
N _ Theg·
yay!- utras 
Gautama 

• 

Volumell 

Mahamahopadhyaya 
• 

GANGANATHA JHA • Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



THE NY.A.YA SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 
Translated by Satifa Chandra Vidyabha$a1Jll 

Revised and edited by Nandlal Sinha 

The present edition has the following special features. It 
contains (1) the Sanskrit Text (Siitra) in Nagari characters, 
followed by (2) the meaning of each and every word of the 
Siitra, (3) English translation of the Siitra and ( 4) its exposition. 
It also has six useful Appendices. App. A contains the Nyaya 
Suci Nibandhana of Vacaspati Misra in English translation. 
App. B gives the Siitras omitted in the second edition. App. C 
contains a summ~ry of Vatsyayana's Bha~ya in English. App. 
D gives an alphabetical list of the Siitras. App. E gives the 
Word Index to the Nyaya Siitras. And App. F contains the 
Index of Words in English. Rs. 80 

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHIES: Vol. II 
Nyaya-Vaise~ika 

Ed. Karl H. Potter 

The volume provides a detailed resume of current knowl
edge about the classical Indian philosophical System of Nyaya
Vaise~ika in its earlier stages. It covers the literature from the 
beginning, i.e. the Siitras of Gautama and Kai;iada upto the 
time of Garigefa (c. 1350 A.o.). 

Herein are included summaries of the major works of the 
school· such as Nyaya Siitras of Gautama, Vaise~ika Siitras of 
Kai;iada, the Bha~yas of Vatsyayana and Prafastapada, the 
Varttika ofUddyotakara, and the works of Udayana, Vacaspati 
Misra, Jayanta, Sridhara, Bhasarvajfia, Varadaraja, Siva
ditya, Kesavamisra and others. 

These summaries are arranged in a relative chronological 
order to assist the reader in tracing the deyelopment of the 
school's thought. Scholars around the world have collaborated 
in the undertaking. Rs. 150 

GAUTAMA: THE NY.A.YA PHILOSOPHY 
N. S. Junankar 

In this study ofNyaya Philosophy as propounded by Gautama 
and explained by Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara the author 
has examined the empirical foundations of its theory of cognition 
and proof and the validity of the conclusions based on them. 
The analysis reveals that the Nyaya theory does not warrant 
the nature, career and destiny of the self (Atman). The concep
tual framework rests upon the questionable assumption that 
not only is the experience of the expert (apta) incorrigible but 
his communication of that experience is authentic. The study 
is both a challenge to the traditional presentation of the Indian 
cultural heritage and a constructive hypothesis for further re
search and re-appraisal on new lines. · Rs. 130 

MOTILAL BANARSIDASS 
Delhi Varanasi Patna Madras 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



@ MOTILAL BANARSIDASS 
Head Office : Bungalow Road, Delhi 110 007 
Branches: Chowk, Varanasi 221 001 

Ashok Rajpath, Patna 800 004 
6 Appar Swamy Koil Street, Mylapore, 

Madras 600 004 

First published : in Indian Thought, 1912-1919 
Reprint : Delhi, 1984 

ISBN : 0-89581-754-3 

Printed in India by Shantilal Jain, at Shri Jainendra Press, 
A-45, Phase I, Naraina, New Delhi 1100 28 and published by 
Narendra Prakash Jain for Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi 110 007. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



CONTENTS 

Detailed Examination of Doubt 585 
Detailed Examination of Pramiuµ.s in General 606 
Detailed Examination of Perception 661 
Examination of the Nature of Composite Wholes 707 
Examin~tion of Inference 798 
Examination of the Nature of Time-specially the Present · 805 
Examination ofAnalogical Cognition 816 
Examination of Word in General 825 
On 'Word' in Particular 847 
The Exact Number of Pramal).as 881 
Non-eternality of Words 903 
Modifications of Sound 987 
Examination of the Nature of Words and their Potencies 1009 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



ADHYXYI II. 
J)a{ly Lesson I. 

· Section (1 ). 
J)elailed E:eamir.ation of Doubt. 

(Sutras 1-7.] 
BHASYA. 

(P. 60, L. 1·to L. 11,1 . 
.After this proceeds the detailed em,Jminalion of Prnmlil}a 

and the other categories. Ana, inasmuch as every definitive 
cognition has been declared (in Sutra, l-l-41) to consist ill the 
'ascertainment of the real character of a thing after duly 
delibe•·ating over the two sides of the que:1tion, • ( whereby 
deliberation or Dovhf, is made the precursor of all Definite 
Cognitioµ)-it is Doubt that is examined first of all.~ 

Siifra (1). 
C: Nb DouBr CAN ARISE EITHE& FROM THE CE!t1'AI1' 

oomHTION OF PROPERTIES COMMON TO SEVERAL oBJEcrs, 
OR FROM THE CERTAIN COGNf'J'!ON OF CHARACTERS BELONG• 

ING TO ONLY-ONE OF THE OBJIWT8,"t 

(a) ''As a matter of fact, Doubt arises from the cog'Ylition 
'' of comnion properties, af?.d not from the propm·ties only:f:;:_ 
" (b) or again, as a matler of fact, we do not find any Doubt 
',' arising from the mere cognition of the property and the 
" things possessing that ,property ;-i.e. no Doubt is found to. 

0 The Varfika gives further reasons for beginning the detailed examination 
with Doubt, even though the enunciation has begun with Prama'l],a, 

t Sutras 1 to 5 embody the Pii,rvapak§d. view--rwhich traverses the explana
tjon of Doubt provided in Su. 1~1-23. 
. tThis opening sentence of the Bhawa is a little obscure. ~he wocds of the 
Sutm apparently mean that ' Doubt doea not ai·i~e from the c,ignition of common 
properties' ; while the Bha§ya represents the se1;1se to be that 'Doubt arises from the 
cognition of common properties.' The explanation given in the Footnote (in the 
Vizianagi·am Sei·ies Edition) is in itle.lf a forced one : but it would be acceptable if it 
did not make this opening ,mntence identical in sense with what follows as the fourth 
alternative explanation provided by the BhiJsya in L. 8 below. Both the Vai·tika 
and the 'fa/parya have felt this. difficulty. The former chiracterises this first state• 
ment of the Parvapaksa as' Yafhrlsh1:11ti uHhanam,' and the latter remarks that the 
statement is made regardless of the explanations !hat have been provided under Su. 
1-1-23. The real explanation is as follows, a8 is made clear in the Bha§yachan<f,ra, 

· The present Su. I contains three statements-I ~qr,r'4'11f-.q1f!f~m1\<f.. " nii: 
(this denies the first statement in Sii. 1-1-23, viz. ~r;i-~f~1t"f: ~11ll':); this is inter
preted by the Bha. as representing the foor purpapak§as :-(a) taking ,;s,:Ar.t of Sii. 
1-1-23 to mean niere presence or connection, and denying that mere presence of common 
properties giv~s rise to Doubt, which only arises when-these propmties .are duly 
recogni~ed ; (b) taking ~f"l to mean cog11ition, and denying that any doubt can· 
arbe even from the recognition of common properties in only one of th_e· two. things 
that enter into the doubt ; ( c) taking '31'1tr.f =definite asaertainnie11t ; .and (d) ~tatmg the/' 
objection in a diff<irent manner from (C), II. ,lf.hli\l1""'"•tlttt If ,r1n,: (this 
d~nies the \111nfi'<l~~ of Su. 1-1-23, which containing the sa1e term ,aqqf"" is 
open to al!, the four purvapalc~aa that have been urged above. ·'111. ""1'""'11h'q• 
11~T1lilt, 1f •vir: 1 
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586 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

'' arise at the time that tlie observer has the idea. ' I perceive 
"a property common to these two things• ;-(c) or it is not 
" possible for any Doubt to arise. from.the cognition of com- , 
"mon pr9perties, when the tl1i:ng (in regard to which the 
" common properties are perceived) is different (from that in 
" which t.he common properties are perceived); e.g. w he1. the 
"cognition (of common properties) appears in regard to one 
" thing, for instance Oolour, the Doubt cannot arise in regard 
'' to another thiug, ~or instanoe, To1'Ch ;,-(d) or lastly, from 
" .Atjhy_av11aya,-which stands for conviction, certain cogrntion, 
'' -there cannot arise IJoubt, which stands for uncertain 
lv cognition ; as in this case there would be no affinity between 
• 1 Cause and effect (which is essential). 

'' These same objections apply also to the view that Doubt 
'' arises anekarjharma,jhy_avsiiyat, i.e., from the .ccnviction of . 
" the properties of several things. 

" Nor does Doubt ever arise from the cognition of the 
" properties of any one ot1t of two things ; on the contrary, 
".from such cognition there arises the cert,iin cognit,ion of 
'' that one thing. "t 

Piirfika on Su. (1). 
[P. 183, L. 4 to P. 185, L. 3]. 

lntroduclm·y. 
It has been declared in the Bhafya [Trans. P. 11) that 

__ , the Scie.nce of Reasoning proceeds by three: proeesses, by 
enu~ciation, by definition and by ereamination ';---of these the 
Enunciation and Definition (of the Categories) have been ex
plained under the foregoing .A<Jhyaya; next to follow is their 
E:eamination. Inasmuch as . the Definition of the Categories 
bas followed the order in which they were enunicated, the 
same order should be observed in the .Emamination also; w 
that• the categories should be examined 1n the same order; 
and as the first category to be enunciated and defined waa 
PramOrJ,a, it would be only right to begin the Ewamination also 
with the same. Though thus the o:pening of the prese11t 

0 'This thing (which is seen) and that thing (whicb.is remembered); '['Ii flt~• 
~!.....,fit~'"~ '4i1i ••iaw-says Bhafyacha'Rt!ira. , . 

t This alleroative takes 1 _aneka ' as equivalent to ' anyafara, 'one of the two 
,imilar things. · · 
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BHA~YA-VARTIKA 2-1-1 587 

Aqbyaya slwuld be the occa$ion for starting the Erl!amina,tioir, 

of the Pramii~zas, the Sutra skips over these, and proceeds 
with the Examination of Doubt.· '' Why should there be a. 
change in the order ? " Doubt is the first to be examinr'd, 
becarse it is the principal_ accessory of all examination; as is 
clear from the definition that the SUtra {1-1-41) has provided of 
DeKnitive Cognition as the 'ascertainment of the real charac• 
ter of a thing after due pt111del'in.g over the hVJ sides of tfi9 
question ' [ where it i:'! shown that pond,wing, i.e. Doubt, 
stands at the base of all cogitation]. '' But it has been 
declared (in the Bl,a~ya, Text P. 48, L. 10 to 13) that i-L is not 
necessary that every Definitivo Cognition shoul'd proceed after 
dne pondering over the two sides of a question; and it has 
been added that in the cas·e of Discussion the definitive cogni
ti,Jn is arriveJ at by m3a.ns of the argumsnts in support 
of the two sides of the ,question; and tl~at in the case of a 
Scientific Treatise, it is arrived at without any ( Doubt,) at all. 
So that the present ~nquiry forming part of a scientifio 
treatise, there is no reason why it should begin the section on 
E:eaminntion with Doubt; specially as it is only in the case of 
Hypothetical Reas0!1in·g that enqui1·y is preceded by Doubt." 
It is quite true that Doubt is bot a necessary factor in all 
Definitive ·Cognition; b11t it is a necessary element in 
all enquiry; the D<Jfinitive Cognition may or may not, 
be preceded by Doubt, but enquiry must always be pre4 

ceded by Doubt. What the Bft&~ya has said in regard 
to the absence of Doubt in Discussion and ScientiJio 
frreatises is only with reference to the two parties to the 
discussion ; the sense being that in regard to matters 
dealt with in the Science there is no doubt in the mind.s of 
the two controversialists, both of them (being learned and 
hence) quite certain as to the doctrines of the Science ; • and 

• The 'f ii(parya adds'-' It is only when the two persons are fully learned 
that they have no donbt.s in. regard to what is contained in the Shiiafra ; but wheo 
the discussion is held between two students, or between a student and hia 
·tutor, there is certainly r<r6m for doubt .i in which case the Investigation is preceded 
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588 THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

as rEJgards the Science itself, of oourse there is no room for 
doubt;as the matters it deals with are such as are fully ascertain
e.d by the writer and are not open to doubt. For instance, in the 
course of discussion (on the eternalityof words) the controver
siafoits proceed to examine whether the arguments in support 
of eternalityor those in support of non-eternality are the stron
ger of the two ; and in the Science also there is enquiry as to 
the effectiveness. or otherwise of the arguments that are 

Var : P. 184. 
adduced (in support of a certain doctrine); 
and }or the ascertaining of this there has 

to be a, Doubt. So that all euquiry being preceded by Doubt, 
an~ the entire process of Examination being dependent upon 
Doubt, it is • .Doubt that is examined first of all 

Now Doubt is a cognition of the nature of uncertainty 
in regardto the exact nature of a thing. It might be urged 
that this involve3 a contradiction in terms,-that which is 
Oognition being asserted to be of th~ nature of uncertainty 
involving a contradiction [cognition al ways standing for 
definite certain cognition]. But this would not ha true ; as 
such an argument would show that the objector does not 
grasp the true nature of Cogp.itions : as a matter of fact, by 
itself Oognition is absolutely vague and abstract; so that 
when it appears in connection with an object, all that happens 
to it is that it becomes defined and concrete ; and it does not 
necessarily follow that it apprehends the true nature of that 
object . 

. This Doubt having been defined (in Su. 1-1-23) as' tbat _ 
wavering J udgment arising from the cognition · of common 
properties &c. &c.' ,-the following exception is takenJo that 
definition. 

by doubt.' The Pa1·islwrJ,q,i remarks-In the .Shastra the Investigation is for 
the benefit of the Pupil ; and the Pupil certainly has tis doubts. In discussion 
also it is true that the partles·are cei·tailz as to their conclu~ions ; but they also have 
their doubts as to the comparative strength and weakness of their arguments; and 
this is ascertair1ed by Investigation. 
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BHA~YA-VARTIKA 2-1-1 589 

'' No Doubt can tJri~e, ~c. ffc.''-says the Su~ra. The 
objection herein urged i-s against what is directly expressed 
b7 the words of tbe definitiotl {provided in Su. 1-1-23). * 

. (The sense of the objection is as follows)-". (a) Doubt 

Purvapakga. 
arises, as a .matter of fact, from the Oogni
tion of a common property, and no~ mere

,, ly from the common property; what becomes a cause 
" of Doubt is that common property whfoh is cognised,-(b) 
'' Or, no Doubt is found to arise from the mere cognition of 
" the property and the things possessing that property; for 
•' instance, where do we ever have any Doubt following froni 
" the cognition of a property and the things possessing it, 

. 11 which is expressed !u the conception that ' I perceive a, 

" property common to these things' ? t-(c) Or no doubt arises 
'' where the two things are different ; that is to . say, 
" no Doubt ar1ses in regard to one thing whtn what 
" is perceived is a ·totally diffenmt thing ;,-(d) Or the 
" Cognition of- common · property cannot ha the cause of 
" Doubt, as a cognition partakes of the nature of certainty, 
"which is absent in Doubt Land c~rtainly what is certain in 
" its character cannot be ths caqs1:1 of what is not,.certain]. 
" (e) These same arguments hold good in regard to the 
'' cognition of the prope1•tif8 r>/ seceral objects,.' §(e.1) No 
" doubt can arise with regard to things perceived and µot per• 
" ceived (e. g., the post and the man); it cannot arise with regard 
" to what is perceived, because what is perceived is known 
'' with certainty; nor can it arise with regard to what is not 

/ '' pElrceived, for the simple reason that it is not perceived. 
u (e.2) It is not right to assert that Dc,ubt arises frorn ' the 

0 Thifl, says the '['a[patya, has been added because the ohjectiqns urged do 
not at all lie against the definition that has been deduced by the Bha§y~ from the 
words of the Safi-a. , 

t For inijtauce, when the observer perceives the man and the post, and also their 
' common property, tallness-no Doubt arises. 

i.e. g. When what is perceived by the eye is the post, there can be no· doubt 
in regard to lllail, 

§ The Va,·fika adds 'four further items to the: Pil.ri:apakfa• 
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590 THE NYAYA-S0TRAS OF GAUTAMA 

'' cognition of commbn pr6perties'; as it often. happens that 
'' even when there is ' cogrution of common properties,' no 
'' Doubt arises; that is to say, Donbt is not found to appear 
"even when the 'cognition of common properties' is present; 
" as for instance, when we cognise, in Sound, the character of 
'' being ce proLfoct (which is common to Sound along with 

'' many .other things), there does not ari,se any Doubt at all 
'' [on the contrary, there appears the certain conviction of its 
"non-eternality ]. (e.3) Nor will it be right to assert that• 
ICwhat is meant is that Doubt arises onl!J when there is 
"' cognition of common characters' [and not that whenever 
'' there is such cognition Doubt must arise] ;-this will not 
"be right; for as a matter of fact Doubt is found to arise 

Var. P. 185. 
" otherwise also; for instance, Doubt arisei! 
"when on finding ~utually contradictory 

"properp1ea. co-existing in the same thing, one fails to corn
" prehend the real character of that tliing; as we find in the 
'' casH of the' neutralised' probans. (e,4) Lastly, the 
"property which subsists iu only one thing cannot be called 
'''common'; and (in the case of Doubt, with regard to J\fan 
"and Post, for instance) the property (tallness) is perceived 
"as subsisting in only one thing (the Post;) a11d certainly that 
'' which subsists in only one thing cannot be called 'common/ 

Su(ra (2) 
(/) '' No& FROM THE COGNI'l'ION OF DIVERSITY OF OPINIONS, 

OR FROM THAT OF UNCERTAIN'fY." 

Bha§ya on Su. (2) 
[P. 60, L. 13 to P. 61, L. 2.] 

(1) " Doubt does not arise either from ' diversity of 
"opinions' only, or from 'unce:r;tainty' only ; in fact Doubt 

0 The reading iJl lines 19-21 of the Text is not quite sati;factory in either of 

t'be two editions. The Benares ~dition reads ''li!l'1{v;,r1i(lif' in line 19 as well as iu 

1: 21 ; the Bib. Ind. ,iditiou reads '\'f!;fr,;;r;~• in J. 19, and I il'~~lfl~'-, in J. 21. 

The right reading· apparently is simply ''lrlf"'fllf;.J' in I. 19 (as read in the Bib, 

11111. editiori) and' ~'llfl'li~'I' in I. 21,(as found i~ the Benaros edition). 
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" appears in a man who knows of .the 'diversity of opinions';
" similarly it appears in one who is cognisant of the 
" uncertainty.'* (2) Or, how coald any Doubt arise from 
" the certain cognition of the fact that ' some people think 
" that the Soul exists, while others think that it does not 
'' exist'? Similarly, t in regard to the 'uncertainty of per• 
cc ception; ( which has been held in Su. 1-1-23, to be a cause. 
'' of Doubt). What happens in the case. of ·unc;ertainty is 
" that the observer duly recognises that there can be no certainty 
n as to the thing being perceived (actually cognised as pos
,r sessed of a certain character) and also that there is no 
cc certainty as to its being not percefoecl (actually cognised 
" as not possessing a certain character); and when each of 
'' these facts is duly cognised, there can be no Doubt; 

Var/ika on Su. 2. 
[P. 185, L. 6 to L. 7.] 

'' 1rhe arguments put forward above serve, alsq to preclude 
" the view that Doubt arises from the cognition of differenc.e · 
cc of opinions and from that of uncertainty. Doubt ar~ses from 
"the cognition.of difference of opinion and frorn ~hat of un
" certainty, and not merely from 'difference of £>pinion' and 
" 'uncertaint,y.' 

Su{ra (8). 
(!l)" ALSO BE(H,USE IN A CASE OF DrVERSITY OF OPINION 

'XHERE IS CERTAJNTY OF CONV'ICTI_.GN. 

Bhafya on Su. (3). 
[ P. 61,, L. 4, L. 6). 

'' That w-hic.h you regard to be a case of -c diversity of 
" opinions' is a case of certain conviction ; it represents the 
" certain conviction of two persons in regard to two opposite· 
" ideas Lone man being certain of the ewistence of the Soul 

0 The Bha~yachanif,ra says that this Purvapak~a emanates.from one who does 
n(lt r\ghtly comprehend the meanings of the two t6rms 'viprafipa{U' and 'anya~as-
11iv, as contained in Su. 1-1-23, and hence denies the fact of Doubt proceeding from these. 

it\(nd here also in the Bhii.~ya, the statement 0£ the P.ur1•apakfa ( 1) proceeds on 
' !hll basis of the term 'upapaMi' being taken to bignify m~re presence, while that 

m (2) is based upon' upapaHi' signifyini;: cognition. · 
· t 11'1!1'T gives better sense-and is found in the Puri Mss. as also in three other Mss. 

t T\1e Bhti~yachanif,ra interprets 'upal7.bif,hi ' as means o_f. cognising a: thing . as 
fOSsessmg a character, and 'anupalabc;lhi' as a means of cogmsmg 1t as no.t possessmg 
it. So that in cases of uncertainty all that the observer feels is that there is neitl,er 
any proof nor disproof of a certain fact ; and what this means is that the man will 
have no idea at all, and not that he will have a doubt. 
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592 THE NYAYA-S0TRAS OF GAUTAMA 

'' while the other is certain of its non-ea1istence, each man 
" having a firm c;mviction in regard to his own ,opinion, 
"which is contrary to the opinion of another person.]. So 
" th3t if Doubt arose from' diversity of opinions,' it would 
"arise also from' certai.n conviction' (which is absurd). 

rar(ik:, 01, Su. (3). 
[P. 185,L. 8.J 

'' As there is certainty of conviction in the case of what 
'' you call • diversity of opinions,' it i::1 not a case of' diversity 
" of opinions' at all rThat would be a case 0£ re~l ' diversity 
" oE opinion1,1' where the .two opinions are held by the same 
" man, ·and not when they are held by different·men; as 
"when one man holds that Soul exists and another holds 
" that it d9es not exist ; and ,it is only in the former case 
"that the man would be in doubt]. , 

· · Su{ra 14) •. -

(h) " :Jl'URTBER, BEOAU~E UNOERTAINTY ITSELF IS QUCTE 

,, CER'l:AIN IN ITS. UNOERTAIN CHARAOTER [No DoUBT 

OAN ARISE FROll IT]", 

Bha,~a on Su, (4). 

[P. 61, L. 8 to L. 1 O.] 
''.No DoulJt can a.rise-this has to be added to the Siitra, 

" 1 The meaning is this :-Jf' the Uncertainly {that has been hefd 
'' to be the cause of Doubt) is, in itself, quite· certain, then, 
0 inasmuch as there is certainty-it would not be a case of 
" Unoeifo.inty at all; so that there should be no Doubt possible. 
11 lf ,. on the other hand, the Unce1·taintu•· is not quite certain 
0 in its own character, this would mean that it is· not a real 
" Uncertainty . at , all, being not certain in its uncertain 
" character ; and in this case- also no Doubt should ar~se." 

11arti~a cm· Su. {4). 
fP. 185, LI. 10-11] . 

. c, inasmuch a;s every Uncertainty must be -certain in . its 
"own character, there can be no real Uncertainty at all {from, 
which Dqubt would arise). • · 

• The printed text reads' vyavaafha ', hut the sense requires' avyavas.fhii '. 
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Sft{ra (5). 
(/) '' LASTLY, 00UB1' WOULD NEVER CEASE ; INllSMUCH 

AS THE PROPF:R'l'Y (WHOSE OOGSITION GIVES RISE TO THE 

" l)ouBr) CONTlNUES 'IO EXIST." 

Bha§ya on Su. (5}. 
[P. 61, L. 12 to 14.J 

593 

11 You hold that Doubt arises from the cognition of a 
" common property; now on this theory Doubt should be 
" absolutAly persistent;• for inasmuch as the cognition of 
•' the common property (which is the canse) does not cease 
" to exist, there should be no cessation of-the Doubt l which is 
" the effect.). As a mat.ter of fact, even while one is pondering 
"ove·r a certain thing (the Post~ for instance), this thing does 
,, not cease to be known as possessing the (common) property 
"(Tallnes.~ for instance, whose perception may have given 
"rise to Doubt); in fact it always retains that p1·operty [so 
'' t.hat when the caiise is there, the effect, in the shape of 
" the Doubt, must be there also]. 

P'a1·fika on Su. (5). 
[P. 185, Ll. 13-14.] 

'' Such causes a3 the 'common propert,y' and the lik~ 
" being persistent in the thing, Doubt should be eternal ; 
" such is the meaning of Sutra. " 

) 

Bhli~ya on Su. (6). 
f P. 61, L. 14 to P. 6-j,, L. 6.) 

To the above detailed Objection (embodied in SU!ras 
1 -5 ), the following is the reply briefly stated 
(in one SutraJ-

Su{ra i6). 
WHEN DOUBT I$ HELD ·ro ARISE ONLY FROM SUCH 

OOG~lTION AS HAS BEES DESCRIBED (IN Su. 1-1-23) AS 

No:r APPREHENDING THE SPECIFIC OHARAC1'ER OF ANY ONE. 
OBJ!!'!CT, t -THERE. IS NO POSSfBILITY 01'' EITHER THERE BEING 

0 1. E. It should continue even when tbe distinguishing feature of any one thing 

would be clearly perceh·ed. 

t 'l'hough this is a qualification of Doubt, it may be regarded as quaJ:fying the 
•Source of Doubt alfo-Dharuachan:J,1·a. 
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NO DOUBT AT ALf,, OR OF TJ:IERE ARISING A DllGBT 'l'HAl' 

WOUI,D BE UNOEASINGLY PEllSIS'r~:N'l', • (Su. 6 ). , 
'!'here arises no surh contingency as t,hat no Doubt should 

arise, or that (when arisen) the Doubt should 1iever cease.t 
" How i;io? '' · 
(a) Well, it has been argned. by the Pun:apak~in ( Bl,1ur,yt1, 

P. no, L. 2) that ' what is l he cause of Doubt is the cog11iti011 
of the comrnon property, and not the common property 
itseU ';-and this is quite true. " Why then is not this 

fact clearly mentioned (in the Su~ra) ? " For 
Bha. P. 62. 

. the simple reason that this is already implied 
in the term' 1,i~T1el{apelcsa~•;' in which the definite G:ognition 
of the specific chl:l,racter of any one object is wanting' (Su. 
1-1-23). .By the 'apelrfa '-. of the 'specific character--1is' meant 
the UJ(l,nting t:J know it ;t and this is real and effective (and 
possible; only while the specific character is not perceivPd; 
and when the Sutra does not use the term ' sam?inadharmii
pe!r~a~ ','wanting the cognition' of the common pr0operty '; 
this omission means that there is no wanlin,q of the cognition 
of the common property; and this no wo.nling would be pos
sible only when thern is direct cognition of the common 
property ; s:, that by the force of this lOmission 6f the wanting 
of the cognition of the common property; it is implied that 
there is r,o{fnition of the common propert!I, from which cogni-
tion the D0ubt arises. § As a matter or fact however, the· 
P1l,r1; •wikf!a argument is set· a.Ride by the presence of the 
term 'up(1,paUi' itself in the Su. (1-1-23) : What the Suira 
says is that Doubt arises from the' upapa{ti ' of the common 
property; and tl\ere can be no npapa{ti of a thing apart from 
the co,qnilion of its.· e:-e.istence; for a common property whose 
existence is not c,ognised would be as good as rwn-eiris
ten t. 'fhen again [even granting that the term 'upap(l{(i • 
denvtes mere prP,Hen·ce, and not cognition of e~istence ], a 
term that expresses an object ali;io generally denotes the 

• The Nyayasiifra1•it·ara,a exp!,lins the term 'vishii,:<'ipeksa~' of this Sii~ra to 
mean' dependil)g upon such peculi'ai- circnmstanees as tl.e uon-rl)ali_~ation of the diffi
culties caused by the rPmoteuess of the object {and snc.h .otlrer co11ditic11s which 
obstruct the correct perception of it)'. . ' 

t ~~'IU<{'lf'I" is the correct reading as found 1n both Puri MSS. ' Doubts of 
any one kind cannot go on appearing unceasingly '-Bh,i~yachanr!,1·rt. · 

:t l. E. 'The ab•ence of its Knowledge '-says the. Bha1ya,:ha11rJ,m. 
§ •r1i;~ answer to the · P,1rvupak1a proceeds on the admission that the wor.d 

'upapat !i' in Su. 1-1-23 means presence-the meai1ing assigned to t.he term by the 
l'iirvapakfiTi. '. The real answer however is that the term' upapat!i' itself means 
cogr,itir>n ; and this answ Jr follows in the next sentence. 
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cognition of that object; e. g. when in ordinary parlance 
people say, 'fire is inferred from smoke', what this 
assertion is understood to mean is that ' Fire is inferred 
from the ptffCPpfion o/' smoke'; and why is it so? Simply 
becl'lme fire is inferred only when one has perceived the 
smoke, and, not while he does not perceive it; aud yet in 
tlie 'said as::<ertion, we do not find the term' perceptioll ', 
though eve,.·yone admits that that is what the assert.ion means; 
from which it is clear that the person who hears and under
stands the said assertion admits that a term expressing 
the objer:t also denotes the cognition of thot objf!cl. Similarly 
in the case in question, the term 'common property' may 
be taken to denote the cog11itiun of the common property. 

{bl It has been urged in the Pi1n;11palr$a ~ lihal!!I", P. 60, 
Ll. 5-6) that-'' No doubt is found to al'ise at the time 
tl:at the observer has the idea 'I perceive a property 
common to these two thmgs ', wherein there is an apprnhP~
sion of the property and the things posse~siug it. " 111-But 
what is hern asserted refers to what 1s pei·ceived bofore 
1the appearance of Doubt),-theidea present; in the ob:;erver's 
mind (at tbe time that Doubt appeafs) being in the · 
following form-' I am perceiving now a property that is 
common to two things known to me (perceived by me be
fore),-and I am not perceiving any property that belongs to 
auy one of them specifically,-how may I find some such 
specific prope1·ty whereby I ma.v be certain as to one or the 
other?'-and certainly a doubt in this form does not c.er1,se mere
ly on the •perception of a common property bringing to the 
mind that, p1'operty and the thing possessing tJh:1.t pr p3 ·t,y. 

(c) Thirdly, it has been urged (Blia§y,i, 1:'. 60, L fi) that-
" Doubt with regard to one thing cannot arise from the 
certain conviction with reg.ird to another. "-'rhis could be 
rightly urged only agaiust one who holds the view that mere 
cert.a,iu conviction with regard to one thing is the causeof 
Doubt [and we do not holdany .such viewt]. 

"The printed text spoils the passage by wrong .punctuation :-[t shoul 1i read as
'11{!q1if'f ,fa ,r~'>tf~.r~iit ~~:~T?.t ,fa The Puri MS. •A' read; ' '<A<ir.r ' 
instead of 'l:l'q1!f~'a' as in tbe printed text, and this is more in keeping with the form 
in which this statement has appeared in the Pa,·vap!l.lc§a-Bh,i§ya, P. 60, LI. fi-6. 
J:'1'.J; M::l. ' 8 'reads as in the- printed 1 Pxt. 

The Ta!parya has explaine<l cf~l~c'"iT ,rn eqnirnlont to ?.f<{,:!''ffi'1f; the Bhii~!Ja-
, ' ,. C l • • ,;: - ..t chandra, r.onstrne~ thus- ll 1!H ll<'liiiU:•~~ <li1~qT 'lil'W<f!liT-C::"ll1:la ~'ll'T~~"'"" 

~.?'1i~f~iici fcft11R' \f<f~"I'.{ 'you have asB-;;med that the Doubt~r's direct appre-
hension is the cause of Douht and tlH0 n urged tlrnt &c. &c.' 111• 

t Our view being tliat Doubt arises regarding a thing with specific propertie,i, 
when what is perr.cived i, only a thing a• posses~ing properties co111111irn to m H'd 
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(d) Fourthly, it has been urged ( Bha§ya, P. 60, L 8). 
that-'' ( From the certain cognition of common property. 
Doubt cannot arise) as in this case there would not be that 
affinity between cause a.nd effect (which is essential)*'
But what constitutes the 'affinity between cause and effect 
is only the fact that the presence and absence of. the effect 
are in acoordance wiH1 the presence and absence of the caliile; 
and further, when between two things it is found that if one 
comes into existence tlie other also comes into existence, and 
if the former does not come to existence, the latter also does 
not come into existence,-then the former is called the 

'cause' and the latter the ' effect'; this is what 
Bhi. P. 63· constitutes another affinity ' or 'homogeneity' 

(between cause and effect); t and certainly there is this 
•affinity' between Doubt and its cause (the perception of 
Common Property).t 

(e) The above reasoning also serves ·to answer the Pun,a• 
palc~n. argument urged in (Bhltt,!Ja, P. 60, L. 10), that no 
Doubt can arise from the cognition of the property of sever~l 
things. 

(f)It bas been urged by the Pur1Japak~in (under Sii. 2) 
that-' No D0L1bt can arise from the •. Vognition of either 
diverse opinions er 'uncertainty." -Now our answer to this 

_is that, (as regards the case of Dioerse npini,ms) when the 
Doubt appears, the idea present in the observer's mind is as 
follows-' .ltrom two contradictory statements I find the thing 
to be possessed of contradictory properties,-and I do not 
know of any specific circumstance attending it,~nor do I 

• The certain cognition of common property apprehends' the presence of such 
property; while Doubt apprehends. the absence of JlllCh property ; and no affinity is 
possible between two sud1 heterogeneous cognitions ;-this is the meaning of the 
Purvapalcfa-Bhafyilchan,!ra. 

t According to the Bhafyac1ianif,,·a, these are two affi,ritie, pointed out here 
as expressed in the trao.elation. It may however be simpler~ take the sec1>nd 
as only explanatory of the fi1 st ; the only affinity c•msisting in the fact tLat the 
presence and absence of the one are in .accordance (simultaneous) with the preseJ.Jce 
1111d absence o£the otl,er ; that is to say, the affinity consists in the fact that when 
o~e comes into exi~tence, the other also does the same &c. &c. 

t The Vlirfikt.1 does not accept this vidw of 'affinity' ; iccording to it tlie 
homogeneity between Ooubt and its cause in the shape ot the Cognition of common 
property consirts in the fact that in both the Cognition of specific properties is 
'l'lauting. The fafparya adds that according to the view expreased in theBhli§ya, 
the case of all eternal causes would be excluded ; as they never come into ea:iste11ce 
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perceive any such, whereby I could be certain' with regard 
to one or the other of tlie two properties,-w hat specifio 
circumstance could there be, whereby I could become certain 
with regard to one or the other• ?-And such being the 
well-kn.own form of the Doubt brought about by the 
Diver.~ity of Opinions (as helped by · the non-c0gnition of 
special conditions), it cannot bB rejected simply by reason 
of the comprehension (by the third party) of tlJ0 diversity 
of opinions.• 'I'he same holds good also with regard to 
what has been urged against Doubt arising from the' uncer
tainty in regard to pe1·ception and non-perception'. t LT n 
this case also the particular 'form in which the Doubt appears 
makes it clear that it arises from tbe cngnilion of m1ce1·tainf!J 
_as helped by the non-cogmt10n of spe:cial circumstancPs. 
And this Dunbt also cannot be rejected merely by reason 
of the cognition of uncertainty]. 

(q) It has been urged (in Su. 3) that-'' Because tliere is 
certainty of conviction in the case of Diversity of oprnions 
(no Doubt can arise from this latter)."-Now what is held 
to be the c,w~e of Doubt is the Cognition of that whi~h 
is denoted by the term 'Diversity of opinions,' this Cognition 
being wauting in the concept.ion of an:y specific character 
(favouring any one of the opinions); and certainly it is not 
fair to diseard tlrn view merely by thrnsting a different name 
(to what is meant by 'diverse opinions'); that is to say, tbe 
term 'diverse opinions' stands for contrarlictory assertion; 
11,ith regQrd to one and the samP, thing; what gires rise to 
Doubt is the Cognition (by the third party, the enquirer) of 
such assertions, as helped by the non-cognition of any special 
circumstancPs (in favour of one or the other); an<l it cannot 
cease to give rise to douht merely. by your giving to it a 
different name; so that this ar~ment of the PUrvapak~in 
can only delude the ignorant.:): 

•f<f'RT<l''<imllllf gives no sense. The Puri MS8. reads f<ll:1 1<t-q-f'l'f~.•11f~f'<f. Thll 
men,iing i" that the presence of Doubt in the mind of the observer, the third party, 
is not incompatilile with his comprehension of the fact that. these two persons hold, 
two different opinions on ibis p~int. f.r11ra,r;J!t7: ~•:rfatr~; f~liftl-..'clfi ;a'f'itrf.isi• 
fa"r-a'(\'cfl'fir tihr~lf ll•Jtfaqf'<l~1!f ii' f-i4M>tlf ~= -j]hii§yac]lantl'(j. 

t 'Perception •°here stands for' proof in support' and 'non-perception' for' proof 
agdnst' ; there is 'u,1certainty 'in reisarding theae when• the ot,server does no.t find 
either; and this certainly gives rise to Doubt-Bhawacha1uj1·a. 

t lt is true that the individual upholder of each of the -liverse opinions has a 
certain conviction on the point ; there is however no such convil'tio·1 in the mind _of 
the third party, who ouly hear,1 these opinions expressed, and cannot find any special 
circumstances in favour of either. · 
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(h) It ha~ bf'en urged (under Ru, 4) that-'' Bllca•1se 
uncertainty itself is quite certain in its uncertain chal'itcter 
(it cannot give rise to Doubt). ''-Well, in arguing thus it is 
admitted that there is snch a thing as the• Cause of Douht,' 
and also that it is of the nature of (uncertainty' essentially; 
all that is done is to g ve it a il.ifforent name 'certaint,y,' 
(without denying the thing itself• ,-anJ this narn.e '· can 
apply to the said thing only in a sense different from its 
natural significa.tiorr [ i.e., U r,,cerla1nty can be called ' certa.i1!ty' 
only in the sense of .fi.l!ity, d."','i.niler,,esg, and not in the sense 
of f're~dinnfrom doubt]; aad this assumption of a. different 
name also is absolutely futile; "for a certainty can 'never be 
'uncertainty', being as it is, .ficed in its own {certain) 
character,* So that the assertion made by the Opp-0110n~ 
does not deny tbe fact that Oonbt, is produced by the fact of 
perception and non-perception pertaini11g to both existence 
and non-e~istence (of the thing with reg:trd to which the 
Doubt arii;ies), as accompanied by the fact, of a specific 
circumstance in favour of either not being available ;-and 
in so far as. the said unc,wtainty ls fixed in its uncerlai,, 
character, it does not lose its owa character; hence the 
'uncertainty ' is admitted by (the Opponent'!:i own as,;er• 
tionJ.-'J'hus it is found that evdn tlwuJh a diff-,rent name 

is assumed; it doei not prove a.nything 
Bha. P. 64· different (from the conclusion to which excep-

tion is meant to betaken). 
(i) It has al;io baen urged (in Sii, 5) that-Donbt would 

never cease, as the property co::itinues to persist".-Bnt as a 
maUerof fact, Do:.ibt is prodncel, n:ot m3rely by the comm,,.-i 
properly, etc. (whose persistenc:, woul<l m:i.ke the D,fobt µer• 
sistent), but by tln CO!)'tition of the common prop,,,·ty, as 
accompanied by a rem'lmb,.,mce of the specific char,if"lPr.~, (as 
shown under Su. 1-1-23); so that there· is no possibility of 
the Doubt being unceasingly persistent. 

(j) L:1sLly, it has bden urgad by the Purvap,ilc!Jin (in the 
Bha!}y·,, P. tiO, L. 10) that-" D,rnbt nevnr arises fr.:>rn.the 
cognition,of thic, p,·operties of any one out of tw,o things". 
:_This objeJtiou is not well taken ; for it ha~ bee~1 distinctly 

0 Some M~s., the Puri Mss. a,niong them, read lll l'~, Q'\'j ;er 'f!!I~ instead of ll'll<f~ r 
1RI ~lil!!l~'IIT ;i- ~<l'IW; the ~or,'lier gi \·es better sense ; and is al~o. supported by.· £)1~ 
JJh,1,wachani,ra, whioh ccn~trt1es the pass~g! thus-ll'"'l!'llfT ~~ 1f "l'«ftr iR~!N~111J-"' 
,11 ;i ·11HT 1[l'll~:-?11r t~~ 'Sll,?11f~:.r and adds the explanation-' when- a 
thing is endowed with its·own character, it cannot at the sime time be saiJ to ·1e 
not endowed with it'. 
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stated (in Su. 1-1-20) that Ooubt ia that wavering judgment 
which is wanting in the cognition ,f fhP, 11p~ciffo chrira.ctPr ofo, 
thing; and as the' specific character' can only consist in the 
'property of 011e out of t,wo thing&', when !,here is a cogni
tion of such propertv, there can be no ' wanting in the c.Jg11i~ 
tioc pf the specific character ' [ and as such it would not be a, 

Doubt at all]. · 

Vvr/ika on Sa,. (6). 
[ P. 185, L. 15 to P. 188, L; 4.7 

The reply to the Purv11palc>Ja is given in the next Sutra
, When Doubt zs held to ari.~e etc. etc. ' ['l'he sense of the reply 
may be thus explainedJ-The objecti1m is not well conceived; 
as it is clt>ar that bhe objector has not understood the mean
ing of the original Sutra (1-1-23). 

For instance-(h)• it has been urged that-" No Doubt 
follows from the cognition of the property and the things 
possessing that property"; and for this objection there is no 
basis at all; as it is clear tba.t the sense of the Sufra has not 
been grasped : We do not say that the C'>gnised property 
(whose cognition is held to give rise to Doubt) is that of 

tbe thiug cognised; in fact, the idea in the Viir. P. 186. 
mind of the observer is to the effect that-' I 

now perceive a propert,y that' is common to the things, Post 
and Man, which 'z have perceived previously'. 'l'his same 
explanation also serves to set aside the objection taken by the 
Opponent (in Var[ilca, P. 185, L. 2 (E 4) above] that-" the 
property subsisting in ouo thing only cannot be calle,d. 
common etc.·" 

( 1:) Secondly it has been urged that-" 'l'he cognition of 
one thing cannot produce Doubt in regard to another thing." 
-'-This also is baseless; for the simple reason that th.i view 
th'lt is controverted has never been held by us. Some 
people offer the following answer to the objection under 

0 The Va,·,ilca does 11ot acctipt the iuterpr~t11tiou of Sii. (1), which in the Bh<lfya 
we have marked as (a), 
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reference-" I do not mean that -the other thing that produces 
Doubt m!\y be any object in general; what I mean is that it is 
a pariicular kind of diOerent thing; and to the question 
a::1 to wha.t is the peculiarity ,of that 'particular kind of 
different thing' -011r answer is Lhat its peculiarity cons:sts 
in its possessing the property perceived; so that out' 
meaning is that when a property is perceived, there ari~es 
Doubt in regard to that pa"rtioular thing which possesses 
that property '';-and they proceed to point out that there 
is no such peculiarity in the ease of Oulour and 'I'ouch (where 
one is not a property posst-sseu by the other) [and these two 
things are what have been cited by the Purvapali1a Bha~ya 
P. 60, L. 6]." But our opinion is that this is not an 
answer to the 'rurvapaksa-argument. • Why? Becanse 
even so the thing does .not cease to be 'another thing', what 
we mean is that the thing possessing the property is as much· 
'another thing' in comparison to the prop~rty, as Colour is 
in comparison to Tonch ; so that the explan·ation proposed 
does not do away wit,h the objection that 'the cognition 
of one thing cannot produc~ Doubt in regard to another 
thing.·' 

' Our answer to this objection also iR the same as before-
that the view controverted is not h~ld by us at all: We do not 
hold that the cognition ·of one thing {the property) prod11ces 
doubt in regard to anothe!' thi~.g in the shape of the· thing 
possessing that property\ ~hat we do hold i:J that from the 
copnition of a tldng pos11assiag a r,omm'm properly there ariseiJ 
Doubt with regard to th.,zt same thing, in· so far as concerns its 
specific distinctive features (not perceived at the time).t 

0 The reading 111:!f:'I: I W'" of the Bib. l11d. edition ia .• not 'right; th-e BenareB 
edition surplies tbe rea<lin~ 1:S"l"lf ;r qf~Tt Jnf ,n:q;w: .· . 

t The -translation followR the reading of the Benares .tdition 'l(,A;r~ ffllq; the 
Bib. Jnd. Edition reads ~'1',l{fcfit'lf, which means-' the Doubt arises 0witb regard to 
that ijame thing. w!tich · is not puoeived at the time as p:>ssessinJ its distinctive 
features'. The sense· ofthe argument is the ea.me in both cases. 
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(d) The next argument of the Purvapakl}a. has been urged 
on the basis of want of a affinity ( Bha*va p. 60, II. 9-10) ;-but 
as a matter of fact there is affinjty (between the cause, the 
cognition r,J a thing, and its effect, Doubt) in this that both 
are .vanting in the apprehension of the specific character of 
anything : just as the specific character of a thing is not 
apprehended by the perception of common properties,so also 
it is not apprehended by Doubt also. By the statement-that 
' the presence of the effect follows from the effect of the 
cause '-the Bhal}ya should be understood to moan that the 
said character or relation subsists between the cause and 
effect,-and not that the requisite 'affi.n!ty' (in the particu
lar case in question) consists in that fact; as the character 
would apply to all effects (and not specifically to the parti. 
cular effect in question)-there being no effect whose presence-
ever follows except in the presence of the cause. 

{e)' Ths aboos reasoning', says the Bh111ya (P. 63, I. 2), 
'also seroes to answer the Purvapalcl}a argument that no Doubt 
can arise from tlis cogn(tion of the property of ser,eral 
tl,ings' ;-that is, ti>-Aay; the answer that has been given in 
connection with the case of Doubt arising from the cog11ition 
of o.; common property applies also to the case of Doubt 
a.rising from the cognition. of the property of several things. 

(e (l) . The next argument of the Ptzrvapak§a (put 
forward in the JTilr/ika) is that-" no Doubt can arise with 
regard to things perceived and not perceived". This is not 
right; as it is olear that it proceeds from ignorance : 
We do not say that Doubt appears with regard to one thing, 
when what is definitely perceived is an entirely different 
thing ; what we do mean is that when a thing is apprehende(l 
in a general vague form, there arises Doubt, the. essence 
whereof lie~ iµ the fact that it does not definit.ely apprehend 
the specific character of any particular thing. 
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(e 2) It has been urged (by the Purvapak~in, in the 
Varfika) that-" It ·often happens that even when there is 
cognition of common properties, no Doubt arises." rrhis also 
is not right; as it shows that the Purvapak/fin does not 
understand what is meant by 'common properties' (in the 
present connection). The character of being a product (cited 

Var: P. 187. 
by the Purvapak~in) is not a 'common property'. 
in the sense in which this term has been used 

here; the term • common property• has been used here in a 
totally differeat sense; what is meant by a property being 
'common' (in the present connection) is that it subsists in 
the thing intended and also in things other than those 
homogeneous to that thing , and certainly the character of 
being a product cannot be called 'common ' in this sense • ., 

(e 3) Next it has been urged (by the Purvapak!fin in the 
Par(ilta) that-'' It is not right to assert that Doubt arises 
only when there is cognition of common properties, as Doubt 
is found to arise otherwise also." This is not a right objec: 
tion; as in the first place the case cited by the Parvapak!jin 

is not admitted by us to be one of Doubt ; and secondly, the 
restriction objec-ted to (that it is ouly when there is cognition 
of common propertie3 that Doubt arises) is not accepted by 
us. That ' Doubt arises from the perception of mutually 
contradictory properties subsisting in the same thing' is also not 
admitted by us.t rrhis same fact-that we do not mean to imply 
any restrictirm (as to Doubt arising only from the cognition 
of common properties)-also serves to set aside the Pltrva
palc?a. objection that Doubt is often found to appear from 

• In the _case_ of the Post and Mon, the property of "tallness' that is perceived is 
one that ~ubs1sts m tlie P?st, as well as _tl~e 1lla11-_the latter being eutirely uulike the 
fon1:er ;_ m the case_ of bemg a p1'oduct, it is found m_ Sound . and only in things that 
are hke t! ; or else it would not be a true probans 111 proving the non-etemality of 
Sound; Just- as Tallness cannot be a true pro bans in proviug a thing to l,e a man or 
,. post. 

t As all that hafpens in _this case is th~t there is no certainty of conviction 
in regard to ~ny particular thmg ;_ and there 1s no doukt as to its being ! this o,· that'; 
because the idea of the second thmg does not necessanly come iu · and yet this is an 
esse11Ual factor in all doubt. ' 
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one's failing to comprehend the real character of a thing. As 
a matter of fact, we do not admit of any such restriction as 
that Doubt arises only from the cognition of common pro• 
perties, and from no other causes; as we have stated (under 
Su. 1-1-23) that Doubt arises also from such other causes 
as the cognition of 'aneka<J,harma ', (several properties of 
several objects). 

(t) This same answer also meets the Purvapa,k§a argument 
(urged in Su. 2) that--" Doubt cannot arise from the 
cognition of diversity of opinions, or from that of uncer
tainty." We do not hold that Doubt arises either from 
' diversity of · opinions ' alone, or from ' uncertainty ' 
alone ; nor do we hold that Doubt arises from ' nnce~ 
tainty' all ;-in fact all that we have asserted (in 
Su. 1-1-23) is that the 'uncertainty attaching to perceptions 
and non-perceptions,' is a qualifying condition to what have 
been mentioned in the preceding words of the Sutra (as the 
causes of Doubt); so that the 'perception and non-perception' 
~re th~ cause of Doubt only as qualifying the preceding words, 
and not by themselves.. This is what is a clearly sta.ted in 
the Su(ra (1-1-23) itself. 

(g) It has been urged by the Purvapak§a (Su. 3) that
"In a case of Di"ersity of Opinion there is certainty of con• 
viction.'' Our answer to tl.tis is that a difference of names 
<loes not alter facts; you apply the name ' certainty of con• 
viction' to what is generally called 'Diversity of Opinion/ 
on the basis of an entirely different fact; but that doe3 not make 
it cease to be 'Diversity of Opinion'.• And so long as it is 
a ca3e of' Diversity of Opinion,' it r~mains a source of Doubt. 

• 9 It is called a case of 'Di varsity of Oi->ini.on ' on the ground of its being ·recog
nised by an illdependent observer as representing the different views held by different 
persons ; the Purvapak~in applies to this the name ' cer_tainty of conviction' in refer
~nce t_o eaeh of the opinions as held and expressed by its own exponrnt. 1t is true that 
m tlus latter sense we can cull each opinion 'certain conviction', but that does not 
alterthe fact that it is a case of 'Diversity of Opinion' for the_ uninterested third 
party. · 
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(h) It has been urged by the Puriiapalt§in (in Su. 4) 
that-" Uncertainty itself being quite certain in its uncertain 
character, there can be no uncertainty at all.', ~.ut this is 
not right; as it involves a self-contradiction. That is to say, 
you say that 'there is no uncertainty', and yet you add tbat 
' uncertainty is certain in its uncertain character' ; this 
certainly involves a clear self-contradiction. Then again, it 
has to be borne in mind that the mere assigning of a different 
name, on the basis of a different fact, cannot do away with 
the real character of a thing ; whether you give a different 
name to a thing or not, the thing itself remains what it is,• 

(i) It has been urgad (in Su. 5} that-'t Doubt Would 
never cease, inasmuch as the property continues to persist.'' 
This objection also is not well taken; as it shows that the 
meaning of the Sutra (1-1-23) has not been understood. The 
Su{ra does not mean that Doubt arises singly from each of the 
factors mentioned-' Common Property' and the rest; what 
it does mean is that it arises from the co9nition of com
mon property, as accompanied b!J the remembrance of specific 
character, when there iB uncertainty attaching to pe1•ception 
and non•pP.rceptiun (i. e., from all the foctors collectively) ; 

and such being the case there is no possibility Var. P.188, 
of there being either no Doubt at all, or an 

unceasingly persistent Doubt. 
Lastly, it has been urged by the Purvapka§in (in the 

Bha~ya, P, 60, L. 10) that-" No Doubt can arise from the 
cognition of the property of either one of the things." This 
objection also is not well conceived ; for the simple reason 
that (according to us also) no Doubt can arise from such 
cognition ; in fact no Doubt ev~r arises from the cognition 
of the property of only one of the two things ; such a cognition 
always brings about certain conviction in regard to that 
thing. 

• So th~t Y?U may call uncertainly, 'ce!tainty' ; but t~at doe~ not do away with 
the unce1·ea,,11v itl!elf : and all that we hold 11 that ' uncertamty ' gives rise to Doubt. 
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SD/ra (7). 
WHEREVER THERE IS DuuB·r, TRERJll 1S POSSIBILITY OF 

THE AFORESAID QUES'l'IONS AND ANSWERS.-(Su. 7). 
Bhli~ya. 

605 

[P. 64, .L. 8 to L. 10.] 
Wherever the Investigation carried on is preceded by 

Doubt, -either in a scientific Treatise or in a Controversy
the Opponent will try to deny the very existence of the Doubt· 
(in the manner of the above Purvapak~a) ; and in that case 
he should be met with the answer (detailed above).• It is 
for this reason that, as perta.ining to all Investigations, Duubt 
has been examined first of all. 

P'llr! ika on Su. (7). 
WhPrei,er there is Doubt /c.,-says the Su/r~. What is 

the sense of this Sutra P The sense is that it would not be 
right for a disputant to deny the existence of Doubt in regard 
to the point under discussion [ as that would not lead him to 
the obtaining of the truth that he seeks] ; in fact [he himself 
should take the Doubt as it stands; and] if his Oi,ponent 
should try to show that thet"e can be no Doubt in regard to 
the point at issue [in which case the Opponent will naturally 
make use of the Purvapak~a arguments detailed under 
Su~ras 1 to 3],-he should then meet him with the SitJthan{a 
arguments (detailed under Sii. 6). It is this instruction that 
the Su~ra is meant to impart to the pupil.t 

• The Nyayas!lfraoivara~&a remarks that this advice applies to the c11se of the ex
amination of e\·ery one of the sixteen categories ;-the 1:xamination of Pramana also 
is preceded by the doubt as to ·whether there are 2 or 3 or 4 Pramai.ias ond so forth • 
in regard to every one of such. Doubts, the Puri•apak1in may try to deny th~ 
very existence of Doubt; and then he is to be met in the manner explaiued here. 

t The Parislu,dJ.ht offers another interesting explanation of this Satra. It takes 
it to be a sort ·of ·an' explanation provided tor the Sutra undertaking te enter into a 
thorough examination of Prama,<1s and a few other categories only, and omitting such 
others as P,wgojan11, and the like. The Sii. is taken to mean tqat a thorough ezamination 
is caLed for only in regard to matters in regard wherioto there are doubts. As a matter 
of fact the nature of Prayoja,a at:\.Q:i.~e other categories, who~e elllamination ha, bee·n 
omitted, is fully known to all-trom the learned philosopher down to 1.be mere cow. 
herclesd; so that no thorough examination is necessary iu their case, Tsen ogain, the 
m.,thod of examination employed in regard to Pram:Z~, &c. may ha applied to· 
~hese other ca~egories also ; this is what the seventh. Siitra means-" Whenever there 

-IS any doubt ID regard to any category we should employ the method of eicami, 
natfou whfoh consists ofque;,tions and answers.'' 

The· Bha)yachamf,r.1, remarks as 'follows-" The Siitra is meant to, be an advice 
_to the Pupil to _the fl'ect that it is not right•to deny the existence of Doubt as a 
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Section (2). 
Detailed Examination of Pramli~zas in General. 

[SUt,rii'> 1-19.] 
Bl,a§ya. 

[P. 64, L. 10 to L. 13.] · 
Next follows the detailed l!,'rr'ami 11atio1, of Prama'f}a. *-

Si1 {ra (8). 
" PEHCEPTION AND THE REST CANNOT mJ HEGARDED 

AS lNSTROllrnNTS OF CoGNlTION, ON ACCOUNT 

01!' THE IMPQSSIBILITY 0~' CONNECTING '.!.'HEM 

WITH ANY OF THE THREE POINTS OF TlME."

(Sutra 8).t 

"The cl1aracter of Instrument of Cognition cannot belong 
" to Perception, &c., as it is impossible to connect them with 
"any of the three points oE time; that is to say, it is not 
" possible for them either to precede or to synchronise 
"with or to follow (the objects cognised)." t 
preliminary accessory of all Discussion; the sense being that, inasmuch as Donbt 
is such an accessory, whenever any Discussion is started, one should not meet it with 
the preliminary objection that the very Doubt, on which the Discussion proceeds, is 
not possible ; the right course is to supply answers to the questions raised. This 
advice being summed up in three verses:-''fhe dull ignoramus and the man who has 
reached the highest pinacle of wisdom, these two persons are happy ; persons falling 
between these two extremes always suffer. (1) Thaman whose mind is in doubt is 
beset with difficulties at each step; freedom from Doubt represents highest bli~s;. thid 
bein~ the forin of the Snpreme Self. (2) For these reason•, you should listen to 
all theories, and then having raised questiona in regard to these, you should enter in 
to the diecussion with ,1ualified persuus and thereby ascertain the truth. (11). 

0 In the case of Dou.bt, it was necessary to alter the order in which the categories 
had been mentioned 'in Sii. 1-1-1 ; because Doubt form~ the starting-point of all 
investigations.. Among the rest of the categories, there is no reason for dealing with 
any of them out of its proper place ; so the Author now takes up the examination 
of Prama11-a, There again, he begins with the examination of the character of Pra
ma,;ia in general, before proceeding with the parti,mlar Pramai:ias. The Pmmu1J,a, in 
general, may be deliued as the Instrument of Cognition ; and these instrumeuts are 
Perception and the rest.--f a/pai·ya. 

t The Siitra denies the very existence of Pramil,.las, on the ground that they do not 
prove the existence of these obje.Jts at any point of time-Bha~yachan,f,rn. 

t The Ta,parya thus sums up the Pii,1•vapak~a embodied in Sii~ras 8-11 :-This l>iil'
vapak,a emanates from the 1l1a:f,hyamika Bau(lt;!ha, and may be explained as.follows:
Though our firm conviction is that nothing in the world can bear any investigation,
so t.hat so far as we ourselves are concerned, Prama'Y}a also id a subJect that, cannot 
bear any-examination,-yet \Ve proceed to show that Prama1.1as, as accepted hy other 
people are untenable; and this we shall show on the .basis of those same Prama.1,1as 
that are held by those same people ; and thus it is a fault o~ the Pramal,.las 
themselves that they melt away by their own inner contradictions. The argument 
;1.gainst PramaJ,ia may be thus formally state:l-Perception and the rest cannot be 
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Varfilw on Su. (8). 

[P. 188, L. 9 to L. 15.] 

607 

Next comes the turn of PramcitJa; and this we now pro-
ceed to examine. " ·what is there to be 6Xaminecl in this 
connection; " * In the first place, it is necessary to 
examine the very possibility (existence) of PramlilJaS; there 
arises a doubt in our minds as to the very existence of Pra
?n'?ilJaS as such, because we find in them properties indicative 
of both existence and non-existence, and we do not perceive 
in them any specific properties that would distinguish them 
from Prameya and tho other categories. 

The Opponent denies that there is any doubt as to the 
existence or non-existence of PramcitJ,as, and proceeds to 
elaborate the Parvapak§a view (that there is n'o such thing as 
'PramatJ,a ') :-

" Perception and the 1'esl cannot be t·ega.rded as Pramfi'IJ'l,S, 

'Piirvapak~a. 
"as etc. etc.-that is to say, PramlitJ,aS do not 
"serve their purpose (of proving the existence 

"of thei1· objects) at any of the three points of time." 

Bha§ya on Su. (9). 
[P. 64, L. 18 to L. 17.] 

"What has been stated above in a general way is next 
explained in detail (by the Purvapak§in)-

Sufra (9). 

,, IF THE PRAMINA EXIl!TS ALREADY BEFORE (THE 

OBJEOT), THEN PERCEPTION CANNOT BE PRODUCED BY THE 

regarded as Prarnai;m, because they cannot prove or indicate the presenc~ of their 
objects at any point of time,-anything that doeH not prove its object at any time 
is not regarded as Pramiii;rn, tor iustance, tl,e conception of Hare's Horns ;-l'~rcep
tion, &c., are such-therefore they cannot be regarded as Prnmiil}a," 

It is interesting to compare this statement of tl,e Md<J,h11amika view with the 
Vedanta new expressed in Kha'l}danakhaf/dakhaifya, Trans. Vol. I Para. 79. 

0 All parties admit of certain Pmma1,1,as, for the establishing of their own views ; 
as in the absence of Pramiil}as, no view can be established. A mau \yho has no 
view of bis own to establish cannot be regarded either as a wise man, or as au inves
tigator. So that what Pramiif}as must be known to all intelligent man ; what is there 
to he examined in this connection ?-This is the meaning of the questioner.
fatparyu. 
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CONTA0T OF THE SENSE-ORGAN WITH THE OBJECT."--
(Su. 9.)• 

" Perception is the Cognition of snch objects as Odour and 
"the rest; if this Perception (Prama~a) exists already, and 
" Odour, &c., come into existence after it, then the Perception 
"cannot be said to be produced by the contact (with the 
"sense-organ) of those things, Odour, &c." t 

Var{ika 0n Su. (9). 
(P. 188, L. 18 to L, 2.J 

'' If tlte Pramiif}a, e~ists alrea~!I, ~c. !f'r-.-says the Sut,ra
•: the Perceptional Cognition cannot be produced by the 
"contact of the sense-organ with the object; so tha,t what has 
"be~n declared in the Sutra (1-1-4) becomes. stultified; 
'·' that is to say, if the cognition (Perception) exists already, 
11 before the Object, theo the contact of that object cannot 
"·he its cause ; and this would be contrary to what has been 
11 declared ~efore-that ' Perception is Cognition produced by 
" ~ontact of the Sense-organ with the Object' (Sii. l. I. 4)." 

Su/ra (10). 
11 IF , THE PRAMA~A COMES INTO EXlSTEN0l!l AFTER 

(THE 0BJioT), THEN 'l'HE EXISTENCE OF THE OBJEOl' OJ!' 

CoaNI'rION CANNOT Bl!l DEPENDENT l!POS PRAMA]\TAS11-

(8u. 10). 
Bha1ya on Su. (10). 
[P. 65, LL. 2-3]. 

" While the Pramal}a does not exist, by whose instru• 
" mentality would the thing be cognised, and thereby he
" come the object of_cognition r It is only when a thing is 
11 cognised by tlfe instrumentality of Pramiil}as, that it comes 
"to be known as 'prameya ', object of cognition. 

0 The meaning o:f the Stitra is as follows-As a matter of fact, Pramit;1a is an 
Instrument, and the Instrument is a particular kin~ of substance accompanied 
by a certain action or operation ; neither the operation alone nor the substance 
alone can be called ' Im1trument' ; if then, this subdti,.nce, along with the operation of 
bringing ab01ut the cognition, is already there, beflro the ouject has cowe iuto 
exiaten,1e,-then the said cognition cannot be regarded aa brought auout by a 
contact with that object.-BhafyacluN4ra. · 

t I. E, The Substance can have no connection with the operation (which is 
ab~urd)-.says the Bha1yachang,ra. Puri MS. A. has a lacuna here: it omits frl'.!m 
B~a:ya, P. 6!, L, 11 to P, 66, L. 8. 
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Varfika on Sa. (10).* 
(P. 189, L. 2 to L. 4] 

609 

•" rf the Pram"i1Ja &c.-says the Sntra. That is to say, 
•' this would involve the absurdity that a thing may be 
cc called ' object of co·gnition' _without being. operated upon 
" by Prn.ml':nr1s. As a matter of fact, the object uf cognition 
" cannot come into existence, cannot attain its trne character, 
" e.xcept with the help of Pramt1'l}a~; but (if the Pramli1J1, 

,·, were to come into existence after the object) the existence 
" of the of1jer,t uf cognition oould not be dependent upon Pra-

Si2{ra (11) · 
'' b THE TWO COME INTO EXIfl'rENCF: SIMULTANEOUSLY, 

THEN, INASMUCH AS EACII COONl'rlO'N' IS RESl'RICTED Tu 

ITS OWN OBJECT; TRERE C1N BE NO SBQ.UltNCE Al{O~G OOGN[• 

T10Nsi"t (Su. 11). 
Bka,ya. 

. [P. 65, L. 6 to L. 11] 
'' If it be held that the PramflrJ,a and its Object both 

cc come into existence at the same time,-then, inasmuch 
'' as all cognit;ions pertain to their own particular object, 
" it would be possibt~ for them to come into existence 
'' at the same time ; and therefore, inasniuch as each 
'' cognition is restricted to its owr& object, thern can. 
" he ·no 1iere,qf!U!J of sl'qttence r,,mong cognitions. .As a matter 
" of fact, all thes& cognitions are found to appear with 
" regard to their objects, one after the othe,r; but this 
" sequence would not be necessary (if the cognition and its 

, cc object were to appear at the same time). And f,urther, 
0 Though the existence of a thing, by itself, does not depend upon PramaJJas, yet 

its existence as object ,if cognition, as Pramoya, depends entirely upon the operation 
of the Prama11as; a thing cannot be the oliject of cog11itio11 until that cognition has 

come about, and the cognition can come about only b:; the operation of the Instru
ments of Cognition.-' In this Sutra, 'Pmma-,a' stands for the Instrument along with 
its operation ; and 'Pramey,a' for the object as b~aring the operation. Hence the 
meaning is that· unles.s the Instrument, along with the operation of C;ognition exists 
beforehand, there can ha no possibility of the 'object ' bearing that operation. [That 
ia, a thing cannot be 'Praml11}a' in th~ absence of ' Pramlil}a '].-Bha§yachanglra. 

t 'C:ignition' in this S'i,/ni stands for 'P·ram/J'Y' ', which as explained before, 
stands for the mea11s of cognitio11, and also the cognition ltseif. 
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" [ even if such sequence be not considered esseutiall this 
" simultaneity of cognitions would contradict what has been 
" declared (under SU 1-1-16; to the effect that 'the presence 
" of the Mind is indicat(;ld by the nou-simultaneity of cogni
" tions.' 

" 'rhe aforesaid are the only three possible alternatives- in 
" regard to the existence (or relation) of Pramarp1. and its Ob
,, ject; and every one of them has been found to be untenable ; 
" so the conclusion is that Perc~ption and the rest cannot 
" be regarded as 'PramiilJa '." 

Vn,·t1ka on Su. (11). 
(P. 189, L. 8 to L. 10). 

" If the tiiJo wel'e simultan1Vius ~,:.--says the Su(ra. If 
" Cognitions (Praml'i(las) &.nd their Objects were to syuchl'o• 
" nise, then cognitions would have to be held to appear 
"simultaneously; and this would be against what we actually 
" find to be the case ;-cognitions are, as a matter of fact, 
"always found to appear one after the other. Further, such 
" a view would also involve self-contradiction: it would be 
" contrary to what has been declared in regard to ' non
,, simultaneity' of cognitions being indicative .of the Mind 
"(in Su. 1-1-16)". 

[P. 65, L. 11 to P. 66, L. 19]. 
The answer to the above is as follows :-

• As a matter t,f fact betwee11 what is called the 'cause 
or instrunumt . of apprehension.' and what the 'object 
of apprehension', thn·e being no rer.triclion as tv t!ie former 
coming into C;J)istence either beforP., or after, or simul" 
taneously with the Zutter, we take ea.eh case on its own 
1nerits, just as ire find it, and. assert accordingly (,,ither 
precedence or sPque11ce or simultaneity of the one or the otlt1,r): 
'!'hat is to say, in . some cases the Cause of A ppre
hension appoors first, and then its object ; e. g. in the case 
of the apprehension of things coming into existence whao 

• We have here certain p,lssa,5ed printe,I iu thick,ir type ;-see in this connection 
our note on Sii. 15, below. The who!~ of the italicised portion occurs as a Siifra in 
the '-,rqra: attached to Puri MS. B. The. Bhawci cham!,ra also appears to regard 

this first passage as a Sa(ra. 
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tll0 Hun is shining [in which case the sunlight, which is 
tlie cause of the perception, is already there, wlien the things 
are coming into e~istenceJ* ;-in other cases tlie ObjP;ct 
appears before and the Cause of its apprehension afterwards; 
e. g. when the ]amp (just lighted) illumines, and makes 
perceptible, things already in existence ;-in other case1-1 

again the Cause of apprehension and its Object 
BhaP.66. . . l I l come mto existence toget ier; e. g. w ien t, Je 

.apprehension of fire is brought about by means of smobi. t 
Now • Prani'ii1Ja' is the name of the cau.~e of app,.e.hension, 
and ' Prameya ' that of the Ob/ect ef apprehension; so 
that (as shown above), there being no restriction as to 
exact precedence or sequence or simultaneity between the 
two, we have to take each case just as we find it.t So 
that there is no ground for the entire denial (of Pramar_rns) 
(which you have put forward); specially in view of the fact 
that you yoursPlf admit t.he (efficiency of) P1·amllrp1s in 
general (in .the shape e. f1· of your own words) and then go 
on to deny the efficiency of all particula1· Pramfiry,is § 

l!Secondly, as the grounds on which the names(' Prumlitia' 
and 'Prameya ') are based pertain to all three puinls of time, 
the rzam/3 also should. he accepted as sur.h. That is to say, it 

• The printed text puts the stop wrongly after ·sn;r21 it shonl<l. Le of/er 
'8''l'Va1'1'lfT'I,~_; the Puri MSS. read.s S111i;IJ '<r?~"T'fi~, which gi,·cs brtter 

sense. 
t The apprehension of fire synchronises wifh the apprehension of Bmoke. 
:t: ' Such is the sense of the Sutra '-says the BhaJyac:handra ; and from this it 

appears that the passage containing the term uibhagaracha11an; constitutes a Sti.\ra. 
§ \11\'l f;;i~ of the printEd text aprears difficult to construe. What the Purvapak,in 

has done is to take no account of the particular facts of each case and has roundly 
dP-nied the efficiency of all Pramavas p.omiscuonsly ; so that the correct word 
would appear to be •f~. Tha mistake may be due to the mis-reading of~ for 
'lll""'-1; \ll and "° befog very nearly alike in Marthili and Bengali characters. B:1t the 
Bhii~yachat1iJ,ra accepts the reading \11\'l f111'fflr and supplies a reas-,nable explanation; 
which has been adopted in the translation. It remarks that the pas8age points ont 
an inconsistency (1.·yilgha,a) on the part of the Pi1rvapaksin. He,denies all Pramavas, 
but certainly accepts his own word embodying thi~ denial as a very "alid Prama,a. 

ll'fhe italicised portion occur, as Sii\ra in the ~,:mr attached to Puri MS. B. The 
Bha~yachaniJ,ra remarks-This refers to the following argument ot the opponent
" There are four kinds of basis for the application of verbal names; thebe being-
1) the presence of Genus i.e. this is a' Cow' 'this is a Bt·iihma"}a' &c.; (2) Presence of 
Quality ; 'the cow is white', 'the Brahmava is patient'; (3) Presence of <:ertain 
thin~s ; 'the Brahmana has a stick'; and (4) Presence of action ; 'tl,is is a 
doer', 'this a cogniser' and'so forth. So that the name 'Pra1na1_1a' also muFt have 
for it• basis the actual pt·esence of the action of appt·ehension at the same time ; and 
it i~ therefore not right to say • the Prameya is apprehended hy the Co,g11iRe1·, hy 
means of the Prama!Ja'."-The answer to this, given in tlie Bha~ya, is that the appli
cation of the name ia not based upon the actual presence of the nctio11 a' the time,· it i8 
based upon the potentiaWv of the thing to brint about the action; e.g. we speak of 
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has been urged (in Su. 10) that-" if the Prama1.1-a bo held 
to come into existence afle,• the Prameya, then, at the time 
that the Pramiil).a is non-existent, (i. r.. not actually bringing 
about the apprehension at that time) the object could not 
be called' Prameya '; as it is only when an object is actually 
apprehended at the time by means of Prami'irJa that it is kPown 
as 'Prameya' " *;-but as a matter of fact, the application 
of the name' Pramiina 'is due to the fact of what is sei named 
being the ea.use of apprehension(i. e. bdng endowed with the 
potentiality of bringing about the cognition), and this fact 
pertains to all three points of time; for im,tance, [when 
we give the name 'Prami:i1.1-a' to the cause of appre
hension) we make use of either of the three expressions ' t!Jis 
has brought about the apprehension (therefore it is Prama• 
~N) ', or 'this bring3 about the apprehension 1hence it is 
Prama~za); or this will bring about the apprehension \hence it 
is P1•:nni'i1Jct); so that the grounds of the naming pertaining to 
all thre.e points of time-past, present and future-, the name 
also should be taken as pertaining to all points of time. t 
So that when we apply the name' Prama~i•t ', what is meant 
is that the ohject has berm ap1,rehended (in the past) by its 
means, or that the object is apprehended b-y its means 
(in the present), or that the object urtll l>e appreh':'nded 
by its meam (in the future); similarly when we apply 
the name 'Prame!Ja ', what· is meant is that it ha.~ been 
apprehended, or that it is apprehenderl, or that it tl7ill be appre
hended by its means. Such being the case, an object can 
very well be known as' p1•ame_qa' when we have such ideas 
as ' the apprnhension of this thing iv ill be brought about by 
the right ca1ne [Pramai;ia, when it comes into existence]', 
' this will be apprehended', and so forth. If this applicabil
ity of a name _ on the basis of the possibility of the 
requisite operation at all three points of time is not 
admitted, then much of ordinary usage would be impos
sible. That is to say, if one were not to admit ':.he 

the 'cook' though be is only going to do the cookill1~ or we say 'the cook is bathing',, 
where even though the action present is that of bathing, yet the name applied to the 
man is 'Cook'. This 'potentiality 'consists in tt,e mere form of the thiug concerned. 
as aided by th& necesaary accessories. 

•fqnr1rfw R~• is the reading of all manuscripts but one, as also of the iwo 
Puri l\1SS. ; we have adopted this ; specially as vfcr J:A~ of the pri11ted text does no, 
give good sense. · 

t And when in defin-ing 'Pramina' W8' have said that it is what actually bring& 
a.bou_l the cognition-it is only by· way of an illustr.1tion; and we do not mean to 
restrict the name pramat•a onty to what actually at the time brings about Cognition
Bhii~yachamjl'a, 
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application of names as described above, for him no s11ch 
expressions wonld he possible as-' bring a cook, he will 
do the cooking', ' bring in a wood-cutter, he will do the 
cuttiri:g.' 

Further, the assertion (made in Sn. 8) that-' Perception 
and the rest cannot be regarded as Instruments of Cogni
tion, on account of the impossibility of connecLing them 
with any of the three points of time '-appareutly denies 
all ' Prarna1_1a ' entirely ;-the person making such an 
assertion should be asked-what do you mean to ac• 
complish by this denial? Do you mtian to set aside the 
possibility or very form (of the Prama1;ms, Perception, &c.}? 
Or, to make known their impossibility or absence of any 
form? If the former, thon the possibility or form of the· 
Pramal)as is admitted [ as it is only what exists that can 
be set aside),-and the possibility or form being there, 
Perception and the other Prama1_1as cannot be denied entirely. 
If, on the other hand, the denial is meant to make known 
their impossibility, then the denial itself becomes endowed 
with the character of' PramiirJ'I' (Instrument of Cognition, 
being that whioh makes lcnow11 things) ; • as the denial be
comes the cause or instrument of the Cognition of the 'impos• 
sibility of Pramal}as,' 

[Even knowing this inconsistency, the Opponent asks]
" What then?". The answer comes in the next SU~raJ. 

JTiir/ika 011, the Silj<Jhanfa-Bhlifya. 
[Page 189, L 10 to P. 191, L. 16.) 

The answer to the P11rvapak§1 is as followa :-
' Between the cciwB of apprehension and the object of appre

hension there is no restrictfoii as to the former corning into 
emistenae either /Jef ore or after or sirnultaneous!y with, th& 
latter '-says the Bh_a§ya (P. 65, L. 12) ;--which means that 
what has been put forward as the Probans in the Parvapak§a 
arg·1ment [viz. impo:tsibilily of connecting them with any of 
the three points of timfl-Sii. 8, i. e., the impossibility of their 
n:.aking things known at auy point of time] is open to the 
fallacy of being asir!,rf,ha,' ' unknown,' '~ot admitted by all 
parties.' 

* ~ lrJ'l' :, the reading of all :Mss. sav8 one, gives better sense than 1!11"1'Jr.lf; 
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Further, the Piirvapalq1in has stated his proposition in 
the form-' Perception and the rest are not instruments of 
Cognitions'; and thts statement _involves a contradiction in 
its own terms ; as the proposition can only mean that ' Per
ception and the rest do not indicate the existence of their 
objects'; and this involves a. self-contradiction* (self-stulti
fication) on the part of. the Pliroapalc~in. How P Well, 
to call them ' Perception and the rest ' and then t_o say that 
'they do not indicate the existence of things,' certainly involves 
a self-contradiction; just as when one makes the assertion 
' this thing is not known,' to call it 'this thing' and then to 
say 'it is not known ' involves a self-contradiction; t in the 
same manner there is self-contradiction when you call them 
' perception, &c.,' and then assert that ' they do not indicate 
the existence of things;' how else (i. e., if they do not 
indicate the existence of things) can they be called ' Percep
tion, &c.' P Certainly the names ' Perception' &c. are meaning
less unle~s there is an indication of the existence of things. 

Then again [ what the PurvaptJ,k,in does is to deny a 
certain character, that of being Prama'}a, in regard to Per
ception &c. ? and] when you deny u. certain character to 
Perception, &c., it means that these ' Perception &c.' them
selves you admit; that is to say, when you say that' Percep-

* '1/J?f 'If liq'Ttcl' : aa found · in Bib. fod. editiun i11 the ccmect reading ; not 

,a1f ~ ar.,mr : as in the Benares cdit_ion. 

t The 'self-contradiction' meant by the Varfilca is that_ between calling -them 
'Perception and other Pramii.1.1a.s' and saying that they do not indicate the existence 
of things.' The '/'afparya explains the 'vyagkala' differently :-The Piirvapaksin 
apparently puts forward an inference to prove his proposition that Perception, &c., 
cannot be regar\ped as Pramii.l}a; in putting forward this inference, he ipsvfacto 
admits the fact of in f«."ence being a Pramii.l}a ; and this is certainly not in keeping 
~ith the proposition lie sets himself to prove. An inference can prove a conclusion 
only after it has itself acquired the position of a Pramii.l}a, The proposition makes 
tt.is impossiMe ;-how then can an inference, under such circumstanoes, pro'l·e any
thing. This is how the Parvapak1in has stultified himself. This also comes i.n tho 
Va.riika later on, top of P.190. This i1 the Vyaghata dedu~ed by the Bhar1/a
ekan<!,ra also. 
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t.ion and tha . rest are not possessed of the c11aracter of Pra
ma1;1a.,' you do not deny the ' Perception, &c.' themselves; 
what you deny is only their particular character, that of being 
Praino1J,,1. • 

'' But inasmuch as an abstract quality can never subsist 
by itself, Perception, &c., themselves are denied; that is te 
say, when we say ' Perception and the rest are not possessed 
of lhe character of Pramat;ta,' the 'character of Prama~a,' 
is an abstract quality; and being an abst-ract quality, wben 
it is denied, this denial implies also the denial of the things 
possessing that qttality.'' 

Even so, the ' self-contradiction ' doss not cease : You 

Var P. 190. 
have got to prove the non-existence of Per
ception, &c.,-the meaning of your proposition 

being that 'Perception &c. do not exist'; now by what are 
you going to prove this? 1£ Perception and the rest do not 
exist, there is nothin~ else that can prove the said non
existence. [It is only by means of Prama~a that anything 
can be proved; if there are no Prama~as nothing can be 
proved]. 

Fm·ther, your denial of some particular Prama'l}aB 

would i~ply that you admit other Pramanas; when yon say 
that' the character of PromarJ,a cannot belong to Perception 
and the rest', it is clear tqat you admit PramaQas other than 
Perception and the rest; if this is·not what you mean, then 
the Eipecification by name,-' the character of PramaQa does 
not belong lo Perceptioa and the re.~t '--be00rnes entirely 
meaningless; if you do not admit of Pramiil).as other than 
'Perception and the rest', then what is the meaning,.>£ the 
specification (' to Perception and the rest ') that yon have in 
your assertion-' the character of Pramiii:ia · does not 

° For instance, when yo~ say 'this boy is without the waterpot,' you simply 
deny his possess~ng the waterpot, and you admit the existence of the Boy himself. 
So that from the form in which the Piirvapak~in states his proposition, it would seem 

that he does not absolutely deny the existence of Perception and the other Prama\1as. 

C 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



616 THE NYAYA-SO'f}lAS OF GAUTAMA 

belong fo Perception and the red'? If (with a view to 
escape from this predicament) yo11 were to make your 
assertion in the general form -' there are no PramaQ.as ',
then this would involve another self-contradiction: you assert 
t,hat 'there are no Pramat,tas' and yet you are propounding 
explanations and arguments!• 

[If then the Purvapak,in were to say-' Yes, we do 
admit of Pramii1_1as other than • Perception and the rest,' 
what harm is there in that ?-our answer would be)-That 
other Pramar;ia, which you admit, will also be open to the 
charge 6£ not being 'connected with the three points of time '; 
so that the objection that you have urged (in Su. 8) against 
• Perception and the rest' would apply to that other Pramai;ia 
also; for that \V!1icli does not make things known at any of 
the three points of time,-how can that be called a Pramat}a? 
'fhis objection will apply with eq ua.l force to your PramaQ.a 
also. 

If next you admit that what you are denying is only the 
character (of 'being Pramat;J.a 'J [and uot the very existence of 
'Perception and the rest'] this would mean that, you admit the 
existe~ce of: 'Perception and the rest' as apart from their cha
racter of being Prama~a,-jn:'!t as when one denies the pre
sence ofthe •King's man', he may admit the presence of the 
man, apart from the character of belonging to the King ; -and 
in that case, when you will be asked to describe the 
character of these, ' Perception and the rest', you will 
tumble on the same objections and the same C self-contradic
tions '. On the other hand, if you do not admit of 
' Perception and the rest' as distinct from the • character of 
being Prama1.1a •, it behoves you to explain the precise 
signification of the Genitive ending (in' prafyak~li</,ini'im ') aud, 
that of the nominal affix (in 'prilm.iirJJJa1n ') ; that is to say, 

• Explanatious and arguments 1re intended to make things k'nown ; and this i• 

uactly tbttu11ctiou of ' Prarna\}as. 
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if the 'character of being PramaIJ.a' is not something diffel'enf; 
from ' Perception and the rest,' then what is the sense of the 
Genitive in' pro! yakt{iir/,inam •r It has, in fact, to be admit. 
ted that when you make the assertion '-prafyala;a</,inam, 
prarrtatryam nasf i' (with the word ' p~afyak~arjiniim with the 
Genitive ending), whether you take it as a denial (' tbe 
character of being P1•a'1i"i11Ja does not belong to Perception and 
the rest '), or as an affirmation (the character of not being Pra
mii1J11, belongs to Perception and the rest,),-in either case what 
is denied or affirmed must be a character (and not.the things 
themselves; or else t,he Genitive ending would be meaningless); 
and if this is admitted, then it becomes necessary to describe 
the form of ' Perception and the rest' as apart from their 
'being Prama1p1 '; and as soon as you proceed to describe it, 
you render yourself open to the very same objections (that 
you have urged against us). Ex:actly the same holds good 
regarding the use of the Nominil affix (in' PramiitJ,yam'). 

Further, the Pnrvapalt'~in has (in Su. 8) put forward (as 
his reason) the impossilJility nf OfJnnecting them with ar,,!/ of the 
lltree points of time ; and this is not co-substrate (with the 
Subject of hi11 Proposition).; as (by the .said expression} the 
said impossibility subsists in the term '(raikalyasir!4he!J, ', the 
asirj<Jlii, 'impossibility', apparently belongs to '/raikalya,'
and nut to the Pram'iiJJ,as [ which form the subject of the Proposi
tion, and as such should possess what is ptit forward as the 
Prol;>ans or reason for proving something with regard to them J. 
If (with a view t.o escape from this difficulty) it be explained 
that-" What i::i meant by the term {raikalyasirf,<JhelJ, is that 
the PrarnaQas do not serve their purpose at any of the three 
points of .time ''•,--then the Probans becomes entirely 
superfluous, being already implied by .the Proposition itself: 
the meaning of your proposition also · is only this that ' the 

• Thid is precise!y the interpretation that the Vcir!ika itself has put upon the 
Purvapak~a argument e~bodied iu Su. 8, 
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so-called Prama1,1as do not serve their purpose ',--and this 
is exactly the same as that ' the Prama1,1as do not serve their 
purpose at any of the three points of time' (which, according 

_ 191 to your second explanation is what is meant by 
Var. P. . 

your Probans, '/raikalyasicjcjhe~i' ). 

[The Var{ika now proceeds to explain the passages of 
the Bha§yaJ-It has been declared (Bha. p. 66, 1. 6) ·that
It is only whea apprehended by means of PrainFilJa that it is 
known as' Prameya '; the meaning of this is that the denial 
put forward by the Purvapak~in cannot stand, as the name 
pertains to all three points of time; that is to say, the· 
circumstances that form the basis of the names ' Pramat;i.a ' 
and 'Prameya' are such as pertain to all three points of 
time'-' PramaQ.a' being the name of that by which a thing 
will be known, or is known, or has been known, and 'Prameya' 
being the name of the thing that will be known, or is known 
or has been known, It is only when such is admitted to be 
the case that an object can be spoken of as a 'Prameya,' 
'object of cognition/ even when we have EJUch conceptions as 
-' this thing will be known,'' the apprehension of this thing will 
be brought about by the right causes',*; on the other band, 
if such is not admitted to be the case, the said usage would 
be absolutely impossible ; so that the Purvapak§a view is 
found to be open to the objection of being contrary to usage. 
Specially as for one who does not admit the possibility of 
such names -as ' Prama1,1a ' and ' Prameya ' pertaining to all 
three points of time, such ordinary expressions as ' bring 
the cook, he will do the cooking ' would be entirely incon• 
gruous (as explained in Bha. P. 66, 1. 13). 

Further,-says the Bha~y'l, (P. 66, 1. 15)-the asset·tion 
tliat 'Perception and the re.'lt cannot be regarded as Instruments 
of cognition on account of the impo.~sibility of connecting them 

0 The Benares edition reads ~~'t<!flilt : But th~ Bib. lrid. reading is more in 
keeping with the words ofthe B1t<iwa, P. 66, I. 11. 
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with any of the three points of time ' a.pparently ,?,enies all 
Pramli'IJ,a entirel11 ;-and what is meant to· be accomplished 
by this denial, in regard to Perception and the rest P Is it 
meant to set aside their possibility ? or to make known their 
impossibility P · "What do you mean P" What we mean 
is that, if it is meant to set aside the possibility (of Percep• 
tion and the rest), this is not right; because in the first place 
such denial would in'volve a self-contradiction, (as· shown 
in the Bhafya), and secondly because this explanation would 
show that you do not understand the exact meaning of a 
denial : When you say that 'it sets aside the possibility 
of the PramaQas ', you admit the existence· of the Prama )?.as ; 
as there can be. no setting aside of what is an absolute non• 
entity • ; and certainly Denial can have no power to make 
what e;cists an absolutll non-entity. In fact what a denial docs 
is to make known a certain fact, and not to set aside possi
bilities; so that what this particular denial also can do is 
only to make known a certain fact, and it cannot be taken 
as setting aside the possibility (of Pramat}.as}. And, in that 
case, if th~ Denial makes known the impossibility (of Pra
tnal},as), then it itself becomes endowed with the character 

· of a ' PramaJ?.a.' 

Sa/ra (12). 
THERE CAN BE NO DEN[AL, AS IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO 

CONNECT IT wnn ANY OF THE THREE POINTS OF TI.ME. 

(Su. 12). 
Blta~ya. 

[P. 66, L. 21 to P. 67, L. 2]. 
[The Opponent having asked-'' What is the harm if the 

Denial becomes endowed with the character of Pramana? " -
the answer is given by the Su~ra}-Tho detailed expt~nation 
here is the same (aB in th~ Purvapak~a-Su~ra 8) [ i. e,~ inas
much as the Denial has becon;ie a Pramar;ia it becomes open 

,_· • The Benares edition and the 'falparya both read 11'~~'11ffl;flr-, .. ~ 

fif'"'~" 
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to the arguments that the Purvapak~in has urged against the 
possibility of Prama:i;ias ; so that] if the Deuial [which eai
lzypothesi is only an instrument of right negative cognition] 
exists before the thing Denied, then, what would be . 
there that would be denied, while the thing denied [i. e., the 
object of the negative cognition] is not in existence? On the 
other band, if the Denial came afte1• the thing Denied, then 
while the Denial is ·not in· existence, the thing could not be 
'denied '. Lastly if both the Denial and the Denied came into 
existence simultaneously, then as the thing wiU have been 

Bhii.. P. 67. 
already recognised as 'denied ', the Ddnial 
would be absolutely futile. 

Thus then, the assertion (of the Purvapak~in) embodying, 
as it doea,, a Denial, being (as just shown) found to be 
impossible>-it becomes established that Perception and the 
rest are genuine Pramlif)as. 

Varfika on Su. (12). 
[P. 191, L. 16 to P. 193, L. 141-

Such being the case (i. e. Denial becoming a PramaQa).---
1 There can be no d,mia.l 1 ~c.-says the Sii\ra. · The m~aning 
of the Sutra is that the Denial (embodied in the Purr,apali:IJa) 
is not possible, in connection with all thre.e · points of time ; 
so that the putting forward of the· Denial ~y the Purvapakljlin 
involves a self-contradiction ; as it ha.a been admitted that 
the Denial_.;' Prama:i;ias do not serve their purpose "-has 
the chal'acter of Pramar;ia land ,the possibility of Pramiil}.as 
having been d(}Iiied, the putting forward of what is acknow
ledged to be a 'Prama:i;ia .- involves a clear self-contra
diction]. 

Objection:-" By urging that 'Denial is not possible, as it 
cannot be connected witli any of the three points of time,' you 
admit (the force of our argument and contention) that 'as th~y 
cannot be connected with any 0£ the three points of time, 
.:Perception and the rest cannot be regarded as Pramai;ta ". 

This does not affect our position, we reply ; aR all tliat 
we mean by urging this argumen~ is t-0 show that your view 
involves a self-contradiction on your part; what we . are 
urging iii that you are open to tl1e charge that the reasoqing 
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that you have put forward goes directly against your own 
view; and we do not admit the validity of that reason• 
mg. '' What do yon mean ? " ·what we mean is 

Var .. P. 192. 
this :-'\Vhen yon .assert that 'what cannot 
serve its purpose at any of the three' points of 

time cannot be regarded as a cause ',-by this your own 
assertion you admit tlmt this Denial (that you are making) 
cannot be a cause (of any cognition). And thus you come 
to be in the position of a man who wishes to burn other 
persons by the fire in his own fingers,-he may or may 
not succeed in burning others, but he surely burns his own 

finger! 

Further, the Denial that you make,-in the form' Percep
tion and the rest do not accomplish their purpose' -is this a 

denial of the efficiency of Perception and the rest ? or a denial 
of their very existence? If, it is a denial of their efficiency, 
then this would mean that Perception and the rest are not 
denied; inasmuch as you deny their efficiency, you have to 
explain what 'Perception and the rest' are; so that you 
become open to the same objrctions. If, on the other hand, 
your denial is of the very existence of Perception and the 
rest, then please explain what _you mean by saying that 
' Perception and the rest do not exist'. Do you mean the 
non-existence of Prami:it;ias in general ? or that of the parti• 
cular PramaJ}.aS (mentioned)? If the former, then the 
mention of ' Pe1·ception and the rest' is entirely superfluous; 
your assertion should be in . the form ' PramaJ}.aS 
do not exist'; and in that case, as you would have no 
Frama1Jas, there could be no reasoning in support of such 
denial.• If, on the other hand, the denial is of the particular 
Prama9as (and not of all Prama9as in gene1·al),-then this 

• Your denial is in the form '.Pramii\}as do not exist' ; every rcasouing that you 
wo11Id urge would itself lie a Pramii'}a; and the very existence of Pramat;1as having 
been denieJ, the reasoning would have its ground entirely cut off; n,s it will not be 
.a, 'P ramaz;ia' it cannot prove your contention. · 
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would imply that you admit of Pramii.lJ.aS other than those 
mentioned; for unless the existence of Pramat;ia in general 
is admitted, there can be no room for the denial of a few 
particular Pramat;ias. 

