-Th-. 1347. 

Colic Pain, 916. 
Colour, 860, 962, 1067, 1150, 1188. 

1393, 1491. 
Colour.momcnt8, 1368. 
Co........,dat.ory D<oocription,I098,1261. 
Common, 838. 
Common Man, 11~. 
Commonolty, 767, 768, 781, 836, 837, 

1190. 
Communion, 1435, 1610, 1627. 
Compaaoion, 748, 1801. 
Compooi~, 894, 930, 048. 
Compooite Who I .. , 007. 
Compotent :Parte, 767. 
Conception, 1616. 
Conceptual Content, 778, 886, 1138, 

un, I'OI, 1494, 1624, 
1681, 1676. 

Cognition, 885, 922, 920, 
927, 928, 1493. 

Imago, 7771 827, 004, 928, 
1344. 

Thought, 826, 004, 906, 
040 . 

Conch·ohcll, ISS4, 1340. 
Concomitance, 744. 
ConRgurotion, 1062, 1206. 

, with reaHt.y, 1328. 1340, 
1347. 

Conjunctions, 1076, 1078, 1170. 
ConjWletions and Diajunctiont, 1020, 

1222. 
Connection, 1068, 1060, 1064, 1068, 

1069, 1005, 1007, 1113. 1207. 
ConMc.lonR Destruction, t090. 
Conacionan-. 841, 883, 887, 883, 891, 

802, 917, 919, 920, 
037, 940, 0~ 1 . 960, 
1!30, 1384, 1386, 1388, 
1456,1612,1613, 1643, 
1673. 

Conte<:t, 1184. 

Divine, 890. 
Mental, 808. 
or Dying, 890. 
Subjective, 890, 900, 

901, 912. 

Container, 013. 
Con~plation, 1138. 
Continucmco, 839, 876. 
Continuity of Ex:Jaten~. t\Si. 
Con<rodie<ory, 1087. 
Contrarin611, UG l. 
Contrary Cognition, 1368. 
Contributory Cao.te, 900. 
Controller, 1536. 
Convention, 749, 779, 780. 802. 829. 

004, 1062, 1060, 1061, 1060, 1117, 
1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 1204, 1209, 
1211, 1212, 1214, 1218. 1229. 

Conventionality, 1096, 1260. 
Conviction, 1317, 13!4. 
Cooking, 874. 
Corporoallty, 946. 
Corroborative Cognition, 13'10. 
Counterfeit Coin, 1430. 
Counte:r-ret!ect-ion, 1403. 
Cow, 761, 889, 1146. 
Cow·wood, 1004, 1143, 1144. 
Cn!&tlon, 1069, 1408. 
Cn!ater-Etemal, 1070. 
CI0&1cing or Ftoga, 1371. 
Orow's Teatb, 1397. 
Cumul.,tive Cognition. 12.n. 

Damo, 12!C. 126-G. 
Da'"ayanJf, 1410. 
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Deafuou, 1038, 1170, 1177. 
Death, 911. 
Debt.o, U51. 
Decay~ 871S. 
Defecto, 1853, 1306, 1367, 1888, 1(75, 

H78. 
De5n.it.ion, 1323. 
Doitieo, 1861, 1408. 
Delusion, 748, 11(8, 1640. 
Domorh, 1101. 
Demonatr&tion, 1056, 1081. 
Denial, 8t2. 
Denot.t.ion of wordo, 778, 801. 
Denot«, 1080. 
Denot<>d, 1060. 
Dependence, 1108, 1200. 
Doaire, 027. 
Dosiro t<>ap6&k, 800, 1200. 
Destroyer, 1070. 
:Destruction, 859, 875, 1218. 

.. 
Aboolut.o, I 09t. 
-OoJ'Uiciom"-'Ot.ernAI, 

1090, 1091. 
Int<onllonal, lW. 
Su.bllo, 1091. 
Uncawod, 1091. 
Unoon.soiou.-e\er.llal, 

1090, 1091, 1178, 1287. 
D~, 1048, llft7, ll06, 1338. 
Il<>•oi<>P"*'t. 920. 
Dll<m.........,, 1400. 
Dloamto, 980, 1268, 1269, JS02, 1393, 

1890, 1398, 1(21, 1426, 1427, 1{28, 
1431, l4St, 148t, 1485, 1018, 1518, 
1519, 1526, 1027, 1531, 1542, 1578. 

DTommoklm, 964, ••ss. 
D""""tulo&tra, 1507. 
D~ 801, 802, SOS. 
DMim, 888. 
Dluno, 894. 
Dllyc!M, 1218. 
D~ 842, 870, 1162. 
Diffen'lt\06 of opinion, 1322. 
Di.fi'orentiation., 86-3. 
~ 539, 1053, 1403. 
Digging, 1092. 
Dilipa, 745. 
Difm/Jgf>, 987. 
~ Intwtion, sso. 
D~ont, !Ut . 
Diogu.ot, 930. 
Diab, 868. 

Dltjunction.o, 1076. 
DiJpNOion, 1531. 
Dltpolilionl, 870, 908, 1538. 
DiJpute, 1324. 
Diulmil&rity, 772, 837. 
o;.oc;ation (tom Impu.ritieo, 1244. 
Diooolu.tion, 1038, 1089, 1218. 

,. -Univer1J&l, 1069, 1070, l38l, 
1382. 

.. 
1882. 

DiJUnction, 1487. 
Di.U.o Beingo, 888. 

(Samoarl<l), 

Doubt, 1818, 1319, lS!I, 1336, 1888, 
1848, 1358, 1366, 1301, 1466, 1460. 

Dromu, 1128, 1159. 
DromatioAcl<lr, 915. 
Draoida, 1212. 
D-m-Cognition, 831, 940. 
o,_, 021, 1336. 
D,._.}ot«r, 1848. 
Duty, 1421. 
• DvitiydlhrilOlll.a, ttc. ', 11'13. 
D)'ing Clcmlcio.,.,eoo, 917. 

E 

Eorth, 914, 9tS. 
Eollpoeo, "08. 
Eecnorllic Scionce, 1323. 
Etfoctivo AoUan, 84.9, 12.81, 1328. 
Elomont.a1 Subot.an..,., 896, 907, 008. 
ElemMtala, use. 
Elephant, 951. 
EmbelliAhmon~. s~75, 876, 1020, 1158, 

1160, 1161, 1178, 
1181, 1168, 1184. 

of Sou.nd and OrgOIUI, 
1021. 

Enclleomou, 895. 
Entity, 680, 84.(, 846, 887, 809, 870, 

872, 873, 87f, 887, 909, 1329, 1362. 
Epitome of Thingo, 1396. 
Error, 1676. 
Et=ai Bxio-.e. 89•. 

,. Senton.,.... 747, 1625. 
Tblnp, 883. 

, Veri~ 876, 876. 
Word, 1411, H38. 

Eternality, 746, 803, 866, 1078, 1132, 
1133, 1180, 1225, 1242. 

of Voda, 997, 1414 . .. 

' 

i 
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Examinations, ?49. 
Excellencco, 1364, 1361, 1388. 
Exceptions, 1344. 
Exoluaion, 853. 

of t.ho ~·· 1142. 
Exiotonce, 875, 878, !067, 1116, 1451. 
Experienced mon, 1 Z56. 
Expl<>nationo of Veda, ll06, 110S, 

1110. 
Expreasivo Potency, 788. 
Externa1, 777. 

11 world, 886, 936, 914:, 1303, 
1855, 1467. .. objocto, 763, 867, 968, 975, 
978, 980. 

.. thing, 950, 984, 1187. 1248. 
Extraneous, 1860. 
Eyo, 962, 1044, 1375. 

FabJe, 1310. 
FabJity, !Sll. 

F 

Feather in tho Ear, 1168. 
Features, 746, 759. 
Featureless, 819, 894, 1490. 
Feelingo, 887, 932. 
Follow-students, 13:S4t. 
Fire, 744, 1319, 1329. 
Fishermen; 1217. 
Flute, 1369. 
Footus, 891, 919, 026. 
Foret)t;., 893. 
Fo,...t·fir&, 1120. 
Form, 882. 
Fonnt ... , 962, 974, 1187, 157 I. 
Four Trut.he, 886, 1473, 1483. 
Fruit, 884. 
Fruition, 884. 
Future, 867, 873, 877, 886, 1098, 1264, 

1410. 

G 

'Ga'-individua.l letter, 1014, 1142, 
1147, 1148, 1149, 1193. 

, -Univ61'88l, 1011. 
G6ndhlim, 114 7. 
Gandluln, 1602. 
Garu#, 1517. 
Gautama, 1401. 
Gawya, 760, ?61, 770, 777, 788, 967. 
Gavi, 1216. 

General, 838, 976. 
Generalities, 857. 
Gestures, 803, 1517. 
Ghofaka,, 862. 
Ghutuikf<Jm, 1101. 
Gild-quoted, 1297. 
God, 883, 1070, U23. 
Gold, 858, 894, 910, 970. 
Gosat)()., 1567. 
Grammar, 1393, 1408. 
GrMnm.,.ian, 1071, 1072, 1085, 1228, 

1237, 1394. 
Groat Sage, 973. 

,. B1'4hmatu~, 1198. 
Gu4Uchi, 861. 

H 

Hair.tun, 1280, 1467. 
Happiness, 97 I. 
Bar!lal.i, 1428. 
Ho.r&'a Horna, 881, 957. 
Ha<rod, 748, 930. 
Hate, 901, 973. 
Hearer, 1069. 
He&ven, 880, 1371, 1391, 1463. 
Herb touched by <eeth of mongoose 

curos sue.ke-poison, 1404. 
H&t.erogeneoua Serios, 1092. 
High-souled men, 929. 
Higbe•t Good, 1468, 1527, 1641, 1542. 
Hindrane& of Aftliotion&, 1482. 
History, )!l()ij. 