Then again, there are two assertions-(1) 'Perception and 
the rest cannot be regarded as Pramagas because they cannot 
be connected with any of the three points of time,' and (2) 
' Perception and the rest should be regarded as Pramat;ias, 
because they are connected with the three points of time ' ;
now, do these two assertions mean the same thing or not ? 
If they mean the same thing, then the form in which the 
assertion should be made would be the latter-:that ' Percep
tion and the rest should be regarded as Pramat;ias, because 
they are connected with the three points of time' [as this 
assertion, being without the two negative particles present 
in the other assertion in the words ' aprama1}yan' and 'asi,J
<],h~!J,' would be so much simpler and briefer]. Further, by 
what means do you know that the two assertions mean the 
same thing ? If you know this by means of an Instrument 
of Cognition (PramaQa), then your self-stultification does not 
cease ; and if you know it by some other means, then that 
• other means' also would be an Instrument of Ougni1,ion; 
and it would be a mere difference in name [ when you call 
them not•Prama1J11]. If, on the other hand, the two asser• 
tions have different meanings, then also, we ask-By what 
means do you know that the two terms-' because they 
cannot be connected with any of the three points of time ' 
and ' because they can be connected with the three points of 
time '-have different meanings? [Any answer to this ques
tion involving, as before, either 'self-stultification' or the 
admission of ' PramaQa ' under a different name]. 

Further, when you make the statement-I( Perception an.I 
the rest do not exist,"-the term 'Perception and the rest,' 
co-ordinated as it is with the term ' do not exist,' cannot 
denote the absolute non-existence of Perception aud the other 
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Prama1_1as; as a matter of fact, when the word' jar,' is co
ordinated with the term ' does not exist ' ( when we say ' the 
jar does not exist'), it does not denote the absolute non
existence of the jar ; all that it does is to deny, either the 
oounection of the jar with a particular place, the room for 
instance, or its connection with a particular point of time, 
or the efficiency of the jar ;-and analogously in the case in 

Vii.r P. 193. 
question also, when the term 'does not exist' is 
used in co-ordination with the term ' Prama't)a,' it 

cannot denote the absolute non-existence of the Pramai;ias; all 
tLat it can denote is the denial, either of such PramaQ.as as 
are postulated by other philosophers, or of the efficiency of the 
Pramlil},as, or of the existence of the Pramiil}aS at a, particular 
time ;-in either case the existence of the Pra.miil}as them
selves would be admitted; so that being thus admitted, if it 
were to be held to be the subject of the denial in question, 
this would be a clear cas~ of self-cont,radiction. 

Further, when you a.re propounding the non-existence 
of PramfiQa.s, how and to whom are you propounding it P 
Who, too, is the propounder? . " We are propounding it to 
one who does not know it; and the propounder is one who 
knows it." But how does he know it ? If he knows it by 
·means of an Instrument of Cognition, then there is.self-con
tradiction, as PramlirJa is not admitted. It he knows it by 
some other means, then the difficulty is that you can have no 
instance (to show by what other means the fact is known) 
[for an instance, unless it is cognised by means of a valid 
Pra.maJ?,a, is absolutely futile]. There is a further self-con
tradiction involved in the admission of difference between 
the prop_ounder and the person for whom the propound-

. ing is done : If you know that the propounder is 
clifferent from the person for whom the propounding 
is done, you admit the existence of the l>rama9a 
whereby you know that difference; and this involves 
• self-contradiction' on your part. If, on the other hand, you 
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do not kn9w the difference between the two persons, there 
is "this self-contradiction or absurdity that you cannot explain 
how and fo whom the propounding is done. 

Lastly, when the Pii.rvapak~in lays down the proposition 
that 'Pramar;ias,,do not exist,' he should be met with the 
question-' how do you know that they do not exist' P In 
i,inswer to this, if he puts forward proofs ( Pramii1]as), he 
stultifies himself; and if he does not put forward proofs, 
he cannot accomplish his purpose. 

Thus we find that the more we examine the statement 
of tbe Pii.rvapak~in, the more do we find it crumhliug away. 

Su(1·a (13). 
BECAUSl!l A.Lt Pu.AMA~AS HAVE BEEN DENIED, THR 

DENIAL J'fSELF CANNOT BE ESTABLISHED.• ( Sii, 13). 

Bltd~ya .. 

[P. 67, L. 4 to L. 10]. 
" Why (can the Denial not be established) P "t- asks the 

Purv,1pakl}i,i. (For the following reason, we reply]-You 
have put forward (in Su. 8) as your reason, 'because it cannot 
be connected with any of the three points of time'; now if 
in support of this reason you ca,n cite an Instance~ then iii 
behoves you to show (on the strength of perceptional or other 
valid cognition) that what you have put forward I as yout• 
Reason (i. e. your Minor Pemiss) does hold true in the case that 
you cite as the corroborative Instance; and if you do this, 
you cannot deny the character of Pramal}a ( Proof) in regard 
to all Perception and the rest [ as at bast one such .Perception 
you will have employed to prove the truth of yonr Reason]. 
And if Perosption and tl1e rest were absolutely. no proof, 
then what you would cite as an Instance would also 
not prove anything [ a.s that also would only be a perceptional 
or other valid cognition]; so that your reason, in that case, 

0 Later Commentators-for instance ~he Vrif!i of Vishvana~ha and the Ny4JJa-
1u(ra1,ivara,a-do not have .this as a 812fra. The Nyayasikhi11ib,1u/,ha however 
cites it as a 812fra and so also the Bh4f!Jachanr!,ra, which remarks that this Sa\ra 
puts forward another 'self-contradiction ' involved in the Piirvapak1r1 stand-point. 

· t According t\l the Bh/Jiyachanr/,l'a this' Kafhani' is an attack on.·the opponent:
, How can you reasonably deny all Prama\)as ? •, 
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would be nullified by all Pramiil).aS. and, as such, cease to ba 
a proper Reason; in fact, such a Reason would be a "contra• 
dictory Reason ";-that having been defined as the ' contradic• 
tory Reason or Probans' 'which contradicts a certain doctrine 
that has been previously admitted' (Su. ] . 2, 6) ; and what 
is put forward by the opponent in the assertion made by him 
constitutes his 'doctrine'; and this assertion is that' Perception 
and the rest do not prove the existence of anything,'; and yet 
the several reasoning facturs [the Premisses &c., which repre• 
sent PramaQ.as] have been put forward (in the reasoning urged 
in Su. 8) with a view to prove (i.e make known to others) yom· 
own conclusions.• 

If, on the other hand, the Instance (corroborative of the 
Reason put forward in support of the Denial of eramiil).aS) 
is not cited (as representing a vidid cognition, pramli,;ta) then 
yon are faced by the difficulty that until you have shown the 
truth of your Reason, or Minor Premiss, in a certain well
known Instance, your assertion cannot prove your conclusion 
for yon ; so that the Denial of the Pramar.ias cannot bo 
established, for the simple reason that the reason or premiss 
pnt forward does not possess the character of a really valid 
'Reason'. 

Var{il.:a on Sft. (13). 

[ P. Ul3, L. 16, to P. J 94, L. 6] 
Becanse all Prama1J,as have been denfod g·c.-says the 

Su!ra. What we ask you is-Do yon, or do you not, cite an 
Instance in corroboration of your Reason, 'because they 
cannot be connected with any of the three points of time' ? 
If you do cite it, then you stultify yourself: inasmuch as 

0 The statement of the Proban@, which is the principal_ reasoniug-foctor, em
bodies facts ordinarily perceived-e. g. ' because Perception, &c., cannot be counected 
with ~any point of time' represents a number of facts perceived in ordinary experience. 
N,,-lV the proposition is that Perception, &c., do not prove anytl,ing; aud yet the said 
Perception-that Pereeption, &c. cannot be connected with any point of time-has 
been urged with a view to prove the conclusion. Thus the Reason, as.put fonvard, 

_ is entirely of contravention of the_ Proposition. 

The Vdr{ika in quoting this passage has Sl'l'IT11~ for 'IIUltli!fi;rT~ and the 

'f,i/parga explains lf1TT'•~ as referring to the Avayai:a,. The BM~yachanif,ra reads ·-~~ ... 
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you admit the view that Perception and the rest cannol 
hav:.e the character of Proof (for you'; what you cite as 
the· instance also cannot prove anything; and as such it 
would be entirely futile. If, on the other hand, it does 
prove something, then that. is a clear contradiction of 
what you -have asserted before. If then, yon do not cite 
the Insta:r;.ce,-this would mean that it is nowhere shown 
that what is put forward as the Reason is ever really 
effective in proying anything; aad as a matter of fact, 
until its effectiveness has been shown in a well-known In
.stance, the Reason cannot p..rove anything ;-so that, in this 
case, your Reason would be nullified by <ill Pramanas', and• 
as such become ' annulled '. 

The Bhll§yr.. (p. 67, 1, 7) says-Fu1·ther such a Reason 
would also be 'coniradi<:t01·y/ etc., etc. What is meant is that 
when you ai::sert the reasoning-' Perception and the rest 
cannot have the character of Pramii\).a, 'because they cannot 
be connected with any of .the three pointE! of time '-you put 
forward certain reasoning-factors, embodying facts known by 
means of one or the other of the Pramii~as, with a view to prove 
your proposition [and yet your Proposition is that no Pramana 
can prove anything]. Then again, when you consciously 
pronounce a sentence, you have reconrse to so many factors
wish to speak, ".ffort, emitting of wind, striking of the palate, g-c., 
motion of the lip$ and so forth; similarly when performing the 
act of walking, yon avoid obstacles in the shape of pillars, 
thorns, snakes and so forth ;-now, ( everyone of the said 
factors repr@senting a fact known by means of a Pramana ), 
the said uttering of the sentence as well aR the walking would 
be absolutely impossible, if there were no Prama3tas at all. 

• Not bP.ing supported t>y any of those Pramaoas that are embodied in the 
citing of the Instance and other reasoning-factors, it could be said to be' annulled'
fatparya. It is according to this explanation that 'vfrvr/,r/Jia' has been translated 
as ' annulled '; the Reason, as described here, does not fulfil tl1e conditions of the 
'contradictory ' Hcas0n. 
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Sufra {14). 
lF THE CITARAC1'ER OF PRAMA~A IN 1'Hf; CASE OF THE 

REASON'ING-FACTORS IS ADMITTED,-TIIEN YOUR DENIAL 

BECOMES RESTltICTED TO ONLY A FEW FROM AMONG ALL 

PRAMIJ'fAS, [wmcrr WOULD NOT BE RlGHT TJ (Hii. 14). 
Bhiif,ya. 

[P. 67, L. 12 to P. 68, L. 2J. 

627 

If you admit that the' character of PramITQa' really be
longt>t to these PercPption and the rest that are embodied in the 
reasoning-factors or premises involved in your negative argu
ment (against Prarnai;ias, in SU. 8),-then you will have to 
accept the 'character of Prarna.Qa' also in those PeJ'ceptivn and 
the resl that would be embodied in the reasoning-factors that 
might be urged (against you) by yoer Opponen,t; as there would 

Bhatiya P. 68. 
be no difference between the two set3 of 
'premises'. And this would mean that you do 

not deny aU PramaI].aS (but only some of them; for which 
r€stricted denial there can be no justification). In the term 
'vi1wa(i§eq.ha' {in the Sutra} the prefix 'vi' signifies a(finn
ation (' oipra(iif_e(lha,' meaning .vishe§e!Ja prQ{i~fJrjha, denial 
by selection) and not negation (viprati~erjha' in that case 
being construed as viga(a4 prati~e(lha!], negatined denial);; 
as there can be no sense in such an expression. § 

Vartilca on Su. 14. 
[P. 194,, L. 8 to L. 17.] 

If the cha1•act@r of Pramrl~tJ g-c.-says tae Su{ra. Your 
position appears to be that you deny the character of 

0 It appears .simpler l-0 the intirpret the Sil~ra as-' the Denial doe$ not 
apply to all Pramiil)as '. But the Bhawa ha~ made capital out of the prefix f1t in 

f11srf""1; in view of which the transaction has had to be put in a roundabout 

fashion ; though the F.ense remains the same. 
t The reading of tlie printed editian ffTllSfi'IH'Cl'.it is wrong. Both Puri Msil. read 

1l'T Sf,1;.-q'q, which is the right reading. 

t If f1f signified denial, then f1u1f<1lt"1: would mean 'denial of the denial', 

Denial being the Object of Denial ; and this wonld be absurd as coming from the 
Purvapak~in. For purposes of denial, one always uses the term 'na'-says the 
Bha~yacha nif,,·a. 

§ For in th11t case t·he expression in the Sutra-'na vipi-a{i~eefha' would mean. 
that ' the deuial is not negatived,' which would be the reverse of what is intended by 

the Si~4han,in Bhaf11achanif,1·a, 
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'PramaQa' to PramaQas other than those that are involved in 
your own assertion ;-if that is so, then all PramaQ.as are not 
denied. But (you should bear in mind) that the same reasons 
that you have for admitting the character of Prarna9a in the 
case of the Pramal)as involved in your own assertion 1 are 
also available in the case of those involved in the assertion 

of your Opponent, 

In the term vipra(i~erJ!ta the prefix vi indicates that the 
prafiferJha, denial, is vis/1e{etJu, by selection, and it does not 
signify the denial of the p1·a•tiferf,ha. "What is meant by 
this?'' The meaning is that it comes to this that some 
PramaQ.as are denied and some are admitted,-you admit 
those that are involved in the assertion of your Opponent. 

Lastly, the assertion that you have made (in SU. 8) 'the 
character of PrarnaQa connected with any of the three points 
of time' ,-has this assertion the 'character of PcamiiJJa ' 
or not? If it has, then, there is self-contradiction on your 
part; if it has not, then it cannot prove anything at all ; 
and hence becomes futile and meaningless.• 

Su/ra (15). 

THERE SHOULD BE No DENIAL (oF PRAMAij.AS AND PRA• 

:MEYAS) IN REGARD TO ALL THREE POINTS OF TIMEf; AS TH:f!llR 

1':XISTENCE (AS CAOSE AND EFFECT) IS PROVED IN THE SAME 

MANN.EK AS 'l'HAT OF THl!l MUSICAL INSTRUMENT IS PROVED ~y 

ITS SOUND.:t;-Su. (15). 

<> The 'f afpm·ya remarks that hitherto the Si<!,<!,hanti has been critici11ing the 
P Jrvapak~a-argumeut in, iwi details .; iu this last sentence, it takes the argument as 
a whole. 

t That is, it is quite possible for Pramii.na and Prameya to be related to each 
other as ' c~use and effect' and also as 'rneaus of Cognition' and 'object of 
eognitiou 1i.:_Bhawaci,a111J1·a\ 

t The wdrJ h,'!1mlfn'1~ is wanting in the text of the Sii\ra as found in the 

V:11''fl1S attached to Puri 1\1S'. B. It reads the S11trn simply as '1111!IT.,tnlR1'"8TI'~f: ; 
\he Bhf.lfyachanef,ra reads the Slitra as fo the printed text. 
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Blto~ya, 
[P. 68, L. 4 to L. 15]. 

(An ob-jection is raised at the very outset]-'' Why should 
this be repeated (in the Sufra, when it has already been 
stated before, in the Bhilfya, p. 65, I. 12) ? ". • 

The answer is that t-his serves to confirm what has 
been said before. 'l'hat is to say, we have stated above 
(Bhii. P. 65, 1. 12) that-' betwtten the cause of apprehension 
and t!te object of apprehension there is 110 1·estriction as to the 
formPr coming info P;cistP.nce eithPr before 01· afte,- or siinul
ta.neously 1vith the lattei·, and we take each casP. on its own 
mm·its just as we fitid it, and assert ac,:ordingly';-and the 
present Sii\r·a serves to show that this assertion of ours 
had its source in this Sfitra. [By the presence.of the Sutra] 
it is made clear that the Sage (Gan~ama) himself does not 
admit of any res~riction (as to priority &c. between the Pra
mii~a and its l>rameya), and hence firmly rejects the 
opponent's denial--:--by asserting that 'the denial in regard 
to all thre~ points of time is- not right.' 

Out of the three possibilities {of priority, posteriority and 
simultaneity), our Author cites the example. of one-In. the 

• ~'rom · what we read here, there appears to be a confusion in regard to the exact 
position of the Sii\ra and portions of the Bhafya. It has been remarked by several 
writers that the Bhci~ya coutains certain passages, which form part of an older VriHi 
on the Siitrae. Tlie editor of the Vizianagram series bas made an attempt to indicate_ 
aome of these passages by printing them in thicke,r type. The wider ·aspect of this 

·. •1uestion we shall deal with in the lntrodul)tion. l3 ut in connection with the present 
,passage, the following appears to be noteworthy . ...:..The ;;i1jector asks why this Siitra 
should he here, when what is he~in said has already been said before .(iu Bha. P. 65 
I. 12, these lines appearing ill thicker type). This question wonld imply that the two 
assertions-Su. 15, and . the' Bhi1ya-passage on 1'. 65, I. 12,--stood on the same 
level, being the work of the same writer ; this al~o would appear to be the implication 
of whatfollqws in the B11ltj1J'I on the present Sfitra (P. 68, 1.14). But t.h., answer 
·ih3t the Bha1ya gives to the objector's question is th.at the former statement (of 
P. 65), has its source or anthority iu the present Sutra-that is why the fact previously 
asserted is asserted again. N'Ow what does this meail? It apparently means that the 
present declaration is a 'Siitra,' and the former dcclararion was ' Bhii§ya.' which 
derived its authority from this Siitra. This is clearly stated in the Bha~yachang.ra, 
which says--'The Bh:i~ya has already shown that there-is no restriction a~ to prece
d,mce, sequmice <i,r shni1,ltnneity among Pramii.nas : an~ the Sufra now ptoceeds to 
sho'\V me of.these 'three methuds.' Tlie whole question is extremely interesfing and 

· we 11h.ill wait and see to the end of the work; without adopt,ing,in f1ltour of one view 
or· the other. For purposes of our translation, we shallaccept the te:s:i' of the Su!ms as 

ixed for us by Vachastati Mishra in hib "f11ll"ITfilw111; 
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,a1ne manner a~ that ef the m'-'sical instrument is proved b.11 its 
sound. In tl:e case cited we find that by means of the 
Sound, which comes into existence after the musical instru
ment, we infer the existence of the musical instrument, 
which has been in existence prior to the Sound; and here 
the musical instrument is what is to be made known, and tba 
Sound is the means by which it is made known [and here 
the Pramfi1Ja, is posterior to the Pram~ya] ;-this refers 
to a case where the musical instrument being bidden £,rom 
view, its prestince is inferred, and the inference is that • the 
lute is being played,' or 'the flute is being blown ',-the 
particular instrument being inferred by the peculiarity or the 
Sound. 'l'hus then, here we have a case wherE\ we apprehend 
the 'object of cognition ' ( the musical instrument) which has 
a prior existence, by means of the 'means of cognition• 
(Sound) which comes into existence after the former. 

The Siitra has cited this one instance (of the posteriority 
. of Pramlii;ta) by way of illustration ; as examples of the other 
two ways (priority and simultaneity of Prama~a and Pra
meya), we may take those that have already been cited above 
(P. 65). 

'' Why are not those examples cited here (rather than 
there?". 

We are only explaining here what has already b"en stated 
before (on P. 65). All that we have got to do is to state the 
facts ; it does not make any difference whether it is stated 
here or on the previous occasion. 

Patfika on Su. 15. 
[P. 19!, L. 20 to P. 19n, L. 11.] 

There slwuld lJe no denial /c~-says the Siitra j and on 
this the Blta~ya says that this is meant to indicate the source 
(or authority} for what has been asserted in the Bha~!Ja (on 
P. 65, L. 12). 

n Why then was this Siif1·a read there?" 
It makes no difference, whether the fact is stated here or 

there; all that is necessary is that the fact should be stated. 
One of tha methods (of the existence of PramaQa} is 

illustrated-Just as the e;eistence of tlie musical instrument is 
proved by its sound ;-of the other two methods the examples 
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are to be taken as already cited, Just as the previously 
existing musical instrument is inferred by means of the 
subsequently appearing Sound,-as when we infer that ' what 
is being played upon is the lute', 'what is being blown is 
the flute' ; in this caso what we perceive is that peculiar 
character of the sound of the lute and that of the flute, which 
marks them out as issuing from the lute or from the flute ; and 
when we have perceived that character we cognise the 
faet that 'this is the sound of the lute', 'this is the sound of 
the flute ';-and here the musical instrument is something 
.that has an existence prior to that of the sound, which comes 
only subsequently. An example of simultaneity we have 
in the case where the perception of smoke gives rise to the 
cognition of the fire as qualified by that smoke. A 
example of the priority of the PramfiQ.a we have in the case 
where the previously existing Sun renders visible the subse
quently app~aring things. 

Bhii§ya Introductory fo Sil. 15 
[P. 68, L. 15 to L. 18.] 

The names 'P1·ama1Ja' and 'Pramey 11' are applied, 
according to circumstances; such application dep'.:mdinCY upon 
certain causes that go to determine the name; such c:i1se or 
circumstance, in the case in question, consists in the fact that 
(a) that which is the me,rns of bringing about an apprehension 
is called 'PramarJ,a ', (b) 'that which is the object appre
hended is called 'Prameya ', and (c) 'when that which, 
though itself an apprehended object, happens t6 be the means 
of the apprehen~ion of something else, then that same thing 
may be called 'Prami'itJa' as well as ' Prameua.' This is the 
fact brought out in the following Su/ra, 

Varfika Introduc.fo1•y to Sn. 16. 
[P. 195, L. 11 to L. 17.J 

The n:imes 'Prarn?'it)a' and' Prameya • al'e applied gc.
says the Bhii§ya. By 'Samavesha' here is meant application. 
*The application of these namos is dependent iipr,n such causes, 

0 The Benares e'.!ition reads \'ifmlf: This is wrong ; specially in view of what 
· follows on P. 196, L. 4, 
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as determine ihe name ; and the cause that determines the 
application of the named 'Pramfitia' and 'J>rameya' consists 
respectively in 'being the means of apprehension' and 'being 
the object of apprehension'. "But how is it when one and 
the same thing happens to fulfil both these conditions?" 
Well, in that case also,-inasmuch the application of the 
names depends upon the circumstances mentioned,-as b::>th 
circumstances would be present, the same thing would be called 
by both na,mes. In order to bring out this fact we have the 
next SU~ra. 

Su{ra (16). 

Tmll WEIGHING BALANCE, wmcu rs A PrrAl\lAl\H, 

[THE MEANS OF ASOf!:RTAINING Tm1 WEIGRT OF 1'HINGs), IS 

PRAMEYA ALSO, [As REGARDS ITS OWN ACOUR:\.CYjt (Su. 16.) 

Bhii:~ya on Sn 16. 
[P. 68, L. 20 to P. 70;L. 6.] 

The weighing balance is called 'p,:ainatJa.' when it is 
the mean.~ of bringing about the cognition of the exact 
weight (of the thing weighed),-in which case the object of 
cognition is the wei~hty substance, gold aad the liko (which 
is weighed), which therefore is called' Prmne!la';-but when 
the gold thus weighed is made tha means of testing 
(ascertaining the accuracy of) anothm.- balance, then in the 

_ cognition (of the accuracy) of this other balance, it 
Bha. P. 69· becomes the ' Pramal}a ', and the other balance 
becomes the' Prameya '.! 

o All the Mss. of the Bhi,iya, except one read 11'1t,n; so do also the -r,i(pa1·ya the 

"'fl'l'.1'8:"llf;fll';r;f, and the Bhawachanq,ra. But some Mss. of the Var(ika and all the .later 

comt;entatcrs read il''l1'aT. With the latter reading the Siitra means that the charac

ter of i:r'itvaT also belong~ to Pramal}-as, as we find"iu the case of a particular Prama.i:ia, 

the Balanc~. iiill«fT '-I -q~rct, 'C(l!l'i ij~i~l'lf1'N Jl:'l'.lit ; in this case ij<if~'lfilll~ltq~ 

is a compound word. With the reading 'JflfltT the construction is ~r Sf~i~ltq'<!:. 

~1' .r 1'<l'T<f, 'lill'i ~ ,:y1r,11rnr!ifu "l!l'i Sl~qT ,lT'q'; in this case ij~T and 'lfl';i"i~lt~ 

are not taken as a compound. The purport of the Sutra is the sa~ne in both cases. 
t When we are weighing gold, the Balance is a pure 'frama'YJ:'J. ', being the 

means wher~hy we know the weight of tl,e gold. But when doubts arise as to the 
accuracy of a balance, then what ill done is that a piece of gold, whose weigJ1t ha11 
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What we have just said (in regard to the application of 
the names' Pramii1J,a' and ' Prame!Ja' depending on circums
tances) applies to all topics of the Sha~tra. • For instance, the 
Soul has been prominently mentioned among 'J:>,·amet,as', 
because it is an object of oognition; but it is 'Pramafri ', 
'Cogni&er \ also, inasmuch as (in regard to the action of 
cognisi11g) it is the independent agent ;-similarly Biuj,jhi~ 
'.Apprehension', (of Invadable concomitance, for instance) 
is' Pramiitta ', inasmuch as it is the means .of cognising 
things; and yet it becomes 'Prameya ', when it is itself 
cognised; and it comes to be called mere ' Pramiti ', 'appre
hension ', when it is .neither the means nor the objtct of 
any cognition. Similarly, the conditions governing the 
application of the names in question may be applied to othel" 
particular topics (of Doubt &c.) also, 

As a matter of f.act the na.mes of the· several case-rela: · 
tions or active agencies (Ka:ralcas) are. applied (promis .. 
cuously)through varying causes (depending on the character 
of the things concerned). Foi instance, when we say ' the 
tre.e stands', t ( 'vrikfa~ tiftha{i '), the tree, <vrik~a) is called 
the ' nominative', because in regard to its own acti9n of 
sta.nding, it is · independent ' [thus fulfilling the condition of 
P.a-9ini's definition of the Nominative as that which i~ sva{an/i·a, 
'independent agent '];-:-when we say 'he sees the tree' 
(' r,rik§am p<tshyuei ')., lhe same tree comes to be called tho 
'{)bjective', because it is that which is' most desired' to be 
got at by the action of 'seeing ' [thus fulfilling the condition 
of l'at;1ini's definition of the Objective as ,that which is 'the 
most des,ir.ed to be got at by the Agent] ;-when w:e say 
' he indicates the Moon by (i.e. with the help of, thl"ough) the 
tree ', the same tree is called an ' Instrument', because it is 
the 'principal means of accomplishment' ~mployed by the per
son doing the indicating t (and thus fulfills the condition of 

\ieen already ascertained by means of a feliable balance, is weigheti again iu the 
balance of' doubtfnl accttracy ; and if the weights tally, the balance is proved 
MJorate '; so tl,at in reggrd to .its accumc:y, the balance becomes an 'object of cogni
tion', 1 Pram9ya ', the resultant cognition iJi this case beiug in th_e form, 1 this ba·a .oe 

is accnrate'. 

0 ' ~n this passage the Author reminds us of what he has akeady said in the 
Bh4fya or Su, 1-1-1 '..;,.says Bh4-/yachan<!,ra. 

t The Bhawachan<!,ra takes lifthati as.'lives'. 

i The Puri MSS. read ,rrq~ for ~ ;- but the latter gh•es better sense. 
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J>iil}ini's definition as that which is the 'prin_cipa.1 means of 
accomplishment'];-when we say 'he· is pouring water for 
~he tree ' (' r,rik~aya u<Jakam asiiicha{i '), the- tree is· called 
the ' Dative', as it is that which il'.1 'intended to be.
benefited' by the water that is poured [thus fu16llii1g the 
condition of Pa1;tini's definition of'the .D!'!,tive as.· what is 
intended to be benefited-by the action] ;..,,...wlien we say 
·'tlieleaf falls frolll >the tree ', '(vrikfal p_ar1Jum. paltili 'j, 
t.h,e tree is the.·' Ablative ,' as• it is 'what- remains fixed 
while there is movement of the_ other. thing',-such being 
the definit.ion of th,e ablative;-lastly when we say' bfrds 
are on the tree' .('vriltfl t,ayiim.si sa11/i'), the tree is 
the ' Locative, ' being-· the receptacle (of the birds),-and 
the 'Locative ' has been defined as ' receptacle.' . . 

*From all this it is a clear that 'Ka1·£1lca.', 'case-relation' 
(or 'active agency') is a name given, nnt ·10 the mere substance 

· {as held by the Ma,Jhyamika), nor to the mere action, but to 
that which, while being endowed with a particular action of 
its own, becomes· the mea~s of the accomplishment of the 
other (principal) action; e.g. the name 'Noi.pinative' applies, 
neither to the. substance alone, nor to the action 1!,lone, but to 
that whjch, independently by itself (i~e. by its own action), 
becomeEi the means of accomplishing the act ;-similarly the 
name' objective' applies to that which is the most desired 
to be got at by the.· action, and not to mere substance or to 
Mtion ; and · so with what is the ' principal means of 
accomplishing', and so on. Jn these cases we have found 
that, just as in point of fact the ·names of the active agencies 
(Karakas) are applied, neither to the mere substance, nor to 
the mere action, but' to that which, being' endowed with a 
particular ac.tion of its own, helps in the bringing about of some 
otheraotion,-$0-also the s1,me follows from the definitions 
of the 'active agencies·• ; and as the words 'P,·ama1)a' 
and' Pram~.1/a ' also are expressive of actire agency { case
relation; ~ Pra~ana ~, being the Instr,,.ment. ana :' Prameya' 
the object; of cogqition), they cannot renounce what is in the . 

. . ~y liatuTe of. •·active agenoies.' 
' . . .. 

• Aooording to the BMfpacTaa-r, · we have • ftlrva.pakfll argument from here 
40'10,to l, 6 011 P. 70; and thoSl(h)hin\in's aoaw.er begiaa 011 l. 7, with '.dali bAo~";
and thl'D the PU01'1'4j>'lkfa•argume11t agiwa' on p. 10; ). 1~, with ''80-,a~upalab(lAit, 
dJo.' ;-while accordiag lo the V4t'flka and-the-fiJUmryt.i; we have ~ere, in the paH.ige 
bogianing with p. 69,l. 10, top. 7<1, 1,6, a all,1.tement from the Sii,l~haa\i ataad point, 
-•~lyiag the general principle of' KIJrakae·' to the oaae of 'Pramii;aa. and Pramlya '; 
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Viirf ihi on Su. 16. 

[P. 195, L. 19 to P. 200, L. 15.] 

635 

The weighing balance is Pram'e!fa als.o Jc. J·c,-'-says lhe 
SUtra. What is meant is that the weighing balance, which is 
the means of ascertaining the weight of things, comes to be 
called 'l'ramlitir, ', because it is the means by which one 

comes to know the exact mea~ ure of the total 
Var. P. 106. 

weight of a substance·; anJ. the rn ·ne balance, 
when it has its O'fn meatiure ~of accuracy) ascertained by 
means of the gold (that has been weigheJ. by another balauce)t 
become.s the object of a cognition, and hence called 'Prameya.' 

The case of the balance has been cited only by· way of an 
illustration ; the same holds good in regard to all topics of 
the Shasfra. 'l'hat is to say, just as the names' Pramai;i.a' 
and ' P rameya, so also all the names of ' active agfucies ' 
(case-relations, Ka1·akas) are ,.ap,plied according to circums• 
tances. In support of this view, that one and the same thing 
can (under diverse circumstances) be called by the names of 
several 'active agencies ',-the Bha1ya cites an example 
from ordinary parlance :-Iu the assertion ' the tree stands' 
the tree is called the' nominative', as it is independent in 
regard to its own action of standing. 

" What do you mean .by the 'independence ' of the tree 
1n regard to its own action of standing?" 

What we mean is that it does not stanjl in need of any 
other agency. For instance, in its own standing the tr~e 
does not require the operation of any other agency (save 

and against this we have the Purvap11k111 argument beginuing with p... 70, I. 7,. end 
ex.tending right up to Su. 18. This latter is the more reaso1111ble interpretation of tbe 
Bhifya as it stands. The Bha1yachanq,1·a iu iutroducing the passage on p. 69, I. 10, 
,vl1ic:h it regards as coming from the Piir1•ap11ktin1 says tlrnt the Piirvapaktin · puts 
f_o1·ward his argument under tbe'apprehensicu that Aclio11 _alone constitutes' Karaka ', 
But \~e find the statement assertiug distiuctly " J!Si'fnf 'lilT~ 'If f111•i"fl'Jf-.W. 

' . . ' 
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itself). Such is the case when the word ' stands' e.x:presses 
absence of motion ; when the same word is expressive of mere 
e.vistence (' the tree stands' being used for I the tree e:itists '), 
then also, inasmuch e;eistence always implies the manifesta
tion. of the thing, the word in question means that ' rhf 
trf1e exists standing', 'it manifests (itself),'-and here also 
the free is called tl1e 'nominativo' agent ;-when however 
the word 'exists' (i.e. •stands') is expressive of connection 
with a pai·ticular lwuse,-as when ])evacJaHa is spoken of a.s 
' being ( existing) in ,the· house ',-the word denotes neither 
mere mtisteuce, nor absAnce of motion~ but comiection ivith t11e 

house; and in t.l1is case also, the action being that of e;rperienc
i'l'tg the C<>nnection with the hom,,:,,-in whreh action l;:>e,vacJaHa 
does not require the operation of any other agency save 
himself,-he is ' independent'; similarly when the word 
'stands' denotes' nnbroken ',.-'the tree stands' meaning 'the 
'tree is unbroken:'-in that case also, the. tree, in its own 'stand· 
jng ', does no~ require the operation of any other agency, 
and hence is 'independent '. In the case of such o~rbs; even 
though the thing may require the operation of some other 
ttgency, this agency will be in the shape of its, own component 
parts; e. g. when we say 'the tree stands by its roots·, 'the 
house stands by the pillars', and ,so on. 'Standing' may also 
mean continuity of ewistence (lit. being the object of cognitions 
at two different points of tinie),---,i.e. a, thing, perceived at 
some previous time, may be _pe_rceived again at a later time by 
reason of the presence of other causes of its perception,-then 
it forms the object of more than one perception appearing at 
different times; and this is what is meant by its ' standi~g p; 
(i.e. being ,·ecognised. as the same thing) ; and in this action 
of standing, there is needed the operation of such auxiliary 
agencies as the Eye an<l the rest (which perceive the. thing at 

" different times, and so forth); and such agency is what is 
ea.lled the 'Instrument'; (and yet in this case also tho free 
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would be the 'nominative', as it is the tree independently ,by 
itself that sets into operation tho~ auxiliary agencies ; it is 
only when the tree pr.esents itself before the Eye that the Eye 
recognises it as the same tree that lrnd been seen before]. 

(The Nihilist starts a discussion on this side-issue of 
llecognftion and Continuity of EJ:>istencP]-" All notion of 
Recognition must be wrong ; as we find in the case of the 

revolution of the wheel and the lamp."• If 
Var. P. 197. h 

you mean by this that-" no single t ing can 
form the object of more than one cognition at different points 
of tirne'',-then we ask, how do you account for the well-known 
conception 'that same tree is standing'? Certainly the vert 
first sight of a tree cannot give rise to the conception that 
' this is that same tree standing', '' But we do find 
such a conception of continuity of standing, even when the 
two things are entirely different ; e. g. when we speak of ' the 
wheel continuing to revolve' and 'the lamp continuing to 
burn', where the notion of continuity (or ideu.tit,y), appearing 
as it does with regard to 8PV£1'al non-continuou,v revolutions 
and lamp-flames, must qe regarded as· tlwong; as it apprehends 
a thing as what apparently it is not; and as the notion of 
identity arid continuity is wrong in these cases, so must it 
also pe in ·the case of . the 'standing ' of the tree and such 
other_ tl1ings. ,. This conclusion cannot be accepted; 
as there are .no proofs for it; you do not put forward any 
proof in support of the view that there is Il'.ultiplicity in 
every tree and such other things that we perceive [ i. e. that 
ev~ry single tree represents a number of momentary trees 

• When a wheel is revolving, 1111 the revolutions are iso alike that there is a 
notion that it is one and the same revolution that is appearing ; and this idea of 
recognition is apparantly wrong. Similarly when a lamp is burning there is a quick 
su~ceosion of numdrous flames-each of which has but a momentary existence ; anrl 
yet there is an idea tl,At the sams flame is continuing; this recognition also is wrong. 
Similarly with all Reco~nitions. The Bauddha has to lay stress 111.,ion this ; for if he 
lldmits the correctness of Recognition, he will have to admit a more than momentary 
existence for things. · 
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succeeding one another in rapid succession]•. Then again, 
as a matter of fact, all wrong cognitions .a.re only imitations 
of right cognitions ; and therefore you have to point out a 

case · where the cog111t10n . of continuity of existence is 
1·ightt (an imitation of which we have in the case of _the 
tree·· and such other things]. "What proofs have you 
for the notion that the same thing exist$ at different points 
of timB?" '\Ve have already ~xplained the proof for this 
on a previous occasion,(Bha.~gd, P. 24, Pii.1•/ilca, pp. 66~67), 
where we have explained that in the case of the cognitions 
of colour, taste and· tou(1h, it is found from actual Recognition 
that a single object forms the basis of, and is apprehend_ed by, · 
several cognitions. AnoLher proof for the same (continuity 
of existence) is found in the well-known fact that, being the 
substratum of the effect the Ca.use must continue to exist at 
the time of the (i~anifestation of the) effect; a thing that is 
the substratum or recept.acfo of another thing is always follnd 
to exist at the time of the existence of the latter; as we find 
in the cl:!,se _of the jujube berry lying in the bowl; and 
as the Cause is the substratum of. the effect, it follows that it 
sbciuldre1dst ,at the time that the effect appears. You will 
perhaps say that "the effect is without a substratum". You 
mean by this that when the effect comes into existence, it 
does so only after having completely modified i the constitu• 

-· I 

• In the case o E the wheel au,! the lamp, we actually see that the revolutio11s are 
different and that the flame is beiug aclnally burnt ; so that it is clear that the ·notion 
of sameue~s is a mi~take, due to the similarity in the· revolutions an<l iu the flames. 
Therii is no such perception availab.le in support of· the view that every tree is 
unde1·goin~ momentary destruction. 

f This the Bau99ha cannot do.; as he admits of no right notiofl of .Becog11Won. 
So that if there is• no right idea of Recognition, where coul<l there be any.- ummg idea 
of it? · 

:t: Both editions read 1irlim, in whicl; case the translation would sta111t.. tliu,-
. the effect is produced frrespect,vely of the ,,anse '. This could not be quite riglot. 
The 'fafparya suppli_es th.e correct reading J«in~, and explaill!l it as ll,a\Ti,t ~; 
the 11ense b9ing that when the Jar comes into existence, the consfitution of the Clay 
has lieeri completely changed ; so that the Cloy not befog present at the time, it could 
not be !Jeld to be the substn,tuw of the Jar. · ' 
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tion of the Cause, so tl1at w~hat. (effect) could subS1st 
in what (cause)? (By virtue of which the former could 
be held to be the substratnm of the former}. · But it 
wi~l not be right to argue thns; as there is no instance to 
corrobora~e· your contention ; there is no such case of any 
effect existing without a substratum as is admitted by both 
of us, which conlJ form the corroborative instance of your 
argument. "But exactly the same is the case with your 
contention that the effect ltas-41 substratum, in corroboration 
of whic,h also there is no univnsally accepted_ instance." 
Your answer that. the same objection is eqnaHy applicable to 
my contention iauot an answer at all; for it implies tl1at you 
admit the force of the objection ; that is, you evidently admit 
that the.re is no example i:tvailable in support of your conten• 
tion ; and all that you urge is that there is none available in 
support of our contention also. "But there is E'elf-contra• 
diction." Y,m perhaps mean by this as follows-" When we 
say that tlie same holds good in regard to your view, it is not 
that we admit the absence of examples in support of our view; 

Var. P. l08. 
wnat we ,mean to do is to urge that there is self~ 
contradiction. involved in your reasoning; our 

meaning being that when you assert that that view is wrong 
in support of which there is no example, you stultify yourself 
by rejecting (as wrong) your own view [that the eOect ltas a 
substratum, in support of which there is no example avail• 
able]." This is not right; as you evidently have not 
understood the case; it is clear that you have not grasped 
either our view or your own. As a matter of fact, in our view, 
it is a well-known fact that the effect has a substratum;* 

• That tl1e container ,and the contained are -,o0existent in time is a fact vouched 
for by ordinary experience, which does no~ stand in. nee~ of a .corrobora_tive instan_ce; 
an1.l from that it foll-0ws that the cause, bemg tlie. con tamer, should exi~t at the tune_ 
that the effect appears. ·On the othrr hand, the view that the. effect hus no St)bs
tratum is not similarly vo,uched for by experience ; an:i as such, 1t ~ould be estabh~h
ed only hy reasoniugs; a.nd in a reasouiug you will. always reqmre a ~orroborative 
instance. So that tl.w absence of sueh an instance 1s- fatal to your view, and not 
to ours. 
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but as for your view, (that the effect is without a substratum"} 
it goes contrary to your own assertion that colour, &c., 
are effects and have a substratum.* You have asserted that 
'substance is an aggregate of bhu(as, elements (earth, &c.,) 
and bhautika.'I, elem~mtals (colour, &c.,)'; so that if you J\OW 

af!sert that colour, &c., have no substratum, what would ho 
the signification of the nominal affix in the term 'bka«fika,' 
as applied to 'colour, &c.' ? (Tbe only possible meaning of 
the affix being hhufe bhava~, subsisting in tlte Mu /as, and this 
subsistence is now 'denied]. Tuen again, your view would 
also mi\itate against several other assertions of yours, snch 
as-(a) 'the jewel is the receptar.le of light, as the light 
follows the motion, the motion-lessness and other modifica
tions of it,'-(b} 'the bowl is the ,·eceptacle of the jujuba 
berry as it is by its force that the fruit .does not fall off,'-(c) 
' the sesamum seeds are the receptacle of the oil, as it is by 
their force that the oil does not flow away,' and_ so forth. 
Then again, if Colour;Taste, Touch &c. did not subi,ist in a 
(common) substratum, then each of them would be an inde
pendent entity by itself,-just like so many distiuct sub
stances, the sesamum, the kidney-bean,etc.; and each of them 
should, in that case, be perceived entirely apart from the 
other (the colour of the seasmum should be perceived as 
entirely apart from its taste, and so forth); as a matter 0 £° 
fact however, they are never perceived apart from one 
another; and from this it follows that they are depen
dent upon (subsistent in) something else (which is .their 
common substratum). Thus then, the conclusion is that 
what is meant. by a certain thing 'standing' may also be 
that it forms the single -common object of remembrance 
and of the past and present cognitions of it. 

0 Both editions read ~Tl/1<1': '1\.1" 'llfi''•fl,'l'l'tl''l'II; and the tranblation is a:ccordY~g 
to this reading. It would perhaps be better to read ~T'<fl,:tl.W~. The meaning 
~f the passage would then ~e that to hold that co~o~r, &c.,. a~e effects 11nd yet deny 
&em a substratum would mvolve a self-contrad1ction ; for 1t has been he)J that 
.eubstance is an aggregate, &c. &c. 
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Tlie tree is the' object' as it iB ioh.ae is desired to fJe got at bt; 
the seeing-says the B1iarya (P. 69, I. 6). " In what 
sense can the Objectiy,e be called a 'karaka ', au active 
agent"?• The objective is an 'aetive agent; in this 
sense that it forms the objeqt of the action; as a matter of 
fa.et, that is an objective which forms the object of the action; 
and this definition includes even those things which, evea 
though they do not fulfil the condition of being' the most 
desired', hMe the said character. t 

·what is meant by kara•1J1, the Instrument, being the 
most effecient cause is that it is the most imiq,Jliately antece
dent (to the action). ,For instance, in the~ of the expres
sion 'he indicates the moon'by the lf'e, ', the sense is tha.t the 
person sees the moon immediately after he has seen the 
tree; and hence the tree comes to be called the ' Instrument'. 

The Dative is that which is intended to be reached by the 
'objective'; that is to say, that thing which is intended to be 
reached by the 'objective'_ comes to be called the 'Dative'; 

0 · That alou& can be called an ' active· agent', which, in flO.,ne way, tends towards 
the action denoted by the verb; the Objective, however is something lhat is operated 
¥,On by the action ; how then can it be an 'aotive agent' ? 

t The Benares edition wrongly puts the words~~~ under inverted. 
commas. This is not a quotation. ... 

The 'fa~pa-rya adds~-A thing is called an <-.object <>f actfon' when it bears. upon 
itself the effeets of an action not subsisting in itself.; and this is exactly what forms 
the characteristic of the Objective. For'instance, Devadatta seea a t1,ee, the perception 
of the tree is protl11ced by the aotion of seeing, whicb iuheres in Devad&tta, who -is 
something other than the tree; and it it1 only in this sense that tbe perc~ptiou can 
be said to have a11 object (ill the shape of the tree) ;. by which it is meant that its 
own characterisation or specification depends. upon that 9bject. So that inasmucli as 
it is necessary for.the Objectto have a,1 existence anterior to the action, i't can, in 
this sense, be called an active agenl, a' cause of the action'. It is only thns that we 
can speak.of things modified and reached as being' Objectives' of those actiomJ. In the 
case of such things as cloth and the likll, w-!1ich are bro11ght into existence by the action 
itsel'i,-such for instance as the action of weaving---, tM thing (cloth), cannot have an 
existe'?ce ~nterior to t~e actio~ of being brol,lght into e_xistence; ~and yet we speak 
of '•brmgmg the.cloth 1uto ex1.stence ', where the cloth ta the obJect],-alld the com
ponent p11rts of the .cloth, yams, have such a.n anteriol' existence ; so. that it is through. 
these. !!arts, that the na':lle '. ob~ective' comes to ~e appf\ed to the Cloth, fad!rectly. The 
definition of the 'OhJectlve now suggested 1s appheable to all sllch cases as-• he 
jurups over the snake',' going to the village he avoids the .tree-roots '-(where the 
character of being desired is not prnsent}. We have .to add the qualification '.not 
inheriµ~ in itself ', _in view_ of such expr~ss!ons. as' C~aitra reaches the village ', where 
the action of 1·eaclung has its effect. subs1stmg m·Cha1\1·a also; so that he would have 
to be regarded as the' Objective'; but this, becomes preJillded by reason of the 
action of reachi11g being one that subsists in himself. . 
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for instance, in the expression, 'vrik,iiya urJakam asiiiahafi ', 
'pours water for the tree ', the 'objective', Water, when 
•poured', reachos thee tree; which latter therefore becomes 
the' Dative•.• 

The -sblalive is that which remains fixed whifo someth:ng 

Vir. P, 199. 
else is moving. t For instance, in the expres- · 
sion 'vrilt1al pafa/i,' 'falls from the tree,' the 

tree is called the 'Ablative,' as tha,t which falls is moving, 
and while that_ is moving, the tree remains fixed. 

The Locative is that which is the cause of tlpholding (i. e., 
that which upholds or supports) ; when a thing is contained 
in (rests upon) another thing, the latter is the cause of tho 
upholding (or supporting) of the former, and hence iL comes 
to be called the 'Locative'. For instance, in the expression 
'vrikfe tJayamsi,' 'the birJs on the tree,' what is the cause 
the connter11oting of -the force of gravity in the birds is their 
connection with the tree, which on that account, comes to bH 
spoken of as the 'Locative.' :t 

Suoh being __ the c_asrJ it is ,1.ot the Substance onl!J, or the Action 
only, which is the actii,e agent-san the Blta~ya (P. 69. L.10). 
What is meant by this is that the term 'active agent' is applied 
~either to mere Substance, nor. to mere Action ; one does not 
_apply the name of an active agent to a substance which he 
perceives merely as a substance pure and simple; nor to 

• 'fhe f afp·,rya remarks that the narrie 11l11Rl{T1r is not significant ; as the de
finition suggested shows that it is not always the receirerof a gift (which is what 
is signilieu by the name) that is called '••~ '. The defi11ition, it says, has been 
given in accordance with actual usage, and also in view of Pa1,,1ini1s definition, 

i .Constr11e the -~ 1\B tlll~"ln:"11!:, ~f;r) ~~cl' •Rf 1ft in~ 

'at, 11!A,1(f'1!- The footnote reading would be quite contrary to the sense desired 
to be conveyed. 

,t This is.o!lly a l!artic~lar, oa~e :where 'upholding' or .. ' containing' is in the form 
of cou11uract1ng of g~a:nt,y ; 1t !s not the sam& in all cases ; e. g. when we speak. 
of the _Snbstauce coutil.~urng a quality,. the quality is upheld by the Substance ; but 
there 1s no' llOunteractmg of gravity' in this ca&e. So that the·actual definition of 
the Locative is sim(>ly 'that which upholds."-fafparya. 
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an action when perceived' merely as an action pure and 
simple; it is only when one perceives the actron in its relation
ship to a substance, that he comes to speak of them by the 
common name ' active agent'; • the character common to all 
active agents is that they are the ~ause (source or basis) of 
the action ; so that when one wishes to speak of only thi3 
fact of being the cause of action,-and, he is not desirous of 
speaking of the particular form of the relationship to ac
tion~-the term used is the common name ' active agent'; 
when however, one wishes to speak of a particular. form of 
relationship, he employs the particular names-' Nomina
tive,' 'Objective,' 'Instrument' and the like-according as 
the thing is found to be qualified by such specific and mu
tually exclusive properties .as ' independence ' aud the rest. 
Every active agent is independent and hence the 'nominative' 
in relation to its own (subsidiary) activity; and it is only in 
its relation to some other primary action that· each of 
them comes to be known by the specific Karaka-names 
(of 'Nominative,' 'Objective· &c)t 'l'his 1s what 1s 
meant by the .Shas/ra when it calls the Karaka (the 
active agent) the .· 'producer', the 'accomplisher';-" of 
what?"-of the action; and it is according to this principle 
th11t the several names (oHhe Kar11kas) are employed; hence 
what. i~ said in the present context refers, not to mere action 

- in general ($uch as befongs to every one of these agents con
oeroedc, individually), but to a primary action (towards 
whose accomplishment all the agents contribute thei1• activity). 
In regard- to this primary action, one thing may be affording 

• Tru, passage should be read as -.~ Til~"""11~. 

· t Th.is is in anti~ipation of ~he objection t~at _the Kir11ka ~ay be <le~n?d simply as 
tha~ wh~chaccompl1Bhes an acll.on, or .that whwh_ 1s. endowed with a subsidiary activity 
of.its own; why then have both these charactenst1cs been emphasised ? The sense 
is that if we defined the Karaka simply as that only, then, inasm\1ch as every 'activo 
agent' is independent in regard to its own subsidiary activity, all would be • nominat
ives' ; while if we combine the two characters we have this advantage that while 
each is the 'nominative' in relation'- to its own activity, it is 'objective' or 'ina-
trumeutal ', &c., in rclation to the other primary action, ' 
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only a remote aid, while another's aid is more approximate 
and immediate, while something else may be affording some 
sort of help in some way or other; and it is in accordance 
with tbe character of thtJ aid afforded that the names ' Nomi• 
native ' a:nd the rest come to the applied. This is what we 
have already explained on a former occasion. 

An objection is raised-'' If the application of the Karaka:
name is due to the relation borne to an action, then the word 
'pachalca ', 'cook' (which denotes the nominative agent of the 
action of cooking) would apply only to one who is actually 
doing the cooking at that time; and you • could not hare such 
expressions as 'the cook will cook' or' the cook ltas cooked' 

[as at the time these expressions are used the man hi not. 
doing the act of cooking].'' 

'l'bis is not right; as the capacity (of acting) remains at 
all the three points of time; as a matt-er of fact, the capacity 

Var.P. 200, 
continues at all points of time ; so that even with 
regard to past and future actions, tile nominativ0'• 

name-• cook' lor instance-can be use'd in connection with 
the verb in all three t~nses-' cooks',' cooked' and 'will cook". 

"If the capacity remains at all three points of time, 
-<' then it is not proper to express the three tenses at all; what 
"you mean is that just as the substance is there at all three 
"points of time so is the capacity also ; henee just as the three 
" tenses are no.t used in connection with the substance, so also 
" they should not be used in connection with its ca.pacity; and 
" in that case you could speak of a man as ' he cooks ' even 
'' when he is not doing any cooking at all [as his capacity of 
"cooking would still be there J; and you should never ha vii' 
" such expressions as 'the cook will cook', 'the cook has 
••cooked' (as the capacity being always present, it would be 
11 wronb io connect it with the past or the future]." 

This does not affect our position at all. As what br1ng1 

111 The i has to be separated frcm 1fT 
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out and manifests the -existence of the capacity of a thing 
is its relation to an action. The word • action ' expresses 
what is denoted by the verbal root; and that which is the
principal accomplisher of that action is tbe 'nominative' agent; 
tmd it is only when this nominative agent is related to the 
action that he brings out or manifests his capacity. "But 
what is this Oapcicit.11 ?" The 0f!pacily is a property of 
the nominative agent, which is distinct from that agent and 
also from the action---such a property being in the form of 
poive1· and of being conversant with the means (of accomplish• 
ing the action concerned); and this. property is manifested by 
relationship to an action,• So tl1at the karaka-name ('cook' 
e. g.) is directly applicable only jo a case where all the three 
factors are present,-tbe knowledge of the means, the power, 
and the relationship to the action ; as we have in the case of 
the expression 'the cook is cooking' ; in a case however 
where the relationship to an actqal action is not present,
and what ate there are only the power and the knt>wledge of 
the ,neana-if the·- word ' cook' is used, as in the expressions 
•the cook has cooked' or 'the cook will cook',-as one of the 
tl1ree factors, is absent, such use can only be indi:recb or 
secondai,y. 

[The ex~t nature of words denoting verbal relations 
l1aving been expounded, the author applies it to the case 
in question]-1'he names 'Pramai;ia' and 'Pra.meya' are words 
denoting active agency (or verbal relat.ions). "How 
so?" Because they are related to a particulal' action; just 
as words like 'cook ' and the like aro used only in relation 
to a certain action, so a.re the words 'P,·amii'}a' and 'Pram':Jga' 
also [which signify respectively the instrument f the action of 
eognising and the object of the action of cognising.] 

0 'Power' and' knowledge of means' are both essential in the Agent; even 
though, he has the power to do an act, if he does not know the means of doing it, 
he tannot do it; similarly even though he may know the means, if he has not th• 
requisite power, the action cannot be done by him, 
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Bhafya. 
lnfroductory tu Sufra {17). 

[P. 70 L. 7 to L. 13.] 

'rl1e Piirvapnk~in urges the following argument:-

" Well, Sir, we admit that the Karaka-names are used 
'' according to their capacity; so that Perception and the 1·est 
;, are 'Prµma'f}a' ' ll)struments of cognition' as they are the 
" cause of the action of cognising, and they are also 'P,·a
~• me11a ', 'object of cognition•, as they are the objects 
" of the action of cognising; thus then Perception and the 
" rest are object.a of cognition as well as instruments of cogni
,, tion ;* as is vouched for by ~uch specific assertions (met with 
"in ordinary parlance) as-{a) 1 I know this by Perception', 
"' I know this by Inference•, 'I know these by Analogy', 
'' 1 I know this by ,v ord ', [ where Perception &c. figure as 
"the means],-or (l;} 'My cognition (which is apprehended) is 
'· Perceptional', 'My Cognition is Inferential', 'my Cognition 
" is Verbal•, wher.e tht>y are apprehended (as the Object 
"of Cognition). So also when these same, Perception 
0 B,nd the rest, are described by their definitions-e. g., 
• 1 'the cognition produced by the contact of the object 
"with the sense-organ' and so forth-they come to be speci
" fically known [in whioh case they themselves form the objects 
"of cognition]. Now the. question arises-Is this cogni
" tion oj' Perception ~c. brought about by the instrumentality 
"of another set of Pramanas? Or without other Pramanas, 
'' independently of all in"struments? ' What differe.nce 
" would that make ?' [The Purvapak~in explains this 
''in tbe next Sii~ra] • 

. Va1·{il.:a-lutroduction to Su. 17. 

[P. 200, L. 15 to L. 20.] 

" Well, Sir, tc.,-says the Bha~ya ( P. 70, L. 7).- When 
" the Px·amaQ,as, Perception and the rest, oome to be them
e, selves k~own, they are objects of cognition, and as such· be
u come P1·am~ya,s. And in regard to this we have to consider 
H this-Do these, Perception and the rest, stand in need of 

• According to the Bhafyac'/ianr,ra, the term 'pram411cSni' here stands for 
(l) /11atrume11ta qfOognieion, aud (2) Oog•ition, Reai.l the pas;age as~ lffftT• 
~flf 1'"ll'llfir. ,t, 
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"the operation of other 'Instruments of Cognition', in regard 
"to their own cognition [i. e., is the Cognition of Perception 
'' &c. b1·ought about by the instrumentality of Prama~as 
"other than Perception &c.]? Or is the cognition of the 
" Prama~as brought about without the help of any lnstru
" ments?• What if. it is so? [Tho next Sii~ra supplies 
"the answer from the Piirvapak~a stand-point. 

Su[ra (17). 

"IF ':rHE INSTRUMENTS OF CoGNITION ARE COGNISED 

"BY MEANS OF INSTRUMENTS OF OoGNITION1-TIIEN THIS 

u INVOLVJ!1S THE POSSIB[LlTY OF OTHER lNSTRUIIIENTS OF 

"CoGNl'l'iON~"-(Sii. 17). 

Bha1ya, on Su. (17). 

[P. 70, L. 15 to L. 17.] 

" If Perception :md the other Instruments of Cognition 
"are apprehended by means of fogfa•uments. of Cognition, 
"then this means that the Instrument by whose means they 
'' are app-rehended are distinct from Perception and the rest; 
"and this involves the postulating of other fostruments of 
"Cognition (distinct from Pe1·caption etc., enumerated in 
" Su. 1-1-4); and this means that there would be an infinite 
"regress, on~ Instrument of Cognition being apprehende~ 
"by means of another, this latter again by means of. another, 
" and so on and on, ad fo'/i.nitum. And it is not right to admit 
" of such an infinite regress, when there is no justification 
" for it." 

Parfika on Sn.17. 

[P. 201, L. 3 to L.5.} 

"If the Instruments 9"C.-say& the Sii~ra, ' If tl1a Cogni-
,, tion having the Instruments of Cognition for its object is 

. • 89th editions read, after•'"•;•~,- •f•itffil' ..... ~ •11i•i~1Mr,ftl". 
The editors have put this \Vithin brackets, TIie words are s11perfl'1011s ; runl appear to 
fo~m a tippt,H}i on the preceding word c •11t.r1111~ •. The st11dent learning from 
manuscript copies found it difficult to understand why the author should ,ue thi1 
term, and he got the explanation that-,-" the Prami,;ia that would be the means of 
~he srf.fi, of the becoming known, of Perception etc., would certainly be 1111t•T..:, 
in comparison to the said Perception etc." It ver:r, often happens that the ecribe,. 
1Di1take the tq,paJJ as part.of the te:r.t, and in11ert it 111 such in the. transcript. 
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" brought about by means of an Instrument of Cognit..ion, 
'' then this latter has to be regarded as an Instrument of 
" Cognition entirely distinct from the former Instruments of 
"Cognition, (Perception and the rest). As in such a cognition, 
" Perception and the rest, being tl10 <1bjecls, could not them
,, selves l,e regarded as instrum11nts." 

Bld1~ya oii Sil. (18). 
[P. 70, L.1'7 to L. 21.] 

'' In order to avoid this it might be urgad that the. cogni
" tion of the Instruments of Cognition is brought about with
" out other Prama1;1as or Instruments of Cognition, inr1epen
" dently of all instrumentality. But in that case-

BfJ/ra (18}. 

c, IF {IN TEE 00GNI'rlON OF THE INSTRUMENT OF CoGNI

" TION) AN0'J'HER !NS'IRUMENT OF CoGNITl01'.i JS N0'r OPERA

" '.l'IVE, THEN, JUST AS TUE 0 1)GNITION OF THE INSTltuMENr 01' 
"00GNl'l'(()N WOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED {WITHOUT THE 0PEliA• 

"TION OF AN !NS'l'RUMEN'l' OF CoGNTTION), SO· WOULD THE 

" COGNll'ION OF 'fHE OBJECT OF 00GNl'l'ION ALSO, ' 

"If another Instrument of Cognition is not operative in 
" the cognition of Perception et•., then there should be no 
" operation of any Instrument of. Cognition in the cognition 
1' of the Soul and other Objects of Cognition•; as the two cases 
" are exactly alike. And this wonld mean the total abolition 
'' of all lnstrumen ts of Cognition". 

In answer to the above Pllr'Dapak~a. we have the next 
Sut ra. 

'Piir{ika on Sn. ( 18). 
" If it be held that the apprehension of the Inst,rmnents 

" of Cognition is brought about without another set of Ins
" truments of C,ignition, entirely independently of all Ins
" trumentality, then anothe1· instrU»i"1tt nf Cognition is not 
"11peratioP, 9'C,-say the Sll{1·a. The meaning is that just 
"as the Instruments of Cognition are inoperative in regard 
" to their own Cognition, so would they also be in regard to 
"that of the Objects of Cognition." 

~ ,a;,~~~fq is the correct reading as found in tile Puri Mss, 
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The answer to the above Purvapaktia is given in the 
next Siitra :-

Siifra (19). 

Nor so; AS THE APPREHENSION OF THE INSTRIJMENTS OF 

COGNITION lS SIMILAR 1'0 THAT OF LAMFI,IGHT. Su, (19). 

Bha§ya. 

(P. 71, L. 1 to P. 72, L. 8.] 

Lamplight, being an aid to the act of Perception, is a 
Prami'i.1J,a, an Instrument of Cognitic:m, in the seeing of the 
visible object; l when /. i., the object is seen with the help 
of the lampligb t]; and yet it is itself also cogn-ised by the 
instrumentality of another Perception, through its contact 
with the Eye [ when, /. i., the lamplight is itself seen l ;
simila.rly, knowing the fact that the presence and absence of 
seeing is in accordance with the presence and absence of the 
lamp, this lamp is inferred as the ea.use of the seeing (of it
self as also of other object;s) [ whe1·e tha lamplight is cognised 
by means of inference •]; similarly, when we bear the 
words ' fetch a lamp in the dark,' we cognise the lamp by 
means of T1·ustwarthy Assertion (Word). [Just as in the case 
of lampli~~1t, W? fi.nd that th?ugh it is its~lf an Instrum~nt 
of Cogmt1on, 1t 1s yet cogmsed by means of Perception 
.and the other Instruments of Cognition]. In the same 
manner Perception and the other Instruments of ·Cognition 
also would be cognised by means of Perception, &c. ( and not 
by other Instruments of Cognition]. For instance, in the case 
of Perception [in which there are the following factors-(a) 
the sense,orga.ns, (b) the obje9ts perceived, (c) the sense-object 
contact,, and (d) the cognition produced by this sense·object 
contact] we find,-(a) that the sense-organs are cognised by 
means of Inference based on the fact of their respective 
objects being duly apprehended [the inference being in 
the form-' the sense-organ of the Eye exists, because 
we have cognition of Oolour, which could not be possible 
except by means of the Visual Organ, and so on] ;-(b) 
tl:at the Objects are cognised by the Perception . itself, 
-(c) that the sense-object contacts are cognised by 

• That is, the fact of the Lamplight ~eing the cause of the seeing is inferred. 
~Bhafyacha11dra. 
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means of Inference based upon obstruction" [This in
ference being in the form, 'the Perception rnnst be due 
to actual contact of the object with the sense-organ, because 
we find that there is absence of Percept,ion whenever sense• 
object contact is absent by reason of obstruct.ions to such 
cont;i,ct ']; t-(d) that the Cognition produced by the sense
object contact is apprehended, :t j113t like pleasure, &c., 
through its inherence in the soul as accompani!)(l by a 
peculiar contact of the Mind with the cognising soul 
(as encased in the bodily membrane}.§ Similarly may 
every other Instrument of Cognition be analysed (and found 
to have sevHral factors apprehended by means of one 
or the other of the four ordinary Instruments of Cognition]. 

Thus then, [the meaning of the Sutra is that] in the case 
of the lamplight it is found that while it is itself visible (object 
of vision), it is also the mMns of the seeing of other visible 
things, and thus it comes to be called the 'object,' or tho 
'means' of Oogr1ition, according to circumstances; similarly 
any other thing, though an n1~ject of Cognition, may also be tho 
means of the Cognition (of something else), and thus come 
to be called the 'object' or the 'means' of Cognition, accord• 
ing to cii·cumstanceR. So that the Cognition of Perception 
and the other Instruments of Cugnition also is actually found 
to be brought about, not by a different set of Instruments of 
Cognition, nor entirely without the aid of all instrumentality. 

0 The reading of this passage is doubtful ; the printed t .. xt reads ~lfiffl~•~iitlf; 
the Puri MS. A reads ~~·1p11.~; and Puri MS.Breads ~qjqf~~'l~ll'. 
The two latter do not give any sense. We have therefore adopted the reading of 
the printed text. 

t '.l'he Eye. at_1d all its auxiliaries being present, if it, is foimd that there is 
no ~eetr!g, • u·i 1t 1s also f~und that the range of vision is obstructed hy a wall 
which 1s actuaJly _8e~n to intervene between the Eye and the thing sought to bi¼ 
seen. and again 1t 1s found that when .the wall is not there the thing is seen 
~II r1ght,-these facts lead to the conclusion that in every case of seeir1q thera 
1s actual c~ot~ct of the thing with the sense-organ. The Bh<Z~yacha11r.Jm for
mulates the mje,·ences as follows :-( 1) 'Tile Wall is actually in contact with the 
~ye, because it i~ seen,-what i~ not in contact with the Eye_ is not se~n, as we find 
m the case of _tl:mgs l!idden behind the wall ' ;-: 2) ' the Eye is ill contact with the 
wall, becau~e 1~ 1~ the mstrument bringing about the perception of the wall,-when
ever an o~gan 1s ms_trumental in b~inging about the perception of a thing, it is in 

· contact with the_ tl,rng, as we find m the case of the organ of Touch ;-(3} 'SenGe
organs must be_ m contact with the object because they are instruments, like the Axe 
and so on. 

:I: That is perceil'ed-says the Bh,i~yachanrlra. 

~ T~e Bha~yachandra takes ~itr1tf-ff1ATl;! as meaning iitJ'l'~l'IT'@~ and as 
qu ahfymg ;ifll'~lll'l1f"1TI!_'; and the last "<l in the ~ense of empha~is only, 
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The Opponent might nrg-e that '' there can be no 
apprehension of a thini{ by itself"; but our answer 
to this will be that the argument is not right, as the 
things are really different from one another, and they 
are only similar in character. "\Vhat the Opponent means 
to urge is that - "it ir1 not right . to ho!d that Perception 
&c. are apprehended by means of Perception &c. thern.sel ves, 
for a thing is always apprehended by means of something 
other than itself" ;-but this argument will not be. right; 
as in reality the1~e i11 difference among the individual things, 
which howtiver ~re possessed of a simitar character (by vit·tue 
of which they hava a common name); so that (in the case in 
question, it is found that) the character of ' Perception' belongs 
to, and includes, several individuals (i. e. particular percep
tions); and among these one individual ( Perception) could well 
be apprehended by means of another itidividtrn.l PHrception); 
and in this there could beno incongruity;-simila.rfy in the case 
of Inference and the other Instruments of Cognition ;_-(to 
take a homely instance) we find that by means of the water 
brought out (of the well) we have the cognition 
(inferential) of water in the well itself [Where we have 

· the apprehension of water by means of water it
self]. 'l'ho sa.me we find to be the,;,~se with the cognis
ing Soul and Mind: When we haff auoh cognitions as C I 
am happy', •I am unhappy', we find that the cognisar {the 
Soul) · iR apprehended by himself; and in Lhe case of Mind 
also we fiud that it has been declared that ' the non-simnl~ 
taneity •>f cognitions is an indicative of the Mind' {Sii. 1-1-16)1 

which means that the inference of the Mind is brought about 
by means of the Mind itself ;-so that there is nou-differ
unce between the cogniser and the cog11i11ed (in the case of 
the Soul), and between the me.ans of apprehension and 
object• of apprehension (in the case of the Mind). 

• The printed text readJ 111~~" which is evidently wrong ; the Puri MSS. 
road 1fJ1:f~; and this has the support of the 'f .:t~p2ryCJ also ; ~hi~h has the following 
observations on this paragraph .of tl,ie Bhau1a-[t is n~t q~1te ~1ght to Ppe~k of the 
So~l as tl:.e objective of the action of cog1tilio11 ; for the obJeot1ye !s that• winch ~e~rs 
on itself the action ofsomelhin"' other than itself ; the real obJect1ve of the cog0111011 
'. l a11_1 ~appy' is the happi11ess~ and the Suul ~nly a?pi!ar~ in the Clllp~ition a~ the. 
1hu~m10gfactor. Tbe Mind is certainly an mstr~ment m, the cogm_t10~ of 1t~elf 
aud 1s ~fao the object ; yet this dJes not invuh•e th1;J rnco11gr~1ty_ of a ~hrng opemti~g 
upon itself ; .because it i9 by its owu u:iatence that the l,lmd 1s ~he 111s~rume11_t of 1t~ 
o,vu cog,1ition ; aud certainly the eJ:iit1111ce of the Mind is somethmg entirely. d1lfe1·ent 
from the Oog11itio11 of the Mind. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



652 THE NYAYA-SDTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

The Opponent might urge that in the cases cited the 

Bhii, P. 72. 
auxiliary conditions are different; but our answer 
will be thatso itis also in the case of ~erception 

&c. It is true that in the case of the cognising Soul, the Soul 
does not cognise itself (i. e. becomes the objei;t of cogni
tion) except under conditions different (from those under 
which he is the cngniser),-similarly the Mind also is appre
hended hy means of the Mind under entirely differeut condi
tions; but precisely the same is the case with Perception 
and the other Instruments of Cognition; for when Perception 
&c. are apprehended by means of Perception &c. themselves. 
we are cogni1mnt of total difference between the two• 
individual perceptions (the Perception cognised and the 
Perception by means of which it is cognised,i. 

Then again, there is no possibility of there being any
thing that cannot be apprehended by Perception &c. If 
there were any such thing as is not apprehenq.ed by Percep
tion and the other three Instruments of Cognition, then there 
might be some ground for the postulating of additional 
Instruments of Cognition ; but as a mattet• of fact no one can 
point out any such thing; for the simple- reason that evary
thing, existing as well as non-existingt, is actually found to 
be apprehended by Perception &c.,--as we find to be the 
case in ordinary experience. 

Vartifo on Su.19. 

{P. ZOl, L, 12 to P. 202, L. 20]. 

Not so g-c.-sa.ys the Sa/ra. The lamp~light, being an 
aid to the perception of such things as the jar and the like, 
is called a 'Pramat]<J '; and yet it is itself apprehended by 
Perception &c. ; and for its own operation, · it does not 
necessitate the operation of any Pramar;ias other than Per• 
ception and the rest; it is apprehended by means of the:Je 
themsel ve-s. In the same manner the _PramaI_1as ( Perception 
and the rest) also are apprehended by the same Pra~iiI_laS. 
The case· of lamp-light has been cited only as an instance 

0 The printed text wrongly retains the 'II' when all MSS. incluqing the two Puri MSS. 
have dropped it. The BMruachanr!,ra also has no tr. 

t How the non-existent thing forms the object of Ptamil_:las has been. shown fa 
the Introductory Bharua, P, 2. 
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(corroborative of the reasoning). '' What is tha 
1·easoning (which the instance is intended to corrobol'ate)?" ,v e proceed to explain the reasoningR as follows :-(A) For 
their own apprehension, Perception and the rest do not 
str.nd i11 need of tho operation of other PramiiJ}as, because they 
are themselves the means of bringing about the apprehension 
of things, like the lamp ;-just as the la~p. being a mea.ns of 
bringing about the-apprehension of things, doe:1 not stand in 
need of the operation of any other Prama1_1a (besides Percep
tion etc.) so also do the PramaJJ.aS (Perception ~tc. ),-from 
which it follows that these do not stand in need of the opera
tion of other Prama~as ;-t B) secondly, because they are en
dowed with generic and speoific characters ;-eyerything that 
is endowed with generic and specific characters is found to be 
such as doea not, for its app1·ehension, stand in need of the 
operation of any PrsimiiJ_1as _ other than Perception and the 

Var. P, 202. 
rest,-as we find in the case of the lamp ;-(C) 
thirdly, because they are objects of cognition,

every object of cognition is'such as does not, for its appre
hension stand in need of the operation of PramaI_J.as other 
than Perception etc.,-as we find in the case of the- Lamp; -
( D) fourthly, because they are subsistent in something else, 
and because they are Instruments, like t!i,e lamp; similarly 
-the Sense-organs and such like things also, being ·aids to Per
ception, are such as do not stand in need of the operation of 
any Pramar.ias other than Perception etc. 

-The Bha,ya (P. ,1 L. 10) represents the Opponent as 
ra~sing the objection that " tht.tre cim he 'IIO apprehension of a 
thing by iteelft'. By this our opponent means as follows
,, If Perception etc. were apprehended by means of the same 
Perception etc., this would mean that a thing is apprehended 
by means of itself; and this is not right; as the same thing 
cannot be the instmment as also what is accomplished by that 
instrument". But this does not affect our position at all; 
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as the things a1·e 1·eally different f1·om one another and they 
are similar only rn c1,aracter (Bha~ya P. 7l, L. 12); that is to 
say, there are several things that are included in what has been 
described as 'PramaQas', and there would be nothing wrong if 
one of th13se several things were apprehended by means of the 

other; just as f ro1n the water bro ug!tt out of t!te well we infer 
the water in the well (Bha~ya, P. 71, L. 16);-that is, having 
brought out water one understands that the water in the well 
is also of the same kind; and yet in this case it is not said 
that the thing (water) is apprehended by means of itself; all 
that is said is that by means of the thing, which is endowed 

, with the character (of water}, we apprehend another thing 
which also is endowed with the same character (of water). [In 
the same manner by means of one instrument, which has the 
character of Perception, we can apprehend, another instru• 
ment which also has the character of Perception]. 'r hen 
again, there is no such absolute law that a thing cannot be 
apprehended by means of itself;· as sometimes such appre• 
bensions do happen; as for instance, in the case of Soul, 
we find that the same Soul is the cogniser as also the 
cognised, whenever a person has any cognition iu regard 
to himself. 

The Opponent urges that, "in th13 cases cited the condi
tions a,·e di{fdt'ent" ( Bha§ya, P. 72, L. 1.) He means by 
this as follows-"wheu the Soul is the coguiser, the condi, 
tions are entirely different from those that are present when 
it is the cognised''. ExacHy the same, we reply, is the case 
with the matter under discussion. In the case of the Soul, 
when one recognises himself-as' I am happy'-' I am un
happy '-the oogniser-Soul apprehends himself <1.s quttlified 
fly happiness etc. [so that the Soul is the cognised when qrv1li• 
fled by unhappiness, and it is the cog11i11e.r independently of 
any such qualification];-exactly so in the case of Percep
tion etc., these become the 'object of cognition' only when 
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app1·ehendetl by mean FI of Pi•amarpu [while when appearing as 
the instruments whereby something else is apprehended they 
become ' the Instruments of Cognition ']. 

La~tly-there is no pnsibilil!f of there befog anything · th,1t 

r,annot be upprehemled by means of Pereeption 9•c. (Bha~ya, 
P. 72, L. 5). If the1'0 ,vere any such thing as is not appre
hended by means of Perception, then we conld . accept 
Prama~as other than Perception &c.; but one can never prove 
that there is any such thing ; as every thing, existent as well 
as non-existent, is apprehended by means of Perception &c. 
Thus then, the conclusion is that it is by means of Perception 
&c. alone that the Prama~as themselves are apprehended, 

Bhlisya. 

Infroductor11 to Sn(ra (19 A.)· 

[P. 72, LI. 9-1 I.] 

Some pPople havo t,tken up the example (cited in the pre
ceding Siitra) by itself, quitf.l detatched from any reasonin,gs, 
-i. e. as proving the conclusion (that Prama.~as are self. 
illumined) by itself, without reference to any particular 
reasoning; and they have interpreted the Sii~ra. to mean that 
-' just, as the lamplight is seen withvut the light of any 
other lamp, so also are the Pramai;tas apprehended withbut 
o~her Prama~ias'.• But such au argument-

CANNOT BE CONCLuSIVE; AS IN THE CASE OF CERTA[N 

THINGS WE FLND THA'r OTHER. INSTIW~IEN'J'S ARE lNOPERA• 

TIVE, WHILllJ IN OTEIEltS IT IS FOUND '.!'HAT THEY ARE NOT 

tNoPERATIVE tSu. 19 A.)t 

0 This is the argument propounded by those who regard all Pramiil}as to be aelf
illumi11ed-i. e. the Vedantins. 

-(- This appears in the printed text as part o'f the BTiiifya, But the Ny1i11asi1.ch:ni
ban~lta and the B1tan;1cha1U!,ra read this as a Sutra ; and the Puri l\ls. of the 1!'11~ 
as also the Sii~ra l\Is. D. contains this as a Siitra. It is ouly the later commentators 
that have omitted it from the Sii\ras. We treat thfa as a Siitra ; and iu this matter 

we have always followed the t=lU1(1[_,.1f"11"'f; but we number it as 19A, with a 

view to retain the nmnbering of the following Sii*ras. 
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Va1·(ilca. 

(P. 2112, 'L. 20 to P. 20:3, L. I] 

lntr:,duclory to Su. 1 !) A. 

Other old writers take the preceding Su.tra without 
reference to any reasoning, and interpret it merely as putting 
forward an example,-the meaning (according to them) 
being that-' Jost as the light of a lamp, so the Pramai:t!is 
also, would be apprehended without the help of other Pra
mar.rns'. .Against this view we have the following declaration 
-SucA an argument cannot be conclusive &c, &c. 

Blia~ya. 

LP, 72, L. 13 to P. 73. L. 7.] 

(A) The said fact (of independence of other Prama1;1as), 
which is deduced from the absence of operation (of other 
lamps in the case of the lamp illumining things by its 
light), has been urged (by the writers referred to) with a view 
to prove similar independence in the case of the Instruments 
of Cognition ;-but the same fact might be urged (with 
equal reasonableness) to prove similar independence in the 
case of the Objects of Cognition also; as there is nothing to dis
tinguish this lat~er case from the former (i. e. just as it is argu
ed, from the ca.se of the lamp being independent of another 
lamp, that Pramaf;laS are independent of other Pramiil}as, 
so may it ~]so ha argued, that Prameyas also ·are indepen
dent of PramaQ.as,-which would mean that Pramanas are 
not necessary for anything].-( B) Further, iL may be argued 
that so far as the c1gnition of the obj1cts of cognition is con
cerned, it is found that for the apprehension of such things 
as the colour of a, Dish and the like, one does require the 
operation of such aids as the light of a lamp [so that the 
example of the lamp proves the necessity of · such aids 
in the case of the cognition of object of cognition]; and 
the same might be said in regard to the cognition of the 
l'ramar;ias also, whose case does not differ from the former 
case [The argument would be that just as in the case of the 
apprehension of objects of oognition such aidi as lamplight &c. 
are neoess3,ry, so in the cas_e of th9 apprehension of the Pra-
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rnal)as also, such other aids would be necessary]." [Thus 
then, the example of the Lamp as interpreted by the said 
writers being found to support both views-that such other 
aids are necessary for the apprehension of the Objects as well 
as the Instruments of Cognition], unless the said example is 
taken in reference to a particular reasoning (as we have 
takerrit), there could be no justification for accepting its 
force in one case and not in the other; as t.here is no reason 
why the force of the Example should be admitted. in one caso 
and not in the other.t 

On the othe1• hand, if the E;eainple (of the lamp) is taken 
in reference to a pai-ticular reasoning (as we have talcm it), 
it isfo1ind to point to a sfogle condasion, an1l as s11.ch it is 
not open to the ob.f ectior& ,just mentioned.~ That is to 
say, \y'hen the example is taken as bearing upon a particular 
reasoning, it is found to point to a single conclusion (that 
of one Instrnment of Cognition being independent of othei· 
Instruments of Cognition); and under the circumstances, 
the Opponent cannot very well refuse to accept its force.§ 
Such being the case, this interpretation is not open to the 
objection that the Example is not conclusive. 

'' But if Perception &c. were n,pprehended by other 

Dha. P, 73. 
Perception &c., then there would be an infinite 
regress." Not so, we reply, as all usage 

could be rightly explained on the ba,sis of the distinction 
that the said Perception &c. are apprehended (in one cas~) 
as the objects cognised and (in another case) as the inst1·1tments 
of the cognition. .l!.,or instance, when we h,we such notions 
as ' [ cognise the thing by means of Perceptiun ', 'I cognise 
the thing by mea,rn of Ju/'erenci: ', Perception &c. are coguised 
as the inst1·uments of cognition ; and when we bave such 
notions as' tuis cognition of mine (which I now cognise) 

• Accol'ding to the BhA1yacha11<Jra the meaning of this passage is as follows :

The colour ef the Di,h is pel'ceptiblc by itself, and yet for being illumined it requires 

the aid of the Lamplight; so the Pramiii;ws also, even though they may be self

iltumincd, may stand· in need of othel' Pramiii;ias. 

t The two Pul'i l\1SS. read ';;r,:r titr 'I' srf<l'qij {!;..i'' afte,r tho wol'cl f,1!1"11', 

Tins is the reading adopted in the translation. 

t The Bha~yachanira reads this as Siitra. 

§ 'ql;!_' of the printed text is wrong. The Puri lllSS, and the B 7uiwachanjra 

support the reading ;s11111JT?J"!,. 
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is perceptional,' 'this cognition is inferenti~l ', ' this cog1;ti~ion 
is verbal', Perception &c. appear a:s the ob1ects of c?gmt10n; 
-so that when we actually recogmse them thus (d1fferenLl,v 
in the two cases), it becomes possible for us to carry on all 
business £or the purpose of acquiring merit, prosp~r~ty, 
happiness and P'inal Release, and also for the 1rnrpo.3e avo1dmg 
the contraries of these. And as all business and usage can 
be explained on the basis of the said distinction, there is 
nothihg to be accomplished by the infinite regl'ess, for the 
accomplishment of which it would be necessary to postulate 
the said infinite regress (of Perception &c.).* 

P'artika on Su. 19 A. 
L P. 203, L. 2 to P. 204, L. 2]. 

The atgument cannot be conclusioe ~c. tc.-says the Su.tra. 
There is no g1:ound for accepting the proposition that 'the 
PramaQas are as independent of other PramaJ?,as as the light 
of a lamp is of other lamps' (which is the meaning of SU. 19, 
according to the writers referred to)1-and rejecting the 
other proposition that 'the Prama,Qiis are as dependent upon 
other Prama~as as the colour of the Dish'. As a matter 
of fact, it is found that the ligL.t of the hmp is not inopera
tive in the illumining of the co1our of the Dish; why cannot 
the same be said of the Pramao.as also (requiring the opera
tion of other Pramal}as)? Secondly, it would be necessary 
to point out the grounds for admitting the force of the 
example of the lamplight in the case of the cognition of 
Pramal}.as, and not admitting it in the case of the cognition 
of the objects of cognition, Thirdly, you have also to explain 
your reasons why the lampl(1ht is to be accepted as a 
pertinent example, and not the Dish. From all this it is 
clear that,· if not taken in reference to a particular reasoning 
the example is inconclusive both ways. 

" <I' 'lilm f'flll~~ is the reading of the printed text, as also of the Puri MSS. 

But '8l~ll1t f'lf~it lppears to be the better readi'ng, &s noted in the ·footnote of the 
printed text. 
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On the other hand, if the Eaiam.ple is taken _in 
referenlle to a particula1· reasoning, it is found to point to 
a single conclusiott, and as such it i., n,t open _to the above 
c,bjecli,m-says the Bha(Jya (P. 72, L.18). That is to say, if 
the example of the Lamplight is taken in connection with. 
a particular reasoning, in reference to its ilh1m;ning (other 
things), then it points definitely to a single conclusion, and 
a:1 such cannot be objected t~ ; so that it does not become 
open to the charge of being 'inconclusive.' 

"But if Perception !t~- were apprehended by Percept-ion ~-c. 
themselves, there would be an infini'te reg1·e.~s• (Bh.a(Jya P. 7H, 
L· 1). That is to sa.y, if Perception &c. are apprehended 
by means Perception &c. (and not by other Prama9-ao,), then 
these latter would have to be apprehended by hnother set 
of Pei·ception &c.; and so on and on ad infinitum. And in 
the event of such an infinite regress, there could be no definite 
idea of the first l'rama11a of the series; on the other hand, ,• 

if there is a limit to the series, (and the first Pramiit}.ft of 
the series is definitely known), then the cognition of this first 
Prama.Qa would be invalid,-not being known by means of 
any Prama1;_ia ras ea: hypothesi there would be no Prama1;_ia. 
whereby this first PramiIQa would ha cognised]". 

Our answer to this is that what has been urged does not 
affect our position.-As all usf1.g8 could bB rightlu e.eplained 
on the basis of the distinction th<it the said Pe1'ception ~c. are 
apprehended (in one case) as the objects cognised and (in another 
case) as instruments of cognition-says the Bha~ya (P. 73, L. I); 
Tl.e 'object of cognition' is 'Prameyrl and the 'instrument of 
cognition' is 'P~amii1J,a'; and when the Pramar;ia and Prameya 
are apprehended, this if:! enough for purposes of all usage, 
in the shape of acquiring merit, prosperity, happiness and 
Final Release, and of avoiding the contraries of these. 

There. is nothing to be accomplished by the in1inite rdgres<i, 

for the accomplishment of which it wo'.l,ld be neceqaary to pr>Btu-

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



660 THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

la_te. tlie saic.l inli nite 1·eg1•ess ( Bhli?ya, P. 7 3, L. 6). 'l'hus 
then, the conclusion is that it ·is by means of Perception &c. 
themselves that Perception and the rest are apprehended, 
and that this does not involve an infinite regt•ess. 111 

'l'uus ENDS TIIE EXAMINATION on' THE 

lNSTRU1tENTS OF CoGNI'l'ION IN GENERAL. 

0 The whole of this discussion is thus summed np iu the 'fii,lparya--Pur~apakJa 
-" Is the apprehension of Perccptiou &c. brought._ about by means of an 

Instrument or without any instrument? If the former, is it brought about 

by these same Perception &c? or by other instruments of Cognition? If the latter, 
then that would involve the postulating of more Prama:r.ias than those vouched for in 

the Sr1tra (1. 1. 3), and also an infinite regress. If Perception &c. were apprehen1fod 
by means of another Perception, this would involve an infinite regress. If one · 

Porccption were apprehended by means of itself, this·would involve the absurdity of 

the Perception operating upon itself; certainly a sword can never cut itself. So the 

cimclusion is that the apprehension of the Pramii:r.ias is brought about without the 

help of any instrument. And if so, the apprehension of Prameyas · alBo might be 

brought about in the same manner ; and there would thus be no need of any Prama.t},a 

at all." 

Si\l\lliiin!a-Under the class 'Perception' there are a number of individual Per• 

ceptions ; and one of these can very well be apprehended by means of the other; and 

iu this there would be no necesftity of either an infinite regress or any of those contin

gencies that have heen urged in the P·ul'vapak!a, 
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Section ( J). 
Detailed fiJ:.rmnination of Perception. 

[Su.tras 20-3'2.j 
Bhi.lf}ya on Sn. (2d) 

[P. 73, L. 8 to L. 10.] 

661 

The PramaQas have hee11 examined in a gener_al way; 
they are now going to be examined in detail. 

sa,ra (20) • 
Pllrvapalc§a :-" 'l'Hlll STATEMENT OF 'l'HE CAUSE t(IN 

Su. 1-1-4.J o~' S1rnsm-PERCEPl'ION Is UNTENABLE, AS IT 

IS AN INCOMPLETE t ST,1Tl<lMENT," 

"That is to say, a.notl}er cause (of Perception )-the 
contact of the Mind with the Soul-has not been mentioned.§ 

" On the whole of this Secdon a great deal of confusion has arisen as to which 
S:ltra repre~ents the Pi11't'ap,,k~a and which the Sir/,r/,h(inia, This has been due 
principally to the fact that the Va1·/ita has put for Nard the Si~"1,hanta point of view 

along with it; explanation of the Piirvapak~a Su;ra, and dods not wait for the coming 

of the Si~l"1,hin~a Su\rn. 'l'hisltas been <:!early put by the Pal'ishi,if4,hi-' When the 
l'a1·tika states the Si9<}.hii.nta view iu its explanatiou of a Siltra which embodies 

the PiirMpalcja, it dc>es so ouly by WJ.Y of anticipation; it gives up the Oi'der of the 

.Su!ra-Bh 1~ya, and hastens to co:-rect the misrepresentations of the Panapalc~a,' 'l 

cannot hear the thought of letting the Opponent's view stand uucoutradicted, even 

for a moment,' rnys the 1'a!pa1·ya. 
t There is some difficulty abJut the word lahiana here. The Ta/pai·•t?, in 

accorJan~e with Bha1ya and Va,·;ika, explains it as K.ira1p,, Gctuse; and thi~ 

ex.pla:iation is thus accounted for by the Pa1·ishui,rj,hi-' The Siitra as it stauds avpears 
to l>e absurd ; for a lahrrna, definition, to be' untenable', or 'incomplete', it must be 

either too narrow, not including all perceptions, or too wide, omitting to men!ion solJle 
necessary distinguishing feat•ire, Neither of these deficiences is found in the dejinitio11 
of Perception that has been provided in Su, 1-1-4; so that the present Su. would be 
absurd, if I lak,,,~a' were taken to mean 'definition.' For this reason both 

BM~ya and Var/ika have taken it to mean' cause,'-the Vcii·!ika accepting it in the 

senoe of definition only as an alternative meaning. And it is only in thi~ sense that the 

P1i,rvapak1a herein propounded bet,ornes posoible. The BhiiwachanrJ,ra however takes 

'lah~ai;,ia' in the sense of d~fi11ition, and interprets the Sutra to mean that the ,lefiui
tion offered in Su, 1-1-! is au 'imp<>ssibLe •- oue, because it omits to mention all par

ticulars. 
:t The Nyayasu(mvivara1Ja explains 'asainagra ' as not including all ki,1ds of 

Perception, 
§ What follows after this forms the Bhar!Ja on the next Su, Without stating t!,e 

Sutra, the Bhan;a pr'<)ceeds with its explanation-says the Tct!pai·ya. But the Blia1ya

chamJ,1r1 make; it a coutir.\tation of Bhii~ya on Su, 20. 
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Vlir{ilca on Sn. 20. 

[P. 204, L. 3 to P. 205, L. 7]. 

,v e hava seen in a general way· that there are Primii11y1.r 

apprehending (indicating the existence of) objects of cognition. 
No\V proceeds the detailed ffixamination of the Pramal),ts that 
have been recognised in a general way. Perception is the 
first to be mentioned among the Prama~as; so it is Pt•rception 
that is now examined. 

' 
'l'he statement of the OattH of Percepti01i J-c. 9·c.-~ays the 

Sti/ra. 

'r he sense of the Puruapalpsa is, as follows:-'' The 
" account that you have provided of the cause of Percep-
1' tion-tha.t it is pioduced by Sense-ubj,:at contu.ct-is incow
" plete. Why ? Because there are ~ther causes of Pe1·ception 
s' also ; and these have not been mentioned by you ; fo1• 
'' instance, 'Mind-Soul contact' and such other.s. If you mean 
" that when you state that I Perception i& produced by 
" Sense-object contact' you put forward the definition (the 
1r peculiar characteristic) of Perception [and not an exhaustive 
'' enumeration of all its causes],-this cannot be a defi,nition ;. 
" as it only mentions the cause ; when it is sa-id that Percep
" tion is produced by sense-object contact, this is. ouly a 
" statement of its cause ; and certainly the statement of its 
1' cause cannot; be the defi,iition of a thing; for instance, 
~• when it is saitl thiit the jar is produced from clay and so 
• 1 forth, this cannot be regarded as the definition of the i!ir." 

rrhe Si</1},hautfo replies as follows :-

The above contention is not right,; neither of the two 
ei.:planations of our statement is open to objection •. 1£ we 
take it as stating the ca.ust:J of Perception, there can be no 
objection to it; nor ca.n any objection be taken to it if it is 
taken a.s embodying the definition of Perception. " How so?" 
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f A] If it is taken as mentioning the cause of Percep~ 
tion,-your objection against is met by what we have 
already said above, that the Sutra {l-1-4) wherein the state~ 
rneut in question occurs is not meant to be an exhaustive 
enumeration of all tho causes of Perception; it is moant, to 
point out only that peculiar causo of it which distinglllshe& 
it from Inferential and other cogni~ions; and cei·tainly this 
would not be the case with the Mind-Soul cnntact (which 
it common to all cognitions). " Well, in that case also., 
the Mind-Sense contact should ba mentioned; if the S,'11!.4e
object contact is mentioned on accon11t of its being peculiar 
to Perception, the □, for tha.t same reason the ..,Wind-Sense 
contact also should be mentioned. " But, we have already 
said that the Sutra is not meant to enumerate all that is 
peculiar to Perception ; in fact Perception is sufficiently 
character·ised and marked out by the mention of any one 

_ of the two c'.luses (Mind-Sense contact and 
v~r. P. 205. S b. ) I · 1. . -ense-o Ject contact t 1at are peen 1ar to rt. 

[BJ Similarly, there can be no objection to our statement, 
when it is taken as embodying a de/i,nition of Perception; foe· 
the simple rea$on that Sense-object contrlct is something that 
is actually peculiar to Perception. Inasmuch as Sen1J6• 

object contact gives rise to Perception, it can be regarded as 
its cr1use, and inasmuch as it distinguishes Perception from 
all like and unlike things, it can also be regarded as its de

finition. * 
Another answer to the Opponent's contention is·as fol

lows :-The Mind-Suul contact and Mind-Sense contact also 
are both mentioned by implication. " How so?" Simply 
by reason of the appearance of Cognition. That is to say, 
as a matter off act, until an object ·is actually in contact, there 
«:annot 11ppettr in it a quality that can only be produ~ed by 

·-

0 The 'fiifparya remarkitthat the real answer is that the statement is a definl!ion; 

and it is simply as a piece of bravado that the Var!ika puts forward the possibility 
c,f its being takeo as meutiouing the cau11 of Perception. 
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4:onfaet (Bha~ya, P. 73, L. 10) [and Oognition being such a 
quality of the Soul, its appearance necessarily implies the 
~oul's cvntw:t] ;-similarly (as regards Mind Sense contact) 
if the sense-organ could operate independently of Mind• 
contact, a simultaneous Cognition of several things would be 
possible ; as a matter of fact however, no such simultaneous 
Cognition ever tak~s place ; hence mind~contact also is a 

necessary factor in the cause of Perception • 
.Bha~ya O?I Su. (21). 

[P. 73, L. 10 to L. 17.} 
Punnpak~a (r,ontinu,-d)-" As a general rule, unl~ss an 

"object is in contact with some.thing, there cannot be pro
•• dnced in it any such quality as can be produced by contact;•
" a11d we know that the quality of 'Cognition' i11 produced in 
•· t.he Son 1;-so the conclusion is that the contact of this Soul 
" with l,he Slmd is a cause of that Cognition 'l'hen. a'i re• 
"gards tl1e Sen~e-Miud contact,, if the cause of Cognition con
" sisted in Sense-object contact., independently of the Sense
•• Mind contact,, it would be possible for several cognitions to 
"appear simnltaneomly; and [as this is imprn;;sible; vid1, 
'' Su. 1- 1-15] therefore Sense-Mind contact, also should be 
'' regarded as a cause of Percept.ion." 

What has been just said constitutes the anticipated Bltiif!Ja 
on the next Su{ra. t 

Su{-ra (21). 
"PERCEPTION CANNOT BE 1l1WU08T ABOUT UNLESS 

TBER:<J IS CONTACT OF THE Sour, AND OF 'J'HE MIND. 

[Hence of the contact of th,-se sh1itld have been 
mentionrd in the Su-{ra 1-1-4)." 

"Just as no PercepUon is brought about until there is 
'' contact of the Sense and the Object, so also no Perception 
"is brought about unless there is contact of the Soul and of 
" the t-\ense-organ. [Hence this latter also sl:ould be men
" tioned ~mong the 'Uauses of Perceptiou 'J.":t: 

"e. g. the red colour in the jar ia never produced without contact of fire-Blii1,Jya
chandra. 

f 'l'he BluifyaclirJnef,ra takes the pasrnge to mean that the argument urged by the 
Opponent in Sii. l!O has already been an~wered by the Bhasya on Su. 1-1-4. 
. t The Parishui!ef,hi remarks-This Sutra mu,;t be. taken as a Purvapakfa Sritl'a,
\n th!l first place, becaus<o_ the Bha1ya has explained it as aud,; and secondly, btcause 
if this were taken as putting forward the Si<;l4,h'.i11/a view, Su~ras 23 and 24 w,mld 
be supertl.uous ; as they wo'iild say what is :i.lready stlid in the present Sfi. 21. 
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TT1ii·tihi on Su. (21 ). 
[f'. 205, L. 7, to L. 12.] 

The Bha,ya on this Snfr:z appears before the S;i?ra. 
"Ju.~t a,.j no perception. is bi-011,ght oho,it ~<;. ~a. (Bha~ya)." 
'l'here is no force in this contention either,-we reply; 

as the answer to this has already been given before. The 
answer to this contention is what we have already said above 
(Var. P. 204, L. 15)-viz., that the Su. 1-1-4 is not intended 
to be an exhaustive enumeration of all Causes _of Perception, 
it is intended to point what forms its distinctive cause. 

Bhii§ya on Sa. 22. 
[P. '73, L. 16 to P. 74, L. 6.] 

(The Puroapalt§a having been stated, an~ the trend of 
the Sirj..:_thiin!a having been already indicated in Sii. 1-1-4, 
an interei:,ted outsider, listening to the discussion, says]
,, These people assert that because Cognition is found to 
appe1ir when there is sense-obje0t contact, this· latter should 
be regarded as the c1wse of that Cognition ; l but if this 
reasouing were true]-

" 'l'BI!) SAME MIGH'r Bl!l SAID OF SPAOE, PLACE, Tnrn AND 

.A.KASHA ALsu"-(Su. 22). 
'' A.s a matter of fact, Cognit.ion appenrs only when 

Space, &c., are present; so that these also should be causes 
of Perception. [ff not, then the contact of the Mind and 
Soul, Mind aud Sense, . or Sense and Objec,t, need not be 
regarded as the 'cause ' 0£ Perception]. " • · 

[The answsr to the above re·a.soning of the Outside!' is as 
follows]-

Even .· if Space &,. are not regarded as the 'cause' of 
Perception, Cogn,ition would appear ·during their existt-:p.ce, 
for the :eimple reason that the proximity or duration of 
8puce. &c. is una,,oidable. That is to say, even though 

0 Both the Piiriapakfin iiud the Si<J.<J.hanfin are agree.d ll6 to Sense-c.bject contact 
heing the cause of Pefctiption. Tlie interested Ou,t8ider thin.ks that the said conla,ct 

·is regarded as the cause of Pemeption sinrply because·Perceplion appears when tlu, 
conta;:it is there, and from thi8 the Out~ider argues that if this were so, then Space &c. 
would also have to be regarded as the cause of Perception ; as Perception appears 
when theae areprese1it; a-1 there is no time or place where these thr~ are qot pre
seht. This tiillra must be taken as emauatiog from the Outaider, .,a if it e111~nated 
fromtJu, Puwapaktin or from the Si«J,~lhi!ltin, it would involve seJf;coiltradictfou. 
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~pace &c~may nqt, be regarded as 'causes' in the a:1peantnce of 
Cognition, yet it need not be denied tint whenevtir the Cogni
tion appnH8, it must appear while Space &c. are present; as 
the duration of Space &c. can never be avoided [being as 
they are eternal and omnipresent]. [llut then· existence a!; 
the time noes not make them causes]. Such being the ease, 
it, "\'\·ould behove you to point out the reason by ,1 irtne of 
wliich yon could say-' for this reason Space &c. should be 
'l'egarded as caus{ls of Cognition.'* 

Var{ika, on Sri. 22. 

[P. 20ii, L. 12 to P. 206, L 11]. 
[The Outsider comes forward with an objectioa)-" There 

cc are people who regard one thing as the cause of another 
" because the latter is found to appear while the former 
" is present,-and they argue that, inasmtrch as Cognition 
" appears while the sense-object contact is present, and it 
" does not appear while the latter is not present, the said 
" contact must be the cause of that Cognition. Now. for 
' 4 these people, the same 1nay be said in regard to SpacP., Time 
Hand .tlkasha also-says the S;Jr1·a. That is to say,-Space, 
" Time and . .A.kasha are present when Cognitions appear; 
'' so that, h1asmuch as Cognitions appear while these are 
" present, they also should be regarded as the cause of Cog
" nitions. "What reason is there by which Space &c. should 
" not be regarded as the cause of cognition& ? ' The reason lies 

i. " in our not finding any such capacity in Space &c. ; that is, 
" as a matter of-fact we do not find that Space and the rest 

0 The fact of the matter .is that one thing cannot be regarde:i as the cause of 
another simpiy becanae it is fouii,d to appear while the other is present ; the negative 
concomitance of the two should al~o be ascertained. For inr,tance, clay is the cause 
of the jar, (l} because the jar appears when the clay is there, and (2) the jar does 
nJt appear. while the clay i~ not there. Now with regard to such eternal and 
omnipresent s11bstances as Sp:1ce, Time and Akasha, though we h;we the proposition 
that 'Cognitions appear while these are present', w~ cannot have the negative proposi
tion ' Cognitions do not appear while Space cf;c. are 11ot prese11t ' ; as this latter term 
would be an impossible oue. Ou the other hand, in regard to the contact of the Object 
Seuse•organ, Mind and the embodied Soul,-both these propositions are available ; 
hence their contact can be r~garded as the 'cause ' of Perception· 'fa/parya. 
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tt have any such capacity or power whereby Cognitions could 
11 be produced; and for this reason they ca11not reasonably 
" be regarded as tlieir Cltuse. ' But th~y could be so 
'"rt>garded on account or mere proximity.' If what you 
" mean is that.-' Space and tho rest should be regarded as 
" the cause of cvgnitions simply by reason of their proxim
" ity '-tliis cannot be right; as this proximity (of Spare &c.) 

Var. P. 206. 
'' is something that is inevitable (everywhera and 
" always) ;-these are eternal and omnipresent; 

" and inasmuch as they are eternal and omnipresent, their 
" proximity can never be avoided; under the circumstances, 
'' it is necessary for you to show SQme particular reasons 
" whereby they conld be regarded ~s the ca11se; mere proiimity 
" cannot be the ground for their being regarded as the 
,~ cani1e. ' Why '? B:,cauQ.e we find that the hot tourh, 
u of light is not regarded as the cause of the perception of 
"' its colour, even though it is present ut the time; i. e. of the 
•~ perception of the Culour of light, what is regarded as the 
" ca.nse is the particulae Ooll/ur of the light, and its touch is 
" not so regarded simply because of its proximity; and the 
" reason for this lies in the fact that the touch is not found 
'' to possess the capacity for bringing about the perception 
" of Colour; Oolnn,. on the other hand is found to possess this 
" capacity; as is ascertained from the fact .that the presence
" and absence of Colour"'.:perception is in accordance with the 
" presence 11nd ~bsence of -Colour; i. e. the said perception 
"appears when Colour is present, and it is not present when 
" Colour is· absent; which shows that it is Colour, and not 
" Touch, which is the ir:.1nsfl of Colour-perception. li'or ins
" ta.nee, in the case uf the lunar disc we find that its colour 
" brings about the Colour-perception, eveu though its hot 
'' fiery touch is absent,•-and conversely the colour of a, light 

0 The lunar disc, c•Jn~titut~d .1s it id by Li 6ht, cannot be entirely devoid of heat; 
. what is meant is that tile heat, thirngh predent, is so cOmiJlett1ly suppressed by the 

eohl, that it m,ty ue regarJeJ as practically non-existent.-f,itparya, 
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"hidden under a cover, even though .present, does not bring 
"about the perception of Colour. In the same manner, even 
'' though Cognitions arise from the contact of tlie Soul, the 
" Mind, the Sense-organ and the Object, yet it cannot, merely 
" by reason of proximity, be held to arise from Space and the 
" rest; for thu simple reason that these latter are found to be 
'' entirely devoid of the necessary capacity. 

Bha§ya-Introduction to Su. (23). 
[P. 74, L. o.] 

[The side-objection of the Outsider having been answered, 
the Purvapalc§fo, turns towards the Sirjcjh,'inli:t1]~" Under 
the oireumstanoes tthere being reasons for regarding the 
Contact of the embodied Soul, the Mind, the Sen:,;e-orgau and 
the Object, as the cause of Perception), the Mind.Soul 
Contact should be mentioned (under 8u. l• l-4)." 

In answer to this, we have the next Safra (23). 

Va,-tika-Introduction to Su. (23). 

f P. 206. 11. 11-12.] 

The l!aruapak§in says that the Mind-Soul Contact 
should be mentioned. Our answer is that this need not be 
mentioned, as iii is already implied. 
" By what is it implied?'' -the 

following 8u/ra. t 

'rhe que:ition arising
answer is given in the 

t There is SOllle difference ofopiuiou in re!;ard to the. exa0t meau~ng of this intro

ductory Bhii1ya, and h~nce of the next three S2/ras. Tbe natural meaning-,the oue 

given by the Ny,jyasZfra1,ivara,.,a-appears to be as follows-The Piirvapak~iIJ liaviJJg 
propounded the vie iv that if one thing is to be regarded as the cause of another ,ituply 

bt,cause the latLer appears while the former is present, then Space &c. also should 
be regarded as the cauae of coguition,-the answer Lo this is that the mere fact of one 

thing appearing while the other is present is not sufffoient reason for regarding one 
as the cause of another. To tl1is the P11rvapaksin retorts (iu Bha. P. 74, L. 6) that in 

that case Mudd-Soul Contact also should be i·ejected, de11i~d to bdhe cause of Peneplirm 
(this being the eeose of the term Upasaiikhyeya~ ), This is mrswered in cii~.ras 

23 and 24 : that the Soul-Contact is actually the cause of perception is proved by 
other facts (mentioned in Sii. 23}, and .so ah,o the Mind-Contact tSii. 24). Finally 
comes the question-if .the fact of Soul-Contact and :Mind-Contact being Cause:; of 

Perception isso surely proved, why 11ut mention them io Sii. 1-1-4 ? '!'lie answer to 
thid is giveu iu Su, 25, 
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Sulra (23). 
COGNlTlON FORMING THE OHARACTEB.ISTIC FEATUBB 

OF THE SooL, THE~E CAN BE NO NON INCLUSION OF IT •• 

(Su. ~3.) 
Bha~ya on Hi. 23. 

(P. '74, ll. 8-9.] 

669 

Cognition is a. characteristic feature of Lhe Sou], becaust' 
it is its quality ; t and (as has been said above, P. 73, I. H,) 
unless an object is in contact with something, there cannot 
be produced in it any such quality as can be produced by 
Contact. :j: [Which shows that Soul.Contact is essenliiaU. 

The Vlirfika explains somewhat differently: The Bha,ya paBS&ge (P, n, L, 6) 
embodies the Purvapakfa question that-If the fact of Mfod and Soul· contact being 
a Ca11se of Perception is surer than that of Siiace &c. being so, th~n the said cont~ct 
eheuld be mentioned under Sii. 1-1-!l (' uptuankyeyal}' thu~ meaning • should be 
mentioned'). The answer to this is that it is not necessary to mentien the Contact of 
Mind and Soul, because they are already implied indirectly : how the Soul-contact 
is implied is shown in Su. 24 ; and then comes the question-" If the contact of Mind 
and Soul is omitted in Su. 1-i-!l because it is implied implicitly, why should we not 
ornit the Sense-object Coatact also,-this also being implicitly implied ? " And the 
answer to this is gi"'en in Su. 25. 

The Trt.nslatiou adopts thifs latter interpretation. - 1'>,e Bhiifgachant!,ra also sup

ports the view accepted in the translation. It says-'Sllll!if4;1('1fl'{ ~ (f~
't~) 'llli?1'1'-r:-.fwn~tnliCAfnT I ' ~arq: ' -..q: I 'n,' ~ ... 
'«~•d ~ 11'J: I 

0 ' Atmano' navarot,lha~ ' is the reading ef several MSS., ~lso the two Puri MSS. 
The Ny4yaaiichinibang,lta and the Puri MS. of the Sii~ra-text read 'iiCmano- n• 
a-,avaro<!,ha~• What is 111eant is that utma is iucludell (by implicatioJJ,J ; and this sense 
can be afforded by both reading~. If we read 'na an1111arag,ha1} 'we should explain 
it as no non-incluaion; and if we read simply 'anavaro<!,h~ we a!10uld explain 
it as non• exclusion; it is possible to take '<t•'flrot/,h«~i' fill meaning incturion H 

well as ezclu,ion, The N11aya1,i{ravivara,a r11ads '11a anava.bo<!,ha°I} .', which ,alao 
means ' there is no no11-implic11t.ion ' ; though in accordance with its own explanation 
of the entire A<;l.hikara9a, the Viv(trana explains it as ' n2 anya,haait!,i;lhalvam '-i.e., 
the presence of lhe S0111 cannot' be explained on the ba~i• of .any supposition other 
than that it is a Cause of Perception. 

t What the Bhiua means by calling cognition a 'q11ality' of the Soul 'is that, in111-
much as Cognition appears only in the Soul, i,t must be regarded as its 'o haracter.atic 
feature.' 

t It is c11rious that this pasRage-na ·chasnmyuk#i &c.-which appeara twice in the 
811,Jfya, should be referred to as 'Sil Jra' by the Pariahu,f,t!,hi. 
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Var(ika on Su. 23. 

[P. 206, L. 14 to P. 207, L. lJ 

Oognitiim forming g-c.-says the Su~ra. It has been 
said above (Su. 1-1-10) that Cognition is the cbaracteristio 
feature of the Soul ; in view of this fact, even though the 
Contact of the Soul has not been explicitly mentioned in the 
definition of Perception, its presence is to be inferred. Why 
should Cognition be regarda~ as a characteristic feature of the 
Soul? Becau11e it is its quulity (Bha.) "But it is not proved 
that Cognition is a quality at all.'' What you mean is that,
When it is not proved that Cognition is a q1,alitt1, how can it 
be proved that it is a quality of the Soul ? But this conten• 
tion of yours is not right; because as a matter of fact, Cog
nition (being a product) inheres in the Soul (which is 
an omnipresent substance), just as the q11alities of Plea
sure and the rest do;-and neitl1er a. S1,bstance nor an 
Action can inhere in the Soul ;-and it is n fact that like 
Pleasure &c., Cognition does 'inhere in th1:1 Soul ;-hence 
Cognition \bec-,mse it inheres in the Soul) cannot be eit.her a 
Substance or an Action ;-and it is fact that like Ple;1;sure 
&c. Cognition inheres in the Soul ;-hence it ~ust be regard
ed as a quality, and of the Soul, not of Earth and the other 
substances ; because it is self-apprehended (i. e. apprehended 
by Mental Perception) ;-as a mattAr of factt we know that 
that Perception which is self-apprehended is not the quality 
of Earth .,i(?., e. g. Pleasure, Pain &c; while that Perception 
. which is apprehe"1ded by itself as well 1,1,S by another Percep
tio.~ is the quality of Earth &c. ; e. g. Colour &c. ;-Cognition 
does not belong to this latter class ;-hence it is a quality 
of the Soul.• 

• 'The senae of the whole is thus explaine,1Un the f <ilparya-Cogn-ition is a 
feature of the Soul ;.-Cognition is a product, because, like the jar, it is ephememl ;-
111nd because it ia a product, it should, like the jar, inhere in some substaooe ;-it 
.cannot inhere in Earth, Water, &c., because it is amenable to mental ,perooption, while 
thAt which i11.l1eres in Eilrtb. &c. iae,tber not perceptible at all,or perceplible only by 
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Further, we have already provided the true explana-
tion. " What explanation?" That it is not incumbent; 

Vir: P.207. 
on the Sutra to enumerate every one of the many 
causes of l'erception [hence the omission of 

Soul-contact in the Sutra 1-1•4• is not a defoct]. • 
Sii{ra (24). 

No1tt IS 'l'HERE A NON•INCLUltlON OF THE MIND, AS 'l'HB 

NON-SlllUL'rANl!llTY OF CoONlTIONS IS INDICATIVE OF IT. 

(Su. 24). 
Bhill}ya on Su. 24. 
LP. 74, 11. 11-12]. 

The 'non-inclusion ' of the preceding Su/,.a is to be 
oonstrued here also. It having been already declared (un.der 
Sii. 1-l-16) that the non-simultaneity of cognitions is indica• 
tive of the Mind, it follows from this tlrn.t when cognition is 
brought about by S,,,w1-object cont,wt, the latter is ·dependent 

. upon (and helped by) the cmdact nf Mirtd.:J: 
Var/ika un Su. 24. 

f P. 207, 1. 1 to I. 24]. 

Question:-" Why is Mi nd-_con tact not mentioned m the 
«efinition of Percept.ion ?" 
means of other kinds of Perception ;-Cognition is not of this latter kind ;-hence it 
should inhere in a s11hst1mce other than Earth, Water, Air, Fire, Akasha, Time, Space 
and Mind ;-and yet that in which it imbsists must be a substance, as like Akisha this 
l'Ubstrat111n shall he the material or constituent cause of the cognition ;-that tlii11 
1:ulistrat111n should be an omnipresent Substance has already been proved in the sectioo, 
on So,;l ;-from all this it follows that Cognition is a quality inhering in the ninth 
aubstancl', Soul ;-now this Soul, unless it is in contact with something, can not 
produce Cognition; for if Cognition were not dependent for its appearance upon any euch 
occasional thing as co,itact, then Cognitions would be eternal, which i& absurd ; hence 
every Cognition must stand in need of the contact with Soul. This ~ul-contact, 
therefore, thus forming a necessary element in Cognition, is implicitly implied ; and 
it was Ullt found necessary to mention it explicitly in the Sutra-r a{parya. 

0 This is the real answer to the Pt.rvapak,a; the answer, that the .:m1ission is due 
to t!ie fact that Soni-contact i11 implicitly implied, atid hence nc>t mentioned in -the 
Sii!ra,-is only a second bold an .. wer-a ra11dhira<J.a, says the f a/parga. 

t Thome MSS. that omit the na in Su. 23, omit it here also. 

t The Bhiif!J«-ckan<!,ra takes the next Sii~ra as a continuiltion of the· Dliiitiya on 
Sii~rl 29. 
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For answer we have the Suira-' Nor is there non-incl'llMon 
Jc.' It has been already explainad that the non-simultaneity 
of cognitions is the indicative of Mind; and in view of this we 
have the (implied) inclusion of Mind also. f And being thus 
implied it need not be distinctly mentioned], "This is 
not right, as the Sutra that declares the non-simultaneity 
of cognitions to be the indicative of :Mind has an entirely 
different meaning (and purpose)~ You say that,_;_inasmuch as 
the non-simultaneity of cognitions is indicative of the Mind, 
the Mind also is a ea.use of cognitions; but this is not right ; 
because of there being another meaning; the Sutra referred 
to by you has an entirely different meaning; it does not mean 
that Mind is the cause of Cognitions." . f This is not what 
is directly mentioned by the Sutra in question; but] it is 
indirectly implied ;-and :further, the Mind is not self .suffici
ent (independent).• Even though the direct meaning of the 
Su~ra is something different, it clearly implies what we have 
asserted, by reason of the peculiar character of tho ~ indica
tive' (mentioned in the Sutra); it is true that the fact of the 
Mind being the cause of Cognitions is not directly mentioned 
in the Sutra, yet by the force of the peculiar character of the 
' indicative ' tht:rein mentioned, that fact is indirectly implied. 
Further, the Mind is not self-sufficient; [and hence it cannot 
but stand in need of th:e -Mind as one of its causes] ; nor are 
the Eye and other organs indep3ndent (causes of cognit.i<;>n) 
[ so that these organs also stand in need of the operation of 
the Mind]. [These two facts go to strengthen what is 
already implied by the 'indicative' mentioned in the Su~ra, i. e. · 
'the non•simulta.neity of cognitions' J. [Thus then as Mind
Contact is already. clearly implied, there was no need of its 
being :mentioned. directly]. · 

• As itatands the words embodying the answer are highly aphoristic ; '~' 

and ' 'I' 11' 1"1' IIR8~' are .two .phrasea ■uccinctly stating the answer ; and each of 
theae phraBBs iae:i:plained later oo, the former in I. 91 and the latterili I. 11. 
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Sv/ra (25). 
(1'he Final Sic}.Q.hanta). 

JNASMOOH AS 11' IS ONLY* THE OON'fACT OF THR SENSE• 

ORGAN AND THE OBJE01' '.l'BAT FORM8 THE (DISTINCTIVE) CAUSE 

(ok FEATlJRBt) OF PEROE"PT'lON, l'l' HAS BEEN M ENTIONkD 

(IN 'l'BE SUTU.A) BY MEANS OF WORDS DIRBOTLY EXPRESSING 

ir.;-sc. (2t>). 
Bha~ya. 

[P. 75, Ll.1-2]. 

673 

[The question now arises-'' Just as Mind-contact ie 
not mentioned directly because it is indirectly implied, in the 
same manner, the Sense-object contact is also implied ; and as 
such why should this be mentioned? "-The answer is given 
in the Sutra, as followsJ-The contact of the Mind and of 
the Sdul is the (common) cause of Perception, as well as 
Inferential, .Analogical and Verbal Cognitions; while the 
contact of the Sense~organ with the Object is the distinctive 
cause of Perception only; thus the two do not stand on the 
same footing; and being thus differently circumstanced from 
the other contacts, the Sense-object contact has btten directly 
mentioned in the Sutra.§ 

Var/ika on Sn. 2G. 
(P. IW7, 11. 12-21.J 

Queation-" Why then is the Sense-object contact men
tioned, ·and not the contact · of the Soul with the Mind, or 
that of the Sense•organ with the Mind ? " 

•' Cha' means' only' says the Bhafyachamf,,·a. 
t The Bhiifyachanr!,ra explains 'nimiHa' as' lakfat_!a '. 
t This Siilra is not found in the Puri manuscript of the Siitra-text ; but every

where else it appears as a distinct Sutra ; and as it embodies the final Sir/,r/,lian/a, 
and as such is the most important aphorism of the Sii!,<!,ha11fa, the omission in the 
Puri Ms. must be a mistake. The Bhii,!yacha11r!,ra also appears to treat it as part of 
the Bhawa. 

§The Ta!parya adds-If nothing wasmentioned,and everything was left to be 
implied, we would have no definitiou at all of Perception ; it is necessary therefore to 
make U3e of some words expressing some fact that wo,J!d serve ·as the definition. 
N cw it is necessr.ry to mQntion the Sense-object contact, because it applies to all 
cues of Perception ; aud the other two contacts, of the Mind and of Soni, are not 
mentioned, (1) because they do not apply to all Perceptions {see Sii. 26), and (2) becauae 
they apply to other kinds of cognition also. This is the final Sic;lc;.lhin1a on the 
question under dist.ussion. [Final-i. e. according to the Siiira, add■ the Pari-
1h11r!,i!,hi]. 
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rrhe answer is given in the Srt(i·a-Inasnwch as flu; 

con tact 4'-c. &c. 'l'he Sense-object con tact is the cause of 
Perception only, while that of the Mind and Soni is the cause 
of Perception as well as of other kinds of Cognition. 

"But the Sense-Mind contact, being similar to the Sense
object contact, should have been mentioned. If the Mind
Soul contact is not mentioned simply because it is common 
(to Perception and other kinds of cognition ),-then certainly 
the Mind-Sense contact should be mentioned, as this is as 
peculiar to Perception only as the Sense-object contact." 

But we have already pointed out that the Sutra is not 
meant to be an exhaustive enumeration of all causes of 
Perception. His not the pt:irpose of the Sutra that all the 
causes peculiar to Perception should be mentioned; it is only 
this that no such cause should be mentioned as is common 
to other cognitions [and some such citnse as is peculiar to 
Perception should be mentioned for the purpose of defin
ing what Perception is], 

Sut,ra (2fi). 
ALSO BEOAUSE, lN THE CASE OF PlmSONS WHOSE MIND 

IS PREOCCUPIED, • (PERCEPTION lS HIDLD TO Be;) BROUGHT 

ABOUT BY M~ANS 0~' THE CONTACT OF THE SENSE-ORGAN AND 

THE OBJEO'l' (oNLY}.t- Su. 26. 
Bha~ya on Sit. (26). 

(P. 75,J. 5 to L. lf,]. 
We have (in the definition of ' Perception') the mention of 

the Sense-object contact, and not that of Mind-Soul contact, 
-al.~o ber,ause &c. &c. lAJ Sometimes a man goes to sleep 
after having determined that he would wake up at a certain 
-.,-'P' and ••i.rt.w both •jU ,lify ~; ~1''1''3'Tf~ra ""~~ '&fflll~~ 

'lllff-.ii-Says the f afparya. So '\lso the Bha~yachanfra, which explains the com

pound as follows-,~ti ~t'l'~?fT~:Fei:rtr~lfi 'am1~' ~;rr.i:rrfiri lfifi ~-qr'~ 
' Whcse mind is either in contact with the Soul which has retired into the innermost 

artery of the I Purt~l'.l, ', or applied elsewhere.' 

t Ordinarily we ~hould have the compound in the form l~"Q'3'f)-flr-rPJ'!f1'1fft 
But 'l{"'Jf'll~;: is purposely separated-' ia order to show that it is these alone 

whose uontact is the moat effective of all. '-sayi; the Pariahu(l\lhi. 
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time, --and by force of this determination (which gives rise 
to the effort; neeessary for bringing about the requisite 
Mind-Soul Cont.act) be wakes up at that time; hut sometimes 
it happens that during sleep he is awakened either by a 
very loud sound or by a forcible shaking ; and in these cases 
the waking Cognition (of Sound and 'fonch) by the sleeping 
man is brought about <primarily) by the Contact of the 
Sense-organ; so that predominance belongs, not to the contact 
of either the CogniAing ~oul or the Mind, but to the Contact 
of the Object with the S,mse-organ; because in such cases 
there is no desi,·e to know• on the part of the Soul, to give rise 
to.his effort which could urge the Mind and bring it into 
( ontact with him [and it is only when this happens that Mind
Soul contact is pos:,iible]. (B) In ot,her case11 what ordinarily 
happens is t-hat when the man, though having his Mind entirely 
occupied with the Cognition of one thing, desir~s to Cognise 
(think of) another thing, there appears his effort, which 
brings about the contact of his Mind with that tbing, of 
which he then becomes duly Cognisant [and in this case 
we have the Contact of the Mind and of the Soul also]. 
Now in the case in which the man having his Mind 
entirely preoccupied, there appears in him a Cognition 
brought about by the (forcible, sudden) impant of the Object, 
without any desire to c11gni8e or mental effort on his part, t -
the contact of the Sense-organ with the Ohjecf. is the principal 
cause of the Cognition; as in this case there is no desire 
to coguise on the part of the man, and hence no effort, 
which could urge the Mind (into Contact with the uudesirable 
object). .And because it is the principal cause, it is the 
SenRe-object contact that should be mentioned (in the 
definition of Perception),-and not the l\f ind-Soul contact, 
which is only a subordinate factor. 

Var/ika on Su. (2o). 
[P. 20&, Ll. 1-2]. 

This Siitra is meant to show that the Sense-object con
tact is the predominant factor {in the causes bringing a.bout 
Perception). 'l'he rest is clear in the Bha~ya. 

• 'This has be,;,n i.<l<led with a view to exclude God from this category ; as 
God does urge the Mind during <leep sleep,-bciug helped in this by the destiny of the 
sleeping man. '-Bha,ya.:ha11r/,ra. 

t \Vhen, fol' inslauce, a man walking along the street is struck by a runaway 
horse. -
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Bha,ya on Sa. (27). 
[P, 75, II. 15-20]. 

There is another reason for regarding the Sense-object 
contact as the predominant factor-

Sfilra (27) • 

.AND ALSO HEOAUSE INDIVIDUAL CoGNITIONS ARE NAA[ED 
AFTER 'l'llESE. (Sfi. 27.) 

.A.s a matter of fact we 6.n11 that individual cognitions ar~ 
named after the Sense-organs and the Objects concemed. 
'' How so?'' For instance, (a) when one smells with the 
olfactory organ, his Cognition is called ' olf acto1·.11 Cognition' 
and 'Cognition of smell;' (h) when he sees with the Visual
organ the Cognition is called 'oisual Cognition' and · Cogni
tion of colour; ' (o) when he tastes with the Gestatory 
organ, the Cognition is called ' gestuto1·g Cognition' and 
' Cognition of taste.' Further, Perceptior. is held to be of 
ftve kinds, simply becam1e of the number of Sense-organs 
and that of percep"t,ihle objects being each five-fold.-And 
all this goes to prove that in the bringing about of Percep• 
tion, the Sense-object contact is the principal cause. 

Yar/ika on Su. (26). 

(P. 208, 11. 3-7]. 

This Su.tra supplies attother reason for regarding the 
Sense-object contact as the principal cause. Inasmuch 
as whenever Perception appears, it is named after the Sense
organ and the . Object; and we have found that things are 
named after the most important factor; e. g. a certain 
sprout is called the ' paddy-sprout' (because the paddy is the 
predominant factor) . 

.Blta,ya on Su. (27). 
(P. 75, L. 20 to P. '76, L. 9]. 

'l'he Opponent says :-" It has been urged by the Sir!-
41 </,han/in (in Su. 26) that the mention of Sense-object Oontaet 
"is necessary, and not of the JJ:lind-soul Contact, because 
u in the case of the man whose mind is asleep or pre-occu
" pied, perception is brought about by the contact of the 
"Sense-organ with the object (only). But this-
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. "IS NOT A SOUND RlMSONING, AS IT INVOLVES SELF· 

CONTRADI-OTION0 ", ... ,.,'(Sii. 28). 

677 

•" If you do not accept Mind-Soul contact to be the cause 
" of any Perception, this would be contradictory to what has 
"been said before (in Sii. 1-1-16) to the effect that th~ non• 
'' simultaneity of cog·11itio11s is indicative of the Mind ; as in 
" accordance with this latter statement, it is clear that Sense
" object contact 1_:1tands in need of Mind-contact; for if 
"Mind-contact were not necessary, it would be possible for (all 
" five) cognitions· to appear simultaneous]y, If, on the other 
'' hand, with a view to avoid this self-contradiction, it be 
" held that of all cognitions the contact of the Mind and the 
'' Soul is the cause::, then our objection remains in force,
" that being the cause of cognitions, the Mind,Soul contact 
11 should be mentioned (in the definition of Perception)." 

Var/ika on Su. (28). 
[P. 208, LI. S.19.] 

" This Sii~ra is meant to bs an objection against the last 
11 three Siitras :-11 The three Sii~ras-2b, 26, and 27-
,, deny the fact of Mind-Soul contact being a cause of 
" Perception ; and this involves a contradiction of what you 
" yourself have j11st said in Sii/rris 23 and 24. And further, 
" if cognitions were independent of Mind-contact, it would 
" be possible to have a number of cognitions appearing 
u simultaneously; which would be contrary to the well-known 
• 1 fact (of cognitions being non-simultaneous). If then, in order 
" to avoid this self-contradiction, it be admitted that Cogni
" tionEI are brought about by Mind-Soul contact,-this will 
" reduce you to the same position in which you were asked 
1' to explain why Mind-~oul contact had not been men
•• tioned in the definition of Perception." 

The answer to this objection has already been given. 
"What is that answer?'' That the Sutra in question is 
not intended to be an exhaustive enumeration of all causes 
of Perception ; it is meant to point out only tha.t which is 
peculiar to Perception. 

• Tho opponent imposes upon the Si,;l.lJ11in!in the view that Mind-Soul contact 
has nothing to do with Perception ; though in reality all that he has held is that it 
is not the priucipal cause-Bhiiu1ach1mcj1·a. , 
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Siifm (29). 
TmmE IS NO sRtF·C0N'l'UADiCTION; AH TJJE CASE WB 

BAVE Cl'l'F.D rs DUE 'l'O TBE SPEC[AL FOUCE OF' A FAit'fJCULAlt 

ODJEOT.-(Sfi. 2!!). 
Bha~ya on Su 29. 
(P. ,6, 11. 11-23.J 

[The answer to the Pu.rvapak~a argument in Su. 28, is !,lJ! 

follows]- Our view does not involve a self-contradiction ; for 
we do not deny that l\find-Sonl contact is a ca:ise of Per
ception ;-all that we mean is that Sense-object contact is 
thi! princ-ipal caus8. [As for the instance tliat has been cited 
by us in SU, 261-in the case of the man whose Mind is asleep 
or preoccupied, the cognition that appears somet-imes is 
entirely 'due to the force of the particnlar object ' ; the term 
• particular object' denotes a certain object of· sense
perception; its 'force' stands for '/'ibrata ', intenf:ity, 
and ' 'Patufa', vigour; and this • 'force of the object' affects 
the Sense-object contact, and not the Mind-soul contact ;t 
which shows that Sense-objPct contact is the more import
ant of the two. 

(An objection is raised)-" In the cn.se where the Mind of the 
" man being asleep or pre-occupied, though there is no effort 
u and no desire on his part, the cognition that arises from the 
u Sense-object contact, mm1t also have Mind-contact for 
"its cause (even though a subordinate one) ;-now it behoves 
" you to explain to what this action of the Mind is due P" + 

[1'he answer to the above is as ·follows]-Just as 
(in a case of ordinary cognition) what urges the Mind 
forward \to contact) is only that particular q_uality of 
the Soni which is called 'effort',§ and which is brought 
about by that cognitive Soul's Deaire,-so, in all cases, 
what brings about the e:xp~rienee of the So.ul is that quality of it 

i • Th11 reading 'na' ia wrong ; ' faf ', the reading of all other MSS., includfog both 
Puri MSS.1 is ihe correct one. . 

t According to the Bn.argachanif,ra, the 'intensity' pertains fo · the perceived 
abject, and 'vigonr' to the orpa11,-both being included in the term· 'arfhat·i1he;r.1: 

.:f: The Beuse of -the question· i1 thns explained-" In a caije where there is .ilesire and 
con1equent effort, .it is these that give rise to tl:at action in the .Mind which brings about 
it1feontact ; but to what is this action due, in • cne where there is no effort or de1ir• ? " 

§ n1': is the correct reading, found in !ill ~SS and a)ijo.iu the 1Jl,4fll~i:han(!t"a 
whicb adds that 'Effort' .iii ·called the' urger' only in n fignrath·e aeuse. 
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which is produced by the defects (of Passion &c.) in its activity 
(thisqualitybeingin the shape of' Ar!ri~ta ', 'Unseen l_.,orce', 
Destiny]; and it is by this quality that the Mind would be 
impelled (in cases where there is no Effort or Desire) and come 
into contact with the Sense-organ. If the Mind were not 
impelled by this qaality, then (as there would be nothing 
else that conld urge it into contact) there would be no contact 
of the Mind; and in the absence of such contact no cognjtion 
would appear; so that the said quality would fail to be 
universally effective (i_n regard to all Substances, Qualitit3s 
and Actions) ;-and yet it is essential that this pai·tieula,r 
quality of the Soul ( Lir}ri~ta) should be all-effective townrds 
Snbstances, Qnalities i:rnd -Act1ons; for otherwise, as their 
would be nothing else to give rise to the (initial) activity 
(motion) of the fonr minutely material_atomf'!, or of the Minds 
(at the beginning of Creation), there would be no possibility 
of any such thing being produced as the Body, the S,mse• 
organs and the Objects.• 

Vtirfika on Su. (29). 
[P. 208, 1. 17 to l'. 209, 1.13}. 

The three 8ufra8 (25, 26 and 27) are' not &c. &c.' says 

Var: P. 209, 
the Su,tra. The meaning is that these three 
Sii~ras are not meant to deny the fact of Mind

Soul contact bein~ a ea.use (of Perception); they simply 
point out the pre,iominant character of Sense-object contact; 

• According to the Nyaya theory, at the beginning of Creation in each Ka, pa, 
there aris8s an activity among the permanent atoms of Earth, }'ire, Water aud Air ; by 
virtue of which· activity in 1he shape of motion, the atoms proceed to combine in various 
ways and Urns evolve into · several material objects ;-similarly there is an activity 
in the the Minds of the Souls ; and this activity bring~ about the several other 
qualities, and thence the experiences-happy and unhappy-of the Souls, And~ all 
this is due to the Unseen Force attendant on 1,ach Soul, as the effect of his good and. 
evil deeds in the past Kalpa ; so tha.t .each Soul becomes endowed with such bodies 
and organs as would lead him to und1,rgo the happy and. tin happy experiences in 
accordance with his past deeds, Now·, if there were no such impelling force as the Hid 
Unseen Force, there would be nothing that could give rise to the said initial activity 
among the atoms and the Minds. And until the Mind is got at, it cannot produce either 
the experiences, or the -objects of experience, happiness &c., Ol' the cause of these in 
the shape of cognitilJn. It is essential therefore that the Unseen Force 8houkl he 
regarded as the impelling force of the Mind in all cases, lf it be held to l,e incapable 
of impelling the Mind, the Uurtien Force would fail hi-produce any SuL~tances, 
Qualitie~ or ·Actions at all. 
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and certainly that which points out this predominance does 
not n~essarily deny the fact of Mind-Soul contact being a. 
cause. 

The Opponen~" It behove.s you to ereplain to wliat tMs 
"a~tinn of the Hind is du~ (Bhii. P. '76, l. 17). From what 
"you have said (in Su. 26}-in regard to certain cognitions 
" of the man who is asleep or has his Mind preoccupi~d 
'' being due to the S~nse-objoot contact, it follows that the 
u contact of Mind also is a cause ; and it is necessary for you 
" to explain to what is due the action of the Mind (where its 
"' contact is brought about}." 

Our answer to the above is that what brings about the 
requirer;l action of the .Mind is the Unseen Fo-rce,-this Force 
being the cause of the Soul's experiencing- of pleasure and 
pain; that is~ just as Action in the S0111 is produced by a 
distinct quality of it, in the shape of Effort, which latter is 
brought about by Desire,-in the s':l.me manner there is in 
the Soul a Faculty called 'Merit-Demerit' ( which is what 
constitutes the 'Unseen Force'); and it is impelled by this 
Faculty that the Mind comes into c:mtact with a thing, or 
becomes disjoined from it. If the Mind were not impelled 
by this Force, then, as there would be no other cause for its 
action,-this Force W•>u.l,,l fail to be univer.~ally e'{Jectfo,,. 
And as a matter of fact, apart from Merit-Demerit, there can 
be no other cause for any action in the Mind at the 
beginning (of Creation). Hence it is tbis 'Unseen Force' 
(Dharma-A,Jharma, Merit-Demerit) which should be accepted 
as the required cause (of the action of Mind). 

_[Hers ends the erearnin11tfon of the Df'"{irdtion oj Percrption]. 
lNext pt'Oceeds the Examination of the nature of Perception 

itself}.• 
• •· Having examined the nature o.f Perception in the light of the definitions pro

pounded hy himself, the AuJhor n.ow proceeds to examine it in the light of that put 
forward hy othera ....... Bhafyachan4ra. , 

• The definition of Perception l1aving been examined, we proceed to exam~e the 
nature. of the objec.t .of the definition '-Parishuf,q.hi. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-V.ARTIKA 2-1-30 

Sii{ra (30). 

Purvapak~a-" PF-RCEP1'.ION 1s ONLY INFERENTIAL 

OOGNITION,-AS 11' IS A OOGNITION THA'r PROCEEDS FROM THE 

CooNrrtoN oF A ooMPONENT PART,"-(Su. 30)• 

Bha~ya on Su,. 30. 
[P. 77, L. 2 to L. 12.J 

681 

[The Pfirvapak~in saysJ-" The cognition-' this is a tree' 
" -arising from the coutact of the object and the sense-organ 
'' ia \Vhat is called (by you) ' Perception'. But (according to 
"us) this is only an ln/erence. How so? Because the 
" (8aid) cognition of the tree proceeds from the apprehensiont 
" of one of its parts. When the observer cognis~s the tree 
" what he actually perce ve,'l is only its part nearest to 
" himself; and certainly that one part is not the ' tree'. 
" So that (when the man cognises the 'tree' J what happtms 
" is that there is an inference of it (from the pe1qeption of its 
" one part), just like the inference of j[re from the appre-
1' lfension of smoke." 

[The Siqq.bantin meets the Purvapalc~a with a question]
What is that somethir,g different from the perceiv1:,d part, 
which you regard as being the object of lnfereru;e (and not of 
Perception) ? 

0 In place of ~ the Pariah11'4,g,hi reads~ ; and so also the Puri Mij. 

of the Sii~ra· text. Every other Ms. reads •·~ '. When we are said to see the tree what 
really happens is that we actually see only one of the component parts of the tree r 
and from this we in.fer the presence of the ,,,,.,. as a composite whole. So that the 
cognition of the ' tree ' is purely inferential. 

The entire Piirvapak~a is thus snmmed UP' in the flltparya-'' There is no such 
thing as a composite whole, something different from its component parts ; it is thB 
compJnent parts alone that have a real existence. What happens is that; we actually 
tee a few of these parts, aud from, that we in-fer the existence of· other component 
parts, which a.re the concomitants of those .that have been perceived; and then 
combining both these cognitions-the former perception being recalled by force of 
memory-we come to have the cognition of the 'tree' as consisting of those parts ;
So that what is called the ' perception of the tree' is a purely inferential cognition·, 
and hence the classification- of the Pram&Qas provided by the Siitra. under 1-1-3 turns' 

out to be defective." 

t The Bha1gacha11tra explains ekaJ,eshagrah<J1>iJf as •brougl.t about by thee 
co11tact of one part' ; but this will not make the Oognition ' Inference,' which is Cog~ 
ni1.ion proceeding from another Cog11ition 
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[The Opponent answerR ]-" There are two views in regard 
" to the constitution of Objects : By one view an object is 
" only a conglomeration of certai~ component parts ; while 
" by the other it is a distinct Oumposile Substance produced 
" (out of its component parts) ;-now according to the former 
" view, what is inferred from the apprehension of one part 
" are the other component parts (other than the one 
" that· is perceived); while according to the· other view, 
'' what is inferred are tho.se other parts as well as the Com
" posite whole made up of the parts." 

[Now the Si<jrjhanfin urges his real objection against the 
Purvapak~a view]-(a) According to the view that the object 
is only a conglomeratiou of parts,-:-it would not be poss.ible for 
any cognition of the • tree' -to proceed from the apprehension 
of any one part; for just as the perceived part is not the 'tree', 
so the ,mpen,~foed part also is not the ' tree'. l So that the 
inference of the unperceived part cannot be regarded as the 
• cognition of the tree', which thus becomes impossible]. 
" What happens is that from the apprehension of one part 
proceeds the iuferenc& of another pctrt; and this is follo"wed 
by a remembrance of all the conglomerated parts; which 
brings about the cognition of the 'tree'." In that case the 
'cognition of the tree' can not be called inferential [as it would 
be pure remembrt1nce]. 

(b) According to the other view,-that the object is a 
coniposile suhst<mrJB made of its component parts,-it would be 
impossible for the composite whole to be inferred; for (even 
according to yon) if the ~omposite w.iole is to be inferred 
from the apprehension of a part, there must be a previous per• 
cepfioti of that whole as related * to that part [ as without the 
perception of such relation no inference would be possible l ;
and if the Composite whole is perceived, then, bt-ing as much 
perceived as the one part, it c,mnot . be he.id to be an object 
of inf ere11ce. 

Thus the conclusion is thi\t the cognition of the ' tree ' 
cannot be regarded as infRrential. 

* ~•qfl!f vt•"!_ is the better readiug1 as found in .the Bh!:isyacha11~ra, in the 

Puri, MSS. and iu two other MSS. ; it gives better· sense, as translated above. The 
re~ding as found in the printed text may be ·explained as follows-' The relation 
between the whole and the part is 1101 perceiii,d ; if thi.s relation were pe1·ceived, the 
w'iol, would also be perceived, just as the part is perceived.' 
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Varf ilea on Su. 30. 
[P. 209, L 14 to P.] 21b, L. 15. 

The objections against the definition of Perception having 
been answered, the Pfirvapak~a raises the question of Percep
tion being included under Inference-

" Perception is only Inferential Oognition ;-i.e. the cogni
" tion in the form' this is a tree', arising from the contact 
" of the sense-organ and the object, is called • Perception '; 
" but as a matter of fact this is only Inference. Why ? 
" As it i11 a cognition that proceeds from the cognitirm of a 
" component part ;-i.e. it is only on perceiving a part of the 

,, tree that the observer cognises the 'tree '; an.i 
Var.P.210. , . l h . h .h ' certam y t at pa1·t 1s not t e tree ; so t at, 

., just as the cognition of one thing prot'eeding from the 
11 cognition of another thing is Inferential1 so a]so the 
" cognition of the tree proceeding from the cognition of 
11 the part must be regarded as inferential; the cognition of 
" the tree proceeding from the cognition of the part is ·exactly 
" like the cognition of Fire proceeding from the cognition 
" of smoke." 

To the above we make the following reply :-The above 
contention is not right; as none of the several alternatives 
possible under that contention is admissible. The contention 
is that (when one cognises the tree) what happens is that 
from the cognition of the part he cognises something else;-,. 
now we ask, what is this 'something else' which is cognised 
from the cognition of the part? The answer is-'' There 
are two views in 1·egard to the constitution of objects ; by one 
t,iew the object is only a conglomeration of certain component 
parts, while by the othel' it is a distinct composite subBtance 
produced out of the :parts; according to the former r,iew what is 
irif erred from the perception of the part would be the other 
component parts ; while according to the other view what is 
inferred are the parts as well as the composite itilole made 
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up of those parts ( Bha§ya, P. 77, L. 6) ". Now the mean
ing 0£ this explana.tion can be only the following-(a) lf your 
original contention refers to that conception of 'tree ' whereby 
it is only a conglomeration of the several parts, then, by the 
explanation you have provided, the concept 'tree' would apply 
to the parts other than the one that happens to be perceived; 
and (bJ if yon accept the other view-whereby the 'tree' is 
a distinct Substance (composed of the parts), then, by your 
explanation, the concept 'tree' would pertain to that 
distinct substance, as also to those other parts which are hidden 
by (lie behind) the front part (which is perceived). Such 
being your meaning, we ask-what is it that is cognised from 
the cognition of the part(?J (A) 'rhe oth'lr parts? (B) Or 
the distinot substanoe ? 

LA] Now, according to the view that the object is only 
a conglomeration of parts, the very conception of ' tree ' 
would be impossible ; because those other parts are as far from 
being the ' tree' as the front part perceived; i.e. just as the 
front part is not the 'tree', so also the central and hinder 
parts are not the' tree'. Such being the case, according to 
this view, the conception of 'tree', whenever it arises, would 
arise only with regard to what is not-tree; and as such it 
would be ba6eless. Further, there can be (for you} no 
such things as the 'front part' the 'middle part' and the 
• hind part ' ; because ' part' is a name for the oomponent 

factor, and for one who does not a<lmit 0£ a distinct composite 
substanoe, the term I cumponent factor' can have no meaning, 
• front part' and ' hind part' are oomponent factors; and 
these are not possible if you deny the oomposite substance. 
If you urge that the name ' part, is given to elca-rjesha, one 
plaoe,-we ask, what is this ' one place' ? A plaoe- is only 
a container, a receptacle; and hence in the present 
instance, the only thing of which the place could be the 
receptacle is the oomposite substance; so that when you deny 
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the composite substance, you deny also the ' one-place'. 
"What we mean by certain things being cnmponent parts is 
that they co-exist in one place and in constant jnxta-posi• 
tion.'' What a wond,:n·fnl insight into tbe nature of (a) 
words and (b) things you evince,-when yon assert (b) that 
though not being causes anri. effects, they co-exist in constant 
juxta-position, or (a) that they do not help one another, and 
are yet called 'component parts' ! This is certainly most 
wonderful l• 

Some peopfo (as the BhfifJ?/a points out, on P. 77, lL 8-D) 
,- hold that-" whe11 one perceives the front part, 

var. P. 211. 
he infers from it the hind part, and then there 

arises the conception of' tree' with regard to the tree,-this 
conception being the result of ths remembrance (of the 
several parts perceived ao'u inferred. But under 
thi8 view any conception of • tr·ee' would be an impos
sibility. " Why?" Because rniither the ' front 
part' nor the 'hind part' is the 'tree'; and certaillly 
no conception of the ' tree' could. ever ariRe from the 
remembrance of what is not the tree. Further, under 
~his view, no inference is possible; i. e. when you say that, 
having perceived the front part the ob;;ervee infars tbe hind 
part,-we fail to recognise the ernct Subject of this infer-

" Clever ins•ght iuto the uature of things is shown when you assert that they are 
not causes and effects anrl yet they are in juxta-positirm, for such juxta-p{lsition is possi
ble only in the following cases :-either when a ;rn:n\Jer of canses co-operate to,.anls 

a single effeet,-e.g., when the clay, the potter's "heel, the revolving stick &c. 
co-opArate towards a comm m prnduct iu the sh11,pe of tlrn jar,-or when a number of 
effects are produced by a single set of cauRes,-e g. when the colour, taste, and odour 
of the ,Jar are produced alO{!g witll the Jar by the set of causes that produces the 
J Rr,-or when of the two one i; cause and the other effect,--e.g. in the case of fire and 
t!moke. Hance it is an absurdity to say that certain things are neither causes nor effects 

and are yet in juxta-position. ' lnsight into the nature- of words ' is shown by 
<ialling such things • component parts.' As a matter of fact, what are componenl 

pa,·ts are eo called because they help ea.eh other in supporting (constituting) the 
composite substance ; when there is no snch subijtaw:c, there can ue no such help ; and 
n that case the things concerned cannot be called' eomponeut parts '.--Td{pa,·ya. 
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ence. '' Why should it not be reeognised? ,. [For the _ 
following reason ]-If the inference is in the form-' this is: 
a tree, because i~ has a front part '-the question arises
What is that 'tree' of which 'liaving the front part' is 
predicated as a qm1 lific~tion? As a matter of fact. for one who 
does not admit the existence of a distinct comp,,sitP, whole 
(apart from its compon➔nt pa.rLs), all that is perceived is merely 
tlie 'fro-nt part' (which forms the qualifying predicated 
qualification); and certainly until tbe Ohject (forming the 
Subject of which the qualification is predicated) is perceived, 

. no inf~rence is possible; and our opponent can never perceive 
any such object; for the simple reason that he does not admit 
the existence of any. I Nor· only is the Subject of your 
iofer~nce unrecognisable J It is also not possible to have any 

· such inference as you propound; as in an Inference the1'8 is 
no such ' remembrance' as you assert; as a matter of fact no 
such remembrance is ever found in an inference; that is to 
say, in a case of Inference (of fire from smoke, for instance), 
the observer, on_ rnerelt perceiving the q11alifying Smoke, and 
not having 90gnised the qualified Fire, can never have any 
such remembl"anoe as ' this is smoke, this is fire '* Then 

. again, [even if such a remembrance were possible] after such 
a remembrance .there could be no such inference as ' Fire 
must be here'; because such inference would be entirely 
unnecessary ; under th~ circumstances you mention, the 
inference would be absolutely futile : as the Fire will have 
been already cognised as. forming a factor of t,he said, Reme~-

'· The f <i.{parya construes the passage thus-~1~111'aT ~ ~q\l ~;r 

,q111;r,r 'l11~llf~fw;;1'Jl-ro,i-v RTIU,i'il'ff &c. The meaning would then be 'the . 

obser-ver, not knowing the .Fire, a;id having inferred the 'Fire as qualifying the 
smoke, never has such a re:nembrance •. ' But it appears better to interpret tr1e passage 

r.s in the tri\nelation ; the construction in this case beiug simple,-11'"1'-t11ij11:.fi l{"q''f 

•fllf"'-l l '\1~,a' "IIT111l1!_ ) >lf~~ ( >lf~lc'!{f ) ti"!'f1!1: l[II~ ~ itf.ffl~ R~'ll
l 11l"1 ) Jmlll"'lii. . 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 2-1-30 687 

brance. • For these reasons the conclusion is that in the 
Inference no such Remembrance is possible, Even if there 
were 8 Remembrance, this Remembrance could not be in 
regard to any composite whole ; for instance, it could not be 
in regard to any such object as the 'tree '. By perceiving 
one component part the observer comes·. to recognise, not 
any composite whole-not any such object as 'tree '-but 
only the other component parts. " Why so ? " Simply 
because no OQ1np9site whole, apart from the component part,s, 
is admitted; i. e.; you do not admit the existence of any 
compositi whole, apart from the compo-,ent paL-ts. And cer
ta\uly there can be no inference of a composite whole, which 
is a non-entity. Further, ou perceiving the front part, 
what else would the observer infer ? '' The inference 
would be in the form-' This front part has a hind 
part':'' No such inference would be right ; as it is not 
possible for the front part to have (be possessed of I the 

Var: P. 212. 
hind part; certainly it is not the front part that 
is possessed of the hind part ; as a part cannot 

belong to another part ; one part cannot have another part. 
If you do admi.t of one part belonging to another part, then 
this ln.tter becomes a whole, a c,;rmposite (composed of that 
other part); so Lbat in this case, to say (as you do) that 
the cognition of this coinposite is inferential would be wrong ; 
as both are perceived (as you yourself assert); i. e. both, the 
front part and the composite (in the form of the hind part) 
are perceived; according to our view, it would be quite right 
to infer, from the perception of the f rant pa.rt, the presence 
of the hind part, as belonging to a corn,posiltl whole (composed 
of both these parts) ; but under your view, as all that you 
admit of are the curnpon'!nt parts only, no such inference 
would ,be possible. F1Lrther; the ' perception of the front 
part ' ( which you put forward as the b:1sis of your inference) 

0 Or (according to the 'fa/par ga interpretation, noted above) 'the Fire will h,we 
been already coguieed us qualifying the smoke', 
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caHnot have the assistance of n.ny remembrance m the rela 
tion (of coooomita.noe) between the P1·obana and the Pro• 
bandum ; as t,hPre can be no percopt.ion of the ' front part • 
and ' the hind part ' as relat,-d to cme ,matlter ; your observer 
can never perceive the relation between the' front part ' 
and the' hind part', for the simpla reason that (under yonr 
theory) the t\VO ' parts 'are not related at all (the only rela
tion possible being through a common ' Composite' consist
ing of those ' parts '] ;-anrl until there is po.rcP.ption (of the 
relation) there cau be 110 renuu,lJ1•ancn (of it}; and the mere 
perception of the Pt·obans (1m. the- ' front pa1·t '), without the 
remembrance- (of its rehthn to the Prolnn,lmn, the- 'hind 
part') cannot constitute ' Inf~rence.' "But why should the 
man not perceive the frorrt and hind part,s as related to each 
other r" J!'or the simple reason tha:t the hind part is 
ulways hidden from vit:>w by the front part; as a matter of 
fact, whenever oue sees a thing, he sees only its front part ; 
the hind part is nowise seen ; being, aS' it is, hidden by the 
front part. " It is true that both are not seen; but the 
two are certainly related to each other. ,• 'l'rne, they are 
related (we grant this for die sake of argument) ; bt'l't even 
so, your inference is impos8ible ; as both- are not seen [and 
·hence even though it be there-,_ the relation· between the ho 
can not be- pe1·ceived, unlese ho-th tl1e relatives are perceived]. 
Then again, between the front part ,md the hind part,, 
there is no possibiI.ity of any !'nch relation a~ that between 
the l)harma, p,11edicate, and the ./)!tannin, .~ubJ,,,r,t ; and 
hence no inferanca is possibl.:,; whenever there is Inference, 
what hap-pens is that from the cognition of one thing as 
predicated of the su,bjact there is an inference of another 
thing predicated of it; but in the cmse in qnestion, tl1e 
hfod part cau not be· the predicate of the f rt)nt part, nor 
is the front part the predicate of the hind part; hence 
there can be no such inference as you have propound• 
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e.d. Then again, the Purvapak~in has said (BIH7~ya P. 77, 
L. 9)' that "the cognition of tti8 tre11 proceeds from remem• 
brance, &c. &c.''; and this is not right; as the 'tree' (as a corn• 
posite whole, is a thing which you hold to be wholly unknown 
{and non-existent); arid. hence no •remembrance' of it 1s 

possible. ' Remembrance' or ' l{ecognition' is that cogni• 
tion appearing in rpgard to a thing which is accompanied by 
a previons cogmtion ; as for instauce, one has a ' recognition' 
or 'remembrance' of himself in the form ' [ am the person 
by whom tile colanr of this thing had been perceived and 
by whom its taste is now perceived'; acconling to your view 
then, after the hfod p,irl had been {previously) infel'red from 
the pel'ception of the f,unt part, the only' re1uembr,rnce' Lhat 

Viir, P. 213. 
would be possible woulu. be that of these two 
parls themselves,-' the front part and the hind 

part' [ as it is these that have been appreheoded prnviously J,
when(1e then conld there arise thtJ Ol>gnition of the ' trne' r • 
Neithe1· the,' front part' nor the 'bind part' can be the 'tree'; 
so that even if the conception of 'tree' could arise in regard 
to the' front part' and the 'hind part '-which are nut the 
'tree'-such a conception would be the cognition of a thing 
as what it is not ; and snch a cognition (being manifestly 
wrong) could not proceed from (valid) Inference; as Inference 
is a form of Right Cognitior;i, and Right Cognition always 
apprehends things as they really are.'t Then again, every 
wrong cognition,-where a thing is cognised as sumething 

0 The' remembrance' theory lias Leen already refuted before ( Vilr(ika, P.:211 1 

L. 1) ; but there it was shown that ev~n thom;h the 'tree' is there, inasmuch as the 
pa•ts are not the' tree,' the cognition of 'tree' c0nld not arise frurn the re,nemLrance 
of the parts. 011 the present occasion the a. gumeut is that tlie 'tree' being a non• 
entity, according to the Bau<J~lba Purvapak~in, the reme111Lrnnce or recog1,itio11 of the 

'tree' cannot pertain to the parts-'!' <-i/pary<1. 

t The 'J'li/pary-i adds-" How a mistaken Inference cannot be regarded as Pra• 

maQa, we have already showu iu Adh. !,"-' wben we explained th~t every one of 
the Inferential Factors should repre.sent a.11 actu<1l right Cognitio11 '-a,lds the l'ari• 
Bhu<J,rf,hi, 
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el~e, which it is not;,-appears in the form of (and in ac
cordance with) thd more important thing (ofa. th~t 'something 
else' as wlticlt-the thing is perceived); so that when the' front 
pa.rt' a.nd ' hind part' are cognised as tke 'tree' ( which they 
are not), this conception of the tree forms the predominant 
factor;· as a matter of fact however, · there can he no cogni
tion of a thing as what it is not, unless the obseryer has some 
notion of the general oharactAr·(of the mistaken thing), aucl 
unless he impos·e-3 upon it a character difforent from its own; 
and for you that which forms the predominant factor is non• 
existent,-tbe I tree' (according to you) having no existence 
[and hence there Ct\n he no cognition of its ·general character 
or the imposition upon it of a character other than its own • 
Thus then the conclusion is that the conception of the ' tree ' 
cannot arise from lnfo1·ence and Rernembrauce. 

For similar reasons, t,h!3 notions of ' front part• and 'hiu1l 
part' also should be rejected. Fol' one who does not admit 
of the exist13nce of a compo.,ite w4ote there can hd no I front 
part' or 'hind p4rt.' " Why ?" Be0ause it is only wlwn 
there is a large composite object witoiu ra.uge of Perception 
that the side which hides from view one side of tliat object 
comes to be ca.llt:Jd the ' front pal't' and tlmt which is 
hidden from. view is called the 'hind part'; no~_do you 
accept any such cornposite object as would, by itself (irres
pectively of an object composed of it), · he callt,d ' £rout 
part.' or 'hind part.'• "But the notions of the 
'front part,' .the hind part,' the 'tree• aud the like 
pertain only to atoms arranged (combined) in those particular 
manners''• Your meauing is as follows-'' We do not 
accept any composite substances; but the terms • front part,' 
·'hind part' and 'tree' apply to the same atoms which, 

" The words 'arWiJ[JbMi,ga '. and 'para/;Mi.ga may be taken as Bahuvrlhi com• 
p.ouuds,-• that which ha11 the front for it~ pa.rt ' &c. 1n that case the senteuce 
should be trauslated as-' you do not accept any composite substauce whose p~rtll 
oould be named as/ro11t o.nd kfod.' 
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by mutual j•ixtaposition, happen to be arranged in a parti
cular manner in particular positions "-But this i.:i not right; 
as lfor yon) the term 'that par·ticular manne1·' can have no 
meaning•; in the phrase 'combined in that particular manner', 
the term 'that' being purely t·elati ve in its oharaetE>r, can be 
used only in connection with something previously known;
[Now what is this known thing that could be referred to 
by the term 'that' r Is it the mere form of the atoms? or 
their close juxtaposition? or a partioular kind of combina• 
tion ? or a particular kind of production ? If it ~efers only 
to the form of the atoms, then as the earth-atoms have the 
same form in all earthy objt=icts, you should have the notion 
of 'tree' in regard _to the jar also! If a particular form of 
the atoms be meant1 then any particular tree would cease to 
be' tree' after a moment, as, according to you, every object 

· has but a momentary existence. Secondly, if it refers to the 
close · juxtaposit.ion of the atoms, yon have this juxtaposition 
in the jar also, just as well as in the tree. Or, in fact, no such 
juxtaposition. would ever be possible, as between every 
pair of atoms you have t,heir :odour, taste, colour and touch. 
'l'hirdly, as you do not admit of conjunction, how can there ha 
any difference among the atoms due to that? Lastly, as for 
pru<luction, there can be no production for the atoms apart 
from their form]+. Then again, there•· is no ground for 
the applying to the atoms of such terms as ' front' and 'hind', 
as there is in the cas~ of the c;,101 which being known; we 
ha.ve such expressions as 'the gavaya is of that form'.; 

• Read '°ltt;fl\l'CT1'1'1<!' according to the TiJ!parga nnii the Benarl'b edition, : 
t This argument, from lintt 7 above, is merely indicated in the Vijrtika in an 

aphorisitic manner ; the Tatparya has elaborated it ; this elaborated argument has been 
emb .. died in the translati,an. 

:j: If the Bau1}\lha had admitted of the real eidstence anywhere of such particular 
combinations a" are called 'front' and 'hind,' then on the basis of that, he could say 
that the part of the lree,-front, for instance,-is of thal, (well-known) form. Bu* 
he cauuot admit of auy such ; as atoms are the only thing admitted ; and "these 
have no parts.-f ah>ar;va. 
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[The second alternative noted on P. 210, 1. ) 1, 1s next 
taken up: Is it a di.~rinct sn!;.<;tance that is cognised from the 
cognition of the parts ?]-It has thus been shown that there 
can be no conception of the ' tree ' under the view that the 
tree is only a conglomeration of parts ; nt,w as regards the 
view that a distinct substance is produced (in the shape 
of the 'tree'), that there can be 'such substance can not 
be cognised (only) by Inference ; as it is distinctly 
perceptif,le,- being, just as amenable to perception. as the 

, , front p 1zrt itself (from whose perception you 
'ar P. 2 .4. ld d . l . f . 1 . . wou erive t 10 m erentia cogn1t10n of the 

'tree'). That is to say, just as the 'front part,' on coming 
into contact with the sense-organ, is cognised by Perception. 
so also woull the tree ; which latter therefore cannot be held 
to be amenable to Inference (only). l.f, even though in 
contact with the 01·grrns of perception, the t!'ee were known, 
by Inference only, then, like the teee, the 'front part' also 
shonld be regarded as ametuble to Inference only ; and this 
wonld be a direct contradiction of what you have asserted
that' the observer c >gnisei! tlrn tree by inference ~fter having 
perceived, the fm 11t p,vt '. If (in order to meet thii! difficulty) 
it be held that a 11 things are amenable to Inference only, then, 
this would mean that no Inference is possible; as the Sltbject 
of the inference would not be cognisec! by Perception ; and 
until the Subjp,d is coguised by Perception, there can be no 
Inference in regard to it. People have spoken of the in
ference of such things as are beyond the reach of the Senses; 
but in fact, no such inference is pos::lible; as no supersensuous 
object can ever be inferred. " Why ? " Because the Subject 
would, in that case, be unknown, as we have already pointed 
out. " If every Inference must be preceded by Perception, 
what would be the differenca between the Samanya(orJril}ta 
inference and tho Inference based upon 1 nference ? " 'l'he 
difference between tl'te two is this :-The Inference based 
ou PerceRtion appears when three things are know• 
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i. e, on the perception of the Probandum, the Probans and the 
Subject. That is to say, the observer having previously per
ceived every one of the things that, constitute the three terms 
of the subsequent inference-i. e. the Middle term or Pro bans, 
the Major term or Probandum and the Minor term or 
Subject-when he happens to perceive again the Subject and 
the Probans, he infers the other predicate (i. o. the Proban
dnm); f e. g. he has previously seen the Fire, the Smoke and the 
Mountain, and hence when he sees the Smoke and the Moun
tain, he inf~rs the Fire] ; and this Inference is said to be 
preet>ded by P,wceptir>n ;-on the other hand, when the obser
ver has perceived only two-the Probans and the Subject
and from that he infers another predicate, which is absolutely 
imperceptible (and never perceived before), he has what is call~ 
ed the 'Sumauyalo4rilfta' Inference. [E. g. We have seen that 
qualities are inherent in substances; where inh£<ring in substance 
is the Pro bans ; we then come to perceive Desire, which is a 
quality : and from the faot of all qualities being inhel'ent in 
substances, we infer the fact of Desire inhering in the substance, 
Soul, which i~ something not perceptible. See Bha~ya, P. l9, 
L. 7 .9]. Under your view (the theory of the Pfirvapak~in), 
neither of these two kinds of Inference is possible; i.e. the cog
nition of the ' tree ' cannot proceed either from a Samanyaf o-
4ri~ta Inference, nor from an Inference preceded by Percep
tion; aa you do not admit of the existence of any such thing 
as would constitute the Subf 1:.ct (of the Inference), and also 
because y911 deny that there is any perception at all (of any• 
thing) [and it has been shown that the percept·ion of the 
Subject is essential in both kinds of Inference J. 

Bha~ya an Su. (31 ). 
[P. 77, L. 12 to P. 78, L. 12). . 

The Purvapaksin admits the cognition• of a part and then 
goes on to prove that Perception is only Inference; but this-

0 The Bhafyacha'r}dra explains 'grnha1_,a' as ' perception'. But if the introduc
tory senteuce of the Bha/ya meant. that the Opponent admitP the cognition to be 
•perception', it would be a mere repetition of what the Sii\ra says. 
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CANNOT BE; J.S EVEN THAT COGNITION LPROM WHICH 

THE lNFERENCE 1 S HELD TO PROCEED] IS ITSELF PERCEP• 

TIONAL.* (So. 31). 
Perceptional cognition cannot be rP-garded as lnferen• 

tia1. " Why" Because the apprehension is actually 
of the form oft Perception; t e. the 'cognition of a component 
part; which has been accepted by the Piirvapak~in (as the 
basis of the inferential cognition of the object) is a cognition 
of the form of Perceptiqn ; and that cogmtion could not be 
without an object; hence th'at object (the part of the tree) 
whrnh would be apprehended by this cognition-being thus 
admitted 1to be perceivP.d)-establishes the existence of Per• 
caption (as apart from Inference). "But what else is there 
apart from that object (i. e. the cognised component parts of 
tbe 'free) [ which would be the subject of the cognition of the 
' Tree'] ? " Well, there is the composite whole, or (if you 
do not accept such a whole) the conglomeration of the eompo
nent parts. And [you cannot escape from this difficult,y 
by holding that the initial cognition of the oomponent part 
also is iriferentia.l ; because] it i8 ·not possible to have· an 
inferential cognition in the shape of cognition of the single 
component part; for the simple reason that there is no 
l'robans whereby such an inference could be got at. ( As 
such a Probans could only be in the form of the cognition 
of another part ; and for pl'oving this latter to be inferential 
yet another cognition would be required as the Probans , 
and so on ad infinitu.m; and this infinite regress makes the 
postulating of any such Probans impossible; so that the 
cognition of the component part cannot but be regarded as 
pure Perception]. 

There is yet another reasont why Perception cannot be 
regarded as Inference§; that is, bP.cause 1-nference is always 
preceded by (and based upon) Perception. As a matter of fact 

0 The Tatparya conetrues the Su. thus-" \1n11'1ll'~ 'IS!Jffl•lttl. 1'T11lr (~ 
.-sl'TI11 • ~ ~";g°'~: V'1'1t'51ttr 'l'SQ'i 'l'l'Tll~ '3'q'1ft~~ II!'~~ 
eo th•t the 'cognition of the one part' being perceptional, this is a premise which 
proves t.he eontrary of your conclusion, which asserts thGt all Perception is Inference; 
while the very cognition that you put forward is perceptional I If, to escape from 
tbiM1 you say that there is no cognition of the part•, then your premiss propounds an 
11nk11ow1r Probans I You cannr,t escape from this dilemma I 

t The BhaiJf'!Jacha'T}dra explains this Instrumental in 'Sl'R~ as signifying ~'If 
aame11eas. 

t 'Anyafhcl' here stands for anyahiifu11a, 
§ That i• Perc,eption can not be rejected on the ground of its being the same aa 

I nference-.Bhcifyacl1atidra. . 
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Inference is preceded by Perception ; for instance it is only 
when the observer has pr,1•c,,ived fire and smoke to be related 
to each other, and again percqfre.~ smoke (in the Subject), that 
there is Inference in regard to Fire· (which is not in contact 
with any sense-organ);-now here we find that no Inference 
can follow in the absence of the perception (in the E;camp[P,) 
of the Probandun1 and Probans as related to each other, or in 
that of the (subsequent) perception (i~ the Su~ject) of the 
Probans by itself ;•-and certainly these two perceptfons 
cannot be regarded as Inference ; for the simple reason that 
they are brought about by the contact of the Sense-organ with 
the object ; au_d Inference does not . proceed from any such 
contact of the · object of inference with the Sense-organs. 
'rhis is a great point of difference in the characters of 
Inference aud Perception ; and this cannot but be admitted. 

Vat•lika on Su. (31). 

[P. 214, L. 15 to P. 215, L. 11]. 

The Purvapak~in has cited the reasoning-' as it is a 
cognition that proceeds from the cognition of a component 
part'; but the Proba.ns here put forward is' contradictory ' 
(proving a contrary conclusion). " How so?" Because 
that cannot be, as even that cognition 9'C, 9'C.-says the Sii{ra. 
When yott say that ' P~rception is Inference ', you deny all 
Perception : and this denial is contrary·to the assertion of the 
cognition (which is itself purely perceptional) of a component 
part ( which is put forward as the basis of the Inference 
of the whole). "How?" Well,· the 'cognition of a 
component part ', which is accepted by you, is pure Percep• 
tion ; and this single Perception establishes our definition of 
Pero~ptional Oognztion ;· for certainly we do not aseert that 
evei'ything is cognised by means of Perception; only that much 
is held to be the object; of Perception which is apprehended 

by means of the contact of the Sense-organ with 
Var: P. 215. h b' t e o Ject. 

0 lostead of ll'!il ~ read n ~ which is the reading of the Puri MSS. also. The 
reading adopted in the printed text h, apparently wrong. . 
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There are yet other arguments (against the Pur•vapak~a): 
(1) Perception cannot be regarded as Inference, as there 
are several kinds of it; as a matter of fact we know that of 
Inference there are several kinds ; while of Perception there 
are no such diverse kinds ; this we have already pointed 
out while explaining the Su~ra defining Inference ·csu. 
1-1-5). {2) Then again, Inference pertains to all the 
three points of time (past, present and future); while Percep• 
tion does not do so; we have Inferences with regard to 
objects past, present and future, while Percepti9n pertains 
to objects present only.* (3) Further, Perception cannot 
be regarded as Inference, as Inference stands in need of the 
remembrance of the relation between the Probans and the 
Probandum ; i. e. as a matter of fact the enunciation of tl11, 
Major Premiss in reference to the Probans is brought about 
by the remembrance of the relation (of concomitance) between 
the Probans and the Probandum ; in the case of Perception, 
on the other hand, no such remembrance is needed, for this 
reason Perception cannot be regarded as Inference. 

(4) For the following reason also Perception cannot be 
regarded as Inference :-BecaU'M Inference is always preceded 

1Jy Perception (Bhiisya, P. 78, L. 7). As a matter of fact 
Inference is preceded by Perception, and Pereeption is not 
preceded by Perception ; this constitutes a point of difference 
between thetwo. (5) Further, Perception is connected with 
the Sense-organs ; and that cognition which is oalled ' Infer
ence 'is not produced by the contact of Sense-organs with the 
object inferred. 

'l'hus then it is (l"lear that when the Piirvapak~fo seeks to 
identify Perception and Inference, he loses sight of the 
above-mentioned well-ascertained points of difference between 
the two. 

0 With a view to the idea that the Yogin has .direct perception of the past and 
future also, the fd!pary,a points out that what is meant is that while Inference 
pertains to things beyond the senses,. Perception pertains to ouly 1 hose that art 
within their reach. 
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Siifra (3~). 

NOR IS THEliE Tml OCGNITION OF ONE OOMPON~N'r PART, 

AH THE COM.J'CSITE WHOLE IS ALSO '!'HERE [ AND 'l'HIS Al-SO IS 

COGNISED j.-Su.• ( 32) 

Bhli§ya on $u. (32): 

[P. 78, L. 14 to P. 79, L. 12.] 

697 

[The Author points ont another weak point in tlrn Purva
pnlr§a argument of Su. 30 J-ln no case is there a cognition 
of any 6ingle component part only ; in fact there is cognition 
of one component part, and of thP- composite which is in• 
separable from (composed of) that component part. "Why 
sc,? '' Becaiis,:, therP. is the coirq10.~itP, whole; as a matter of 
fact there is the compos-ife whole, which is distinct from the 
component parts; and when this comJ,osite occupies the same 
poitJt in space as the component part, it should be amenable 
to all the conditions of perceptibility (to which the compo
nent part is amenable) ; and under the circumstances, when 
there is perception of the component part, it is not possible 
that there be no perception of the composit,,. t 

" But there is no apprehension of all (the parts)." 
This is not right; as the 'one part' (of the composite whole) 
has no existence apart from its {constituent) cause. ['l'he 

11 This Siitra does not occur in the Niiyasuch•nib<i.?u/,ha. The Sufra text in the 
Puri M_s. makes it a suira ; the Tittparya refers to it as' Bhaw,. '. The suira MS. O: 
also reads it as Batra. The Nya:yasufri.viv,,ra'}a contains a fo,tnote by the editor 
wherein the theory is • propounded that up to fa"l' it is Bhri~ya, and ;JllllfflV(ilffW 
is tnl!r,;,; but there is no jnstification for this view available in auy manuscript. Thougl';" 
we have all along folbwed the Nyiiyas•lch;niban<!,ha, yet in the. present instance, iu 
'View of the consensus of all availaulo manus~ri;its of the Su!ra text, we accept thi11 
as a Ba !ra ; specially as such is the clear implication of the Blliiaya-text that 
follows. ' 

The Bh~yacharyJ.ra takes this as Sii~ra; but it mAkes this Su~ra the starting 
point of the next Prakam~r.a, that dealing with Composite Wholes. It takes the 
Sii\ra as an answer to the following theory of the Baft<!,<!,ha, who denies the exi&lence-
1!£ .Composite Wholes:-" What the Naiyii.yika regards as the co,aposite w1wle is only 

· an aggregate of atoms; and as it is the atoms that are perceived,. there is no need for 
~be postulating of the composite tBhole as the object of Perception." The answer to 
this as formulated in the Siitra is that what is perceived is not the single componeet 
parts, but the Whole composed of these pa-rte, 

t Being large and consisting ef sev,ral component a.to-miic molecules constitute
~he conditions of perceptibility ; and these are as much pre~ent in the composite u 
in the component. part ; so that it is not right to assert that while the part i1 :perceived 
the \I< hole is not perceived. 

For ioi◄ iilli'EIR'I~ the Puri MS. B, reads 'S111N'llffl which . ie apparently 
wrong. 
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sense of the Purvapaksa argument now put forward is as 
follows]-" As a matter of fact, all the component parts are
not perceived; some parts being hidden from view by other 
parts; and under the circnms:ances, the whole of the Com
posite /even if such Composite were admitted) could never 
be perceived; specially as the Composite does not subsist in 
it.a entirety in any of those parts that are perceived ; so that 
the 'cognition of one part' still remains (as the cause of the 
inference of the entire Composite whole)."* But, says the 
Siq.q.hantin in answer to the above, the term 'entire' ('whole') 
is used only when (of several things) all are meant, and 
'non-entire' lpartial'} is used when a few of them are left out 
(and only a few are meant) ; thus then both these terms 
('entire' and 'non-entire') are applicable only to several 
things, which are perceived when not hidden, and are not 
perceived when hidden [and certainly the Composite is never 
hidden by its component parts]. You please answer the 
following question.--:When the Composite is perceived, what of 
it is there which is not pnceived, which could justify your 
assertion that there is cognition of only the part (and not of the 
whole)? Certainly, of the Composite whole there are no 'parts' 
apart from its constituent causes (its components); and it is 
not right to regard the O,,mposit~ as of the same nature as the 
component parts. The character of the Composite is such 
that it is perceived as along with those parts that are 
perceived, a,nd it is not perceived as along with those that 
are not perceived, on account of obstruction. Certainly this 
(perception and non-perception) does not bring about a diver
sity (in the Composite) t 

0 The argument is thus explained in the T,Uparya-" The Si<,.1<,.lhantin has urged 
the perception of the composite whole ns tending to reject the 'cognition of one part' 
which we have put forward as leading to the inference of the composite. But as a 
matter of fact, even if the composite were perceived, this would not mean that 
all its parts are perceived ; for certain parts will remain hidden from view by certain 
other parts ; nor can the composit,i itself, under the circt1mstances, be said to be 
p9fceiverl ; as what are perceived are only a few of the parts ; and ce1-tainly the 
col'l!_poeite does not subsiHt in its entirety in those parts ; so that even though that much_ 
of it will be perceived which subsists in the perceived front part, there will be no 
perC!lption of it in so far as it subsists in the unperceived hind part." 

t The Opponent makes a distinction between the perceived and unperceived parts, 
and hence also 1:)etwee11 the Composite as subsisting in the perceived parts and that 
aobsisting in the unperceived parts. But as a matter of fact, even though the 
composite is perceived along with the perceived parts, and not perceived along with 
the unperceived parts, yet this does not mean that the composite is different in the 
~wo cases ; you may see a man with a sworrl, and not see him with a stick ; but 
$he man ie the same in both cases, 
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[The Sidqantin next takes up the view that the Composite 
is nothing but the conglomeration of component parts]-The 
composite 'Tree' (according t,o this view) would consist either 
-(a) in the entirety (multiplicity) of the components, or {b) in 
t.he conjunction (combination) of the components,-in either 
case apprehension of it would not be possible.* That is to 
say_;.(a) either the composite 'Tree' would consist in the 
entirety of the root, the trunk, the branch, the leaves and other 
components, or it would consist in the conjunction of these 
components; in either case any apprehension of the ' Tree ' as 
a composite whole would be impossible; as, in the first place, 
certain parts (the back part, for instance) would always be 
hidden from view by the obstruction of other parts (for ins
tance, the front part) ;-which would make it impossible for 
the parts to be apprehended in their entirety; and secondly, as 
for the conjunction of the parts, this also could not be appre• 
bended, for the simple reason that all the conjuncts (parts) 
are not apprehended. 

Thus then, the conclusion is that the cognition of the 'tree,' 
accompanying (and following from) the 'cognition of one 
part' can be explained only on the theory that the ' 'rree' 
forms a distinct object (by itself, independently of the com
ponent parts),-and not on the theory (held by the Purva
pak~in) that it is a mere conglomeration of the parts. 

"/7 dr{ika on STJ. (32). 

[P. 215, L. 13 to P. 219, L. 3.] 

Nor is t~ere the co{lnition of one component part, le. lo.
says the Siitra. You (the Purvapak§!in) have asserted that 
the cognition of the ' tree ' proceeds · from the cognition of 
one part. This is not right; because as a matter of fact, 
thP.re is cocnition of one component part and there is al.so thtt 

cognition of the composite composed of that pa,·t (Bha§!ya P. i8, 
L. 13). When one component part is in contact with the 
sense-organ, the Composite also does not fail to be in. contact 

• According to the Bhawacha'IJ,dl'a, up to this point we have the refutation of 
the view that the Tree is only an aggre11ate of atoms, against which it has been 
been pointed out that under that view the perception of the Tree would never be 
possible; as the atoms are imperceptible ;-and with the next sentence hegine the 
refutation of the view that the Tree is an aggregate of component parts, which are 
not necessarily atomic or imperceptible. 
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with it, through that same contact; and just as the one 
component part is perceived by means of that sense-contaot 
.so also would the Composite be perceived by means of that 
same sense-contact. '' How so ? '' Because there is 
such a thing as the composite whole; as a matter ef fact, 
thet'3 is the composite wliule, which i.<J distinct from the compo
nent part, <tnd when this composite occupies the same point in 
8pa.;e as the component part, it should OP amenable to all the 
conditions of perceptibility; an,l under the circumstances, when 
there is perception of the component part, it i,; not possible that 
there be no perception of the composite. (Bha~ya, P. 78, 
H. 14-16), "Why should this be so?" Because the 
conditions of perceptibility consist in being large (massive), 
in being composed of several component substances, in having 
a form and so forth ; and all these are as much present in the 

Var. P. 215. 
composite as in the component; such being tba 
case, it is not right to say that the component 

is perceived, and not the compo.~ite. 

[Next follows the explanation of the Purva,pak~a al'gu• 
ment put forward in the Bhihfya, P. 78, ll. 16-19] "There 
d can be no perception of the composite; because neither 
• 1 of the two alternativEis possible under that theory is 
H admissible. For instance, when the Composite subsists in 
u its component parts-(A) does it all subsist in that part? or 
'' (B) it subsists in it only in p.irt? (.A) If the Composite 
f< subsists all-in-all in a single component part, there is no 
" need for the other component parts ; as there is nothing 
'' that, these other parts could do for the Composite. Fur
" ther, if the Composite consisted of a simple component · 
•·• part, it could never be perceived; as being massive and 
• 1 being composed of S"veral component sub.~tances constitute 
" the conditions of perceptibility. Nor again would the 
" destruction of such a Composite be possible, as there 
"' would be no disruption of constituent particles,-any such 
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" disruption of a single oonstituent being impossible [und 
" without disruption there can be no destruction J. Fmther, 
" an object composed of a simple coni-titnent cirnnot be 
" massive; as (in such a case) tbere wou]d be neither mul
" tiplicity of constituents, nor voluminousness, nor aggrega
" tion (which are the conditious of massiveness). :For these 
" reasons the Composite cannot subsist is its entirety in any 
'' single component part. (B) Nor can the Composite 
" subsist only partially in any siJJgle ccmponent part; as a 
" mat.ter of fact, of the Composite there are no ' parts ' except 
" its constitm,nt causes (molecules); and when a single pa1·t 
" i"' perceh,ed, the Composite, even though perceived, i;; not, 
~, ere-Ii !I J 01l,tsi, perceived in its eutirety (subsisting according 
" to your view only partially in that part); so that it still 
~, does not cease to be the percPption of a prJ.rt. • Furtl1er, 
" when the Composite is perceived, in what manner is it 
" perceived? If it is perceived in the perceived parts, then 
"it would have to be rPgarded as subsisting in its entirety 
'' in each of tbetie . parts ; and yet as a matter of fact the 
" entire Composite does not subsist in each of the parts; as 
" in that case, all the rest of the parts would be absolutely 
" useless, as we liave already pointed out abo, e. Nor can 
'' there be a perception of all the parts, as tl1e central 
"' and hind parts wou]d be hidden from view by the front 
" part. Thus then it is found that ·none of the alternatives 
,. is possible in regard to the perception of tbe Composite; 
•• nor can any ()f the alternative views in regard to the 
·" subsistence of tho Composite in the component parts be 

1c maint.ained." 

[The answer tQ the above Pu,·vapak1a argument is as 
follows ]-In regard to a single thing, the terms 'entire' 
( ' all') and 'one part ' cannot be used ; and hence the question 

The single put is perceived,-in that the Composite subsists only in part ; so 
the perception of t(1e Composite, iu the perception of that one part, must still he the 
perceptiou of only a part of the composite. 
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proponnded by the rurvapak~in at the very outset is an 
impossible one. TLat is- to Fay, it is not right to put the 
question-' Does the Composite subsish all in all or in part?' 
For the Composite is neither 'all' nor 'part' ; the term 
•all' is applied when the whole lot of a number of things is 
meant., without any of them being ]eft out; and the term 
• part' is applied when, out of a number of things, only 
some one is meant ; so that both these terms are incapable of 
being applied to any single thing. 

" In what manner, then, does-the Composite sub3ist in the 
components r ,. 

H subsists in them in the relation of container and con• 
contained,-the Compm,ite being the 'contained ' and the 
components the 'oontainers.' 

" Wh.at does this peeuliar statement mean-that it 
does not subsist in them either all in all or ia 

Var; P. 217. 
p,1 rt, and yl:lt it subsists in them? " 

'I his peculiar statement simply. means that the thing is 
described in the form in which it actually exists ; as a matter 
of fact the terms 'all' and 'part' do not apply to the Com
posite,* as this is one only,-as we have already explained ; so 
that when it is said that' the Cornpoi:!ite subsists in the compo
nents',· all that is meant is that they are related by the 
relation of . oontaiuer· and contained. " But what sort of 

. ,ubsistence is this?'' 'l'his suhsiatenoe consists in the pre-
sence of the one in the ma11y, in the form of container and 
contained. 

Further, the man who declares that the one subsists in the 
maI1y does uot rt:nder himself open to attack. " Why?., 
Because both the alternaiives (set forth by the attack) are 
incompatible with the given conditions. When one asserts 

0 The correct reading is tr~'lifllt~ as fouud in the Beuiues edition, and not 

t•~"'1('.'l a11 in the Bib .. lud. edition. 
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that 'one subsists in many ', he should not be attacked with 
the question-' does it subsist all in all or in part ?'-Because 
both of these (alternat.ives propounded in the question) are 
incompatible with the given conditions :-If while subsisting 
in the many parts, the one were to subsist all in all (in its 
entirety) in. each one of the many parts, then it would no 
longer be 'the one subsisting in the many' ( which iH the 
given condition, the hypothesis with which wa have started}; 
on the contrary it would come to be a case of ' many 
subsisting in the m:tny'; so that this part of the question 
runs co,unter to and upsets the very basis of the discns8ion. 
Jf, on the othar hand, (according to the second part of the 
question) while subsisting in the many, the one were to sub:;ist 
ouly in part in each of the many parts, even then it wo11ld no 
longer be 'the one subsisting in the many '; it would be a 
case of ' many subsisting in the many ' (several parts of the 
one subsisting in the many); and further, in this case, every 
one of the parts (c,f the Composite) that subsist in tlm many, 
would be so many independent' composites';* -so that in 
this manner also it would not be the ' one subsisting- in the 
many,' but ' many subsisting in the many'. " But what 
is meant by tLe many subsisting in the many is that 
• each of the former subsists in its entirety io each of tlrn 
latter'. 1't But even so, the very basis of the disc11ssion 
[that 'the one subsists in the many') becomes set aside. 
'l'he assertion that 'each of them subsists in its entirely in 

· each of the parts' is tanta.rnount to saying that 'rnllnJ 
subsist in the many '; and this certainly runs counter to the 
very basts of the discussion (the prirnary postulate on which 
the discussion started). For such a question sets aside the 
whole discussion ; suc'1 a question as has been pnt by t,he 

" For 1111 ll',_l111: (in Bib. Ind. edition) road cl (llll'll'r as iu the Benarts edition i 

similarly for l!'ffl1'!_ -q'i}- rea I ffl~'I~ -qq_ 

t In placfJ of-~ raa<l .silqiit;'t-q;,r as iu [\,ij Beuares edition. 
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Opponent cuts off the very basis of the discussion. Thus 
then, we find that the alternatives put forward are not admis• 
sible. That is to say, t.he the said alternatives have no basis 
in fact, and as such should not be urged. 