Honoy, 1326. 
Horru;, 967. 
Horse, 889. 
Hwna.n Origin, 1072. 
Hundred, 1236. 
Husks-Thumping of, 1399. 

'I', 1628, 1530. 
'I' -notion, 1629. 
Ideas, 1062. 

l 

Idea of Titno, 863. 
Ideallinn, 916, 1159, 1467. 
Idoe.Jiot, 916, 1669. 
Idee.liatic, 976. 
Ideation, 936. 
Identity, 842, 1146. 
Ignorance, 880, 1391. 
lkfot>lka, 1501. 
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Dlu.iou, 756, ll86, lUH, 122(), l l21, 
137(, )(1;6. 

Illuoory, 871, U46, UOI, U87. 
lllumioative, l 073. 
I.Uuminativene~~~, 967. 
Jmaainary, 871. 
~bik,871. 

lmmo..J, 1398. 
Immorality, 1636. 
Impo<Uments, 0~9. 
lmperoeptibts, 832. 
Imperiohabts, 1090. 
Impoood (Unreal), 149:1. 
Impolfing, 882. 
Improuaon, 929, ~so. 
ImpuriUoo, 890, 161!. 
Ineluoive._ SG4. 
Inoorpo~ality, 1211 , USS. 
Indicator, 803, IOOG, 1366. 
Individual, 1089, 12~2. 15,0. 
Infallibill~y. 1373. 
Infonmce, 7.t2:, 74-3, 748., ?fn, 833, 930., 

976, 1320, 137:1, 1414, 
1428, 1457. 

., &nnullod by Verb&! Oo(pl.i. 
tion, 1000. 

InCereMW. 764. 
" Indicative, 822. 

Infini~ Regress, 947, U6U, 1367, 1373, 
1377, 1378. 

Initial Ooption, 1330. 
Int.lli(eooa. 1407. 
Intention_, i$5, 161. 
Interoeption or Sound, 1027. 
Intorvolved \Vheel of Causation, 089, 

1391. 
IDtuition, 742, 886. 

u u Pn:un~, 831. 
Invalidity, 1288, 1319, 134,4, 1378, 

1384. 
!Jon.p~. 1164. 
ItilidH, 14:11. 

J 
Joi,.~ini, U 14. 
JoiM, 836, 838, 841, IOU, 1085, HOS, 

1488. 
Jar, 1326. 
Jaundice, 1341. 

-cured by juice of Drotoo 
~.1348. 

JiM, 818, 973, 140~. 14113, 1488. 
Jumping, HOB, 11!08. 
Jyc4ifo, 1400. 

K 

Ko®mbo, 1168. 
Kol~ 1211. 
Kolpa.IJU, 973. 
Kolpo, 1400. 
Kombol4oh...wv., 8111!. 
KoM.Io>,1411. 
Ko~ 846, 1086, 117!, 1401. 
Kdntli, 866. 
K4pil4, 857, 1401, 1402, H7o, 1472, 

U83, 1485, 1486. 
Komoo, 864. 
Kormod/u;,afl", ~OS, 115G. 
Kllrgaw, 1239. 
KoiJ,. .. , 1544. 
K441oyapo, Hll. 
Kina. 781. 
' Klifl<fkli#QA, 1384. 
Knowable, 1394, 1404. 
Krtrima--Brdhmano, 1665 . 
Kvmdrilo, 766, 783, 789, 794, 807, 809, 

811, 812. 818, 818, 645, 848, 868, 
&t2, m. ~9. 964, 956, 968·, 977, 
978, 980, 981, 982, 984, 1169, 1~10, 
1217, 1236, 125,, 1267, 1271, 13U, 
1315, 1357, 1359, 1362, 1380, 1381, 
1387, 1436, uu, 165!. 

g,..,,, 1297. 

L 

lAmp, 910, 1164, lt95. 
Lusan-, 101!0. 
Lot4, 1!26. 

Lot~ ... 812, 1070, 1071, 1075, 1080, 
1081, li•U, 1160, 1194, 1221, 1237, 
1248, 1259. 

Letoor..,..ds, 1077, llliG, ~~~3. IU7. 
Liberat.ion, H63, 1530. 
Ligh~, 883, 1064, ll 64. 
Lim.itat&on.s, 1407, 1503. 
Liri,aMG,N~ 925. 
r.;,. or~ 772. 
Lions, 16158. 
Lokd!JQJ4, 887, 888. 

" -BUtm-, 888, 
Lord, 884, 973, 1492. 
Lord'o Won!, 1486. 

• I 
' 
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I 

I 
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Lo<u•, ll20, 12~6, 1234. 
Love, 901, 913, 030, 973, 1493. 
Luminoud, 883. 
Lut.o, 1369. 

M 

Mada, 1226. 
MddliyamikCl81 918. 
MAgio Cirolee, 1517. 
Magnob, 1164. 
Mahiibhiirala, !097, 1098, IUO, 126!. 
Mall<irlijao, 1504. 
MohCku:munoJa, 864. 
Ma11.6ydnut, 018. 
M<JIW,,Iwe/.6., 1251, 1252. 
Mahllhoora, 1424. 
Mdlltlllit.-ara-b/i(lvana, 154 7. 
..~:'\!a'itrcga.-Tathtigata.., 864. 
Major elemental 8\l'bstances, 8U6. 
Makcn., 1126, 1355. 
MAn, 1350. 
Ma11dluina-l)e!Xld4<ta, 86{. 
Mo.ngo-tree, 1446. 
Mal'l.ifesto.tion, 1123, 1127, 1225, 1229, 

1:?50, 1216, 1285, 1374. 
, of Lette.n;, 1024, 1163, 

!l80, 1195. 
Manifested, 1139. 

., tst.ate, 1087. 
ll.M.i.fMtiog Agency, 1221. 
Manif68tors, 1126, Ll39, 1147, 1HS3, 

1224. 
Manl)javll, 1609. 
1l:lantnu, 1421, 1541. 
Manu, !112, 1382, H30, 1553, 1557, 

1658. 
Mliro, 1486. 
MQry(J., 1211. 
Mass of Light and Shade, 824. 
Material Cause, 899, 1)()(), 902-, 903, 

909. 
Mat<>rialism, 877, 892, 893. 
Mat.orial Subabanoea, 887, 894, 1206. 

,. .. -Great, 88.8. 
Mat.orialiat, 907, 913, 017, 926, 1323. 
Mdtroivaha (a pl&nb!), 897. 
Mooninglessn688, 1104. 
Means or Cognit.ion, 767, 1350, 1366, 

1379, 1386. . 
Means of knowledge, 974, J 125, 1268. 
Medicine, 1657. 
Meditation, 885, 886, U22, 1425, 14U, 

154~. 

Mental Cognition, 902, 905, 916, 1407, 
1498. 

Menbal ~'acultiea (Snwl·iiro), 887. 
Function, 864. 
Perception, 140Et 

Mercy, 1103, 1493, 1505, 1512. 
Merit and D&rnerit, 1018, 1032, 1175, 

1!96. 
M<ru, 880, 137 I. 
1\'lillion, 1236. 
MftMmW·biJdf!fU, 742. 
Mimdtn.s6-.t1llra, 080. 
MfmU11t8(1.l;a, 750, 766, 760, 772, 807, 

SOS, 935, 991, 998, 1003, 1009, 1030, 
1040, 1371, 1392, 1399, 1522. 

Mind-foroa, 150!). 
Mind-momcnt:-6, 9!l!) . 
Mind, 888, 894, 910, 1160, 1337, 1342, 

1414. 
Mincl and Ment.aJ Entiti~, 945, 963. 

,. ,. Effects. 966, 97l. 
Minor Premi~. 743. 

Term, 768. 
Mirage, !29R, 1333. 
Minor 1198. 
Misapprehension, 1833. 
Misconception, 1319, 1324, 1:158, 1350 . 
Mixed Charaeter, 8.6. 
Mlechcllliu•, !217. 
Mode, 862. 
Mode-changen~, 863. 
~fodiflc&tion, 812, 875, 9.23. 
Momont, 870, 877, 946 .. 
Momentary, 896, 915, 916, 1147, 131G, 

1316. 
, ohe.ractor, 878, 1177. 

'Mongooso, 1404·. 
Moon1ef38, .823. 
Moral, 1398. 
Morality and Immorality, 14-65. 
Mothor'a ma.rriage, 1463, 1459. 
Moving About EUld Other Actions, 1078, 

1223. 
Mult.iplicity, 969, I 142. 
Mutilation ofbext.'J, 1364. 
Mut-ual Exoluaivene&s, 1489. 

Ne~ation., 773, 809. 
Mystic Consciouanesa, 1675. 
Mystic Perception, 941. 
Mystics, 861, 886, 886, 1269, 1415, 

1522, 1575. 



• 

1688 

N 

Noiya11ika, 781, 780, 801, oaG, uo~. 
NGI4. 1409. 
Ne.me_, 771, ?'16, 777, 928, 1475. 
Namo ""d Named, 77~. 
Namo·oonooption (SanjM), 8ij7. 
Name-form, 927. 
Noi'Oiimlta, 852. 
Nllrikcla-dripa, 1051. 
NUil<c>, 893. 
N•ture, SU. 1'49. 
Nouo.eu, U65. 
Noc•tion, u2, 773, 780, 805, 8<17, 808, 

821, 826, 1132. 1362, 14H, 1'40, 
1H7, 1467. 