The same fact of running counter to the very basis of the 

Var~ P. 218. 
discussion may be urged against any such 
alternativ€-s being put forward in regard to all 

such things a8 snhsist in many snhstances ;-such things for 
instance as Number, Separateness, Conj nnction, Disjunction, 
Community and the like. 

['l'he Vartika next proceeds to explain the Piirvapak!;la 
argument, dealt with in the Bha§Y", P. 79, L. 5)-'' 'rhere 
will be diversity due to appreh€nsion and non-apprehension, 
just as there is among the component par1 s. That is to say, 
j.nst as there is· diversity among those components that are 
perceived and those that are not percPived,- so also there 
will be a difference or diversity in the Composite as subsisting 
in the perceived parts and .as subsisting in the unpArceived 
parts; which shows that there can be no Rinyle Composite." 

'l'he answer to the above is tl1at there can be no ~mch 
diversit,y ; as difference (due to apprl~hension and uon•appre
hen:,ion) is found also with regard to a thing that is known 
to be one only ; in regard to a single thing, ~eva<;laHa for 
instance, we find that there is apprehension when he is 
perceived and there is non-apprehension when he is not 
perceived ; and just as l;>evaQ.aHa, as accompanied by a 
certain thing, is perceived, while he is not perceived, as 
accompanied by another thing, and yet this does not give 
rise to a diveraity in, ])evac,lat~a himself [i. e. it does not 
turn the one ];>evaQ.aH;i into several persons],-the same 
would be the case with the Composite [ which will be per• 
ceived as along with the perceived parts, and un-perceived 
as along with the un-perceived parts); and tl1ere would be 
nothing incongruous in this. 
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.Another reason against the Oppoa_ent is that the Compo
site is actually apprehended. You have asserted that there 
is apprehension of the Composite ' Tree ' due to the appre• 
hension of one part of it and there is non-apprehension of it 
d ne to the non-apprehension of another part ;-but there is 
no room for such duplicit_y ; because as a matter of fact the 
Composite is actually apprehended. When the Composite 
is apprehended, as along with one component part,--what of 
it is ncit apprehended, by reason of which there could be 
any room for duplicity in regard to its being (in part) appre-
hended and (in part) unapprehended? ·• But its central 
and hind parts are not apprehended." 'l'liere is no force in 
this; as these parts are something distinct from the Composite 
itself; as a matter of fact, the Composite whole is one thing 
and its central and back parts are totally different things. 
Hence it is only natural that the Composite being something 
distinct from those parts, these latter should not be apprehended 
[even when the Composite is apprehended]. " What is 
the reason (of these being not apprehended) ? '' The 
reason lies in the simple fact that the conditions necessary 
for their apprehension are not present. That is to say, as 
regards the Composite as along with the front part, there is 
present the condition nece~sary for its apprehension-such 
condition consisting in the contact of the Sense-organ ;-but 
this condition is not present aE, regards the Composite as along 
wi1h the centrril and liind parts; so that it is only natural that 
while it is perceived as along with the front part, it should be 
not perceived as along with the central and hind parts. 

[The P'ar(ika takes up Blin~ya, P. 77, L. 7 and P. 79, 
L. 7). In accordance with the view that the Composite is 
only 'a conglomeration of parts,' there would be absolute im
possibility of any conception of the ' Tree.' Why so ? " 
Under this th@ory, the 'rl'ree' could be either (a} 'the con-
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glomeration of root,, trnnk, branches and leaves.' or (b) tbe 
'conjunction' of these pal'ts; and in either case the con60p• 
tion of the •'free' would 'be impossible ;-(11) because all 
tho parts (root, branch &c., the conglomeration of all or 
which is the' Tree' under the theory under consideration) 
can ne»er ba perceived, as some of them would al ways be 
hidden from view; 3:nd (b) as regards the 'conjunction' of 
the parts, there can be no perception of the ' Conjunction,' 
when the conjoining members are not perceived; as a. matter 

Var. P. 129. 
of fact, unless there is perception of the con -
joining members, there is no perception of the 

conjunction-such perception al wayd being in the form ' this 

is in conjunction with this• [ which presupposes the percep• 

tion of the two members]. 

Thus then, the carwlusion is that the cognition of the 'tree,' 

accompanying the' c1>gnition of 01,e part,' can be.eJJplained only 

on the theory that the ' Tree' forms a distinct object,-aud 

not on the theory that it is_ a mere conglomeration of parts. 

(Bhasya, P. 79, LL. 11-12.) 

Thu.a t.nds the E:eamination of the Piew iltat Perception is 
only a form ef / njerence. 
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Section ( 4 ). 

E:eaminafion of the N11l1trfl ,~f 0,mipos·te Wholes. 

[Sfit,rns 33-36.] 

S,,tu, 1!33}. . \ 

707 

Porvapak,Ja. :-" As TRI( C,1MPosITE WHOLE 1s STir,L TO BE 

PllOVED,• 'fHKllE MOST B& A DOOB'l' Wl'!H REGABD TO 11',"-

(S0. ~a). 
B!tr;~ya. 

(P. 80, L. l to P. 81, L. 2.] 

[The P1in1rtpa~'..1i1i says]-'' It bas heen said (in Su. 32) 
''that [ there can be 110 cog111tion of one pa.rt only] b,~r:,iu.~e the 
"O,,,upo.i1le Whol~ iit al:N th,r1t;-but this i8 not a valid 
''reason+; as the 'Coinp11.~ite Whole ' is st,ill to bP- prot:Pd; that 
"is to say, it still remains 'to be proved that out of t.he consti• 
"tuent particles a distinct, substance, in the shape of the 'Corn• 
"posite Wl1olu, 1 is produced ;-its a matter of fact,, this has 
"not yet been proved ; and so long as it has not been proved 
''beyoncl doubt, all that can be said is that, there is a diversity 
''of opfoion in regard to it; and on acconnt of thi8 diversity of 
"opinion, there should be Doubt in regard to the imbject (ac
''cord ing to Sii. 1-1-23)." 

•This word 'S,l,J,hy:,' has, a,i we shall learn from the Var/ika, gi'ven rise to 

confusion. The real sende i~ thus expiaiuerl by the T,i(pa•ya:-The term S,i,q.kya 
here simply moans that tho Compnsite Whole is a-.ii,l!J.lia, not-admitted, by the 

Opponent ; who argnes thns-" Things are to be accepted exactly aa they are; 
An Idea can establish the exi•tence of that unly which it apprehends ; and 

~hat is apprehended by the Idea is that which imparts its form to the Idea. Such 

bein:; tlie casP, as a matter of fact, in .t'he I clea of a rertain thing, we do not 

find any other form apart from the continuously appearing atoms of Colour&o., 

nm! no Idea is ever found to have the form of the' Composite Whole', or any thing 

a.part from the ~aid atom~. Though the atom-1, each hy itself, are devoid of 

maguitucle and volume, yet when they appear in a group,' they appear a• havipg: 

magnitude," The Opponent entertaining such notions in regard to the Composite 

Whole,. it i~ only 'right to regard this as not-accepted by him ; anrl as such open 

to a diversity of opinion, specially in the absence of any proofs one way or the other. 

t The reading adopted in the printed text is \TTEri'l'JfTTtf"IWT1ftr11l1J:-But all the 

1nanuscript•, including the two Puri ones, read 'tNtf!('l'tltl11lij: 

t 'For us'-says the Pilr1,apak1i11-Bl,dfyackan4ra. 
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Fiir(ika on Sn. (33) 

l P. 219, L. 5 to ~40, L. 20.J 

"That a fresh substance is produced out of the constitu

ent particle~ is still to be proved." 

What is it that is 'to lJR pro1•~rl ? (A) The non-di0eren~e 

(of the Composite from the Components)? or (B) the Com

posite itself (as being non-existent)• ? 

(B) If it fa the Composite that is to bfl proved, then (we say 
that' any proving of this (either as existing or M non-r:>;;i1;

t,mt1 wonld be impossible; as no proper Prvbans would be 
po,:sible; the very Subject (the Composite) being open to 

<lifference of opinion. Speci)"l1ly as one who does not admit of 

the Sttbjecf, is entirely incapable of being made to accept it 
by any reasons r as every one of these Reasons wonhl be ha.SA• 

less, the substratum, in the shape of t Le Snbject, being not 
admitted] ;-nor i,- there nny basis for a' <liffernnt opinion' in 

regard to the Subject, ton the basis whereof Rea:-;ons could be 
propounded); as there is no similarity in this case, a11d without 

i:;orne sort of similarity no 'different opinion' is possible. 
And the reason for this 1s that by 'different opinion' 
is meant routrtr.1·?1 concPption; and contrary conception 

consi,:ts in imposing upon a thing a clu1racter contrary 
to the other charactcr,-snc:1 imposition being dlle to tho 
fact of the thing being found to po;;sess a certain <lezree 

o W11 have adde,i the pare11thetie .. l ch111<e •.Jvi,cdly; in tl,e recapitulation on 

P. i40, L. 1-1, the J'ar{i~·a say;;-' Tlms then it is fouwl that there is 110 pro,if estab

lishing either the 1,?11-e:riste11:e or the 11011-dijJae•u·e of tlie C,lmposite '; from whit:I, 

it is clear that the C,1111pusite is to he pr,,vecl as either 11011-e.cisleut or a~ 1w11-diffe,.e11t 

from the constituent partides. Clut there is no ohjcction in taking the word "aoa

yari "of tl;e text a~ it stands ; tl,e meauiug l,eing that it is still to, he proved whether 

tl,e Composite is :rn entity by itself, or nou-differ~nt from the components. 

The ohjection to the Purvapak~i11 calling the Composite a ' sarJhya ' 'something 

to he proved ,' comes from the Si~l<Jli5.utin ; aud g-oes on to P. 2-10, L. 15.-and tin 

real explanation of the term 's,i</Jiya •, as given hy the Blui.;ya, is given (in P. 2-10. 
LI. 17-20) a~ the P1'1n·apak~in's answer to tl,is ohj,,ction, 
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of similarity (to things possessed of tbat other character) {ntd 

to that of it-s differences from them not being perceived. And 
certainly for one who does not a<lmit of the Oomposile there 
can be no similarity of U1e 'Composite'; nor can thHe be an 
imposition of a contrary character. So that tlie conclusion is 
that there can be no viprafipri{~i, dif)"ere1tt opinion or conf1·,1ry 
conception, in rega1·d to tbe Composite. 

(A.) If, secondly, it is the non-difference (of the Composite, 
from the Components)· that is to be proved,-then it behoves 
you to state th.e proofs of this non-diU'erence; as tliet·e can be 
no true cognition without proof. 

(1) "Well, here i.s the proof .req uire<l-As a matter of fact, 
no distinct thing can form the component part of any object ; 
one thing cannot be tlte component part of any entirely 
different thing; e. g., the cow is not the component of the 
lw1·se ; and yet we know that the yarns are the components of 
the composite called cloth; from which it follows that the 
composite Olotk is not different from the components, 
Yo1•nf,"• 

'l'his argument, as it stands, is defective, in that it does 
not mention the l'robans ; the ass~rtion-' no distinct thing 
can form the component pa.rt of any object' -contains no 
Probans. 

"Bnt the asset·tion being the affirmation of the conclu
sion, it certainly implies the Probans, in. the shape of being 
tl1e component; the full argument being-the Yarns are not 
entirely diffet·ent from the Cloth, lJec:ause lhr;y are its coni
pone,,ts." 

0 There are no less than thirtee11 such arguments put forward in support of the 
non-diliereuce of the Composite from the Components. It is interesting to note that 
most of these arguments arc precisely those that have b0 en put forward l>y Vichas
pa\i Mishra in his Sii11khyrr{aHra1,a11mut;fi on Kariki 9, Soo also Sinkhyalliitrn, 1. l 13 
to 123. The discussion over thi~ first argument goes on up to Text, P. 227, L, 9, 
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'fhis rt>asoning cannot stand, as it involves a. self-contra• 
diction: .As a matter of fact, if the Yarns are 

Vilr. P. 220. 
not something distinct from the Cloth, thoy 

t-annot be called its compo11c11ts. "Why?" Bec·b.use the 
ria.mo 'compouent' is relative, depending Uf}On a corresponding 
• <:omposile '; nn ohject is called the component only in referenct, 
to a. certain compo.~ite • ; so that, v.,}1rn you deny tJ10 

comp<J.~ite, yon cau have no basis for regarding auything as 
compor1e1,t. Tl.en again, the name 'componPnt '· is u,.;eJ 
only in reference to things tl1at are different from 
those tl1at are so called ; whereby your probans-b,.fot/ wm
po1ienis-'-becomes 'contradictory , (proving a conclusion 
contrary to your own); as a. matter of fact, the word 'compo
nent' is used only in refereuco to ~met,hing differ~nt 
from it, and not, in reference to what is non-different from 
(identical with) it; whe11, e. g. it is said, 'the c.omponent yarns 
are different from the jar.' 

" This argumeut is not admjssibie ; as when the Compo- · 
nents are spoken of in reference to their own Oomposit", 

the latter is always spoken of by a word with the genitive 
ending; for instance, we say 'pntm1y1i ava t1aoq.4 ,' 'components 
of the Oloth' ; how can any such expression be used in con
nection with such things as tbe jar and the like (which are 
entirely different from tlu, said components ir" 

But we lmve already pointed out above the principal 
objection to your reaso11ing. "What hllve you ·pointed 
out P •• That your reasoning involves .self-contradiction. 
If the two were identical, we could not use either the term 
'component' or the genitive ending; for certainly the Yarn 
cannot be called its own' component'; nor can we have any 
sense of the genitive in such an expression as 'the yarn is the 

• Those yarua alone nre c-alled tompo11ents which are related to, have Leeu woven 

ixito, the Cloth ; and not those that are locked-up in lhe work-basket· of the spinning 
woman-f afparfa, 
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component cf tlte yarn.' Then again, having admitted the 
. yar11e to be components, you cannot make any affirmation or 
denial in regard to them (except in relation to a composite); 
So that as you do not admit a Composite, (and hence you 
cannot affirm or deny anything of the components], the 
character of being component becomes ' too specific,' and 
hence incapable .of serving as a valid Probans. Further, 
you state yqur proposition in the form ' the yarns are not 
different from: the Cloth', where the 'yarns' form the Sub• 
ject, the Minor Te1·m ;-so that when you assert yonr pt•oba,1111 
(in the Minor Premiss) in the form 'because they Slre (a,java

yaoa, r-oniponents of tlrn.t ',-this premiss must be taken lo mean 
that the yarns are components of tlte ]/llt'llS • ; and tl1is 
certainly is wholly absurd! For certainly the yarns are not 
the component of yarns. Jf (in order to escape from this cliffi.
culr.y), you make' Cloth' the Subject (stating your propositioll 
in the form ' the Cloth is non~different from the yarns'), then 
your Pl'oba.ns becomes one that does not subsist in the Subject 
at all ; for being the compo11,,nt is a property tl1at subsists io. 
the Yarns; it is a property of the Yarns, and not of the 
Clvih. 

Further, inasmuch as the word 'component' denotes a 
particular kind of cause, its use, if you d·eny the Composite., 
involves a, self-contradiction; for if you do not admit of 
a distinct object in the shape of the Composite, of what could 
the Components be the cause r t Certainiy the cause does not 
produce itself (and yet this is what it would come to, if tbe 
Composite were the same as t.he Components 1. 

"' lo the compound 'fa,lavayavafvaf ', the pronoun taf must have for it, 
antecedent the most predominant of the foregoing nouns ; and certaiuly the • y,uns •, 
u the subject of the main prop<'sition is the most predominant nonn. 

t The former argument against the Pii.rvapak~in's use of the worrl • ,:omponent' 
·was based upon the fact of the word being a merely relative term; arid the present 
argument is based upon its being the name of a particular kiwl of cause, So tJ,,.t 

there is no needless' repetition.-f4/parya. 
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u But for us (who hold all effects to be entities even before 
tbe operation of the Cause) there i::i nothing to be prndnced ; 
(when the Cloth comes into existence) what happens is that 
the sa:me yarns (which in a cel'tain position were known as 
mere yai·ns), by arranging themselves in a p"otrticular position, 
obtain the name of' Cloth' ;-which simply means that the
Yarns, which were no·t named 'Cloth', come to be known by 
that name.'' 

This is highly incongruous, we reply; for the simple reason 
that the most important factor in this explanation is an 
impossibility: as a matter of fact, there is no point of similarity 
between the Cloth and those Yarns ,, hich are not cluth ; and 
in the absence of some· s-uch similarity, there can be no basis 
for the- misconception (of the Yarns being the Cloth).• Then 
again, yon say that the Yarns, becoming arranged in new 
positions, come to be called 'Cloth' ; now we ask-is this new 
disposition of the Yarns something different from the Yarns, 
or not ? If it is something different, you should say then 
what that something different is. If you fail to say this, theo 

the assertion 'arranged iuto a new position ' be-
Var. P.221. . l F l d' .. comes meamng ess. or us t 1e new 1spos1t1on 

is a case of Conjunction (Combination); and that is some
thing different (from the Yarns). 

" This cannot be ; as we do not admit any such thing ; 
and our reason is that a thing that is different from another 
is not called its Combination ; for example, the Cow is not the 
Combination of the Horse ; while there is a combination of 
two ffoger.'J (which both being fingers, are the same); so that 
Combination is not.a different thing at all.,, 

0 Tue i,lea of 'Cloth' cannot rest entirely npou tlie Yarn!; as if it <li<l, then 
the Yaru, lucked up in the widow's spinuing baskEt would also be conceived of as 
Cloth. Nor can lhe conception apply to the mere quantity of the Yarns ; a~ ex hypolhesi, 
this fhould be in existence even before the name 'cloth' comes to be applied. So 
that it any case the Yarns cmmitt bti the same as the Utoth. Under the circumstances, 
the conception of the Yarn,; as 'Cloth ' must I.re regarded as a mi~couception.
'{'a/p<1.-ya, 
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This reasoning ia not right; as .we have already given 
our answer to it; we have already answered this argument 
of the Pi1r1Japalc1Jin. " What is that answer P" The argu
ment that is in your mind may be stated thus-' Conjunction 
is not a different thing, bPca1,s~ it is cnnjnnctiou '; now here 
"/Jefog 0y1~f11,natfon (\Vhich is your probans) is a' too specific ' 
term, being excluded from diff,,rent as well as non-different 

, things (as it sub~ists in nothing but Conjunction) ; and it also 
forms part of your Proposition (thus involving the fallacy of 
· Petitio Prfocipii}. l4'urther, Conjunction must be regarded as 
something different (from the objects conjoined), as it forms 
a qualification of these; e. g., when one is asked to bring up 
't\VO CO!Jjoined things' he brings up those two things whi~h 
he finds to be in conjunction, and which, through that con
junction, stand differentiated from ot\1er things. 

" The reason you have put for,vard does not prove Con• 
junction to be i,omething differ'3nt ; as the qualification is 

. capable of another explanation. You have asserted that 
when one is asked to bring up the ' conjoined things', con
junction serves as a qualification (difforentia), and as such, 
must be regarded as immet.hing different from the thiDgs them• 
sel:v-es. But the matter of the qua.lification can be explained 
ot.herwise (than on the basis of the difference of Conjunction). 
Fo1· iustance, when two things come-into such close proxim
ity that they end in stt·iking-each other, then it is that we 
call it. a case of Ounj1u1,ation; i. e., what we call' Conjrtnction' 
is not anything difforent, but only that .impact of two 
things which results from ~heir ~ra<lun.lly coming into .,loser 
and close.r proximity.'' 

As you do not admit of Coujuuction being something 
different, it beQoves you to provide an explanation of 'proxim-
ity ' and ' impact.' As a matter of fact, • Proximity' is only 
the gradually _lessening e.x:ttint of the conjunctions of things 
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<i. e., points of space) with which the two are in contact•; and 
C impact' is only the coming into contact of two' material and 
corpor~al substnnces; so that (both these conceptions involv• 
iug the conceptioo of Conjunction), it behoves one who does 
not admit of Conjunction to provide an adequate explanation 
of the concept.ions of proximity ' and 'impact.' fi'urther, if 
Conjunction were not some~hing different, (a) the neld-water
seP.d w,:>uld be capable of producing the pla11t-, irrespective 
of th<>ir relative positions, and placed anywhere at random. 
apart from one another ;-similarly \b J Fil.'e and Fuel would 
be capable of ncoomrlishing the action of cooking, irrespec
tive of their relative position, and ever when placed apart; as 
the things would be the same (whether apart, or together ; 
end if Conjunction is nothing apart from the things t,hem• 
selves, no efficiency could attach to the various things, Field, 
Water and Seed b~ing in contact with one another]! (And 
this is not found to be t.he ca.se]. 'l'he inevitable conclusion 
is that that facto!.', of which these things Btand in need, 
is something different from the-mselves ; and t,hat is called 
Oonj11.nclion. This reasoning may be formnfated thus-The· 
twosetsoftbings-1',ield, Water, ~red and Fire and lt .. ttel-stand 
in need of something, in the bringing about of the two effects, 
Plant and,Oooking,__:because they are not found to be producing 
such effects ahvays,-being jnst like such causes as the stidc 
and the like,-several such causes as stick and the like stand 
in need of such additiona_l agencies as those of Oonjun.ctioa.and 

the like, and hence do not always produce such effects as the 
jar, the cloth and t.he like ;-and as similar is the case with the 
Seed &c. also (which do not always produce their effects),.:._ 

0 Before the hand comes into eontact with the Table, there is a large number of 
&pace-points inten·el:aing between the two ; and as· the hand gradually comes nearer, 
the number nf tnesc points and their conjunctions become lt!ss aud less ; until they 
are nil, when the hand actually ,touches the tab!r, 
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these latter also should be regar<lcd as sta11ding it) need of 
additional agencies. 

Our opponent has, in this connection, made the following 
declamtion-• 

"'1 he producticn of the effect is without Conjnnction, us we 

P. 222. 
find it;i the case of (a) Sound, (b) Magnet and (c) 
Motion. The meaning of this is as follows

When Sound produces another sound, it does so without Con• 
junction ;-when the Magnet attracts a piece of· iron, it does 
so withont Conjunction ;-whun Mor.ion produces conjunctions 
and disjunctions, is does so without Conjunction ;-similar
ly other effects may also be prodnced wJthout the agency of 
Conjunction." 

'!'his content.ion c11nnot· ha acceptfid ; as it is clear that 
you have not comprehended the significance of the probans 
that we have put· forwa.rd; we do not propound our argu
ment in the form-' Conjuµction exists,. lecm1se w• /w,;e the 
prC1dudio1t o.f Pffects '; what we say is that Field-Water-Seed 
and Fire-Fuel are dependent upon other agencies ; ( so that: 

-our vrob,ms i11. the character of being dP-pendent tipa1~ ot/u;r 
aoendts] ; and this reasoning could be fallible (and invRlid) 
ottly if there were any such Cun~e ns is, ·at all times, capable, 
iudepenclently by itself, of bringing about its effect; n.EI a mntter 
of fact however, no orie can ever point t.o such a oa11se. For 
instance, ltaking your own.examples), when Sound prqduces 
another sound, it is dependent, in this, upon its proximity to 
that part of Akasha which is circumscribed by the causes 
productive of that Sound; as Sound is non-pervasive in its 
cbarac~ar (and as snc.h it ea~ produce its effect only in a 
limited spac~) ;-similarly when the Magnet attracts I ho piece 
of iron, it is dependent upon the proximity of the substance 
on which it rests (i. e., upon its position _in relation tQ· the 

·iron); if it were to do the attracting independently by itself, 
• lt would be interesting to trace this q 11otatio11. But we have not- yet been able 

to trace it. · la it .fre.1ti an old Saiakhga work? 
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then no pieces of iron could ever be at rest (a single magnet, 
placed anywhere on earth, would attract al] the irons on the 
earth); from which it follows that the Magnet is not entirely 
independent in its operations ;-lastly, when Motion pro
duces conjunction, it is dependent upon the proximity and 
forwardness of that in which it subsists ; Motion does uot 
produce conjunction either independently, or in a backward 
direction ; if Motion by itself were to produce conjunction, 
then the motion originating in DevaQ.aHa residing in Pat;idya 
or Mathura would produce conjnnction in Yajuagat ta, resid
ing in 'fak~ashila ! And certainly no such phenomenon ever 
t.akes place. · Then again, our proposition is not that 'Con
junction is the cause of everything;' it is o.nly that ' when 
Conjunction brings about its effects, it is dependent upon 
other agencies'. 

"But this goes against the Sutra (of Ka~aq.a)." 
If by this you mean that-" if Motion in producing its effects, 

is held to be dependent upon other agencieEi, then this goes 
against the Sutra of the great Ri~i (Kal}ada} which declares 
that 'Motion is without qualities and is the independent cause 
of conjunction and disjunction' (Vuishe~ika-su/ra, 1-1-17),"
t~en our reply is that there is no contradiction of Kal)aq.as' 
Su~ra; you apparently have not understood the meaning of 
the Su/ra you have quoted ; it is clear that the real sense of 
the Sii~ra has not been gras}_:leq by you : when it is said that 
'Motion is the independent cause of Conjunction and Disjunc
tion', it does not mean that it is independent of even such 
things as its own substratum ; all that it means is that it 
does not stand in need of any such agency as would come in 
after itself. That is to say, when a certain substance is pro

P, 223, 
duced (in the form of a Diad or Triad), and in 
its turn produces the next product (the Quar

tette), in doing so, it stands in need of the conjunction (of the 
molecules) whid1 appears after the coming into existence of 
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the former substance;-or when Conjunction produces Quali
ties and Motions, it stattds in need of such subsequently 
appearing agencies as Faculty, Effort and Destiny ;-or 
when the colour &c.; subsisting in the Cause produce the 
-colour &c., in the Product, they stand in need of the pro
duction of the (product) substance itself, inasmuch. as this 
product would constitute the ncessary substratum ; i. e .. , the 
substance produced would be the receptacle 01· substratum 

. of the colour &c., to be produced ;-but the case of Motion. 
is not like these ; Motion doea not stand in need of any sub
sequently appearing agency; this is what is meant by the 
'independence ' of Motion spoken of in the Su/ra (of Kal}.ii• 
qa); it does llOt mean that Motion docs not need the help of 
such thingi as its own substratum: and the like. 

. ' 

' ' In that case Motion comes to be dependent upon other 
agencies, in the case of Conjunction : that ii! to say, if hy tht1 
'independence' of Motion (as mentioned in the Siifrti) it be 
simply meant tlrn.t it does not stand in need of a subsequently 
appearing agency, then, iu the bringing about of Conjunction, 
Motion would be dependent ; as in this it; would stand in neecl 
of Disjunction ; as a matter of fact, Motion cannot bring 
a.bout Conjunction except through Disjunction; so that Mo-

. tion comes to he· dependent upon Disjunction ; and the 
contradictioR of Kal).a<la's Sutra remains unexplained.'' 

'l'his is not right ; as there is · doubt ; that is to 
say, it is open to doubt whe,ther Conjunction is brought 
about by Motion through the agency of Disjnnction, or Dis
junction only serves to remove the obst,aclea to the Conjunc
tion; what we- say is that when Disjnnction !:!,ppears, it brings 
about the cessation of a previous Conjunction, on the cessatior1 
of which previous Conjunction, there being no further ob
stacle to the coming in of the next Conjunction, this latter 
is brought a.bout by Motion. 111 A similar instance is provided 

0 Tl1e re:1so11i11g is thus formulated in the fatparya-Conjunction has for its 
caus,3 the Motion as independent of all .else, bec'IUbe it is an effect of Motion ;-
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by the ca,se of Gravity; G 1·avit,y bas been described in t.he 

8has/ra ( Vaish.e§ifo) as the 1ndependent canse of Motion; and 
when t.he f'rnit falls off from its stalk, wha~ happ1ms is tha·t 
the Disjnnotion of the fruit from its stalk having pnt an end 
to the conjunction of these two, Grnvi_ty becomes operat.ive 

aud brings about the.falling moti,:ni. Exaci ly similar would 
be the case with 'Motion also (as •brin'gi11g about Conjunction) 

Or. we may loo~ at the case fro~ another point of view :-As 
regards Conjunct.ion, we find that wheu it brings about" 
new substance (in the shape of the half-piece of Cloth), sub
sequent to· the destruction ofthe original common product(the 
entire piece) and the several conjunctions- that go to make it 
up,-it is an independent cause; so that it canunt be said to 
produce the Rttbstance through the agency of Disjuuctiou ;
and exactly in the same manner wheu Motion br·ings about 
Conjunction, it does not stand in need of Disjm)llti~n. • 

Further, it has been asserted (by the Opponent) that 
11 Motion beings about Conjunction witl!out the help of Con- · 
junction ''; this also is not right; as snch a statement in
volves self-contradiction. 'l'o say that 'there is no Conjunc
tion' and then to sa.y that' M:otiou hriugs about Conjmw

tion ' is a clear C:,lse of self-contradiction ; for if thert:3 is no 
Conjunction, the said assertion can ha-ve no meaning. Or, 

the self-contradiction involved may be explaiu

ed in another way: Yot,1 deny the e.x:istence of' 
Motion, Disjunction and Conjunction ; and so when yo11 assert' 

like Disjnnctiou. '!'his being prnvcd, nH tl,at D,sjnuctiou cau do ·id the removal of 
the obstacles to the appearance of the Conjunction. 

"-'PJ,e. '!'.ext refora to the ca~e uf an eutire plt!ce of cloth being torn into t,vo pieces. 
The e~tire· pieoe is the' coni111on pro.!uct ' of the constitueut yarns and thcir sever:.! 
conjunctions ; when· the eutke,piece is torn, the1e is an eud to some of these con- . 
junctions, as also to the original cloth-piece •. After this destruction there comes into 
. e~ii!tence the n·ew .sub$t11nce in the shape of the B ul/-piece of Cloth -; an<i in the 
_bringing about of this the remaiuiug Yarn-cMjunctions are the cause, indepeudently 
ot anything else. As for the Di$junction, all that it does is lo destroy the original 
entire piece and a few of the yarn-conjnnctions·; aud it does not, in any way, help 
in tb.e bringing about of the now substaoce.-Tilfpu1·11a. · 
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U1at Mot.ion produces Conjunction, you contradict yourself. 
Yon 'may explain that, when you 11rged the denial of Motion, 
OisjnncLion and Conjnnction, you only referred to the con-
ception of these as Lield by other person.s,-and as for your
self yon do not admit such things at all ;-but even so you 
do not from e:1cape self-c~fatradiction: How <lo you compre~ 
liend the 'Conjuuction ', 'Disjnncti,,n ' ancl 'Motion ' .as 
conceived by other persons ? lf yon apprehend them by 
means of tl1e It1st,ruwents of Cognition,-then why should 
you regard them as being 'hel<l by of.hers ' (and not 
by yourself)? lf on the other hand, yon do not a.pprehend 
them by means of the lnstrnments of Cognit,ion, in what; 
manner tlien do you apprel1end them! Gertainly there can 
be no apprehension excPpt through tlu:i .Instrnruent.s of 
Cognition. • If you do not have any appreiumsion of these, 
then your a<1sertion-that, 'Cognition, Disjunction, e,n<l Motion 
are a.s known to otl1er persons '-becomes nugatory (and 
impossible). t 

. Yon might reason thus;_" What we mean is t.l1at the Con-
junction, Disjunction and Motion, us r,m1.ei<ioed b11 !/UU, do not 
exist; and we do not deny these entirely. 011rconception of these 
is as follows :~(a) when the broken substance appears in an
other place, we call it a case of 'motion'; i.P-. when a certain 
series of momentaryPutities (as everything is held to he by the 
BaU(j(:lha) appears, after a break, at a pla.ee other thau th~ one 
occupied by it before, ~e regard it as a case of 'motion'
(b) when two such series goes 011 withont. a brea:k bet,ween 
them, we call it a caso of' Conjunction' ; i:e. when t,wo things 
appear in close juxtaposition to each. other, tliis close 

· juxtaposftion is called 'Oonj1rnctioo ' ;-(i·) and the opposite 
of this 'Conjunction' is' Disjnnction '." 

u The fa~1mrya adds that wrong coguitionsalso are dependent upon the operation 

of the In&truments of Cognition ; even when the shell i,i mistaken fur _silver, the 
t•peration of tl,c visual organ is there. 

t Y ,u cann,it m~ke any ae~ertion in r,!gan.1 to things of whicli you lmve no 

co11c1>ptio11 111 all. 
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The answer to this we have already p-rovided, when 
we proved the continuous existe-nce of the 'Tree';
a,nd our answer is that there is no proof for any such 
theory as you propound; that is to say,. there is nothing 
to prove that things are onl,Y momentary entities-. 
Then again, you have to -explain the bitsis of such 
conceptions as 'broken' or 'intermittent' and 'unbroken' 
or I continuous' (in connection with your 'series of momentary 
entities') ; if you. do not accept such additional agencies as 
Conjunction and Disjunction, you should explain what is the 
basis of such ideas as ' this is hroken ', ' this is nn broken (in 
c-lose ju:i£taposition)' ; certainly there can be no diversity in 
the ideas except as d11e to the diversity in their causes; as we 
find in the case of colour and snch thir:igs. Even the mis• 
conceptions or wrong ideas that we have-as when we conceive 
of a stationary thing as 'moving', of a non-conjoined thing as 
' conjoined', or of a non-disjomed thing as' disjoined ~,-do not 
appear without some primary conception ;. in fact all miscon• 
captions appear as (wrong) replicas ofcertain primary concep
tions;-so that you have to point out the primary conception 

(of which your notions of 'bi·bken' and '-unbr.o• 
Var. P. 22-5. r , ld be 1· ) f 1rnn wou wrong rep 1cas ; or no second-

ary replicas have ever bee~1 seen, except when there is a 
primray o~iginal; as we find in the case of the ·Man and ~ost, 
that the misconception that it is 'man' is possible only w~en 
the post is there, or the misconception that ·' it is a' eost ' is 
possible t,aly when ~he man is there. 

Then again, if OonjuncLion were not something differ
ent,-when we have the notion of a person being ' Kwplal;, ' 
(wearing earrings), there must be some positive basis for 
the conception whic-h would be affirmed (in that conception), 
and some negative basis which would be denied (in that 
conception). The conception of 'Ku'f)dal-;,' cannot be due 
either to the man, Devadatta himself, or to the ear-ring 
itself ;-and yet you do not admit_,of any other basis besides 
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these; so that (according to you) in the absence of any othel" 
basis, the said concept.ion of' Ku!idall' must be derived some• 
how or other, from Devadatta and the Ear-rings themselves. 
[And this is not possible]. Hence it is absolutely necessary 
to find some basis, either positive or negative. Now if it is a 

negative thing (that provides the basis), then, inasmuch it 
is a rule that what is denied in one place must exist in some 
other place, you have to point out the exact nature of what is 
denied (by the negat,ive thing) ; and [ as the counterpart of 
this denial would be a positive something] it is not possible to 
absolutely deny the exist_ence of Conjunction. Specially as 
it is Conjunction that forms the basis of the notion of 'herein': 
whenever this notion of 'herein' appears, it never appears with
out some sort of relation ; e.g. when we have the notion 'the 

-jujube fruit in this tub', the notion of ' in this ' is based 
neither upon the jujube alone, nor upon the tub alone; that 
which forms the basis of the notion is Oonjunclion· (between 
the two). 

'' If the notion of herein were always based upon Conjunc
tion, _then there WOl1ld be no absence of restriction (in regard 
to the expression 'in this'); that is to say, if the notion of 
hr!rein were based entirely upon Conjunction, the term 'herein' 
O}' 'in this' could not be used · in cases where there is no 

Conjuncti9n.; but we do bavi'.! mch expressions as 'there are 
lilaJca trees in thb forest, and Kim.shuka trees in that forest' 
and the like ; and firstly, how could these expressions be 
used by persons looking at the forest from a distance, and 
(hence) incapable of perceiving the difference between the two 
kinds. of trees ? Secondly, there is no Conjunction in these 
cases." 

There is no force in this contention ; as the notion of 
'herein ' may be based upon both ; as a matter as fact, there 
are two kinds of this notion based upon two kinds of basis
viz: ConJnnction and Ab.~"nce of JJisjmiction ; of these two 
kinds, one is primary (direct) and au other secondary (in• 
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direct) ;-that based npon Oonjunetirin is real or primary, and 
that based upon Absence of Df,9jurwtion is secondary ;-this 
latter secondary usage follows upon the perception of some sort 
of similarity to-the primary usage; and this does not reject the 
p?·imary usage at all; for if the primary usage were rejected, no 
secondary usage would be possible ; nor would it be right to 
hold that all usages wouH be secondary ; as we have already 
pointed out that secondary usage always depends upon primiry 
usage. Then again, as regards the assertion that-" we find 
the expression herein also in a case where there is no Conjunc
t ion; e. g., in the expression, ' there are {ilakct trees in this 
forest, and kimshukte trees in that '",-it should b!3 ascertain
ed whether in such cases there is no relat1nn or no _O!lnj,uw• 
tion at all. We say that in these cases what is absent is Oon
junnlion, and not Relation; £or certainly the Forest is related 
to the filaka and other trees; 

"But, what is this that you call Forest ?" 

Tliis is by no means a difficult matter to explain ; it has 
already been said that it cpnsists in plurality witl1 a quali
fication.* 

· '' When two things are placed one above the other, both 
are conceived of as in conjunction ; in this case why do not 
we have, in regard to the upper thing, the notion of 'herein', 
of its being in the other ? Here there are two things, 
and hetween them there is the same sort of Conjunc
tion (as in ot!ier cases) ;-for what reason then is i~ that the 
notion of herrdn does not appear in this case, as it does in 
other cases ?" 

There 0is no force in tliif'l question ; as it only shows that 
yon have not understood our meaning: What we say is that the 
notion of hrmd,i does not -appear when t.here is not present 

" Where cloes this description of the forc,t occur? It means that when there 

are many trees, and they have the furtl,er q11alifi('atfon of forming a group liy them

~elves, we have.what is called tin, F-ore:;t. 
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some such relation a~ would form th~ basis of t.h~ said notion; 
and we do not say tlmt wlwnever there is Conjunction the 
notion of he,·ein must appear. Then again, the notion of 
l1erein is (in some cases) found to arise from mere qonjunc• 
'tion, regardless of the upper or lower position of the things 
concerned; and it does not follow that t4e notion is not pre• 
ceded by (and based upon) Conjunction. 

In connection with this the Pnroapak~fo has raised the 
following question-" The notion~' inherence of this object 
is in this '-would not be poslilible; as there would be no re• 
lation in this case (to serve as the basis of the notion of in 
this). '!'hat is to say, t,he notion:-' the cloth Aubists in tl,,,se 

yarns',-has for its basis the relation of Inhorence (between 
the Cloth and the Yarns); but of 'luherence itself there can 
be no further relation of I uherence ; so t.hat there should be· 
no such notion as 'Inherence is in this ' (as there is 110 re• 
lation to serve as the basis of this conception of in this)." 

We have already answered this object.ion. "What answer 
have you given P" The answer. given by us is that such a 
notion (as ' there is inherence fo this') is clearly wrong. " But 
in what point does lnherence resemble lnlierent Suhsta,,ce,i, by 
reason of w'hich ressembJa~ce such a wrong notion is possible 
(in regard to Iuherence) r•'' 

The resemblance lies iJl the non-perception of difference ; 
i. 11., just as no differ1:1nce is perceived between t.wo Inherent 
substances (whole and part, for instance); so also is no diffor• 
ence perceived between lnlierence and Inherent Substance ; 
and this non•perce·ption of difference forms the basis of the 
wrong notion cf in this in 1•egard to Inherence. 

• " Even this conception is based upoo soriie ruemblaure ; in the case iu qaes
tion, the view being that the notion 'lnherenct is in this object ' is wrong, in which 
such an idea is exprcss1.J i11 counection wiLh lnherence as is correct only in connec
tion wtth i1,Jiere11t substances ;-there ehould then be some resemblauce botwee11 
Inherence aud Inherent substances, What is that resemblance ?" 
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Then again, there ca,u be no restriction in the form of 
sentences, as each sentence has a distinct character of its 
own. That is to say, because one sentence has a certain 
<:haracter, it does not necessarily follow that another sentence 
also should have the same character. For instance, we have· 
one sentence in the form, ' 1ajnal} purulJa~ gaahc!tha/i ', (' the 
King's man is going'), where there :ire three terms, and ea.eh 
term is essential,-inasmuch as the denotation of every one 
of the three is necessary to make up the m'3aning of the sen
tence ;-but we have another sentence in the form, 'ucJak11sua. 
bhauo bhaoa/i' (' the presence of water is') ; and because 
this also is as much a sente1:,,ce as the former, it does not 
necessarily follow that here also every one of the three words 
is essential, and serves a distinctly useful purpose in the sen

-Vir, P. 227, 
tence. Because what, after all, in the real meaning 
of the sentence, urjakadya bhaoo bhavoli' ? The 

words ' u,Jakasya h/iiJoo bha.oa/i ' ' the presence of Water is ' 
mean exactly what could be expressed.by the words 'iuJr1,kam 
/Jhavafi' (' the wat.er is '). Similarly with other sentences : 
when it is said, ' lcul}dO harjarii'tfam vriUil}' (' existence of 
J ujµbes in the tub ')-where the idea of the Jujubes' follows 
after the e;Distence has been indicateu by the word ' 1,riUi~ ; -
it means exactly the same as the sentence ' Ku,ple b11<Ja1•dtii 
varfan/e' (' the Jujubes are in the tub') ;-similarly when 
one says~• <Jravye <!,ravy,1,sy11. sa1navaya~ (' the inherence of 
substance in a substance')-it means exactly the same as the 
words C <Jravye <Jravyam, var/afe ' (' the substance subsists in 
the substance '). Thus you see that it was without under~ 
standing the real meaning of th~ sentence that you made the 
assertion that-' the notion the inherence of this objefJt heing in 
this would not be possible, as there would be no relation in 
this case.' 

From all this we conclude that Oonjunction is something 
different ; and inasmuch as there is -evidence for this, it 
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wm not be right to hold that the conception of the ' Cloth ' 
proceeds from the Yarns them.3elves as arranged in ·a partic
ular disposition. 

(2) Other people [ propound another argument in sn pport 
of the view that the Composite is non-different from tlrn 
Components, ana they] explain the term 'orthanfai•o11a11a.
yava(vo} ' (which forms the text of the first argument) to 
mean ava11li·o11yavibhi"ioiif-" because the two are Composite 
and Component {they must be non-different-]." 

But from where do these people get at the argument as 
they put it ? Certainly no such nwaning is obtained from the 
oxpression 'ar{b.dn(arar//1Vaf1ovafva{.' 

"The argument iR implied hy the form of the Reaffirma
tion ; that is, because the Reaffirmation is in the form-' the 
Yarns are the cornponents and the Cloth is the OoinpoHite ' -
it follows U1at the intendP-d re:ison is ' a11ayavat1avihhavi:if ', 
"because the two are composite and componoi1t.'' 

It may be true tlrn,t such is the Reaso11 implied ; but 
even so it is a 'contradictory' H.e•tsou. The Yarns are not 
the 'component and composit.e' of themselves ; nor is the 
Cloth the 'componertt and composite' of itself. "Why so?" 
For the simple reason that the 'compoBent' and' composite' 
a1·e relative terms; i. e,. the term 'component' and also the 
term 'composite' are relative ; so that if either of the two 
relatives is njected (as the ' corn posit~ ' is rejected by the 
Purvapak~in), it should be impossible to use its relative 
tel'rn. Hence whr.t has been put forward here cannot be the 
meaning of the aph.01·istic utterance (' ar(han{ara,.,a1Jayava(.

val). 

(Tl:e Purvapak~in cites the example of the use of another 
couple of relative terms, in refutation of what has been just 
urged by th~ Siif,rJ,han{in ]-" But we find the relative terms 
' whole' aud 'pal't' used in connection with things that are 
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not differeµt ; e. g., we meet with sueh expressions as 
'the par.t of i\kaslla, ~ [ l'i here what is spoken oi as the part i9 
not different from t,he A.kasba itself]." 

This cont.ention will not stand ; as \V0 h11.ve answered it. 
We have ft.lready given oar reply to this argnment,-that 

· what is meant by the word 'part' (pr 11qi!sha) is tiifferent 
from wh;it is mrant by thff word I component' (4vayaoa)• 

" What il'f meant by component?" 

' Cornponent 'is the name of a pa.rticula.r kind of cause 
(the constituent cause), while pa,t is t.he name.of the reoept• 
aole,-called 'pr114esha ' because th~ who]e is. indica.ted as 
contained in it (pr,u}ishyafe asmin) • 

. 11 Bnt A.!ciislta is never indicated as contained in anything; 
nor has A.ka~ha any kind of cause ; so that when used in 
connection with Akasl,,1, neither the s,mse o( cause, nor that 
of receptade will be compatible.'' 

In ocinnect.ion with the ~kiislta, the use of the word 'pa.rt,' 
should be explained il.s due to its similarity to stich things a.s 
have parts. 

' 1 What is the similarity of Akiiah,i to tl1ings having 
parts r ,, 

'l'be similarity. consists in the f~ct, of the Coujunction Q,f 
A.kasha being as non-pervasive ( not extending over the 
whole of it) as that of things having parts. 'rhis we sl~all 
explain later on. 

• ( 3) [The thirtl, argnment in support oF the non-difference 
°'of the Qomposite from the Components is. as follows J ...... •1 Be

cause they are parts •of it. T.hat is to say, the fact tha.t they 
form its parts is another re3son for proving that the Com• · 

• Tbe 'fdfparga construes this passage some,vhat differently : ' What i11 signified 
·by the word component ie as ·dift'eronl from the Oomp,,site as the part ,is Jiffereut 
from the iohule .? But this interpretation would mi3S tlio whole pt1int of the rc"

■oning. 
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posite is not different from the Components. What is meant 
by this is tha.t the following argument proves our desired con• 
clusion :-'l'he Yarus, are not different things from the Cloth, 
-because of being called its parts;-tbose that are called the 
parts of a. thing form the very essence of that 1thing,-as for 
instanee, tbe parts of .A.kasha;-the Yarns, are actually called 
pafts of.the Cloth ;-:--therefore the_ Yarns form the very 
essence of the Cloth.,' 

Our answer to this is that as before in this reasoning also 
as it stands, the Proba.ns is defective. Be~ause, in the first 
place, the cha.ra,cter _of being a part of it is such as is found 
neither ir.i any J(ffere11t thing ( 'JTipalc~11,) nor iu any non-differ
e,,t tliiog (Sapalr§a)• So that the Probans becomes 'too 
spe~ifio 1 .-Secondly, if the term.' part ', 'pro<Jesha ' is sy
uonymous with •cause', the Prl,bans becomes· contradictory ' 
(proving a contrary conclusion). t-Thirdly, as a -matter of 
fact, the bei,,g c«,/[ed if.a ptirt can have no connection wit~ the 
• yarns ' (tho Subject, of your inference); so that your probans 
becomes •Unknown' (1-mpossible) also. t-Fourthly, the 
Instance tl1at you have cited-' the part of Akasha '-this 
again is impossibl~; because all t_hat is meant by the plmise 
' part of A.kasha '· is that tlie Conjunction of Akasha is non
pervad'ir.i.g in its character ; and certainly the .n,m-peroadirtg 

charrjcfor. of its conjurr.1:tion does not constitute the esse11ce of 
tlie Akil11lu1. l which is what the instance is meant to corrobor• 
ate); so tlutt the Instance also tnrns to be an impossible ouo. 

(4) l1'he fourth rnason in support the PUrvapak~a]
ir 'rhe Cornposite cannot be a different thing from tho Compo• 

• Wben two thingR ar• really identical!--on_eJ.:> not call~tl the pm·t of !be other. 
t In this case, when tlie Yarns are called tlie -, part& ' of the Clntl,, it means. that 

tl•ey are ite t'auee ; and the Product must be differe11t from i•e (;a11se. 

· t The interence has been itateJ in the form a-.<1111: ~•l 'I' 'lll'IIJ.<f-.:"!. ll~ll~'IJ'llq 

IJ~l~; now the pronoun~ in the last clause must refer to lbe ll'"itlll; of the 
preceding claudc, that being the: principal noun t~ere ;' and cortaiuly the yarua are 
not called the parts of the yams ; so that the ~111 : not beiui; <fl'U~~q-~11m11, 
the Probans turns out to be an impossible one, 
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nents, · becatise no substance can be produced out of a · 
totally different substance. As a matte1· of fact, no substance 
has ever been found to be produced out of totally different 
substancesr-e. g., the man is not produced out of the Cow, 
the Elephant and the Horse ;,-the Cloth however is produc
ed out of the Yarns ;-therefore the Cloth is not different 
from the Yarns." 

Here also, the Probans- is defective, as- in the preceding 
argument. The Probans, as, irnplied by the Reaffirmation 
(in the above statement of the argument), is ' {el>hyas{il(paf• 

te~;• ,' because of prutluctinnfrom those ;'-and in the first place 
such a Proba_ns- is 'too specifi_c', being precluded from (absent• 
in) ditfBrent as well as 1upi-different things.-Secondly the Pro
bans is 'contradictory', beC!_ause it. is found that the Cloth is ac
tually produced from the Loom &c., which are totally different 
things.-Thirdly, inasmuch as Oloth has been made the SubjP.ct, 

t,he l?robans is also meaningless- ; as the Oloth is not produced 
from the Oloth*; if (to E\scape from this difficulty) the pronoun 
1 {al' (in {ebh.11a~) be made to refor to the Y,nns,-and certainly 

Cloth is produced from the Yarns,-even so the 
Var. P 2'29. p 

robans oocomes 'contradictory' (proving a con-
clusion contrary to your proposition), a1;1 the Yarns themselves 
are not produced from the Yru•iM [and this is what it would 
co,ne to if the ynrns were this same ~ the cloth; ao that, inas
much as this is not possibfo the Proba.ns 'because it is produced 
from Yarns ' m,H,t be taken to prove that the Cloth is some
thing different frc;>m_ the Yarns ; and this {s contr-a.ry to the 
-proposition of the Purimpt1k§in]. 

(5) ('.Phe -fifth argument of the Purvapak§in]-'' The 
Composite is not other than the Components, because it is 

" The proposition being in the form 11 1'lt .: ~1' : 'SS'fltVR~, if the Probans 

be ijtated iu the form W~"f~1"f:, the pronoun tl'~ in this last ten: 1111113t refer to -ere-: 
of the precediug sentence i so that the meaning of the Probans would be tf~~: '8"f~: 

ffll!Q; :in<l thrs wo1.1ld be absnrd, 
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only t1ie components of a totally different composite that 
are different from a certain oomposite; that is to say, as a 
matter of fact we find Lhat in the world thiugs that are different 
from one composite are such as are ihe oomponents of 
another composite; e. g. the wheels, are the components 
of the cha,·iot, and they are different from the Oloth 
( w hic,h is other than the Chariot); so th11t . if the Yarns 
were diffei·ent from the Cloth, they also should be the com
ponents of something other than the Cloth ;-as a matter of 
fact however they are not found to be tbf3 oomponents of any
thing other t,han the Cloth ;-therefore the Yarns ar~ not 
different from the Cloth." . 

As you put the argument, your Probans is defective and 
also open to the cb'arge of being• too specific.' The Probans 
intended by you must be in the form • latJoyalirekal}a 
anya,.avayava{vii/,' 'because they (the Yarns) are not the 
components of any thing other than that (Cloth)' ;-and u 
the Yarns cannot be their own oomponents, this Probans turns 
out to be ' contradictory• (proving a conclusion contrary to 
your pl'oposition) • ;-further as you deny the comp1Jaite being 
any 'thing different from the components, you cannot have any 
such proposition as • the component is the composite' land 
this must be tbe form of the propositiou, when you assort 
that the component is the same as the composite J. t Th~ 
again, you have made the following aesertion-" Those com
ponents'"that are different from the Composite are always the 
components of some -other Composite, e. g. the wheels oJ th8 
chariot (are different from the Cloth)." But this involves a 
self-contradiction on your part, in both ways: that is, (a) when 
you say' the wheel.!! are the oomponents of the chariot•, you 

• The yarns are not the components of anything different. from the cloth ; this 
means that the thing qf which the yarns are not the .COfflpo11e11ts muet be differen, 
from the cloth ;-now as the yams cannot be the components of the yams themHlv•, 
Uit yarns must be different from the Cloth ! · 

t Such an aseertion would be.as meaningless as the statement-' the cloth ie clolh • 
• palc,IJ pa/a~', • 
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admit thereby the fact of the Components beiug d1ff~rent from 
the Composite (for tho wheels are certainly different from 
the chariot] ; (bl while if you do not admit this difference, 
wl1at is the meaning of the sentence' the wheels al'e the com
ponepts of the chariot'? For the wheel etc., that are genera.Uy 
regarded as the.components of the chariot, come to be rejected 
ail such b3 you when you deny the Components being different 
from the Composite; so that these cease to be the 'components' 
of .eit.her the (JJ,ririot or of anything else; so th&t the very 
ground has been cut off from under the use of st1?h terms as 
'component' and 'composite.' I For these Nasons your 
Probaus cannot be accepted as valid. 

(6) [The ai~lh argument in support of the Par1,apa!c,in] 
-'' The Composite is not other than tlie Components, because 
there is no connection• with the place of production of a distinct 
attbsf.ance ;-i.e. in the case of things admitted hy both parties 
to bo different, it is fonnd that whenever one is produced, it 
is produced in a place diffe1·ent from that occupied by the 
other; e.g. the Co1v is produced in a place different from that 
occupied by the Horse; ,Yhen however the Cloth is produced 
it is not·produced in a place other than that occupied by tlrn 
Yarrn1;-therefore the Obth is not different from the Yarns." 

Hern also the Probans, as before, is (a) defective and (b) 
'too specific' ; (c) the Probans, in simple language, b~ing 
'' /a(lrfeslto!pa(!elf '', "because it is produced in the place 
occnpied by that (component)", it is clearly' contradictory' 
(proving a contrary ooncl11sion), as the Yarn itsel~ is not 
prounced in the place oc,mpit\d (previously) by itself (so that 
by your reasoning the Yarn should be a,:fferent from itself];
and (cl; inasmuch as you deny any such sub:itance a~ the 
Cloth, there can be no 'production'- of it; if such a thing as 

• ' Vyarachchh14--• mea118 ab,enr11 of arachchlte1a or com1ectio11 ; thi• is clear from 
what follows. 'fhe 'f afparya pas&&ge therefore i11 this co11nectio11 whould be read ae 
Jl1111(t"WU"f""~'~ .,_,,.,: ; though the p'\-inted text reads w,..-.lr ...... ~: 
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the Oloth is not -produced from the Yarns, what is the meaning 
of the word 'production' (in your argument)? The pro• 
duction cannot be that of the Yarn (which is· already ther~), 
and there is no such thing as the Olath. And certainly, when 
you use the term-' because there is no connection with the 

7 P place of production '-it behoves you to expla.in 
\ &r. . 230. 

the meaning of the word' production' ; and when 
you come to consider the signification of this word, you will find 
that what it signifies is the unprecedented birth of things as 
qualified by individnality and other s11ch dis}inctive properties; 
and this certainly goes against your view of things.• 

(7) , [The serNnth argument in support of the Pilr1J11pak1,1] 

-" The Composite is not different from. the Components,
hemu~e what t's fo1md to he diOerent from a certain set 
of 011mponenl1t is only auch a thing a, i., cr,mposed ol a 
tlilfe1·e11t ,'let of component., ; that is to say, as a matter of 
fact we find that what is distinct.ly different from a certain 
set of components is a thing composed of a totally different 
set of components; e.g. the wheels etc. differ from the 
jar; wh~re the jar is composed of a set of componmits entirely 
different, from wheels etc., (which_ are the components of the 
chariot), and is, as such, different from thoge wheels etc ;
the Cloth, on the other hand, is not composed of components 
other than the Yarns ; henc~ it cannot be different from the 
Yarns." t 

Here also the Probans, as before, is defective and 'too speci• 
fic '; and further, when you speak of 'the cornpoeite composed 
of other components,' you admit this Composite as something 
different from the Components ; otherwise the expression 

0 If 'proJnctiotJ · is such birt1i as iid ,wt exist be/are, theu when you 11pe&k of the 
1 production of cloth out of the yarns', you admit that the cloth iR something th&t did 

not already exi~t before,-at least in the form in which it appears when it co010a to 
be i:a!led 'cloth•, qu.ilitied by ifs own several dii!Liuctive properties. 

t lt wilt be noticed that this 11,rgument is the aamo as argument (5),-but 1tated 

conversely. 
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is meaningless ; for if you do not admit, the Composite as 
something different from the Components, what is the mean
ing of the phrase-' the Composite composed of other Com
ponents ' ? If the ' OumpoBile ' is denied, no meaning can be 
assigned to this phrase. 

(8) If the fact of t!te Cloth not befog a c~mposite com
poaed oJ compone-.ts other than the yarus, wers put forward as 
the probans (in proof o~ the non-difference of the Composite 
from its Componeots),-this also will be open to the same 

objections as stated above. 

(9.) (The nintl1 argument put up by the PiJ,rvapak~in ]

" The Composite is not different from the Components, be-
1 

cause only that thing can be regarded as different from a et:,·• 

tain thfog which is found, dari1tg the ew.istence of thi.j othar 
thing, to be the producer of somethinqother titan this latter. That 
is to say, as a matter of fact, it is found that when one thing 
brings into existence something totally different from a 
(third) thing~ and this latter is existing at the time,-it is 
regarded as different from this latter ; e. g., the yarns are 
different from the mat ;-and it is found that while the mat is 
extant, the yarns bring into existence the Cloth, which 
is something totally different from the M<it ; and on thii ac
count the Yarns are different from the Mat ;-as regards the 
Cloth however, it is found that · while the Olotlt is extant, 
the Yarns do not bring into existence anything different 
from the Cloth ; for this reason they must be regarded as 
not-different from the Cloth," 

. In this argument, the form of the intended Probans is 
'/Jafyanyakara'l}a/ ', · because while one thing is extant, there 
is production of another thing ',-and this also, as .before, 
is 'too specific' and defective: You say that ' while the 
Mat is extant the Yarns produce the Oloth ', and yet you say 
that the 'Cloth ' is not different from the ' yarns ',-this is 
self-nugatory ; for certainly the yarns do not produce them-
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selves l So that if the Oloth also were not-different from the 
Y nrns, these could not produce the Cloth either ; and thus 
there wonld be nothing that could be the object of the • pro
duction •~ 'l'he Yarns do not produce themselves,-and they 
do Qot prodm~e anything differ~nt from themselves,-so that 

the very object of ' production ' disappears 1 
\ 10) [1'btt tent1i argum-eat of the Parvapak~a]-" The 

P. 231. 
Composite is not difieren·t from the Compo
nents,-b~cruue only that Composite i, ditfe,·e11f. 

from. r.e,·tlli,~ things wMch is pl'()duced by causes other than th-e 
Oo11junction of those tlti11g11 ; that is to say i as a matter of fact 
we find that when one thing differs frbm anoU1er thing, it 
is such as iii produced independently of the covjunction of 
tl1at thing; e. g., the Mat is produced independently of the 
Conjunction of the Yorns ;---the Oloth howeve1· is never pro
duced independently of the Conjunction of the Yarns,-there
fore the Otolh cannot be diiforent frorn the Yar-ns." 

1n this argument, the lorrn of the Probans would be
fonf ui,a1n.yo~blt11asfa,jufpatf~if , 'because it is prod1tced from 
the conjunction of the yarns ';•-and this Proba.ns also· is 
• too specific' and• dt>fective ', 1;1,s before. When you speak of 
the I production of the Cloth from the l'onjnnction of the 
Yarns', you admit that the Cloth and the OonJunction11 are 
different from the Yarns ; for if you do not admit this, the. 
assertion-' because it is produced from the Conjunctions 
of th~ Yarns '-becomes meaningless. t 

(ll) (The elev-entk argument of the Pt1roap11k1a]-'' The 
Composite is not tliffurent from the Components, because (if 
it were so) it would be without qualities, in view of the fact 
that the qualities of a substance cannot be the cause of the 

0 Both editions read ' "f.: ' •But from the analogy of previous replies the 

ablative form '•~: ' appears to be more suitable , specially as we have thi■ 
ablative form in I. 6, below. 

t '!'his last sentence froln 'II'~ to i\'d is IIC't fouud in the Benare■ edition 
~u apparent omission. 
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qualities of ft different substance ; that is to say: :ts a matter 
of faot, ·we find that the qualit,ies of any particular thing are 
not produced from the qualities of anot.lier thing totally 
different from the former,.:..-e. g., the qualities of the llor .,e 
are not produced from the qualities of the Gow ;-in the caile 
of the Cloth however we find that the qni.llit,ies of tlle Cloth are 
prodnced from the qi1alities of the Yarns ;-therefore the 
Cloth cannot be different from tl~e Yarns (For if it were some• 
thing different, then as it could not have any qualities pro
duced by the qualities of the Yarns, it would not have any 
qualities at all)." 

Herein you propound something most m1reasoi1ahJe. 
'' What is there u:n1·Msn11able in our a1·gume11t ?" "\Vell, you 

admit the product.ion of tLe qualities of the Cloth from the 
qualities tf t.he Yarns, and yet you assert that the Cloth is 
not different from the Yarns [ and this is most unreasonable J. 
Then again, as the qllaliliea of the Yarn cannot be produced 
from the qualifies u[ the Y,una themselves, when you put for• 

wa,1•d the Probans that ' the qualities of the Cloth are pro
duced from the qualities of the Yarns ',-it clearly becomes a 
'contradicto,·y ' Probans lfor t,he Olotl,, peing the s_ame as 
t,he Yarns, the production of the qualit.ies of the former from 

those of the latter would be as impossible as the production 
ofthe qualities of the Yarns from.the qualities of. lh0 Yarns 

themselves]. 

(12) [The tu,elftlr argument of. the Pu.1·vapak~a 1-" 'rhe 
Composite is not different from the Components, as other
wise it would he uot,-perceptible. If the Composite were some
thini different from the Components, it would snbsist in tl.e 
perceptible ( whole ) and the imperceptible ( Component 
atoms) ; and as such it would itse_lf be imperceptible ; just 
as the Conjunct.ion of the Mother and the Womb is imper
ceptible, subsis'ting as it does fo the perceptible (mother) and 
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tfie imperceptible (Womb) ;-as a matter of fact however, the 
Composite is perceptible ;-therefore it cannot be somet,hing 
different from the Components/' 

(A) ·when you urge the perc~ptibilil!t of the Composite 
as the Probans to prove that i~ is not differout from the 
Components, your Pro bans is distinctly' contradictory.' [For, 
the fact of tlie Composite being perCe[Jlible while the Com
ponents are imperet1ptible1 _ should prove that the two are 
difJe,-ent]. Fm·ther, 'Yhen tl1;_e conjunction of the mother 
and womb is uot perceived_,. is this imperceptibility due to 
the conjunction being· produced from one perceptible 
and another imperceptible thing? or is it due to the Conjunc
tion subsisting in one perceptible and another imperceptible 
thing? If it is the former, then the small suow-ball formed 
by the contact of the small snow-particles with the summits 
of ·the Himalaya should be imperceptible; as of the two 
things (the mountain and the smaller snow-particles) From 
which it is produced, only one (the• mountain) is pe1·ceptible, 
the other (smaller snow-particles) being imperceptible.• If, 
on the other hand, you accept the second alternative, then 
Bhaoa, 'Being ', should be imperceptible ; as it is something 
that subsists in perceptible and imperceptible things f thl;') 
character of ' Being', subsisting in all e,.tilieR, perceptible 
and imperceptible alikeJ. t Your view is not stated in the 

0 The f tlfpar!Ja uplaius that the word 'IR1f0, iu the text doell not stand 
·literally for the ,ttQIII ; as the atoru is not prod-uotive of anything larger than the 

Diad ( whfoh is also imperceptibleJ ; so 1vh11t the term maaus is only 3,nall particle, of 

snow. What is meant is the ,11010-ball, ~vhich is a co,uposite formed by the co11juuc
tion (combination) of the mountai11-top and the small snow-pa1·ticles. Now if the, 

contention of the Piirvapakfiti were right, this snow-ball should not be perceptible. 
t The Oppoueut might argue that-" What we mean is that j1111t as Co11junction 

which depends for its recognition upon the recognition of the two conjuucts, become& 
imperceptible if one of the conjuncts is imperceptible,-in the same 111a1mer, when 
the compouents are impe,ceptihle, the composite should be imperceptible." Jn 
anticipat.ion of this Lhe Rirf.rf,h4n¾i11 says that your view hM not been stated in this 

forn1. But even if the view were stated in this fo,m,-adds the '/'li!par.11~-it would 
not be right ; ~sin tlte case of Conjunct.ion, it is only right.. t.lu1t it should be impercep-
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form that-' the Components being imperceptible, the Com• 
posite should be imperceptible.' [Even if it were so stated] 
we have already explained this matlier. " What. has 

Var: P. 232. 
\>een explained ?" It has been explained 
that the Composite is pe.rceived along with 

thoAe of its Components with which the ohsener's sense
organ is in contact, ancl it is not perceived along whh 
those with which the sense-oo:gan is not in contact; bnt this 
does not constitute a difference (Bhagy1i, P. 79, 11. 5-6). 
Then again, for one who declares tho.t 'the Composite should 
be imperceptible because its Components are imperceptible•. 
all things would be imperceptible; as of 110 object are the 
oentral (inner) and back parts ever perceived. So that 
(according to this view) there would be not a single object 
left for Perception. 

(B) Then again, when you urge the fact of being 
perceptible as the Probitns, yoa thereby admit that the 
Composite is something different from the Components; 
because atoms ( which are the aomponents of all things) 
are beyond the reach of the sense-organs ; and certainly they 
are never perceioed. "But atoms are riot beyond the reach 
of the sense-organs, for the simple reason that being endow
ed ·with Colour &c., th-ey cannot be beyond the reach of the 
senses; as a matter of fact we do not find anything to be 
super-sensuous which is endowed with Colour &c.; on the 
contrary, we have found several such things as the jar and 
like which, being endowed with Colour &c., are perceptible 
by the sense-organs. " What do you mean, we ask, by the 
assertion that •• atoms are within reaeh of the senses ''? Do 
you menn-(a} that they are pflrcept-ible by the • instrumen-

tible when the conjuncts are imperceptible, as its recognition is deptmdent upon the 
recognition of the oonjuncte ;-but thi, cannot be true of the composite: as the 
recognition of theCompOllite iwnot dependent upon the recognition of tlie components; 
for instance, the Triad is quite percepiible, even though its component atoms and 
diade are not perceptible; and we can seethe forest or the Elephant from a distance~ 
nen though we eanuot-11ee their component trees or limbs. 
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t,ality of tho sense-organs ?-or (b) that tlrny are related to 
the sense-organs? '' What do you mean by this?" (a) 
Well, if by sayi•ng tlrnt atoms are within reach of the senses 
yoti mean that, they are perceptible by the instrumentality 
of the sense-organ~,-then that is not right; for it is 
not pos'sible that the sense-organs should render cognisable 
one kind of things (the subtlo atoms) for one set of people 
(the Piirvapak~in, Sanlcl1ya), and another kind of things 
(the non-atomic gross articles only) for another set (the Naiya
yik:a); as the operation of the sense-organs is of only one 
uniform kind in aH cases ;-so that if. Atoms are percep• 
tible to you, they should be so to us . also [ and this they 
nre not, as we know from experience). (b) Jf, on the other 
hand, by saying that ato~s are within the reach of the 
sense-organs you mean that they are related to the sense
orgnns,-then we l1ave no objection to that; for certainly 
it is not true that Atoms are not related to the sense-organs. 
'11he fact of the matter is that even though related to the 
sense-organs, Atoms are not perceived, on acconnt of the 
absence iu them of that magnitude or volume ( which is 
necessary for perception). '' But how do you know that 
like Colour &c., the presence of Ma_qnitude also is a necessarj· 
condition of perceptibility ? " We learn this from the 
s-imple fact that the presence and absence of the one is in accor
dance with the presence and absence of the other; that is to 
say, as a tnatter of fact we find that there is perception only 
when there is Magnitude, and whan there are Colour &c., 
and there is no perception, when ·Magnitude is ahsent and when 
0olMr &c. are absent; a,nd from this ·it is clear that both 
constitute the cause of perception. Against this tl10 
Opponent has urged the case of the to,1,cl; of light; the 
sense of the argument being as follows-" as a matter of 
fact it is found that there is perception when there is touch 
of light, and there is no perception when the touch of light 
is absent,-and yet the touch of light is not regarded as the 
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cause of the Perception of things, to the same extent as Colour 
&c. are regarded." But the instance cited is not univers

Var: P. 233_ ally true; that is to say, tlw said 'l'cucl1 cannot 
be regarul:!d as,.J,he ea.use of Perception, as it is not 

fouud tn be present in alVcases of Perceptio11 ; whiie there is 
uot a single case of P.~1~ception where Colour and l\1agnitnde 
nre uot present,; so that it is t.hf'se two, Colour and .l\fa0gnit-u<le, 
tlrnt are regarded as the cause of Perception. This is what 
has heen declared by the author of the Sn(ra, ( Ka~aga) 
rn the following two Sutras-' 'l here is not percep
tion of t.he Atom because it is a substance not composed 
of substances (being itself the ultimate component)' 
[ which shows that Magnii~1de is necessary for perception].
and again ' there is no perception of. t,lie two, because the 
effect of Colour is absent ' ( Vaishe§ika-~ujra, 4-1-7) ; 
in this latter Su~ra the term ' effect of colour' stands for 
the rnherence of Colour.• "But Tan,qibilit_11t is ce,;tainly 
insepal'able from perceptibility1 just as Colour and M11gnitude 
are ; under the circumstances it should be explained why 
rl'angibility is not regarded as a cause of Perception ( and the 
case of I.he 'l'ouch of Light would be analogous to that of T,.wgi
bilit!J:1:1-" It is indeed with careful thought that yon assert that 
the case of Tour,h of Light would be analogous to thut of Tangi• 
bilif.11. .As it has been ascertained by proofs that Tangihi,lity 

• The l"artilca apparently quotes two of KnJJ&~la's Sij.\ras here. But though the 
latter Sii\ra we find as 4-1· 7, the former is not traceable, Vaishe. Sa. 4-1~6 says
, there is perceptiou when the ihing has maguitude, being cmµposed of several com• 
ponent snhstances, and it has colour'; and in explainin_g this the Upaska1·a adds, 
apparently by way of iilustra•liori,-' the atom is not perceptil,Je because i.t has uo 
magnitude.' ~•rom this explanation it is clear that there was no Sllft-a mentionfug the 
case of the Atom. It is po~sible that the former q110tatfon is only a paraphrase of 
4-1-6, the paraphraie heiug preferred as being more pertinent to the dificussiou than the 
ge1,eral statement iu tlu, Sii!r\l (4-1 '6), itself. 

j- Having failed in regard to the ' touch of light', the Opponent brio.ga up the 
case of Tnngibility. 

t '.l'hat such analogy ;s meant to be urged by tlic Opponent is clear from the 

aus wer that follnws. 
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is not the cause (necessary condition) of Perceptibility ; and 

it is for this very reason [ urged by you, that the :tse of 
' '!'ouch of Light' is analogous to that of ' 'l'angibility '] that 
we hold that ''l'oucb of Light ' is not a cause (of Perceptibi-
lity). "But there is no proof to show that it is not a 
causet Wliat do you mean by this ? When you say that 
' the case of 1'ouch of Light is analogona to that of Tangibi
lity', and yon are shown that 'l'angibiliiy is not the invari
able concomitant of Percept1hilif.1J,-this clearly puts an end 
to the idea of ' 'l'0uch of Light ' being the cause of Percepti
bility. Further, wh.en your Opponent brings l1ome to you 
certain focts as to one thing (1vfaguitude) being the cause of 
another (Perceptibility),-if yon do uot seek to refute this 

by pointing out an8ther inslnnce proving the absence of 
coucomitance between tlie two [and simply put forward 

the casti of something e]se, ''fouch of Light', for instance, 
as a pobsible cause of the same effoct, ]. your answer is in• 

congruous1 and as such no answer at all.• Further, yon 
have argned thus-'' 'l'he conjundion of snpersensuous 
things is super-sernrnous ; e. g., we have seen that, the con• 
tact of Mind and So11l, both of wl1ich an:' super-seusuous, is 

supersensnons; so that if the A toms were super-sensuous, 
their products also wo11ld be so [the product of atoms 
consisting of atom-contacts ouly] ; but as a matter of 
fact the products of atoms are fouud to be perceptiu]e 
by the senses, from which it folloi.Ys tl1at thn Atorns also 
are perceptible by the senses." ,Vcll, in tliis assertion 

0 The tra11slaticn adopts the read in~ of the Bib. Inn. editioo. !l'he Brnares edition 

rea,ls ~~ '.llnf'fT~i' for 'l''A'r<f<T;~fl( >l!WI. The former may he rendered a~ follows 

-' You Reck to a11swer tlnt by means of an argument e111irely different fro1n the show
ing of the fact that there i~ no conco111itl1nce Get\\'een what has been put forward as 

cause and effect ; :11111 thiH is the only way in which the a-Medi,,u can be met. So that 

this answer of yours is no answer at lll!'. The reading of the Be11are~ edition can 

be rnade tn yiel,J e'llen this sen.,c only wit!, ditlicnlty. It is true that the other reacl

ini also doeB not q1de ad111it oftl,e construction put upon it ; but it fa more amen

able to sense. 
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of yours-' the conjuction of super-sensuous things is super• 
sensuous '-what yoll state is a mere example; and as such 
it is defective as a Reason. 'l'he following reasoning may 
be some how deduced from your assertion-'' Suen manifest
ed entities as the Primary Substances cannot be th'3 product 
of super-sensuous cat,lses,-because they are percepti"ble, like 
the Jar,-the Jar i& perceptible and is found to be the 
product of perceptible causes,-so also are the Primary Sub
stances perceptihle,-therefore these also should be the pro
duct of perceptible causes."-But this reasoning, being con
trary to well-aecertained facts of perception, is clearly 
• contradictory';-being just like tllEI reasoning 'Fire is not 
bot, because it is a product • !. 

Some people describe the .Atom as the ' trufi ', the 
Particle (the three-atom Molecule) seen througli window -
crevicest. This however is not right ; as the said 
Molecule is capable of disintegration : .As a matter of 

P. 2 ... 
fact the Atom is that which cannot undergo 
any further disintegration, while the 'three

atomed Molecule' is quite liable to disintegration :I: '' How 
0 Ae a matter of fact we never do .perceive the root-cause-Atom-of the 

Pd.nary Substance~ ; just as we never feel Fire to be not-hot l But the Tiitpa1•y11, 
explains as follows-The Opponent's conclt1sion imr,lies that he has the perception of 
subtle thinga; and yet there is negatiou of s11ch perception in the case of the sub

tle thing, Soul, which is nol rerceptible, either accordiug to the Piirvapak,a or ac
cording to the Si<J4hii.n\a ; and this fact--the negatioil of Soul's perceptibility-is 

opposed to the opponent's conclusion.' Now the Cognition of Negation, according 
to the Naiyayika, is a kind Perception ; so that in running counter to the coguitinu 
of tlrn n,;gation of SociJ'g perceptibility, the Opponent's conclusion is clearly contrary 
to a fact of Perception. 

t This view, which, accnrdi11g to the NyiJ,yakosha, is held by the modern Naiya. 

yika and the Mirrnimsaka, is as follows:-" i\ccording to the Naiyayilrn, the Tri,,d is 

perceptihle, and is itself composed of perceptible components ;-now it is this Triad 
which we call' atom', as there is no proof for postulating any components of the 
Triad ; henc,i it is not right to say that the Atoo1 is supersensnons (i 111perceptible).' 

! 'fruti' is a peculiar worfl; in Gautama's Siitra 4-2-17, the 'Atom' is describe,! 
as being ' beyond the 'f,·uti,' where Vishvanaiha explains the term ' !•·uti •, as stand
ing for the' three-atom molecule.' The Slt,·imac}bhrlgava!a, says that ' 'fruti is that 
time which is taken up by three Triads.' 
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do you know that it is disintegrated ?"• We infer it from 
the fact that, while being a substance, it is perceived by our 
external organs of perception,-just like the Jar. Other• 
wise 1if the 11riad were not capable of disintegration) why 
should the Atom have been described a.s ' not capable of dis
integration ' ? Further, inasmuch as the 1.1riad is not eternal, 
it cannot be regarded as the 'Atom', (~hich is eternal).t 
And we infer the non eternality of the Triad from the fact 
tha.t, while caprible of being analysed into Communities and. 
Individualities, it is pe1;ceptible by our ext.ernal organs of 
perception. For these reasons Atoms must be regarded as 
s11persens11ous. And inasmuch as Atoms (which are the 
ultimate components of all things) a.re supersensuons, wha.t 
ia perceptible (i. e., tl1e Composite Substimce) must he some
thing <lifferent. So that your Prohans-because it is percep

tible, (the Composite m1Mt he not-different from the Com
poueuts) '-is clearly 'contradictory' (proving the df/feren<:e, 
ancl not non-difference,_ of the Composite). 

Other philosophers again have held tlte view that., inasmuch 
as whenev-er production or destruction occurs; it occurs to the 
aggregated thing, there is no such thing as the disintegrated 
'atom' (and wha~ is called au 'atom' is only an 'aggregate 
of Colour' &c.]; they argue that' Atom' is the name given 
to the disintegrated particle,-while as a matter of fact, when
ever there is production · or destruction, it pertains to an 

• The 111ere_ fa.et of its becoming invisible when smashed hy the fioger-tipe,
whieh the Si<!,q.ka.-in might 11rge as proving the disintegration of the Triad-would 
be possible also if the Triad were eulttle and imperceptible; this is what the ques
tioner means. 

-Ta/parya. 
tlf th :!re were no limit tD the disintegratioe of things, alt things wonld hava to be 

Tegarded as containit1geodleas particles; eo I hat the number of component particles in a 
mountain would be the same as those in a grain of corn. Hence the root-cause of the 
Primary Substances must l,e regarded as the.oltimate particle, not capable of further 
disintegration ;-and that which ·cannot be broken up into further component parts, 
can not be liable to destruction ;-ao lhat the Atom must be -ete,ual. 

-Ta/par11a. 
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aggregated substance ;-hence there are no .:mch thingfl as 

the disint('grate<l atomS.llf 

This view also car. not be maintained ; because the 

exact sigmfication of the term 'a~gregated' has not 
been explained ; when you assert, that ' there are no 

snch things as the 'disintegrated atoms', it behoves you 

to explain the meaning of the term ' aggregated.' As a ma:,• 
ter of fact, the name 'aggrtlgate' is applied to a combination 

(conjoined existence) of several i,;uch things as are not relat

ed to one another as causes and effects [i. e., snch as do riot 
form the constituent part of one another] ;-so that if you 

deny the I disintegrated ' (At.om), there will be no basis for 
admitting the 'aggregated substance'; as the latle1·· is always 

dependent npon those things that combine to form the ' aggrP• 

gate'; i.e., every 'aggregate' is dependent npon the combini11g 
members ; and there can be no sueh members if the' disi11te

g-rate•l' snbsta.Hce is entirely denied [ For at t,he root of 1wery 

aggregate tlwre shouhl be a disintegrated faetot']. Thns the11, 

the as;;ertion that • the disintegrated Atom does not exist ' 

involve" a contradiction, an<l as snch is nhsolntely nngatory ; 
being exactly like the·(abirnrd idua of) rei,,cting the 01w and 

admitting the many ;-that is to sny, j11st as some foolish 

person might derty one thing and ad1Hit. man!! things, so also 
becorries the case of our Opponent. 

(3) lThe tl1'irtte11th argnuieut of tl1ta Pan1npr1l.·!ff"]-" Fcir 

the following reasou also tlie Composite is not different from 

the Components :-:t·ieca1,w: of the absence <l 1'011j11nction n.r,cl 

non-proximity; as a matter of fact, when one t.hing is <lifferent 

from another, there is (soinetirnes) eonjunction · between the 
two, and also (at, times) non-proximity ; e. !!,, iu the case of 
the Cow and the Hor:;e ; in tbe case of the Yarns and tlw 

Cloth however we find that there is no coujnnction between 

" Every phenomenon being explainer! on the hasis of agiregatcd substance~, why 
postulute the disiutcg,·&ted Atom at all ? 
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them ; nor is there non-proximity between tliem ;-there
fore the Cloth cannot be different from the Yarns.''• 

In this reasoning you make the Cornposite yonr Subject 
(Minor 'l'erm), while your Probans,-' ab8ence of conjunction 

and disjunction '-is such as pertains to Conjnnclion and JJis• 

juncti011 (and not to the Suhject, the 'Composite') ;-where
fore it can have no connection with your Proposition.t If (in 

order to escape from this difficulty) 1t be held that what are in

tended to. be the Probans are asamyo9i(1N, lhe character of being 

11ot cu11 ioined,and avibltii gi(va, the ch1u·acter of ho;ttg not dilijoinf'd 
fand these certainly pertain to the Composite],-tlien our 
answer is tlrnt• the Prubans are' unknown'; as tbe Composite 

does become conjoined and di,joined [with other 
Var. P. 235. . 

things; and 11s such the said two characters 
do not belong to it at all]. In order to meet this it might 
be urged that what is meant to be the Probans is 'the 

character of being not conjoined with its Componenls';-but 
in that case, the Ptohans becom&s 'inconclusive'; as no 

conclusion, either aflirmative or negative, can be deduced 

from it.t '' But we have the example of the serpent-coil, 

where the Coil is not in conjunction with its cause (the 
Serpent) and it is non-different from it [and this example 

enables us to dedtwe the affirmative conclusion that there is 

non-difference where there is 'absence of conjunction and 

disjunction']." 'l'he force of such au example cannot be 

admitted; because as a matter of fact the Serpent-coil is 

something different from the Snake, as we have already shown 

before. 'l'hen again, you assert that 'the cotl is not in con-

" It is inter~sting lo note that this same argument h11s been put forward from 

tl1P side of the Sa1ikhya, by V,ichaspa~i :'.Iishra, in J,;, '{'<1/trakaumuef,i, on Karika1 9. 

t The Probans should pertain to the Subjeet ; your Probans dves not do so ; it 
pertains to Conjunction aud Disjuuction ' am! not to the' Composite.' 

t 'Absence of conjunction and disjunction' bears the same relation to different 

as to non-difforent thiogs ; e. g. the yarns cannot ue conjoiued with or Jishined from 

themsel\"cs. So that of the said fact you cannot deduce either the differcu~e or the 
non.difference from any two thiuga.-'!'d{parya. 
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tact with its cause',--this also isopen todoubt,-as to wlietiier 
it is not in contact because it is a quality (of the. cause, and 
as such subsists in it by inherence, and not by conjunctfon), 
or because it is not-different (from the cause). Our view is 
that it is because of its being a quality, and not because of 
its being non-different. As a matter of fact, t:he' Serpent-coil' 

. consi11ts only in the peculiar conjunction (combination of the 
the serpent's limbs; and conjunction is a quality; and that the 
quality is something quite different from the substance to 

which it belongs has been aJready explained by t1s. Further 
(even in accordance with your doctrines) 'absence of con
junction and disjunction ' is found in the case of diff erer,t 
things,-which faet makes your Probans 'contradictory'. 
For instance, (l} according to your philosophy, 'Sal(va', 
'Rojas ' and ' famas' are tlnee distinct things, and yet there 
is neither conjunction nor disjunction among them; and (2) 

between • Prakrili' and • Punifa.' ther,e is neitl1er conjunc
tion nor disjunction (and yet they are Beld to be different 
entities). '!'bus then your Probans (' absence of conjunction 
and disjunction'), 'being found to be concomitant with both 
(dffference and non-ditferenci), is clearly 'contradictory.' 

(14) L The fourtee11th argument of the Piirvopa.k~a ]
"' The Composite is not different from the Components,-
lJecause it does not brfog abo1.1t the effect of a dijj"e,·ent 
'tDeight [ i.e. the lowering of the scale, which is the effect 
of the weight of the Composite, is not different from that 
which. is the effect of the weight of the Components; i.e. the 
Composite weighs exactly as much as its Components].'' 

The form in which the Probans is stated---' because of its 
11ot producing the effect of a different weight'-, it can have 
no relation with the Subject of your Proposition ; for where, 
on one side, is the Proposition-' the Composite iB not dijfe,·ent 
Jrom the Component,' and, where on the other, is the fact of 
?LOi produeing the efect of a diferent weigkl? (There can be 
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no sort of connection between the two]; from the non-pro~ 
dttclion of the ef}'ect of a different weight, all that you can 
deduce is the negation of the eJ}ect of a di.Dere11t weight,-and 
not either weight, or different weight, or the OoJ11po1ite ; e.g. 
from the denial of water, it will not be right to deduce the 
denial of either the water-pot, or the pot-piece,. 

Some people offer the foJiowing explanation:-" What is 
meant by the non-production of the effect of a different weig°ht is 
the denial of the p1·oducing of any aitferent quality,-the denial 
of ' the effect of a different weight ' being mentioned only by 

. way of an illustrative example. 'Bow so p• The Pro-
duct cannot be possessed of Colour &o. preceded (i.e. brought 
into existence) by the Colour &o., of the Cause,-for, if it 
did, it would have a diff~rent weight;- that is to say, if the 
Colonr &c. of the Cause were to produce (different) Colom· 
&c. in the prodnot, then the weight of the Causo would pro
duce in the product a different weight also; and in that 
case we could perceive an effect {in the shape of the lowering 
of the scale) of tl1is different weight lie. in actual 
weighing, the weight of the Product should be different from 
that of the Cause J ;-as a matter of fact however, no 
such effect of a different weight is ever perceived by us ; 
therefore the conclusion is that the Product is not posstissed 
of Colour &c., produced by the Colour &c., of its Cause." 

Well, it is tr1Je that in this manner you have est11blished the 
connection of your Probans with the Subject of your Proposi
tion ;-but (th~ fact remains that) your reascpiing has no force, 
as it goes against a well-established fact of perception. For 
instance, you admit. the Product, and then deny the presence 
in it of Uolour &c.; but in admitting the Product itself, you 

P.2~. 
(iri fact) admit what you seek to deny; for when 
you assert that ' the Colour &c. of the Cause do 

not produce the Colour &c. of the Product,' your Product 
should bo eutirely de,•oid of qualities ;-but as a matter of 
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fact,' no Product is found to be devoid of qualities :-so that, 
inasmuch as your Probans goes against a well-ascertained 
fact of perception, it cannot he a valid Probans. If (in order 
to escape this difficulty, it be he1d that) lhe Product does 
not exist, then the assertion-' the Product is not possessed 
of qualities &c. produced by the Colour &c., of tbe Cause'
pecomes meaningless ; e. g., when the water-pot is non-exis
tent, it is not right to make the asse1·tion thiit ' the water
pot is without water.' This same l'easoning gets rid of the 
Conjunction of Colour &c.• as existent in the Product. 

Then again, as a reason (for tlie non-difference oft.he Com• 
posite Product from the Component Cause), the Purvapak~in 
has urged that (if the Composite wel'e something diffenrnt) it 
would ha.ve 0 a different weight ;-but im1smuch as we admit 
this (that the weight of the Pro 1 uct is different from that of 
its Cause), the reasoning is futile; certainly what we aJmit 
cannot be urged (against us) a~ an undmiirnbie contingency. 

'' Well, if the Pl'oducth1ul ndifftlreut weightandalso a cliff 
erent colour, then we should meet with effects of such differel1t 
weight, just as we meet, with t.he different effect of its (Jifferenb 

01Jfour (the lat-ter effect being in the shape of the visibility of t,lie 

coloured thing}; as a matter of fact however we do not iueet with 
the effect of its diffarent weight; for when two separnt,e pieces 
(ot clay for instance) are placed in the balance, the effe-.:t pro
duced by their weight(in the shape of the lowering of the scale) 
is not different from that produced by the weight of the two 
pieces lumped together l which shows that the weight of 
the lumped-up clay, whi~h is the Composite Product, is not 
different from that of the disjoined pieces, which are the 

0 The '!'atpa,·ya adds the word f1'i,,,.:;t"'ih· ; as the seuteuce stan,ls, it means 

that the' Conjunction of Colour &c., is n,jected '; which cann 1t be wh·1t is meant, 

as that would go against the Siif,q,ha11ta view, By adding tif'ihq,'it;r we get the 
meani11g that' there is rejection of the viow that tbe cngnition of colour &c., is to 
be denied.' The sense is that when the product. and its Colour &c., are d~nied, there 
cannot be any denial of cognition of these in the Product, 
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Component Causes l ; all which goes to prove that just as the 
disjoined pieces, so also the conjoined pieces, do not pro
duce any different substance." 

Among people who reason as above, thera are some who 
put forward their Proposition in the form-'' The balance 
iodicates (lit. possesses) no effects of a different weight "; 
-and in support of this they urge, as the reason, the 
fact that there 1's absence ef a clifftJrent lowering ·of the 
s,;alss. But this reason or Probans is one that subsists else• 

. where than the Suhjtict; for the absence of a di{le,-ent lower
ing of the si:ales is not a, property of the Balance; that is to say, 
the abRent:s <l the d~fferPnt lowering (being a negation) cenoot 
be a prope1·ty Rubsisr-ing in t.he Ba.lance ;-[in fact, negatirm 

being nothing more than the Recepta'Cle itself, the said negation 
'would be nothing apart from the Balance itself ; so that, the 
reasoning would be t,antamonnt to this-' the balance does not 
indicate the effect of a different weight., becaue it is the 
hala~ce ' !]. " But we think that the reasoning would he 
all right if stated iu the following form-• The Balance does 
not indicate the effect of a different weight, /Jer.ause it is not 
the reeepta<Jle of a di(f erent lown·i11~' ". But the Probans 
(thus stated) becomes open to the charge of being ' un

know·o,' as the character of not being the reoeptack of different 
lowering does not {in fact) subsist in the Balance.• ''This 
is not true ; as in reality the Balance is not found to possess 
a different lowering (so that -om· Proba.ns is not 'unknown')." 
But even so, your Probans is ' inconclusive' (not invariably 
concomitant with youl' Probandum) ; because as a matter of 
fact we fiud tliat in some cases, even thongh things of differ
ent weights fall in, the character of. 'flat being lhe receptacle Qj 
a lliffere,1t lowering is present; !or instance, when a substance 

" Tilis is apparently a frivolous answer ; the 'fafpa1·ya sa.ys that it ie an answer 
given by one party ( El.a,Jeshi11) of the Si9(lhintin. 'l:his answer having been success
fully met by the Opponcut in the next -sentence, the Author supplies .the true answer 

. .. . . 

(the •~11illf't11f1!., as the 1'afparga calls it) later on, in I. 17. 
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endowed with a certain weight,-in the shape of the Atom of 
Clay, e. g,,-is weighed, it is found to have a ct-rlain weight; 
and then there may be produced in it the Triad in the shape 
of the dust-molecule, an<l tl1en, in due course, also the final pro:
duct (in the shape of the Jar} ;-and though each of these 
latter (the Triad and the subsequent products up to the Jar) is 
endowed with a weight different from that of each component 
Atom (in which it has fallen in, of which it is composed), 
yet this does not produce in these Atoms, which continue to 
be possessed of their own simple pristine weight, a different 
lou~ering [So that here we have a case where even though 
things having different weights have fallen into a certain re
ceptacle, the .A tom, the character of not hein9 the receptacle of 

a different lowering is pr-esent in it].• '' But the Product 
can be either equal to, or more weighty or less_ weigLty 
(than the component cause); and in any case what we 
hav:e urged remains m force; that is to soy, if the 

P. 237. 
weight - of the Product is equal to that of its 
component cause (the atom or the molecule), 

then, if the single molecule by . itself causes a lowering of 
the scales similar that caused by two palas t (i.e. if it weighs 
twopola8), the lowering ca~sed by two such molecules in coujunc• 
tion (i.e. the product composed of these two molecules) sh0uld 
be twice two pa/as ;-secondly if the weight of the Product is 
greater than that of the component cause, then also there 
should be an excess of weight ;-and lastly, if tl1e weight of 
the Product is lee.s than that of the cause, then also a differ
ence should be perceptible. So that in· any case there should 

0 The argument of the Opponent is that the Ba)allce caunot indicate the effect of a 
diffe1cut wei~ht because it is not the receptacle.of a differellt lowering ; which im1,lies 
that there is concomitance between the p·resenre of things of dijfere11t weights and the 
different loo:eri11g. But in tlie cafe of the Atom it has been shown that though sever
al things of diverse, weights fall into it, yet the Atom does uot become thil 
receptacle of a different lowering ; e. g., the Atom is not lowered differently thau 
before ; this shows that the said cimcomitance is uot true. 

t The ' pala ' is a particular 'llltligbt-measure. 
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be difference in the weight of the Prod net and that ofits compo-
1,ent parlicles; which however is never found to be the case; 
-so that the conclusion is that the product has no weight of 
its own (apart from that of its component particles)." This 
is not right; because the limits ,of the weights of the Prod1rct 
and the component cause cannot be discerned ; that is to say, 
if it could be definitely discerned that (when a certain thing 
is weighed) so much is the weight of the thing itself and so 
much of its component particles, then alone it could be said 
that the product can only be either equal to or weight,ier 
or less weighty (than the component cause); as a matter 
of fact howevier it is never ascertained that so much is the 
weight of the product and so much of the component 
cause, '' If tbere is 110 discernment between the weights 
of the product and its component cause, then we could not 
have such a conception as ' this weighs tu·o palr'I.~ '-' this 
weighs five pa/a£, ',-which we have when a certain thing· is 
weighed in the balance.'' It is not t.rue that we could 
not have the said conceptions; for what the said conception 
represents is the recognition of t,he weight of the aggre-: 
gate ; in the conception that you put forward-' this 
weighs twQ p&.las ', 'this weighs five palns'-there is no 
discernment between the weights of the product and 
it.a component particles; what it represents is the result 
of the weighing of the whole aggregate, from the ulti• 
mate Atom down to the final Product (Jar);• and such 
being t.he case, no mortal man (who can never perceive the 
Atom 01· anything with regard to it) can say that 'so much 
represents the weight of the component Atoms, 11.nd so much 
that of the product. No~ can the' aggregate' be regarded 
as the 'cause' of the Product ; it is only the ultimate .Atom 
that is its 'cause' [and certainly the weight of the .Atom 
can never be discerned by ordinary men]. 

0 The term ' Charama ' l. 11 stands for the .f'inal Product ; and the same term in 
I. 13 stands for the ultimate Atom, 
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Some writers have held the view tliat '' certain Atoms 
having produced a particular product (the molecules and the 
smaller particles of dust for instance), those same Atoms go on 

to produce the further products (the potsherds and the Jar, 
fo1· instance) [So that all Products, from the Triad down to 
the Jar are the direct effect.a of, and as such inhere directly 
in, the Atoms themselves)•• ; 

Against this view we have to make the following ob
servations :-As a matter of fact, the primary and the 
secondary products (the clay-particfos and the potsherd 
&c.) can never occupy the same points in space, because 
they arc corporeal substances, like the Jar and such things 
[the cow, the horse &c. which being corporeal things, no two 
of them are found to occupy the same points in space 1-
Further details in regard to the theory of what is the cause 
and what its direct product we do not criticise here, as it 
would not be quite relevant. 

·" [If what you ha • .:i been urging is true 1 then there 
can be no proof of there being any weight in the Pro
duct; for if the addition of things of di:fforent weights do 
not produce any appreciable effect in the shape of the differe-nt 
lowering (of the scales), how can it be known that the product 
has n.ny weight at all? " 

Who bas said that the weight of the Product is not re• 
cognised? "If it is recognised, then what is that (by 
which it is recognised)?" It is the act of falling; of the 
falling of the Product there can be no other cause except its 
weight. From all this we conclude that the product has a 
weight of its own, different from that of its component parts. 

'l'hese same arguments also serve to demolish the arCJ'u-
- 0 

Var. P. 238_ ment that '' the product has no_ weight of its 
own, because we_ do not perce1 ve a different 

lowering of the scales of the balanc·e." 
Against our reasoning you might argue as follows:

" When the product falls, it does so by reason of the 
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weight that be]ongs to its component cause;- so that there 
is no weight of the prodncb itself; for the simple ren
son that its f a71ing { which has _ been held to be the 
sole indicative of its weight) is found to be due to other 
~uses ; hence we conclude that the product has no distinct 
weight of its own." 

This however is not right; because there is no eonj1,ncl.ion, 
between the Brodnct and its compon&nt Cause ; wherever the 
weight of one thing is the cause of the falli11g of another thing, 
Oonju,nction is found to be the accessory cause; e. g. the con
junction of tbe 'scale of the balance ' and the 'weighty 
substance ' Lis the cause of the falling or lowering of the 
scale 1 ;-there can be no such conj,mction between tbe 
Product and its component Cause; as they are inseparable; 
'separability ' consists in nbsence of relation ; and certainly 
the Product is never without relation to its component Cause; 
as the Product' comes into existence and is related to its 
Cause at precisely the same moment; so that there cannot 
be conjunction between the Product and its component 
Cause. "Well, in that case, what will make the Product 
fall is-the weigT1t (of its component cause) as aided by the 
relation of Inherence (that subsists betwt,en the Cause aud 
its product)." 'rhat cannot be; as it has not been declared 
to be so, and because this theory would involve an incon
gruity also. '!'hat is to say, what you mean is as follows
" It is true that there is no conjunction between the Pro
duct and its component Cause; but between them there is 
the relation of lr,herence; and it would be this Inherence 
which, through the weight of the Cause, _would make the 
Product fall ; so t~at there is nothing to prove that there 
is weight in the Product itself ";--but this is not right; 
for in the first place it has not been declared to be so; that 
is the author of the Su/ra (KaQ.a~a) has nowhdre mentioned 
Inlterence as a cause of action, as be bas mentioned Ou11junc
tion to be, in the Pai11he~ika-8ti/ra-' Action in Earth is due 
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to propulsion, impact and conjuuction of the conjoined ' 
(5-2-1) ;-secondly, it is not only that Inl1erence bas not 
been so· mentioned, your- theory also involves an incongruity: 
If lnberence were the Cause of action, the Colour &c. of the 
Cause should also fall, as these also inhere in the Cause in 
the same manner as the Product does. " Well, let 
the Colour &c. also fall,-what harm does that do to 
us?" This would scarcely be right ; as in that case, the 
weight itself should also fall; just as the Colour &c. of the 
Cause falls in the wake of the Product, the weight also of 
the Cause would fall fas the w~ight inheres in it in the same 
manner as the Colour does l; and when the weight· falls, it 
behoves you to explain to what the fall of this weight is due; 
as there is no weight in the weight itself which could make 
it fall ;-all which leads to the conclusion that weight .does 
not fall, nor do Colour and the rest· fall. '' If Colour &c. 
do not fall, t,hen when the substance has fallon, they would 
stay in the original place; and as sucrh these Colour &c. 
would subsist without any substance (for their substratum), 
and the thing itself would be found entirely without any 
Colour (which is abstird). lf, on the other hand, Colour &c. 
do fall w!1en the substance has fallen, Colour &c. have an 
action, (which also is absurd). If then Colour &c. do not 
either sta.y where they were, or fall,-then you have to 
face the dilemma of answering the question as to whether, 
when· the Substance falls, its Colour &c. stay or they 

Va.r: P. 239. 
also fall." Do yon, (we ask), know tho 
several' causes that make things right or 

wrong? " We do know ", says the Opponent; "what is 
definitely kno\!ll by means of the Instruments of Right 
Knowledge is right, and what is not so known is wrong." In 
that case (we say), it is urrong to ask the question 'whether 
when the sub$"tance falls, its Colour &c. stay or fall?'• This 

" The Benarea edition reads ~\tnf qt1f°1ff -qqftl' 'if•ll»tr ; the Bib. Ind. edition 
drops 11...fw. The latter reading is better ; as this is the form in which the questio11 
has appeared on the preceding page. · 
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was wl1atwe meant when we said-(l) t.hat the Opponent's 
theory involves the postulating of another weight in weight 
itself,- 2) 1 hat a substance entirely wit,hout Colour &c. is 
never seen,-and (3) that Colour &c. without a substance are 
never seen. Then again, what is meant by the phrase' the thing 
falls' is that 'it abandons that wit,h which it was in contact'; 
similarly the phrase 'it moves ' means that 'it comes into 
£'on tact with something with which it, was not in contact '; and 
cert~inly Colour &c. are, by their very nature, so constituted 
that they never either 'abandon what they were in contact 
,vith ', or 'come into contact with what they were not in contact 
with'. "It is not correct to say that 'Colour &c. do not 
come into contact with what they l1ave not been in contact 
with'; because whenever two substances come into contact, 
tliuir Colours also como into contact." It is not so; as 
it. is open to doubt; that is to say it is open to doubt whether 
the not.ion of 'contact' that we have in the case cited is 
due to the presence of actual contact (between th~ Colours), 
or it is dne to mere non-perception of disjunction (no11-contact). 
Our own view is that it is dne to our not pe1·ceiving tlwir 
<liE-junction ; for when oue sees two substances in contact 
with each other, he fails to perceive the non-contact ( or 
dii;:junction) between the Ooloursof those substances. , "The 
same might be said in regard to the Substances them
selves." You mf;'an by this as follows-'' Just as the 
notion of uurdaat betweeu two Colours is due to the non
perception of their disjunction, so the same notion in regard 
to two substances also may be due to the non-perception 
of their disjunction, and not to their actual contact,.'' This, 
we reply, does not affect our po:Sition ; as the duality of 
conceptions may be duo to seYeral causes ; as a matter of 
fact, a duplicate conception (i. e. a conception under two 
dist.inct circumstances) jg not always due to the same cause; 
for instance, tho11gh in the case of the imagt} of men in 
pictures, even itJ the abr,;ence uf real fear and anger in the 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



754 THE NYAYA-S0TRAS OF GAUTAMA 

pictures, we have the conception of their being afraid and 
angry, yet from an analogy to this, it does not follow that 
in the case of real men also we should have the notion of 
their being afraid and angry, in the absence of real fear 
and anger in them. So that in the case under consideration 
also, th~ notion. of 'contact• may, in one case, be due to 
actual ' contact, and in another case to non-perceptinn of 
disjunclion. Thus it is established that Weight does not 
fall, nor do Colour &c. fall. 

Some writers have tried to answer the Piirvapakf:!a argu
ment by explaining that the weight of the cause is absorbed 
by the weight of the Product; they explain that, there is no 
different lowering (of scales) by the weight of the Product, as 
the weight of the Cause -is absorbed by the weight of the 
Product .. 

We think however that this is also ill n,ot right; because, 
we perceive the falling of both the Product and its cause; if we 

found that when the Product falls, its cause re• 
Var. P. 240. . • h . . l 

mams m t e or1gma position, then we could 
ad111it that the weight of the Cause is absorbed by the weight 
of the Product; as a matter fact however we never find such 
to be the case ; hence the said explanation cannot be right. 
Specially as if it were as is suggested, then there would be 
no substratum at all (for the action) ; that is to say, if the 
weight of the Cause were absorbed IJy_ the weight of the Pro
duct, then the weight of the Cause could not give rise to an 
action in that Cause; and the result of this would be that 
when the Producit falls, its component Cause would not fall; 
so that the action {of falling) would be without its substratum 
(in the shape of the Cause). 

This same a1·gument serves to demolish the other 
explanation, that the Weight of the Cause is destroyed 
by the weight of the Product,; and to this view there 
is this further objection that there would be no possibility 
of the falling of disjoin-ed things; that is to say, if the 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 2-1-33 755 

weight of the Canse were destroyed by the weight of 
the Product, then, on the destruction (a.nd consequent disinte
gration) of the Product, there could be no falling of the 
disjoined component causes (particles) of that Product; and 
further, there would be no weight at all (in the Atoms); for 
if the weight of the component cause were destroyed by the 
weight of its Product, then there would be no weight in any 
component (atom) at all; as there is no .Atom of which there 
lias been no Product in the past [and the weight of each 
Product would have destroyed the weight of its component 
Atom] ; so that Atoms should be entirely without weight ;
and there being no weight in the Atoms, whence could there 
be any weight in the Products of those Atoms P Thus then, 
it is found that the theory that the weight of the Cause is 
destroyed, or absorbed, by the weight of the Product, cannot 
be regarded as a sound answer {to the Piirvapak~a argu
ment based upon the question why the weight of the Product 
does not produce a lowering of the scales different fr~m that 
produced by the weight of the cause). The really sound 
answers are-( I) that the reason propoundP,d by the Opponent 
is inconclusive (as explained in the Te;nt, P. 236, L. 17), and 
(2) that there can be no discernment between the weights 
of the Product and its Cause (as explained in Text, P. 237, 
L. 4.) 

From the above [refutation of the fourteen arguments of 
the Piirvapak,in in support of the view that the Composite 
is not different from the Components J it is clear that there_ 
are no proofs available for e6tablishing either the non-e:eistence 
of the Composite [as we have proved on P. 219, LI. 7-14], 
or its non-difference from the components [ as we have proved, 
oc Pp. 219 to 240 L. 14] ; hence it is not right to assert that 
"there is doubt in regard to the Composite, as it is something 
to he proved" [as the Piirva.pak~in says in the SutraJ. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



756 THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

For tl,e following reason also it is· not right to propound the 
Pftrvapalc~a in the form-" because the Composite is some
thing to be proved, there is doubt in regard to it" :-This 
other reason consiRt.s in non-declaration ; that is to say, no
where bas the character of befog something to be proue.1 been 
declared to be a cause of Doubt•; so that there can be no 
Doubt in regard to a thing simply because it is something to 

/Je proved. 

(The Purvapak~in, who propounded the Purvapakfa in the 
terms of the Su~ra, 2-1-33, answers the above objections]
" Who 1rnys that there is doubt in regard to the Composite 
" because it is Sotnethin9 to be pooved f What we mean is 
'' that as it is st.ill to be proved, there is 'diversity of opinion' 
" in regard to it, and from this 'diversity of opinion ' t here 
" arises Doubt. Inasmuch as the ' diversity of opinion ' is 
" an effect of the thing being something to be proverl, this 
" latter character is _imposed upon the former, and hence 
" (instead of saying that ' there is doubt in regard · to the 
'' Composite because of the divP.rsi!y of opinion with reference 
" to it') it is said that 'there is doubt in regard to the Com
" posite, as it ·is something to be prove_d." 

(The answer to this is given in the ~ollowing Su{ra.] 

• All possible causes of Doubt having been mentioned in the SuJra 1-1-23. 

t 'Diversity of Opinion' being one of the principal causes of doubt aa esplained 

in Su\ra l-1-23. 
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[ SirJ,rJ,han{a.] 
Su'fRA (34). 

IF THERE \VERE NO COMPOSITE, THERE WOULD B~l NON·APPRE• 

RENSlON OF ALL '!'RINGS,* 

Su. 34. 
Bha~!fa. 

f P. 82, L. 2 to L. 8.] 

757 

If there is no Composite, there will be non-apprehensiont 
of all things. · " What all things !" S11ch things as Snh
stance, Quality, Action, Community, Individuality and In
herence. " With what idea f do you say this] ?"t Well, 
as for Substance in its atomic condition, this could nevor 
be an object of perception, as atoms are beyond the reach of 
sense-organs ;-as for any ot,her form of Substance,§ [ this 
could only be a composite of atoms, and] no Composite sub
stance exists (according-to the Purvapak~in), which could 
be the object, of perception ; and yet as a n1atter of fact, all 
these, Substance and the rest, are fonnd to be objects of per
ception,11 and actually apprehended as snch. But if these9f 
were with~ut a substratum 1in the form of the Composite), 
they could not be apprehended ;-and yet there are such 
apprehensions as-(al 'this is a jar-(b) dark in colour-(c) 
one in number-(d) large in size-(e) conjoined (to some
thing else)-( f) m01:ing,-.-(g) exi.<tting and-(k) made 
of clay '; and every one of these-the quality (of colour, 
number) &c.,-is a property (of some Composite substance). 
So that., inasmuch ~s we have the apprehension of all 
these things, we conclude that there is such a thing as the 
Composite, apart from the Components. 

"Tlie l'ar,ika proposes another interpretation-' there would be non-apprehen-
~ion by means of any Instrument of Cognition.' 

't 'Non-apprehension' stands for all kinds of 'phenomenon'-Bha~yachanif,ra. 

t The Bhawachanif,,·a explains Krift•a' I\S' mafva'. 

§ The reading adopted in the printed text is not the right one ; the right reading 

is 1(311'i'Wt ~,nf"'Ft" as found in the f11otnote, and also in the Puri l\Iss. 

II The right reading is ~i1fNIN~ as in tlte footnote, and also in the Puri 
Mss. 

,r Though all Mss. read li'II', the right rea<ling appears to be ff as fom1d in one 
man1iscript. 
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Va1·fika on So. (34). 

[P. 241, L. 1 to L. 18). 

'fhis Sarra is meant to set :u,ide the C doubt, (as to the 
nistence of the Composite, which the Piirvapak~in ha3 urged 
in the preceding Su~ra). ['rhti meaning is that] there 
would be non-appreh,msion of all things, if there were no 
such thing as the Composife apart from the Oomponenfs. 

'' How so?'' As for Atoms, these never fall within the range 
of perception, becai1se thay are beyond reach of the senses, 
as has already been explained ; and as for any composite sub
stances (composed of these atoms), you do not admit the ex
istence of any st eh ; and so 1011g as these are not admitted, no 

such conception :is the following would be possible-(a) the 
concept.ion of' substance' in the form' there is a jnr ',-(h) 
or the conception of ' quality' in the forrn ' this is dark',
(/) or the conception of ' action ' in the form 'it moves •, 
-(g) or the conception of 'Community' (of Being) in the form 
'it has being (it exists)', (Ii) or the· conception of' iodividua~ 
lity' in the form 'this is that particular form ·of jar which is 
called a pitche,-,'-:-(i} or the conct>ption of 'inherence' in the 
form 'in this jar eo1our and other qualities inhere'*,-(j)or such 
other conceptions as; 'it is dark-one-large-conjoined-dis
joined-separate-prior-posterior ', and so forth. And yet 
as a matter of fact we do have the apprehension of the entire 
phenomennn of Silbstance, Quality and the rest ; 80 thal, iv
aimz11ch as we haoe the appreh.ension of all these thing11, we 

conclude that there is s1i.ch a thi11g as the C'ompvsite apa,·t from 

the compu~ents. ( Bhasya, P. 82; l1. 7 • 8). 

Or [the Sii~ra bt~ing interpreted in a different manner] 
the phrase • sa1·vti9ralwti1t' may be explained as !aroail} p1·a
matzai~ ag1·aha1Ja1,1, • non-apprehension by means of all 

• 'Inherence' is referred to in the Bha.~ya as in the. conception 'this is made of 

~lay,' clay beiug· the inhere•1t or Constituent cause of the jar. 
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Instruments of Cognition.' " How is tha.L ? " Well, 
{.1-) as rega,rds Perception, it has for its object only such 
things its a!'e present nnd are possessed of magnitude ; 
that 'alone which· is present and is possess<Jd of magni

tude can be perceived by mea11s of the external organs ; so 
that if you deny the existence of such composite sub
stances as the Jar and the like ( which alono are possessed of 

ma.gnitudeJ, there can be no object for Perception by means 
of the external organs ;-(b) where there is no Pt>rception, 
there t:an be no Inference, or other forms of Cognition (as 
everyone of these depends, directly or indirectly, upon Percep• 
tion]. In this ma11ner t,here would be a c~ssation of all In
struments of Cognition. Aud yet as a matt.er of fact 
things are actually apprt1he11ded by means of Percept.ion and 
the other Instruments of Cognition. So that from the 
fact of there beiug apprehension by mean:1 uf all lustrnments 

oj Coguition, we conclude that there is such a thing as 

the Composite. 

Thi~ su\ra is meant to point out an incongruity involved 1n 

the non-acceptauce of tlie Composite; the seuse being that 
the theory involves tl1is total incongruity thut it puts an end 
to all universally known couceptions.• 

• The Var(ika here explaius iu what way what is urged iu the Sutra affects the 
p1>sition of the Piirvapak!!a, Even those (Idealists) who do not admit the existence of 
things, like Quality, Actiou etc., do admit the existence of tl1e Idea or Couception of 
such things; and as a maUer uf fact all men-learned and unlearucd-li,we the con

ception of Quality, Action, ~ubatance, etc. Hence any abs<,lute d1e11ial of. thc~e cannot 
be right. That ~i1ch a thing as the Composite Substance is directly perceptible, we 
have already shown uuder tl1c ~ection of 'Perception'; and the Vartika hae also set 
aside tlie arguments against the existence of the Composite. So that there beiug no valid 
arguments to the contrary; we cannot rightly deny the Composite, which is actually 
perceived as the substratum of Quality, Action etc.-such is the purport of the Sutra.
fafparya·, 

On this the Parishu<J,,f,ki remarks-The 812fra is intended to show r_hat. in eupr,ort 
of the view that there is anch a thing as the Composite, we have the evidence of direct 
Perception ; and instead of mentioning this fact directly, the Sii\ ra has recourae to 
tl11J method of mdicating the incongruity involved in the opposite view. 
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Su/ra (%) and Bhii§ya. 

[P. 82, L. 10 to P, 83, L. 8.] 

.A.1so AS TB ERE iS POSS}B!LlTY OF HOLDING AND 

DRAWING,-

tfle Oornpo$ite is ,'¾omething actually* different from the 
t:ampone n tsr. 

[The Opponent objects to the reasoning as foHows]-1 ' As 
0 a matter of fact, the Holding and Drowi,,g are due to adhed 

"sion,-this adhe8ion being a particular quality 
Bha. P. 83· "(of the components themselves) which is con• 

"comit,ant with (their) cunjunction, and which is produced 
"by viscidity and fluidity, through the· contact of water, iu 
"the unbaked jar, and through the contact of fire in the 
'' baked jar. [f these two lHolding and Drawing) were 
" du9 to the (fact of the thing being a) Uomposire, then 
"they could he perceived even in snch things as a he11p of dust 
"(which cannot be either held or drawn, simply because there
"is no adhe.~ion among the- dust-particle::;); and they conl<l 
"i;tot be possible in the case of several things, like the straw, 
" stone and wood, packed up together by means of lac,
" where the packed up bnndle does 110t become a new sub• 
•'stance (different from the component wood etc.) [So that the 
'' case' of this bnndle is noL analogous to tliat of the Jar corn• 

'·' This Sutrn is an answer to the view that th~ cuneeptio-n of 'composite' is 
illusory. 'Bhufa' denotes adualdy.-Bhar!Jqchaudra. 

t This completes the sentence of the Siitra, and according to the Viirlika is 

implied by the particie 'If in the Sii!ra; the whole sentence heing-'The Compo8ite 

must be something different, because there is po~sihility of its being held aud <lrnwn.' 
The ParishurJ,q,hi remarks that in the for n in ,, l1id1 tl,e Probaus-pvssibility ,if drawing 

aud holding --is put forward, it is one that does not subsist in tlie Subject,' Composite'; 
• the proper probans should be 'lilt1:'tf1'!5"l('tf'!l'tt,<!_, 'because it is po 0 sesse<I uf the capability 

of beiRg held and, drawn'. This same difficulty is avoided by the 'f a!poi·ya by formulat

ing the reasoning in the negative form-'The Jar and other tbi11gs tbat we see,. which are 

suspected to be mere conglomeratious of atoms, cannot be non-composites,-because, 
if t11ey we1·e so. there would be no possibility ,if their being held and drawn,-as we find 

that whatever is non-composite, like Cognition, is uever helrl aucl drawn,-while Jar 

and such other things are always capable of b~ing l,eltl a11d drawn1-hence these 

latter cannot be non-composites,' 
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"posed of atoms, which is held to IJe something different 
"from tbe component atoms; and yet the said b1mdle of wood 
"etc is capable of being held and drawn; s.imply because 
"there is adhesfon due to the lac).*" 

Va1·tika on Su. 3b. 

[P. 241, L. 20 to P. 24~, L. 1.) 
' As there are holding and drawing-the Composite u a 

different 8ubstance',-this conclusion is indicated by the 

Var. P. 242. 
particle 'cha' in the Suf ra. What is this 
Holding?" A tl1iug is said to be held when one 

part of it is caught and it is restrained from moving to_ anotlier 
place; that is to say, when a man catches hold of a part of a 

0 Thns by the two examples of D11st-Hec,p aud Strnw wo6d-l,1111dle, it is slwwn tl,at 
what is invariably concomitant with Holding is adheeio11, and not Composite-character. 

For ~T111"ll~i some Mss. read llllrtf1''5Tftit. 

It is noteworthy that the Bhawa contents itsts!f with this Purvapak!a argumeu t, 
and does uot supply the answer to it. It would appear, from this, that the ohjec

tion has the acceptance of the Bha~ya-kilra. Va.chaspati lllisra says that this~. 

objecti'on to the reasoning of the Sutra, is 'll'1:ffl, from the standpoint of tl·,e 
Opponent; but in that case the answer should bavo ueen 1;iven; as it ha@ been 
given in the Var~ika. The Bho~yachall(/.ra explains that the Pupil, upon heariug 
the aforesaid reasonings of the opponent, puts the question embodied in the next 
eeutence of the Bhawa as to what answer should be given to these arguments of the 
opponent. Then conies the answer from the stand-point of the Siddhantin. (See 
below, P-. 178 L. f, et. seq.) 

It ib well worth cousiJedug whether or not we cao, in some way, inttrpret the 
Bha!ya as putting forward an argument in support of the Sir!,iJ.l,anta view. We have 

a clue to this in the reading of some Mss., wl1ich read W.Qflt for 1111fwp 

(P. 83, L. 2). Aecepting this reading we ran trauslate the whole paBsage in the 
following manner, and thus make it an arguu,ent in support ef the Sir!,i!,hdnfa
, Holding aud Drawing are always found to be due to maasfreneas; this maa,i11ene88 is 
a distiuct quality concomitant with the conjunction, which is produced hy viscidity 
aud fluidity, through' contact of water, in the unbaked jar, and through contact of 
fire, in the baked jar; if Holding and Drawiug were due to the component, themaelve1 

· (and not to .a maasive substance composed of them), then they would be poBSible 
in tpe Dust-heap also (wherP the compouent .dust-particles are present, even though 
there is 110 massive substance) ; and would not be possible in the case of straw-stoue 
-an<l-wood bundled together with lac; as in this case (even though tliere is a massive 
substance) there is no compo11&t [the several heterogeneous substauces not constitut
ing 011e.·hornoge11eous whole, aud as ~ucb not eutitled to the name' component '·1 
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composite substance, he catches the substance itself, and on 
account of this catching, the substance is restrained from 
moving to another place ;-this is what constitutes its 'Hold
ing'. 'Drawing' is that when, on one part of the thing 
being caught, the thing itself is made to move to another 
place. " From where do you get these meanings of the 
terms Holding and Drawiny ?'' We get at them from the 
ordinary usage of men ; as a matter of fact people employ 
these terms in the sense explained above. 

These two, Holding and Drawing, prove the existence of 
the Composite. " How so?" For the simple reason tha.t 
these are never found either iu any admittedly non-composite 
substance (like A.kiisha), or in any purely component subs
tance (like Atoms, which are al ways componP-ut, and never 
composite); as a matter of fact, Holding aiid Drawing are 
never found in any non-composite or purely component subs
tance; and yet they are found (in several substances); from 
which it follows that they must belong to Composite ~ubs
tances [as Substances must be 0itl1er composite or component 
or non-composite; so that when the said phenomena are real 
and are not found in the last two, they must belong to tl1e first. l 

In the Bhilfya, the Piirvapak~in has put forward the 
folle~ing atgument-' Holding and Drawing are due to 
adlie11ion, and not to the Composit,. character of the substance; 
--because they are not found in the Dust-heap, while they 
are found in tbe straw-stone-wood packed together in 
lac." This argument however has no force against us; as 
we do not put any restriction ; that is to say, we do not say 
that in every Omnposite there mu:tt be 'holding' and 'draw
ing'; all that we say is that 'holding• and 'drawing' do 
not appear apart from Composites; and certainly there is no 
incongruity in this statement,; for as a matter of fact, it is 
only in Composites that we find 'holding' and 'drawiug '; 
even in the case of the sttow-stone-wood paclced toqetft.~r 
in lac, wherein we do find 'holding' and 'drawing', each and 
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every one of these (evt>n singly) is a Oomposile; tbis ,case 
would have been incompatible with our statement, only if 
t-ach of thf'se were either uon-composile (like .Akiiaha) or mere 
com.pnnenta (likP atoms). Then again, when you assert 
that'Drnwing'and' Holding' aredueto 'Mlhesion', and 
not. to the 'composite' character of the thing1-we cannot 
accept this; as there is no special reason to show that Draw
ing and Holding are due to adheaiott~ and not to compositB 
character ; in fact-you yourself do not put forward any such 
special reason. •· Further, it behoves yon to explain why 
t.here is no 'adhesion ' in the case of the Hea1> of Dust., 
(which is as much a cong(omeratio11 ,if substance, as the straw
stone-wood hnndle] :-Whatever may be yo11,r reason for there 
being no ' adhesion ' in the Dttst-Heap, that same will be ottr, 
reason for there being no 'Holding and Drawing' in it, even 
though it is as much a com1Jo11ite (as any ot,her snbstance).t 
"What is that reason?" Wdl, it has already been ex
pl11ined (by the Opponent himself) that the reason lies in the 
fact that while the 1mbstance should be capable of being held 
by one part, there should be a particular kind of rela
tionship (due to Viscidity and Fluidity, among the compo
nents of the Substance). And as this is not present in such 
t.,hings as the D11at-h.eap ( where the.re is neither capability 
of being held by a part, nor the said particular relationship 

among the Dust-particles), there are no' Hold-
Var : P. U3. (j 

jng' and' Drawing' in them ·uat as far the 
the same reason there is no' adhesion' also in them]. 

• Such a special ri,ason would be po9ible only if Holding and Drawing had ever 
been found either in .lka,Tta &od such .other admittedly non-composite substance■, or 
in ■uch purely compooi,nt 11ub1t1ncea a11 Atoms; but they are never found to appear 
in either of such euhs\ance1; hence no rea1on iii possible.-fci!parya. 

t The Opponent has urged tbat when the Dust-heap is as much a compo,iu as 

the Jar, why is there 110' Holding and Driiwing' iu it, just ae there ie i'n the Jar. Thia 
i~ now met by t.he co11nter-q11eBtion- When the D11s$-heap is as much a conglomer

.ation of thing• aa the bv11dlt of sti-a111, atone and wood, why i1 there no 'adhesion' 
in it, ju1t as there ia in t_l'ie I11tt<'r? · 
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The reason given in this Sutra is a negative one ; [the 
llffirmative reasou comes in the next Sutra]. 

m,a~ya on Su. (36). 

rr. 8?, L. 4 to P. 86, L. 16]. 

Que111iou-" The man who denies the Composite, and, with 
a view to avoid the contingency of Perception becoming 
impossible, holds that what is perceived is the eonglomeration 
o,. ,nas3 of Atoms,-what is there to urge against such a 
man?"• 

Answert-'-Such a person should be asked to explain what 
is the object of the unitary· conception that we have in the 
idea of' one thing' ; the question put to him being in the 
form-does the Unitary Conception refer to (i.e. apprehenci.) a 
twn-dive,·.se (single) thiug, 01· to diverse lSeveral) things P If 
it be said to refer to a non-diverse thing, then, this view 
would admit the nun-diverse thing to be something different 
(from the components, which are diverse) ; so that what we 
caH the 'compo;-1ite' would be du1y established ;-if, on the 
other hand, it be held to refe1· to divP1·se things (the many 
components), then, it would be a case of m,,rny thing.~ (Atoms) 
being perceived as out:, which would be an absurdity (a case 
(lf pure misconception); as we never come across any such 
(right) notion as that of 'one' in regard to the many. 

Su{rli (~HJ). 

[IN ANSWKB TO WHA'f HAS BEEN JCST URGED BY 'l'HE 

S1pi;>HlNTIN, 'fHE PORVAPAK~IN MIGHT GaGE THAT] '' rum 
SAID CONCEPTWN (~F ' ONl<l ' lN REGARD 'fO 'l'HE MANY) 

WOULD BE SntlLAlt TO THE NOTION THA'l' W& HAVE IN REGARD 

TO SUCH (cor,LECT!VE) THINGS AS 'J"HE 'AllMY' AND THE 
' FoREST • " ;-nu·r EVKN so 'l'HE CONCEPTION WOULD NOl' 

BF, PUSS!Bf,g; AS ATOMS ARE BEYOND TllE REACH OF THE 

SENsgs-(Sfi. 36). 

lSa.ys the Pllro11p,;ikqin ]-'' fo the case of the ' Army ' 
and the• Forest' it is found that when, on account of remote• 
ness, the distinctness (and diversity) of the component 
factors is not perceived, the conceptiou of their being • one ' 

• This question is addres11ed by the Pupil who has heard the above arguments on 

liehalf of the Piln·apalq1a and is anxious to learn how to meet thelll. 

t 'fhe Teacher teaches the following answer. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 2-1-36 765 

becomes possible ; analogously, many Atoms being massed 
together, when their distinctness (and diversity) fail to be 
perceived, tlrn notion of these being 'one' would be possible." 

But in the case of the 'Army' nnd the ' Forest' what 
nctually happens is that the diversity of the component 
foctol's of these is snch as is ordinarily perceptible, but it 
fails to be perceived on account of an extraneous c:tuse in the 
shape of t'Pmotenes.~ ;-similarly when there are several trees, 
the particnlar species to which eaeb belongs-such as, 
'Palasha', 'Khaclira' &c.-is such as is ordinarily perceptible,* 
but it fails to be perceived on account of rernotenes;; ;-simi
larly again in the case of such things as have their (diverse) 
motions ordinarily perceptible, the (diverse) mot.ion fails to be 
p1a:rcei ved on account of remoteness, and in all these cases 
what happens is that the (diverse component) things them~ 
selves are perceived, but their diversity fails to he per
ceived on account of remowneRs, which (non-perception 
of diversity) makes it possible for the notion of' one' to 
appear in regard to tLem, in a secondary (indirect, figurative) 
sense. The case of Atoms is entirely different ;-in regard 
to t!.ese it is not true that their diversity is ordinarily percep
tible; so that it cannot be sai.d that tbe fignrative notion of 'one' 
becomes possible when, for some reason, the said diversity 
fails to be perceived ;-this cannot be said, for the 
simple reason tbl¼t Atoms are 'beyond the reach of senses' 
(and hence their diversity cannot be said to be ordinarily 
perceptible). 

Further [the Opponent is not quite right in citing the case 
of the 'Army' and the 'Forest', for] what is being discussetl 
(by us) is ju'i!t this-whethel" or not the unitary conception 
refers to the 'mass of small particles'; and the • Army 'and th0 
' Forest' also are just such ' mass of small particles' [ so that 
these are as much open to discussion as any other Composite]; 
and certainly it is not right to put forward as an example 
(in proof of a Proposition) something that is itself open to 
discussion; as such a thing is in the same position as what 
is meant to be proved (by the citing of that example)* 

"The printed text reads ' agrihyamii'}a '; the MSS. do not show the 'a'; and in 
the sentence preceding and followi1:g this, we have 'grihyama,yi ' ; the Vil-r[ika also 
explains the term as' upalubhyamiinajafiniim '. The translation bas for these reaso11e 
adopted the reading without' a.' 

t What the Bha1ya means is that no corroborative example can be i.vailable for the 
Opponent who denies the 'compositencss' of all things ; so that for hiu, every 
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1t might be argued that what has been" pnt forward is what 

Bha. P. 84. 
is actually seen (by all parties).-Bnt even so 
it, would not be right; a'!! what is bt<ing dis

cussed is just what exactly forms the object of the 'seeing' or 
' perception •.• 'l'bat is to say, the Opponent might arg11e 
as follows: " It is a fact actually µerceived that in the case 
of the 'Army' and the '~orest ', ~he di~tinction among 
the component parts not bemg perce1veci, the part-s come 
to be looked as non-ditferent,-which gives. rise to the iilea 
of these being 'one'; and certainly what is actually, 
perceived cannot be denied. " But this is not qnite 
right ; what forms the object of perception is just wha.t 
is being discussed [and has still got to the ascnrtained]; 
the precise object of perception is what is being discnssed, 
the point at issue being the notion of ' unity' t,hat is actually 
peroeived; has this notion fo1· its object only the 'mass of 
small particles', or something different from the particles? 
so that (the exact object of Perception being still open to 
doubt), no fact of Perception could establish a conclusion one 
way or _the other, In fact, inasmuch as the 'small particles' 
or' Atoms' are,m1t-n.11, if there does arise an idea of ' unity' 
in reO"ai·d to them, by reason of th.eir distinctness not bein(J' 
perce~ved, and hence their being regarded as non~different,__:: 
such an idea must be regarded as being a notiou of something 
(the many atoms) as what it is not (i. e. one), just like the 
notion of the Post as a Man. land as such, it must be a 
clearly wrong cognition, a misconception] t "What if it 
is?" Well, inasmuch as the notion of something as wha,t 
it is not, must be dependent _upon an _original prototype, 
the appearance of such a notion estahhshes the existence 
of such a protot,ype; and the basis of a misconception 
can consist only of true conception; so that the concep
tion of the 'many as one proves the rPality of the con
ception of the really one as one, which proves the existence 
of a reaJly Bingle object, apart from it.s many components]. 

conceivable thing has its nature and constitution entering into the subject of his 
reasoning ; his Proposition being that "all thi11gs in the world are mere masses of 
imperceptible small particles." When 'all things' enter into this Proposition, either 
no corroborative instance is available; or if any were cited, such citing would be clear
ly wrong.-fa,parya. 

0 Tiu, right reading is q~'iff,r,.f-ia:, as found in Puri A, and in the Bha~yacha111f,ra, 
iibd several other manuscri'pts. 

t The full-stop after ""'in 'the printed text should he dropped. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VAR'.fIKA 2-1-36 767 

''" But what is the Prototype fol' the concept.ion of the Post 
as Man?" This Prototype consists in the conception of 
the real Man as Man; it is only · when there is such a 
conception Uiat a conception of 'J.1Ian' can arise in regard 
to the Post from the perception of certain points of similarity 
(between the rt:>al Man and Post). Similarly it is only if 
there were a tt·ne conceµtion of what is really one as 'one', 
that there could arise tlie conception of 'one' in n•gnrd to 
the m1Jn!{ atoms, from the perception of certain poiuts of 
similarity* (between the rn;i,ny Atoms and what it-i really 
'one '1, But inasmuch as there ie no po:-siuility (for the 
opponent of any true conception (of unity) arising in regard 
to anything,-as there is 11othing accor<ling to the Opponent 
that is really apprtbendtcd as oue,-it foll<.Jws that the idea 
of r.nn-dideri:mce (unity;, embodied in tlw unitary conct>ptiou 
really arives in regtlr<l to[\, thing that id really 11011-diverse 
in its character. 

'' What forms the necessary Prototype is tho notion of 
1wn-dimmJity (i. e. unity) that we have in the case of things 
perceived by other sense-orgaLs." 

'l'his also will not be right ; as until special reasons 
are put forward, the mere citing of an example cannot 
establish any conclusion. What the Opponent means is as 
follows-'' ln the case of the object preceived by the other 
organs-e. g. Sound, perceived by the auditory org.m-we 
find that there is unitary conception in regard to Sounds 
which are non-diverse in character (even according to us) t; 
-and this unitary conception would be the Prototype 0£ 
the unitary conception in regard to the many (atoms, for ins
tance)." But fWen so, the mere citing of an-exa.mpk, would 
not lead to any definite conclusion; for the simple reason 
that no special r,,ason is adduced (in snpport of the conclu
sion . That is to say, the question being-the unitary 
conception that there is in regard to tb.e massed atoms, is 
this a conception of something a~ what it is not, like the 
co11ception of Post as' Man'? or is tl1e actual state of things 
really as represented by the conception, and hence the 

"The correct readiug is not Jr.1'11~, bul.1!fi1'111'<1 as found in all Mss, and also in the 
Bhii §yachanq.ra. 

t According to the Purvapak~in, all sounds a.te one a.nrl the ,.tme and hence 

couceived of as one. This is a case of really non i:liverse things c,rnceived as ouc-a 

trne u:1itary couception, which will supply ~he Prototype for the unit.ery conception 
in reisrcl to the rliYcr,c ato1m. 
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conception is of somet,hing as what it actually is, like the 
notion of 'one Sound' in regard to Sound which is really 
one ?-until special reasons are adduced (in support of one 
view or the other), mere Examples only tend to accentuate 
the uncertainty. Furt·hei', as a matter o-f fact, the Odour 
I Sound and the rest), w l1ich are 'things perceived by other 
sense-organs' adduced as examples by the Opponent, also 
are mere masses or aggugatrm of (diverse) things, like the 
jar, and as su~h cannot form correct examples ,of unitary 
conception in regard •t,o non-diverse things).• 

The (well known) conceptions ·of (A) magnitude', (B) c-ou
junction, (C) motion, and (D) clafls (community) should also 
be urged against th~ person who denies the' composite'; as 
what has been urged in connection with nnitar,y conception 
is applicable to these conceptions also. t 

i The unitary conception ( whenever it arises), must be 
regarded as arising in connection with what is really nne, being 
the conc-eption of something as what it really is; the special 
reason for this consisting in the fact that the i;:aid conception 
is co-extensive with the cunception of magnitu.de. As a matter 
of fact, the two conceptions-' this is one ' and 'this is 

0 'rhc Vaishatikas hold that Sound is produced, not only from Aka~ha, but also 
from ~uch conglomerations of material substan,ces as the Cloth for instance. So 
that. according to them, Sound is onfy a conglomeration of diverse tJiings. Thua 
the noti,m of •one' in regard to them cannot he correct, an,! unitary conception 

in regard to Sound cannot be the prototype of such coueeptiou in regard to the mairy 
atoms. According to the Naiyay_ika also, unity, which is a quality, cannot belong 
to Sound, which itself is a quality ; as no quality can subsist in a qnality. So that 
according to both pal'ties the unitary conception in regard to Sound is as 'Recondary' 
or •indirect' a~ that in regard to th.~ At.oms.-f atpm·ya. 

The Parislrn,J<!,hi adds--The n,ition of '1,umber ', wherever and whenever it 
appears, is regarded a& true when it is not sublated by any subsequent conception ; 
and when it is found to be so sublated, it is regarded as wrong. According to thid prin
ciple the notion of •one' in regard to Sound, as aho iu regard to Atcir:s, must be 
wrong ; as in both cases, there is the subsequent notion that they are many, not one. 

t I:f you do uot admit the 'compo~ite' thing, you cannot account for such notions 

as (a)-' this thing is large', (b) ' this is in co11tact with that', ( ci' the horse ( the indi
vidual animal that belongs to the community 'Eorse) (d) is running'. As noneo.f 

these could ever appear in regard to mere .'\toms, which are imperceptible. - Varfika. 

:t This anticipates the following question-" Accoi'ding to you also, how do you 
account for the notion of w!iey in connection with the many trees-there being, as 
you say, no spocial reasou in favour of one view or the other?" 
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farge'-pertaining to the same object, become co-exlensire; 
and from this it is known that ' that which is lal'ge is one' 
' But the 'conception of magnitude ' consists only in the 
cognising of a certain peculiarity in the maRs of A.toms."*-

[The answer to this is as fo1lows]-The said 
Bha. r. ss. . . , . • d 

'conception of magmtude , appearmg rn regar 
to Atoms which I by their very nature) have no magnitude, 
will only be a conception of something as what it is not (i. e. 
a wrong conception). "What if it be?" ·well, the (wrong) 
conception of something a~ what it is not must be dependent 
upon a prototype; so that the existence of the prototype 
becomes established; which mearis that there must be a right 
conception of 'magnitnde' in regard to something really 
possessed of magnitude l which conception alone could bo 
the prototype of the wrong conception of magnitude in regard 
to Atoms, which have no magnitude]. f And this proves 
that there mnst be some snch substance as is real1y possessed 
of magnitud0, and all the world does not, consist of mere, 
atoms:, "iVith regard to 8onnd we have the conception of 
of 'small' and 'la,·ge ', and this conception of both' smallness' 
and 'magnitude' (appearing in regan1 to the same thing, 
Sound) would be the prototype of the notion of' magnitude' 
in regard to the small Atoms". That cannot be; a8 the said 
conceptions (in regard to Sound) apprehend {i. P. pertain to) 
only /ointnPs.~ and l0ndness, fol' the simple rt>ason that they do 
not pre-suppo,w the ascertainment of the eX'.1Ct rlimension or 
extent of the So11rnl, as is done i11 the case of similar concep
tions iu regard to sub8t,rnces. That is to say, when one 
::;peaks of Sound as beillg 'small', what is me-rnt is t.hat it is 
weak, fafot; and when one speaks of Sound being 'large' 
what is meant is that it is powerfol, lti1rd; -an1l tlw reason 
why this must be the me::l,l]i11g lies in the fact that the said 
conceptions do 11ot pre-suppose tlic" deti11ite cog11ition of the 
fJXact extent 01· dimension of the Sound; fol' i11Stance, when 
one conceives of the Sound as' la1·ge', he does not have the 
i<lea that, the Sound eitends sofar,-the idea that he has iu 
the case of (the co_!.:iception of the largeness of) such things as 
the Barj.aro, the Arnalaka and the Bilva fruits (whose exact 
sizes are known).t 

"'Audit is not a partirnlar kin,\ of Dimension '-Bha~yacha11~1·a. 
t Tlie '[a{parya remarks tliut the cognition of the exact extent of a tliing is pos

sil,le only whcu the si~o or dirneneior, of that tl1i11g is pcrccptil,le. And certainly this 

is not possil,Je in the case of either Sound or Atuws, 
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The conception 'these two \visible) things are in 
contact' involves the cognit,ion of contact having the 
same substratum as Duality [i. e. it implies the cognition 
of the contact of two things, which proves that these 
two things must be rompo-~ites, and not mere .:do,11s J. * 
"But the substratum of Contact consists of the two ma.sses 
(of cornponent atoms, and uot of compo,;ite ,u1lst,1.f'!l:es)" 
Now, what is this '.Mass'?-" 'rhe Ma.ss is either (a) the 
'priipti ' cornhination, of several (cornponents),-or (b) the 
ma..nifold cornbina.t,ions of a single substance." t (As 
regards] (a) what we would urge is that, £here is no 
cognition of the contact as subsisting in combinations; 
as a rnatte1· of faec, when one has th(~ ·conception 
' these two things are in contact ', he has no idea of two 
'combillations' being in contact. :t: (b) " In that case 

" Tlie Bhri~y((chan(lm formulates the arg-111nent tli118 :-" The conceptions of 
'these two', must be right, because it is co-extensive with the notiou or' these are in 
·contact ,'-that which i~ not so co.exteu;ive is not right uotion-aS tl,e notion of 
'two moons.' 

t This passage of the Bhawu is not quite in keeping with wl~at we find in 
the Vi'ir!ika. The two alternatives as put in the V<il'Ulca arc-(a) ';l;fif~, ATTTf: 
(which is the ~ame as in the BhaJ!Ja) and (b) '131'':fi: ~~~.-;n; iu the B~wa., ,11,i 

should ha,·c something corresponding to the latter ;-now from wl,at follows in tnc 
Blu'i!?Ja, later on in l. 13, it is ulear tliat the second alternative rncant Ly the Bhft~ya is 
that the ,ltass is ';l;f~!fi~:-i. e., siu1ply the group of Revera! comp011ents ; an,l 
this is just wlrnt. the second alternative is r6presented in the Vai·fika. 'l'lie 
Ilha~yachan,Jrn however explains this term as >ll'it<&T: ~"ff:: The ouly way in 
which the preseut passage of the B 11a~!fi' cau be co11strued to tfford the two alternfl
tives of the Var/1ka is as follows-iHJ<T ~~qT!l; I (a) i..fl:H~<II~ or (b) ~~~T '!f, I 
And then tbe Opponent accepts the fom,er altenrntivc.-whieh statement of the 
opponent ends with ~,-to which the Si,J,Jhautiu replies with 'liri?~Vi,llf'!_ &c. &c. 

That such are the two alternatives is showu also by the Bha~ya, P. 7\l, L 7. 
But, in this co11~'ruction, a new difficulty pre,eui,s i,self : The word, in which the 
Oppo~et,t accepts the first alteruative are rettd in the priuted text, as also in all l\[ss., 
as SITT'ff~Qi'l1<1' ~~<{,l'l:, wJ,.ile according to the expla11a1iun we l,avc provided, they 
should be :i:nn:f\ilffi'l1l'l 'l~~ll'l:, w!iid1 is the first altel'ualive suggested by the Sid

dhiintin, and wl,ich the Opponent accepts. 

We Lave however trnnslated the passage in accordance with the exphrnatian provi

ded by the HfirP}yachwuf,i·a ·; and though this is not quite in keepi11g with the V,frtika, 

it is the ouly se11s0 that can be deduced from the words of the Bhri~_ija as tlicy stand. 

t If the Mass is only the 'combination of particles,' then, when one cognises 
two masses in contrict, he should have the notion nf two 'cornLi,iatio!ls • being in con

tact. AR a matter of fact however, no oue has any such notion. 

In Bhaizm, I. 11, the stop after !f•P!T'!,' ~hould be removed ; the construction 

bcin~ lf•ot''11'ff>ll'll'T1F; J:Hlf : ~'il"l'!.11.!, I 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



-BHA$YA-VARTIKA 2-1-36 771 

we shall define M,u.~ as the manifold combinations (of a single 
substan~e).'' ;l'his also cannot be accepted ; as the contact 
is ccgnised as subsisting in the same subtratum with Dua
lity ; wl1en we have the conception-' these two things are 
in con tact,' we do nol cognise the ('.On/act as subsisting in any 
manifold combinations of things. ['fhe cog,1ition being of t,he 
contact as snhsisting in two things]. These two thinus could 
not be -in the shape of 'two .Atoms ', as no perception of 
'two atoms ' is possible (atoms being entirely impel'ceptible). 
From all this the conclnsion is that what forms the snbstra
tnm of the contact are two such substances as are possessed. 
nf rnagnitll(],:J and form the substrntnm of Duality. (i e, two 
large s11ustri.nc11s, not 11w11p .~ml)/l utom,-1). 

" As a matt.er of fact, Conjnnction is only proximity 
cnlminating in impact,; it is hot F:omething different (from the 
objects that are in contact).'' This is not true; as Conjunction 
does act1rnlly St:>l"Ve to prod nee tin tl1i11gs) something entirely 
differl'nt (from tl10i,e t.hi11gs); for instance, Conju.nctionislfound 
to be the canse {prodnctiv-e) of sound (when the contact of the 
st.iek with the drmn makes the drum sound), of colour (when the 
coutact of the Jar with fire produces red colour in the Jar), 
and of motion (when the contact with the gro:md of the ball 
throwu down nrnkes the ball rebound) ;-and nuless an en• 
tirely~distinct qnalit.y (in the shape of Conjunction) appeared 
iu the two things (in contact,), it could not be possible t,o 
ascertain what is the cause of the appearance of the said sonnd, 
culo1w and mnfion ;-from all this it follows that Conjunction 
is a qunlity, distincc (from the conjoined things); and it is 
also directly perceived as ~nch c_ · (In common parlance) we 
P 86 have the denial also ( of Conjunction 1,-for 
· · instance, when we say-' the Teacher is with 

the ear-ing,and the Pnpil is witho11t the ear-ring' (where 
the former phrase affirms and the latter denies the con
junction of the Ring) [and what is thus denied must be 
something diffe1·ent from the Pupil's ear and the Ring 1; 
if a distinct quality (other t,ha,n the t.wo things) were 
not. the object of the conception of 'Conjunction', then the 
said denial must pertain to something else ; and in that case 
it behoves you to explain what it is that is d.enied (by the 
phrase ' the pupil is wit.bout the ear-ring') ; that is to say, 
yon should explain what is that, something else (other than 

"Pra./y<aya l;tands for pratyok~Q says Blii~yachd.h9ra.. 
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a distinct qnality·in the shape of Conjunction') which you 
Jecognise in another case, where tn;,o things are in contact, 
and which is denied by the phraso iq question {' the pupil is 
without the ear-ring'). [Antl as a matter of fact no such 
explanaticm is possible]. * 

[Thns then, Conjunction being a quality, distinct from 
the objects in contact J whenever Conjunct,ion is perceived, 
it is perceived as subsisting in two larye substances (and 
never in atoms); so that it can never be regarded as subsist
ing in Atoms [all which goes to prove the existence of the 
Composites as the substratum of Conjunction]. 

Lastly. (to be consistent) you liave to deny the exis
tence of ' Classes ' or ' Communities ', which form the 
basist of aU comprehensive or inclusive conceptions; but 
if these were denied, you could not have such limita
tion to cognitions as we have [in thi> shape of the restriction 
of the concE>ption of 'horse' to only particular individual 
animals, and not to others; this restriction being possible only 
by the fact of those animals alone belonging to the Oomnm
nity ' Horse 'J. 

rThe existence of Communities being thus undeniable 1 In
asmuch as no Community could be manifested (or perceived) 
without a substratum, it is necessary to explain whap that 
substratum is. If it be held that-' what forms the said sub
stratum is only the Atoms arranged or gronped in a certain 
manner (and not any Composite snbstan_ce) ',-it behoves yoa 
to explain whether the Atom to which the capability (to 
manifest the Community) belongs is itself in contact (with 
the perceiving org,m) or not; that is to say, whfm a particular 
Community is cognised, is it, or is it not, cognised as subsist
ing in Atom -g1·oups that are themselves in contact with the 
perceiving organ? If it be held that it is cognised as subsisting 
(and perceived) in the unperceived atoms,-then it would be 
possible to perceive even such atom:'J as are hidden from view; 
that is to say, it would be po;:sible to perceive the Community 
aR subsisting in atoms hidden from view. If, on the other 

" If Conjunction were non-different from the conjuncts, then we would ha.ve 

such expressions as ~U'li:-15~lll•£i'JIT-Bha§yachanq,i·a. 

t The Bltasya uses the term 'linga ', which the Vai·tilca explains as '11im1Ha ', 
basis. The '['a/pal'ya however expla.i11s it as 'probaus ' ; uy which the passage would 
mean that the exbtencc of classes isprol'ell by comprehensive t,oguitious. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-V,\RTIKA 2-1-36 773 

hand, it be held that the Community is perceived as snhsist
ing in the perceior.:,l atoms, then it could not be manifested 
in the inner and hack parts (of the· thing-), which (not 
being cout.;w~ with the oere2ivino· or,ran) ar<➔ nnl pe1·cei11ed 
(anil tltis wouhl be absn'i·d). 0 "Bnt there would he 
manifestation of the Community in that mnch of the tlii1w 
as is perceived." In that case only that much of tlie Ato1~ 
would be tho snbstratllm {of the Commnnity) ; and it would 
come to this that the substratum of the Community is ouly 
that much of the Atom as is perceived and in which that 
Co<l!munit;y is cognised. And this vrnnld mean that whon a. 
cel'tain mass of cifom.-1 is percei vell, tl1el'8 is a Lli versir,y of 
things in it [that mucl1 which is perceived being one and that 
which is not perceived being anot,her] ! rl'hat is to say, 
when a certain mass of atoms in the shape of a Trr,r, is per
ceived, there is perceived a plurality of trees-each of those 
portions of Lhe Mass wherein the community' 'l'ree' is pet'
ceive(l would be a distinct Tree! [which is absnnl]. 

From all this we conclnrle that what serves to manifest, 
a particular community is some such entirely distinc1; 
substance as subsists in the conglomerated A toms; and 
this distinct substance is the Oumposite (as sometbiug different 
from the component atoms). 

Thus has Perception been examined. 

Viir(ilca on Sn. (36). 
[ P. 243, L. 1. to P. 252, L, 13). 

Now with a view to formulate the reasoning proving 
the existence of the O,mposite, the Bhii~ya starts with a 

question (P. 81-, L. 4,et seq.)-'' The mar. who denies the Com

posite, and with a viP,w to avoid the contingency of PercPpfion 
btjcoming impos.sible (in f.!tat case) holds that what i.~ J?crceived 
i.~ the' mass o(alomtt ',-what is there to u1•ue against such a 
man ?"-And the answer to this question is-Snch a persou 
should bs a/$ked to explain what is t!te object nf Unitar.1/ Con
ception. That is, he should be asked-The conception that 

we have in the form 'this is one sub.~tanc~ ', does it pertain 

to several (diverse) things or to a non-diverse thing? If it 
be said that it pertains to diverse things,-then the answer 
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would be that this is wrong; for aH a matter of fact, unitary 
conception is never actually found to appear in rPgard to 
i:,everal (diverse) things; and (even if it were found to so 

appear) the idea of' one' in connection with sereral thing3 
coulil not but be wrong. If, on the other hand, it be said 
that unitary conception pertains to a non-diverse thing,
then in that case onr answer would be that, that (non-diverse 
thing), wl1ich forms the object of the sn.id collception, is the 
G01n11,,site. '!)hen again, the conceptions of ' one ' and of 
' many ' mnst pertain to different objects,-becnu~e each 
is possessed of clearly distinctive characters-jnst like the 
conceptions of colour and other things ; or ( we may put the 
rP1tSoniug in anot.her form)-the conception of one aud of 

many must pertain to different objects,-bt-cause while the 
former pertains to an object in the aggregated form, t,he 
latter pertains to non-aggregated (di"integrntcd) things,
for instance, the former, i~ referred to simply as '.this', while 
the latter is referred to as ' t,his and this'. 

] n answer to the above (from thti standpoint of the 
Si<;l<Jhantin), the PUrvapak~in says-" The said conceJJtion 
of 'one' in. rPgard to the •many' would be similar to lhe 

r,ntion that we ha11e in regard to su.ch collective things as the 

' Army' arid the' Pore.'1l' " (Sutra). This can only mean 
as follow:.:-" As a matter of foct, even in cases where 
there is no diversity in the things themselves, yet thero 
js a difference in our conception of them, it is found that 
there is this distinction present• t.hat while one thing is 
single the other is diver~e ; for instance, · the conception of 
the• ~rmy ''is different from the conceptions of the ' ele
phants &c.' ( constituting the army),-similarly the concep• 

• Though both eJirions read ;ar11fir, it is clear that the sense demands •fir. If 
we retain the former reading the only meaning that can be aseigne<l to the phrase 

-~f<'f '1f "1~~~~ would be-' the army is one and so is the elephant in it, so 
that the usual di~tioc!ion of the composite being- oue and the components many is 

!\bscnt.' Brit this will not, be cinite in keeping with what follows, or with the context. 
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tions of the ' Kha1,irtt and other trees' (constituting the 

Forest) are different from the conception of the ' Forest' 

itself; and yet either the Army or the Forest is not different 

from its constituent factoi·s. • Hence the reason thitt the 

Sic_lqhantin has put for-ward is not a valid reason, bei!lg, as 

it is, not universally truet." 

If this portion of the Sufra. (emanat.ing from the Purva• 

pak~in) is meant.. to be a reasoning (against the Siqcjhanta), 
then it is incoherent., as it only states au example (and does 

not propound any teasou). If, on the other hand, (by the 

citing of the instance) it, is intended to show that the rAason• 
i11g put fonvard by the SicjrJhttntinis not valid (not necessari

ly leading to the conclusion) [i.e. if the FiirMpak§a a1·gument 

means that "even though the Army is conceived of as one 

and the elephants &c. as many, yet tht>y are not different"],
then, in that, case, what is urgt'd is something .not admitted 
at all; for who is there who holds the view that the' Arwy' 

and the ' Forest' are not dW'erent (from their constituent 

factors:! ?-In fact we have already explained that such 

(collective) tliings as the Army aud the Forest are entirely 

different from their constituents. Even granting that t.here 

is a notion of non-difference between the Forest, and it,s 

constituents, it is not right to nrg~ this (as proving absolnte 

non-rlifference), for such a notion can be due to several causes: 

"' il'lf~l{' of.the Bit,. Iu,I. B.liti,,11 is a misrea ling for' >ll~~a,!_ ', which is 

found in.the Bemtres edition. 

t The argurneut prcpoun<leJ l>y the SicN!icrntin (in the Vtir!ilrn) is-·theconeepti«n 
of one a11,l the concepti,rn of many must refer to llistiud ol>jects,bccallse while tlie former 

pertaius to au aggregatfJd tliiug, the latter pertaius to distiutegraged ih;ugs &~. &,,.'; 
au<l this reason is not u,,iversally true; for in the case of the Forest it is fo11ncl that 

even though the conception of the Fotest pertain, t,i th~ single aggregated form, and 

that of the kharf,fra &c. pertains to the trees undi vidually, iu the uo11-aggregateJ form,

yet the two thiug,-Forest and Trees-are uot <liffereut from one another. So the 

reason put forward doe~ not neeessarily lead to tlw couclusiou. 

t The _Bib. l nd. E,!ition read'S 11' iii~; the Be11are,; Edition read.ll ~, which is 

Letter. 
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:For instance-(a) there may bP a notion of non-difference 
when the two things arc really non-different, and 

Var. P. 2..14. ) 1 b l . ( lJ tLiere may e sue I a not10n, even when the 
hvo thiugs perceived are really different, but their difference, 
is not perceived: (a) Now out of thes-e two, only that notion 
of unity (non-difference) which arises when the two things are 
actually non-differen~ is firmly established (really true), as 
that alone i8 what i8 admitted b-y both parties. It wi1l not 
bo right to deny {as some people have done) tliat there is no 
really oue thing (no ea.so of real non-ditfel'ence, on which all 
parties would he a6 ree<l); as in that case the notion of 
• many ' would become imrossible; as the •many' is only a 
co1lectiou (conglomeration, mass) of SfweraI 'ones' (unities;. 
(b) Tn the other case, ev,3n thongh the things potceived are 
,101 ually a·iliflr1m (:,eve1·al), yet there is sometimes a notion of 

• noE•difference' due to the nou•pcrception of tl10 difference 
hetweon them ; this non-perception of diffel'cnce being dne 
to remotenesd ; for instauce, in the very case of ' Army' and 
' Foreret ', what happens is thap oven though tl1e constituent 
factors of the Army, in the shape of the Elephants &c., and 
those of the Forest, ~in the shape of the J(harjira and other 
trees), are such as have tlrnir diversity (separateness) dis
tinctly perceived (at close quarters), yet, on account of 
remoteness they fail to have this diversity duly perceived 
(from a distance); so that even though the things are really 
diverse, yet there is notion of non-dfoersity, on eccouut of 
the diversity being not perceived. 

[In auy case, so far as Atoms are concel'ned, the analogy 
of the 'Army' and ' Forest' does not hofd; for] Atoms are 
never perceived by any person. " Why so?" Because 
Atoms are supersensuous, as we have already explained 
before; it lrus already been explained by us that .Atoms are 
beyond the reach of the sense-organs. lt is only an object 
which is perceptible by the sense-organs and is capable of 
having its distinctness perceived, that can form the basis of 
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tl10 notion of non-difference, when the said disti.nctness fails 
to be perceived on account of Distance :-jnat as when there 
are a number of things and the particular species tu which each 
belony.i is ordinarily perceptible, Ute particulat• species fuils to 

be perceived on crncount of 1·P-moteness ; 01· in the cwrn of such 
th,ngs as have their dirwrse motions ordillorily perceptible, the 
divase motion fails iv be ptrc;,iced on arcount of remolene,qs. 
(Bha~ya, p. 83, l. U, et seq) ;-and the reason for this lies 
in the fact that the non-perception of a thing that is ordi
narily perceived is due to other (extraneous) causes; that is 
to say, whenever theiu is non-perception of a perceptible 
thing, it is due to some extraneous cause, as we find in the 
case of the 'Army' and 'Forest' cited by the Purrapak§iu;
the Atoms however are never perceived, being beyond tho 
1·each of the sen'3e-organs; hence their non-perception cannot 
be said to be due to any extraneous cause•; and as for the 

" The author here anticipates the following argument of the Piirnapak~in-" 1n 
the case of tlit bundle of Straw-stone-wood packed together in shell-lac, it is found 
that each of !be conRtituent things is not perceived sepnratPly, all that is seen is 
tlieir mass; aud yet they do not compose something different from themstlves ;
siuiilarly, in the case of the Ja1·, the component atoms may be imperceptiule as 
separate from one another, yet their 11tass would be rerceived, without_ their 
producing something different from themselves, iu the shape of the composite." The 
answer to this as given in the Text is as follows:-The mass or collection of a number 
of things is perceptilile only when each constituent of that mass is perceptible by itself, 
as di,tinct from the otl,er constituents ; as we find in the case of the 'Army' where 
the whole army is perceptible because each iudi \·i,lual 1111it, Elephant, horse, &c., is 
perceptil.,le 1.,y itself ; and when the constituent fact•,rn are so perceptible, if their 
}fas& fails to Le perceived, this is due to some exlrancous cause, e. y. remoteneHs, 
.Atoms however are never perceptible by themHlve~, hing as tl,ey arc extrem;ly 
subtle aml hence beyond the reach of all sense-organs ; ao that a mere collection of 
Atoms should be ever imperceptihle ; for insta uce, W/lnds being imperceptible 
by the eye, no collection of winds can ever become visible Ly the eye. So that if 
the conglo,nerat.ion of atoms <in the jnr) does not constitute something different 
from themselves (in the shape of the Composite Substance, Jar), it would n1can 
that the same atoms which are imperceptihle are also perceptible; and this would be 
absurd. Specially as in the case of the mass of atoms tl:c 11011-pe1·ception of their 
diversity cauuot be said to be duo to distance, or auy such extraneous cause as is found 
io the case cf the Army or Forest ; the impercept~bility Lciug inl,erent in tbe Atoms 
thcmsclves.-'f a/pa1·ya. 
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Atoms themselves, so long as some fresh feature is 11ot 

produced in tliem, they could not give rise to a different 
conception {other than the conception of tnt>re ' Atoms ') ;
this constit,utes a great incongruity (in the theory of 
those wbo do not admit of the Composite Jar as some 
tl1ing different 1from the componetit atoms).• 

The pbilosnpl1er, for whom tlie Atoms constitnte the basis 
of the conct>ption of 'Jar' and snch other substances, should 
be askt:'d the following question-When atoms give rise to a 
different conception (than that of tl1emselves u.~ 'a~oms '), 
do they do so when a fresh fE.ature is produced in them P 
Or without having any such feature produced P "What do 
you mt>an by t-his?'' Wt:'ll, if they have a fresh feature 
produced in them, this fresl1 feature would be the 'Composite'; 
while if they l,ave no sucL fresh ieature produced in them, 
then it would come to this that those same atom~ that were 
imperceptible become perceptible; and this would be a great 
incongruity. "But thefreshf"ature produced in the Atom3 

Var, P. 245. 
is conjunction [and it need not be anything in the 
form of!a Composite]; that is to say, the Atoms 

(whjch were imperceptible before), when coming into close 
proximity to one another; have this Conjunction produced 
in them, and· this Colljanction se1ves as the ff:'ature that 
renders them perceptible.'' This is not possible ; as tl1e 
Atoms ar·e beyond the reach of the senses ; and even t.lie Con
junction of imperceptible things can nev01· become perceptible; 
and (in the case of imperceptible tliings) there can be no 

0 This ~en.teuce, the f'dlporya adds, is in answer to the following K,irik,i-" What 
l1arm is there in our view? The many (imperceptible) atoms, having some fresh 
feature produced in them, <'ould become the basis of the (rreviously non-existing) 
perceptional cognition." This Karika is quoted by the 7'4fparya as emanating 
from the' author of the l'cJrfika'; this J'arfika must be by a Bau~~ha writtir, not 
l!411ofakara, as the editor of the-'!'afparya has taken him to be. 'l'he answer has 
been given, says the ftiUJ«rya by our Vdrfikaktim, by meutioning the fact that 
there is no fresh feature produced· in the atoms. This the Variika explains and 
further discussion is carried on in tbe T4fparya and the Parishu,J,<f,hi. 
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such perceptional cognition as 'this is in contract with that'; 
for this reason Conjunction cannot be regarded as thefresh 
feature {that rende1·s Atorus perceptible). 

The Purvapak~in says-" [We do not deny that there is 
the notiori of ' one ' in regard to the diverse a.toms J what we 
mean is that whenever eiuch a unitary conception arises in 
regard to what is di~ers,., it must be regarded. as a wrong 
notion, a pure misconception". 

Our answer to this is that as a matter of fact, misconcep
tions are due to percvption .of similarity and non-perception 
of difference; wl1ich means that the perception of similarity 
imposes (upon the .misconceived thing) a contrary character, 
through the impression left on the mind (of the observer) by 
a previons perception of tl1at c:haracter. which does (as 
a matter of fact) belong to the thing.• 

Now as regards Atoms, inasmuch as they are entirely im• 
pel'ceptible, how can tl1ere be any 'perception of similarity'P 
Aud w lien there is no ' perception of similarity', how can 
there be 'non-perception of difference' P And when there 
is neither ' perception of similarity', nor ' non-perception of 
difference', how can there be any 'imposition of contrary 
character'?. Thus tl1en the cause (of misconception) being 
absent-, the appearanoe of the effect in the shape of miscon
ception would not be possible. 

fJ.'his same reasoning also holds respecting the viP.ws that
( a) " the U nit.ary conception in regard to atoms is secondary 
(indirect or figurative)",-and (h) that ''it is merely analogi
cal". (,,) 'rhat upon which the secondary or figurative concep• 

• J<'or iustauc,•, when ,te wrongly perceive the Bht!l .is silvt:r, what happens is 
that we perceh•c in the lhing before u~ only thoge char:<cteriftrcs that are common 

to the shell and silver; aud then thue comes to the miud the idea of silver which 
hasbceu perceived before;and through tlierecallingoftbis 'silver',the 'character of 
silver' which does 11ot belong to the shell, comes to be imposed upon it by-the afore
said perception of similarity between the two thing11. The Beilares Edition audthe 

Tatparya read after ftril"1~f-..: the clauge 111til11t•nlffm,-alw11,~tbfinr 
•f·q~r. This is wanting in Bib. Ind. :Edition, 
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tion is based is 'bhalc(i',-lit.erally meaning 'that which is divid
ed or held in commnii (61rnjy1J/e) by two things', which stands for 
the similarity of a thing to that which it is not; for instance, 
when one perceives the 'dull intelligence of the ploughman,' 
he conceives (and speaks) of him as an' ox' [which also has 
dull intellig,mce, which therefore constitutes the point of 
similarity between the man and the ox; hence the notion ' the 
ploughman is an ox' is. regat·tied as fignratioe] .As a matter 
of fact, no such perception of similarity is possible in the case 
of Atoms, which a.re imperceptible.-(b) Nor again will it be, 
right to regard the notions of ' one ' in regard to the 1nany 
atoms as an.alogiaal, because there is no analogy (likeness) 
betwetin what is really what is conceived (i. e, what is really 
one) and what is not really so (i. e.•what; is many, not one) ; 
analogical cognition is possible only in a case where there 
is some likeness between what is really what is conceived 
and what is not so; for instance, in the analogical concep
tion 'the boy is a lion', where the word 'lion' Rtands for 
b-haDing lilce the lion. • "Wliat is it that forms tho 
object of analogy ?" It is bra'1ery (that constitutes the 
basis of the comparison), Thus we find that in the case of 
.Atoms, none of tho three conditions of 'miscioncepUon' can be 
possible, for the simple reason that they are imperceptible. 

0 This is a:ldeJ, says Lhe fafptJryaj with a view to show that the i<lea of 
differeuce between the two is not completely lo~t in this case, as it is in the ease of 
the 'figurative' expression ; 'the man is an ox' means that he is e_xactly as the ox; 
while when only slight similarity is meant, we ha¥e the analogical expression 'tl,e 
boy is a lion'. The distinction betwe~n 'figurative' anJ 'analogical' expressio1rn is out 
quite-clearly brought; the only distinction drawn appears to be that in the fignrati,·IJ 
expre~sion, the idea of difference is completely lost, stress being laid upon the likenes• 
only; while iu the case of analogical expression, the idea of differeuce is uot entirel.1 
lost; the expression 'this man is an ox ' means that in dullness of intelligence he is r, 
complete ox itself ; whereas the analogical expression ' this boy is a lion' simply 

means that he behaves like a lion,-the word f~, bi,ing explained as fc._ ~ wr~a-, 
being analysed as ~-fll"!_·>ll"!t ; so that there is no identification .at all of the Boy 
with tl e lion; all that the words mean biling 'the boy behaves lil:ti a lion', aud not tit at 
he iR the lion itself. 
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Then again, as a. matter of fact, the conception rn ques
tion ( of 'one' in regard to the rnany atoms) cannot be re

garded as ' wrong cognition ' either ; for the reason that 
there is no such right cognition (of 'one• in regard to 11uiny) 

as could form the prototype (of such a misconception). 
" fVhat fol'tns the n,Pce.<;sar!f prototypP. i,; the 11olion of 110n-dim·r
s'ity that WI! h,,vp. in the ca.~e rf thin9s perceived by ot/1el' sense

organs.'' (Bha~ya. P. s.i, L. 12). If you mean by Lliis that
" the unitary conceptions that we have in reg,1rd to such 
things as Sonnd and the rest are tlie (right) prototype, and 
in regard to things othe1· than these the said conception is a 
misconception ",-then our answer is that unlit special rea

sons al'e adduclld, the mere citinr, of an e;eample crrnnot estab
lish any co1wtusioi1, ; fhat e1JP.n so the dting of the example wutdd 
n,,t lerul tv any definite r.o,;clnsion, for the simpll-l teason that 
no 15pecial reason is arl,/.iced in support of the conrl11~io11. (Bha. 
P. 8cJ. L. 13 and 14). 'rhere are two kinJs of c::mceptior;s,-(1) 
the conception of a thing as what it is, and (2) 1,he conception 

of a thing a~ what it is not ;-now the question 
V.ar. P. 246. 

is-the conception of ' one' that there is in re• 
gard to the massed atoms, is this a conception of atoms as 
what they a,t'e not, ? or .is it not so ? [ And this remains doubt
ful, even after you h11,ve cited tlrn instance of Sound and 
other things, until you adduce some special reason to prove 
that the said conception is as correct in regarJ to Atom11 as it 
is in regard to Soundj.* '.J.'hen again, when you say that-•" the 
notion of 'one' in regard to such objects as ::found and the 
like is the correct prototype (of all unitary conceptions), while 
the notion of ' one.' in regard to such objects as the Jar aed 
the like is a wrong misconception "-you admit the real ex
istence of such things as the Jar and the lik~ ; for if the 

• The case of the massed atoms is taken as a t:x:pical one, as tl1ose wh,, admit 
the Composite as well as those who do not, both accept the mass of atoms as a true 

entity (th6 only difference being that according to the former the mass cQnstilutes 
a separate eingle substance, while according to the latter it is only atoms, and no
thing else) -TJ{pary«. 
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existence of the Jar &c., is not admitted, there can be no 
occasion for any such assertion a.s that I similarity t.o Sounrl 
&c., forms the basis of the conception of m,e in regard to the 
Jar.' The Opponent might ~ay-" We do not, admit the 
~xistence of the Jar &o.; what we assert is that lthe Jar &c. 
are nothing more than a m11Bs of 11toms], and the unitary con• 
ception t.hat arises in regard to the m11.~sed atoms does so on 
the basis of the analogy (similarity) of Sound &c.'' -But this 
we have already answered, by pointing out that this won1d 

not be possible, as Atoms are imperceptible. 'l'hen again, (for 
you, Vaihha,rilw.,) even Sound &c., which you regard as the 
basis of the right primary (prototypal) unitary conception, 
are nothing more than mere ma11se., (of atoms) ; so that, these 
also heing as much massed atoms (as the Ja1• ~-c.,), the uni
tary conception in regard to them cannot be ,·ir;hf. • For in 
regard to (Sound which is a ma.~s <1f ofoms) the notion of 
•one' could arise only wh~n there would be a cessation uf 
tlie notion of its being a conglomeration (of .w,erlll things) ; 
and as s11ch 1 t.be said conception (being due to the cessation 
of a correct notion with regard to the thing concerned) could 
be only figm·atfoe, proceeding on the basis of t.he (suppa::;edt) 
similarity (of ~onnd) to thing!'! really possessed of nnit.y ;

things pmisessed of real unity are natnrally snch that with 
regard to them there is always an absence of the notion of 
their being a conglomeration (of several things) ; so that in 
regard to Sound also, when there is similar absence of the 
notion of its being a conglomeration of several things, this 
constitutes a similarity between Sound and things possessed 
of real unity ; and on the basis of this similarity, there arises 
the notion of ' one ' in regard to Sound also ; and this notion 

"As for ourselves-the Taiparya adds-the notion of one in regard to Sound 
cannot be right; for according to us no quality can reside in a quality ; and both 
,Sound and Number are qua.litie11 ; and one is only a number : so that, in 'our philo
sophy, the z:otion of' one' in regard to Bound can be only figuratfre. 

t The similarity being as"'nmed, on, the ces~ation of the notion of Sound being a 
mas, of several atoms. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 2-1-36 783 

can be regarded as only fignrof.ive. "In the case of all things 
the notion of one might. be due to the absence of the notion 
of tl1eir being a conglowei-ation of several things." If that 
were so, then in the case of the concrption 'not-two', there 
could be no such doubt as to whether it is 'one' or ' seve1·al' 
(more tl>an two) ;•-that is to say, as a matter of fact, when
ever the term 'not two ' is used, it gives rise to a doubt as 
to there being' one' or' more tban two', the n~gation of two 

being common to both (011e ancl more than two); but if ' not 
two' meant tlte negat'iofl. of conglomttratfon iu all cases, then 
it could not give ris1• to the doubt as to its being 011tJ or more 

than twu ; as a matter of fact, it does give rise to the Raid 
doubt ; and with a view to remove this do11bt,, it is adtlt<d
' it is 011e otdg ', which restricts the conception of' not two' 
(to ofle only); so that what gives rise to this restriction is 
• one •, and that which gives rise t,> the notions of' three' or 
'four' &c·, are the numbers ' three ', ' four' and the res~. 
Similarly (jm,t as the notion of 'one' is due to the absence 
of the JJotion of conglomeration) with regard to Sound, the 
notions of 'two,' 'three' &c., would be dne to its being a con
glomeration. [ Hence the case of Sound will not, serve to ex• 
plain the unitary notion of 'two ' &c.~ that we have when 

·there are two objects, the Jar and the Cloth, both beiug mere 
conglomeration of .Atum11]. "Why so?" Because the case of 
Soun<l is- similar to that of things possessed of real dnality : 
i. e., conglomeration is r.s much present in S,,u11d as iu a 
Snbstance p:>ssessing dua.lit-y. '' Then, in all cases (in the 
case of Atoms also) the notion (of ' not one ') may be held 

" If Unity conaiRted in the mere 'negation of the .notio,n of coii~on1eration,' then, 
as the term 'not two', could al•o involve the eaiJ 11egation of tile 11otior1 of coo

glomeration, it would mean ' 011e.' only ; so that when a thing wouU- be spoke11 of as 'not 
tcoo' there would be no suspicion of its hei11g more tlia11 two. Nor, in !hat case, would 

any such assertion be pc911ible as' thiM is 1101 two, if is one only'; as' not two' itself 

wonld necessarily mean' o only,' which would make the adJiug of 'one only • en
tirely superfluous. 

The Beoares edition putd a couuna betweeu ' 'f ' and ' i '-which is Dot right. 
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to he dne to the presence of the notion of conglomeration." 
Ant if that were so, t.hen no doubt would ariE>e from the 
rather vague idPa produced by the term 'not one ';-that is 
to say, if the notion of' two' &c., were always due to the 
presence of conglomeration, then wlwnever the denial ' this 
is not one ' is made, there sho111d be uo rnch doubt, as to 

Vaa. P. 247. 
whether the thing is ' two', or 'three ',-hoth 
of th~se being equally ' not one '; hence that 

which gives rise to the definite conception of the thing being 
'two' (and not three &c.) is the presence of the nnmbee ' two' 
(and not mera conglomerntiu11)*. A pPrson who does not admit 
of the conception of •one' or' two ' &c.,-for him there can not 
be either 'conglomeration' or 'negation of conglomeration', 
because for one who does not admit of uuity, of what could 
there be' conglomeration' (' con,glomeration' consisting only 
in the beiug together of .:everal nnities)? .And for one who 
does not admit of 'duality', whose denial would there be 
in the 'negation of conglomeration' ?t Furt.hee, for one 
who does not admit that 'one', 'two' &c. are distinct 
ent,ities by themselves, there would not be possible such 
conceptions of unity as are involved in the ideas of 'one 
hundred', 'one dnalit,y' ano the like. :t: 

0 Tl1e '['a/,parya do~s nut appear to be ~atisfied with 111 this, lt says-' The 
ultimate criterion of rll things is our own notion of them ; and as we have the notion 
of the numbers ' two' 'three ' &c., these have to ad,uitted as re'.llities; the V,il'tika 
l:as curried on a series of rea~o11in6s simply with a view to show that the ide>1 is 
amenable to several proofs. 

t The person who denies 1111ity, duality &c., denies a fact of well-ascertained direct 
apprehension ; a,1d as such an unreasonable sceptic would be equally prepared to deny 
the existence of well-known single entities,-he would !Jave nothing that conld 
be the substratllm of the 11umb.;r' one' ; and as conglomeration is only a collection of 
single entities-there would be no' conglomeration '; what then would' duality' consist 
in? There being no couglomeratiou, no 'negation of conglomeration' would be poseible; 
how could yon account for the notion of 'one '-which according to yo,1, is baRed 
entirely on the' negation of conglomeration' ?-'f a~pai•y,;r,, 

:I: If Duality &c. is only conglomeration, and the negation of conglomeration is 
1 one ',-nurl 'one' and' two' are no distinct entitie~,-theu the idea of 'one duality'• 
involves correlation or identification between' one' and' duality ' which would be im
possible, if the two Were only mntual contradictions-' conglomeration ' and 'negation 
of <;onglomrralion '. 
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[The real ina.ttcr-of-fact objection against the theory 
that the notion of 'one ' in regard to m11ss,..d atoms is similar 
to the notion of 'one' that we have in regard to such multiplt3 
things as S,mnd and the like is now stated)-As a matter 
of fact, in the case of Sonnd &c. the notion of ' one' is due 
to the non-perception of diversity; that is to say, the notion 
of ' one ' arises in regard to Sound &c., because when these 
are perceived, their diversity is not perceived. There is no 
such cause in the case of Atoms, from which the notion of 
' one ' c(,uld arise; for the simple reason that Atoms are 
impel'ceptible, as we have already explained. 

When the Bliii~ya sa.ys that the notion of ' one' is to 
be urged (against tl1ose who do not admit the existence of 
the •c~imposite'), tl1is is meant only to Le a sample of wbat 
can be urged; as a matter of fact, the not.ion of 'not one', 
• many,' also may be urged, just as effectively as the not.ion 
of' one'. As a matter of fact, fol' one who does not admit 
the 'Composite' to be something different (from the com
ponents}, the notion of' many' is as impossible as the ,notion 
of ' one '. · And the ordinary conceptions of ' jar ' &c. 

also may he urged against him, in the same manner as the 
notions of 'many ' [the conception of 'Jar' connoting some• 
thing different from.the component earth-atoms composing 
it.] 

The well-known conceptfons of (A) 'Mognitule ', (B) 
' Oonjunctiou ', (0) ' Motion ', ai,d (D) ' Ooinmu1tity ' should 
alBo be urged ag"inst the person who denies the Oomposite, as 
what has been urged in connection with ' unitary conception ' 
ilf t1°pplic 1ib/e lo lhe,,e conceptions also,-says ·the Bha1ya 
tP, 84-, 1. 19). That is to say, if y~m do not admit the 
' Composite ' to be sornethiog different, then the concep
tions'-' lbis is largo, possessed of rnagoitnde (A),' ' this is 
iu contact (BJ with that ', ' thtl animal Horse is moving 
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(C >'-would not be possible for you ; for none of the,,c 
conceptions can rightly apply to .A tows, which are imper
ceptible. 

The Piirvapak,fo retorts-1' [It is true that these con
" ceptions do arise] ; but what is doubtful in regard to theso 
" conceptions-of ' one • &c.;_is whether they pf•rtain to the 
'' mere mass or cnnglmnPratum of atom.,, or somAthing differ
" ent (from the atoms) ? And wh~n this doubt has ariso11, 
" it behoves you to show some special reason (for regarding 
" them as pertaining to oue, and not to the other).'' 

The Si<Jtf,hantin answers-Our special re,tson (for regard
ing them as pertaining to the Composite as something differ
ent from the components) consists in the co-extensiveness of 
these with the conception of magnitude; that is to ~ay, when
ev~r the notion of' one ' arises, it does so in regard to what 
is large, possessed of magnitude ; and as a matter of fact, 
whenever two conceptions are found to be co-existent, the 
thing in regard to which the conceptions arise is found to be 

possessed of the characters (conceived of) ; 11. g1 wheuevt.1r 
we have the conception of' blue' co-extensive with 'lotns •
as in the phrase ' the lotus is blne '-it means that tlw 
conception of ' blue lotus' pertains to a thing which is 
possessed of both characters-of being lotu.9 and of {;,,in_q blue; 
so tha.t when the conception of' oue ' is actually found to 
be co-extensive with the conception of 'large', the con
clusion is that what is conceived of as • one' is what is 
also ' large' (and not atomic). 

"B,.1,t the c,mception of' large' consists 011ly in the r,11gni.'-'ing 
of o certain pe,mliarity in the ' mas11 of atoms '." • (Bhal}ya, 

0 Both editions read simply •l!Plll~fflfir. But in the first place, the 

passage is 11. quotation of the Blidfya., which reads 111$1fltt1nf~~r:i"v:; and 
secondly that, such is the reading is clear from the explanation, that follows in the VcJr
fika {next pa.geJ, of the Purvapak*a argument involved iu the passage in question. As 
the passageahnds in the two i,ditions it cau only mean-· whenever there is uotion of 
one in regard to a large object, there is cognition only of " peculiarity iu the mass of 
atoms'; bot this will not tally with anuvJcJa appc~ring oo the next page. 
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Var. P. 2-18. 
P. 84, 1. 23)-Thatisto say, we do not admit of 
the ' Composite' as something different; what 

happens is that, having perceived one 'mass of atoms' (which 
is not' large'), if we perceive another, and find in this latter 
some peculial'ity or difference (over the former), we have 
the conception of 'large ' in 1egard to tlutt other 'mass of 
atoms' [ so that, inasmuch as the conception of ' large ' 
pertains to only atoms, the notion of ' one' also should 
pertain to these, and not to a distinct' Composite ']." 

Well, in that case your arg1unen t becorntts open to the 
objection urged before,-that this conception of ' large ' 
would be a cognition of something as what it is not; t,hat 
is to say, if the conception of ' large' pert"ins to atoms, or 
to the mQBR "f at01nR-neitber of which is lizrge-it can only 
be a. wrong conception, being the conception of something 
as what it is not ; and there can be no wrong conception 
without a prototype (iu the' shape of a corresponding right 
conception) ; and thus your theory remains open to the 
objections already urged by us. 

" With regrird to Samul ice h'l.1J8 th" concPption of' small ' 
an,l ' large ' ; and this co,tcRption would be the 'prutotype' 
required, 'fbat is to ~ay, we have such notions as 'sonnd is 
small,' 'sotind is large •,-which shows that we have the 
conception of 'large ' and ' small ' in regard to t-he same 
thing Sound ; and thia would be th!3 prototype of similar 
notbn8 of 'large' and ' sma.ll ' in regard to othP,r things 
[snch as Atoms, which, though small, may be conceived of 
6gurativt1ly as' large')." 

[The answer to the above is]-That ca1rnot be;• as the 

saitl concPptions in regard to 8<J1111d pi:1rtain to onl.11 faintness 
11nd loudness, for the simple 1•eason tltat they do not presuppose 
the ascertainmerit of the e~act eztent or dimension of the sout1d 

(Bbit~ya, P. 85, L. 5) ;-as a matter of fact neither largeness 

• 'fbe Beoare1 edition baa a superfluous "II here. 
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nor smallt1Pss can subsist in Sound, for they are qualit.ies 
[and Suund also is a quality, and no quality can subsist in 
a quality]. " If that be so, then the conceptions of 'large' 
and 'small' would not be possibl~ in regard to Sound."_ 
Certainly they are not impossible; for they are based upon 
other causes. '' 'What are these causes? " Ftiintnesn 
and Loudness, [i. e., when the Sound is fafot, it is called 
'small,' and· when it is loud, it is Cti.lled 'large']. "How 
do you know that this is so?" The 1·cusou that this· must 
be the meaning lies in the fact that the said r:on.r,eptio11s do nQt 
presuppose tlie definite cognition of tlie ea1,1ct e,r.tent or dimension 
of the Sound ; (01· in.~tanc~, whe1i one Ct>nceines of a S,,11,t.td as 
'ln.rge ', he does w,t have the idea that ' tlu~ SrJ1Lnd e!Mlends sa 
fnr' (Bllii~ya, P. 85, L. 1) ;-in the case of such things as tho 
],earl, the Amttla'l,;a fruit and the Biloa fruit, when one thinks 
of these in the following mauner-1 the Li.ma/aka is larger 
then the Pearl,' 'the Bifoa is larger than the A,nalaka ',-he 
does have a definite cognition of the exact extent OL' dimen
tsion of each of these things; there is uo such definite cog
nition of exact extent in the case of Sound.* " In the casi:! 
of Sound also, it may be that after having heard one S01m1l 
wht•n one comes to he_ar another, he has the conception that, 
' this Sound is larger or smaller than that Sound.' '' ,v e 
do not deny tlie possibility of such a concept.ion (in regard 
to Sound); what we are discussing is-whether this concep
tion of ' large ' or ' small ' that we have in rt>gard to Sound 
is.based upon the actual presence in it of the large or small 
dimension ? or ir. is due to other causes B-And tLe conclusion 

0 The 'ftitparya perceives a difficulty in this reasoning : "Jn the case of such 
things as the A.l.,1sha, whose extent or dimension is of the largest, 110 delinitt' cogni
tion of their dimension is possible. So that the ' &scertaioment of dimension ' tl,H 
the Bht:i,fYa @peaks of must he taken as referring to only such things as are amenable 
tc. eense-operation ; ae for such things as Akii.sha aud the like,-which are not 
amenable to sense-perl'eption-even though the exact dime11sion is uot a~certained, 
tl1fly cannot be said to be without dimensiou ; because the fact of their having 
dimeusion fa iuforred from their being substanee,.".:._T,i!parya. 
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that app~ars to be the right one is that it is dne to other 
causes: becau~e one quality is never found to be possessed 
of another quality ; as a matter of fact no quality has been 
found to bQ possessed of another quality, on the analogy of 
which there could be a conception of dimen:sion (which is a 
Quality, in Sound, which also is a Quality). " From the 
very fact of the presence of the conception of ' largeness ' 
in regard to Sound, it can be inferred that, like Snbstances7 

Sound also is possessed of a quality (in the shape of the litrg·P, 

dimension); that is to say, when the conception of '}argeness • 
arises in regard to Substances1 it does so by re6.son of the 
presence in it of Dimension,-and the same conception of 
• largenesR,' is found to arise in regard to Sonnd also,-so 
that the conclusion must be tliat because of the presence in 

Var. P. 249. 
·regard to _it of the conception of 'largeness,' 
Sound is possessed of Dimension." 'l'his 

reasoning is not right; as the premiss put forward is not 
universally I rue; for there arc things which, even though 
they are conceived of as 'large,' are not poss·essed ,A large 

dime.nsion; e. g., the large dimension ilse1f. [That is to say, 
there are such conceptions as ' the dimension of the .A.malaka 
is larger than the dimension of tl1e Pearl', which involves 
the conception of' large' in connection with Dimension itself; 
while as a matter of fact no Dimension can belong to Dimen• 
sion]. '' How then do you have the conception of' large ' 
in connection with Substances? If, even in the presence of 
the conception of' large' in regard to a thing, you do not 
admit that thing to be possessed of the large dimension, then 
how do you account for the conception that ' substance is 
possessed of the large dimension ' ? ". It is not true that 'a 
substance is possessed of the large dimension, because it is 
conc.eived of as large'; in fact (the converse of this is true; 
that is) a substance is conceived of as large, because it is 
possessed of the large dimension ;-and the presence of la.rgo 
dimension in a substance is inferred from the fact that any 
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distinctive conception (such a.s t.liat of being large) in regard 
to a substance can never be due to mere chance (it rnnst be 
due to the :ictual presence in that substance of a correspond
ing featm·e]*. " Well, if, in the case of substances, the 
presence of la1·ge dimension is inferred from the. fact that 
distinctive conceptions in regard to them cannot be due to 
mere chance,-the same might be said in regard to S.mnd 
also; that is, in regard to Sound also we have the distinctive 
conception of its being large; and this conception should not 
be due to mere chance." Who says that in regard to Sound 
the said conception is due to mere chance? "To what then 
is the said conception due (if it is not due to mere chance) ? " 
lt is due to faintness and /Qudne.~s (of Sound); / aintness and 
loudness are properties really belonging to Sound; and it is 
on the baf>is of these that you have the notions of ' small ' 
and' large' in regard to Sound. "But wliat is this faintness 
or loudness ? " ·when a Soun<l resembles a small substance, 
and is conceived of as the substratum of that resemblance, 
it is called 'faint'; and when it resembles a large substance, 
and is conceived of as the substratum of that resemblance, 
it is called ' loud ' or 'powerful'. 