Noglltivo, 189f, 1396. 
Nogative oonoomit&.nce, 746. 
Nbnitt4, 1536, 1636. 
Nirt11ambonatJ6d4, 949. 
Nirgra.W..., 867. 
NirodM, 12«. N"""" 1220, 1371, 1400. 
Ni....ttoa. 918, 14U, 1488, 1511.1630, 

168e. 
Nlvln, 1539. 
No.n-apprehenaion, 742, 8:tl, 8:!7, 11:!5, 

1132, 1133, 1346, 1363. 136~. 1383, 
1411. 1431, IH2, IH4, 1446. 

Nun-oognition, 970. 1449. 
Non·concoptual, 904, 137H. H3G, 14U2, 

1493. 
Non-eonformit.y, 1326. 
Noa-ootit.y. 894. 
Non-e.em&lity: !OHS, 1281. 
Non-uiaW>eo, 815, 8:18, lla8, 1848, 

U82, 1«5. 
Non-modi.fiol.tion. 813, 814. 
Non-objective, 972.. 
Not·boing·>hot, 841. 
Not·oqual, 836. 
No·Soul, 1266, 1475, 1483, 14ij5, I su. 
Nv41f"bhdfya, 760. 
Nt~4vcutUra, '17,, 1460. 

u quoU!d, 1459-60. 
Ny4ya..Jrliko, 977. 

0 
Objoot, 891, 953, 968, 1055, 1188. 
Objootivo, 14.81. 

., bW.. 1188. 
, background, 885. 

Obj..,u .... 1152. 

Objoet..moment, 066. 
Oboervanooo, 880. 
Occasional, 875, 894. 
Oil, 1394. 
Om.niiscienco, 1400, J,.47, 1482, J490, 

1506, 163 • • 1661. 
Ouiniseicnt Pcnon, UGO, 1269, l391, 

139(, 1395, 1307, 1309, 1401, 14114, 
14.13, 1418. 1417, 1428, ••~a. 1456, 
1493, 1(99, 1606, 1513, U22, 1532, 
1533, 1~3~. 1641, 1648, 1649, 15$0, 
1500, 1564, 1570, 1572, 1~77. 1570. 

Ono-'*B, 1142, 1146, 1160, 1192. 
Ope..,tion, 1313. 
Order, 1079, 1080, 1082. 

.. or Lotto .... 1072, 1073, 1074, 
1076. 

ot Sequenco, )()78, J :.!:.?0. 
Olber World, 887, 803. 

p 

Paddy, 1164. 
Pa!ato, 1077, 114 1. 
Poilehama, 1147. 
P<itti•~ 1085, 1173. 
Po.rr.lyais, 923. 
P6raoikao, 1138, 1263, 1267, 126S. 
PMW!clihitti, 1376. 
Parinittdtw, 14$6. 
Porticulor, 838, 076. 
Pa.t, 886, 867, 873, ~77, 1098. 
Pdloliptara, 746, I 4.22. 
Poumjali't Bh4fi/O, 1086. 
Path, 1613. 
Paudgolo, 1085. 
Peculiarity, 876, 877. 
Perceptible, 832. 
Perooption, 765, 780, 821, 888, 939, 

968, 9H, 1051, 10Sf, 
1200, 1339, 1372, 1405, 
141<1, 1441, 1601, 1511 . 

, of Ct.WJO, 184·3. 
Peroeplional, 761. 
Perishable boinp. 1426 • 
Periabability, 1064. 
Pem:t.a.llenoet so.~ 030, 1448. 
p.,_..loh&rMtor or '.\'hinsO. 114 7. 
Perpot;ual Flwr, 747, 809, 936, 1106, 

1205, 1U9, 1268, 1279, 1403, 1649. 
Peroonolity, 892, 1107, 1110, 1262, 

1303, 1166. 
Phoooo (Skondho), 910. 

.J 
• I 
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Philooopbors, 1555. 
Pi~, 10150. 
P itch, lOU, 1150. 
PI...,, 13150. 
Pla.int.ilr, uoo. 
l'Jeaouto, 1131. 
Pleuur<>·l'•in, 1569. 
PluraUt.y, 841, 848, 864. 
Poison, 1281. 
Positive, 1395. 
Pot, 868. 
Potency, 785, 701, 702,795, 841, 1051, 

1064, 1094, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1207, 
1211, 1214, 1252, 1284. 

Pot.tor, 1326. 
l'ot.tor'o Wheel, HU. 
Prii<h11.,., 1322. 
Pr~tio.o, 1604. 
Pramdpa, 1271, 1276, 1284, U89, 1314. 
Pt'Cit~<~, 890. 
P..Opyo!t6Nt», 1167. 
ProtibM (Intuition) u Pr<>m<ifl<a. 831. 
PralikfiJl", 813. 
Prati«at\k.hydnd, 931. 
P~y4-nirodho, 875, 979, 1244. 
Pf'Ol~"""J>6do, 836. 
~~. 866, 867. 
Proawnption, 7'-2, 783, 784, '785, 786. 

788, 789, 804, 805, 822, 990, 1008, 
1051, 1082, 1129, 1180, 1225, 1282, 
1354, 1387, 141(, 1427, 1«0. 

l'rimordlol Matter, 996, 1243, 1395, 
1430, 1(84, 1469, 1'86. 

Prlnclpol (Debt.), 88( . 
Prlnoip1eo, 1395. 
ProlM>bilit.y, 742, 830. 
Produoor or Wood, 1085. 
Produce., 1121. 
Production, 859, 87G. 
l'rolongotion, 1080. 
Prompters, 1076. 
l'roponoitiea, 932. 
Protporit.y, 1527, 15, 2, 
l'IAlldo·MimAmsakao, 1413. 
'Paeudo-omnis.ci.ent PertOn.'~ 140. . 
Pudgal4, 885, 1085, 1162. 
Pumping out, 1082. 
Ptwdpa, lt21, 1556. 
P\U'iB.oation, 886. 
Pu.......,l266. 

R 
R4Jw,_, 151o. 

M 

Bdmo,1534. 
Ba.H, 1249. 
Rntlocina.tivo Cognition, 74.2 . 
Ratlocin"tion (Yu.l-li) RSPromdl!Q, 827. 
Reodcro or Veda, 1128. 
Real, 871, 874, H 92. 
Ro..lio~. 861. 
Rocopt..c1e, 913, 017 . 
Rceognition, 8U, 1003, 1010, 1012 

1016, 1039, 1138, 1139, 1141, 1147, 
1193, 1250. 

~·hot Iron, 1461. 
RW~io ad. abiW'dutn, 748, 740, 852, 

028, 029, 937, 947, 1066, 110,, 1164, 
1372, 1496, 1604, 1686. 

Rclleot.od rma.,e. 936, 958, 1~. 1187, 
1188, 1189, 1190, 1192. 

1\oRection, 961, 986, 986, 1403, 1488. 
IJ.qwd4, 1537. 
JJ.jwoinoald, 7150. 
n.lotioD, 780. 
Ro1ationabip, 1204, 1208, 1218, . 1214., 

1248. 
1\o\ative, 780. 

., Negation, 1363. 1444. 
RcUobilit.y, IGlU, 1626. 
Roliabilit.y or Veda, 1113. 
Romombranco, 74U, 764, 760, 774, 

780, 912, 921, 929, 960, 983, 1098, 
1227, 1236. 

Reminiaceot Cogn.it.ion, 922. 
Rorniniaoenoe, 912. 
Ronuneiation, 885. 
Repetition, 930. 
Roproocnt.ot.ive Oogoitioo., 1673. 
Ro-">n. 885. 
Roocensiooa1 T .. tl, 1t44, 1538, 1638. 
R01ittane&, 869. 
Rotting ground, 1346. 
Rovealed Word, 989, 991, 1101, 1379, 

U9!. 
Rovelationo, 12~2. 
Roveraa.l of obuacter, 875. 
Raverea.I, 877. 
IJ.k, 1400. 
Rook-<>tyOt.o1, 1644. 
Ropo, 1478. 
Roy•1 E<lict, 799. 
~ha. 1147, 1'88. 
IJ.I"po>'t\0, H09, 1621, 1522. 
RU<lloJcG, 858. 
Ruleo, 1344. 
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Soeriftooo, U71, 1391, 143U. 
qa#4, 1018, 1147, 
8olt4•14bhotli'O, 866, 869, 870, 872. 
8a1116kh!J4, 17~. 
86man, 1400. 
86manl<>, 109ij. 
StJm4nyal«<rfla, 1428. 

84""*'· 1430. 
8ombflaoo, 8:10. 
Samonoa, 80~. 

SafM{"fl4• 880. 
Sonwk41'0, 887. 
8a'"""'ll> (Diuo1ution), 1382. 
Samt>HoJ><>, 1375. 
So-1199. 
&m.,ti, 1198. 
Sa~IIIJ, 887. 
Sa.l.blo. 1203. 
Sc!JI.Uyo, 86a, OU, !OilS, 1085, 1087, 

109~. 13!3, 139~. 
&.na~!ri>. 1217, 1218. 
s..,, 14~9. 
So..mlntlko, 1244, 1623. 
Soienoe or R<luonillj<, 761. 
ScientiRo t>.l.acu.llion•, 1407. 
Soriptut04, 1084, 12~8, 1300, UU. 
Seed &n<l Sprout, ll20, 1339, lt42. 
s .. r of Truth, 882. 
Sol£, 771. 1613, 1643, 1645. 
Self·oognltion, 9Gl, 1414, 1612, 1645. 
Self..oogniea.bHit.y, ~n. 
Selt~o1Jic.icncy, 1 UO. 
SoJf.luminoUI, 821. 
Self-mcioat volidity, 870, 134G, 1380. 
Self-aui!Woney, 117!, 1318. 
Self.vo!Jdity, 121l3, JUt, 13U, 1350, 

1354, 1366, 1384. 
s..-tiou, 864, 882. 
SenM..:osnitioo, 004, 916, 941. 
Sons&·orpne, 861, 837, 809, 10S6,106S, 

1342, 1870, 1888, 1~89. 
SeiUIO•ptltcOption, '74.6, 765, ll36, l2l0, 

1239, 1248, 1307, 1316, 1323, 1370, 
U OG. 

Solltenco, 1232, 1248, 1260, 1258, 1321. 
., -Ete.-na~ 1099. 

Sori .. of Cognilioruo, 884. 
Sorieo, 88G, 880, 1091. 

-Rotilrogeooo\18, 1092. 
Soxual Aoto, 1Z60. 
ShoudiPIOdonO, 1412. 

SMklfG, 1496. 
ShtJJ;IfO·M..,.i, 1411. 

" Race~ 1417. 
Shnbnm, 742, 748, ;oo, 763, 783, SOl', 

~7~. 980, 080, 901, 009, 1028, 108~. 
1100, 1112. llll'i, 1110, 11:\7, l l7~. 

110~. I~JG, 1266, 1207, J:IW, 1315, 
134~, JljU~. 1420, 1404. 

lilmb<w, IUSG, 1086. 
.S'IuJkya.·Allun£, 1G311. 
Shn•llmr• (Shlvfi), 14~3. 
ShatlJ:ara, U 4.8. 
Shat\ka.ro-lv4min, 11U4. 
ShoN.:JIO, R64. 
'Shonno dlvfl!, ~.', llt O, ll4,1, 1210. 
Sll6riJ:d,ll39. 
Shl.tf(J, IOU, 140\1. 
ShinuluJp6, 1439, I<WG. 
SAlt~, IG46, 1Gft8, IG4.U. 
S/al<>lrollllni.lw, 760, 76~, 763, 783, 78~ 

78J, 786, 788, 789, 807, sou, 810, 
~U. M12, ~ tG, ~46, gGI:J, 943, 94U, 

9~4. UGG, 0~6, 979, 9M, 096, 1007, 
1003, 1000, 1010, lOll!, 1013, 1014, 
1016, 1016, 1023, 10>!4,, 1025, 1026, 
1027, 1028, 1029, 1030, 1031, 1082, 
1033, 1034, 1036, 1030, 1087, 1038, 
1030, 10~0, IO.tl, 1042, 1043, 1044, 
1046, 1046, 10l7, 1048, 1049, 1051, 
1 0~2, 1M3, 1061, IOGG, 1067, l OGS, 
1059, 1066, 1001 , 1062, 1063, 1065, 
1066, 1007, 1008, 1069, 1070, 1071, 
IOU, 1073, 107(, 107G, 1076, 1077, 
1078, 1079, 1080, 1081, 1082, 1083, 
1084, 1086, 1086, 1087, 1088, 1089, 
1090, 1091, 1092, 1093, 109(, 1095, 
1098, 1097, 10118, 1099, 1210, 1217, 
1238, UM, 1268, lt82, 1271, 1282, 
1314, 131~. 1317, 1344, 1367, 1350, 
1381, 1364, 1387, 1397, IUS, 11132. 

8hi'Omali'>J3"""""~""• 1569. 
ShrdoaJ:ca,..Ac/le/i4,.ip!Mrtt, 1417. 
8hrotriya, 7GI, 1026. 
Shruti, 1030. 
b'hul;!wgupta, 088, U4G, 05:!, UU3, &61:J, 

970, 074, 087. 
Slwddlwd4na, 1.147. 
8/iildrru, 1430, 1663. 
SlltU!vol>fdo, 781, 043, UGI, U5G, n56, 

079. 
Simil&r, Uti. 
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Siroil&ri~y. 7~2, 7U4, 7UU, 1711, U37, 
1!)32. 

Shnilit.utlo, 1UO. 
Sint, •ro1\, 1530. 
SkawlhOit, ~67. HU:J. 
Sky-ftuwor, S:~u. 
Sky.lo~ ..... 8114, 922, 947. 1182. 
Sloop, 021. 
Smolln-. IOW. 
Smoke, 1:!43, 1319, 1387. 
~lttl1i-writer•, 138:!. 
Solar dloo, 1193. 
Soul, 887, ~88, 891, 89~. 1017, IO~u. 

1266, 1870, 1468, 1470, 1471, 1474, 
~~ 77, 164,, 1649. 

Souu ... , 1478, 1483. 
Souu ... n.,.., 1528, 1629, 1644. 
Soul-No, 1134, 1174, 1468, 1470. 
Sou.nd .• 823, 1042, 1049, 1080, 11?1, 

1186. 
s.-, 804, UIO, 9f.5, 1037, 1161, 111!0. 
8.-J<or, IOG9, 1062, 1071, 10?4, 1076, 

1401. 
Spe:akM'• Intention, 757. 
Speakerarup, 1496. 
Spoo.i6c lndividua.lity, 778, SO:!; 8~1. 

886, 904, 005, 006, 1623, 1674, 1670. 
Speooh, 929. 
Spirit, 841, 1266, 1430, 1486. 
lipftOja, 1010, 1011, 1012, 1013, 1014, 

IOIG, 1016, 1010, 1075, Josn. 122u, 
12!7, Ut8, 12.-'U, 1:!37, 1239, 124U, 
IUO. 

Srot4po,..no, 16.59. 
.SrvgA..a, 1022. 
St.&billty, 875, 817. 
Standard Entit.ieg, S3tl. 
Sta~. 862, 873. 
St~~. 865, 877. 
Stlok·holdor, \ 356. 
Story·booko, 1125, 1128, 1256. 
Stupidity, 1349. 
S11bjoot>, 74.2. 
Subjoot.ive oonsc.iousnne&:tJ., 9t4, 11 GU. 
Sublation, 1116. 
Sublatiog Cogni<ion. IZOII, 13,6, IS77. 
Sublidia.ry scionces, 1400. 
Suboiatenco, 913, 914. 
S11bltanoe, Quolity, eto., Oil(). 
.Suguta, 1260, 1429, 1'72, 1483. 
Sun•od--Jaiua writer, 830, 8( 0, 8,9, 

880. 

Summing up of P'f'Cim6~, ~;;?. 
Sun, 793, 1~a. IO<IG, 1186, 1189, 1193· 
Sun- reflected in wa~r. 1043. 
Supor~~Sanfluou~ thlnSj)l, 1111, 1137, 

1392. 
Supp......,r of D..,;...., (lluddl•a), lot86· 
Suspicion, 1349, 1370. 
StKJrga, 1 :!:JJ. 
SWJHya. U85. 
StxJJo~, 1385. 
S"-oon, 921. 
Sword, 9$2. 
Sylid.t>4tla, 835, 1•70, 1471, 14g7, 

7'tJ«., 1226. 
Taat.&, 1150. 
'l'aiMi/oJ<>, 888, 1416, 1417. 

-Maiirouyu, 80,, 
'l'alpurufa. 808. 
Toyin, 861, 1468, 1494, '1531. 
T .......... , 884, 1111, IU3,13_.. 
Teeerung of Duty, 1269. 
Ten Sins, 1630. 
'Ten S~ ', 1434, 1660. 
Thought-Ph .... , 1486. 
Three Cognition.o, 18t7. 
Tbro<> Facto"' (Info,..oco), 1300. 
Tht-ee Fee.turoa, ?6G. 
'£hroo·f••tur6<1 Prob..,., 1322. 
'£breo Patru., 1483. 
Throo Poinw of Timo, tun. 
Thundor, 1188. 
Time, 8~3. 863, 910, 1080, l:tt5, 1:U3, 

1297, 1360, IGU • .. -Division~ of. u.a . 
- All·porvading a.ud otomal. 

1081. 
Tradition, 1216. 

., a& P.ra1tt4t.a, 831. . 
Tr&ditiona.L TUno of 1,oa.cbon, 1117. 
'l'roik<llya, 861. 
~tiog Poroouolity, 802. 
Tn>yi, 1430. 
'1'~.'11~,1!18. 

~yo,l3Gl. 

"Trfiyti.a}qtdlUo, do., ..u.', 14.09. 
True Doctrinl, U69. 
True Know~•. 886 • 
Tru3twortby P•I'OOn, 1301, 1353. 
'L'rUth, 887, 1607, IUO. .. - Hlghoot, 1t69. 
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Trut.b!ulo- 7(8, 110( . 
Trrfambaka, 1648. 

u 
uw,..m, 1385, 1386. 
Udduo<ak<>ro. 111, uee, 11eo. 
Umbrolla, 781. 
Unborn One, 1349. 
Unoammon, 942. 
Uaoonocious, oeo. 

, De.t.ruct.ion, 1090, 1178. 
Unguanto, 1603. 
Unique Entity, 767. 
Unitory Conooption, 1238. 
UDito, 862. 
Unity, 8«. 
Univoraol, 762, 780, 770, 777, 838, 

858, 905, 94 1, 1006, 1008, 1016, 
1002, 1076, 1077, 1080, 1079, 1087, 
1088, 1089, 1093, 1134, 1141, 11(6, 
1206, 1221: 124!, 1246, 1378, 1639, 
1655, 1574, 1576, 1677. 

UnivoneJ Di.Molut.ion-none, 1069, 
1381. 