Then again, the conception of 'Mm.11117,(e ', 'these two 
things are in contact',-which involves the cognition of contact 
coextensive with (having the same substratum) as duality
also proves the existence of the Ovmposite. " How? " Well, 
as a matter of fact, the notions of 'largeness ' and ' being in 
contact' must pertain to the same object,-becanse there is 
coalescence of the two,-jnst like the notions of ' blue• and 
' lotus'; that is to say, in the case of the notions of ' blue ' and 
'lotus' we find that they coalesce, and as such pertain to the 

• So that when a substance isnonceived of as' large', it is because it is actually 
poll8eesed of the large dimension; this is specially so, when the said conception 
is such as is not sublated by subsequent experience , and is not found to be due to 
otber cau1es. 
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same obje0t (the characters of being 'blue' and of 'being 
lotus', both sub::.isting in the hlue lotus); and we find u. simi
lar coalesence in t,he case of the notions of 'being large' and 
'being in contact'; hence, on account of this coalescence, the 
two notionR must be regarded as pertaining to the same 
objects (the character of 'being large' and 'being in contact' 
subsisting in the same two objects; which, therefore, cannot 
but be composites). This same explan:.tion holds respecting 
all such conceptions as 'one large thing is movitig', 'the 
Khaljira tree' and the like [everyone of which coalescing with 
the conception of 'large' establishes the existence of the Com
posite]. In answer to the above the Opponrnt may urge the 
following-" The said conceptions ( of 'largeness ' and of ' two 
things being iu contact') may be regarded as based upon (and 
pertaining to) two conglomerations or masses of atoms only 
(and not to Composites). rrbat is to say, whPn the concep• 
tions of ' large ' and ' in contact' arise, they do so in regai;d 
to two conglomerations only; similarly such notions as • the 
one large object is moving ' pertain only to such conglomPra

tions (and not to fJompositP.s).'' This reasoning however is not 

Var: P. 250. 
right; as none of the several alteratives pos
sible under such an hypothesis is tenable ; for 

instance, when it is asserted-that '' the conceptions of ir,, 

r.ont,u:t, lr.rge and the like pertain to ronglotnemtions",-what is 
it that is meant by 'Conglomeration' or ' Mass'? (o) l>oes it 
consist of the several components? (b) Or of the contact or 
combination of the several components? {/,) If the llla.ss be 
held to consist of the contact of the severnl componeuts, then 
(when one conceives of two' Masses' in contact) this concep
tion would be in the form ' two contacts al'e in contact'. 
"Why so?" Because the Ma.9s is held t.o consist. only of 'cou
tact.' So that there collld be no such conception as ' these 
two ohjeofs are in contact'. Further, even the conception of 
co11tact would not be possible (in the case of two things 
being in contact); for when one. 'Mass' 0omes into coutact 
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with another' Mass', the resultant contact would itself be 
come t\ 'Mass' (under the opponent's theory); so that thfm~ 
would be a sin_qle 'mass ' (in the shape of the contact of the 
two massesi ; and hence there would be no idea of 'contact' 
at a11. (a) If, on the othel' hand, the ' Mass' consists of tho 
several components only, then there could be no co-ordination 
between 'masses' and ' duality'; tl1at is to say, no such con
ception would be possible as' thsse two objects are in contoct', 
which involves the contingency of 'dnality' subsisting in the 
sarne substratum as the 'Mass.' [That is under the Opponent's 
theory the Mass is nothing a.part from the components, and 
these are ni,xnJJ, and as such cannot. be conceived of as •two']. 
Prom all this the conclusion is that what form the substratum of 
Oonjnrwtion are two such subfltances as are pnssPSRed of mag11i
tud e and ore po.~sessPd of dnalit?/· (Bha~ya, P. 8-5, L. 15). If 
it be urged that then, is no snch thing as Conjunction,-our 
answer is that we have already shown that there is such a 

thing as Conjunction, distinct from the objects in contact. 

Then again~ the philosopher who.holds that the Composite 
is nothing apart from the group or mass of.components, should 
be asked the following question :-Such conceptions as 
• Cow', 'Horse' and 'Man' as are baRed upon (due to} the 
several particular communities,-to what do these pertain? 
'Bnt there is no such thing as' Community'; how could 

there be any conceptions based upon Communities?•" But 

0 The position of the philosopher who denitll> the very idea of ' Community ' is 
thus explained in the fa,parya :-There can be no ench real entity as Oommunitg, 
a:a whose substratum it would be uecessary to accept the el!iistence of a real substance. 
For instance, lloes any particular commnnity subsist in a particular individual ob
Ject ? or in ah places ? 1£ in all plates, theu all things would belong to the same 
Community, of 'cow' for iustauce ; and all things would be cow I If; on the other 
band, the Community were held to sub~ist in a ftlw individual things only, then it 
behoves you to explain how that Community becomes related to a particular indivi
dual-a particular cow-that is newly born ? For certainly before the individual 
came into existence. at a certa:n place, the Community wail not there, at that parti
cular place ; nor could the Community subsisting in tho older iudividuals go over to 
the uewborn individual ; for according to the Logician, Community can have no 
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as matter of fact, it is not pos.,ible to deny the ereistence of 
particular r,ommunilifs, which form the basil~ of al,l comprehen

sive o;• inclu.~ive conc,ption,<J. ( Bha~ya, P. 86, L. 4). Apart 
from a particular Community there can be no basis for a 
comprehensive cognition ; and no baseless cognition can have 
any footing; and yet we have such inclusive conceptionfl as, 
for instance, ' these ear-rings' { which includes a number of 
ear-rings); we also have exclusive conceptions, such for in• 
st,ance as, ' these are not ear-rings ';-for this reason the 
existence of part.icnlar communities cannot be denied. Thus 
then (as the existence of Communities cannot be denied), 
ino,mrnch as no Ovmniuuity could b~ manifested without a 

substratum, it is necessary to Pmplnin what that substratum is. 

(Bha~ya, P. 86, L. 5) ;-that is to say, any particular Com
munity can never be manifested without a substratum ; and 
hence it behoves the PuroapaklJin to explain what is tliat 
substratum (which manifests a particular Community). 
" What forms this substratum is the group of atoms; that is 
to say, atoms, grouped in a certain manner, serve to 
manifest particular communities ; so that the mere necessity 

motion ; and also because if the Community did go over to the new thing, the older 
thing would become bereft of it ; so that the older cow would cease to be a ' cow' I 
Nor will it be riglit to hold that when the individual is born, the Community also is 
born with it ; for in that case Community would be something transient.. The only 
way in which he can extricate himself from the meshes of these difficulties is to 
regarJ the idea of 'Community ' as pnrely illusory. 

The '/'tJ/parya supplies the fvllowing answer to the above :-As a matter of 
fact there are certain well-known entities as though existing at the 8ame time, are not 
related to one another ; e. g., odvur, ta,te, colour and touch ; and for our opponents 
also, there are several ideas existing at the same time, and yet not related to one an
other ;-for the Vaishe~ikas, Space, Time, Akii.sha and Time, though existing at the 
same time, are not related to one another. In the same manner, Commm1ity also exists 
at the same time as other things, and is yet not related to all of them ; it is related 
to only those individuals that compose that Conununity. So that when a particular 
individual is born, there it i~ quite possible for the Community to have existed from 
before, though not related to anything; and what serves to characterise and mani
fe~t the existing Community is the birth of that indivicinal. Such being the real 
condition of things, we need uot be afraid of the arguments urged by the opponent, 
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to provide a snbstratnm for the comprehensive conception of 
Oommunity does not establish· the existence of the Com
posite." The answer to this has been already provided 
by us, when we showed that the said ' grouping ' (of atoms), 

P. 251. 
which is only another name for' Conjnncti.on' is 
something quite difforent (from tl1e atoms them

selves). Further, you think that it is• the peculiar g1·oupi1,g 
(of the atoms) that manifests the particular Community;
now is the • grouping.' when it manifests the Community, in 
contact with the Kye (i. e., perct>ive<l) ? or it manifests it 
without being itself perceived ? If it be held that " when it 
manifests the Community, then the 'grouping' is perceived,"
then that Community would not he manifest'1d in tlte inner a11d 
back parts (of the 'group ' concerned), as tlieee parts would not 
be perceived (Bha~ya, P. 86, L. 9); that is to say, if the Com
munity is manif~sted in a '.group' that is actually perceived, 
then, inasmuch as its inner and back parts would be hidden 
from view hy the front part, they would not be perceived ; 
and hence the Community could not be manifested in those 
parts ! " But the,·e would be ,nanif ,-station of tlte Oom
mu,nity in that muoh of the ,group as is pei-ceived." (Bha~ya, 
P. 86, L. 10). This will not be right ; as in that case 
that much of the group (as is' not perceived) would fail to be 
the substratum ; that is to say if you hold that-" there 
could be manifestation of the Community i11 t.l,at much of the 
'Group' as is actually perceived,"-then it is only that much 

of the ' group' that would be ·the substratum of the Com
niunity (and not the whole of it) ; and in that case there 
should be diversity in the cognised thing; that is to say, when 
a certain 'group of atoms' is cognised as tl1e ' tree ', there 
should be a diversity or multiplicity in that ' tree.' " Why 
so P" Well, every one of those parts of the group where 
the Community (' Tree ') would be manifested, would be a 
distinct tree ; and in that case the one tree should be cog
nised as many; so that no conception of ' one' would be 
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possible.• Further, as the mere front part of a tre_e is not 
the 'tree ' [and yet that part is all that is perceived, and 
in which, as such, the Commnuity I tree' is manifested, ere 
hppothesi,] there would be nothiug in which the Community 
'tree• would subsist ? L What is seen not being the tree but 
only a part of it]. So that it behoves you to explain what 
is the real object of the concept 'tree.' 

l!'rom all this we co11clude that what serves to manifest a 
particular Commu11ity is so,ne such entirely distinct substance 
os subsists in the g1·m1ped atoms, aT1d tMs distinct substance 
is the Composite as sumelhi11g different from the component 
atoms. (Bha~ya., P. 86, L. 15) This sentence is analysed as 
fo11ows-(a)' that of which the 'grouped atoms' (Sarn'Ut/iliil} 
01}D1'a~) are the substratum is the '8amurjilii.1JUS[ltll-
11am' (' that which subsists iJ;l the grouped atoms '),-(b} 
that 'distinct substance' (ar{ltii1,f11ram) which is samutJi
liil)UB(hanam (' subsisting in the grouped atoms') is the 
' su11mrji{atmsfhanar/hiin/urar1, ',-to this belongs the charac
ter of' manifesting a particular community' (Jii{ivishe~avya
kfiliefu{va),-and not to Atoms ;-this is what establishes 
the existence of 'the · Composite as something distinct from 
the component atoms.' 

L The Var/ilca propounds a fresh argument of its own,
one not found in the .Bha~ya ]-One who does not admit the 
compositP- as something different from the components, should 
explain the real signification of the term 'p,1.rnmlit}u' (atom, 
smallest parti,.,}o). As a matter of fact, the term 'pur11m
,1 ~m' denotes the lowest stage in the descending srale (of 
Oimension); [and as such it is a purely r~lative term, im• 

0 Every part that manifests the community is an independent individual of 
that Community. So that, just as the 'Kimshuka ', 'Ashoka' and • Champaka' are 
so many different trees, so the frout part and the back part (of a certain tree) would 
ha two distinct trees. lf however we accept the existence of the Composite, then 
this abeurdify does not arise ; for the Composite is ai,waya recogniHed as equally 
related to every one of its parts.-Ta,parya, 
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plying the existence of other and higher stages,] ; so that 
unless there is a corresponding 'liirge' substance, the 'atm' 
'particle', cannot take any snch qualification as 'parama
u~m ', 'smallest particle' ;-that is to say, the qualification 
• smallest particle' \ which denotes the smallest dimension) 
has a meaning only if there is a corresponding higher 
dimension; and if there is no such higher dimensiou, the 
qualified term 'sma.llest particle' becomes meaningless;
and .as a matter of fact, this presence of higher dimensions 
is possible only if there is a compo.,ite l as different from 
the components, and possessed of that higher dimension. 
relatively to which the components conld be calleli 
' smallest']. 

Some philosophers (the Sankhyas) have held the view 

Vir. P. 252. 
that-" the Atom is the smallest aggregate of 
saUPa, raj(ls and famas (the three Attributes of 

which Primordial Matter is composed)." 

This view also we do not find acceptable; as it involves :t 

self-cont,rad1ction : That a thing should be an 'aggregate' aml 
yet' smallestof all' involves a contradiction in terms; for ther;
can be no 'iaggregate' unless there are congregating factor;; 
[ which, as components of the 'aggregate', must he smaller 
than it; EO' that no 'aggregate' can he called 'smallest']. 

fThe Var{ikci propounds four arguments iu support of 
the -view that the Composite is something different from 
the components] (A.) The (component) Yarns must be 
different from the (composite) Cloth, bec1tuse they are itK 
cause, j11t:1t like the Shuttle and other things;-the Sbuttll"l 
and other things, are the cause of the Clot,h, and aro 
found to be different from it ;-aucl the Yarns also are the 
cause of the Cloth ;-hence these also must be different frolll 
it. (8) ('rhe Yarns are different from the Cloth] because of 
the difference in their capability; (the Cloth is capable of 
covering things, while Yarns _have no such capability] ;-
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just as Poison is different from Medicine,_:._.(O) because they are 
object& of different cognitions ;-just as Uoi.ou1· is the object 
of a cognition different from that of which Tou<th is the object. 
(D) Again the colour of the Yarns and that of the Cloth must 
have different(material) causes,-because each of these colours 
has a distinctive character of its own ;*-just as Colour and 
Touch (having distinctive features of their own, have differ.;. 
ent causes). Some people, misunderstanding onr argument to 
mean that the reason propounded for ( proving the difference 
of the components from the composite) is in the form, 
' because they are of different colours' ,-put forward against 
us the case of Atoms; and argue thus -" In a single atom 
also we find a diversity of colour; "'· g. the same atom (of clay) 
which is blaclc (before baking) becomes rt1d (after baking)" 
This arguer should be met with the following argument :
What you urge is not pertinent; as it only shows that you have 
not understood the meaning of what we have put forward as 
the reason : We do not mean that the ' composite i!:i different 
from the components becausA they are of different colours'; 
what we do is to propound the Proposition that ' the colour· 
of the Yarns and the colour of the Cloth must have different 
causess'-and then to bring up in proof of that proposition 
the reason, 'bP.cau,se each of those colours has a distinctive 
feature of its own'. So that the objection of our vpponent 
does not effect onr· reasoning a.t all. A full discussion on this 
topic (of Composites and Components) is liable to make our 
work too prolix : hence we stop here. 

Thus has Perception been examined (directly,and) indirect
ly (through an examination of its object). 

• Of the yarns, some ar.e red, some blue, some yellow ; and yet the cloth composed 
of these }'arns is of the variegated colour, which is neither red, nor blue, nor yellow; 
now the constituent cause of the red &c., conaists of the yarns, while of the variea
gated colour, the cloth is the constituent cause ; even in a case where the colo11r of 
the cloth is the same as that of the yarn~, some such .distinction may be drawn: 
for instance, the red of the cloth ivoLild be a shade deeper thQ.u the red of Lia: yal'Us 
individuafly.-'f.'!iu,arya, 
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Adhyaya IJ. 
Daily Lesson I. 

Section (5). 
Ereamin11tion of bler(mee. 

LSiitras ~7-::8.] 
Bhiixya. 

[P. 86, L. 16 to P. 87, L. ~-1 
We uow start the examination of Inference. 

Su(m (37). 
)J1i1•vaµalc~1,-" lN~'1<;JtttNCE OA.NNOT BE AN lNsTRU• 

MENT OF R10Hr CooNl'floN,-As [IN 'l'HE PAR'l'ICULAR 

IN8TANC~;s CITED OF TUE TIHtEE KINDS OF lNFEHENCF. j 
'l'HI~ f'rrnMISSES AR1': UN'I'ltU~:-IN Viii\'\- (•F 0BSTRUC'fl()N, 

D~:M11Ll'1'10N AND f1ESSEMBLA~CE."-(Sii. 87".) 
"The wol'rl ' Ap1·<wia1Jam in the Su~ra weans that In

" ference cannot even once be the means of the (definite) 
" right, coguition of anything* 

"(,,) [Under SiL 1- t-5 the Bh,"i§!f<I has cired as an in
" stance of the 'Sl,.e~rivat ' lnfel'ence-the inference of the 
"fact, of it having rained up the river from perceiving the river 
" to be full ;-11ow] as a matter or fact,, the river may be seen 
'' to be full also by reason of.its conrse being blocked (by a 
" dam); hence from the mere perception of the fullness of the 
"river, to conclude th~t 'tne Rain-god has rain~d in the 
" regi,nu1 up the river' cannot bd a correct Inference. 

"tb) [As an instance of the 'J>urva,,uf' lnferonce some 
" write1·s Juve cited the inference that' it is goi11g to ra.iu ' 
" from perceiviug the ants running away with tlleir eggs ; 
" now] as a. matter of fact, the runuing about of the ants 

Bha.. P. 87. 
with their eggs might be due to the demoli
tion of their n•~$ts ; so that from se1:ing the ants 

" running about with their eg~i,1, to conclude that 1 it is 
u going to rain ' cannot be a correct Inference.• 

I! The 'f o,fparga says that srfil1'l~llilt of the Bhafya must be taken in the sense 
of fll~lll' ; bec;ause (the Parishu,J,rf,hi adds) some sort of cognition may be 
brought about by even wrong premiijses. The B"4a!'Jachanr!,ra also explains 
•~•~ as srf11fa•~~ 

0 1 Parvauaf ' Inference consists in the inferring of the effect from the percep
tion of its cause ; but as a matter of fact, the runnjng akmt of the ants ,\'1rh the 
eggs cattuot be regarded as the ranse of rain ; for the simple reason 1hat there is 
rain even without the running ab,,ut of the ants. The fact however which makes 
the ants runnii,g about an indication ot' corning rain is the fact that what briogsabout 
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{c) " (Some writers have cited. the inference of the pre
" sence of the pPa<:oclt-from the hearing of the peacock's 
'' scream ; bnt] as a matter of fact, a man might be mimick
" ing the peacock's scream ; so tlrn.t on account of this res
" semblancf\ (between the real peacock's scream and the 
'' man's mimicking of it), the inference of the peacock's pres
" ence from hearing of what sounds like its scream cannot 
" but be incorrect.•" 

Va,·tika on Su. 37. 
f P. 253, L. 14 to P. 253, L. 16.] 

. Now after Perception has been examined it is time for 
the examination of Inference, which therefore is now p1·oceed
ed with, " What is Irif erenr.P. ?" What Inference is has al
ready been explained under Sutra l- l-5. The following are 
the examples of the three kinds of Inference, Purvcwa,/ and 
the rest (enumerated under Su. l•l-5) :-(1) The full river 
(leading to the cognition its having rained up the river), (2) 

rain is some sort ef comu,otion in the elements, [in the form, tor iustuuce, of the 
rising of heat-waves below the earth's surface] ; but before this commotion hrings 
on rain, it produc.,s certain other phenomena also ; and the running about of the 
ants is ope of these phenomena ;-the ants being turned out of their nests underground 
by the sudden rising of the heat-waves, and thus carrying away their eggs out• 
side. So that lhe appearance of auts thus runnfog about leads to the inference of 
the elemental commotion, which is thb cause of rain ; and from this. we i::o on to 
the inference that 'it is goiug to rain.' In this manner alone can we regard the 
instance as one of Purvava, ' Inference. But it is possible that a man may infer 
the coming of rain, without regarding the ants running ahuilt as the caus.~ of rain ; 
that i~, it may be an net of simple inductive reuijoning; in whLh case this would be 
a1, instance of the Sam,i11yafoi.lri~ta Inference. 

As a matter of fact the instance of Piiri:ara, Inference cited by tl1e B1u1.§ya 
under l-1-5 is the inference of coming rain from t.he gathering of clouda. The case 
of the auts•running leading to the inference of coming rain has heeQ cited by other 
writerd. 

0 'l'he Varfika takes this third instance as the inference of the presence of the 
peacock; hence we have adopted that view in the translation. But the fact appears 
to be, as.pointed out by later commentators on theSvfra, that the inference is of the 
preaence of l'lauds ; so that the three cases dould be then of past, future aud present 
rains. But by the V~rlika interpretation aim the third would be a case of inference 
of something present ; the difference being that while the other two refer to min1 

the third refers to .s&mething else. 
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the running about of ants with their eggs (leading to the 
cognition -of coming rain), and (3) the scream of the peacock 
(leading to the cognition of the presence of the peacock). 
The next Su/ra is intended to poir.t out (from the standpoint 
of the Opponent) the falsity of the prell)isses upon which 
these inferences are based. 

'' Tnf erence cannot be an instrument of right cognition ~c. 
'' fc.-Says the Sufra (37). The word' ro<jha ', 'obstruc
" tion ', stands for that which serves to stop the flow of 
" running water ;-' upaghala ', ' demolition ', for tl1e 
" smashing up of the ant's nest ;-so,Jrishya ', ' ressem-

" blance ", for the capability of the peacock and 
Vir. P, 253. 

" that of man (mimicking the peacock) to give 
" rise to similar ideas (in the mind of the hearer). Inas
" mnch as these three vitiate the truth of the premisses on 
" which each of the three Inferences is based, no Inference 
"can evev l,e an instrument of right cognition, The rest is 
clearly put in the Bha.[!ya." 

[The Var/ika meets this attaek by the PDr!!apak{!in, as 
follows]-The proposition propounded by the Pt1rvapakfin is 
in the form " anumanam apramihJam," "Inference is not 
an instrument of right cognition''; but this assertion js not 
right. Ffrstly, because the two terms of the proposition are 
contradictory to each other : For instance, "Am,mana.m,' 'In
ference,' is the name of that relation (of concomitance) which 
brings about the cognition of things beyond the reach of the 
senses; whill:l 'apra.ma~iam ', ' that which is rwt the instru
ment of right cognition,' is the negation of that; o that the 
two terms of the proposition are mutual contradictories ; for 
one and the same thing (the character of bringing about 
cognition} cannot be both affirn:ted and denied (in regard to 
anything). Secondly, there is contradiction also between the 
Proposition and the Premiss (propounding the Probans or 
Reason) ; for instance, the Proposition is in the form, ' Infer-
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ence is not the instrument of right cognition', and the Premiss is 
in the form, ' because of falsity, in view of obstruction, demo
lition and re8emb1.ance'; which means that that which is false 
(in its premisses) cannot be the instrument of right cognition, 
-as is found to be the case when the ' presence of horns ' is 
adduced as a reason for a particular ani,11al being a' cow.' Now 
here the premiss contradicts the Proposition, and the Proposi
tion cont,radicts the Premiss ; for when you assert that-' In
ference is not an instrument of right cognition', d,1 you mean 
to deny the character of being an in.~trument of right eognition 
in regard to all Inference ?or only in reg~rd to some Inferences? 
" What do you mean by this ?" Well, if your Proposition 
is that' all Jnference is devoid of the cliaracter of being 
an instrument of right cognition ', then, the Premiss is 
one that resides only in a part of the Subjeet; for ' all 
Inference' forms the Subject, and certainly 'falsity' 
does not belong to all Inferences ; for instance, you 
certainly cannot affirm the falsity of the Infere~ which 
establishes the fact of an Inference not being an instrument 
of right cognition [for this is what you actually do in tl;e 
Sutra, which propounds an Inf~reuce against the validity 
of J nferences]; so that there being no proof for the falsity 
of 'falsity' (as proving the invalidity of lnferences),-your , 
Premiss (Probans) turns out to be that which is not 
necesE!arily concomitant with the whole of your Subject 
(All lnferencPs). If, on the other hand, (you do not in .. 
tend your argument to apply to all Inference~, but only to 
a few, and) your Proposition is in the form, 'that Inference 
which is beset with falsity cannot be the instrument of right 
cognition ',-then the Probans ('falsity') being a qualifying 
factor in the Proposition, it would be necessary for you to 
put forward another Pro bans; and further, in this case your 
argument would be superfluous; for certainly that which is 
beset with falsit!I is never regarded (by any person) to be 
au instrument of right cognition. 
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Su/ra (38 . 
[Reply to the Purvapa!.-~a Su(ra ]-NoT so ; .BE• 

CAUSE L WHA'l' Aur,: 'l'HE BI~AL PtWBANS IN THE THREE 

lNFEUEl\'CES Ol'l'ED] AR~: ENTIR~LY DIFFEL,EN'l' FROM-(a) 
SUCH (RISE OF WATER) AS IS JfES'J'HIC'l'FD TO ONlll PLACE, 

(b) SUCH (UU'N'NING ABOU'r OF ANTS WITH THEll.t EGGS) AS IS 

DOE TO FRIGH'l', AND (c) SUCH (Pl<)ACOCK 0S SCREAM) AS IS A 

ME!rn RF:SEMB[,ANCE 01!' n•-(Sii. 38). 

HhatJya on Su. (38). 
(P. 87, L. -t to L. 12.] 

As a matter of fact-, t,he 'falsity ' that has been urged 
does not apply to Inrerence; it is clear that what is not au 
Inference lias been mistaken for Inference (by th,, Purr;11.
pal·1in). "How so?" Well, in reality, what can !Je right.ly 
regarded as the Probans of an fnference is not anything in 
its mere unqualified (vague, gene,al, form. Fo1· instance fin 
the case of the t,hree Inferences cited], (,r.) .when one infers 
that' t.he R.aiu-god ha~ r~ined in t,he regions above tlie river', 
from the fact that the river is full, he does so, not by !nerely 
perceiving a ri11e in. the rfoer, hut l>y perceiving that the 
water previously existing in the river has become qualified 
(angmentod) by rain-water, that the Vt<locity of the stream 
has increased, and that the stream is carrying along in its 
course fla.kes of foam, fruits, leaves a.nd logl'i of wood ;•-'.b) 
when one infers' coming rain', he dot->s so from the fact that 
whole hosts of ants.are rnnnin~ about t (calmJy·aud peacefully) 
with their egg11,-and not only a. few ants ;-(c; antl lastly, 
the third Inference (that of the presence of the Peacock from 
hea1·ingt,lid Peacock's scream) is wrong only.when the HCrPam 
is in reality not t,hat of a Peaaock, and the observer fails. to per
ueive the fact thttt 'tl1is what I am hearing is not the scream
ing of the Peacock, but some other sound ressernbling it; ' 
but when the observer hears a particular (qnalified) kind of 
Sound (i. e., a Sound in the musical tone callrd '~11.dja ', in 
which the peacock's scream is alwa.ys pitched), he realise:i 

0 All these ndditioual ideas do not arise when the rise is due to some obstr'uc
tion pfac11d in the course of the stream. 

t Tlie Bli/Jfyaclian<!,ra explains IIT1rff as m~• ~~; 'a large number 
of ant8 running about in friendly groups.' 

And when the running about is dne to fright caused by the demolition of the 
nests, there would be only a few of them runniug about, distracteclly, and not hosts of 
them calmly and peacefully. 
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that what be is heal'ing is t,hat pecnlinr Sountl which can 
emanate only from the peacock, and then what leads to the 
right Inference of the peacock's prE>sence is that particular kind 
of Sound (pitcherl in the '$adja' tone, and. not what merely 
ressembles it vaguely)•~ such infallible Inference of the 
peacock's prt>sence from its scream is drawn by serpents 
( who can never mistake any mimicking Sound to be the 
1 peacock's scream'). Thus then, it is clear tlrnt when 
a person tries to infer, from the perception of an ·1m-q1talilied 
tl1ing, something that can be inferre<l from the per<'Pption 
of a particular qualifi.P.d thing, the funlt lies with the inferring 
person, not with the Inference. 

P'a,·/ih·a on Su. (38\ 

The particular iustances of Inference that you have 
cited as being based upon false pnimisses,-there is, in reality, 
no 'falsity' at all in them; so that . when yon put forward 
the presence of 'falsity' as the Pro bans (in· proof of In
ference not being an instrument of right cognition), it is 
a Probans that is 'asiq,(j,ha ', ' unknown ' ; it is this fallacy 
in the Probans of . the Purv11pak1Jfo that is meant to be 
brought out by the Siitra-' Not so ~r,. &c.' 

(11,) It has been urged that a :rise in the river is brought 
about also by 'obstruction' (and not only by rain); but as 
a matter of fact, the fact of the upper regions having re
ceived rain is inferred, not from a mere rise in the river, 
but from a particular kind of rise ( which is accompanied 

Vir.P. 254. 
by enhanced swiftness of the current and 
the presence of floating flakes of foam, logs 

of woed &c.); and as there is no falsity in this premiss (for 
that particular kind of rise cannot be brought abont by 
any other cause save rain], your Probaus turns out. to 

t St, also in the first Inference, it would be .vrong 011ly if tbe man failed to notice 
that the rise in the river wa1 due to its course having been obstructed ; and the 
,econd Inference would be wrong 011ly if the man failed to perceive that only a few 
ants were running about through fright caused by the destruction of a particular 
ant-nest, 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



804 THE NYAYA-S"QTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

be 'unknown' (not really pertaining to the Subject)•. (b) 
Similarly, the fact that the running about of ants wit-h eggs is 
also due to t,he destruotion of their · nests can prove the 
falsity of only that premiss wh'ich would be bast:1d upon the 
perception of a few running ants,-and not of that based upon 
a peculiar kind of 'ant-running.' '' What would be the pe
cvlim·ity (in the running about of ants ?" It is this-that the 
runnin{J about is found among such ants as are not friyhtmwd, 

which are running about in la,•ge numbers and a.re m,oving on 

to higher ground. in large groups;-snch 'running about of 
ants with their eggs' is never found to be unconcomitant with 
'coming rain' [so that thel'e can be no falsity in the premiss 
based upon the said peculiar kind of the ' running about of 
'ants']. (c) Nor is there any falsity in the inference from 
sounds; becaui:;e the inference of the presence of the Peacock 
is not from mere ' Sound';-nor is it t,he ' Peacock ' that is 
meant to be inferred ; the inference is from a peculiarity in 
the Soundheard,-such peculiarity for instance as bPi11-g pitch
ed in the ' lJadja ' tune; and what is inferred is the fact of the 
Sound belonging to a ·Peacoclt. Thus then, there being no falsity 
in any of the premisses lcited), the Probans (of the Purva
pak~in) turns out to be absolutely 'unknown'. 

Thus lia.s Inference been ea)amined. 

• The Bib. Ind. Edition reads !{~i'lit~ 'lfT tH~'IVf"•ro11fv1:; and the Benares 

Edition-~~ W"1 'llf,S"arfw1'1~r.mr1:-The corre_ct reading is~~ ~v '111' 

'llfNil~T.STllrl: (or W'11'T1i!f~'ll'T~Tl;fvg:). 
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SPction ( 6). 
Ea1amination ef the nature of Time-speci~lly the Present. 

[ Sii [raa 39-4:-1.] 
Bha§y11, on Su. (89). 

P. 87,L. 12 toL. 17.] 
It has been asserted (in the Bha§ya, P. 20, L. 4, under 

Su. l '1 ·5) that Inference is applicable to all three points of 
time, becaw;e it npprehend,'I the three points of tirne. .Against 
this also • tha following objection has been raised (by the 
Bam;lc;lha)-

Sittra (39.) 
[ Piirvap,dc§a ]--" THERE IS No PRERENT TIME; F•m 

WHF.N AN OBJ!WT FALL~, 'rHE ONLY POSSIBLE POINTS Or' 

'!'[Mg ARE-THA'l' WHICH HAS B~]EN FALLt<:N THROUGH, ,\ND 

'l'HAT WHICH HAS TO Bffi FALLRN TH&Ot;GH,"t (Su. 39.) 
"When the fruit becomes detached from the stalk (it 

"falls and, com8s gradually nearer and nearer to tlrn ground; 
'' now while it. is so nearing Lhe ground, the space abova the 
"fruit (and below the tre9) is space travr0 rsed; and the time 
"related to that tra-iJer,'!,ui space is' that wiich }urn bPen f,,lfen 
" through' (the Past); and the space below the fruit (and 
"above the ground i is the space to be tra'l!ersed ; and the time 
"related to this latter space is ' that which ha,s tu br~ {ulltn 
'' l1mn1,yh' (the Fuf.1n•p);-and (apart from tlwse two) there is 
'' no third space, in relation to nhich there could be the 
"notion of h~in.a trovrm::ed, which would give rise to the 
" conception of the Present Time. From tl1is we conclude 
« that there is no such thing as P reseni Time." 

Va.,-fi!rn. on 8u. (39.) 
[P. ;.;551 L. 5 to L. 13.J 

'l'he existence of Time has been established ; and 'l'ime 
being established, the following Su(ra denies the existence 
of tl1e ;wr,.~e11t Time.-'' Thet•e is no Present Time &c., &c.
" says the Su.tra. When the fruit bas become detached 

0 The Bhaiyachan,f,ra interprets th6 cha to mean that the,opponent objects to 
the tht·ee points of time, just as he does to the three kinds of Reason (dealt with in 
the preceding &ction). 

J Dr,1!atish Chandra Vidyabhusana finds iu this Siitra a distinct reference to 
the 1fr1illft'l'li\t'lJ. 'l'lie mere mention of a doctrine l,owever does not justify us to 
regard it aH referring to any particular work. 
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'' from its stalk, and bPgins to fall nearer and nearer to the 
" ground. that space which is above it-that is, from the fruit 
"up to the stalk-is the t,·aversed sipace; and that which is 
\< below it,-that is, from the fruit down to the ground-is 
" space to be travP.rsed ;-there is no third space left, with 
'' reference t.o which there could be the notion that 'it iB 
•• being traversed'; and yet apart from space there is nothing 
" that could manifest (give rise to the conception of) Time. 
" Hence the conclnsion is that· there is 110 such thing as 
" Present Time,''• 

Sil(ra (40}. 
(Am,wer to the Purvap1k~a]-[b '!'HERE 1s No 

• Prrnsi.NT' T1Mll:] 'l'HE OTHER nvo 'PAs1·' AND' FoTUltE ') 

ALSO WOULD BI<: INCONCEIVABLE; AS 'l'IIES~ ARE l!ELA'l'lVE 'l'O 

THA'l'. (Su 40t 

Bku~11a. 
[P. 87, L. 19 to P. 88, L. 6). 

As .a matter of fact, Time is not manifested by (conceived 
ot' in r·ela.tior;i to) Sp1Me; it is manifested by Acti•,nt; So that 
we have the conception of the time th,,t has hee,i f,,lt,m 
tl,rou_[Jh. (i. e. Past 'l'ime) when the ac,fon ol,f,11/foµ,-which 
is expressed by 1,he phrase' itfolls '-has ceased'; and when 
that samo action is going to happen, we have the concept-ion 
of 'l'ime that has lo be fallen through (i. e. l!'ature Time); and 

Bha. P.88. 
lastly, when the action of the thing is perceivt:1d 
as going un at the tirne, we have the conception 

of I Present' Time. Under the circumshmces, if a person 
were never to perceive the action as ' going on ' at t.he 
time, what could he conceive of as• having cBa.sad ', or as 
' going to happen ' ? l!.,or as a matter of fact, what is meant 
by ' time having been fallen through ' is that the 
aolio11 of ' falling' is over, has ceased; and what is meant 
by ' time to be fallen through ' is that the action is going 

• All that we have basis for are the conceptions of Past and E•utu1·<t,-only two 
points of Time ; so that it is not right t,1 say that Inference applies to three point■ 
of Time, such is the sen•e of the Purcapalcfin.-Ta,parya. 

t It is true Time is conceived of only in rellltion to somo Kriya, but Krlya stands 
for action in ge11eral ; not· for mere motion, as the opponent ha■ taken it.-Bhilfya
chanrf,ra, 
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to hppen ; so that at both these pointt:1 of time (Past 
and Futnre) the obj~ct is devoid of the acti,111; wbe1·ea>1 
when w-e l1ave the idea that the thing ' is falliog down ', tlrn 
Object j:,; artually connected (imbued) with the <t.:fi ,11 ; so 
tliRt what the Present 'l'ime apprehends (indicates) is the 
actual existing connection of the Objt1d and the Action ; 11nd 
thus it is only on the br.sis of this (existing conuection and the 
time indicated by it) that we could have the conc,-ption of 
the other two points of Tune ( Past and Future); which hl't,er, 
for this reason, would not be conceivable if the 'Presiint, ' 
Time did not exist. f Thus then all the three points of Time 
bein·g realities, there is nothing wrong in the idea tbat 
1 Inference is applicable to the three poiuts of time'. j.• 

Vfir/ika on Su. !40). 

(P. 255, L. 13, t-0 P. ~5n/ L. i]. 

What has been urged by the PU1·vapak1Jin cannot be 
accepted; as it involves an incongruity, When lrn says that 

" there is no such thing as Preseut 'I'ime ", it implies the 
rejection of the two points of Time (Past and Future) which 
he has admitted. This is what is meant to be shown in the 

following Sutra. 

The other two also are incotieeivable &c. &c.-says the Sufr<.t. 
As a matter of fact, the Past and F'uture are dependent 
upon (relative to) the P.resent Time; so that he for whom 
there is no ' Present', for him this denial of the ' Pre• 
sent' would render the other two points of 'l'imP also incon
ceivable. Specially as rfime i!} rendered conceivab1e, not by 
Space, but by Action; tl1at is to say, when one perceives t.he 
connection of the object with the Action,-this percepLion 
beiug represented by the idea ' it is falling '-the poiut of 

" The reality of the couception 'the thing is falling '-on which the idea of 
Present'l'ime is based-cannot be denied ; as it is attested to by direct Perception
says the Parishu<!,<!,hi. If the present action were not there, what wt1uld he there 
that is prud,1ced by the grnvity of the thing when its support has been removed 
(and 1wheu it falls) ? whose effect wuuld it be that the thing touched the 
ground? Neither the Past nm· the Future.could be the effect or the cause ;as they 
are non-exi6leut a\ tho "tirne.-fa.fpm·ya. 
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time that is characterised by this connection {of Action 
and Object} is called the 'Present'; and when the said 
connection of the Object with the A.ctio1, has ceased, there 
arises the idea of ' Past' time; and lastly, when it is perceived 
that the causes that tend to bring about the Action are 
ready, and there is nothing to obstruct their operation,-the 
notion appears' the action will happen ',-and we have the 
conception of the ' Future ' Time. So that if our Opponent 
does not admit the Action in the Present, whence could he 
have the oonoeption of the Action as in the Past or as 
in the Future ? As neither the TimP- (in general) is past, nor 
is the Fruit (or the reenlt of the Falling, in the shape of the 
~ontact of the Fruit with the ground) ; for 'J.lime is ever 
extant,, and the Fruit (or Result) also is there at the time. 
Then again, the notions-' it has fallen ', '_it is falling ' and 
' it will fall '-are conceivable only as connected with (and 
qualifying) the Action (of falling) ; and as such they can 
appear only in the Action, and never in the Result; from 
which' it is clear that what renders Time conceivable is 
Action, not space; £o1~ the space traversed remains the same 
(unchanged) at all three periods of time; that is to say, at the 
time that the Action has appeared in the Fruit (it has begun 
to fall), the c01idition of the space is precisely the same as 
what it was when the action had not appeared ; so that the 
space remaining the same (in all oases), that cannot be the 
cause of the different periods of 1'ime being rendered 
conceivable. 

Then again-

Bhafya on Su. (41). 
[P. 8S, L. o to L. 19 ]. 

As A MA'ITER OF FACT, 'l'IIE 00.\'CEP'tlONS OF' PAS1'' 

AND ' FUTUIJE ' CANNOT BE MRRELY 'RELATIVE TO EACH 
oTHER. (Su. 41). 
If the conceptions of 'Past' and 'Future ' could be merely 

relative to each other,-accowplishod ou the uasis of each 
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other),-then we might accept the rejection of the 'Present t. 
As · a matter of fact however neither the conception of 
' Future' can be based npon th~ conc~ption of the ' Past', 
nor that of the ' Past ' can be based upon that of the 
• Future '. By what reasoning_ and by w bat means 
would the conc,=,ption of ' Past ' be obtaiueu? -How too 
in relation to t-he notion of ' Past' would you ohtain the 
notion of 'Future '.?-:--Or by what means would you get 
&.t the conception of the ' Future ' at all ? That is to 
say, all this cannot be explained, if you rejwt the ' Present' 
time. It might be urged that-" there are several 
such pairs of relative conceptions as 'long ,,.,,d nhort' 
'qround a,nd tt11der9-r.ourid ', 'light ,ir1d Shflde ', where one is 
merely n:!lati"\'e to tbe other; and in the same manner the 
conceptions of 'p,,st and futiire ' could be accomplished 
entirely in relation to each other." This however will 
not be acce;Jtf'd, ia the absence of special rE;asons. 'l'hat is 
to say, just as you have cited sorne examples (of re1ative 
terms', so could we also cite some counter-examples (to show 
that coucept.ions do not arise merely in relation to each 
other) ; for im,tance, 'just as such pairs of con~eptions as 
' colour and touch ', 'odour and taste' are such in which t,he 
conceptions are not merely relative to each ot.her, in the 
same manner the conceptions of' past and f11t.u,e.' also could 
not be accomplished entirely in relation to each other. 
(.And uuless you have adduced some spPcial reason in favour 
of the effertivenef'S of your 'examples, we cannot accE'pt them 
in the face of these counter-examples 1- [We have answered 
your argument after assuming that the inst.a11ces yon have 
cited art, really those of purely relative conceptions:. As a 
matter of fact however, there can be no conceptions which 
are accomplished me,·ely in relation to each other; for if one 
were entirely dependent upon the other, then, the negation 
of one would imply the negation of the other, and thus there 
would be negation of both; that is to say, if t be t-xistence 
of one were entirely dependent upon the other, tLeu, upon 

. what won Id the existence of the former be dependent? ~ 
And if the existenct• of the formt>r depended upon the other, 
on what would the existence of this latter depend P-And 
thus as in the absence of the one, the other could not be 

. possible, the result would be that both would be impossible. 
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Plfrtilca on Su. ( 41 ). 
(P. 251i, L. 8 to L ~o.J 

You might argue that-" Even if we do not admit the 
Present time, we can explain the notions of Past and ff'uture 

as relative to each other." The following Su~ra is meant to 
be a denial of this argument.-The c11nc1•ptioni¾ of' Past' and 

•Fut•tt·P.' r,ar,not be merely relative to each other-says the Siifra. 

That is to say, the notions of ' Pust' and 'Future' cannot 
be explained M based upor; each other. "Why so!" If 
there is no Present, what is it that would be P11sl? And 
in what man11er could it be conceived of as ' Past' ? What 
too would be the Future? And in what manner could it 
~e conceiVf•d of as' Future' ?~All this cannot be explained: 
All this rom,nt be el!plni11Pd if you reject the 'Present' ti1,1e
says the l:Jhasya (P. 88, L. 11). 

Then again, by the peculiar manner in which the denial 
(of the Prts,,,d) has been put forward d-n Su. 39), the' Pre
sent' is admitted ; that is to say, the denial has been put for
ward in the form-,-" whe11 an objf·ct falls, the 011] v possible 
points of Time are that which has been fallen throngh aud that 
which has to be fallen through" tSu. 3U} ;-and unless the 
Prese1it time is admitted, the phrase' when an objl'ct falls' 

(the present participle 'pafa(a!J ') has no meaning; unless 
yot1 admit what is denoted by the present participial phrnse, 
you ca1111ot use such a phrase as ' when an object falls'; so 
that the incongruity involved in your rtasoning is Lhis that 
you deny the ' Present' time and yet make use of the pre
sent participial term 'pn/,Jfa~ ', ' when an object falls.' 
· As a mat for of fact ltnwp,ver, there can be 110 c~ncP-ptio11s 

which ar~ ucemnplished merely in relation, to Pach oth~r-says 
the BhlifY" (P. 88, L. 15). And the reason for this is that 
the negation of one would, in that case, imply the negation 
of the other, and hence the negation of bot,h; that is to say, 
if one were dependent entirely upon the other, it would 
come to this th:.i.t while one is absent, the other is also absent', 
so that both would be absent. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Bha1ya on SD. (42). 
[P. 88, L. 18, to P. 89, L. 10.] 

Further, Pre.~ent Time is indicated by the e:tJist1mc1t of 
things ;-as we find in such conceptions as ' the Substance 
P.,rists ', ' Quality is there', ' Motion is there ', and so on.* 
So that- for one who does not admit this--

Ta1rnE BEING NO ' PRESENT', THEl:tE COULD BE NO COGNITION 

OF ANYTHING (BY ANY INSTHUlllENT OF COGNI'l'ION), AH NO ' PERORP• 

TIO~ 1 WOUI,D BE PO!l-SIBLE.t (~ii 42). 
Perception is brought about by the contact of the sense

organ with the object;:!: and that which is not prP.sent-that is, 
(e.x-hypothesi) which is non-ereistent-cnnnot be in contact 

with a sense-organ; and there is nothing 
which our Opponent accepts as 11rese11.t or 

e:i:iitfog; so that for him there can be no cause of perc,-;pfio,. 
(in the shape of sense-object contact), no object of Percep• 
tiQn (in the shape of existing things), an<l no perceptional 
co_qnition. And there being no Perception, there ·could be 
no lnferflnce or Verbal Cognition, as both of these are based 
upon l'erc~ption. 'rlm3 all lu!!truments of Cognition becom
ing impossible, there could be no cognition of anything at all. 

Then again, M a matter of fact, the PrP-1Jent 'l'ime is 
actually recognisPd in two ways-sometimes it is indicated 
by the ea:isteuce of things (i. e. by the mere action of Being), 
-HS for instance, in the concept.ion 'the Substance eaiists,'§
and sometimes it is ·indicated by a series of uetiuns,-e.g. in 
such concept.ions as 'he is cooking', ' he is cuttiug'; this 
' series of actio11s' may consist, either in St,Veral actions 
bearing U'pon a single thing, or in a repetition of the same 
action (on the same thing); of the former kind is the action 
spoken of as 'is cooking', which consists of several actions 
bearing upon the same thing-the action of 'cooking' com
prising the actions of placing the pot i,pon t.he oven, p()urfog 

Bha. P. 89. 

0 That is to say, the Present Time is indicated, not only by the notion of Falling, 
but al~o hy the ezists1ue of things,-i. e. by the action of Being. Thie is meant to 
be an introduction to the foll ,.ving 8:tra.-'fafparya. 

t The actions of Falling and tlie like are such a& appear and disappear [so that 
they do not extend over all preatmt things) ; but the action of BtJing ia one that 
extends over all prB8Bnt things ; so that if you deny the Pr11111nt, which is indicated 
by an ar.tion (of B11ing) that extends over all thiogA, you make 'Perception' impoa
eible, and thence every other form of cognition also becomes i,npoasible.-f4Jparya. 

t ' Which presupposes the :,_,r11ent existence of tbe Object, the Organ and tile 
Co11tact '-BhiJ~yacl,,anijra. 

§ The printed text_reads](Q: ](1R1: But all Mss. read 11rmr ]lllr 
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water illto the pot, pullin!11·i1M info it,fetching of /1.tel', lighting 
th,,, fire, stirrinrJ wi,J,, the "1dl", Htmiltia.g the vrnel, and brin[/111:1 
down the pot from th.e oven ;-in the action of 'culling' on the 
other hand, we have a repetition of the same action; for a 
man h1 said to be 'cutting' wood when he repeatedly raises 
thf;) axe and lets it fall upon the wood. N O\V (in hot h 
these C!J,SeS) that which is bein11 coolced and that which is 
betng o-,t is t,ba_t which is being acted upon [i. e. connected 
with.an action at the' prtsent' lfou!]. 

"f~ar/ilra on Su ( 42.) 

P. 256, L .. 20 to P. 257, L. 21. 

Pres,,11t Tfme is imlicat~d b.11 the Preistence of things-as we 
find in 11,1,1.ch c011ceptiot18 o 11 ' the Sub,.fa.ncP- ereists', ' the Qua Ii '?I 
is there', 'Motion ·is th .. re', and so on; so that for one who does 

not tidmil fhis, • • th,ire being no Pres,.nl etc' etc.-says the 
BM~ya, (P. 88, L. 18). 

The Sutra-• there being no Present &c.'-is meant to 
point out a:n incongruity (in the Pu,.vapak~a 

theory). "But why~ in the absence of P1·esent · 
Var, P. 21i7. 

Time, should Perception be impossiblet?,' For this rea
son that Perception must always have for its sub11tratum or 
b~sis something existing at the present time,-because it is a 
product, like .mille ;-as a matter of f&.ct, whatever is a pro
duct is always found to h1:1,ve for its su_bstratnm something 
existing at the prei:;ent tiµie, as we find in the case of Milk;
and Percepti<m also is a product;-Perception therefore mnst 
have for it substratum something existing at the present 
tJme:J:.. So that if the Present Time is not admitted, Percep
tion would be devoid. of its sub:.trnt;um; and as there can be 
no product without a sub:1tratum, Perception, under the 
circumstances, would become impossible. And when Percep-

• The fuel-fetching and fire-lighting should come. first; as they do in the 
Varfika. 

t The questioner basin view the Perception of clairvoyants, which apprehends 
Past and Future things also. 

t The hasis of Perception, is the sense-ohjcct~ntact, and also the Self; and all 
this~ .1Jep1·e1ent at thto time that the cognition app~ars. 
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tion is impossible, there would be a disappearance of all 
Instruments of Cognition·; and all Instruments of Cognition 
having disappeared, there would be !lD end to all cognition;
and yet as a matter of fact there are cognitions of all things; 
hence, inasmuch as there is cognition of things, we conclude 
that the 'Present' does exist, in the shape of f.h-e cause of 
Perception (sense-object contact), the Obj,,ct of Perc"-ptiou 
and the Perc,,ptional Cognition. Thus it is that the Pre,ent 
Time becomes established. 

'l'he Present Time, thus established, is of two kinds-( a) 
that indicated by a mere action and (b) that indicated by a. 
series of actions; (a) the former, that indicated by a mere 
action, is expressed by the phrase 'the substance exists'; {b) 
and the latter, that manifested by a series of actions, -is 
expressed in such phrases as 'is cooking', ' is cutting'· 
Ac series of actions' also is of two kinds-that in which the 
actions ar~ of the same kind, and that in which the actions 
are of diverse kinds ; of the former kind is the action of 
cutting, which consists of a serieg of the same action of 1·aising 
and letting fall the a~e; and of the latter kind is the action of 
cooking, which consists of a series of diverse actions; these di
verse actions beiug-tbe fetching of fuel, the lighting of fire, 
the placing of the pot on the oven, ponring water into it, 
putting in rice, stirring it with the la.die, straining the gruel 
and bringing it down from the oven ; the entire series of 
these diverse actions is spoken of by the single word 'cook
ing.' Aad what is llenoted by the term ' cooking ' is the 
continuity (non-ces1111tio11) of the ' series of actions •, and not 
either its non-commencement, nor its -cessatfon; for when it is 
meant to express the non-co,nmencement* of the series, we 
have the form in the Future tense, 'pak,ya# ',' will cook ',-

0 The ri~ht reading is clearly •~~. as found ia the Bibi. Ind. edition ; 
as tl,is id what is in keeping with the sense, and also with the preceding sentence. 

- But the f 4fpar11n reads ••tnwr~ ; and it docs so knowingly ; as it adds that by 
the word' 'lllf~'l1' ' in this compound is meant' wish to do'; so that there is no in
com.patibiliry with tl,e preceding sentence. With thio int,.;ri•retation t~e seuee 
remains the same in both readings. 
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when it is intended to speak of the cessation of the Serie9, 
we have the form in the Past tense, ' apiikfl# ', has cooked.' 
Now thaf. which is ' being cooke,l ' ' being cut ' i, that which 
is being done (Bhaaya, P. 8.9, L. 9). 

Bhasya m, Su. (43). 
[P. 89, L. 10 to P. 90, L. 2]. 

Inasmuch as it is only in connection with what is being 
don" (being operated upon by an action) that,-

WE HAVE 'l'RE CONCEP'l'ION~ OF 'HAS BEEN DONB' AND 

'TO BE DONE 1-IT FOLLOWS 1'HAT 1'HE IDEA (oF THE 

PRFSEN'f) IS ESTABLISHED IN BOTH WAYS, (Sit 43). 
When the' series of actions' (comprising Cooking) is not 

yet commenced, and is only intended to be do11e, it is spoken 
of as ' will cook'; which denotes t.he ' Future ' 'rime ;-when 
the ' ~el'ies ot' actions ' has ceased and itR purpose accom
plished, it is spoken of aR 'ha'l cooked'; which denotes the 
• Past' Time ;-and lastly, wheu the ' series of actions ' 
has commenced (and has not ceased), it is spoken of as ' is 
cooking'; wl1icb denot.es the' Present' 'l'ime. Now of these 
that which has ceased is what is spoken of as ' has been 
done'; that which is intended land not yet comme11ced1 is 
what is spoken of as' to be done' ; and that which is going 
on (has been commenced aud has not ende<l) is spoken of as 
• being done.' Now we find here that the collection of the 
three points of time in reference to a ' series of actions' 
(of Cooking) is possible only when it is conceived of as ' pre
sent', being spoken of ~ither as ' is cooking ' or as ' is being 
cooked'; wherein what is expressed is the contimtity of the 
series of actions, and not either non-commetieemer,t or cessa
tion. This• Present' is conceived of in both ways-i. e. 
(1) as not mixed up with the notions of Past and Future, 
and (2) as mixed up with them• ; that concept,ion of 
Present which is 1w.mized we find in such expressions 
as ' the substance exists', where the PrPse11t is indicated by
the mere e;iistt:1,ee 1continuity, of the Substance); while 
P 90 such expressions as 'is cooking ', ' is cutting ' 
· · and the like indicate the Present as involving 

all three points of Time, and as expressing the continuity 
of a series of actions. t There are otber ways also of this 

0 ThP. m.a1yachanif,ra. explains 'a,pavrillfG~' and 'wga.pczvrik,a.~' as ' rahi!G~ ' 
and 'sahi/11~• 

t When we'llay 'he is cooking',some of theaation1 composing the composite act 
of co~king l,ave been done, while some are being done and l!Utne are yet to be done. 
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involved use of the Present Tense, met with in ordinary usage; 
-when, for· instn.nce, it is used with a view to denote proxim
ity (to Past or Fnture), and such other ideas.• 

From a.11 this the conclusion is that there is such a thing 
as the ' Present' Time. 

Vo,/ika on Su. {43). 
(P. 257. L. 21 to P. 208, L. 10.J 

In11,smuch as it i11 onl11 fo connection with whll.l is ' lieing 
done ' that we have the conception11 of' bas been done ' , and ' fo 

be done ', ii f ollino.~ that thll idea of thi, Present is eslablislted in 
both ways-(.Siifm). The Su/ra contains only the word '_qra
hatatJm' Idea•, and the question arises-whose idea. is meant r 
The answer is-what is meant is the id,-a of the PreR"rit. 

How is this idea of tlie Present established 'in both ways '? 
( 1) There is the idea. of the ' Present' as iuvol ving the ideas 
of the' Past and Future', and (2) there is the idea of it as 
not involving these. "Where do you have the idea of 
the ' Present ' as not involving the ' past ' and' fut11re.' " ? 
ln the expressions ' the substance exists ', we have the in
dicatic;m of the Present in its unmixed, pure, form. In such 
expressions as ' is cooking ' and the like, on the other hand, 
we have the idea of the · Present ' in its mixed forrn. 
" How so? " (Among the actions constituting the act of 
' cooking'] there are some that are past, there are others yet 
to come, and there are othern that a1·e going on at the time. 

1n ordinary usage, the 'Present' is used in several other 
senses a.lso,-such as that of pro.r,imity for instanre. E. g. 
sometimes the Present is used in regaru to wh.it. is piJst; 
as when a person haff afready com~, he says 'here I c,nne' 

(in the preseut tense); while sometimes the Prt•sent is usod 
in regard to what is yet to come; as when even though 
standing, a man says 'I gn' (in the preiient tense). t Similar 
instances may be found of other uses also. 

'1'1rns ENDS T!lE EXAMlNATrtrN OF 'lHE 'PRESENT' 'l'nrn. 

" For examples, see Vur(ilca, l:clow. 
t ln these the Present Je1rntes the immediate Past and immediate Future respectively. 
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Section (7). 
E:Bamination of Analogical Cognition, 

[Sutras 44-48.) 
Sufra (44). 

[ Piirvapakl}a ]-" 'reERE CAN BE NO .ANALOGY ON THE 

B-ASIS OF F.ITHEU. PERFECT OR SEMI•PEIIFEC'I' OR PARTIAi. 

BESSBMBLANOE.-"• (Su. 4-t). 
Bh'iil}ya on Si. (44). 

[P. 90, L. 4 to L. 7,1 
" (A) There can be no .Analogy on the basis of perfect 

"or obsolute ressemblance; for certainly there can be no such 
u conception as ' as the bull so the bull ' f and this would 
ec be the sense of the sentence ' as the bull so the gavaya ', 
•• if perfect reBsembl,ance b@tween the two were meant]. (B) 
•• Nor can Analogy be based upon B61'ni-perfect ressemblanct1 t; 
" for there is no snoh conception as ' as the bull so the 
"buffalo' [and this is what the sentence 'as the bull so 
"the gao,1.ya • might mean, if the sense conveyed were that 
•• of semi-pet/ ed ressemblanoe; as the buffalo has many 
"points of ressemblance to the bull]. (C) Nor lastly 
" can Analogy be based upon slight res1P-mblance; for all 
" things cannot be conceived of as ressembling one another 
"[and such would be the said Analogy, if it were based 
"upon slight ressemb}ance, for all things are similar in some 
" ws y or tlie other]." 

Piirfika on Sft. (44) .. 
[P. 258, L. 11 to L. 19.) 

Wa now proceed to examine Analogy; as now comes 
its turn {after Inference has been examined). .As to 
what is' Analogy', this has been already explained under 

0 When one perceives the ressemblance in. the animal before him, of the bull, 
and remembers at the same titne the advice that 'as is the bull so is the 
ga.vaya ',-this perception of ressemblance aiong with the remembrance becomes 
the means that accomplishes the cognition of the connection of the name 'gavaya • 
with the animal perceived. So that this recognition of the counectioo of the na,ne 
is' Analogical Cognition'; and the means by whieh this is brought about has been 
called 'Analogy.' This, the Piirvapak9io says, is not possible ; for the advice 
upon which the cognition is based-' as the bull so the gavaya '-does this denote 
peefect ressemblance, or 1mni-pe,fece ( almost perfect) reesemblaoce, or only ,liglr,t, 
partial, r~mblance?· Neither of these ie possible. 

t The printed, ,t•t reads If!~, b\it the Batra and the Pnri Mss. read eimply wnr 
Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BH.~~YA-VARTIKA 2-1-45 817 

Su. 1-1-6, as that which is that mean.s of tlte effect (analogical 
cog1iition) which is based upon recognis-ed rl's~111bla11ce. The 
following Suira formulates an objection to this-

" '/'here can /Je no .Analog!/ &c. (A) No Analogy can be 
" based upon perfect ressernblance; there can be no such 
"Analogy as 'as the bull so tlH'l bull'. (B) Nor can 
"Analogy be based upon semi-perfect reasemblance; for 
'' there is no such conception as.' as the bull so 'tha buffalo'. 
"(C) Nor lastly can Analogy be based upon pttrtirtl or slight 

•• ressemblnnce; for there is no snch conception as ' as the 
"mount Meru, so the grain of oil-seed'. And there is no 
" other kiud of res!:'lemblance except these. So the con
" clusion is that tl1ere can be no Analogy (and no Analogical 
" Cognition ." 

Sutra 45. 
[Sitjgl,anfa.] 

INARMUOH AS AMALOGY 1S BASED UPON SUCH RES• 

SEMBLANOE AS IS AC'l'UAI.I.Y RECOGNISIW, THERE IS NO ROOH 

FOR THE OBJEO'l'loN TllA'l' HAS BE~~N UltOED, •-Sii. (45). 
lJhri~ya on Su. (45). 

[P. 90, L. 9 to L. 11.J 
As a matter of fact, the .Analogy (mentioned in the 

advisory sentence) does not proceed on the basis of either 
perfect or semi-pr:rf,wt or slight ressemblance; it proceeds 
with reference to (i. e. as indicative, and on the basii, of;, such 
re~sernhlance as is actually recognised (from the advisory 
sentence), and which arises in reference to (i. e. as indicativ-, 

"The exact sense couveyed lly a •enteuce depends upon the context aud ~ucb 
oth,-r circumstances ; ~o that what particular sort ,,r res~emhlance is expressed by a 
certain sentence will be contingent upon these. E. g., when the advisory 11ente11oe, 
• as the bull so the ..:avaya', is addressed to a person who knows such animals as 
the buffalo aud the like, it is semi-perfect ressemblanr.e that is meant; so that when 
the man sees the gat·aya, aud finds that it has •everal poiute of ressemblance to 
the bull, he recognises it as the 'Gavaya';even though there is similar ressemblimce 
between the bull aud the buffalo also, the man will not recognise the animal as a' b11ffalo', 
for, as already_ pointed out, he perfectly knows what a ·buffalo is; then under the 

, special circumstances of the case, the sentPnce' at t.he bull so tliegavaya', could never 
be understood to mean 'as the bull so the buffalo.'-f4fparya. 

The Sitra speaks of' Ruch ressemhlance as is recognised'; and the Pwl'ishur!,t!,hi 
adds that what is meant is tha; ressemblance of which the idea is derived from 
the partil.:ular aJvi~ory aeuteuce-e. fl· 'as the bull so the gavaya'. 
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of, pointing to) the relation of cause and effect• Lbetween 
the Analogy and the recognition of the connection of the 
particnlar name with the particular thing 1, t And in a case 
where these conditions are found to be present., Analogy 
cannot be denied. For this reason the objection that has been 
urged (in Su. 44) is not releva.nt. 

Yortika on Sfi. (45.) 

[P. 258, L. 19 to P. 259, L. J 5.J 

['rhe answer to the above objection is as follows ;J
lnasmuch as what the Opponent rejects is only such Analogy 
as is based upon perfect and the other two kinds of Ressem
blance, it cannot be taken· as a, denial of all .Analogy. 
That is to say, what t.he foregoing Sufi-a (·1'4) rejects is only 
such Analogy as is based upon ' perfect ressemblance', or on 
'semi.perfect ressemblance', or on 'slight ressembla,nce'; 

P.259, 
so that it does not reject all Analogy. Under 
the circumstances (as you reject only 8>me kind8 

of Analogy, and not all>. it behoves you to supply some other 
explanation of that Analogy a.nd its e.x:11.ct form ( which you 
do not reject). If your opinion is tha.t there is no other form 
of Analogy (than those based upon the three kindij of res• 
semblance mentioned in the Su~ra), then, how can you make 
any such assertion a.s-''there can be no .Analogy on the basis 
of either perfect or semi-perfect or 8light ressembla.n-Je ? " 
(Su. 44); In fact, for one who does not admit any kind of 
Analogy at all, the right form of denial ,vould be-" Ana]og-y 
is not an instrument of right cognition,-it does not bring 
about the cognition of anything."' 

0 'That is, the relation subsisting between what ia known and what makes it lmown'

Bhllfy~han~ra. 
t That is to ilay, tbere can be no reetrictiou as to ariy particular sort of ressem

blance upon which Analogy can be bai,ed. What happenR is that when one has 
become cognisant of some sort of ressemblance, by means of the advisory sentence 
be comes to recognis.- the relation. of cause and effect, bet,veen the reaie111bla11ce and 
the cognition of the connection of the particular thing an<l the parti"ular name. 
And what.precise sort of re~semblauce is recognised will dt<peud upun .cireums1 ances; so 
that tbere can be no ~•1ch re•triotion ae that Analogy is based upon perfect ressenibla11ce 
only, or onssmi-perfect ressemblance 011lg, or 011 alight ,esaemblance only.-('f4Jpurya 
and Parl,Tiu,f,,f,hi). 
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Further, the obj11ction is not applicable to the Si<J,Jhlinfa 
theory ; as whar, is held to be the basis of Analogy is such 
rei:semblance and non-ressemblance are duly recognised; 
tl1at is to say, the objection urged by you is-" there can be 
no Analogy on the basis of perfect ressemblance &c.'';-and 
this is not relt,vant; as what is objected to is not the opinion 
helil by us; for who has ever said that 'Analogy is based 
upon perfect ressemblance &o.'? What we hold is that Analogy 
is based upon such ressemblance as is actually recognised, and 
i.-t indir.al.iv" of the relaliun of f:m,se and effect. ( Bhafya, 
P. 9(1, L. 10). Thus the objection urged is not relevant. 

l,a.~llft, [t.l1e objection, even as it stands, is not tenable; 
for] as a ·matter of fact, (A) Analogy is found to be possible 
als-> when there is• perfect ressemhlance', even to the extent 
of absolute identity; when for instance, an action is compared 
to itself ;-as we find iu such descriptions as ' the battle 
between Irnma and Riiva.1.rn. is like the battle bet,,veen these 
two heroes alone'; -tB) Analogy is basP-d on 'semi-perfect 
resemblance' also; for iustance, when there arises a question 
as to the strength of a bull, there is such an analogical 
dticlara.tion as' the bull is like a. buffalo ',-where the 
analogy is based upon the semi-perfect resae1nblance (of the 
two animals) ;-(0) Analogy is based _also upon ' slight 
ressemblance '; when for instance, a question arises as to the 
mere existence of a thing,-when, that is, there arises the 
question, ' what sort of existence has the Meru mountain?'
we have the answer in the form ' the existence of the Meru 
is like that of the grain of oil-seed '. For this reason 
also, the objection urged cannot be maintained. 

Bhiil}ya on Ml. (4fi). 
[P. 90, L. 11 to L 15.] 

[The Piirvapakfin says]-" In that case, Analogical Cog
" nition may .bti regaro.ed as purely inferentia.l ; 

cc BECAUSE IT CONSISTS IN THE COGNlTION OF WHA'I 

:• IS Nol' PEltCIUVED BY ME4NS OF WHAT IS PERCEIVED. " 
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(SU. 46). 
" That is to say, just ::is the cognition of Fire, which · is 

" not. perceived, by means of Smoke, which is perceived, is 
" Inferentitll,-so the cognition of the unperceived gavaya 
" by means of the perceived bull should be in/1.1rent.ial ;-so 
'' that Analogical Cognition does not in any way differ from 
" the Inferential " * 

Varfika on Su. ( 46). 
(The Opponent retorts] - " In that cas'l A no logical 

" Cognition is purel.1/ inferentia,l ;-beaause it consists in the 
" cognition &c. &c. From the pel'Cefoed accompanim1mt of 

Var. P. 260. 
" Smoke, in the shape of its rising into the 
" sk!J, we have the in(el'rmtial coguition of the 

,: unpP,rcrdved accompaniment of Smoke, in the shape of 
" Fire ;-in the same manner, when from the perr,efoed Bull 
'' there arises the cogmtion of the unperceived Gavaya,-this 
'' cognition, which is regarded as analogical, should be re~ 
" garded as infereuti,,l, as consisting in the cognition of an 
" unperceived thing.'' 

BhatJya Oft Su. ( 47). 
[I'. 9u, L. 15 to 91, L. 5]. 

'rhe Siddhan~in aoswl1rs-Analogioal Cognition does differ 
from the Inferential. '' By what reasoniu~ do you 
arrive at this conclusion ? ''. [The answer is given in the 
i:)utra]-

IN REGARD TO TFIE 'UNPHCEIVED' GAVAYA WE Do NOT 

FIND ANY ONE FOR 1Hl<l PARTICUlAit [NSTlWMENT OF CoGNI• 

TION CALLED ANALOGY'. - (Su. 47). 

0 The sentence ' as the bull so the gavaya • describes the unperceived gavaya, 
through the perceived hull ; and one who has heard this senteuce, wl,en he comes to 
perceive th.-, ga\·aya, he does not apprehend anything more than what he has learnt 
from the aaicl aentence ; even the C'Jnnection of tha name 'gavaya ' with the particular 
animal is knowu only from that sentence. S<> that in analogical cognition, the cogni
tion of the perceived bull gives rise to the co~nition of the animal beariiig the nanie of 
'gavaya ', which is not perceived. [Even though the qa.vaya is actually percewed 
when the analogical cognition appMrs, yet the ani,nal .as bea,·illg the pai·ticular 
11ame can never be said to be perceJued; for the application of the name depends 
enti~ely upon the advi~ory sentence ; so that when the qualifying name, is not-per
ceived, even tho11.;h the animal itself is perceived, yet as along with tlte qualification, the 
animal i>! 'not perceivoo ']. Thus, being the cognition of the unperceived by means 
of the perceive,!, aualogical cognition i~ purely inferential. Such is the sense of the 
Purvapakia.-Ta;parya. 
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[What actually happens in Analogical Cognition is as 
follows)-A person, who has seen the Bull and has been 
!1.pprised of the ressemblance lhetween the Bull and the 
Gavaya), comes to perceive an animal (of unknown name) res
sembling the Bull,• and then arrives at the cognition,' this is 
gooaya ', in which he recognises the r-estricted application of 
the name 'gavaya ';-now thist certamly is not ln/erence t 

(There 1s a further difference between Analogical and 

Bha.. P. 91. 
Inferential Cognitions )-Analogy is (propound
ed) for the sake of another person ; that is 

to say, it is propounded by a person who knows both mem• 
bers (of resse-mblance), for the benefit of another person to 
whom one member, the upa.ineya (the object that is described 
as ressembling a known thing), is not known.§ 

Says the Uppunent,-" If what you mean is that Analogy 
is for the benefit of another person, then what yon say is not 
right,; for as a matter of fact, the cognition arising there
from belongs to the man himself; certa.inly, my good Sir, 
when the man propounds the analogy in the words, 'as the 
hull so the gavaya,' the cognition pro<lnced by it arises in 
the man himself (just as much as in another person) [so that 
being for one's own benefit a<J well as for that of another 
person, Analogy is exactly like lnferenceJ." 

We do not deny t.hat the resulting cognition arises in the 
man also; what we mean is that Lhe proponnder's own cognition 

0 The sense requires the reading 111:f, C'lffif't.;, as it is found in the Puri Ms,;,. and the 

BhiiwachaittJ.'1"11,, 

t All Mss. save one read 1' ~'{111 "'""t 
+ The species 'gavaya' is that to which the name 'gavaya' belongs; this is not 

cognised by means of tl,e sentence 'as the b,111 sv the gavaya '; all that this sentence 
expresses is the ressemhlance to the Bull of a certain unknown animal ; nor does the 

word 'gavaya' as occurring iu the sentence denote the said resseml>lance; so that at the 
time that the sentence is heard, the man does not become cognisant of the connection 

between the name' gavaya' and the uuknown animal ; and what actually happens in 
analogfool cognition is that, when the particular animal comes to be actually seen, the 
species to which that anirnal belon~ becomes perceived ; and hence results the cogni
tion that 'this animal belongs to the Rpecies named 'gavaya '; and this is the operation 
of' analogy', which is thus found to operate upon the perceioetl, and not u,1perceit-er1, 
ga,·aya ].-'!-'a(parya. 

§ ~tl is the better reading as fomirl in the Puri Mss. For lffoer1"1'11t1' also 

the Puri Mss. read 'lf~~q~II'; but from what follows in L. 4 below Jffllit~~ 
appears to be the better reading. 
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is not analogi~al ; for ' Analogy is that which accomplishes 
what has to be accomplished on the basis of well-known 
ressemb]ance' (says the Su~ra., 1-1-6) ; and certai11ly for the 
man to whom both members of the analogy are well-known, 
and as such fully accomplished, there can be no relation 
(between Analogy and the Cognition) of what is to be accinn· 
plished and tlie nw11,s accomplishing it. 

Yar{ili·a on Su. 47. 

[P. 260, L. 3 to L. rn.J 
Our answer to the above is that it is not right ; for appar

ently you do not understand what .Analogy is. Then again, 
in regard to the unperceived Gavaya, we do not fiuil any use for 
Analogy. "What use for Analogy do you find in regard 
to the perceived Gavaya ? " 1The use of Analogy consists 
in the bringing about of the cognition of the connect.ion of a 
particular name with a particular object. 

[Just as Analogy is not Inference] so is it not either Per
ception or Word. For it is neither by means of Word nor by 
that of Perception that tLe man recognises the fact of a certain 
animal being ' Gavaya.' .As the mere cognition of ,·essem
blnnce only (which is J!e1Wptio11al), without the Words • the 
Gavaya is like the bull,' does not constitute '.Analogy' (hence 
Analogy is not mere Perception].-Nor, on the other hand, 
do the mere Words, without the cognition of ressemblance, 
constitute 'Analogy' [Hence Analogy cannot be tho same as 
\V ord ]. (Another difference between Analogy and Inference 
lies in the fact that] Analogy is for tbe benefitof another 
person;• and certainly this is not the case with Inference 

~ b.:,. • t The proper reading appears to he to place the words ,:ro111,111111 'i"l!l' .. 1'i1'TIIW 

'l'lffw lower down iu L 10, after "'~"'ifw. For ii~ 'V1!l ••• •. llfllij'lf{nr (LI. 8-10) 

is clearly 1111 amplific!ltiou of the statement oi~l'lf'lflt 1''1111'1•"'11' 'lf'lftr lnf 
~•lff7.q~ij; with which l:Rlllcll'$'11 &c., has no connection. But hqth editions 

read as here ; and, what is more iniportuut, the 'f'iifpm·ya also adopts the same . . 
rearling ; and conscious 0£ the interruption caused by the words 1'U1!l'?111N &c., 1t 

has tried to eshLlish some sort of conllfictiou betwceu 1":1~ /ihq111r,:r 'lf'lnf a11d 

'fft <f'IT &c., Ly introducing the latter passage as follows-" Analogy consists of 
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[which is both for one's own benefit and for that of ot,hers]. 
'11hus then, the conclusion is that just as lnfe,·ence consists 
in the recognition of the Probans as aided by (the remem
brance of) concomitance between the Probans and the Pro
bandum,-and that recognition of the Probans is perCPptional 
[and this brings about Jhe inferential cognition, and is called 
'Inference' only when aided by the said remembrance],
in the same manner, what constitutes 'Analogy• (the means 
of .Analogical Cognition) is the perceptiooal cognition of 
ressemblance as aided by the remembrance of the connec
tion between the two things as (originally) learnt from Words. 
[Which shows that Analogy is not the same as either In
ference, or Perception, or Word.] 

Further-

Bha§ya on Su. (48}. 
(P. 91, L. r. to L. 8). 

INASMUCH AS ANAI.OGY IS ALWAYS ~TATED IN THJi1 
FORM' Alli-SO,' IT CANNOT BE REGARDED AS NON-DIFFERENT 

(FROM lNFERENOE)-(Su. 48). 
As a matter of fact, Analogy is always stated in the form 

•as-so•, by meitns of which the common property (consti
tuting ressemblance) is mentioned; so that it cannot be the 
same as Inference. l'his also is what constitutes a difference 
between Analogy and Inference. 

the cognition of ressemblance, which is perceptional, and certainly this is not for 

the beuefit of another person ; in answer to this wt1 have the words 1tf.- QVIT &c. ; 
and in answer to contention that if the said Perception does not constitute 

Analogy, Word might co1~stitute it, we have the words It 'SSf'l\"lt" &o. - It will 
be noticed that 1iven Vachaspati Mishra fails to establish a conaection between 

· this latter paRsage-lt llfr'A-&c. and the fact of Analogy being for another's benefit; 
and t_he reason for this lies in the fact that if. Analogy coueists in Word, it is 
clearly for tho benefit of others. For these reaRons, in spite of all anthorities to 
the <,ontrary, we 11ave altered the ord~r of the sentences, and translated them ac
cordingly. 
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"JTar/ika on Sit. ( 48). 

[P. 260 L. 14 to L. 17]. 

By reason also of difference in the form of the cognitions 
(Analogy and Inference must be regarded as different); for 
instance, Inference does not appear in the form • as the 
smoke so the fire'; while Analogy does appear in the form 
'as the bull so the Gavaya'; and wherever there is difference 
in the form of the cognitions, the Instruments of Cognition 
must be different ; just as Inference is different from Percep• 
tion. 

This same reasoning also serves to set aside the conten
tion that" Analogy cannot be regarded as a distinct Ins
trument of Cognition because it does not l',l,pprehend any
thing not already apprehended (by means of other Instru
ments of Cognition)." 

Thus ends the Ewamination of .Ll.na.logy. 
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Section (8). 
ExAMINA'fION OF WoRD (in general). 

~fitras (49-56.) 
Sufra (49.) 

r Purvapak~a 1-"' WoRD, rs • INFERENCE ',-(I) 
BECAUSE ITS OB,TEC'l'IVE IS SUCH AS IS AMENABLI~ TO IN• 
FERlrnCE ONLY,-BF.ING (AS IT xs) NOT APPREHENDED (BY 

PimcEP'fION)."-(Su. 49). 
Bha~ya ou Su. (49). 

(P. 91, L. 10 to L. 13.] 

825 

(I) " Word is only Inference, and not a separate Instrn• 
"ment of Cognition, •Why so?' Because the objective of 
" (object cognised by means of) Word is such as is amenable 
" to Inference. ' How do you know that it can be infer
" red?' Because it is not apprehended by means of Per
" ception. In the case of Inference what happens is that 
" the Subject, which is not already apprehended by means 
'' of Perception, comes t.o be cognised afterwards by means 
" of the already known* Probans,~such is the process of 
" Inference;-and in the case of Word, also an object which 
" is not already known (by means of Perception) comes to be 
" cognised afterwards, by means of the already known 
" Word,-such is the process of verbal cognition. Thus we 
'' find that ' Word ' is only ' Inference ' (and Verbal Vogni
" tion is purely Inferential). t 

P'ar/ika on Su. (4~.) 

[P. 2tJ0, L. 18 to P. 26~, L. 3.] 

We now proceed to examine Word, whose turn comes 
after Analogy. What is this ' Word ' ? Word is the 
assert/on of a reliable person (Su. 1-1-'i) .. Against this (as 
an Instrument of Cognition') -the .I following objection is 
raised:-

"' Perceived •~says Bha§yachan<!,ra. 

t The Probans put forward in the Sii!ra, is the fact of the object not being per
ceptible.-Says the Vartika. That cognition is called Inferential which ar prehends 
an object not cognisable by Perception, and appears in the wake of Perception ( of 
the Probans in Inference ; of the Word in Verbal Cognition); and as Verbal 
Cognition fullills these conditions, it is purely inferential-fafpai·ya. 
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[Piirvapak~J-•" Word is not an Instrument of Cogni
" tion ;-(A) because er,en when pres,,nt it dues not bring abu1d 

'' cognition : even though the Word is presflnt, if it is not 
• 1 heard, it does not give rise to any cognition ; and it is 
" only what gives rise to a cognition tha~ can be regarded 
'' as an Instrument of Cognition.t-(B) Because there is 
"nothing that could be the object (of Word) ; that is, 
" there is nothing that would be cognised by means of Word, 
" apart from what is already cognised by means of Percep
,c tion and Inference : and certainly that which has no object 
" cannot be ap Instrument of Cognition.;-(0) Because Word 

" is not of the nature of Cognition, it cannot be 
Var. Page 261. _,:i d I f C .. "rega~e as an astrument o ogmt1on; what-
" ever is an Instrument of Cognition is of the nature of 
" Cognition, as we find in the case of Perception ; so that 
11 when Word is not found to be of the nat:ure of Cognition, 
" being in this respect like the Jar and such objects, it can
cc not be regarded as an Instrument of Cognition, juat as Jar 

0 The Sufra starts o_ff with the question as to whether or not 'Word' is included 
under Inferenl:e. But before that it becomes necessary to enquire whether 'Word' 
_is ali.' instrument of Cognition' at all. The Vartika therefore takes up this pre
liminary question.-Tti,parya. 

t That alone can be regarded as an instrument of Cognition which is such that 
whenever it is present Cognition must appear, and never does it cease 'to appear ; 
because it is only an ej/icient means that can be called ' Instrument.' Jn the case of 
Word however we find that even though it is present, if it is not pronounced and 
heard, it does not give rise to any Cognition ; and this fact proves that it is not an 
ej/icHnt means ; aud hence not an 'Jnstrument.'-fli,parya. 

i It is only that which has an object, of the Cognition whereof it is the effi
cient means, that can be regarded as an Instrument of Cognition ; s.o that when it 
is found that .tber.e can be no such object for Word, it follows that Word is not 
an Instrument of Cognition. As a matter of fact, all objects arc groupe<l under two 

· heads, Directly Perceptible and Not directly Perceptible. All that belongs to the 
former group forms the object of 'perception '; and all that belongs to the 
latter group can be oognised only by means of something (perceptible) which is its 
inwriable concQmitant ; so that all that is not directly pcreeptible forms the object 
of Inference ; and, there being no otber group of objects, there· is nothing that 
oonld form the object of ' Word'; hence this ' absence of the object ' forms the 
■econd reason for not regarding W-0rd as an !l1strument of cog11ition.-7'afrm·ya. 
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,e &c., are not so regarded.-( D) Becaui::e Word is per
" ceptible by an external Sense-organ, like Jar &c., it cannot 
"be an Instrument of Cognition.-{E) Because Word does 
'' not subsist in the Soul, 1md as such is like Jar &c., it can
" not be an Instrument of Cognition.-(F) Lastly, becamie 
Word is a quality of A.kasha, like Number and other qualities 
(of A.kasha), it cannot be an Instrument of Cognition."&: 

[ Si<J<f hii11t , ]-['l'he answer to the above arguments is as 
follows ]-(A) It has been argued that '' because u,Jirm pre• 
sent, Word does not briug abo1tl cog11ition (it cannot be 
an Instrument of Cognition) ";-but this is not right; as the 
reason put forward is not true ; as a matter of fact it never 
happens that when actually heard, ,vord fails to be an effi
cient means of cognition ; and if, when not itself heard, it 
does fail to be an efficient means of cognftion, then, in tbat 
case, it certainly cannot be an Instrument o! Cognition; for 
that alone is an Instrument of Cognition, by means of which 
a thing is cognised ;-and when is a thing cognised by 
means of it ?-only wl1en the means itE-elf is cognised.t-:--{B) 
1.'he second argument is-" IJ,,cause. tlle Word has no objec
tive ";-a,s to this, we ask-:--who says t.hat there is no object 
apart from what is cognisPd by mE:,ans of Perception and 
------------------------------

• The Parishurf,<!,l1i eays-'l'he Peuee of the Parcapakfa is as follows:-" If 
Word is different in its procedure from Perception aud luference, it is not an In
strument 'Of Cognition ; if it is an lnstrnmfnt of Cognition, its pt:ocedure is not 
different ; so that it would be inclmi.id under· the said two· Instruments of Cogni
tion. And as to under which oue of the two it is included, it is shown by the Sil\ru 
49, et aeq, that it -is under ' Iufcrence 'that ' Word ' is ini;lnded. 

t What we hokl to be the Instrument of Verbal Coimition is not Word in- general, 
pure and 11imple, but only such Word as is heard and whose relatfoc -to its deootatfon 
is known. And certainly, when there i ,such a Word, verbal cognition never fails to 
'appear ; that word, by which vert.al cognition is not prodU(;ec:i, is not regarded by any 
one to be an Instrument of Cognition.-fcifparya. 

As a matter 'Of fact., Inference also actm,lly briuge about inferential cognition .only 
when it is ,tself duly apprehended io the form of the Probans; the Proban11, even though 
present, fails to bring about inferential cognition, if it is itself not known. So that the 
case of Word in this respect i_s analogous to that of Inf11ren1Jf: ; and if Word is not 
an luetrument of Coguitiou, Inference also is not IIQ, 
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Inference ? Certaiuly there are several things that are not 
cognisable by means of these two; so that this reason also 
is not true. In what. manner •Word' differs from Perception 
and the rest we have already explained (in Adh. 1).-The 
third, fourth and fifth argument,s are-(C) " because Word 

is not of the nature of Oog,,ition," (D) " bec1wse Word is 
percPptiblP by a.n e;rternal se,nse-organ,", and (E) "because 

H'vrd does nnt sub.~ist in the Soul ";-all these reasons are 
. untenable, because they are ' inconclusive ' (not necessarily 

leading to the desired conclusion), as is proved ·by the 
instance of the Lamp; the Lamp is all this (i. e. it is not of 
the nature of Cognition, it is perceptible by an external or• 
gan, it dot-1s not subsist in the Soul), and yet, as an auxiliary 
to Perception, it does become an ln,;trument of Cognition 
(of things illumined by its light),-as we have already 
explained bdore ; so that, it being found t,hat all the reasons 
you have urged are 'inconclusive' {not concomitant with, 
and hence not necessarily proving, what you seek to prove), 
they cannot be accepted as valid. (F) The sixth argu
ment is-" !J1icause Word is a quality of Akth1ha" ;-this 
alPo is 'inconclusive '; for we find that the Dimension of 
Akaslw. ( which is its quality) is the cawM of the cogniti,m 

of 'v11stness' (of the Akasha), and as such, is an' Inst,ru
ment of cognition'; so that being a q1wlit_11 of Akasha is 
not a valid reason (for Word being nut an Instrument of 

Cognition). 
[That ' Word ' is an Instrument of Uognition having 

been establiislted, the Opponent proceeds t.o show that even 
so it is to be included under • Inference']-" • Word is only 

"Inference,-(a) beca1wi it i11 dependent upon rrmembrance; 
11 that which depends upon remembrance is Inference ;-and 
" Word does depend upon remembrance in the denoting 
u (bringing about the cognition of) its object ;-hence it must 

o The V,.ir~ikrt p11ts forward these three P1irvapak*a arguments; in audition to 
those propounded in the Sutras 49 d. seq. 
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" be InferenrA.-(b) BPcause Word applies to all t!,ree poi11fs 
'' of time ;-whtit applies to three points of time is Infer
,, ence ;-so is Word also;-hence Word must be Inforeuce. 
" -( ;) Because it involves the notions of negative aud 
• 1 positive concomit.ance ;-that which involves notions of 
" negative and positive concomitance is Inference, as we find 
'' in t,he case of the perception of smolcP. bringing about the 
" cognition of the presence of ffre ; -and Word also is found 
" to bring about the cognition of its . denotation only 
•· through negative and positive concomitance, *-hence Word 
" is Inference.-(d) Lastly, for the following reaRon also Word 
" is Inference-bec(iuse its object is not perceivPd (says the 
'' Sutra). What the Su~ra means to put forward as the 
'' reason is the fact that the object cngnised by means of 
" Word is such as is net cognis1-d by rnear,s of Perc.tptfon 

".(which is precisely the case with Infnence)." 
!Jhr,,<Jya. on Su. (,"JO). 

( P. 9 l , L. 13 to L. 1 7. l 
For the following reason also ' Word ' is only ' Infer

ence'-
(II) "BECAUSE COGNITWNS DO NOT INVOLVE TWO 

n1v11:nsE paom;ssEs."-(Su. 50). 
" \Vhen the ' Instrnm<>nts of Cognition ' are different 

'' from one another, the cognition (brought about by them) 
' 1 involves two distinct procef'lses; for inst.ance, the cognitional 
'' process involved in the case of Inferentia.l Cognit,ion is 
"different trorn that involved ii;a that of Analogical Cognition, 
"· as has been pointerl out above tby the Siqghantin himself). 
'' In the case of Vin·b11l and Inferential cognitions we do not 
" meet with any such diversity in the cognitional pri:,cess; 
'• the p1·ocess in the case of Word being the same as that 
" in the case of Inference. Hence, as there is nothing to 
" distingnish the one from the other, Word must be regard
" ed as the same as Inf ere nee." 

0 The inference of .!<'ire from smoke is based upon 1he positive concomitance 
' where smoke is there fire is', an·I the negative concmnitance, 'where Fire i's not 
smoke i~ _not '; simil~rly the denotation of thil Jar QY. the word 'Ghata ' is based, upo~ 
t~e. positive concorn1tance,' where the word Ghda ts pronollnced we have the cog
ni11on of Jar'. anJ the neg,,tive concomite.nce' where there is no cognition c,f Jar, 
the the wvrd G hata is not pronounced '. 
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7To,-lilra on Su. (50.) 

(P. 262, L. r, to L. i.] 

" (II) (P.) AnothAr reason why Word should be regarded 
" as the sa.me as Inference consists .in the fact that the pro
,, oesses involved in the Cognitions U?'e not of t#.110 diOe1•11nt 
'' kinds,-says the Su/ra. In the case of two distinct In
" strnmPnts of Cognition we have found a diversity in the 
" Processes leading to the Cognition ; as for instance, we 
!' find in the'case of Inference and Perception that the Per• 
•' ceptional Cognition is of an entirely different kind from 
" the Inferential Cognition. Such is not found to be the 
'' case with Word (the process involved in Verbal Cogni
" tion being similar to that involved in inferential cogni
,, tion). Hence Word cannot be regarded as a distinct In
" strument of Cognition.'' 

Slifra (1H.) 
Ill. " ALSO BECAUSE OF 'l'HE PRESENCE OF RELATION~ 

sH1P .''• < Su. 51.) 

BMifya on Su. (51.) 
[P. 92, L. 1 to L. 4.) 

HI. "The clause-' ·word is the same as Inference' 
11 (of Su. 49) should be construed with this Su~ra also. As a 
" matter of fact, we find that the Cognition of a thing by 
'' means of a Word appears only when there is a relation
•• ship between the Wo1·,J. and the thing denoted by it, and 
" this relationship is fully known ; exactly in the same man
" ner as the Cognition of the Probandum by means of the 
" inferential Proba-ns appears only when thtire is a relation
,, ship between the Probans and the Probandum, and this 
" relationship is fully known." 

JTartilca on Su. 51.) 
[P. 262, L, 9 t.o L. 15.] 

" ( f) Also because of the presenr:e of relaUonsliip-says 
11 the Suira; and the precise reason meant to be propounded 
•' by the Su~r11, is th~'bccause Word re,.Je,:s cognisal,le only 

• 'That is, the relation of invarial,le c;,ncomitance '-Bh,ifyachanef:ra, 
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" such things iu ar11 relatP-d to it.' vVe - have seen that I 11-

" ference ( i. e., the Probans ) makes known only such 
" things as are related to it ; and thtt same is the case with 

" Word also." 

(The Viir(ika proceed:; to answer tlrn above• arguments 
of the Purvaptik§a seriatim]•-(a.) It has been argued 
that " Sound is the same as Inference, because it depends 
upon remembrance"; but tliis is not right; as the reasoning 
is 'inconclusive '; it is true that there is 'dependence upon 
rememb1·ance' in the case of Inference ; but so is thure also 
in the case of Doubtful Cognition, of Hypothetical Reasoning 
a.nd of Analogicj.il Cognition. [So that mere deprmdence upmi 

rememb,~rtnce cannot make Ve1·bal Cognition infere11tiill] (b) 
This same reasoning also sets aside the Purvapak~a argu
ment based npon Word (like Inference) pertaining to all three 
points of time-f for Hypothetical Reasoning also perti;iins 
to the past, present and future]. (r,,) The third argu .. 
ment is that-" because Word involves the notion of posi

tive and negative concomitauce "; but a.s a maLter of faet, 
Perception also involves the notion of positive and negative 
concomitance ; e. g., we have perception of the Jar when 
the Jar is present, and we do uot have its perception when 
the Jar is not theret. (' rhe a:nswers to the other arguments 
will appear under the follwoing Su{ras). 

0 Aud as the Piirvapak~a arguments A, B, and C, (in t:,e l'<irtika) have heen in 
addition to those put forward in the Sut.ra and the· Bkafya, the Fartika a1uiwcrs these 
before taking up the a11Swers given by the S1Zfra and BhaJya to the argumeuta 
me111io11ed therein. 

t Some sort of positive and negative concomitance between certain things involv
ed in the coguiti,;u will ue fouud in the ca.ae of every kiud of cognition. 1t is true 
that what i~ meant hy such concomitance in the case of Inference is that which 
l10lda among the factors actaally leading to the cognition, and the nature of such cou
comitnnce in the case of Word is entirely difforent from that in the case of Inference. 
for installet·, in the case of I nfereuce it is necessary that the. Prouans should subsist 
111 the Suhj.,ct ; while what is necessary in the case of Word is not. tliat, but,some
tliiug else ; viz., that the Word should emanate from a trustworthy Suurce (as the 
,,ext Sutra 52 points out),-f,itpa1'11a. 
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BhiJtJya on Su. (Si). 
(P. 92, L. 4 to L. 15.) 

It ha.s been urged (in Su. 49) that-'•(Word should be re• 
garded as Inference) because its object is such as is amenable 
to lnfet·ence." But this is not right•; lbecausu] 

(.As a matter of fact 1-Rrnirr CoGNITinN oF A 

THING ARIRES PROM WoRD ON THE STRENGTH OF THE 

bSSB'RTION OF A 'rHUSTWOit1HY PKRSON, t-Su. 52.) 
(I.) fo the case of such imperceptible things as' Heaven', 

t.he 'Celestial Nymyhs,' tlrn 'UHara Kuru ', 'the world 
as con~isting of the Seven Continents and the Oceans :j: ',
tl1e right cognition that we have does not arise from the mere 
Word (aiJ the Plirvapak~a argument implies); it arises from the 
fact that the Word ia pronounced by a. reliable person (who 
C!tnnot prooonnce n word unless thereis a real thing corres• 
ponding to tl1at wor<l); we conclude this from the fact thnt 
there is no right cognition when the word is not known to be 
pronounced by a reliable person. And certainly this circum
st.ance (connection of the reliable person) is not present in 
the case of Inference. 

(II.) As for the argument (put forward in Sii. 50) that 
th8 Oognitinns do not iiivolve two dio~r1rn processes,-well, what 
we have just pointed out constitutes, in itself, a diversity in 

0 ' tll ' is the right reading found in the Puri. ~ss ; and supported by the 
V ar/ ika and the BhiJfyachantf,ra ; which latter remarks that ' fann,.,' ' this is not 
right', is the propositiJ>u in proof of which 'the reasou is propounded by the Siitra. 

t S.11tra MSS. A and B a1,d also the Benares edition of the Varttka read d 
••She11': instead of •••~: • 

The Bha!Y" and the Varfika explain this S-afro simply to mean that what is essen
tial in Verbal Cognition is thec·onnection of a trustworthy person; which is not necees
ary in the case of Inferential cognition. The 'fa,pe1rya however, mo1 e in keeping 
with the form of the Purvapak~e& argument, interprets it to mean that the cognition 
produced by Word in regarJ to imperceptil,Je things is got at, not by means of Iri- · 
ference, but through the inJuuctions of a trustworthy person ; and inasmuch as rhese 
injunctions are embodied in Worda, the result at Cognition cannot be regarded as 
Inferential, lt proceeds to show that the relation between the Word and the Verbal 
Cognition is uot_the same aa that between the Probans and Inferential· Cognition ; 
for in the latter the Proban11 must subsist in the Subject of tLe inferential Cognition ; 
while Word never subsist. in the subject of Verbal Cognitions. Such btiing the 
material difference between Inference and Word, what the Bhawa.and Ydrlika have 
put forward the eonuection of Word with a reliable persons as what distinguishes 
it from Inference, simply by way of adding a further reasoub-says the 'f a/parye1. 

i The right reading is supplied by the Bhafyacha11tf,ra-11~q•llfl' 8i-.-&r.. 
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the processei! of infe1·Pnti,1l and rerbol cognitions; such 
being the 1wi11t,s of d1ffe1·ence between the two, it is not a 
valiu reason that has been urged {by the Purvapak~in iu 
Rlifi:J!I", P. ~)!, L. 17) to the effect that the1e is 110 ditf'lrence 
between tlwm. 

(III.) As regards the third P1i1•vap1J.kf!a argnment-bP• 
ea Wt" of the presn1r.e of relatio ·,ship,-what we would point 
011t is that, between the Word and it,s Denotation, while tlrnre 
is one kind of rt>lationship that we admit. there is another 
tbut we do not admit; that is to say, we do admit that thel'e 
is 1:mch relation betweim them as is exp1·essed by the asser
t.1011 • sucL is the denotation u/ the fVord ',where' word' is in 
the l'ossessive case (taking the Genit,ive case-ending); b11t we 
do uot admit that betwet->n them there is any snch relation 
as cousists in cv11 ta~t l or luherence*; and it is only on tl1~ 
basis of s,,me reh1tionship of this latter kinri that verbal 
cognitiJu could be regal'ded as infereutiol ]. " But wh_y 
is such relation not admitted ? " For the simple reason 
that 110 such relation car~ be recognisAd by means of any 
J nst,rnme11t of Coguition.t For irn,tance,:J: the contact 
between the Word and it'.s denotation cannot be recognised 
by means of Inference, as it is beyond the reach of the 
se11se-organs ; that is to eay, the object denoted b.v the 
·word is bPynnd the rnwh of that sense-organ by which the 
Word itself is apprehended ; and [not only this, but l there 
are also many objects (of verbal cognition) tt at are absolutely 
beyond the reach of any sense-orgau ; and as a matte,· of fact, 
only such contact is apprehended by t.he senrn-organs 
as liolds betwt->en objects perceptible by the same seuse• 
organ.§ 

0 'Prttp(il:, sa.myogasamartty<lnya/aral:,-' 8/i,i~yachanr!,m'. 

t In both e<litions of the V11rfika this is priuten as a Sufr(I.. But it is not found 
either in the Nyayasuchiuibanr!,ha, or auy of the SO~ra .Mss. 

+ Why the Bha~ya ;;elects for attack the relation of conta~t is thus explained by the 
'f atparya-The natural (permanent) relationship between Word an,l its denotation 
could be olily one of the following kiuds-\a) it might beof the uAture of identity ; or 
(b) it might cuusist in the relation of deuoter and deoote<l, that which makes cognisable 
and that which is cognised ; or (c) it might he in the nature of contact. Now, 1 hat the 
relation cannot be that of identity we have already shown under Su. 1-1-4. while explain
ing the term ' avyapa</,ilshyam ' occurring io the definitioo of Perception. As for (hJ, 
though we admit ot this relationship, we do not admit it to bo eternal, as the Miman
Eakas hnlcl; this weshail show lat.eron (t·ide 'fcifparya, P.290, L.18, et.Mq). So that 
all that remains to be refuted is the relatiou of Contact. 

§E. g. We can perceive the contact between two fingers, both of which are visihle. 
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Viir(ilca on 81'. 5~: 

(P. 262, L. lb to P. ~!6;1, L. 12]. 

([) (d) The Puroa.pak~fo has urged as his rearnn the fact 
that Word has for its object imperceptible things;-but 
though it is true that lnfereuce also has for its abject, tliings 
not perce'ived, yet for an ordinary man, neither .Perception 
nor Inference is applicablt1 to such things as Ilea11e11, Apurva 
(the unseen Force set in notion by religions acts) and Deity 
(which are amenahle to verbal.cognition); in fact in regard 
to t,hese things,-Rigltt Oognition ari11es from W11rd mt the 
str,mgth of the assertion ol a trustworthy person-says the· 
8iilra. That is to say, the cognition that a man has in regard 
to these things does not arise from tho ·word merely; a man 
derives his cognition o'f things like Heaven from a Word only 

Var. P.263. 
when he has become convinced of its reliability 
by finding that it has betin pronounced by a trust

worthy person. Such is not the case with Inference. 
Hence Word cannot be regarded as Inference. Specially be
cause such cognition as has been described* as actually found 
to arise from Yv ord, and not from Inference. 

(H) (e) l'his same reasoning holds good regarding the 
second argument of the Fu,·v,1.pak~n, that the cognitions do 
not involoe two diverse proc,,ssPs (Su. 50). 

III (f).As regards the tMrd Puri,apakl}a argument-' be
cause of I-he presmice of relationship '-.-what we would point 

out is that between the Word and its· denotation, iohile there 
i~ one kind q/ relations/tip that we admit, there is another th,,t 
we do rwt. admit,-says the liha11ya (P. 92, L. 9); which 
means that we admit the relationship of denote; aud denol.Jd, 

which is expressed by the words 'such is the denotation of 

0 9fl(fqtrr of the Bib. Ind. edition giveR b!'tter sense than l'JTii(~a'\ of the Bimare11 
edition, 
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t.his wor<i ' 1 ; bnt t,he nat,m·n.1 (eternal) relationship, that some 
people have posited, we do not admit, becausa, as a matter of 
fact, there is no natural relationship between the Word and 
its denot1'1tion. " Why P '' Because no such relationship 
C'l.n be cogni~ed by any Instrument of Cognition. For 
instance, all that forms the denotation of ' Word ' cannot 
be cognised by means of Perception ; that is, inasmuch as 
imperct1ptible things also are denoted by words, the deno
t.at.ion of words ca.unot be said to be cognised by means of 
Perception. 

Bhii!}ya o" Su. (53). 

[P, ~2, L. lo to P. 93 L. 10] 

Then again, if the. relation comprt1hended as between the 
Word and the thing denott,d by it wt1re in the form of 'con• 
tact', then (a) either the thing would go over to (come into 
juxtaposition with, the Word,-or (b) the Word would go over 
to the thing,-or (c J both would go over to both. Now in 
regard to these, we find that--

'l'HERE CAN BE NO SUCH lt!!.LATION [BE'r\VEEN TRE \Vouo 
AN.D ITt! DENOTATION] AI.SI.I BIWAUSlil Wl!l DO NO'r FIND 

(AC1'UAL) FILr,ING, BUHNING AND CUTTING (a) ;-tSU, b3). 
and because the place (of uttera,,,111) a,td tfte cause (hurnan 

effort) are not coea:istentt (h);-this (additional argument) is 
what is indicated by the parc;icle' ch,i ', "also' in the Su~ra.:J: 

[It has been shown that the' contact' between the Word 
and the thing denoted by it cannot be coguised by means of 
Perception].-(o) Nor c1tn it be known by means of lnfe1·ence 
that the thing goes over to the Word; for if it did so, it would 
mean that the t,hing goes over to the Word ; and as the 
Word is uttered in the mouth § and b.1/ the effort {snbsis-

0 The Logician does not ohject to this relation ; what he objects to is the view that 
this relation is eternal, sometliing belonging to tue Word bsy its very nature. He docs 
not accept this view, as according to hi111 the relation of the Word to its denotation is 
ordained by God, and as si1ch has had a beginning. 

t Paraspara~amana,f,hi-kara.t'!/am na sambavali-if11arfha~-Bha,ua,chamtra. 
t The first alternative (al is not poseiblA, because of the reason given ir. the Sutra ; 

the 11econd alternative (-b.1 is not possible, because of the reason addtd in the Blu:if!JG, 
as implied by tlu• particle 'cha ' -- These reasons are explained by the Bha~ya in the 
next sentenee. 

§ '8l~~111Tlf is the right reading ; snpported by all but three Mss. and also by 
the V,ir~ika. 
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t,ing in t.he Sonl of the Man prononncing the word), there 
sLould be filli11g of the mouth on the ntterance of the word 
'Food' ,-bu,11ti11u in the mouth on the utterance of the word 
'Fire ',-and ,:nlting iu the month on the utterance of the 
word 'Sword' [as the things, food, fire and i;word, which 
are denott-d by the three words, would, under the theory, 
go over to the Word, which has appeared in the mouth); 
a_s a matt1-1r of fact, however, no such effect~ are perceived; 
1,10 that,, inasmuch as no such effects are produced, the 
conclusion is that there is no such relation of contact (bet
ween the \Vo•·d and the thing denoted; in the sense that 
the thing goes over to the Word). 

(b) As regards the second alternative-that the Wor,d 
goes over to the Thi11g,-if this were so, then no utterance 
of the Word would be possible, as neither the place (of 
nt,terance) nor its cause would be co-existent (at the place 
wliere the 'l'ning isl;-the 'place' of ut.terance is the throat 
snd such other parts of the body, and its 'cause' consists 
of the particular effort of man; and neither of these would 
subsist where the Thing exists•. 

(c) Lastly, as each of the two altarnatives has been found 
to be untenable individually, it is not possible to accept 
the third alternative, that both (the Word and the 'fbing) 
go over to both. 

The concln.sion thus is that there can be no 'contact' 
between the Word and the Thing. 

Viir/ika on Su. (53). 
[P. 263, L. 12 to P. 2G5, L. ll]. 

The Opponent says-" The relation (0f c.:mtact, between 
the Word and tho 'l'hing denoted by it) night be inferred 
(even if it cannot be perceived)." Our answer is that 
no such Inference could be accl'pted ; for none of the 

alternative notions possible in regard to the exact nature 
of the said relation can be rightly inaint~ined. For the said 

relat.ion oould only meitn-either (a) that the Word goes 
over to the place where the Thing is, or (b) that the 'rhing 
goes over to the place where the Word is, or (/1) that bot,h 

0 Both-place of utterance and human effort-subsist in the man's body, while 
the Thing is out.ide. 
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go over to both. Now, it cannot be maintained that the 
thing goes over to the place wh(lre the word is, because we 

do notfind actaal filling, burning and cutting (says the Sutra). 
(In explaining this, the Bhana P~ 93, L. 1 adds ]-As the 

Word is uttered in a part of the m·outh and by effort, there 

~hould be filling iti the mouth on the utterance ef the word 

' Food ', burning in the mouth on the utt,wanne of ihe word 

'Fire ', and cutting in the mouth on. the uttera11ce of the wo1·d 

'Sword'; that is to say, (on the utterance 'Of the worcl 'food') 
such solid articles of food~ of sweet cakes and the like would 
be fouud going over (to the mouth), just like bulls &c.; and 
certainly this would put an end to all usage tin the shape 
of the utterance of words).* • 

If the second alternative be hold-that the W Qrd goes oyer 
to the place where the 'l'hing is,-this also would be untenable; 

P. 264. 
as it involves a self-contradiction. [For this 
theory can only mean that the Word when pro

nounced produces another word like itself in close contiguity 
to itself, and this latter produces another word, and so on 
and on, till the final Word is produced, which Word reaches 
the placo where the Thing is; and] certainly it is self-contra
dicto1·y to assert that ' the Word which is eternal goes over 
(to the 'rl1ing) in the form of a series of words produced in 
close contiguity'. Iu order to avoid this difficulty, the 
Opponent may say-" what is meant by the word gofog over to 

the place where the ihin{i is is that it is there that it coim;.s into 

bei "g". But even so, the self-contradiction does not cease ; 
for what is eternal cannot come into being ! .And further, as a 
matter of fact, the Word does not come into being in the place 
where the Thing is ; as it is not possible for the 'place of 
utterance' and the 'effurt' that gives rise to the utterance of 
the Word to be where the ';rhing is. You will perhaps 

* That is, no one would care to utter such words ae 'cow' for instance, if the 
animal were to run into his mouth! 
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say-" The word does not go c,r,er, nor does it cnme info teing; 

what happens is that evny single Word i, pervasivti in its 
character, and comes to be manifested •, This alim cannot be 
accepted; as by this it would be possible to cogriise ull tlti,.,g,.. 
(by means of a single ·word). F(Jr what your explanation 

means is that-" all words continue to exist eternally, i,n a 
pervasive form, and tl1ey become manifrrited when Hwh 
causes of their manifestation tire present as the action of the 
organ of utteranca, the effort of the man an<l so forth;" -and 

if. such were the case, then, it would be possibl~ to cognise 
all things (when nny single word is nUered ,; for what would 

lead to the mauifostation of one Word would also lead to the 
manifestation of all· wordd I for all words are equally per

vasive~ their character, e;8 11!1!)Mhe11i). • And if, by f,laying 
tha.t 'W~f exists in a perva:'lirn form', you rman t-liut 'eve• y 
word perva~es or,er its ow,, de,iotati,m',-•evf!n so . there- will 
be this possibility that wheuever the oue word 'bull, is 

uttered, that word would become ma 11ifestt1d for aU p~r;.0013 
iu the world wherever they may be, an~ all thesl• (JPl'S11115 

would have the cognitl-Q\1 of all animals having the d. whip 
&c. "But it could be li'k:e Oommunity; t that ia to say, even 
though {according to the l~'gioian) Community pervades over 

all its own component individu'.l~, yet it is not cognised all 
over the Worid, (_but only in th~t'R_articnlar plai,e where the 
circumstances are presf'nt that render it cogni1'able); and 

similarly, even t~ongh the Word P~\V/ldei,; over its ant.ire 
denotation, there would be restrictiori\, ~n regard to its 
manifest-ation (whneby it would be cog,~ii;\d only in parti• 
oular places, and not everywhere1.'' T~$ would not 

• \Vhat has just been urged hythe Sii;li;lhiutin is open to the objection that the 
effect that manifests olie word is certainly n.·,t the same that manifests another 
word ; so that the manifestation of one W,Jrd cannot involve that of all worde, or the 
cognition of all lhinga. Bence auotlier oojection is urged. · 

t The Bib Iod. edition omits the words .. .-,1111~ ~'t, wbicb are found iu ~Ii• 
Benarea Edition. · 
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be right; because m the case of Community, what leads· 
to its manifestation is the cognition of its substratum 
(in the shape of an individual belongillg to that Com
munity); in the case of Word, however, there is no cog
nition of its substratum (whereby the Word could be 
manifested) ; • -nor again does the Word actually subsist 
in what it denotes (in the way that the Community subsists 
in its constituent individuals) ;-so that the instance 
(of Community) that yon have cited bears no analogy 
to tho subject under discussion (Word). If the Word did 
subsist in the thing denoted by it., in that case, whenever 
this thing woul<l be perteived by anyone, he should recog
nise the corresponding Word also, even though he is entire
ly ignorant of the convention (bearing upon that Word as 
bt;>ing expressive of that thing); just in the same mannt'r as 
without knowing any convPnt,ion, an observer recogniees the 
Community ,.' Bull' whenflver he perceives any individual 
bull.) 

For these reasons we conclude that even by means of 
Inforenoe we cannot derive any idea (of the eternal relation• 
ship between the Wod and the Thing denoted by it]. Fur• 
ther, even as a matter of fact,-inasmuch as Word is a 
quality, it cannot bear any (eternal) relation to anything 
apart from where it subsists; for instance, Word can bear 
no inh"erent relationship to any such other things as the 
Bull and the like; aR it is only in .Ai.iisha that Wurd 811bsists 
(and to this alone it can bear the eternal relation of iuher
ence) ; nor a.gain is it possible for the Word and the 'l'hing 
denoted by it to subsist in a common substratum (in virtue 
of which the two could be eternally related)~ for the simple 

0 On the contrary, the only subijtratum of the Word co•.,sists of its denotation, 
which ia itselt m.idc1 co5:iigahl8 hy the Wr>rd; so that when the Word along with 
its snbstratunt h,i.co.1nes tnuaife:;ted, the whole of this denotation would become cog
nisable; as the Word is all-pervasive. 
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reason that there is nothing that is produced out of (consti• 
tuted by) the Word and the denoted thing. 

"The relation (between the Word and the denoted thing) 
could be cognised by means of Analogy," 

'l'hat also is not possible; as no such relation can be the 
object of any Analogy. 

'' It could be cognised by means of ·word." * 
But this is exactly what we are considering-whether the 

Word and the denoted Thing are related or not related. [ And 
until we have ascet·tained this, we cannot grasp the exact 
nature of the signification of the words constituting the said 
lexicographical works themselves]. 

[ t'ho SicJqantin reverts to the Purvapak~a argument (a) 
propounded in the Varfika on P. 2ri J, L. 15, which has 
already been answered before by the Var/ika, on P. 2o2, L. 
l◊,]-You have asserted that-'' inasmuch as ,v ord ressem• 
bles Inference in being dependent upon remembrance &c., it 
must be regarded as lhe same as Inference'';-- but for tlie 
very same reason that you put forward, Word canbot be the 
same as Inference; when one thing is the same as another, 
it is not said to ressemble it. Secondly, if on tbe ground 
of a single ressemhlance in the point of being dependent on 
Remembrance, '\Vord were to be regard~d as the same as 
Inference,-then in that case, there would be only ons Ins
trument of Cognition; for all Instruments of Cognition res• 
semble one another in the point of being the means of 
making things apprehended I " Let there ba only on,-, 
Instrument of Cognition, what harm would that do to us?" 
Why, it certainly does this harm to you, tliat it 8ets p,side 
what you desire. "What is it that we desire?" You 
desire that Perr6ption should be regarded as different from 

" Such reliable 'word' as consists of the Niruk!ll and other lexi.cographical 
works which lay down the meaniogi· of w-0rJ,, and thereby indicate the required 
relationship, 
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I11fere11ce. Thirdly, if you assert identity-on mere ressem• 
blance, [ i. e. if youl' 'identity' means only 'ressemblance '], 
thou we shall treat you with indifference (and not miud you); 
for in so far as the two (Word and Inference) ressemble 
each-other, they may be regarded as the same to that eaJtent; 

-and in so far as they do not ressemble each other, they 
may be regarded as different to that e.-rtent; and in this there 
would be nothing against our theory. 

Lastly, Word cannot he the same as Inferonoe, peoause 
it conveys its meaning (brings about cognition) to the man 
who pronounces it as well as to other pet·sons; and certainly 
lnference is not what brings about cognit,ion to the 
pro pounder as well as to other persons; the case of 
Word being like that of the Lamp : the Lamp makes 
known (illumines) things to the person who has lighted 
it, as well as to others; and so does Word also ; hence it can• 
not be the same as lnf erence • 

Sufra (54). 
[ St,ylf the Opponent]-'' FaoM THE FAOl' OF '!'HERE 

.Bmt.'iG A LIMl-rA'l'ION UPON THE DEXOTATION Oil' Wouos, 
THEHE CAN BF. NO DENIAL (oF REl,ATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

THICM)."-tSO. 54.) 
Bha~1l'L on Sii. 54. 

[P. 93, L. 8 to L. 10.] 
'' Inasmuch as we see that there is a limitation as to the 

'' cognition of certain things arising from certain words, we 
" infer t.hat what causes this limitation is some sort of rela
" tionship between the words and the things denoted by them; 
" -for if there were no such determining relation, every word 
" would denote every thing. For this reason there cannot 
'' be a denial of the said relationship." 

• Such clearly is the meaojng of the Var,ika, which has, it seems, reproduced a!J.d 
paraphrased the phrase ~~'l'llA?lrTinli?lrlW fouod in ao earlier work. But al$ a 
matter of fact, Ioference also conveys its cog°iiition to both the propou_nder and other 
persons. It would therefore be better t? int~rpret the said phrase _as meaning •~at 
Word 111akes kr.own itself as also other things, m the shape of what 1s denoted hy, 1t ; 
just as the lamp makes itself visible as also other things illumined by it ; whil; the 
cog11ition that Infereuce bril)g& about is only that of the fact pnt forward in the 
proposition. 

Tt is noteworthy that the· Tatarya has entirely ignored this last argument of the 
Vdr/ika. 
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Var/ika on Su. (54) 

(P. 265, L. 13 to L. 19.] 

" From /.he fact &c.-Says the Satra• If there were no 
" relationship between the Word and what is denoted by it, 
'' then there would be uo such restriction as to only a ('ertain 
" thing being denoted by a ce,-tain word (The argument 
"may be formulated thus :]-•A word denotes a thing only 
" when it is related to it,-because it servtis to derermi11e 
'' a particular limited coguition,-like the Lamp ;-every 
" thing that is found to determine a limited cognition h 1s 

" been found to make a thing known only when related to 
" it,-as we have found in the case of Lamps ;-and Word is 
" such a determinant ;"--hence Word also m'ust denote a Lhing 

"only when related to it'. Or- we might make 'conception' 
r, the subject (or minor term of our syllogism; the reason• 
" ing being stated in the form,-' because there is this restric• 
'' tion that, the verbal conception of a thing appears only 
" when there is relation betwPen the Word and the thing 
'' spoken of,-just as it is found· in the conception of • the 
" man with the earring.' " 

Blta~ya on Su. ( 55) 

(P. 93, L. 10 to P. 94-, L. 7.J 

The answer to the above argument of the Opponent 1s as 
follows-

THE BEASONING CANNOT BE ACOEPJ·ED; AS TIIF. COG• 

NITION OF THE Dl!J~O'l'A'l'ION OF A \V ORD IS BASED UPON 

CoNVEN'r10N. (Su. 55) 

As a matter ·of fact,, the restriction that we find in connec
tion with the denotation of words is due, not to any (eternal) 
relation betwet>n them, but to Convention. When we said 
on a previous occasion ( '/Tide above P. 92, 11. 10-11.) that we 
do admit that thert:l is s11,ch relafion he twee" them as is e;r,pressed 
by the. ass•rti011 'such is the denotatio·n of this Word', where 
Word is in the PosseBsioe case,-what we referred to was this 
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Convention. •• But what is this O,moention P" 'Convention' 
is the ordinance restricting the denotation of words by such 
Bh P 91 . injunctions a~ 'snch and such a thing is to be 

• · · denoted by such and such a word '. And as a 
matter of fact, it is only when this ordinance is koown that 
there arises any cognition from the use of a word; while if the 
ordiuance is not known, even though the word is heard pro• 
noonced, it does not give -rise to any Cognition ( it expref'se~ 
nothing). _ This fact (that verbal cognition arises only when 
one knows that 'such and such a thing is denoted by such 
and such a word') cannot be denied by even one who holds 
thfit there ii an (eternal) relationship between the Word and 
the thing denoted by it. Ordinary men come ljo recogni11e 
this Convention (which is the ordinance of God) bearing upon 
words by observing their use in ordinary parlance•; and it is 
for the preserving of this (God-made) Convention that we have 
the science of Grammar, which explains and determines that 
form of speech which consists of single Words I by showing 
that a word can he regarded as correct on~y whe11 used in 
the form and in t.he s.ense imparted to it by God, when 
propounding thi:, ordinance and thereby 6.xing the Conven• 
tion upon that word,-and it, is incorrect when usf-'d in 
anothtn· form or another senf!e J ; and of that forui of speech 
which cousisls of SPu.te-nces, the on y explanation or definition 
pos-ihle is that 1t is 'such coJlectiun of connected Words 
as ex presses one complete idea.' 

'l'hus we conclud· ... that there is not the sligl1test tittle of 
a reasoat {or use) for the i11ferring of any (permanentl re
lationship in the form of Oont,wt,i 

0 The Bhii9yachan'-'ra explains q~"ll''ffll' as nJ~,llflft«, ' the pers ·D to ._,11hom a 
direction is arldressed '; the sentence, according to tois, wo,,ld me1111-'the relationship 
is recognised by watching the action of the n1an lo whom the verbal qirection i1 
addressed.' 

t Both Puri Mes- and the Bhawachan<!,ra read ft~~r.sf•, _ which gives ghod 
r ~ . . . 

sense ; while ""'~.s,q can be UJade to give acme sense only by a forced con-
struction. The Bha1yacho.1.1<!,ra explai1111 'n' as raia-·.n, purpo111, UBI, 

l Buch being the ca11e, inas~uob ae there is no natural relationship between 
the Word and ita denotation, it i11 not right for the Opponent to urge such relation-
1hi p with a view to·identify Word '1\-;th lnference, which is based upon the natural 
rtla.tionship between the Prolnaa aud the Probandum-fcifporga, 
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Ya1·f ikfL on Su. ( 55 ). 

[P. 265, L. 21 to P. 266 L. 11]. 

Tl,e 1·easuning cannot fJe accepted, 4'r.. !tc,-says the Sufra .• 
The restriction on the denotation of Words is not due to any 

permanent relationship, but. to Convention. 
" What is tltis Convention?" 

Vir. P. 266. 

Oonventior, is the urdinance restricting the denotation of 
words-says the Bhafya (P. 93-94); it is only when 
people aro cognisant of such an ordiuance that there is 
any restriction as to the denotation of words. When we 
said that we do admit of a certain sort of relationsFip bet
ween Word and its denotation, we ref.irred to this Conven
tion.• So that the ''limitation upon the denotation or words" 
(which the Opponent brings forward in support of his 
argument} being found to be capable of another explanation 
(than that on the bt.sis of an eternal relationship), it cannot 
be accepted as a valid reason. As a matter of fact, the re
lationship of' denoter and denoted' must be- admitted even 
by one who holds t.bat there is a natural (eternal) relation
ship; for the simple reason that even he cannot have any 
particular c9gnition arising on the hearing of a word unless 
he is cognisant of this (denota;tive} relationship of the word 
to its denotation. " But how is one to know this Conven
tion P" 'It has to be learnt from the Science of Words and 
from Usage ; this science of Conventions bearing upon Words 
has been ootnposed for the purpose of preserving the right 
forms tarrd meanings) of Words. Convention has to be learnt 
also from Usage; t th~t is to say, when the child finds his 

0 The readj'ng of this whole passage is defective in the Bib, Ind. Edirion. The 
right reading is fou~d in t.he Ueiiares edition. But both editions read vqlW; and it 
appeo.rs better to read wf~""l~ as in the Bhasyo. ; and the Ta~parya also says 'O'~- 1rt't 1:t'q~: 

t This is added with o. view to the difficulty ne to the compr~henrling of- the exact 
meaning 11f Words composil'!g the Fcicnce itself. What our au~hor means i11 that 
some words have their meot,ing known from usage ; and the~e would ~nable the 
reader, at the oul.&et, to comli'rehencl the sense of the _grammatical works. 
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mother and other elders making use of certain Words in 
connection with certain things, he come!'\ to learn that a. 
certain Word is denotative of ~ certain thing, and thereby 
himself comes to use those words similarly ; and no o~e 
teaches the child this, in the manner in which he is taught 
the writing of the alphabet. 

Siit1·a (56\. 
ALSO BECAUSE 'l'HERJ<: JS NO SUCH LIMITATION (IN ACTUAL 

USAGE) AMONG DIFFERENT PEOPLE.* (Sfi, 56) • 

.Bha~ya on Su. (56) 
[P. 94, L. 9 to L. 12.J 

[Because there is diversity in actual usage amoni diverse 
people,l the denotation of things by words must be rega1•ded 
as based upon convention, and not upon any natur!!,l relation
ship. .As a matter of fact, we find that among snch diverse 
people as Ri~is, Aryas and Mlechcbhas, they make use of 
words for expressing things in any way they choofle (without 
any restriction); and if t,here were any natural relationship 
between Words and their denotations, no such arbitrary 
usage would be possible; for instance, in tbe case of the liglit 
of fire, we find that its capability of being the cause of making 
colour cognised (where the relationship is natural and 
eternal), dotJs uot fail among any particular people at all. t 

Var/i~·a on Su. (56). 
(P. 266, L. 13 to L. 18) . 

.Also because there is no such limitation in actital usage 
among different people-the relation between Word and its 

0 It ia noteworthy that the word 'jafi' here stands for peor,le, and not caste; aa 
the Bhafya paraphases the term as referring to J.ti~is, Aryas and Ml6chchhas.' 

t(a) The word 'yava' is used by the Jfryas to express barley, and by the Alliichchha, 

to express long-pepper; (b)the word' frivr{!' is used by .J.U~is in the sense of nine 
hymns, and the Aryas used it in the sense of a pa,·tici.lar creeper. Such diversity of 
usnge could not be possil.Jle if there were a natural relationship between Words and 
their denotations. For light, which bears a natural relation to the illumining of things 
and rendering colour coguisable, cannot be made lo be connected with Taste or Odour 
by even thousands of artists. This diversity of usage in the case of Words can be 
t,Xplained only on the basis of Convention, which can vary among different peoples.-

1'atparya, 
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deuotation cannot be regarded as natural. If the relation
ship between Word and its denotation were natural, there 
would be no diversity in it~ usage among different peoples ; 
as a matter of fact however, we do meet with diverse arbitrary 
usage among different peoples. In case of things that are 
naturally related to one another, on the other hand, we do 
not find any such diversity among different peoples; for 
instance, the Lamp does not illumine things as being of one 
kind for us, and as being of a different kind for other people. 

By ' different people ' here different countries also are 
meant. 

Thus has been established the difference of' Word' from 
' Inference.' 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHAJ~YA-VARTIKA 2-1-57 

Section. (9 ). 

O,, ' Word' in Particula,•. 

[Siitras 57-68] 

8u/1a (Vi). 

847 

[Pt.1rr,apak1a]-·'THAT (WORD) CANNO'f DE REGARDED AS AN. 

INSTRUMENT OF RIGHT CoGNl'l'JON, BECAUSE OF SUCH Dl!:EECTS AS 

(A) FALSITY, (B) CONTRADICTION AND (OJ TAUTOLOGY,"•-(Sii. 57). 

Bhafya on Su. (57). 
[P. 94, L. 14 to P. 35, L. s·J. 

'' The defects mentioned in the Sutra are found in the texts 
'' dealing respectively with-(a) the· Pa/rakama I~ti (the 
" saorifioe laid down for the purpose of obtaining a son), 

0 If Word were included under Inference, there might be a chance of its being 
regarded as a true Instrument of Right O.Jgnition ; while if it is excluded from 
'Inference', there is no possibility of its being so regarded. Hence the Opponent 
has adopted the tactics that up to Su. 56, he has led on the Si~cjhii.n~in to the denial of 
Word beiug the same as Inference; and when that has heeu established, he turns 
ro,md with his main contention tbat ·Word cannot be regarded as an Instrument of 
Right Cognition.-Tafparya. 

The question that arises is-Does the Sii!ra mean to deny the cognitive efficiency 
(pram4~ya) of all Words; or that of a partieular kind Word? . The Bkafya says 
the Sii\ra refers to a particular kind of Word. The V ~rfika goes on to say that, 
even thro11gh the whole context deals with Word, yet the Safra has added the 
pronoun 'faf, 'that'; aud this shows that it is referring to a particular kind of Word
and (the 'flJparya adds) the particular kind of Word meant is that which has been held 
to be conduch·e to the attainment of man's highest purpose, and which forms the suha 

ject-matter of the entire Bhas/ra ; and such a •word' is the Voda. The Parishu1/,rf.hi 
however says-It would seem that the Opponent cannot reasonably deny the priJma
'}ya of all Word; for if he did so, such a1cootention would be incompatible with his own 
pract.ice of making assertions aud urging reasouiugs. But in his innermost heart 
what he is aiming at is the demolishing of the efficiency of all Word: he has put 
forward reasouings that dir,cctly bear upon a particular kind of word only, with the view 
that having demolished the cognitive efficiency of one set of word~-and that set one 
to which the 811,l~hau,in attributes the highest efficiency-he will go on to attack the 
othe.r words also, on the grnund that their case is analogou~ to those whose efficiency 
has been aheady demolished; and the principal reason against the trustw.othiness of all 
Words lies in the fact that it is always doubtful whether they procee,I from a 
trustworthy or an uutrustworthy source. 

The Bhafyachan<!,ra explaio11 that the words 'anrifa' and 'punarukfa' stand 
for their abstract forms 'anritat~a • 'falsity' and 'pu,1arul.fi ', 'tautology'. 
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" (b) the Hava1ia {oblations) and (c) Repetitions.• 

" The pronoun 'that' in the Sa#ra is meant by the revered t 
" author of the Sutra to refer to a particular kind of Word. 

'' Word cannot be regarded as an Instrument of Right 
"Cognition (i. e. trustworthy). Why? 

" (A) Because of the defect of Falsity-as found in the 
"case of the text dealing with the Pu/rakama Sacrifice. 
" '.r he text declares that, ' one who desires a son should 
'' perform the Pu/rlJ,ti', and yet we find that even when the 
" Sacrifice has been finished, no son is born; and thus finding 
'' a text laying down something for a visible purpose to 
'' be false, we naturally conclude :I: that other texts,-which 
" deal with acts for invisible (transcendental) purposes
" such texts for instance, as ' one should perform the 
" Agniho~ra (for the pui·pose of attaining heaven)'-are 
'' also false. 

" (H) Secondly, because we find the defect of contradic
" tion (by one text) of what has been enjoined (by another). 
" For instarice, in regard to the (Agniho~ra) Oblation, we find 
'' such injunctions as~(a) 'the oblation should be offered ofter 
" sunrise', (b) 'the oblation should be offered before sunrise', (c) 
" 'the oblation should be offered at a time when the stars have 
"ceased to be visible and the sun has not become visible§';
"' and after having laid down these points of time, other texts 
'' go on to say-(a} ' if one offers the oblations after s,mrise, 
"the oblations are eaten up by Shyava (the Dark Brown 
' t' Dog)', (b) 'if one offers the oblations after sunrise, the 
" oblations are eaten up by Shabala (the Dog of variegated 
" colour)', and (c) 'if one offers the oblations at the time 
" when the star'3 have set and the sun has not .risen, the 

• Puf,.efyudi bh~yam sapfamtbahu1Jachanan{am pa4am 40fa4qika7'af}Q4ardhamZ-r 
fham.-Bhafyachanr!,ra. 

t This epithet has been added to show bow the author really knows what is in 
the mind of the Opponent.-Bhafyackanr!,ra, 

:I: On the ground of both texts forming part of the V eda,-says the Bha1yachrwiJra, 

§ The following definitions of the three points of time are quoted in the Bhafy•
ehanr!,ra :-(a) '.It is called sunriBll when the sun has risen just one line above the 
horizon and has shot o_ut his rays'; (b) ' it is called before sunriae when the sixteenth 
part of night has arrived and the stars are still visible'; and (o)' it is railed Samaya
dhyusita when it has dawned,_ the stars have disappeared, bl1t the sun has not appeared.' 
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" oblations are eaten up by both Shyiiva and Shabala'•;
" and as there is apparent contradiction among these (pairs 
"of) texts, one or the other must befalse.t 

" (C)'Lastly, because we find the defect of tautology,
,, in those texts that lay down repetition ; in the text-' one 
'' should repeat three times the first verse, and three times 
" the final verse', we'find the defect of tautology; and cer• 
" tainly a tautological assertion can proceed only from a 
'' demented person.:j: 

" From all t,his the conclusion is that Word is not an 
" Instrument of Right Cognition (i. e. it is not trnstwortliy); 
'' as it is be set with such defects as 'falsity, contradiction and 
"tautology'.'' 

Var/ika on Su. (57). 

[P. 266, L. 20 to P. 267, L, 14]. 

'' That ( Word) cannot be regarded as an lnsl, umenl g-c. 
" ~c.-says the Sii~ra. The pronoun' /al' referring to Word, 
" which forms the subject-matter of the present section, 
" should be ta.ken as referring to a particular kind of Word;-

0 'Shyii.va' and 'Shabala' are the names ·of ·two ferocious dogs said to guard 
the realms of Death. Offerings are made to these with the mantra which means
, This offering is made to the two dogs, Shyii.va and Shabala, born of the race of the 
_Death-God; may these cease to be ferocious.' 

tThe fafparya remarks th&t the 'contradiction' does not lie among the first three 
injunctive texts themselves (for they may be reconciled as laying down different op
tions); it lies between the text enjoining a particular time-SunriBe-and the other text 
which deprec~tes that time; so that what is meant by 'vyaghii!a' is not actual 
co11tradiction, but incompatibility, '1ah,,sa111bh,,ra', says the l'iirfika. As an alter
native expfanation, the JTarfika also suggests the 'contradiction; among the texts 
laying dow11 the three points of time. But in view. of the term 'anyafaraf,' 'one or 
the other', in the Bhawa, it is best to take the 'contradiction' as between the two texts 
in each pair of texts as the f iiEpary7. has explained. 

The Bhiifyachan4ra explains 'anyafaraf as 'ubhayam,' both. 

:I: This refers to the Sami4heni verses-mantras recited for the killdling nf fire ; the 
number of these verses is eleven, translated by Eggeling in his translation of the 
Sha!apafka Briihmar,ia, in a foot-note on P. 102. But in the course of sacrificial per
formance, their number is variously put down-'-' fifteen' Cin Sha{apafha, 1. 3. 5. 7), 
'seventeen' (in 1. 3. 5. 10 and 1. 6. 2.12) and 'twenty-one' (in 3. 3. 35. 11); and these 
numbers are obtained by repeating certain verses-for instance, we get 15 by reciting 
the first and the eleventh verses thrice over, 
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" the sense being that, inasmuch as, even though the faet of 
'' the assertion referring to Word is .already clear from the 
•' context, yet the author has referred to it specifically, 
" by means of the pronoun • thatj' ,-this indicates that 
'' the present discussion bears upon a particular kind of 
'' word. Otherwise (if all Words were meant to be included) 
"the wording of the Su~ra would have been-' Word 

'' cannot be &c.' 

" The word ' aprlimlltJya ' in the S,ifra means 'incapabil
" ity of being an Instrument of Right Cognition', and 
" 'anrifafva ', consists in • speaking of a thing as what it is 
" not '; • ' vyogha!a ' is the 'incomp(J,tibilily of two words or 
" sentences' ; and 'tautology• consists in ' the saying of 
"what has already been said before.' 

" Examples of these are given in the Bha~yfl. (A) The 
"falsity (in the text laying down the Pu/rel}li sacrifice) lies 
" in the fact that we do not find proceeding from it the re
" sult that is said to follow from i£. (B) [As regards the 
" Agnihotra] we have the text, 'one should perfdrm the 
".Agniho{ra ', and in this (in addition to the 'incompatibi
" lit.y' pointed out in the Bha~ya] there is the further 'incom
" patibility' that there is no time at which the performance 
" could take place; as the texts (quoted in the Bha~ya) 
'' reject the times ' ofter sunrise' (which includes the/Whole 
" day), 'before sunrise ' and ' at which the stars have ceased 
" to be visible and the sun has not appeared '; and there is 
" thus no time left at which the offering of the Agniho(ra 

" could take place. Or, the 'incompatibility ' may be ex
,, plained as consisting in the mutual contradiction among 
" the three texts laying down (severally) the three points 

• So that' ap,•amii'T}ya' and' anri(afva' are not the same, as some: people have 
held it to be, when objecting to the argument propounded in the Sufra on the 
ground that the pro bans, ' anritatva ', is the same as the probandum, 'iipram.a'T}ya '. 
-'J'cifparya, 
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'' of time (as the one at which the Agnihofra offering should 
" be made) •. (C) There is ' tautology ' in the repetition 
" of the 'first and:finaz: verses; as exemplified in the Bha§ya. 

" Taking these particular texts as exa.mp1es, we can, 
" on the strength of these, prove that other texts also are 
" not instruments of right cognition, because these also are 
" the work of the same author (as the texts mentioned 
" before) t. 

" Or the Sutra may be taken as denying the authority 
" of the texts dealin~ with the .A.gnihn(ra &c., on the ground 
" that they are Vedia texts, like the other texts ;i:. 

'' The objection to the repetition 0£ the same text lies in 
'' this that only one should be mentioned, either the first 
" only or the second only ; fur what is meant to be said is 
" already known from one text". 

• This has beenJadded with a view to the possible ohjection thllt 'at sunrise• 
means the precise point of time at which the sun rises, and it. does not include the 

whole day. 

t It might be argued that all Vedic texts are not open to the charge of being 
either ' false' or ' contradictory' or ' tautological' ; so that the reason put forward 
cannot shake the authority of all Vedic texts;-with a view to this the Piirvapak,in 

.has added that the argument formulated in the, Sufra involves two reasonings :
(l) 'The particular Vedic texts laying down the Piitrll~ti are unauthoritative, 
they are found to be false &c., like the false assertions met with in ordinary par
lance'; and (2) ' All Vedic texts are unauthoritativ", because they are Vedic texts 
(written by the Author of the Veda), like the texts laying down the Pu,refli.'

fa~parya. 

t That is to say, the Sii\ra points out the defects in three texts-those bearing 
on the Piitraf,!ti, the Agniho\ra and the Samic;lh~nI verses. Now, the reasoning may 
be formulated thus-' the texts bearing upon the Agniho1ra cannot be authori
tative, because it is a Vedic text, like the text bearin~ upon the Putretti '; and so 

on. 
The f,ifparya remarks that in the former reasoning, the conclnsion is in a form 

in which a negative character-' unauthoritativeness '-is affirmed of the texts; 
while in th~ present reasoning, the conclusion is stated in a form in which a pos, 
sible positive cl,ar~cter-' authoritativeness '-is denied of the texts. 
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8i1fra (58). 
[ Bi{lclhanfa]-(A) NoT so; AS THE FAitusm rs DUE TO Dill• 

FJCIENCIES IN THE ACTION, 1'HE AGENT AND THE MEANS•.-

(Su. 58.) 
Bka;ya. 

[P. 95, L. 10 to 21.] 
The text bearing upon the Pi1/r~~ti cannot be regarded 

as •false'. •' Why ? " Because the failure is due tc, 

deficiencies in the A.ction, the A.gent and the Means. [ What 
the text declares is that] the parents, becoming connected 
with the particular sacrifice. (by performing it), give birth 
to a @on ; so that the sacrifice is the instrument, the ' means', 
the pa1·ents are the' Agents', and their connection with the 
sacrifice is the' Action'; and the son is born when all these 
three are perfect ; but when they are not perfect, no son is 
born. · 

In regard to the Sacrifice itself, there is' deficiency' in the 
action, when there is non-performance or omission of its 
details ;-there is ' deficiency ' in the agent when the per
former happens to be illiterate and of immoral character;
there is' deficiency' in the means, (a) when the material 
offered is not duly sanctified, or has been desecrated, (b) 
when the mantras recited are shorter or longer (than their 
correct forms) or devoid of proper accent or the n9cessary 
syllables, or (r-) when the saorificial fee is such as has been 
acquired by unfair means, or is too small, or consists of 
deprecated material t. 

0 There are three p<>ints urged by the Opponent-(A) Falsity, (B) Contradiction, 
(C) Tautology. Each of tbese is answered in Sii. 58, 59, and 60, respectively. 

t In regard lo 1mintras, it is said that-' if a mau!ra is recited with a defective 
accent or drops a syllable, it is wrongly recited, and as such fails to express 
its meaning; it beeomcd a verbal thunderbolt and stribs the master of the sacrifice; 
just as the word 'in!,raiJhafro' did when it was pronounced with a wrong acce1it '. 
That is to say, the compound 'in!,rashatro' may be taken eitber as a Bahuvrihi, 
when it takes 6)ne kind of accent, or as Tafpuru!a, when the accent is of a totally 

, different kind. A certain Daitya performed a sacrifice with the avowed purpose of 
obtaining a son who would kill ln4ra,-thus being 'intf,rafya shaf1·ui. ', shafayifa, 
han/a. But when the sacrifice was finished and the child rose out of the fire, it 
was addressed as ' in;lmshafro' which was intended as a 'fii.tpuru~a compound ; but 
the priest who pronounced the word put tbe Babuvrlhi ac;cent on it ; so that instead 
being• killer of lo<;lra ', t!Je boy turned out to be 'one who has ln<;lra for his killer.' 
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In regard to the act of procreation itself, there is 'de
ficiency ' in the act when the method of intercourse is 
wrong ;-th0re is 'deficiency' in the agent when there are 
uterine diseases (preventing conception) or defective semen; 
and there is ' deficiency' in the mPans, in the manner des
cFihed in connection with the Sacrifice *. 

In regard to ordinary actions of the world, we have the 
injunction, 'desiring fire one should rub together two pieces 
of wood ' ; and in connection with this, there is ' deficiency ' 
in the aat when the rubbing is done in the wrong manner; 
-there is ' deficiency ' in the agent when there is some 
remissness in his knowledge or in his effort; and there - is 
' deficiency' in the means when the woo:l is wet and with 
holes (worm-eaten). 

Now, when there are these deficiencies, the result is 
not achieved; but that does not make the said injunc
tion (' desiring fire one shoulq. rub together two pieces of 
wood')/ alse; as when everything is perfect, the result qoes 
become accomplished. And in no way does the case of. the 
injunction (of the Vedic sacrifice)-' desiring son one should 
perform the Pu{re§ti '-differ from the said injunction ( of 
the worldly act of rubbing the wood-pieces for obtaining 
fire). 

Varfilca on Sa. (58). 
[P. 267, L. 16 to P, 270, L. 8. J 

Not so, the failure is due ete. etr,.-says the Sutra. It 
has been argued that-'' V edic texts cannot be regarded as 
instruments of right cognition, because they are false, as is 
shown by the fact of the results therein mentioned being not 
obtained". Now in regard to this, the following question 
has to be consid1Jred-ls this nan-appearance of tke 1·e.mlt due 
to the fact that the texts are not instruments of right cog
nition? Or to the fact that there are deficiencies in the 

The sacrificial fee is ' too small' when it fails to satisfy the .priests employed ; 
and it consists of 'deprecated material ', when one gives silver, for instance ; the 
giving of ~ilver is deprecated on the ground that that metal was produced out of the 
tears of Ruc;lra, so that if a man gives that metal, tears are shed in his household 
before a year passes. 

0 In this case, the deficiency would consist in the defective reciting of mantras 
at the Ga1·blui,q,han°a and other rites in connection with child-bearing. 
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Action, the Agent and the Means P .we assert that it is 
due to deficiencies in the action, in the agent and in the 
means. As a matter of fact, the noQ-appearance of the 
result always implies some imperfectiqn (incompleteness) in 
the causes (productive of that result); 1;1,nd as the Sacrifice 
(of Pu~re~ti) only serves to bring together the cauaes 
(directly leading to the result in the shape of obtaining a 

son), there is nothing incongruous iu our view [that the 
non-appearance of the result is duc:r to the imperftmtions in 
the causes]. That is to say, we do not regard the Sacrifice 
a,,g the direct or immediate cause of the Son's birth; what we 

Var~ P. 268. 
hold is that the parents becoming connei:tecl 
1uith tlie sar,_rifi.ce gioe birth to a sor. (Bha~ya); 

-so that [ when the son fails, to be born] the doubt that this 
fact arouses is [ not whether the Sacrifice is or is not actually 
effective in bringing about the result it is declared to bring 
about, but] in the form-is this failure of the son's birth due 
to an imperfection in the parents, or to some imperfection 
in the actual working of the sacrificial act P And as there 
are certain Mantras also which are employed in the accom
plishment of the sacrifice, and as such are accessories to it, the 
idea of there being some defect in the saorificial performance 
gives rise to the doubt as to whether the failure of the per
formance ha.s not been due to some deficiency in the man~ras 
recited, or to something wrong iii such qetails as the grass, 
the fuel and such other things u:sed at it; just as when there 
i.s an excess or deficiency in the ~ntras used, the Sacrifice 
is rn~t properly accomplished, .so also is it not accomplished 
when there is deficien~y in 4t(lch accessories as the grass, the 
fuel an(\ the like. Then agai.Q,, the Sacrifice fails not only 
by reason of deficiencies in the acce3sories, but also by reason 
of deficiencies in the Agent and the Action; as we have 
already pointed out that what constitutes the cause (of the 
result) is not the Sacrifice only, independently of its acces
sories and accompaniments. · Thus then, it follows that if the 
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birth of the son does not appear, it is not right for any 
human being to assP-rt that the non-appearance of the son 
is dim to the inefficiency of the Vedic, texts (to bring about 
right knowledge). '' But the fact that the non-accomplish
ment i.s found to be due to both causes (the deficiency in the 
accessories and cognitive inefficiency of the Vedic texts), 
will give rise to a doubt (as to the truth of the texts prescrib
ing that performance)." This is not right; as by arguing 
thus you abandon yonr former opinion. What you mean is 
this-" .As a matter of fact there are three causes- that tend 
towards the Ron's birth; and if there is any deficiency in 
anyone oE the3e three causes, the son is not born ; heace just 
as the non-appearance of the son may be due to some defect 
in the pa.rents, so may it be due also to the fact that what 
the texts lay down is not true; so that the efficiency of these 
texts• becomes doubtful."-But this reasoning of yours will 
not be quite right, as it involves the abandonment of the 
opinion held by you: What you have said before was that' the 
Veda is apmmrif}a, unau,thoritativ", Got an Instrument of 
right cognition', and now you assert that ' the pramrit}Ya, 
efficirmcy:, i;iu(horitativeness, of the Veda is only doubt{ ul '; this 
certainly weans that you have renounced yonl:' former 
opmwn. '' '£his contingency is equal in both oaseR; that is 
to say, thifoontingency is equally present, in yourcasealso; in 
your case also, the doubt will be present, as to non-appearance 
of the son being due either to some deficiency in the Parents, 
or to the fact of the Vedic texte being untrue [ and this 
doubt will vitiate the conclusion that Vedic texts are al ways 
true]." Not so, we reply; for in the present conb.ection, 

0 In this context, the Va,·[ilca has been using the term 'Mau~ras ' in the sense of 
the texts layi1,g down the performance of sacrifices. The 'fafparya takes it in the 
sense o~ man/rasaJhana karma, 'performance carried on by means of man~ras '
i. e. t,h.e sacrifices. But it is simpler to take it iu the sense of' teKts '; as the term 
' manJ.M' is often used in the seuse of V edic passage in general, not necessarily of 
only those that are called' Manfra' as distinguished from 'Bni.hma'f}a' and 'Artha
i•a~a.' 
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we are not seeking to prove anything; that is to say, we are 
not seeking to prove any proposition as to Vedic texts being 
trw'l or not true; w bile you are actually seeking to prove a 
definite proposition ( that the V edic texts are not true); so 
that against you we point out the fact that what you have 
urged as your reason (Probans) is doubtf1,l (and hence not 
necessarily leading to your concl1rnion), in view of the fact 
that the non-appearance of the Son's birth may have been 
due to deficiencies in one or the other of the several 
causes leading up to the result [and you could urge this 

Var. P. 269. 
doubt against us only if we had tried to prove 
the truth of tlui Vedia teret on the ground that 

sacrifices prescribed by it do accomplish their results; but this 
is not what we are doing ;) and certainly the said doubt does 
not vitiate the (Vedic) injunction, which comes in as laying 
down something that helps those causes ; just as in the case 
of the rubbing of sticks (to produce fire); that is to say, the 
Sacrifice (laid down by the injunction) is not laid down as 
being itself the direct cause of Son's birth ; all that it says is 
that ' if a man is desirous of having a son, he should perform 
sacrifice',-just as there is the injunctioB that• if one desires 
fire he should rub together two sticks'; and in this case 
if the fire fails to appear if there is some defect either 
in the Agent or in the act of rubbing, the injunction is 
not rejected as meaningless; exactly similar is the case in 
question also [i. e. because the son's birth does not appear 
by reason of some defect in the .Agent or in the several 
details of the sacrificial performan~e, it does not follow that 
the injunction of the Pufre~&i is either not true or meaningless]; 
so that the said failure of the result does not vitiate the 
authority of the tex:li at all ; specially as when all the details 
are perfect, the result is actually found to appear; i.e. when there 
is no deficiency in any of the several causes leading up to the 
desired result, this result is found to be actually accom-
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plished ; honco the conclusion is that no fault lies with the 
text.* 

Lastly, the assertion (of the Opponent) is-" Word 
cannot he regarded as an Instrument of Right Cognition, 
becan,,;e of such defect.<J as falsity, contradiction and ta1-ttology " 
(Sil. f,7); and inasmuch as what is made the 'Subject,. hero 
(of which falsity &c. are predicated) are all Vedic texts, the 
premiss is one that is not applicable to the whole of it [as 
all Vedic texts are not ' false', ' contradictory ' and 'tanto• 
logical']. If ( with a view to avoid this difficulty) you have 
for the ' Subject' of your Proposition only those texts that . 
do have those qualities,-then, inasmuch as these qualities (of 
' falsity' &c.) would form part of the Proposition itsdf, it 
would be necessary for you to point out (other) reasons for 
pr'Oving the proposition that ' such texts as are fal8e &c. 
are not instruments of right cognition'. If you say 
that-" these texts are not instruments of right cognition, 
oeca111M they ,ire false ",-then you have to explain what you 
mean by' falsity'. If you say that a word is 'false' when 
it speaks of a thing as what it is not,-then we should say 
that this is exactly what is meant by the term 'apramri~ia ' 
(' not theinstrument of right cognition ') in your Proposition 
[so that your argument begs the whole question]. 

[ All this is only by the way ]-In reality your pro bans
'falsity'-is one that is itself, 'unknown', not true,-as 
we have already explained. 

'-' When we say that the sacriticc brings about the son's birth, we do not mean 

that there is any such universal and invariable relation Lctwcen the son's Ilirth aud 

the Sacrifice as that' whenever the Sacrifice is performed a son is Lorn ', or ' if 

the Sacrifice i~ not performed, no son is I.Jorn', What we mean is that the fact of the 

Sacrifice helping the sou's birth is lait! down iu the VC<la ; sath,1t on the str~ngth of 

this Text, we can my that in cas<Js where sons are born without the performance of 

the P«/i·i!zti Sacrifice, it must he the eifoct of the sact•ifice performed <luring a pre• 

vious life ;-au<l if, even when there is no <lellcieuey in any factor, the perfonuance 

should fail to briug about the son's birth, it should bo attributed to some invisible 

<li.,Grepctucy that deflects the force set up by the sacrificial pcrformance.-"f,l/[)Mya. 
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Sufra (59). 

(B)-Tm~ DEPRECATORY ASSERTION APPLIES TO THE. 

CIJANGING OF A PARTICULAR TlME AFTER HAVING (ONCE) 

ADOPTED IT.-S0. {59). 

Bha§ya on Su. (59). 

[P. 96,L. 2 to L. 4]. 
• So that there is no contradiction in texts bearing upon 

the Agnihotra oblations '-this has to be supplied to the 
Siitra (in order to complete the sentence). The deprecatory 
text-' when a man offers the oblations a,fter sunrise, they 
are eaten up by the Shyavu dog '-is meant to point out 
that it is not right to change the tirne that has been once 
adopted ; as is done when a person, having in the first 
instance made the offerings at one time ( e. g. before 
Sunrise), changes it subsequently and makes them at an
other time (e. g. after Sunrise). So that the text only serves 
to deprecate the abandoning of the enjoined procedure [ and 
there is .no ' contradiction ' in this]. 

Viir/ilw on Sil. (59). 

(P. 269, L. 12 to P. 270, L. 8] . 

.As regards the objection that Vedic texts are vitiated by 
' contradiction ', it is pointed out that-as the deprecatory 
assertion a.pplies to the changin9 of the time that has been once 
adopted, there is no 'contradiction '. It is in connection 
with the kindling of Fire that we have the following 
injunctions laying down three points of time-' the oblation 
should be offered after sunrise ', ' the oblation shonld be 
offered before sunrise ' and ' the oblation' should be offered 
at a time when neither the stars nor the sun is visible ' ; 
after having adopted one of these three, if the performer 
should come subsequently to renounce it (and make the offer
ing at another time},-this change is what is decried in the 
deprecatory assertion [and this does not involve any 'con
tradiction 'J. Nor is there any ' contradiction ' (among 
the three injunctions themselves) ; as no one of the injunc-
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tions acl,ually denies what has been prescribed in the other 
two; that is, none of them declares that ' tho offering should 

not be made at any other time •• ;-if each of the three 
injunctions had denied the other two, then it would bo right 
to urge the objection that there is ' contradiction ' among 
them; as a matt"er of fact however, the injunctions in ques
tion, 'the oblation should be, offered after sunrise' &c., are 
not negative assertions ; hence the objection does not apply. 
Specially because, if the texts were negative, the three 
together would be prohibitive of the offering altogether 
(eaoh prohibiting the time laid down in the other two, and 
there being no time apart from the three mentioned in the 

three texts); and under the circumstances, it 
Var: P. 270. 

would be futile to speak of the various points of 
time, 'sunrise 'and the rest (in reference to the .Agniho/1·a); 
the proper assertion in that case would be-' what has been 
enjoined in the text that the Agniho(ra should be offered 

should not be done at all.' All the three texts as they stand 
however, become quite compatible with one another if wo 
accept the interpretation that we have suggested,-that each 
of them prescribes a particular time in reference tQ the 
oblation (laid down in the text ' the Agnihotra should be 
offered '). '' But you should show some special reason 
why the texts should be interpreted in this manner, and not 

· in the manner sugg·ested by us, whereby they are found to be 
incompatible with one another.'' 'l'hese same texts 
constitute the special reason in favour of our interpreta• 
tion. " How. so ? " Well, when we come to consider 
the question as to whether we should interpret the texts in 
any way we choose (as you have. done), or we should interpret 
them as bearing upon what has been laid down (elsewhere),-

"This. appears t,o be the best way of construing the phrase 11' W'"1il'; the ugh the 

fa(parya has construed it somewhat differently, to mean 11' >li'J:rf11~; hut the 

present context ,teals entif,ely with 'lqT'ifltf, as is shown by what follows. Hence we 
have adopted our own.~1lerpretation. 
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it certainly appears to be more reasonable to accept the 
latter alternative; as in so doing we do not go against any 
proofs. [It is found to be in conformity with all reason 
and authority]. Hence we conclude that there is no 'con
tradiction ' in the texts. 

Su/ra (60)_. 

(C)-IT MAY BE RIGHTLY RI~GARDED AS A OSEFUl, 

REITERA'.l'lON-S0. (60). 

Blt11§ya on Su. (60). 
(P. 96, L. 6 to L. llJ. 

What is referred to in this Sutra is the Piirva.pak~a argn
ment that the Veda is tainted with 'tautology' by reason of 
the repf'titions that it lays down (Su. 57). [It has to 
be borne in mind however, that] it is only needless repetition 
that constit,utes 'tautology'; there is however repetition with a 
pnrpose, which is called 'annDti<!,,/, 'Reiteration'. Now, the 
repetition that is laid down in the Vedic text-' one should 
recite the first verse thrice and the final verse also thrice'
is of the latter kind, 'Reiteration'; as it is done with a pu1·pose; 
the purpose being that by repeating the first and final verses 
thrice each, the number of the SamirJ,heni, verses becomes fif
teen;and it is with reference to this that we have the following 
description of the 'mantra' (the 'kindling' verses)-'By 
means of this verbal thunderbolt with its fifteen spokes 
I attack my enemy, who hates me and whom I hate'; where 
the name 'mantra-thunderbolt' refers to the fifteen 'Samidhcni' 
verses; and this number 'fifteen' could not be obtained with
out the aforesaid repetition (of the first and final versos) 
[the actual number of verses being only eleven]. 

Var{ika on Su{ra (60). 

[P. 270, L. 8 to L. 13.J. 

It has been urged that V edic texts are open to the 
charge of bding 'tautological'; but in reality there is no 
'tautology'; as it may be rightl!/ regarded a.s a useful reiteration 
-says the Sut,ra, A real case of 'tautology' is that when 
the same thing, without the addition of any further qualifi
cation, is mentioutad again; but when the previously-mentioned 
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thing is mentioned again by means of similar words, but 
with addit.ional qualifications; it is a case of 'Reiteration with 
a purpose'; and in thi$ latter case there is nothing objection· 
able. The example has been explained in the Bha~ya. 

Sfi/ra. (61). 
SPECIALLY AS A CLASSIFICATION OF THIil T!llXl'S IS ACCEPT• 

ED ON THE BASIS OF (DlVERSl'l'Y IN THEIR) PURPosm•,

(SfJ. 6lj. 
Bha~ya on Sa. 61. 

[P. 96, L. 13]. 
[As a classitica.tion of tlie te;ets i.~ acoP-p!f!d 011 the basis of 

diversif!I in their purpose, therefore] Vedic texts must be 
regarded as 'instruments of right cognition'; just as is done 
in ordinary parlance [ where eve y word serving a useful 
purpose is accepted as an instrument of Right CognitionJ. 

Parfika on Sa. (61). 

[P. 270, L. 13 to L. 20.] 

'rhe texts laying down the P1t(re1/i and such fllMrifices 
are trnstworthy,-(a) b~caus~ they are parts of the Veda,
like such texts as 'the Earth is a vast field' ( which is a. true 
description); (b) also because there is a restriction in regard 
to their word &c.,-as in such sentences as ' rjoa<Jasha 
masil~e samva{saraf!' (where there is a limited number of 

0 The 'fa/parya says that, having refuted the objections urged against the trust
worthy character of the Veda, the author of the Safra inw proceeds to put for

ward positive arguments in support of the trustworthy character of Vedic texts. 

This Batra is put. forward with a view to justify the arguments propounded 
above, which are based upon the fact that diverse useful ·perposes are served by the 
Vedic texts that have been traduced as 'false' &c. The justification is that sucli 

diversity of purpose is a fact, and lt has been accepted by all students of the Veda as 
the basis for the classification of Vedic texts under the several heads mentioned below 
in Sutra 62. And this classification serves to sho,v that each and every Vedic text_ 

serves a useful purpose, aod as such, is a tru~tworthy source of knowledge, 'instrument 
of right cognition'. According to the Bli:i!yachalliJra however, the Sutra is meant 
as an introduction to the author's view that 'Vir!,M' and 'Ar!hat·ar!,a' are not the 
only two heads uuder which all Vedi~ texts are included; they are to be classed under 
heads described in Siitras 63, 6! and 65. 
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words, and which is a true discription1; {c) also because they 
have been asserted by a particular, person,-like the asser
tion 'Fire is the antidote for cold' (which is quite true).• 
[These arguments have for their' subject' only the particu
lar texts attacked by the Porv,ipak§i1i ].-Taking all Pedfo 
te:ets for our 'subjeQt ', we have the argument (propounded 
in the Sutra)-Vedic texts are trustworthy ,-because the1·a 
is a classification of them on the basis of their purpose,-jnst as 

are the texts of Manu and other writers ;-in the case of 
the assertions of Manu etc., we find that there is a diversity 
in the purposes served by them, ·and serving such diverse 
purposes, these are trustworthy ;-so that, inasmuch as V edic 
texts alio are found to be serving diverse purposes, these 
also should be trustworthy. 

Bhii~ya on Sa. ( 62). 
[P. 96, L. 13 to L. 16.] 

The 'classification' of Vedic Brahrnana texts t 1s t,hree-
fold, as follows:- · 

Sii/ra (62). 
'l'HE TEXTS BEING El\IPLOYKD AS ( A.) 'INJUNCTIONS' 1 

(B) 'DESCLtIFTLONs' AND (C) REl'l'ERA'l'IONS wITa A Pua• 
' s- ...:9) POSE --l u .• , ... 

Vedic texts are employed in three ways-(A) as injunc
tive', (B) as' descriptive' and (C) as' reiterative ',-asser• 
tions. 

Varei/ca on Su. (62). -
[P. 270, L. 20 to P. 2~1, L. 4..] 

'!'be said ' classification' of Brahnial}a texts is three-fold : 

Var. P. 271. 
the le.I!l3 befog emplo.1Jed as fojunctions 9'0, 
tc.-says the Su/ra. That is to say,. there 

are three kinds of Brahnia1!,c. texts: some are injunctive-, some 
deic-riptive, and some 1·eilerative. 

•These three arguments have been put forward by the Yartika, independently of -

the Sii~ra. 
t The Bh,lfyacharuf.ra says :-It is only the classilication of the Br4hma1,1a 

texts,-aud not of the ll1a11tl'a texts -that is put forward. 
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Bha.~ya, on Sil. (63). 
[P. 9G, L. 16 to L. 19.J 

Of these three-
Sil/ra ( 63). 

THE lNJtJNCTJON IS THAT WHICH PRESCR,JBES (A CER.• 

TAIN AC'r).~(Sn. 63,) 

863 

That text which prescribe.ff *-i. e. urges or incites (the 
Agent to activit,y)-is called 'Injunction', and this Injunction 
is either mandatory or permissive; e. g. such texts ~s '0111:1 

desiring heaven should otfe1· the Agnihotra oblations' t 
Var{ilca on Sa. (63). 

[P. 271, L. 6 to L. 9). 

Of the three mentioned in the preceding Su{ra, that 
text which prescribes-lays down-something (not already 
known) is called 'Injnnction'. Thi.~ Injunction is either m1in~ 

datory or pel'missive-says the Bha,J_ua. 'l'hat text is called 
'mandatory' which enjoins, ]a,ys down, that 'one should do 

such and such an act'; while the ' permissive' text is that 
which simply permits the n,gent to have recourse to a certain 
course of action ;-as for instance, the A.gnihotra text (quoted 
by the liha,Jya) f while being mandatoi·y of the sacrifice itself] 
is permissive of those aots whereby the agent would acquire 
the ways and means of that per-formance. 

Su{t•a l64). 
'l'HE DESCRIPTIONS ARE-VALEDICTORY, DEPRECA'l'ORY, 

Iu,osTnAT1vr, AND N Aa11AT1v1<J.-(Su. 64.) 

Bha~!la on Su. (64.) 
[P. 97, L. 1 to L. 12). 

(a) That text which eulogises a certain Injunction 
by describing the (desirable) resnns (following from the 
enjoined act) is called ' Valedictor-y '; such a text serves 

0 J. e. Lays down something not known by other means-says the JJhafyachanl!,ra. 

t The fa/parya remarks-Though as a matter of fact, Injunction is not al ways 

mandatory, actually prescribing something, it als1, appears in the forms of 'En
treaty', 'Invitation' and' Advice',-yet it is only the mandatory injunction that has 
been selected here for reference. 
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two purposes : ( l) it serves the purpose of inspiring 
confid{\nce, * whereby the agent comes to have faith in 
what is thus eulogised (and is thereby made to perform 
it); (2) it also serves the purpose of persuading; where
by on knowing the result following from a certain act, 
the agent is persuaded to do it; e. g. such texts as-' as 
the gods cognised all beings by means of the S,1rvn,ii( 
saorifice, this sacrifice accomplisheA th~ purpose of cognising 
all being;, and obtaiuing all things; by means of this 
_a man obtains all things and conquers all beings' &c., &c. 

(b) 'l'he text that, describes the undesirable results -
(following from tho act enjoined) is called 'deprecatory'; it 
ser·ves the purpose of dissuasion ; whereby the agent may not 
do the act deprecated; e. g. such texts as-' 'l'bat which is 
known as the Jyo{i§foma is the foremost of all sacrifices.
one who, wilhont performing this, performs another sacrifice, 
falls into a pit, the act perishes and the man is destroyed '; 
and so forth. 

(c) That text which describes a cont.rary (different) 
methodt of action adopted by a certain person is called 'illus
trative'; e. g. snch texts as-' Having offered the oblation, 
people pour out the fat, and then the mixture of ghee and 
coagulated milk; but the Oharaka priests pour this mixture 
first, and they say that this mixture constitutes the very life 
of Agni', and so forth. 

(d) ['l'he text that describes] a meti10d as adopted tradi
tionally is called' narrative'; e. g. such texts as-' 'rhus it is 
that Brahmanas have adopted, in their hymns, the Bahi~pa
vami.ina Samci , thinking that in so doing they were perform
ing the Sacrifice in its very womb ', arn.l so forth. 

•The right reading is ~•ll?'IR111'i, as found in several 111ss.; and this is more in 

keeping with 1''efTW1&T iu the next sentence. Due faith and confidence arc necessary 

before the Vedic act can b(l effecti vc; says the Veda-~l!f 'N1R"lli l!ll~rfa 11r~'itt'lfT;J'll(l{T 

~~'Q' 111"\-~•'illlfa- I The Bha§yachangra o.dds-Shra~rfha, Faith, is only a 

particular form of illclinalion-says Vyiisa, who is supported by the Brii.hma-Purii.r;ia, 
which saya that Shragrjha consists of Coutemplatior,, DcYotiou and Inclination. 

tThis method need not Le necessarily w1·011g_ ; all that ' 1Jyaha{a' means is that 
the method is contrary to, different from, the one that is enjoined by the Injunction ; 
b11t which may be ai:lopted beeause it hai been adopted 1,y certain priests in the past, 
'Ihia i ■ clear from tbo Tii!parv"• 
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"Why should tho Illustrative and Na, rative texts be 
regarded as' Descriptive' (and not' lnjnncthe ') 'i'" 

'l'hese are regarded as <'Descriptive ', firstly because they 
are connected with valedictory or deprecatory 'passages, and 
.secondly because they indicate something connected with 
{hc:tring upon) some ot,her Injunction (to which therefore 
they are supplemt>ntary).'t 

Vu.r(ika on Su. (64). 
LP, 271, Ll. l 1-12.] 

These Descriptive texts ara-ValedicLory, Deprecatory, 
Illustrative and Narrative -examples have been given in the 
.B ha§ya. 

S1i(ra (G5), 
(CJ "WHEN THl<l lNJUNCTCON AND TI.HJ ENJOINED ARE 

:MENTlONED AGA[N, IT CONSTlT0'l'l(S ' RElTERATlON ( Wll'H A 

PURPOSE)'-Sft. (65). 

Bhii.[fya on Su. (65). 

The compound' vitlhivil1itanuvacha'fla' means tlie 'a1iuM

ch,rna ', re-mention, of (a) tbe 'oh!),i', Injunction and {b) the 
'vil,i(a ', enjoined ;-the former being 1;erbal 'reiterntion ', 
aud the latte1· material' reiteration'; so t,Jiat, just as therd are 
two kinds of ' Repetition' so are there two kinds of 'Reitera
tion' ali;o. 

" W l1y should the enjoine l be 'reiterated'?'' 

u The sense of this Purvapakfa que6tion is thus explained by the 1-'«./.pai·ya- 'The 

text describing the contrary method a<lupted hy the Cl,araka priests serves the purporn 

of enjoining that different method as proper fo,· some persons; similarly, the text 

describing what the Brahmanas did serves tlie purpose of enjoiuing that act for people 

of the pres1111t day ;-so th•1t these arc as much l11ju11ctice in their character as any 

other Injunction, Why then should theoe be trcate,J as' Descriptiv.,' ?" 

t The texts in question only de~cribe established facts and do not contain any 

injunctive word;-now the question arises-sh~ulrl we assume an iujunclive word 

which is not in the text? 01· shouhl we coustnvi the text along with some other direct 

fojuuctiou already found in the Veda? Of theBe two, the latter alternative is certainly 

the simpler; for under the former alternative y•Ju have to assume the injunctive word, 

and then the com1oction of that word with the assertion in quest.on; while according 

to our view, all that has got to be assumed is ,he connection of this assertion with 

an already existing Injunction. Ttu, lllustt·ativc and Narrative texts are classed 
apart from the Valedictorv RTlfl T)pnre,-.ntnrn lovle , ________ ., • 
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It is reiterated for the purpose of reference; it is in refer
ence to what is enjoined that we have either (11) praise (of 
the act) or (b) deprecation• (of the omitting of the act), or_ 
( c) a supplementary detail is laid down; and (d) sometimes 
Reiteration is for the purpose of indicating the seqnence 
between two enjoined acts, and so on other purposes may he 
found out.t 

.-,,-
In ordinary parlance also, we have three kinds of asser

tions-injunctive, descriptive and reiteratfoe. (a) 'One should 
cook rice' is an injunction; (b) 'Long life, glory, strength, 
pleasure, intelligence-all this resides in food' is a deam·iptirm 
(of the food whose cooking has been enjoined); (c) we have 
the 'reiteration' (of the enjoined cooking) in the following 
forms: 'cook, cook, please', where we have repetition; 'cook 
quickly';' do please cook', in the form of entreaty; and' you 
must cook', for the purpose of emphasising. 

'l'bus then, as in the case of ordinary assertions, ,v ords are 
accepted as 'Instruments of Right Cognition', when it is 
found that they are classified according to the diverse pur
poses served by them,-exactl_y in the same manner, inasmuch 
as Vedic texts also are capablo of being classified according 
to the different purposes servod by them, they may be regard
ed as 'Instruments of Right Cognitio!l' (as poini>ed out above, 
under Su. 61). 

Vii'l'filca on Sa. (65). 
[P. 271, l,. 14 to L. 17] 

When the Injurwtion 9"1,. g-c.-Says the Siltra. That is to 
say, 'Reiteration' consists of the mention of Injunction, and 

0 According to the Bhrl§yucl1mu/,1·a this 'deprecation ' is of omitting to do the 
enjoined act. The example cited by the '{'atpa,·ya however is one of deprecation of 
the enjoiued act itself. ' 

t Examples are given in the fa~pa,·ya-(a) 'l'lte Ashmme<Jha sacrifice having 
been enjoined, we have its' reiteration' in the text, 'whm one pe,forms the ashvamegha 
sacl'ijice, heyasses bryonJ sin a'.ld death', wherein the sacrifice is praised ;-(b) the 
oblation after su11rise having baen enjoined, we have its' reiterntion' in the text, 
' When one o.flers the oblatio11 afte,· su111·i1e, the Shyi-va dog takes it away', where we 
have a deprecatio; ;-(c) the Homa having been e1ifoined, we have its 'reiteration• in 
the text 'the Homa is to be of curds', which lays down the supplementary detail, iu 
the shape of Curd, for the Homa ;-(d) The Soma sacrifice and the :Parsha-Piiq,:iama.sa 
sacrifices having been enjoined, we have the 'reiteration' of these in the text, 'The 
Soma sacrifice should be olfore<l after the :parsha-Plirr.,:tamiisa sacrifice'; for the pur
pose ()flaying do1vn the proper order of sequence between the two. 
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also that of wha.t has been enjoim,d; the former bei~g' verbal' 
and the la.tter ' material• Reiteration.· As ' Repetition' is of 
two kinds, so is' Reiteration' also; we have mwbal 'repetition' 
when we say 'Sound is non-eternal, non-eternal', and we 
have material 'reiteration' when we say 'sound is non-eternal, 

it is liable to destruction '. 
Su{ra (66). 

[THE Opponent Says]-" 'THERE IS NO DIFFERENOE 

BETWEEN' REl'fERA'l'ION' AND I REP[<)TlTION '; AS BOTH CON• 

S!S1' IN 'rHE RESTATING OF THE SAME worrn."-Sii. (66). 
Bha§ya on Su. 166). 

(P. 98, L. 2 to L. 4]. 
"As a matter of fact, no distinccion is possible as that 

" ' Repetition' is wrong and ' Reiteration' right. Because, 
" in both cases· a word, whose meaning has been already 
'' comprehended, is repeated; so t,hat by reason of the same 
"word being repeated, both are equally wrong."• 

Varfilw on Su;· (66). 

The)'e is no difference &c. &c.-says the Sutra. What 
11 is the meaning of this Sutra? [It means that] there is 
II this similarity between ' Repetition ' and i' Reiteration, I 

11 that in both words, whose meaning has been already com-
1' prehended, are repeated; that is in Repetition, as also in 
" Reiteration, a word, whose meaning has been already 
" grasped, is mentioned over again; so that, inasmuch as in 
" both there is the re-mention of words whose meaniug has 
" been already comprehended, both should be wrong.'' 

Sii/ra (67), 
[.Answer}-[RErTERATlON. 1s] NOT THFJ SAME ['As 

REPETITWN], AS [IN THE FORMER] Tml RE•MENTION [OF 

THE WORD~] IS LIKE THE EXHORTATION TO GO I MORE 

QUICKLY'.t-(Sii. 67.) 
0 This argument emanates frcm an opponent who ha.s not understood what the 

Bhii.i;iya has said in connecti9n with the useful purposes served by Reiteration.
f 11,!parya. 

The BM,tuachandra explains 'ctsrs~hu' as asii4hakam arthasya, futile. 
-t The Bha~gacha111/,ra treats this Sii!r11 ~s' Bhawa ', 
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Bha~ya on Su. (67.) 
[P. 98, L. 6 to L. 13.] 

' Reiteration ' cannot be regarded as the same as ' Re
petition ';-\Vhy ? -because when the re-mention of a word 
serves a useful purpose, then it is ' Reiteration'; so that 
even though in 'Repetition,' also we have the re-men
tion of wol'ds, the re-mention in this case is entirely 
useless; while ' Reiteration', serving a useful purpose, 
is d/r:11 the e;nhortation to go 'rna.re quickly'; that is to 
say, when one is exhorted in the words 'go quickly, 
quiekly ', the nwaning is 'go more quickly'; so that the re
mention (of the word ' q nickly) ' serves the purpoi!e of indi
cating a peculiarity in the act {of going; which purpose 
could not be accomplished by the single mention of Lhe word 
'quickly'). This exhortation is cited only as an instance; 
there are several other instances of re-mention with a pur
pose; e. g. when it is said ' he cooks and cooks', what is 
mea.nt is that the act of cooking is . unceasing; 'village upon 
village is pleasant' means tlut every village is pleasant; 
' God rained round and round the 'frigarta country (the modern 
district of Jullunqhur)' means exception Lthat rainfall 
avoided that country]; ' seated near and about the Wall' 
meaus pro:timit.1/; ' there are bitters and bitters' means that 
them are several kinds of bitterness. 

'l'hus then, we conclude that Reiteration is meant to 
be a rej'el'ence, fot· the purpose of prai8ing or deprecating, 
or laying down a snpplemental'y detail, or pointing out the 
sequence of what has boen enjoirwd (as explained under 
Sn.. 65 ). 

Varfilca on Su. (67.) 
- [P. 272, L. 5 to L. 18.] 

Reiteration is not the same g-c. ~c.-says the Su{ra. In 
the case of such assertions as 'go more quickly', the com
parative term 'more' {denoted by the affix: 'farap' in ' sh'i,
ghratamm, ') serves the purpose of denoting a peculiarity in 
the act of going, in addition to what is expressed by the 
simple term 'quickly' (' shi_ghram ') ;-in the same manner 
that re,mention of words which is called ' Reiteration ' SE'l'Ves 

the purpose of indicating a peculiarity in the act, This 
argumont (propounded by the S11/1•r,,) rna,y be forrmtlated as 
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follows :-' The re-mention of words in the form of Reitera
tion serves a useful purpose,-because it provides an addltional 
idea,~like the exhortation to go more quickly '; so that, 
just as when the t.erm 'more quickly', is used, it provides an 
additional idea over and above what is provided by the 
simple term 'quickly'; and is as such not rejected as a use
less ' Repetition ';-exactly in the same m<tnner, inasmuch 
as the re-mention of words in the form of ' Reiteration ' 
serves the purpose of providing additional idea, it can
not be rejected as a useless 'Repetition'· Now it r_emains 
to explain what this additional idea is; and this we now 
proceed to explain : When the word ' cook ' is addressed to 

. a person, the idea that it produces in his mind is that 
'the act of cooking has got to be accomplished'; and, when 
the word is repeated a second time-and he is addressed as 
• cook, cook '-the idea that arises in his mind is either 
that of emphasis-' it is I that have to cook ',-or that of 
continuity-' I have. got to go on cooking unceasingly ',-or 
that of entreaty-' I should, thus entreate(l, undertake the 
act at once'; these additional ideas appear in the mind 
of the person to whom the words are addressed; and jnst as 
these appear in the mind of the person hearing the words, 
so do they also in the mind of one who addresses the words. 

· In the case of mere' Repetition', on the other hand, no such 
additional ideas are obtained ; so that this constitutes a great 
point of difference between 'Repetition' and 'Reiteration'. 
In the same manner we can find other instances of Reitera
tion in actual usage. 

Bhii§ya on Su. (68.) 
[P. 98, L. 13 to P. 100, L. 5.] 

"Does then the trustworthiness of Word (Veda) become 
established simply by setting aside the arguments a"'ainst its 
trustworthiness ''?- 0 

[It becomes established] also by the following positive 
argument:-

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



870 THE NYAYA-S0TRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Su/ra (68.) 

'l1m: TRUSTWORTHINESS OF WoRDS (oF THE VEDA) IS 

HAS~:D UPON THE TRUSTWORTHINESS OF THE RELIABLE 

(rnRAorous) EXPOSITOR,~JUST ·LIKE THE TRUSTWORTHINESS 

OF INCANTATIONS AND OF MEDICAL ScR.IPTURES,-Su. {68.) 

" In what does the trustworthiness of the Medical 
Scriptures consist?" 

It consists in this fact that, when the Medical Scriptures 
declave that ' by doing this and this one obtains what he 
desires, aud by avoiding this and this he escapes from what 
is undesirable '-and a person acts accordingly,-the result 
turns out to be exactly as asserted; and this shows that the 
said Script11res are ti-ue, not wron!J, in what they assert. 

In the case of Incantations also it is found that whenever 
they are used for the purpose of averting such evils as 
poi"Sou, ghosts and thunderbolt, they are found effective, in 
bringing about that result; and this fact establishes the 
• trustworthiness' of the Incantations. 

"But to what is all this trustworthines,'I due?'' 
It is dne to the trustworthiness of the veracious expositor. 
" And in what does the trustworthiness of the veracious 

expositor consist ? " 
It consists in the following facts-that he has a 

direct cognition of the real essence of things•-he has 
compassion on living beings,-:-and he is desirous of 
describing things as they really exist. As a matter of 
fact,, veracious person~ (a) have a direct perception of the · 
real essence of things,-that is, they know that i;mch and 
such a thing should be avoided by man, and -also the 
method of avoiding it,-that such and such a thing should be 
acquired by man, and also the method of acquiring it ;-,-(b) they 

take compassion on living beings,-that is, they 
feel as follows:-' rrhese poor creatures being 

b'.f themselves ignorant, there is no other means, save ins
truction, available to them for knowing things, until they 
know, they cannot either perform or avoid any acts, and 
unless they do perform acts, it cannot be well with them, 
and there is no one (save myself) who·. would help them in 

Bhli. P. 9\l. 

"The Bhawacha1u!,1·a explains '<!,harma' as ' faHva ', truth ; hence the quality 
rm,ant wuuld lie that of having direct knowledge of truth ; i. e., the real nature of all 
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this matter ;-so, well, I am going to instruct them about 
things as they exist and as I know them • ; having listen
ed to these instructions, these creatures will understand 
things, and thereby they shall avoid what should be avoided 
and acquire only what should be acquired.' It is on this 
basis that the instruction of veracious persons proceeds ; and 
when an act is known on this threefold authority of the 
Veracious Expositor, and is performed accordingly, it actually 
accomplishes the purpose (it is meant to accomplish). From 
this it follows that the instruction of veracious persons is 
trustworthy ; and this leads to the veracious expositors them-
selves being regarded as trustworthy. . 

Thus (trustworthiness having been found in) the instruc• 
tion of the Veracious Expositor, in the form of the Medical 
Scriptures (that part of the Veda which treats of the Medical 
Science), which deal with visible things,-from this we infer 
tbe trustworthiness of those parts of the Veda also which deal 
with invisible (transcendental things ; as the ground of trust
worthiness-which consists in the trustworthiness of the Vera
cious Expositor-is equally present in both. In fact some 
texts of the latter section of the Veda also are found to deal with 
visible things, e. g., the text 'one desiring to acquire a vile 
lage should perform sacrifices' ; and on seeing this coming 
out true, we can infer, from this also, the trustworthiness of 
the other Vedic texts (dealing with purely invis1ble things). 

In ordinary worldly matters also, a large amount of busi
ness is carried on on the basis of the assertions of veracious 
persons; and here also the trustworthiness of the ordinary 
veracious expositor is 0 based upon the same three conditions
he has full knowledge of what he is saying, he has sympathy 
for others ( who listen to him), and he has the desire to ex
pound things as they really exist ;-and on tho basis of these 
the assertion of the veracious expositor is regarded as trust
worthy. 

The inference (of the trustworthiness of all Vedic texts, 
from that of the medical texts) proceeds on the basis of the 
seer and expositor being the same (in both cases). '!'hat is to 
say, the ommiscientt Expositor and the Seers are the same 

0 This constitutes the third fl!,ctor of reliabilij;y-the desire to describe things as 
they really exist. 

t The plural number is meant to indicate the supedr;r knowledge of the expositor 
of the Vod,i, 
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veracious persons in the case of the V edic te:,,ts and that of 
the Medical ~criptnres; so that from the trust\Yorthincss 
of the latter we can infer that of the latter also. 

[The Mimamsaka objects]-" Inasmuch as the trust
worthiness of Vedic texts is due to their eternality, it is not 
right to say that their trustworthiness is due to the tmst
worthiness of tlte Veraciou,'I E,rpositor.'' 

But as a matter of fact, the trustworthiness or efficiency 
of words in the denotation of things is due to their denot
ative potency,-and not to their eternality; for if it were 
due to t,heir eternality, then (all words being equally eternal, 
ere hypothesi) all things would be denoted by a.11 words; and 
there would be no restriction as to words and their signi
fications. 

" But if words are not eternal, they cannot be expressive 
at all.'' 

'l'his is not true; ordinary words (in worldly usage) are 
actually found to denote their meanings• [and certainly these 
words are not eternal.] "These words also are eternal (just 
like Vedic words).'' That is not possible; as in that case 
the disagreement with facts that we find in the case of the 
assertions of untruthful persons would be inexplicable; as 
being eternal, every word should be trustworthy (i. e. true, in 
equally agreement with facts). "That worclcan not be eternal." 
But you do not point ont any difference; it behoves you to 
show cause why the asse1·tion of the untruthful pel'son in 
ordinary parlance is not eternal ( while all other words are 
eternal). 'l'hen again, in the case of proper names, it is fo~nd 
that their trustworthiness depends upon their denoting the 
things named,-and this denotation is in accordance with the 
convention applying the name to a particular thing; (and as 
such these cannot be eternal); so that it is not right to attri
bute trustworthiness to eternality. t That is to say, in 
ordinary_parlance when the proper name is denotative of the 

Bha. P. 100• ~hing to which it has bee1;1 fixed by _convention, 
1t does so by reason of this convent10n, and not 

by reason of its eternality. 

o The reading '!il~1111'i~ adopted in the printed text is not right ; the correct 

reading is supplied by the Puri ~fas. 'W-Vi{'lhmr ' ... 
t For ll'lllt'ih~ read ll'lllfTll'lli 'If as in all Mss, save one, 
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In fact all that can be meant by Vedas being ' eternal ' is 
that the continuity of tradition of the texts and activity • 
according to them is uninterrupted through all ages, past and 
futnret. 

Thus we find that, if we attribute the trustworthiness of 
,v ords to the trustworthiness of the Veracious Expositor, it 
meets the case of Vedic as well as ordinary words [while 
if we attribute it to eternality, it can not apply to the case 
of ordinary words J. 

'l'hus ends the First Daily Lesson of 
the Second Discourse-in 

the Bha~ya. 

Var/ilca on Su. ( 68). 

[P. 272, L. 18 to P. 276, L. 4.] 

'' Is then the trustworthiness of Vedic texts proved 011ly 
by the rejecting of the a'r'gurnents against such trustworthi• 
ness ?" Cert,ainly not. '' Why so? " Because 
nothing can be regarded as proved, without actual positive 
proof. "Bow then do you prove the trustworthiness of 
Vedic texts?'' By positive proof. •• What is that 
proof?'' The proof consists in. the classification of the 
texts according to their diverse purposes (as pointed out in 
Bu. 61).: 

0 The Blui,wacha1U/,ra explains' prnyoga' as' teaching'; as this is already im
plied iu 'traditi,m ', it appears better to take it as reforring to the actual carrying 
into practice of the il'lstroctions contained in the Veda. 

t When Final Dissolution of the Uuiver$e comee, God re-composes the Vedas and 
thus ke,!ps up the tradition.-'fufparya. 

+ The f a,parya is not satisfied with this. What i8 here mentioned as 'proof' 
only iudicates the possibility of proof; and it is not a proof itself; as the said classi
fication is found also iu uotol'iously untrustworthy scriptures. So the actual proof is 
what is put forward in Su. 68. 