., , 1382 . 
UDiv._ISO.. 
Unmonif .. ted atate, 1087. 
'Ufi'Jh4 udl:am cAilf<>li', 1260. 
Upam6na, 760. u,.,.....,., 938, 1416. 
Upaoftld, 1400. 
Upcflamb/14, 8, 9. 
UpaZa/xlhi , 1875. 
Urv<Uhl, 1103, 1104. 
u..,., 802. 10611. 1008, 1215. 
Uflllfo, 1435. 
U14<WgO, 129 • . 

V 

V4Ai!li (River), 1618. 
v~.861,1244, ta9s. 
Vaidlko, 1427. 
Vairw6ya, 1260. 
Vail/ufika, 996, 1088, 1093, I Z7S. 
Validl~7. 1270, 1283, 1286, 1316, lUG, 

1346, 1347, 1300, 1373, 1384. 
Valid Cogni>ioo, 1383. 

,. Ko.owl&dgo, 74.2. 
Vardham6na, l t70, 1671. 
V ardllam6na.i>c>, 858. 
Variocalod oh&nooter, 857. 
Varieptod oolour, 8,6. 

Va.rieg.ation, 84-7. 
Varf<>, 1(()9. 
Vatudm>, 1207, 1340. 
VG~~~milTa, 86Z, 86f. 

""'¥- 700. 
"""'· 1101, 1102, 1105, 1218, 1219, 

1262, 12Gf, 1303, 1312, 1317, 
1321, 1323, 1365, 1370, 1379. 
1380, 1381, 1383, 1400, 1516, 
1526, 1532, 1537, 1538, 15(6, 

,. -e.atborit&ti.voand N.Uablo, 1099. 
,, -dependent on Pono~, 1107. 

Vod<lna (Fooling), 887. 
V ed4ntin, 936. 
Ved.iolnjunet.io,., 1099, 1100, 1241, 

1266, 1312, 1372. 
" Personality, 1114. 

Scho1aro, 1116, 1170, 1173, 1380, 
1381, U04, 1413, 1424, 1430. 

.. Sentence, 1117. 

.. Study, 1097, 1258. 
" Tradit-ion, 141~. 
" Words, 090. 

Velocity, IOU, 1170. 

V•bal Oognit.ion, 74.1, 74.2, '''· 758, 
785, 1300, 1308, 1386. 

, Entity, U39. 
,. Exprouion, 'Hi6. 

Statemont, 760, 776. 
., Text., 1381. 
.. u-. 1216, 1218. 

Vibllil<lko, 851. 
'Vi<lh6yedi', 11.07. 
vtdn.nw>, 1518. 
Vl...u.y.,. 1287. 
Villdiiii"Piri", 1086. 
Y'pm.t, 867. 
Vilh<f<ll«lrf/4, 1428. 
l'ifllu, 1297, 14,2*, 1546. 
Vlaual Organ, 104o5. 

, Pe:oeption, 1139, 1159. 
Vlodha-<i.aha, IG64. 
Void, 1614. 
Vt<ldhl (G...,oliC61), 1096, 1250. 
Vrihl, 1606. 
V~i400. 
VJI(ioc>, 1112. 
V~amMra, 1068. 

\V 

Waw, 1187, 1189, 1370, 1394. 
Woter.heating, 1008, 1511. 



WoU, 1()(5. 
Wbilo, 076. 
Wino, 1281. 
Wi><lom, 933, 1103. 1605. 
Womon, 1192. 
Word, Etorna1, 1523. 
Word, Word·Sound, H4, 753, 760, 778, 

00(, 1007, 1020, 1021, 1024, 1035, 
1088, 1039, 1051, 1063, 1056, 10&7, 
106(, 1070, 1072, 1081, 1086, 1087, 
1098, 1099, 1131, 1138, 1141, 1146, 
1147, 1173, 1178, 1170, 1180, 1181, 
1182, 1183, 1184, 1193, 1196, 1197, 
1109, 1202, 1206, 1214, 1217, 1222, 
1230, 1234, 1241, 1252, 1257, 1262, 
1300, 1301, 1352, 1414, 1432, U84. 

Word Md Donotation, 023. 
.. , Meaning, 1083 . 

Word-elorulity of, 1023. 
Wotdo, 1493. 
World, 1381. 
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'Vrong Cognition, lltStl, 1316, 1317, 
1377, 1300, 1301. 

u notions, 1486. 

YOga, 1261. 
Yojflo#, 1436. 
Yoft<f, H Ol. 
Yokp, 831. 
Yellow, 918. 
Yogo, 1623. 
Yogin, 1529. 
Yoocz.·.fUtra, 1384. 

Y. 

Yuk<i (ao a P<om4t~<J), 827. 
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SELECT OPINIONS 

Sylvain Le vi : 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 
editorship 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 " Oriental 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 
--.. --

Critical editions of unprinted and original works of Oriental 
Literature, edited by competent scbolara, and published 

at the Oriental Institute, B aroda 

I. BOOKS PUBLISHED. 
Rs. A. 

1. Kavyamimarilsil. : a work on poetics, by R~jaaekhars. 
(880-920 A.D.): edited by C. D. Dalal and R. Ananta. 
kriabns. &atry, 1916. Reissned, 1924. Third edition 
revised a.nd enlarged by Pandit K. S. &maswami 
Sbastri of the Oriental Institute, Ba.roda, 1934 . . 2--0 

Thi4 booJ; 1uu bun 8U o.t a tezt..booJ; by aeoual U ni,.,.aitiu including 
BtiUiru, Btnnbay, and Patna. 

2. Naraniirayal)iinanda: a poem on the P&urtiJ?ic story of 
Arjuna e,nd Kr.J?a'a rambles on Monnt Girns.r, by Vas· 
t upiila, Minister of King Vlradhs.vala of Dholks., cotn· 
poeed between Ss.mvs.t 1277 and 1287, i.e., A.D. 1221 
and 1231 : edited by C. D. Dalal and R. Anantalaishna 
Sastry, 1916 . . Oul of print. 

3. Tar kasan,raha: a work on Philosophy (refutation of 
V~ theory of atomic creation) by !nand&jiiiDa 
or Anandagiri, the famous commentators on Sal\karf.. 
o!lrya's BM~yas, who flourished in the latter half of 
the 13th century: edited by'l'. M. Tripathi, 1917. Oul of print. 

4. Piirthapariikrama: a drama describing Arjuna'a re
covery of the cows of King V1rll~, by Prahl!l.danadeva, 
the fonnder of Pll.anpur and the younger brother of 
the .l'aramira king of Cbandriivatl (a state in i\Urwiir), 
and a feudatory of the kings of Guzerat, who was a 
Yuva.rAja in Samvs.t 1220 or A.D. 1164: edited by 
C. D. Datal, 1917 . . Ovl of print. 

6. Riitt raui;Jbavath&a: an historieal poem (MahAkivya) 
describing the hiatory' 6£ the Blgulas of Jl!ayiiragiri, 
from Rl•~rau4J>a, king. of Kanauj and the originator 
of the dynasty, to Ntlilyana Shah of Mayiiragiri, by 
Rudra Kavi, composed in Ss.ka 1518 or A.D. 1696: 
edited by Pandit Em bar Krishnamacharys. with lntro· 
dnction by C. D. Dalal, 1917 . . . . Out of print. 

6. LlnganuSiisana : on Gra.mmar, by Vams.na, who lived 
between the last quarter of tho 8th oentury and tho 
first quarter of the 9th century : edited by C. D. 
Ds.lal, 1918 0-8 

7. VaeantavUiisa: an · hiatoriaal poem (Mah&kivya) de
scribin& the life of VaatupAla and tbe history of 
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Rs. A. • 

..Ouzerat, by Biilach~ndra.siiri (from M~heraka or 
<:Modhera in Kam Pranb, :Baroda State), contemporary 
of Vastupil&, oom~ after hia death for hia 80D in 
Samvat 1296 (A.D. 1240): edited by 0. D . Dalal, 1917 1-8 

8 • . .RGpaka~tkam : six dramas by Vataanlja, m.inister of 
· · • J?aramardicleva. of Ka.linjara, who lived between the 

• . 2nd half of the 12th and the lat q ur.rter of 13th cen· 
tury: edited by C. D. Dalr.l, 1918 Oul of print. 

9. Mohapariijaya : r.n allegorical dra.ma describing the 
overcoming of King Mohe. (Tempta.tion), or the conver· 
aion of Kumarapiila, the Ch&!ukya King of Guzerat, 
~ Jaipism, by Y&Sr.l)plla, an officer of King Ajaya· 
den, aon of Kumllraplla, who rei~ned from A.D. 1229 
to 1232: edited by Muni Chaturvi)ay&ji with Introduo· 
~ion and Appendices by C. D. Dalal, 1918 2-{) 

10. Hammiramadamardana: a drama glorifyinj,;• two 
brotben, Vastupi]e.and Tej&~plla, and their · VIr&· 
db&vala of Dbo!k&, by J&yasirilhNii.ri, pupil o VIr&· 
aiiri, and an Aoiirya of tho temple of Munianvrata 
at Broach, compooed between Samvat 1276 &nd 1286 
or A.D. 1220 and 1239: edited by 0. D. Dalal, 1920 . . 2-{) 

11. Udayaaundarikatbii: a romanoe (Campii, in prose and 
poetry) by; S~Qllala, a contemporary of and patronieed 
by the three brothets, Chcliittarltj&, Nilgll']unA, and 
Mummn~iriij&, su~ve rulers of Konkan, composed ·' 
between A.D. 1026 and 1050: edited by 0. D. Dalal 
and Pandit Embr.r Kriahnr.niaohs.rya, 1920 · . , 2-4 

12. Mahii~ldyavlcjambana : a work on Nyllya Philosophy: 
, l;ly Bha~\'> Vadlndra. who lived about A.D. 1210 to 
!274 : edtted by M. R. Tela.ng, 1920 . . . . 2-8 

13. Priicinal!urjarakavyaa~araba : & collection of · oid 
Gdzerati poems dating from 12th to 15th · oentuiie& 
4.D.: edited by C. D. Dalal, 1920 

14. Kumarapilapratibodha : a biogr&phioal work in 
Prlkrt4, by Somapnbhlchirya, oompoeed in Samvat 
1241 or A.D. 1195: edited by Mnni . .Tmavijayaji, 1920• 7-8 

15. Ga~;~akiirlki : & work on: Philoaophy (PUnpata Sohcol), 
by Bhisarvai,i!a who lived in the 2nd h.U of the ioth 
century : edited by C. D. Dalal, 1921 · .. 1-4 

16. Sa6gitamakaranda : a work on Music, by Nlnda ·: 
edited by .M. R. Telang, 1920 .. , · .. . : 2-{) 

17. K'llvindriiciirya Llst ·: · 'list _'of Sari.8krit works' in the 
eollection of Kavtndracarya, a Benares Pandit ' (1656 
~.D.); edited by ·R. .An&.ntakrishna ShNtry, with ·a 1 • 
(9~eword by Dr. Ganganatha Jha, 1921 . . . . , 0-12 

18. Vlir iihagrhyasiitra: Vedic ritual (domeetio) of the 
Ye.jurvede.: edited by Dr. R. ShamNNtry, 1920 :. 0-10 

19. lAkhapaddhatl : "coUO<ltion of models of state e.ud pri· 
vate documeote, dating from 8th to 16th oentnriee A.D.: 
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odited by C. D. Dalal and G. K .. Shrigondekar, · : -: 
1925 2-0 

20. Bhavitayattakahii or Paflcamikaha : a romMoe in 
Apabbrariula language, by D.hanap§la (circa 12th cen-
tury) : edited by C. D. Dalal and Dr. P. ]), Gune, 1923 ~ 

21. A Descriptive CataJoaue of the Palm-leaf and Im
portant Paper MSS. in the Bhandars a t Jessal
mere, compiled by C. D. Dalal and edited by P&ndit 
L. B. G&nd.hi, 1923 .. .. • • 3-4 

22. Para$ur iimakalpasiitra : e. work on Tantra., with oom. 
mentary by R&meava.re. : edited by A. Me.he.deva 
Saetry, B.A., 1923 . • . . Out of print. 

23. Nltyotsava : e. supplement to the Para4urlmakalpe.aiitre. 
by Uminandan&tha: edited by A. Me.hadeva Saetry, 
B.A., 1923. Second re.vised edition by Swami Tirvik· 
re.ma Tirthe., 1980 . . • . • • . :>-0 

24. Ta ntrarahaaya : a work on the PribhAkara Sohool 
of Piirvamtm!ma&, by Rlmanujlicirya: edited by Dr. 
R. Shamaae.atry,l923 •. .. OW of print. 

25, 32. Samari6Qa9a : a work on architectUI'e, town. 
planning, and engineering, by king Bhoja of Dhara . . 
(11th oentury): edited by Mahamaho~y&y)O T. · 
GaJ;tapati Shaatri, Ph.D. IDustrated. 2 vola., 1924-1925 10-0 

26, 41 . Siidhanamiili : a Buddhist Tlntrio tex.t of rituals, 
dated 1165 A.D., consisting of 812 small works, com. 
posed by distinguished · 'Writers : edited by J;lenpytosh 
Bhattaeharyya, M.A., Ph.D. IDU8trated.· 2vols., 1926-
1928 ~~ 

27. A Descriptive Catatoaue of MSS. in the Central 
Library, Baroda: compiled by G. K. Sbrigondekar, 
M.A., and K. S. Ramaswlml Sbaatri, with a Prefaoe 
by B . Bhattacharyye., Ph.D., in 12 vols., vol. I (Veda, 
Ved•la~J;t&, t.nd Upani~B), 1925 . . • • :>-0 

28 . . Mltiasolliisa or Abbllatltilrtbacintiimal)l: an. enoy· 
clopald.io work treating of one hundred different topios 
connected with the Royal hoU8ehold and ·the Royal 
ootttt, by Someavare.deva, & Chalukya king of the 12th. 
oontury: edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, llol.A.1 a· vole., 
vol. I, 1926- · • 2-12 

29. Nalavlliia!l : a drama by R&m&eht.ndrasii;i, pupj) of. .. 
Hem&ehandrt.siiri, describing the Paurll)ika etory ' of • 
NaJa &nd De.mt.yt.ntt: edited by G. K. Sbrigondekar, 
~l.A., and L. B. Gandhi, 1926 · 2-4 

30, 31. Tattvasa6Qraha : a Buddhist philosophie&l work 
of the 8th cent'ury, by Ssntara~ita., a Professor at 
N«landl with Paiiji.ki (commentary) by his diaoiple 
Kamala811&, aleo a Professor at Nllt.ndll : edited by 
P.;ndit Embar Krishn.amlchlrya with e. Foreword 
by B . Bhattacharyya, 1\l.A., ·Ph.D., 2 vole .• 1926 . • 24-0 
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33, 34. Mlrat-1-Abmadl: by A1i Mallammad Khan, the 

!an Mogbul Dewan of Quja.rat: edited in the original 
Persian by Syed Nawab All, M.A., Profeaaor of PeraiAn, 
Baroda College, 2 vols., Uluetrated, 1926-1928 • • 19-8 

86. Miinava!lrbyasiitra: n work on Vedio ritual (domeatio) 
of the Yajurveda with the BhA~ya of A,!ilvakra: 
edited with an lntrodqction in Sanakrit by Pandit 
Rftmakri!bna Harahaji S&etri, with a Preface by Prof. 
B. 0. Lele, 1926 6-0 

86, 68. NityaAiistra : of Bharata with the commentary of 
Abhlnavagupta. of Kuhmir: edited by M. Ramakriab.na 
K&vi, M.A., 4. vols., vol. I, Dlusmted, 1926 (om of 
prilll}, vol. n. 1984 6-0 

37. Apabhram8akiivyatrayi: consisting of tJuoeo works, 
the Careatl, UpadNaraalyana, and Kalasvarupakul&ka, 
by Jlnad&tta Siiri (12th century) with oommentarice: 
edited with an elllborata introduction in Sanskrit by 
L. B . Gandhi, '1927 · 4-0 

88. Nyayaprave8a, Part I (Sanskrit Text) : on Buddhist 
Logic of Dinn5ga, with commentaries of Haribbadra 
Sliriand Parivadeve.: edited by Principal A. B. Dbruva, 
M.A., LL.B., Pro·Vioe-Ohancellor, Hindu University, 
Benarea, 1930 . . 4-0 

89. Nyiyaprave4a, Part ll (Tibetan Text) : edited with 
introdaction, notel, appendioe8, eto., by Pandit Vidhu· 
aekb&ra Bhattacbaryyt., Principal, Vidyabbavana, VIS· 
vabbarati, 1927 1-8 

40. Advayavajn~sa6!lraha : consisting of twenty short 
works on Buddhist philosophy by Advaynvajra, D. Bud· 
dbist savant belonging to the 11th century A.D., 
edited by Mablmallopddhyttya Dr. Harapr&SD.d Sastri, 
M.A., O.I.E., Hon. D.Litt., 1927 . . . . 2-0 

42, 60. Ka1padrukoAa : atandard work on Sanskrit Laxioo· 
graphy, by Keolava : edited with an elaborate introduc· 
tion by the lata Pandit Ramavata.ra Sbarma, 
Sahityacbarya, M.A., of Patna and index by Pandi\ 
Sbr'Irant Sbanna., 2 vola., vol. I (text}, vol. ll {index), 
1928-1932 14-0 

4.8. J>Urat-1-Ahmad i Supplement: by All Mubr.mmad 
Khan. ~nslatad into English from tile original 
Persian by Mr. C. N. Seddon, 1.0.8. (rtlirtd), and Prof. 
Syed Nawab Ali, M.A. IDustrated. Correotad reissue, 
1928 .. .. .. .. .. 6-8 

4.4. Two Vajrayina Works : comprising Prajllop&yavini.S· 
cayasiddbi of Anailgavajra and Jll«nasiddhi of Indra· 
bhiiti-two important works belonging to the litt~ 
known T!'lltra 1Cboo1 of Bnddhism (8th oentury 

' I 

A.D.): edited by B. Bbattacbaryya, Ph.D., 1929 . . 3-0 
4.6. B biiva prakihllA : of S&radltanaya, a comprebenaive !.'. 

work on Dramaturgy and Raaa, belonging to 
A.~. ~176-1260; edlted by His Holineae Yadugiri 
YatmoJa Swami, Melkot, and K. S. R&maswami Sastri 
Oiiental Institute, llarod&, 1929 ' 7-0 
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46. R~macarlta ' of Abhinanda., Court poet of Hftravana 
~ ~roba.bly _tb& aa.me a.s Deva.pala. of ~he Pllt. Dynasty Or 
, Bengal (cu. 9th century A.D .): edited by K. S. R.ama· 
1 awa.mi Saetri, 1929 . . . . . . 7-$ 

• 

·'· 

·, 

' . 

47. Nai!Jarajaya~obhii,aJ)a; by N!'Simhaka.vi olia.t Abhi
nava Kalidis&, a. work on Sanskrit Pootica and relates 
to tbe glorification of NailiarAja, son of V!rabhiipa. of 
Mysore: edited by Pandit E. Kri8bna.macharya, 1930 5-0 

48. Ni!tyadarpaqa' on dramaturgy, by Ri!macandra Siiri 
with his own commentary : edited by Pandit L. B. 
Oandhi a.nd G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A. 2 vola., vol. I, 
1929 4-8 

49. P re-Dlnniiga Buddhist T exts on Logic from 
Chinese Sources : cont&ini.ng the English translation 
of BaJ<UiUtrG of Arya.deva, Tibetan text a.nd English 
tra.nsla.tion of Vigraha-vy<lvartani of Nllgirjun& and the 
re-tra.nalation into Sanskrit from Chinese of Upiiyllhr· 
daya and Tarl:a.fa&tra: edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tuooi, 
1930 .. .. .. .. ~ 

50. Mlrat -1-Ahmadi Supp lement: Pereian text giving 
an aocount of Guzerat, by All Muhammad Khan : 
ediu.d by Syed Na.wab All, M.A., Principal, Baha.ud-
din College, June.gadh, 1930 . . ~ 

61, 77. Trl,atf.lbliikipuru~acaritra: ofHemaoandra, tra.ns
lated into English with copious notes by Dr. Helen 
M. J ohnson of Osceola., Mi8souri, U.S.A. 4 vols., vol. I 
(!drgvaracaritra), illustrat.ed, I 931; vol. ll,1937 26-0 

62. Daq4avlveka : a. comprehensive Penal Code of the 
ancient Hindus by V a:rdhamina. of the 15th century 
A.D. : edited by Mabamabopa.dhya.ya Kama.la Kr~~a 
Smrtit!rtha, 1931 . . 8-$ 

53. T athiiga taguhyaka or Gubyasamiija : the 6&l'liest and 
the moot a.nthorit.a.tive work of the Tantra. School of 
the Buddhists (Srd cenwry A.D.): ediu.d by B.'Bhatta-
cbaryya, Ph.D., l 931 4-4 

64. J ayllkbyaaamhltii : an authoritative PUicarAtra. work 
of the 5th century A.D., highly respeoted by the South 
Indian Va.i~~a.va.s : edited by Pandit E. Kri8hn&ma
charyya of Vadtal, with one illustration in nine colours 
and a Foreword by :a. Bhattaoha.ryya, Ph.D., 1931 I~ 

65, Klivyiilanka~asarasamgraha : of Udbha~a with the 
commentary, probaqly the aame a.s Udbhe.~a.viveb of 
:Rlj&nab Tila.b (11~ century A.D.): edited by K. S. 
Rama.swami Sastri, 1931 ~ 

66. P i r iinanda Siitra : an ancient TAntric work of the 
Hindus in Siitr& form giving details of many practices 
and rites of a ne'if School of Tantra.: edited by Swam• 
Trivlkramo. Tirtha with a Foreword by B. Bhatta-
charyya, Ph.D., 1931 ~ 
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57, 69. Absan-ut-Tawarikb: history oftheSafawi Period of 
Pm~ian llisU>ry, 15th and 16th oenturiee, by Haaan
i-Rumlu: edited by C. N. Seddon, I.C.S. (rdired), 
!Wader in Penian awl Marathi, University of O.dord. 
2 vols. (Persian text and translation in English), 

Ra. A.. 

1932-34 19-8 
68. Padmiio aoda Mahiikavya: giving the life history of 

~abhadeva, the first T!rthankara of t he Jai~, by 
Amarachand.ra Kavi of the 13~h oontury : edited by 
H. R. Kapadia, M.A., 1932 14-0 

60. $abdaratnasamanvaya : an interesting lexicon of the 
N!n~r~ha class in Sanskrit compiled by the Maratha 
l,'{in.q Sa.h~>ji of Tanjore: edited by Pandit ViHhala 
S4stTt, Sanskrit Pa~haaala., Baroda, with a Foreword by 
B. Bhattacha.ryya, Ph.D., 1932 11-0 

61. Saktlsanaama Taotra : a voluminous oompondi= of 
the Hindu Taotra comprising four books on KAI.I, TirJ., 
Sundr.ri and ChhinnamastA: edited by B. Bhatt.a-
eharyya, M. A.., Ph.D., 4 vols., vol. I, KJ.lJkhaQ<Ja, 1932 2-8 

62. Prajiiaparamitiis: commentaries on the PrajllipJ.ra
mitA, a Buddhist philosophical work: edited by 
Giuseppe Tuooi, Member, ltalia.n Academy, 2 vols., 
vol. I , 1932 12-0 

63. Tarlkb-1-Mubarakhshahi: an authentic and oontem. 
porary account of the kings of the Saiyyid Dyna.sty of 
Delhi: translated into English from original Persian by 
Kama.J Krishna. Basu, M.A., Professor, T.N.J. College, 
Bhagalpur, with a. Foreword by Sir Ja.dunath Sarkar, 
Kt., 1932 .. .. .. .. 7-8 

64,. Slddhiiota b indu : on Vedl!.nta phi.l~sopby, by ?tla.dbusii· 
dana Sarasvatl with commentary of Po~ottama : 
edited by P. 0. DivaDji, M.A., LL.M., 1933 11-0 

66. lt~slddhi : OD VedaDta philosophy, by Vimukt!tm&, 
disciple of AvyayAtmi, with the author' a own oomment. 
ary: edited by M. Hiriyanna, M.A., Retired Profeaaor 
of Sanskrit, Maharaja's Coli., Myaore, 1933 . . 14-0 

66, 70, ?3. Shabara-Bhii'ya: oD the M!lnlmsA Siitra.s of 
Jaimini: Translated into English by Mahlmahopidh
yiya Dr. Ganganath Jba, M.A., D.Litt., eto., Vioe· 
Chancellor, Univereity of Alla.habad, in 3 vols., 1933-
1936 48-0 

67. Sanskrit T exts from Ball : compri&ing e. large nWll· 
ber of Hindu and Buddhist ritualistic, religious and 
other texts recovered from the islands of Jav~ e.nd Bali 
with oompa.riaons: edited by Professor Sylve.in Levi, 
1983 .. .. .. .. .. . 3-8 

71. NiirilyaQa Sataka : a devotional poem of high literary 
merit by Vidyikara with the commentAry of Pltl!.mbara: 
edited by Pandit Shrikant Sharma., 1936 . . 2-0 

J 
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72. Riijadharma-Kaustubba: an elaborate Smrti work on 
Rl.jadha.rma., RAjanlti a.nd the requiremente of kings, 
by Anantadeva: edited by the late Mabam~>hopadbynya 
Kam&Ja Kriahna Smrtitirtha, 1935 . . • . 1()-{) 

74. Portuguese Vocables In Asiatic Languages : tre.na-
lated into English from Portuguese by Prof. A. X. 
So&res, ?!{.A., LL.B., Baroda College, Bsroda, 1936 . . 12-0 

7/l. Niiyakaratna : a eommuntery on the Nyiyaratn&mAlA 
of PArthasli.r&thi Misra. by RAmAnuj&. of the Prabbllk&ra 
Sobool: edited by K. S. Rama.swami S...tri of the 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1937 . . . . 4-8 

76. A Descr iptive CataloQue of MSS. In t he Jaln Bhan-
dars at P attan : edited from the notes of the late ll!r. 
C. D. Dalal, M.A., by L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., vol. I, 1937 8-() 

78. Ga.,ltatilaka : of Srtpati with the oommentary of 
Sir)lha.tila.ka, a non-Jain work on Arithmetic with 

. a Jain commentary: edited by H. R. Kapadia, M.A., 
1937 . • 4-0 

79. The Foreign Vocabulary of the Quran: showing the 
extent of borrowed words in the sacred text : compiled 
by Professor Azthur Jelfery of the Scllool of Orient&! 
Studies, Cairo, 1938 12-0 

80, 83. T attvasangraba: of Santara~ta with tbo conlmen-
tery of Kamala4Ua : translated into Engliab by Ma.b&
mahopadhyaya Dr. Gang~>n&th Jha, 2 vols., 1937-39 . . 37-() 

81. Hamsa-villisa: of Hamaa Mi~~bu: forma an elaborate 
defence of the various mystic practices and worship: 
edited by Swami Trivlkr&ma Tirtha and Ma.ha.mo.ho-
padhya.ya Ha.thibbai Sbastri, 1937 5-8 

82. Siiktlmuktlivali: a well-known Sanskrit work on 
Anthology, of Jalba.~a.. a contempor&ry of King Kr~r;~a. 
of the Northern Yida.va Dynasty (A.D. 1247): edited 
by Pandit E. Krisbnama.cbarya., Sanskrit PA~baUiii, 
Va.dt&J, 1938 11-() 

n. BOOKS IN THE PRESS . 
• ,1 •• 

1. Niityaliiistra.: edited by M. Rama.krlshna Kavi, 4 vols., 
vol. ID. 

2. Miinasolliisa or Abhil84itllrthactntimar)l, edited by G. K. 
Shrigondeka.r, M.A., 3 vola., vol. II. · 

3. Alamkiiramabodadhl: · a famous work on Sanskrit 
Poetics compoeed by Narendrapmbba Suri a.t the 
request of Minister Va.stupila in 1226 A.D.: edited by 
Lalcbandra B. Ga.ndhi of the Oriental Institute, Ba.roda. 

4. Dviidasliranayacakra : an ancient polemic&! treatise 
giving .. reaum8 of the different philoeophloal systems 
with a. refutation of the same from the Jam stand-
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point by MAilavidi Suri with & commentary "by 
Simhaauri Gani: edited by Muni O&turvijay&ji. 

IS. Jtrtyakalpataro : of lA~ldhara, minister of King 
Govindaehandra of Kanauj : edited by Principal K. V. 
R&ngaawami Aiyangor, Hindu University, Bent.ree. 

6. Brbaspati Sm.rtl, being a reeonatructed text of the 
now loet work of Brhaspa.ti: edited by Principal K. V. 
Rangoawomi Aiyangar, Hindu University, Benaree. 

7. A Descriptive Catalojlue of MSS. In the Oriental 
Institute, Baroda: compiled by K. S. &ma.swami 
Sastri, Srauta. Pandit, Oriental Institute Bnroda, 12 
vols., vol. IT (Srauta, Dharma, and Grhya Sutra.s). 

8. Mi dhaviinala-Kamakandal.i: aromancoin old Western 
Rajn.sthani by G&Qapati, a Klyastha from A.mod: 
edited by M. R. Majumdar, M.A.., LL.B. 

9. T attvopaplava : a masterly criticism of the opinions of 
tho prevailing Philosophioal Scllools by J&yarldi: 
edited by Pandit Sukhalalji of tho Ben&ree Hindu 
Uni vereity. 

10. Aneklintajayap&tak.ii : of Haribbadn Suri (c. 1120 A.D.) 
with his own commentary and Tippanaka by Muni· 
chandra the Guru of V&diden Siiri : edited by H. R. 
Kapadia., M.A. 

11. Parama-Sarhhlta : an authoritative work on the 
PAI!oharAtra. system : edited by Dowt\ll Baba.dur S. 
Krishna.swami Aiyangor, of Madra.s. 

III. BOOKS UNDER PREPARATION. 

l. Prajlliipllram.ltas : commentaries on tho PrajMJ)lra.· 
mitA, a Buddhist philosophical wor'k: edited by l'rof. 
Giuaeppa Tucci, 2 vols., vol. IT. 

2. Saktlaatljlama Tantra: comprising four books on KAU, 
Tlrt., Sundarl, and ChhinnamasU : edited by B. 
Bhatteoharyya, Ph.D., ~vols., vols. n-IV. 

3. Nii!yadarpaqa: introduction in Sanslait giving an 
a.ooount of tho antiqnity and u.sofuln.a of the In· 
dian drama, the different theoriee on 1\&a, and an ex
amination of the problems rai&ed by tbe text, by 
L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., vol. n. 

4. Curjarariisiivali : a collection of several old Gujarati 
Rlsn.s: edited by Me8Sl"8. B . K. Thakore, M. D. Desa.i, 
and M. C. Modi. 

G. Tarkabhli~a : "' work on Buddhist Logio, br. ?o1okfikara 
Gupta. of the Jaga.ddal& mona.stery: edited with a 
Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Emba.r Kriahn&m&· 
oharya. of Vadtal. 

6. A Descriptive Catalojlue of MSS. In the Oriental 
Institute, Baroda: compiled by the Library atatJ, 12 
vola., vol. m ($m.rti MSS.). 
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7. An Alphabetical List of MSS. ln the Oriental Insti-
tute, Baroda : compiled from the existing card cata-
logue by the Library Staft. · 

8. Ni tikalpataru : the famou.s N!ti work of K4emendra.: 
edited by Sardar K. M. Ptmikkar, M.A., of Pati&Ja. . 

9. Cbhakkammuvaeso: an Apabbramsa. work of theJains 
containing didact.io religious teachings: edited by 
L. B. Gandhi, Jain Pandit. 

10. Sarbrat Slddbunta: the well-known work on Astro
nomy of Jagannatha. Pandit: oritically edited with 
numerous diagrams by Pandit Keda.r Nath, Rajjyotisi, 
Jaipur. 

11. Vlmalaprabbli: the famous commentary on the KfJa.
oakra Tantra and the moat important work of the 
Kilac&kra School of the Buddhist&: edited with oom
parisons of the Tibetan and Cbioe11e versions by Giuseppe 
Tucci of the Italian Aoadem.y. 

12. Nltpannayo~ilmbara T antra : describing a. large 
number of maQ<;Ialaa or magio circles and numerous 
deities: edited by B. Bhattaoharyya. 

13. Paaatin-1-Salatln: a contemporary a.ocount of the 
Sultana of Bijapur : tranalated into English by M. A. 
Kazi of the Baroda College and B. Bhattaoharyya. 

14. Madana Mahlirqava : a Smrti work principally dealing 
with the doctrine of K&rmaviplka oomposed during 
the reign of Mindhl!.ti son of Madanapilla: edited by 
Em bar Kriahnama.oharya.. 

16. Trlta~tlsaliildipurutacarltra: of Hemacandra: tra.ns
lated into English by Dr. Helen Johnaon, 4 vols., 
vola. m-IV. 

16 . . Vlviida Cintiimaoi : of Vaohaapati MiSra: an authorita
tive Sm.rti work on the Hindu Law of Inheritance : 
translated into English by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. 
Oanganatha Jh&. 

Brhaspatitattva : a Saiva troa.tise belonging to an early 
stratum of the !gamio litar&ture written in old Javanese 
with Sanskrit 6lokaa intenpread in the text: edited by 
Dr. A. Zeiseniaa of Leiden. 

Al)u Bhiitya : a standard work of the SuddhildV&ita 
Sohool: translated into English by Prof. G. H. Bhatt, 
M.A. of the Baroda College. 

Apariijltaprcchii : a. voluminous work on architecture 
an.d fine-ana: edited by Mr. P. A. Mankad, L.C.E. 

Hetublndu : the fa.mous work of Dharmaklrti on Buddhist 
logic: edited from a single MS. discovered at Pattan, by 
Pandit Snkhalalji of the Beoares Hindu University. 
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Sl . A Qcscrlptive Catal~ue of MSS. In the Jain Bhan
dars at Pattan : edited from tho notes of ~he la.te Mr. 
0. D. Dalal, ?ti.A., by L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., vol. IT. . 

For further particula.ra please commmlicate 
with-

Tml DtREOTOB, 

Orientallmtitute, Baroda. 

Rs. A. 
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TRE GAEKWAD'S STUDIES IN RELIGION AND 
PIDLOSOPHY. 

Rs. A. 
1. The Com parative S tudy of Reliatons: [Contents: 

I, ~he souroeo and nature of religjoua truth. II, super· 
natural beings, good and bad. liT, the soul, its nature, 
origin, and destiny. IV, sin and suffering, salvation 
and redemption. V, religioUJ praotioee. VI, the emo
tional attitude and religious ideall): by Alban G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1922 . • . . . . ll>-0 

2. Goods and Bade : being the aubetanoe of a aeriee of 
talks and d~uasiona with H .H. the Maha:aja Gaekwad 
of Barod&. [Contents: introduction. I, physical values. 
II, intelleotual value.. Ill, 11!8thetio values. IV, 
moral value. V, religious value. VI, the good life, ita 
unity and attainment]: by Alban G. Widgery, ?ti.A., 
1920. (Library edition Rs. 6) . . . • 3-0 

3. I mmorta lity and other Eaaaya : [Contents: I, philoa
ophy a.nd life. li, immortality. m, morality and 
religion. IV, Jeaua and modem oulture. V, the 
paycbology of Christian motive. VI, free Catholicism 
and non-Christian Religions. VII, Nietzsche a.nd 
Tolstoi on Morality and Religion. VIII, Sir Oliver 
Lodge on science and religion. IX, the value of con· 
fession.s of faith. X, the idea of reaurreotion. XI, 
religion a.nd beauty. XII, religion a.nd history. 
XIII, principles of reform in religion]: by Alban G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1919. (Cloth Ra.. 3) 2-0 

4. Confutatlon of Atheism : a trAD.Blation of the Badi<l·i· 

'-

Balila or the tradition of the Myrobalan Fruit: trans-
lated by Vali Mohammad Chhanganbhe.i Momin, 1918 . . 0-14 

Conduct of R oyal Servants : being a. collection of verses 
from the Vtramitrodaya. with their translations in 
English, Gujarati, and Maratbi: by B. Bhatte.eharyya, 
M.A., Ph.D. • . • . . . . . 0-6 

• 
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SELUNG AGENTS OF THE GAEKWAD'S ORIENTAL SERIES 

Messrs. Luzac & Co., 46, Great Russell Street, London, 
W.C.l. 

Messrs. Arthur Probsthain, 41, Great RW!8ell Street, 
London, W.O. 1. 

Messrs . Deighton Bell & Co., 13 & 30, Trinity Street, 
Cambridge. 

Germany 

Messrs. Otto Harrassowltz, Buohha.ndlung und Anti
quariat, Queratrasse 14, Leipzig, 0. 1. 

A-u4tria 

Messrs. Gerold & Co., Stefansplatz 8, Vienne. 

Oalcutk> 

Messrs. The Book Co., Ltd ., 4/3, College Square. 

Messrs. Thacker Splnk & Co., 3, Esplanade East. 

BentJrta Oity 

Messrs. Braj Bbusan Das & Co., 40/6, Thathari Bazar. 

LaMre 

Messrs. Mebrchand Lacbrnandass, Sanskrit Book Dep6t, 
Said Mitha Street. · 

Messrs. Motllal Banarsldass, Punjab Sanskrit Book 
Dep6t, Said Mitha Street. 

B=bay 

Messrs. Taraporevala & Sons, Kitab Mahal, Homby 
Road. 

Messrs. Gopal Narayan & Co., Kalba.devi Road. 

Messrs. N. M. Trlpathl & Co., Kalbadevi Road. 

Poona. 

Oriental Book Supply Agency, 15, Shukrawsr Peth. 
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