Aud yet the propouuding of a reason that indicates the possibility of proof is not 
entirely futile ; a'S it is only what is regarded as possible that can be pi-oi•ecl by an 
a1·gumcnt ; and uot with regard to which there has been no notion of possibility at 

all. 
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(The Sut,ra puts forward the argument in favour of · the 

Var: P. 273. 
trustworthiness of Vedic te:x:ts]-The trust
worthines1J of Wnrds is due 4"c., ~c. The par

ticle I cha' serves the purpose of including the reasons adduc
~d before [i. e. their classification according to their purpose]. 
rrhe meaning of the Sutra being] Just as the Incantations 
and the Medical Scriptures are trustworthy by reason of their 
having been asserted by a special Person, so also are the 
Vedic texts; the ground of 'trustworthiness ' in both case:3 
consisting in having been asserted by a special Person,• 

Jn what does the trustworthiness of the medica,l scriptures 
consist? It consists in this fa11t that, when the. medical sarip
tures declare that 'by doing this and this one obtains what he 
desires, mnd by avoiding this and this he escapes from what is 
undesirable' ,-and a person acts accordingly,-the rtsult turns 
out to he ewactly as ass11rted; and this showR that the said scrip
tures are true, not w1•ong, in what they as.qert. . . • . But to what 
is this truslworthiness of the Veracious Eoopositor due? And in 
what does th11 frustworthiness of veracious pe1·son11 consist? lt 
consists ia the following f,J.Cts-(1) that he has a direct cog-nilion 
of the essence ofthings-(saysthe Bhana) ;that is to say, such 
persons have a direct cognition of what they assert or teach;
(2) t,bat they have compassion on creatures; that is, they have 
sympathy with the person to whom they impart the teach
ing ;-(3) they have the desire to describe things exactly as 
they know them.t The speaker who is endowed with this 
threefold qualification is 'veracious' (reliablA), and the asser• 
tions mRtle by him are trustworthy. 

0 The' speciality' of this person, God, consists in his having a direct cogni
tion of every detail of J;>liarma and other things-what should be done and 
what should to be avoided,-He has compas~ion upon all creaturcs,-He has the 
desire to describe things as they really arc,-his organs ot cognition are exceptionally 

efficient.-fo:i/pai·ya. 
The 'f<i!paiya (pp. 299-301) explains in detail how God is prompted to expound 

the Veda for the benefit of mankind. 
t The Bib; Ind. edition reads 111111~<1f0"1TlfT~ etc. which means that he desires 

to teach fm· the purpose of making the real ~tate of things knowu (to the person whom 
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Then again, when we. find that certain Vedic texts that 
pertain to visible things are actually found to be not incom• 
patible with facts (i, e. true),-from this we can infer the 
same in regard to the rest of the V edic texts also ; • that 
is to say, we have a Vedic text bearing upon vessible things ; 
the text, for instance, that 'one desiring a village should 
perform the sacrifice ',-[and when we find that the said 
sacrificial performance does bring about the acquisition of a 
village] from that we can draw the inference inregard to 
the rest of the Veda also, that t1iese a.re ' trustworthy '. 

In ordinary parlance also, what is actually trustworthy is 
the ai,sertion of only such persons as are endowed with the 
above-mentioned threefold qualification. 

The arguments (in support of the trustworthiness of 
Vedic te~ts) may be thus formulated : (a) ' Vedic texts are 
trustworthy,--becailse they have been asserted by a special 
Person,-like the Ine!lntations and the Medical Scriptures ';
or (h) we may prove the same conclusion on the ground of 
both (Vedio Texts and I.ncantat.ions etc.) having the same 
(ominscient) Expositor,-after having proved this:(the author
ship of the Ominscient Person) in regard to Incantations 
and Medical Scriptures by the fact of their bearing upon 
supernatural things, which fact is no~ found in the case of 
other assertions {which are untrustworthy).t 

* '°"'•iNT11'1"1' ' of the Bib. Ind. edition is wrong; as in .the next ~eutcnce we 

have irf;1111:..r as found also in the Beuares edition, After ffl, add (in the Bib. 

Ind. edition) '1'1F.t. 

t The words of the Vdrfik7 embodying this arogment are obscure. . The 'J'dfparya 
explains them as referring. to the following argument:-' Incantations and Medical 
Scriptures arc the work of an Omniscient Person,-becau~e they deal with euper, 
aaturalthings and are accepted as_ authoritative by all good men,-texts not composed 
by an Omniscient person are not found to be so, dwelling with supernatural things 
and accepted by all good men, as we find in the case of the assertions of Bu~l~lha. 

Thus the trustworthiness of Incantations etc. having been proved on the ground 
of tlwir being asserted hy an Omni~cient person, we can go on to prove that 'all 
l'edi,; te;cti, are trustworthy, heea11sc they are the assertions of an Omuiscient person,
likc the Incantations and l\ledical Scriptures.' 
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[Says the Mlmansaka 1-" Inasmuch as the Veda is eternal, 
it cannot be true that it is expounded by any Person. That 

Var: P. 27'. 
iR to ~ay, Vedic texts are eternal, and their 
trustworthiness is dne to their eternality; 

hence it cannot be true that they are the assertions of a 
Person." 

This cannot be accepted ; for the simple_ reaso:n that tho 
reason put forward is not itself established. If the eternality 
of Vedic texts were an established faet, .then the reasoning 
would be all right. But it is not an established fact ; hence 
the reasoning cannot be accepted.• 

'' If the texts are not eternal, how can they be trust
worthy?'' 

Words are trustworthy, not because they a;e eternal, but 
because they bring· about the right cognition of things (ex
pressed by t~10m).t 

Some people meet the above reasoning {of the llfimam
saka) by declaring that-' as a matter of fact no instrument 
of right cognition is eternal,-i:;o that simply because they 
are instruments of right cognition, Vedic texts cannot be 
eternal.':): But we do not think this is quite right;; as even 
eternal things constitute ' instruments of Right Cognition '; 
e. g. Mind and Soul ; specially as the nan:ie ' Instrument of 

In accordance with this intupretation, I.here should be a stop after lfill•i!lic''ihr 11:T 

in the text. 'This is what has been adopted in the translation. 

" lt might be urged that if .eternality is not established the fact of this lning the 
work of an omniscient person is al~o not ostablishocl. But wha~ makes this latter fact 
a certainty is the fact that it is so accepted by all good men.-'-Pari8hu,l{llti. 

t For instance, our own words, which cannot be eternat, are trustworthy when 
what they express is in agreement with the real state of things., 

t An Instrumenb of Right Cognition is that which has the very elfoctivo action 
of bringing about the resu\.t in the shape of Right Cognition ; while no eternal. thing 
can have a.uy effective ~ction ; so that no Instrument of Right Cognition can be 
eternal. This is the sense of the view of 'some p::iople ' propounded here. 

- T ,irpu rye,. 
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Right Cognitioc' denotes the entire group of things that go 
to constitute it; as a matter:of fact, the term ' Instrument 
of Right Cognition ' is applicable to the whole group; so that 
the name 'Instrument of Right. Cognition' is applied in 
actual usage to every one of the several components of their 
group, eternal as well as non-eternal ; •for every one of these 
com1titutes an essential factor in the Instrument of Right 
Cognition; for instance, the La,np also (which is non-eternal) 
is called an ' Instrument of Cognition ••-similarly eternal 
things also are Instruments of Right Cognition'; when, for 
instance, such eternal things as the Atom and the like are 
put forward as proving the existence of other things, these 
Atom &c,, which are eternal, become Instruments of the 
Right Cognition (of those other things); so that the pre
miss ' what is an Instrument of Right Cognition is not eter• 
nal ' is too wide. Hence the answer (given by some people 
to the reasoning of the Mimiimsaka propounding the eterna
lity of Vedic texts) is not a right answer at all, 

For these reasons the right answer must be as follows :
(I) Vedic texts must be non-eternal, because they are classified 
according to the purpose served by them, {as pointed out in 
Su. 61 et. seq.) just like ordinary assertion_s; that is to say, just 
as in the case of ordinary assertions we find that they are 
classified according to the purpose served by them, so do we 
find in the case of Vedic texts also; and hence these latter can• 
not be eternal. ''Ordinary assertions also are eternal. That 
is to say, the ordinary assertions that are found to be classified 
according to the purpose served by. them are also eternal." 

• The lamp is not eternal ; and yet it is called an ' Instrument of Cognition ' 
when it illumines lhingN and makes them perceived. The Soul and Mind are eternal; 
and yet they ·also enter into the constitution of every ' Instrument ·of Cognition ; 
and as such have this name applied to them. So that it is not right to argue that 
if Ve<lic texts were eternal, they could not be Instruments of Right Cognition. 

How even e~ernal things are capable of effective action, we shall show in 
A,Jnyaya 111,-sayH the ra~parya, 
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-But in that case no classification according to purpose 
served would be possible; i. e., if the ordinary assertions were 
eternal, there could be no classification of them according to 
the purpose served by them; but such classification is actu
ally found. "Those assertions then may be regarded as 
non-eternal." In that case, you should point out some 
special reason ; that is to say, when the same conditions are 
present in the case of both, V cdic Texts and Ordinary Asser
tions-viz., both are classified accordinis to the purpose served 
by them, and both are capable of expres!;ling their meanings, 
-you should show some special reason why the Vedic texts 
should be regarded as eternal and the Ordinary Assertions as 
not eternal. " But the same applies to you also; you also 
should show some special reason why, both assertions being 
equally non-eternal rVedic texts should be regarded as trust
worthy, and not the assertions of untruthful persons]." We 
have already pointed out this special reason, as consisting in 

I , , ' 

the fact that there is (in the case of Vedic texts and other 
trustworthy assertions) classification according to the pur
pose served by them. 

(II.) For the following reason also lVedic Texts should 
be regarded as non-eternal ]-Because they consist of let
ters; ordinary assertions, consisting of letters, are found to 
be non-eternal; and Vedio texts also consist of letters; henc·d 
these also should be non-eternal. 

(III.) For the following reason also :-Because while 
belonging to a Community and being possessed of specific 
individualities, Vedic texts are apprehended by the audi
tory organ,-just like ordinary assertions,-[they must be 
regarded as non-eternal.] 

(IV.) For the following reason also :-Because Vedic 

Var. P. 275. 

nal]. 

texts consist of words, just likE'I ordinary as
sertions L they must be regarded as non-eter-
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[Says the Mim§msaka J-" But the '<Jarshana' is 'parar
ilta' : that is to say, the 'darshana.'-i. e.' utterance -of 
words is for the purpose of making things known to some 
other person ; no one ever utters a word for the purpose 
of lJis own cognition. Such being the case, cognition from 
a word would be possible only if it were eternal ; if it were 
non-eternal, it would be destroyed (would disappear) as soon 
as produced (uttered); so that each time that a pereon would 
hear a word, it would be a new word never heard before ; 
and certainly no cognition could arise from the hearing of 
an unheard of word ( which cannot convey any meaning to 
him at all) ; for instance, when an inhabitant of the Naril(,ela 
Island hears the word 'cow,' never before heard by him, he 
does not derive from this any cognition of the animal with 
the dewlap etc., (i. e., the cuw, denoted by the word). And 
as for one who holds Words to be non-eternal, all words 
would be like this (i. e., heard for the first time), there 
could be no certainty of his deriving any cognit~on from 
words.'' 

'!'his reasoning is not right ; as the premiss is not true 
(being too wide); for we find in the case of such momentary 
things as the Lamp, that they actually do bring about the 
cognition of things also when coming into existence for the 
first time. [Similarly words also, when heard for the first 
time, will bring about the cognition of their meanings.] 

"But this is not possible; as the instance you have brought 
forward is not analogous to the case in question : That is, 
the La,mp is not unconnected• ; it is through its connection 
with the thing lighted by it, that the Lamp renders that 
thing cognisable ; and as ,v ord is not so connected,, it 
cannot bring about the cognition of anything." 

But who says that the unconnected word expresses any
thing? 

0 Read "T'l'1•1tl': as in the Bcnares edition. 
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"As no such connection (between the Word and it.s Deno
tation) is perceived (by the Sigqhiin~in, who denies the perma
nent relationship between words and their denotations, as 
held by the Mimamsaka), no connection would be possible 
(for him}. In fact it has been declared (by the Si,J<Jchanfin 
under Su. 52) tha.t between the Word and its denotation, 
there can be no such relation as that of contact." 

But the relation between the Word and its meaning ac
cepted by us is that of the denoter and the denoted ; and cer
tainly this relation is (not eternal, but) created (by Conven
tion) ; and it is known from usage; the world (and its usages) 
being without beginning. In fact the question [ as to how 
this convention comes to be known and the meaning of words 
grasped for the first time] should be addre1-1sed to those 
who hold the Word to have had a beginning in time. 
[For us there can be no such thing as the first usage of a 
word]. 

'' Well, if what you say is true, how do you account for 
the assertion (current among people) that 'Vedas• are 
eternal ' ?'' 

That assertion is based upon continuity of tradition. '!'hat 
is to say, the same Vedic texts have been handed down by a 
long tradition extending over several ages-through all such 
cycles of time as 'Manvantara ', the ' four Yu gas' and tl;ie 
like ;-and it is in view of this t,hat ordinary people make such 
assertions as 'the Vedas are eternal'; just as the assertion 
' the mountains and rivers are everlasting '(which is figur
ative, indicating only relative, not absolute, permanence). 
Exactly the same is the case with the declarations of Mann 
and other ancient writers. " But how does it follow that 
the idea of ' eternality' (of the Veda) is due to the conti-

" 'i.t~; the reading of the Benares edition is more appropriate, and more iu keeping 

with the Bhu~ya and what follows, than '1:1,ut' of the Bib. Ind. edition, 
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nuity of tradition, and not to real eternality ?" This 
follows fro.n the fact that the arguments that we have 

Var. P. 276. 
put forward for proving the non-eter
nality (of Vedic texts) are unassailable; in 

fact these arguments of mine, that have been urged in 
support of the non-eternality of Vedic texts, are such as can
not be assailed; and as they cannot be assailed, the con
clusion is that when one speaks of the 'eternality of Vedas' 
it is a .figurative expression,-' eternality' standing for 'con
tinuity of tradition.' 

1'hus ends the First Daily Lesson of the Second Discourse 
of U<j<jyotkara's Var/ika on the Nyaya-sii/ra. 

Discourse II. 
Second Daily Lesson. 

Section (1). 
The Ereact Number of PramiitJas. 

[Sutras 1-12]. 
Bha~ya on Su. ( 1 ). 

[P. 100, L. 6 to L. 16.] 
The Opponent, thinking that the division of 'Instru• 

ments of Right Cognition' (into Perception, Inference, 
Analogy and Word) is not right, urges the following objec• 
tion- · 

S'l1#1·a (1). 
"THE NUMBER (oF !NSTRUMEN'IS OF RIGHT CoGNI• 

TION) CANNOT BE FOUR (ONLY); AS TRADITWN, PRESUMP• 

TION, DEDUCTION AND ANTITHESIS ARE ALSO INSTRUMENTS 
OF CoGNI1'ION."•-Sii. 1). . 

0 The connection between the two Daily Lessons is thus explained by the 
Parishut!,t!,hi-The First Daily Lesson having discuEsed the nature of the foor 
Pramal}as themselves, the Second Daily Lesson proceeds to discuss ctJrtaiu charac
teristics,-in the shape of their exact number &c.-of those Pramiil}as. The 
Parishut!,r/,hi goes on to refer to the objection raised by a writer of the name of 
Shi-,vafsa, to the effect that the first Daily Ledson. by showing that the four Pra
ma1Jas are mutually exclusive, haR practically settled the question of their exact 
nm_nber also .. The answer to this is that, what has ~e!!n shown in the foregoing 
Daily Lesson 1s only the correctness and mutually exclusive character of the d,fi11itions 
ot thefour P"r"amii.r;rns ; and nothing has been said in regard to the possibility of 
thcte being other l'ramiil}as than these four. 
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" 'l'here are not only / our Instruments of Cognition ; 
" in fact there are four more, in the shape of Tradition, 
" Presumption, Deduction and Antithesis; why have not these 
" been mentioned? 

'' (A) When there is a regular handing down of t.he aFJser
" tion of a certain fact, in the form ' so they say ', and the 
" exact person who asserted the fact is not definitely known, 
" we have a means of cognition which is called' 'l'radition.' 

"(B) 'Presumption' consists in the 'apaffi ', presumin.rJ 
" (of a fact) on che b<1sis of another fact, 'artha/ ';-' lipal(i' 
" is gettiny at, i.e., implication; when a certain fact having 
" been asserted, another fact is implied, we have the mean~ 
"of cognition called' P!'esmnption.' E.g. when it is aFsert
,, ed that ' there is no rain when there are no clouds ', what 
" is implied is that ' there is rain when there are clouds.'• 

" (C) When the cognition of the presence of one thing 
" follows from the cognition of anothar thing, which is invari
,, ably- concomitant with the former, we _have the means of 
" cognition called 'Dednction '; e. g.; from the cognition of 
'' the presence of the 'Quarter Ma1md' follows that of the 
" presence of the measure of 'Two ~eers and a Half'; and 
"from this latter there follows the cognition of the presence 
Hof the ' Seer'. 

"(D) 'Antithesis' is contrast, as between what exists 
" and what does not exist ;t (we have this as a means of 
" cognition) when the non-existent action of raining brings 
" about the cognition of the existence of the connection of the 
" clouds with high winds; as it is only when there is some 
" such obstruction, as tlrn connection of the cloud with high 
'' winds, that there is no / alling of the raindrops, which 
" would otherwise be there by reason of the force of gravity 
" in the drops." 

The Bh,iwa has taken the arg11111c11t urged in Sti. l as emanating from one who 
actually admits these additimnl fonr Pramii1.rns [e. g. the Paur,.i1_iikru, who alone 
postulate eight PrJ.mai;rns]; the Viirfi!,a suggests that it may be taken simply a., 
coming from an honest enquirer, who has seen these additi0nal Prarnai:ias bcin,; 
posited by others, aud as such has his doubts as to the exact number of Pramatrns. 

The Bha11Yaclw11rf,ra says that what the slijra is meant to put forward is the 

view that there arc eight pramii1.ws. 
*The' potency' of the cause consists in ;its preseuce ; so when it is not p1·ese11t, 

the absence of the potQncy of the cause leads to the non-appearance of the effcct

Bhii§yachan<Jra. 
t So that tliis is not mere negation-says the Bhawachaw/,ra. 
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Va1·/ika on Su. (1). 

(P. 27G, L. 7 to P. 270, L. :tl 
Perception, inference, Analogy und Word are the lnslru

ments of Cognition-says the Sutra ( 1. 1. 3) ; and it is this 
assertion that is objected to here, by the Sutra-" 1 he 

ttumber of Instruments of Cognition cannot be four only, as 

'P1·adition, Presumption. Deduction and Antithesis are also 

Jn.<1lruments of Ougrtitiun." This is thus explained (by the 
Bha~ya)-'' There are nut only four Instruments of Cognition; 
" in fact tl1ere are four more, in the sh{J,pe of 'l'radition, Pre• 

" sumption, Deduction and Antithesis." 

l Having briefly explained the purport of the Seetion, 

according to the Bha~ya, the Var/ilca offers four other explan
ations ]-(a) It is for the purpose of setting aside doubts on 
the point (of the exact number of PramaI}.as) that Tradition 
and the rest are put forward and then rejected ; there 
are people who hold that Perception &c., and also 
Tradition &c., are Prama'l}as, so that an enquirer who knows 
this and has heard what Gau~ama has said under Su. 1-1-3 
will have doubts as to whether Gau~ama has intentionally 
omitted to mention Tradition &c., which are real Pramii.I}.as, 
or these are not real Pramai;i.as at all. (b) Or the 
section may be taken as serving the purpose of showing 
that there is no deficiency in the assertion ( made by 
Gau~ama in Su. 1. 1. 3);-if it were_ a fact that Tradition 
and the rest, though real Pramal).as, have been omitted {by 
Su. 1-1-3), the Treatise would be wanting in the, dec1arati<fn 
of something that should be decl_ared. (C) Or, (if 
Tradition &c. are not real PramaQas, then] by not pointing 
out the imperfections in those that are imperfect (as Instru• 
ments of Cognition), the Treatise would be wanting 
in the mention of defects that should be mentioned; hence 
in the present section, the Author mentions these and then 
rejects them; if the explanation of the omission (in 
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Su. J-1-3) be that Tradition and the rest aro beset with 
imperfections, and hence have not been mentioned (as 
Instrumon_ts of Cognition enumerated under Su. 1-1-3),-:
then it becomes necessary that these imperfections should 
be pointed out ; if they were not pointed out, the Trea
tise would be deficient, in not indicating defects that 
should have been indicated ;-and it is with a view to avoid 
this deficiency (of the Treatise), that the present Sectimi has 
been propounded (by Gautama). (D) Or, the section may 
be taken as being for the purpose of showing that Tradition 
and the rest are alt'e~dy0 included under the ' Perception ' &c. 
already , mentioned; i. e., to show how Tradition &c. are 
already included under Perception &c., the present i:;ection 
is propounded for the purpose of indicating under which 

one of the former four (Perception &c.). each of Var. P. 277. 
the latter four (Tradition &c~) are included. 

[A preliminary objection is raised against the whole 
section]-" As this has already been accomplished, there 
" should be no propounding of the present Section ; that 
'' is, the fact that the number of Instruments of Cognition is 
"four only having been already proved in the Sutra (l- l-3) 
" that has enumerated them,-there should have been no 
,, further attempt to accomplish what has akeady been 
" accomplished."* 

The further attempt is by no means superfluous; as 
the purpose of actually restricting (the number to four 
only} is accomplished by the present Section; it is in this 
present Section that the Author explains the reason by 
which it is proved that the number of Instruments of Cog
nition is/our only; so that it is absolutely necessary to 
proceed with this section.t 

o Even though the restriction of the number to four only is not found in the 
Siitra -which only says that' Perception &c. are Instruments of Co~nition ',-yet 
it "is 'enough if it is implied in the Sii\ra, and brought out clearly by the commenta
tore,-Tatparya. 

t it is tn!e t~at ;the S,ii,fm sh•ml1 leave: _many t_hings only i:nplied ; but 
sometimes the 11nphcabon may not be ']uttc-exphc1t ; and 111 suc:h cases 1t 1s necessary 
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[Having finished with its introductory remarks on the 
whole Section, the JTar&ika proceeds to explain the Purvapalc~a, 
propounded in Sn. I.].-

" (A) What is ' Tradition' ? When there is a regular 
"handing down of an assertion in the form ' so the old men 
" say', we have what is called ' Tradit,ion '. (B) ' Pre
" snmption ' consists in presuming something, on the 
'' basis of a certain fact; i. e., when a certain fact having 
" been asserted, if another fact ii:i implied, we have ' Presump
" tion '; e. g. the fact having been asserted that I when there 
1' are no clouds there is no rain ', what is implied is that 
'' 'there is rain when there are clouds'. (C) We have 'De
,, d11ction ', when the ~ognition of the presence of one thing 
" arises from the cognition of another thing which is invari
" ably concomitant with the former; e. g. _when the existence 
" of the measure of Two Seers and a Half is deduced from 
' 1 the cognition of the Quarter-:Maund measure. (D) 
'' We have ' Antithesis, ' when the cognition of one thing 
" leads to the cognition of its contrary ; e. g., when there 
" is an obstacie in the shape of the co11nP,ction of clouds witk 
" high winds, the effect of Gravity is counteracted, and there 
" is no falling (due to · gravity) of the rain-drops ; so that 
'' when it; is found that no rain,drops fall, one recogqises 
" the presence of its opponent in the shape of the connection 
" of clouds with high winds," 

Bhlifya on Sa. (2). 

[P. 100, L. 16 to P. 101, L. 10]. 

[The answer to the above Pilrvapak,a is that] it is quite 
true that •r radition and the rest are ' Instruments of OoO'• 
nition '; but it does not follow that they are distinct lnstr~
ments of Cognition, (quite apart from those enumerated 

for the Sii!ra to bring it out clearly ; specially as in such cases, it may ue doubtful if 
the commentators will succeed in getting at what the Sii!ra implios.-T<i/parya. 
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in Su. 1-1-3). In fact the denial (in the foregoing Sutra) 
of the fourfoldness of. Iustruments of Cognition is based 
upon the assumption that 'l1radition and the rest are distinct 
(from Perception &c.) ;-and this 

fa NOT A CORRECT DENIAL ; AS ' 'fRADITION' IS NOT 

DIFFEREN'r FROM ' Worm '; AND ' PnEstrMPTION ',' DEnoc

•rtoN AND ' ANTITHESIS • ARN NOT DIFFERENT FROM ' INFER• 

,ENcE.'-Su. (2). 

The said denial of fourfoldness cannot be right. 
''Why?,, ' Word ' having been defined as ' the assertion 
of a. reliable person ', this definition does not fail to include 
' Tradition ' ;• so that the difference (between the two, which 
the opponent relies upon) is found to be engulfed in non
d{fference. Then again, ' Inference ' consists in the 
cognising, through the perceptible, . of the imperceptible 
related to it; and precisely, the same is the case also with 
' Presumption', 'Deduction' and 'Antithesis'. ,vhat 
happens in the case of ' Presumption I is that -on our 
cognising what is asserted by a certain sentence, there arises 
the cognition of what is not asserted by it,-this cognition be
ing due to the relation of' opposition', (negative concomitance, 
subsisting between what is asserted and what is not asserted) ; 
and this is only a case 'Inference'. Similarly what happens 
in the case of ' Deduction• is that, the Composite and the 
Component being related to each other b,y the relation of 
invariable concomitance, the cognition of the former gives 
rise to the cognition of the lat,ter ; and this is only a case of 
'Inference•. Lastly, (what happens in. the case o.f 
' Antithesis ' is that) it being found that of two things, 
while one is present the other cannot be present,-and · thus 
the two being recognised as contraries,--if it is found 
that a certain effect does . not come about (even when 
the necessary cause is there), we conclude that there 
must be. something obstructing the cause (this something 
being what is contrary to the effect) ; and this is pure 
' Inference \ 

0 Unless the Tradition is known to ha,·c originally emanated from a reliable 
person, it is not accepted as a valid means of cognition ; and. when it is known to 
pr.,ccc:d from a rcliaLlc porsou, it iH exactly on the same footing as' Word '•---,f <il
parya. 
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Thus we conclude that the said division of the Instru
ments of Cognition (into/our) is quite right. 

Varfika on Su. (2). 

[P. 277, L. 14 to P. 279, 4 ]. 

As a matter of fact, ' Tradition ' and the rest,, as des
cribed by the Purvapakfin, are included in those already 
mentioned (in Sii. 1-1-3); and it is for this reason that they 
have not been mentioned separately. Another reason why 
they have not been separately dealt with lies in the fact that 
there is no subject for these; that is to say, as a matter 
of fact, there is nothing, apart from what forms the 
subject of Perception &c., that could form the subject of 
Tradition and the rest; so that they cannot be fegarded as 
distinct Instruments of Cognition. If you think that 
they must be distinct because they serve distinct purposes,
in that case you should reject the number eight; that is to 
say, you have held that the number of Instr1iments of 
Cjgnition should be eight (not/ 011,r} ; and this will have to 
be rejected if you admit that the diversity of Instrumeuts 
of Cognition is due to the diversity in the purposes· servcld 
by them ; for in the first place snoh a premiss would be too 
wide, in view of the fact that several purposes are found 
to be served by a sin1le instrument ; for instance, the eyo 
alone brings about the apprehension of several colours, 
in the shape of the Blue and the rest. (So that even though 
the purposes servt3d by the Instruments of Cognition be 
diverse, the number of those Instruments themselves may 
be one only, not eight] ;-or the organ (of the eye) would 
also have to be regarded as several ! If you hold that 
diversity is due to the diversity of purpof:les served, a single 
sense-organ should be regarded as diverse.' • 

0 There can be no such comprehensive and water-tight classe~ of 'purposes' 
which could serve as the meanH of C1'cluding one kind of Instrument of Cognition 
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If you argue that n sense-organ is regarded as one only, 
becanse of the fact that there is no diversity in the objects 
(perceived by its means), included as they a.re under a single 
• community ' [ i.e., for instance, all colours are one, inasmuch 
as they are all included under the single community of 
' Colour '],- then, in that case, it is not for you to deny the 
fourfoldness of the Instruments of Cognition on the ground 
of Tradition, Presumption Deduction and Antithesis being 
means of cognition.• 

" If Tradition &c. are not distinct Instruments of Cog
nition, it behoves you to point out under which Instruments 
of Cognition they are included". 

The present Sutra shows under wl1at they are includ
ed:-' Tradition' is n1Jt different from .• Wonl',~c. ~c. ~r..
says the Sutra. 'Tradition' is included· under' Word', as 
it l1as the same characteristics ; the characteristics of the Ins• 
trument of Cognition known as •Word' are such as are not ah• 
sent from ' Tradition '; hence the supposed difference /Jecomes 
engulfed in non-difference, 'Presumption', 'Deduction' and 
' Antithesis ' are all included under ' Inference '; because 
they Q have the same· cliaracter as • Inferen.ce. ' '' Bow is 
Presumption included under Inference?" It is so includ
ed, for what forms tlie subject of Presumption is the affirma
tion of one thing on the basis of the denial of another thing 
-------·--------- --------------
from another ; so that each ' purpose ' standing by itself, there 8hould be as many 
Instrument~ as there are cognitions ; a111l thus their number will be not eigT1t, but 
endless.-f afparya. 

• Just as in the case of the eye, it is regarded as one because the objects appre
hended by its means are included nnder oue comprehensive concept of 'colour', So 
' Perception' would be one, a~ apprehending things having the common character of 
being in contact with sense-organs, ' lnfereuce ' would be one, as apprehending 
all things falling nuder the community of things related by concomitance; Verbal 
cognition would be one, as apprel1endi11g things falling within the community of 
being related to words; and Analogical cognition would be one, bearing upon things 
having the common character of being related by the relation of uame and named, 
Ami as those four would exhaust all possible objects of Cognition, any denial of the 
fourfcld division would be wrong.-'f a/parga. 
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(the two things being mutually exclusive}; that is to say, 
when between two things (mutually exclnsive) one is denied, 
what is meant to be implied is the affirmation of the other; 
e. g. when there is the denial ' the man does not eat in 
the day, ' what is implied is the affirmation ' he eats at 
night', 

Some people object to this example of 'Presumption'; 
they argue thu~ :-" The denial ' he does not eat in the day' 
does not necessarily lead to the said Presumption ; because 
the said denial can mean two things-' he does not only eat 
in the day ' and ' he does not eat in the day onlg ' ; and as 
it can mean both of these, it cannot be right to presume, on 
the basis of the said denial, that ' he eats at night.'• 

This reasoning however is not right; for what is urged 
is an impossibility : the said denial simply cannot moan that 
• he does not only eat in the day ', for the. simple reason 
that the fact of the man doing nothing else but eating is 
rejected by its sheer improbability [ and as such does not 
stand in need of being denied at all]; it is never possible 
for any person to do nothing else but eat during the day; 
as even while the man is eating, he is not only eating, [he is 
doing many other such acts as sitting, seeing, smelling, 
&c.J,-what to say of the time at which he is not eating? 
Thus then, the fact of the man not only eating in the day 
being already rejected by its sheer improbability, the denial 
' he does not eat in the day ' must be taken simply as 
denying the time 0£ eating ; or, if this meaning were not 
accepted, the denial would be absolutely meaningless ; the 
denir.il of other acts (which would be the only other .meaning 
possible) is rejected by its sheer improbability, and the 

0 If the meaning is that' he does not eat during the day only',-in that case it 
would be right to presume from this that ' he eats at night.' But the other mean
ing is also possible-that 'he does not only eat in the day'; and this means that 
' during the day he does not eat only, but he does many other things ' ; and certainly 
this docs not imply that' he eats at night.'-frllpai·ya. 
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denial of the particular time you do not accept ; and so 
[these peing the only two meanings possible] the denial 
becomes absolutely meaningless. '' Well, let it be mean
ingless; what harm does that do us?" It would mean 
the rejection of what has been accepted by you. " What 
is it that has been accepted by us ?" That the denial 
is of the negatior1 of other acts, • and not of the particular 
time ; and certainly if the sentence means this, it cannot be 
meaningless. · 

Thus then it is found that inasmuch as Presumption 
consist,s in the affirmation of one thing on the 

Var. P. 279. 
basis of the denial of another, it is only a case 

of Inference. " Which kind of Inference is it ?" It 
falls under the' Samanyafo<Jri1ta' Inference. 

The same reasonings are applicable to ' Deduction' and 
1 Antithesis ' also; 1 Deduction' is only Inference, and 
so is 'Antithesis'; as has been already explained ; both 
of these also are included under' Samanyaforjri1ta' Infer
ence. 

Bha1ya on Sa. (3). 
[P. 101, L. 10 to L.14]. 

[Says the Opponent l-cc It has been asserted (in the 
" Bha~ya, P. 100, ll. 14-15) that it is tru6 that 'l'radition and 
cc the rest are Instruments of Oognition ; but it does not follow 
" that they are distinct Instruments of Oogn-ition_ ;-now this 
cc admits that Tradition &c. are real means of Cognition ; but 
1' this admission is not right ; as 

cc PRESUMPTION OANNOT BE ! TRUE INSTRUMENT OF 

" COGNITION, AS IT IS UNCERTAIN {NOT ALW4.YS TRUE) "• 

(So. ·a). 

• ~he term f-.r-wtfil'f'W: must mean ' the denial of the negation of other 
actions'; the compound as it stands, apprars to have a sense quite contrary to 

this ; hence the 'f afparga interprets it as foll->ws-~fJPRT: q •~,.• ~: 
navt"l't'Ut8'1'~ ''.!li' ..-., cn11 ll'~'lf:, The correct reading.is~m11fwttr-' 

ilr,.11t..11 : as in the Benares edition. 
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" From the assertion-' there is no rain when there are 
" no clouds '-it is presumed that ' there is rain when there 
"are clouds '; as a matter of fact however, sometimes it so 
" happens that even though clouds are present there is no 
" rain; so that Presumption is not always a true Instrument 
" of Right Cognition." 

Par#Aa on Sa. (3). 
[P. 279, L. 4 to L. 11 ]. 

" You hold• that Tradition and the rest have not been 
'' mentioned separately because they are already · included in 
" those already mentioned; and the Bha1ya has also said that 
'' it is true that Tradition and the rest are Instruments of 
" Cognition g-o. g-o., but this admission is not right ; because 
'' Presmnption oannot 1Je a true Instrument of Bight Oogniti'ln 
" g-o. g-c.-says the Sii~ra. The Presumption which you hold 
" to.be an Instrument of Right Cognition is not a true means 
" of cognition ; i. e. at times it does not bring about the 
"right cognition of things; e. g. from the assertion-' there 
" is no rain when there are no clouds '-it is sought to be 
" presumed that 'there is rain when there are clouds ' ; 
" but as a matter of fact, sometimes it so happens that there 
" is no rain, even though clouds are present ; so that the 

· "presumption is not always true." 
Bhii1ya on Su. ( 4). · 

[P. 101, L. 14 to P. 102, L. 7]. 
rour answer to the above objection is as follows J-There 

is no uncertainty attaching to Presumption ;-
IT IS ON ACCOUNT OF WHAT IS NOT PRESUMPTION BEING 

REGARDED AS PRESUMPTION [THAT THERE ARISES THE IDEA 

OF ITS BEING NOT ALWAYS TRUE]. 

[What the particular instance of Presumption cited is 
meant to indicate is the general principle that] from 
the assertion that 'when the cause t is abst1nt the effect is not 

/ 

0 Both editi~ns read~ ; and the only way to construe it is to take the Intro
duction to the Purvapakfa 8ufra as beginning with 'aW.' 

t The Bhiifyachan,,ra explains this as standing for the whole eet of C&lltles 
necessary to bring about the effect. 
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produced', we presume its obverse that 'when the cause is 
present the effect is produced ' ; •ereistence being the obverse 
of non-ereistence ; and certainly this presumption of the 
production of the effect when the cause is present is never 
found to fail in any single case of the presence of the cause; 
that is, there is not a single case in which the effect is 
produced when the cause is not present ; so that Presumption 
cannot be regarded as uncertain or not always true, As 
for a certain contingency under which, even when tbe cause 
(clouds) is present, the effect (rain) does not appear, by 
reason of the causal operation being obstructed by something 
(high winds, for instance),-this is a characteristic of all 
causes ; and this is not what forms the subject of Presump
tion. " What is it that forms its subject ?". The 
principle that ' the effect -is produced when the cause is 
present' ; i. e., that the production of the effect is never 
unconeomitant with the presence of the cause,-t,his is what 
forms the subject of Presumption. Such being the fact, it 
is clear that when the Opponent denies the truth of Pre
sumption, he regards as Presumption what is not real 
Presumption. The characteristic of all causes (mentioned 
above) is what is actually seen, and hence cannot be 
denied. 

Var/ika on Sa. (4). 
(P. 279, L. 11 to P. 280, L. ti]. 

[Before explaining the answer given by the Sn/ra and 
the Bliii~yaJ the rar_/ika offers its own answer]-If your denial 
is meant to apply to all Presumptions, then the ' uncertainty' 
(that you put forward as your reason) is such as is not 
present in the whole . 'subject ' ; i. e., if you make all 
' Presumption' the ' subject ' of your reasoning, then, as 
a matter of fact, it cannot be true that every Presumption is 
' uncertain ' [so that your premiss itself is untrue]. If, on 
the other hand, you have for your ' subject ' only such 
Presumption as is ' uncertain ',-then, in the first place, we 
would admit your conclusion ; for we also hold that uncertain 

t The Bhawacha11rf,ra explains 'bhava' and 'abhat•a' as standing for bhuta 
and abhut;;. But it is distinctly better to take the terms in their ordinary abstract 

sense. The reading of the printed text is not right ; the right reading is 1111~~'11~ 

"1'11: as found in the Puri l\lss. am! also in Bhti§!Jachanrf,ra. 
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Presumption' is not a true Instrument of Right Cognition'; 
but as a matter of fact, in that case there will be no valid 
' probans ' available for you (whereby to prove your con
c]nsion) ; as what you do put forward as your probans (viz: 
' uncertainty ') would form a qualifying factor of the 
Proposition itself; i. e., your Proposition being in the form 
' the uncertain Presumption is not a true Instrument of 
Right Cognition ', there is nothing that could he put for
ward as the Probans. So that the said assertion cannot bf.I 
pnt forward as a ' Proposition ' either ; firstly because 
there is no Probans to prove it, and secondly because it 
implies an admission that involves self-contradiction on 
your part ; that is to say, when you assert that ' the uncertain 
Presumption is not a true Instrument of Cognition', you 
admit that the certain Presumption is a true Instrument of 
Cognition; [which contradicts your original proposition that 
no Presumption is a true Instrument of Cognition]. Lastly, any 
such assertion as that 'the uncertain Presumption is not a true 
Instrument of Cognition ' is absolutely futile [ as no one ever 
holds such Presumption to be a true Instrument of Cognition]. 

Even that particular, instance of Presumption (cited in 
the Bha~ya) which you have in mind is not uncertain; for 
there arises the idea of ' uncertainty ' because what is not 
Presumption is regarded as Presumption,-says the SUtra. 

\'ar. P. 280. As a matter of fact, no ' uncertainty ' attaches to 
this Presumption. The Presumption being that 

' there is rain when there are clouds'; in what way can this 
be 'uncertain ' ? Specially as what it means is only that 
' there is rain when there are clouds'; and not that 'whenever 
there are clouds there is bound to be rain'. In cases where, 
even when clouds are present there is no rain, this is due to 
some obstruction in the operation of the cause (of rain); 
and certainly this does not form the object of Presump~ion ; 
the subject of Presumption being that ' the effect appea.rs 
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when the cause is present ',-how could this be ever' un
certain' r It could be. 'uncertain', only if ever an effect 
appeared without its cause; but as a matter 0£ fact such is 
never found to be the case ; so that it can never be regarded 
as ' uncertain '. 

Sll(ra (5). 
FURTHER, 'l'HE DENIAL ITSl')LF IS INVALJD,-BEINQ 

U.NCERTAIN (N01' UNIVEBSALLY '.l'ROE).-(Sii~ra 5 ). 
Bha1ya on 8'il. ( 5 ). 

[P. 102, L. 9 to L. 11]. 
The denial (by the· opponent) is in the form of the sen

tence "Presumption cannot be a true Instrument of Cogni
tion, as it is uncertain" (Sii, 3); and what this denies is only 
the fact of Presumption being a true Instrument of Cognition; 
it does not deny the eaiistence of Presumption• ; and as such 
this deuial itself becomes 'uncertain '; being ' uncertain ', 
it is invalid ; and being invalid, it cannot set·ve the purpose 
of (rightly) denying anything.t 

Par/ilea on Sn. :(5). 
[P. 280, L. 9. to L. 13]. 

The denial is invalid ~r,. /c.-says the S:utra. The 
denial that you propound-" Presumption cannot be regarded 
as a true Instrument of Cognition, because it is uncertain " 
_;is itself uncertain, not universally true ; inasmuch as it 
does not deny the existence; i. e. this denial does not deny. 
the existence of Presumption. " But, how do you know 
that is does not deny its existence?'" We know this 
because it denies a particular fact in regard to Presumption, 
and not all Presumption itself : So that not denying the 
existence of Presuinption (and admitting thereby that there 
is some true Presumption), the denial becomes ' uncertain '. 

0 That is, not the form of ' Presumption' itseli-says the Bha~yacha114,ra. 
t The denial would be certai11 only if ii were in the form 'there is no such thing 

as Presumption' ; but this denial of the existence of a thing, on the basis of its being 
'uucertaiu' would not be true ; for certainly what is uuc~rtain does not cease to 
exist; for instance; even though' knowability' is uncertain as proving 'eteroality', 
it is uot non-existent,-f au,arya. 
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Bhli~J/a l)n Sil. (6). 
[1-'. 102, L. 11 to L. 1G I, 

You might argue as follows:-'' Particnlar assertions 
relate to only certain subjects; and their • ce"rtainty' or 
' uncertainty' also can be in relation to those particular 
subjects only; and in the case in question the mere eJ:istence (of 
Presumption) is not the subject of our d.,nial [hence any 
'certainty' relating to that erei11tence cannot affect the validity 
of our denial)." · 

'J'o this our answer would be as follows :-
811/ra (6). 

fF THE DKNIAL IS VALID, THKRE OAN BE NO INVALIDl'l'Y IN 

PRESUi'\lP'fION,-Sfi. (6). 

Of Presumption also what forms the subject jg the fact 
that 'the appearance of the effect is never in concomitant with 
the exi:-tonce of the cause'; and not that the said concorniLance 
is a charactt-ir of the cause [i. e.~ it does not mean that whenever 
the cause is present, the effect must appear J; because as a 
matter of fact the cause does nfJt produce the effect when 
there is an obstacle to its operation. 

Par{ika on Su. (6), 

You might argue as follows:-" Mere existence ( of Pre
" sumption) is not the subject of our denial;_ what it denies 
" is the fact of Presumption being a true Instrnment of 
" Cognition; so that when bearing upon its own subject the 
" denial cannot be invalid ; for that alone can be regarded 
'' as invalid which is found to ha applicable to its own sub
" ject as well as to other things like that subject ; and no 
" such invalidity can belong to the denial of the fact of 
" Presumption being a valid Instrument of Cognition. 
" Hence our denial carmot be regarded as invalid." 

Our answer to this is as follows :-If the denial is va,lid, 

Var. P. 281. 
there can he no invalidity in Pres1J.mpti01i
(says the Sutra). If you think that that 

alone . is invalid which is applicable to its own subject as 
well as to other things like that subject, then Presumption 
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also is not invalid ; as a matter of fact, no effect is ever 
found to be produced while its cause is non-existent land if 
such were ever found to be the case, then alone could Pre
sumption be said to be invalid]. 

This Sufra is simply meant to urge the self-contradiction 
involved (in the position of the opponent); the sense being 
that in making the two ass~rtions-' that· alone is. invalid 
which subsists in things othtir than its own subject ' and 
'Presumption is invalid '-the Opponent contradicts himself. 

Or, the Safra may be taken as bringing home to the Oppo• 
nent his ignorani,e ; the sense being that without knowing 
what is meant by 'invalidity ' (not being alu·ays frue) you 
are making the assertion that '1 Prtisumption cannot be re
garded as a valid Instrument of Cognition, as it is not alwayR 
true ,• (Su. S) ; and such being the case, we shall treat your 
assertion with indifference ; the rambling words of a lunatic 
need not be heeded. 

Bha1ya o" Sa. ('i). 

[P. 102, L. 17 to P. 103, L. 3]. 

[Having -failed in regard to Presumption, the Opponent 
next directs his attack against the validity of 'Antithesis'] 
-" Well, then, what you have said (Bha~ya, P. 100 LI 16-17) 
admits the validity of 'Antithesis' as an Instrument of (Cog-
nition); and this is not right. Why ? '' Because, 

"ANTITHESIS CANNOT RE REGARDED AS A VAl,ID INS• 

TRUMEN'l' of CoGNI'rION; AS THEaE IS NOTHING THAT CAN BE 

THE OBJECT OF COGNITION BY ITS MEANS.''-(Su. 7). 

(Our answer to this is as foJlows]-As a matter of fact 
there are m3:ny things th~t. are found, in ordinary experience, 
to be the obJects of Cogmt1on by means of ' Antithesis '; and 
in view of this fact, it is through sheer audacity that you make 
the a~sertion · that " Antithesis cannot be regardeg .as a valid 
Instrument of Cognition, a.9 there is nothing that can be tlte 
object of cognition b,1/ its means.'' 
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Va1·(ika on Su. (i). 

[P. 281, L. 6 to L. 9.] 

897 

'' .Antithesis cannot be regardAd as a valid Instrument of 
'' Cognition ; a-3 it can have no object ; that which has no 
" object cannot be an Instrument of Cognition ; &. g., the 
" word ' cow ' is not an Instrument of the Cognition of the 
"Horse (simply because the Horse is not its object); and as 
'' Antithesis is found to have no object, it cannot be a valid 
".I nstrumer:t of Cognition.'' 

But who has ever said that Antithesis is an Inst.rurneut 
of Cognition; what we mean is that the con<JP.pl,fon of Anti

thesis is an Instrument of Cognition, as by means of this 
conception things are cognised And when asked as to what 
is the object of this conception-we say ' it is Antithesis.'• 

. Blia~ya on Su. (8). 

[P. 103, L. 3 to L. ~]. 

Of the vast number of things (cognised by means of Anti
thesis), a portion is exemplified:-

Su(ra (8). 

CERTAIN THINGS REING MARKED, THOSE NOT MARKED, 

BEING CHARACTJ.<mISED BY THE ABSENCE OF THAT MARK, 

COME ~O BE REGARDED AS THE OBJECT OF COGNITION BY 

THE SAID MEANS (uF ANTI'fHESlS).-Su. (8). 

That is to say, those things become the objects of co<Yni• 
tion by means of' .Antithesis' or 'Negation'. "How s;?" 
·when certain things-some pieces · of cloth, which are 
indicated as not required-are marked, those (pieces of 
cloth) that are indicated as required and are not simi
larly marked are characterised by the absence of that mark; 
i. e., they are recognised by the absence of that mark. So 

'" So that by saying that ' Antithesis is au Instrument of Cognition what is 

meant is that the cognition of things is brought about by means of the conception 

of Antithesis. And this cannot be d~nied. 
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that when both (the marked and the unmarked pieces} are 
present, and a man is asked to 'bring the unmarked pieces 
of cloth', he recognises the unmarked pieces by the ab.M1CP, 

of the mark in them; and having recognised them, he brings 
them. And an 'Instrument of Cognition' is only that which 
brings about cognition [so that as bringing about the 'cogni
tion' of the required pieces of cloth, U.e nPgrJtion of marks 
must be regarded as an Instrument of Cognition], 

Var/ika on Sn. (8 ), 
[P. 281, L. 9 to L. 17]. 

The Sutra '(8) is meant to show just one instance 
out of the hrge · number of cases where cognition is brought 
about by the instrumentality of Negation. Oertr.iin, things 
being marked &c. &c.-says the Su/ra .• When a man is asked 
to 'bring the unmarked pidces of cloth',-and he finds there 
both marked and unmarked pieces,-it is by means of the 
absence of mark in them that he recognises those in which 
he does not see the ma.rk ; and thus his c:ognition being in 
conformity with the directions he has received, he brings 
up the pieces he has l'ecognised. And an 'Instrument of Cog• 
nition' is only that which is the means of a thing being cog
nised. .From all this the conclusion is that Negation is a 
real Instrument of Cognition. 

SR/ra (9). 
JF 11' DE UIWEO 'l'HA'l'-" WHEN 'fRE THING IS NON

EXIS'lENT, '!'HERE CAN DE NO ANTITHESIS lOR NEGATION} OF 

11' ''-OUR ANtiWEll, IS THAT THIS IS NOT RIGHT, AS rr IS 

POSSIBLE FUR 'l'HE 'l'HiNG TO EXIST ELSEWBERE,-(Su. 9). 
llha§ya on Sn. 9. 

(P. 10a, L. 11 to L. 14]. 
[The Opponent says ]-•"Where a certain thing, having 

u existed, ceases to exist, the1·e alone its antithesis is possible; 
"in the case of the unmarked cloth-pieces however (where 
"the marks have never oxisted), the marks have not• ceased 
" to exist after having existed there ; so that any antithesis 
"of the µiarks is not possible in this case.'' 

0 The printed text reads ~'"-ITA ""T II' \f1'T•i'I', But the seu8e requil'es 
If 11' ~ 1 as found iu the Puri MS, 
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Our answer to this is that this is not right, as it is pos,ible 
for the thing to ereist elsewhere. 'l'hat is to say, what happens 
is that the man (asked to bring the unmarked cloths) sees the 
presence of marks in certain pieces, and does not, perceive it 
in others,-so that perceiving the absence (antithesis, 'pre
vious negation', non-appearanca) of the marks in these latter, 
he cognises, by means of this antithesis, the thing required 
(i. e., the unmcir ked cloths).• 

Var/ika on Su. (9). 

[P. 281, L. 18 to P. 282, L. 31, 
If it be urged g-c.-says the SUtra. This is perhaps what 

you ( the PUrvapak~in ) means-'' Where a thing exists, 
there alone its antithesis is possible; in the unmarked cloths 
the marks have never existed; so that there can be no anti
thesis of them there. t " 

Our answer is that this is not right ; as what you urge 
is due to your ignorance ; apparently you have 

Var. P. 282· uot grasped our meaning. We do not say that a 
thing is non-existent where it exists; what we do say is 
that when the man perceives the rnarked cloths, he recog
nises others as characterised by the absence of marks. So that 
the objection urged by the Purvapak~in rs entirely baseless. 
This is what is meant when the SUtra says-this is nf)t right, 
as it is possible for the thing to ereist elsewhere. 

0 This is what the Puroapalc~in has in view-" The idea of negation is d<!
pendeut upon previous exiBtenc11 ; so that where the marks have never existed, how 

can you conceive of their negation ? " This objection proceeds on the supposition 
tliat there is only one kind of Negation-in the form of 'destruction,' where the 
thing ceases to exist, after having exi,ted. But it is forgotten that there is also 
such a nega ion as Previous Negation, the absence of a thing b,fure it comes into 
existence ; both theee negations are perceptible ; for instance, when we see the 
milk we perceive in it the negation of cui·ds, whiuh is ' previous ' negation ; and 
when the milk has been· made into curds, we perceive there the ne9atio11 of millc, 
which is 'destruction'.-fcifparya, 

t Both editions read lf'JI' 'II' ~; but what is required is 'II' 'f!l"fflfir ; as 

it refers to lillol1~: I 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



900 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Sfi{ra; (JO). 
[SAYS '.l'HE OPPONENT]-''. THE PRESENCE OF THE 

AIARK !IN '.l'HE UNMARKED '.l'IIIN08) CANNOT BE THE llfEANS 

(OF ANY COGNITION) IN R~JGARD TO THE UNJII.\RKED '.l'HINGS." ll! 

Blta~y,1. on S;;. (I&). 
[P. 103, L. 16 to L. 18]. 

'' The presence of the marks is in the markPd cloths ; 
" and t.he antithesis is not of these marks; in fact the 
" ant,ithesis of those marks present in the marked cloths is 
"in the unmarknl cloths; and this antithesis cannot be the 
"means (of any cognition). rrhose that are present, to speak 
'' of the antithesis of those would involve contradiction in 
'' terms." t 

Var/ika on, Su. (10). 
[P. 282, L. 5 to L. 6 J. 

'' Tlie presPrW'- ef the marks g-c. g-r..-says · the Su~ra. 
" Those marks that are present in the marked cloths cannot 
" be non-existent t for any person ; and those that are pre
" sent, to speak of their negation involves contradiction in 

'' terms." 
Sii(ra (11). 

'l'ms rs NOT RIGH'r §; AS '.l'HE POSSIBILl'l'Y (m·· THE 

COGNITION). IS IN VI_EW OF THE AflTUAL PRESENCl!l 01!' THE 

lllARKS (ELSEWHERE)-(Su. 11). 
0 1'his rendering is rnore in conformity with the wordinJ.( of the Sii\ra, than 

the following,-which is iti accordance with the construction put upon the Sutra by 
the Blta§ya and the Varfika-" The marks exh,ting in the marked thing~, this 
antithesis in the unmarked.things cannot be the means of.any cognition." The 
sense remains very much the same in both cases. 

This S'itra is not found in the Puri Sii!ra-MS. 

t Where the marks are present, there you cannot conceive of their antithesis ; 
n.s this would involve a contradiction in terms ; while where they are never present, 
tlier~ it is impossible to conceh•e of their antithesis ; as antithesis or negation 
presupposes previous existence. So that no such 'antitlu,sis' being conceivable, 
it cannot be regarded as an Instrument of Cognition-fauxiry!ll. 

:t The Benares edition rightly supplies an additional If. 

§ Having omitted the preceding l'a,·vapakra Sii!ra, the Puri MS. of the Su tra 
text omits this ;J here, 
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Bhil~ya 016 Su. (11). 

[P. l 03, L. 20 to L. 22]. 

901 

We do not say that there is antithesis (absence, non
existence) of those marks that are present (in that same thing 
where the antithesis is conceived of); what we say is that the 
marks being present in some and not present in other things, 
when a person, looking for the marks, does not find them 
present in these latter things; these things he conies to 
recognise by means of that absence (antithesiR) of the marks. 
[ So that the absence becomes the means of the cognition of 
those things]•. 

Var/ika on Sa. (11). 

(P. 282, L. 9 to L. J l]. 

Tltis is not right ~c. ~c.-says the Sil~ra. We do not 
say that there is antithesis of the marks in that same thing 
where they are present; what we say is that in view of the 
presence of the marks in certain things, one comes to know 
certain other things where the marks are absent,-and 
this knowledge is got at by means of the negation (of the 
marks). 

Su/ra (12). 
THEN AGAIN, TRE ANTITHESIS OF A THlNG IS POSSIBLE 

Bl!JFORE IT OOMES HlTO EXISTENOE.-(S0. 12). 

Bha~ya on Sa. (12). 
[P. 104, L. 2 to L. 4]. 

As a matter of fact, there are two kjnds of Antithesis ; one 
consisting in the non-existence of the thing before it has 
come into existence, and anotherconsistinginitsnon-existence, 
after having come intoexistence, dueto its dest,ruction ;-now 
the ' Antithesis ' of the marks that there is in t,he unmarked 

0 jFor Antithesis being a means of cognition, all that is necessary is that there 
should be an idea of the Antithesis, and not that the antithesis should actnally be 
there ; and as a matter of fact the idea of the negation or absence of marks in one 
thing can very well be due to, and in relation to, the presence of those marks iri 
something else ; this idea being in this form-' the marks that Iare present in thoatJ 

things over there, are not present in tkes11 tl1ings,-:-so these are the u111narked things 
that l waut.' 
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things is that of the former kind,-that consisting in their 
non-existence before they have come into existence ; and 
not of the other kind (so that the objection urged in Sii. 9 
does not lie with our view at all]. 

Par#1'a on.Sa. (12). 

[P~ 282, L. 14 to L. 19]. 

The Antithesis of a thing is possible ~e. q-c.-says the 
Sutra. There are two kinds of Antithesis,-that consisting 
in the non-existence of the thing before it comes into. exis
tence, and the other, due to the destruction of the thing, 
consisting in its non-existence after it has come into exis
tence. Of these two, the Antithesis of this latter 
kind,-i. e. Destruction,-is not possible of the marks in 
the Cloths, where they have never existed ; but the other 
kind is quite conceivable•. 

In reality, the objections urged in Sii. 9 and 10 are both 
of the nature of Casuistry ; the right answer to all Casuistry 
has been provided by us under Sii. 1-2-12 ( Yar{ika, text, 
P. 179); where we have shown that if the Casuistry is urged 
knowingly (intentionally), it is open to the charge of being 
irreler,antt; while if it is done unknowingly, it only shows 
the casuist's ignorance; hence arguments in the form of 
Casuistry should never be put forward. 

End of See, (1). 

u Ti1e 'f<i~parya rightly remarks that when the Bhawa and the V<i1•~ifca speak 
of two ki11ds of Antithesis, it is not meant that they recognise only these two kinds ; 
for in reality there are/our kinds of antithesis ; all that is meant is that Destruction 
is not the only kind of Antithesis, as the opponent seems to take for granted, 

t In the original pass;1ge of the Vartika on P: 179, we have the term '.nmrat' 
for what here appears as lll'411•••mi though both stand for the same thing, the 
Clincher of ' Irrelevancy ', yet the former is more in keeping with the actual name of 
the Clincher as mentioned in SO. 5-2-1. 
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S,,ction (2). 
Non-eternality nf Words. 

[Su~ras 13-;18.] 
Bha§ya on Su. (13.) 

[ P. 1°'1, L. 5 to P. 106, L. ] 

903 

Sfi~ra 1-1-7 says 'iip/'>pa(Je-~haJJ, shabrJalJ,,' 'Word is the 
assertion of a reliable person', meaning that it is only a 
particularly qualified Word that can be the Instrument of 
Right ·cognition ; which implies that there are several kinds 
of 'Sliribq,a. Now in regard to all this 'Shab(la ', in 
general we proceed to consider whether it is eternal or non. 
eternal.* 

On this point Doubt arises, on account of there being a 
difference of. opinion caused by such reasons being adduced 
as tend to produce uncertainty (.in men's minds).t 

r'l'he following are the different opinions thatJ1ave been 
held on the point]-(1) "Sound is a quality of .L!.ka.~ha, it 
is all-pervading and eternal, and it is liable to manifesta
tion only. ":I: ['rhe Mzm.amsaka view.]-(2) " Sound lies latent 

"The purpose of this section is thus explained by_the Pai·ishuif,if,hi-When we 
have proved that Words are not immaculate self-sufficient entities, we can regard 
the Veda a3 the' word of a reliable person', and hence an Instrument of Right 
Cognition. Otherwise, if the Veda were eternal, it would be open to this suspicion 
that it may not be reliable ; as no one knows when an,l by whom it was propound
ed ; and in ordinary usage, all such word~ as cannot have their source traced are 
regarded as of doubtful veracity ; and further, Word-which is only a particular kind 
of Sound-could be a quality of Afdsha only if it were non-eternal ; and the fact 
of Sound being apprehended by the auditory organ alone can be explained only on 
the basis of its being a quality of Akasha. 

To avoid confusion, it has to be borne in mind that our Author now 
proceeds to discuss the eternality or non-eternality of SounJ, in general ; as Words 
only represent a particular combination of Sounds ; as is made clear by what the 
Bha~ya says on P. 115, L. 20. 

t The Vartilca reads this as a Siitra; but neither the Nyaysuchlniban<!,ha nor 
any Sii!ra Ms., read~ it as such. The Puri Mss. read an additional "II after 
firi:rftrrir: ; but from what follo.,,s the 'Iii' would appear to be superfluous. 

:j: According to this view, the air-currents set in motion by the impact (of the 
stick on the _drums, or of the vocal chords) moves forward, until they reach the 
tympanum and manifest, i. e., lrender audible, the Sound already subsisting in the 
lkiislia enclosed in the ear-cavity.-'f'atparya. 

See Prii.bhiil•am llfimiimsii, pp. 59-60. 
'It is liable to manifest4tion only, n-)t to production ; this is the force of the 

affix ka '-says th~ Bha~yachan<!,ra. 
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in (five) Substances, along with, and in the same manner aR, 
Odour and other qualities, and is liable to manifestation only."• 
[The Sankhya view].-( 3) " Sound is the quality of. A.l.:aslta 
liable to production and destruction." L 'l'he Ya.islte~ilta 
view J.-( 4) '' Sound is produced by disturbance in the basic 
elemental Substances, it does not subsist in anything,-it is 
liable to production and also to destruction." ['l.1he B au,Jgha 
view]. 

In view of this diversity of opinions, there arises a doubt 
as to what is the real truth. 

Our answer is that Sound is non-eternal. " Why ?" 

(A) BECAUSE IT HAS A CAUSE,t-(B) BECAUSE IT IS 

APPREHENDED 'fHROUGR A SENSE•OROAN1-AND (C) BECAUSE 

IT IS (coNCEIV1mt AND) SPOKEN OF AS A PRODUCT. 

(Su. 13). 

(A) The term at]i in the Safra stands for cause,-the 
etymological signification of the term being '. that where from 
a certain thing is drawn out or produced ', ar)iyafe asmiif.' 
As a matter of fact, it is found that what has a cause is non
eternal ;-so that as '.Sound is p1·oduced by conjunction or 
disjunction-and as such has o cause-it must be non-etern
al. " What is the meaning of the assertion that Sound 
has a cause?'' The meaning simply is that., inasmuch as 
Sound is liable to origination (to be produced, or brought 
into- existence), it is non-eternal,-that is, after having come 
into existence, it ceases to exist; that is, it is liable to des
truction. 

0 According to this view, Sou~d subsists in all such substances as the Jar &c.,
being 11 modification cif the 'earth' and the other Elemental Substances, each of whom 
is the aggregate product of the five Rudimentary Eleu:ients of Sound, Colour, Touch, 
Odour and Taste ; and being also a product of Self-consciousness, it is all-per
vading in its character ; so that when it happens to land upon a suitable place, 
it serves to 1I10dify the auditory organ that happens to be close by,-and it is as 
doing this modification that Sound becomes apprehended.-Tafpa,·ya. 

t The Blt{i~ya explains.ad, as cause. 

:J: The fd~parya remarks that ;;rq,rr~ stands not 01ily for actual expression, but 
also for the idea that people entertain in regard to Sound; 

The Bha1yachanr!,ra remarks that as the author o!' the Sutra stands in the position 
of a Teacher, the urgiug of several Reasons i8 not faulty. 
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(B) As it might be still regarded an open question, as to 
whether Sound is actually produced by conjunction and dis
junction, or it is only manifested by them,-the Sa Ira adds the 
second reason-Because it is apprehended through a sense
orga1, ;-i.e., it is apprehended by means of the contact of a 
Bh P 105 sense-organ. [In regard to Sound, the real 

a. • • question at issue is]-• Is Sound manifested 
and apprehended like the qualities of Colour and the rest, 
in t.he same place as its manifester ? or, Is it that the initial 
Sound is produced by contact, and it, in its turn, gives rise 
to a series of Sounds, and the Sounds thus reaching the au• 
ditory organ, become apprehended?' The answer to thjs 
is that Sound ca:n never be apprehended in the same place as 
its manifester; as it is apprehended after the conjunction or 
impact (which is its manif ester or originator). For instance, 
when a piece of wood is being cut, the Sound that arises from 
the impact of the axe with the wood is heard by the person at 
a distance after that impact has ceased ;-and it is never fouud 
possible for a manifested thing to be apprehended after its 
manifeeter has ceased to exist; so that the Impact cannot be 
regarded as a mere manijeJter ;~on the other hand if the 
Impact is the producer of the Sound, what happens is that the 
Impact having-produced the initial Sound, this latter gives 
rise to a series of sounds, and what is apprehended is that 
particular Sound of the series which happens to reach the 
Auditory Organ : so that in this case it would be quite 
possi~la for the Sound to be apprehended after the -Impact 
has ceased. 

(C) For the following reason also Sound is produced, 
not manifested:-Because it is conceived ,end spolcen of os a 
product. In ordinary parlance, it is only a product that is 
spoken of as • acute , or ' dull' ,-as we find in such expres
sions as 'acute pleasure ', • dull pleasure ', 'acute pain', 
' dull pain• ;-and in regard to Sound also we have such 
expressions as 'acute Sound •, 'dull Sound,' L Hence Sound 
must be a product J. "But as a matter of fact, the 
acuteness or dullness belongs to the manifester, whence arises 
the acuteness or dullness of the apprehension; just as in the 
case of Colour &c." This cannot be; as there is suppres• 
sion. What the opponent means is as follows :-'' '11he 
acuteness or dullness belongs to the manifesting Impact ; 
from that arises the acuteness or dullness of the apprehension 
of the manifested Sound, and there is no difference in the 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



906 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Sound itself; just as in the case of Colour, (the Colour re
maining the same), its apprehension is heightened (rendered 
more acute) or lowered {rendered dull) by the light that 
manifests it ".-But this cannot be, as there is suppression 
(in the case of Sound); that is to say, it is only when the 
Sound of the drum is acute that it suppresses the duller 
Sound of the lute, and not when it has been deadened and 
dull (this well-known fact cannot be explained on the hypo
thesis of the opponent; for] the suppression could not be 
done by the apprehension of the Sound ; and as for the 
Sound itself, it is the same in both cases {according to th e 
Opponent, whether the Sound of the Drum is acute or dulJ, 
it is the same Sound that has continued all along ; and hence 

Bha. P. 106. 
dull or acute, it should always suppress the 
Sound of the lute) ; if on the other hand, the 

Sound, in the two cases, be regarded as different, the 
said phenomenon of suppression becomes quite explicable. 
From this it follows that Sound is produced, not manife1Jted. • 
Then again, (according to the Opponent's view) no suppres
sion should be possible; because (according to him) the 
Sounds being manifested in the same place as their manifester, 
there could be no contact (between the two. and hence no sup
pression of the one by the other); so that according to the view 
that Sound is manifested in the same place as its manifester, 
no suppression would be possible; as the Sound of the lute 
(which is manifested in the lute) cannot be got at by the Sound 
of the Drum (which is manifested in the Drum). . If it 
be urged that there could be suppression even without the 
one getting at the other,-then (our answer would be that) 
in that case there would be suppression of all Sounds. The 
Opponent might think that-" even though one Sound is 
not got at by another, there could be suppression";-but if 
this could be possible, then just as the drum-Sound suppresses 
one lute-Sound-i. e,, that which has its manifester near the 
manifester of the drum-Sound-so would it suppress all 
lute-Sounds,-even those whose manif esters would be at a. 
distance from the Drnm; as the condition of not being in 
contact with the drum-Sound would be the same in the case 
of all lute-Sounds ; so that when a Drum would be sounded 

0 There is a long discussion in the f afparya as to whether the qualities of Sound 
are inherent and inseparable from it, or only accidental. The conclusion is that they 
are inherent in it ; &o that if the Sound remained the same, it could not have two 
such contrary characters as ' acuteness ' and 'dullness '. 
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at any on.e plaoe, it should render inaudible the Sound of all 
the lutes that might be sounded at the time anywhere; in 
all regions of the world ! On the other hand, (according to 
our view), the Series of Sounds (produced in each easel 
being distinct, it becomes possible for only a certain Dull 
Sound to be suppressed by a certain Acute Sound,-this 
being dependent upon their reaching the auditory organ at 
the same time. " W hat is it that you call suppression P" 
The auppre11ion of a thing consists in its being not ap• 
•prehended by reason of the . apprehension of a similar 
thing; as for instance, the light of the torch,-whioh 
would be (otherwise) visible,-is suppressed by the 
light of the sun [so that there is suppression of one Sound by 
another, when, being otherwise audible, it is rendered in
audible by another Sound].• 

P'artika on Su. (13). 
[P. 282, L. 19 to P. !95, L. 4].t 

TheBMlfY" says-Sli/ra 1.1.7 ,ays 'ap#opa,Pshah shab,Jal/ 
(Word is t'luJ assertion of a r_eliahl~ per.so11), meaning 

· Var: P. 283· that it is only a partioul.arl11 qualifi,ed word that can 
be the Inatrum11nt of Bight Ongnition; whfol, implie, that there 
are several kinds of '81,,afJ,Ja.' " How is this implied ?11 [It is 
implied by reason of the fact that 1 unless there is a diversity 
of things there can be no need for any qualifying terms,
and it is not right (for any writer) to make use of needless 

• Wh1mever there is suppression, a thing is suppressed by another thing 
&imilar to it,-and never by itself ; similarly when a piece of cloth is manifested 
by torch-light at midday, and also by the light of the midday sun, the cloth doe■ 
not suppress itself. But if sound were only manifuted, as it wou·ld be the same 
letter-Sound that would be manifested by the acute and the dull Sound, the 
suppression would mean that tbe Sound suppreBl!llS · itself ; which would be absnrd, 
Hence in view cf . this suppression, the two Sounds abo.ild be regarded as dia
tinct.-ftifparya. 

t The Sii\ra-numbering in the Varfil:a from thia point ia defective; as in 
both editions, a passage of the Bha!ya bas been treated as Siltra, for which 
there is no authority either in the Ngaga-auckiniban,lha or in the Sii\ra Mss. 
Just as in the B1&4fya, there is a long introduction to Sii. 13, in the lines 5-12 of 
P. 104; so in the V4rfika also we have a long introduction to the same Bfiifrti, 11 
extending from P. 282, L. 19 to P. 287, L. 9. We adhere to the 81ifr2-numbering 
of the printed Bluifya text. 
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qualifications; from this it is Qnly right to assert, on the 
basis of the qualification (occurring in the Sii~ra) that ShabrJa 
is of several kinds. Now in ,.egard to all this ' Shab<!,a' in 
general we proceed to considP.r whether it is eternal ur non-etern
al {Bha. P. 104) ;-by ' considering ' in this passage it is 
meant inr1t1stigating or examining of the question. 

On this point doubt arises, on account of there being a 
difference of opinion caused lJg such, reasons being adduced. a11 

tend to produce imcertaintg in. men's minds. (Bhli,fya 1041-7). 
What the term ' difference of opinion ' exactly means has 
already been explained (under Su. l-l-23). 

The different opinions on the point in · question are as 
follows:-

.(1) Some people have held that ShabrJa tSound), like 
Large Dimension, is a quality of .A.kasha, and is liable to be 
manifested. These people reason as follows :-" Sound. 
is eterdal,-because it is a qulity of .Akasha and subsists 
in a single substance which is indestructibfo,-:--that which is a. 
quality of Akaslaa and subsists in a single indestructible 
substance is always found to be aternal,-for example, the 
Large ·Dimension of .A.kisha,-and as Sound also is such 
a quality, it must be eternal ; and being eternal, it is capable 
of being manifested; aud its manifestera are Conjunction, 
Disjunction and Detonation.• 

(2) Other philosophers have held the view that Sound 
aiall in 1u61ta,ace, alo11g 111ith, and in the sams mtJnner as, 
Odour and ot1&er_q1.&tllities, and ia liable lo ma.nifutation oraly.
(BhiJfya). These people reason as follows:-" Sound sub
sists in the same ma~ner as Odour &c., and is also manifested . 

• When the dr11m i1 ■oalided, what maoifelta the ■ouod is the conju11dio11 or 
impact of the etick with the dnam ; when a piece of bamboo creks, the resulting 
sound. is manifeated J,y the cl'!#j•da11 oUhe ba1Dboo-6bre1 ; 'Detonation' is added 
in vie\Y of 1uch vague aouod, •• thoae of tbuud,r aud the like. 
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in the same manner as Odour &o. ; and the manifestcrs of 
Sound consist in the impact of lparticular things i(like the 
Drum and the Stick). 

(3) Others again have held the view that Sound is a 
quality of Akiisha, and is liable to production and destruction. 
These people declare that " Sound is non-eternal, it is a 

quality of .A.kasha and is capable of being produced and 
destroyed." 

( 4) Lastly, there Qre some phil->sophers who hold that 
Sound is produced by vibration in the elemental substances, 
-it does not subsist in anything,-and it is capable of pro
duction and destruction. 

In oiew of this diversitg of opfoi,ms there ari11es a doubt 

as to what is the real truth. (Bhi~ya.). 

The real truth is that So•nd is non-eternal. 

Now we proceed to consider what is this 'non-eternality'; 
-i. e., what is that character of befog ,ion-eternal by virtue of 
which Sound is called 'non-eternal'. 

(A) Some persons have held the view that 'non•eter.nality' 
consists ifl previous non-ea:i8le11ce and destr1ict~on ; they explain 
that that thing is 'non-eternal' which has pre,vio,.is non-ea:istence 
(i. e., has no existence prior to its being produced)and deslruc
tion (i. e'., ceases to exist after having existed for sometime). 

But this view is not tenable, for want of (necessary) 
relationship ; as a matter of fact, no entity-that which exists 
-can have any relationship to previous non-e:cistence or des
truction • ;-and further {if ' non-eternality ' rested upon 
these) it could be attributed also to such things as have not 
come into existence at all, or such as have been destroyed; that 

0 During the time that the thing exists, there is a either its previous non-existence 
nor its destruction ; and an existing thiug can bear no relationship to what is not 
there. When the non-existtmce or destruction of the thi.ng is there, the thing 
itself is not there. , 
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is to say, if you believe that a thing is' non-eternal', because 
it has ' previous non-existence' and 'destruction ', then, in
asmuch as the thing that has not come into existence will have 
the said' previous non-existence', and after the thing has 
ceased to exist, it will have the said • destruction ',-this 
thing, which would be actually non-existent (btifore it 
comes into existence and after it has ceased to exist), would 
fulfil the condition of I having previous non-existence and des• 
truction '; and as such this non-existing thing would be con
ceived of as being' non-eternal'; and certainly such a con
ception would be totally baseless ! • Further, ' non
eternality ' must be the positive character of being non-eternal; 
and certainly I previous non-existence ' and ' destmction ', both 

Var. P. 284. 
being purely ne,gati'De in their characttir, could 
not be referred to by means of an abstract noun· 

(' non-eternality', which by its very nature, must be poaitive). 
'rhat is to say, when we call a certain thing' non•eternal', what 
is meant is that it has not an absolute continuous existence ; 
and it is this poaitioe character (of being that which has not 
an ab~olute ooniinued existence) that ~onstitutes ' ilon
eterna.lity' ; while 'previous non-existence ' and 'destruction' 
are pure negations of ea:iatence {of any kind); so that it is 
not right to spoak of negationa by means of a poailioe (abstract) 
term. Hence the conclusion is that the ' non-eternality ' of 
things cannot consist in 'prior negation' and' destruction'. 
Thirdly, the seni'le of the Genitive is not applicable; that is, the 
Sntra of Pa1.1ini laying down the use of the abstract affixes 
'toa' and ' /al ' is in the form '/a3ya bhiJvaa/oa/alau' 'the 
affixes 'tor1,' and 'tal' denote the character of l()metliin11, '; 

and here we have the pronoun ' lasya ', 'of something ', with 

• It is-never possible for any thing to have ' prior non-existence' and • destruc
tion' at the same time; so that the non-eternality of things will have to depend 
upon each of these separately; and the thing that. has not yet come into existence 
may be regarded as ' non-eternal'; and that w!1ich has ceased exist may also be re
garded aa 'uou-eterual '; and both th-e would be absurd.-fa,parycz. 
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the Genitive ending; so that the term must denote a certain 
thing, a positive entity; and the character ( denoted by the abs• 
tract affix) must belong to this positive entity; negation again, 
cannot be the character of anything; for the simple reason 
that at the time that the negation (of a thing) is there [i. e., 
at the time when a thing can be said to have 'prior non-exis
tence' or 'destructiqn '], the thing itself,-which is.denoted 
by the pronoun • tae' in ' t,isya ' of Pa1;1ini's Su~ra-will not 
be there; and certainly the Genitive cannot be applicable to 
what does not exist. '' But what comes into existence 
has had no existence before fit came into existence); and 
after it has ceased to exist, it does not come into existence 
again; (and this is what is meant by the thing having 'prior 
non-existence' and ' destruction'; and thus the thing spoken 
of as such cannot be entirely non-existent]." . Even so, 
our reasoning is not affected ; we also say that what did not 
exist before (coming into existence) does not come into ex
istence afterwards; but the fact 1·emains that the sense of 
the Geo.itive is not applicable to it.• "How then do we 
have such ~xpressions as (a) 'ghatasya pragfl.bh11oa~,• 'prior 
non-existence of thejar' (h) 'gliatasya praqhvamsahhiiva~, 'des
truction of the jar' P " These expressions do not in reality 
signify any relationship of the Genitive [and as no relation
ship is signified, the use of the Genitive ending must be re
garded as fi,guratioe] ; and all that the two expressions actual
ly mean is that-(aJ 'the thing did not exist before, and it 
has come into existence now', and (b) 'though existing now, 
it will not exist after its destruction'; and it is in view of,
tbese facts that the thing is called 'non-eternal' ; and the 
presence 'of this character constitutes • non-~ternality .'t 

0 That is to say, the fact remains that at the time that there is non-ezistence of 
the thing, the thing i, not there ; so that the thing is incapable of having the sense 
of the Gtnitive applied to it. 

t So that a.t best the attributing of 'prior non-existence' and 'destruction' to a 
thing c11n be only figurative; and being so, it cannot afford a satisfactorybasiEt for 
the ordinary notion of 'non,etcruality .' 
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· Fourthly, the 'non.eterna1ity' {as explained by yon) could 
never belong to anything existing at the present time; that 
is to say, if you mean that' non-eternality ' consists in 'prior 
non-existence' and ' destruction,' then, inasmuch as an ob
ject existing at the present -time has neither 'prior non-exist
ence' nor 'destruction', no such object could ever be spoken 
of as 'non-eternal.' "But it could be, like such terms as 
'cook'• and the like." If you mean by this tbat-i' Just 
as words like 'cook' pertain to all three points· of time (the 
name ' cook' being applied to a man who has done cooking in 
the past, or is doing it in the present, or is expected to do 
it in the future), so would the term 'non-eteroal' also 
pertain to the three points of time,"-our answer to this is 
that this (analogy) is not correct; as the affix 'r)Vlll' (with 

which such personal nouns as' pachaka,' 'cook,' and the like 

are formed) does actually a.pply to all three points of time,+ 
inasmuch as we do meet with such expressions as-' this 
man is a cook,' 'this man will be a cook,' and 'this man auu 
a cook.' ",vell, the affix {yap-;t. (with which tl1e word 
'ani!ya' is formed) will also apply to all thre.e points of 

time." By this you apparently mean that-" the affix 
(yap also (like the affix' 1Jo11l)' may apply to all three points 
of time." But tl1is is not right; as no snch usa is ever found 
in actual usage; as a matter of fact, we do not ever find the 
epithet • ani(!111' (non-eternal) applied to a thing not existing 
at the time, even thongh it might be non-eternal (when it did 
exist);§ from which it is clear that it is not right to say that 

'fhe fact, that there cau be no relativuohip between non-existeuce and the thing is 
not 8hal«m by t.he expressions quoted ; and so long as no relationship is possible, tile 
thing canuc,t take the genitive ending; anJ hence cannot be referred to by the term 
• tasga' occurring in Pa\1iui's suira laying down the use of the affix ' !al '; so that 

the form 'ani/ya!<i,' remains inexplicable. 
• The Benares editiun re:1ds •tr~;g (Teacher) for q,';flll (cook). 

t The Bib. fod. edition wrongly leads "t{'lr for U!J'-'!_ in this pa&sage .; 

:t: Bib. lnd. i,dit10n reads Ruq for?~ in this passage. 

§ SJ that the epithet 'ani~ya' caunot be applied to past or future ohjccts. 
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1he affix: ' /ytip' is applicable to all three points of time. 
And from all this it follows that' non-eterna1ity ' cannot con
sist in ' prior non-existence ' and ' destruction.' 

(B) Other philosophers have put forward the' presence 
of the cause of destruct~on' (as the condition of non• 

V Ill". p. 285. • ) . T 1 I . h l ' eternality • hese peop e exp a.rn t at t 10 non-
eternality' of a thing consists in the existence (or presence) 
of the cause of its destruction. 

Bnt this also is not right; as t~1e term 'non-eternal ' is 
actually applied to things when the cause of their destruction 
is not present at the time; that is to say, as a mat
ter of fact, the epithet ' non--eternal' is applied to a 
thing lJefore the 'existence of the cause of its destruction.' 
In the case of a jar wherein the disruption of the component 
7.1arts (which disruption is the cause of the jar's destruc
tion) has not yet come about,-the · epithet ' non
eternal' could not be applied to that Jar while it 
existed,-if 'eternality' consisted in 'the presence of the 
cause of destruction'; for certainly a man is not called 'fever
ish' when the fever is not there. In fact, the only notion to 
which the' presence of the_ cause of destruction' should give 
rise is that ' the cause of the destruction• of this thing is 
present,' and not that 'it is nan-eternal'; for certainly, the 
presence of the character of the 'cow' never gives rise to 
the notion of the 'horse.' You might offer the follow. 
ing explanation :-" That thing the cause of whose destruc
tion is present, is vinashava/, having destruction ; and that 
which has its desfruction is 'non-eternsl.'" But this also 
we do not understand, that ' the thing the cause of whose 
destruction is present has destruction'; for as a matter of 
fact, a thing, the cause of whose destruction is present, can 
be spoken of only as 'having the cause of its destrnction ' 
(and not as 'having its destruction '); for certainly tne con
nection of one thing cannot form the basis of the concep-
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tion of anothe1• thiog [and the cause of destrudion is some
thing entirely different from destrur:tion] ; for instance, a 
man's connection with the stidc does not afford the basis of 
his being conceived of 'having ear-rings.' " What you 
say cannot be right; as we do meet with such expressions as 
't,he body luu its destructirm' (sha1•iram vinashavat.)" You 
mean by this that--:-'' in actual usage we do meet with such 
expressions as vina.<Jh tva{ .~h,1,riram, (the body has its dflslruc
tion); and certainly such usage could not be possible if there 
we1·e no relationship (with the destruction, vinasha)." But 
thi.s reasoning is not right; because as a matter of fact, the 
possessive affix' mafup' (with which the adjective• vinasha
vat ' is formed) is never found to be applied to things not 
actually existing; tliat is to say, the possessive affix' ma(up 

is never used in connection with things not actually existing ; 
e.g., a man is not called 'lru?ulali ' 'having the ear-rings,' 
when the ear-ring is not actually there; similarly, as no 
connection (Of the possessive affix) could be p0ssible unless 
~he deslruoti?n were actually pl'esent, any such usage as 
'oinashaoat shariram' (' the body has destruction' j must be 
wrong. [So that you cannot prove anything on the basis of 
such an expression]. 1' But we do actually meet with 
such expressions in u:3age." You mean that-" in actual 
usage we do meet with such expressions as 'Vini1shi efae 
shariram,' and 'arjhruvaJ ete vi~ayal.i' [ where the term 
'vinashi,' 'has destruction' of the former expression has the 
same denotation as the term 'a<)hruva,' 'impernmnent,' of 
the latter)." But your reasoning is not right; as the usage 
you 1·e£er to is purely figurative; that is to say, when the 
term 'vfo~,9hi,' 'having destruction' is applied to the Body, 
it is used in its secondary (figurative) sense,-the meaning 
being that 'the destruction will surely come about' [t,he ac
tual use of the possessive in ',having destruction,' even when 
the destruction is not there, being purely figurative, intended 
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to indicate the cei·lainty of destruction]; the term' acjl1nwa' 

'impermanent,' on the other hand, directly denotes non-eter

nality itself. From all thi.s we conclude that ' non-eternality' 
cannot consist in the presence of the cau.se of destruction. 

(C) There are others again (the Sa11khyas) who hold that 
a thing is called ' non-eternal' when it is found that., though 
the eonditious of its being perceived are present, it has com
pletely disappeared from view. These people offer the 
following explanation of the term 'non-eternal': -" ·when it 
is found that all the conditions 0£ the perception of a certain 
thing are present, and yet in its own form the thing, 
having completely disappea.red from view, is absolutely not 
Var. P. 286. perceived,-that thing is called' non-eternal.' "• 

This assertion however is absolutely meaningless; by say
ing that 'having the con.ditions 1>f its perception present, the 
thing entirely disappears from view, and is not perceived.' the 
Sarikhya goes against his own doctrine; it is his doctrine 
that...:.." there is nothing which is absolutely t not per~ived.'' 

• 0 That which exists, is an entity, neve1· uu lerg@es utter destruction; what happens 

is that when a t1'ing @eco,aes ruanifeste,i, appe&rs iuto view, it is Slli<l to be ' pro

duced,' to ' co,ne into eicilltsace'; and siulila.rly, even though still existing, it dis
appears from view, it is said to 'h11ve cea~ed to exist'; and tl,is is w11at conEtitutes 

t1ie nvn-eternalit.'I of that t'ltii,g, This is the view of the S:inkhyaH, wlio do not admit 

of the birth of what has net beef! iu existeueJ already, nor of the absolute destruc

tion of anything.-Taipary~. 

t T-l;1e Benares edition reads f•1ia1llflll''Q9l( wl1ich has been adopted in the trans

Jation. The reading of the other edition is fe:~Vli by which the sentence would 

mean-" them is uothiug which, having cJme iuto existence_, is ever absolutely not 

perceived.' 

The S,mkhya doctrine is that e,·erything i\11 the wol'ld is an evolutiooary prod1rnt 

o'i' Palori/i, Primordial Mattcr,-and as Sll!ch is nen-diiereut from that Matter. Suel1 
being the case, as II matter of faet, it is not possiWe that at any time no i,roduct of 
Primodial Matter shoald be perceived; some produet or the other is ~ure to be per
ceived always, and as aH products are non-different fr01a the orig,ina! Matter, .oo 

product can be said to be ab~olutely not perceii:ed.-'f ,Upa.i·ya. 

The Pa1'ishu:J4hi points out another sel f-contrndiction on the part of the Sa,ilrkya: 

lf. there .is only disappeaJ'an,:e of things, and not destl'uction of things, then there would~ 
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Further, we have more than once pointed out that no 'disap
pearance' of a thing is possi.ble, unless some new element has 
been introduced into it.• From all this it is clear that this 
(Sarikhya) explanation of 'non-eternality' is not right. 

{D) A fourth explanation of 'non-eternality' is as follows:
" When a thing, not having existed before, comes into exis-• 
tence, and after having come into existence, teases to exist, 
-that tl1ing is called non-eternal; and it is this condition (or 
character) that is expressed by the abstract affix in the term 
ani(.ya/a', 'non-eternality.'t'' 

This again is not right; as the abstract affix ('/al') is 
never found to be used in the refle.eioe sense; as a matter of 
fact, no abstract affix has ever been found to have the reflexive 
sense. 11 Itis so found along with such words as 'vinaya' and 
the like." Not so; as we do not accept that view. "But 
Panini by his Suira (5·4·34) lays down that 'the thalc affix is 
added to vinaya and other words,' in the reflexive sense, by 
which the word ''Dainayilcam' (vfoaya and thak) stands for vin
aya itself." But we do not accept this view; the thak affix, 
added according to PaJ)ini's Sutra, does not have the r11flea)ive 
sense ; the term 'vainayikam' denotes the connection or pre
sence of vinaya, and not vinaya itself. Similarly in the case 
of aH abstract affix:es.:t Even in cases where the distinction 

be no chance of Jgr.orance, Passion, &c., to be entirely destroyed; so that there would 
ho n possibility of these bursting out again in the Soul that has been released ; and 
thus there being no stability in the Release, this would fail to be the summwn bonum. 

" According to the Saiikl1ya, just as there is no utter destruction of a thing that 
ha~ come into existence, so also there is no birth, or coming into existence, of what hns 
never existe:l.. Hence the disappeai-a11~e of anything would be possible ouly if some
thing new came to it;-now this would mean that the something fresh that has come 
in did not exist before the thi'ng disapper,red from view ; or if this new thing was 
there before, the said disappearance of the former thing will also have to be admitted 
as being the1·c (even before the thing actually disappeared)!-Talpal'ya. 

t That is to say, the fal-affix has oulya reflexive sense :a11ityali iiva aniiyafa.'
fiifpai·ya • 

.): Pii~ini's rules can be accepted as authoritative o.1ly when they are found compat
ible witn proofs and facts. TIie rellexh·e tise. of the tlial.:-affix is something that is 
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(in the denotations of tbe basic term and the affix) is not dis
cernible, such distinction can always be deduced by means of 
Inference; that is to say, is the case of those affixes, where 
the distinction is not discernible,-and whom, on that account 
you hold to have the rejlereive seuse,-the distinction filan 
always be inferred. 

"What is that from which such distinction could be inferr
ed ?" 

'l'hat which would lead to the inference is the fact t.hat the 
Genitive always signifies difference ; as a matter of fact the 
Genitive ending is always found to point to difference: and how 
the Genitive is not used in the case of the two things not 
different from each other, we have shown in the section deal
ing with Qualities and the Substratum of Qualities.• 

[Now all these four explanations of 'non-eternality' hav
ing been found ~o be inadmissible, the question arises)-Is 
then the term 'non-eternal' absolutely meaningless? 

It is not meaningless.· As a matter of fact, it i!f er1istence 
itself which is both (ete,·nality and non-eternality), according 
as it is, or is not, circumscribed by limits; that is to say, 
when the ereistence of a certain thing is circumscribed by 

against all proof and facts ; for such reflexive us., would mean that the term 'vinaya' 
and the affix: 'tlialc' are synonymous ; and in that case the two should never appear in 
close juxtaposition ; such juxtaposition of synonymous words is rneaningle1,s; as in 

the case of such expressions as 'vrikfa~-/aru~-.'-fa/parya. 

The Parisliu<!,<!,hi formulates the argument thus-Thak and other affixes must have 
a meaning different from the terms to which they are affixed,-because tliey are 
affixes,-like such other ntfixes as are un:v.,rsally admitted to have a meaning different 
from their bases ;-and this formal reasoning is corroborated by the argument put for
ward by tht 'fa/parya. Nor can this argument be objected to on the ground of its 

being ag,\inst Pal}-ini's rules ; because these rnles have been propounded only for the 

purprfe of the etymological formation of words ; they have no real bearing upon their 

denotation. 

o The Genitive ending that the Vartika is reforring to is that found in Piil}ini'e 

Su/ra laying down the use of the abstract affises-'<(l:11:~c~m:it-where, it is argu

ed, the ~ in •~• must be different from the "flllf in •~:' 
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both limits, (beginning and end), this constitutes the no1t• 
eternality of that thing; and when the e~islence of a thing is 
not circumscribed by both limits, this constitutes its eternQ.lity. 
[Nor is there any incongruity in the same thing, eil!istence, 
constituting both etemalit,11 and non-eternality; for) this is 
just like the case of Inliere11ce; when Inherence is qualified or 
indicated by (i.e. conceived of in relation to) a product, it is 
called 'Cause'; and when it is conceived of in relation to 
a cause, it is called ' Product.' " How can this be ?'' 
Well, the notion of ~ cause' cannot appear without some 
basis; as it is found to appear at only· certain times;
then again, the notion of what is not a Substance, cannot ba 
due to a subst~nce itself [ and 'Gause' is not a substance l •; 
as the two are contradictory to each other ;-nor again 
can the notion of' cause' be due to mere eJJistence; as' cause' 
is something entirely different from 'existence'; th~ notion 
due to e;eiste11ce would be in the form 'this e~ists,' while the 

notion of' Cause' is entirely different from the notion 
Var:P. 387" of' existence ';-so that what the notion of 'Cause' 
is really due to is a particular kind of relation, appearing, as 
it does, along with the qualification of 'herein'; that is to say, 
the notion of 'cause' that appears (in the case of the cause 
of Cloth, for instance} is always i11 the form 'the Cloth iulzeres 
in these yarns', whfoh includes the CO!].Ception of (the yarns 
being) the receptacle or c:,rttai1ier (of the Cloth): and certainly 
unlesR there is some sort of relation (between the Cloth and 
the yarns) this conception of' herein' would not be possible;:.
and that (relation) by reason of which the conception of' herein' 
arises is called 'lnherence';-so that when the' Inherence' (of 
a certain thing) is conceived of in relation to a product, it is re• 
garded as 'Cause'. Then again, the (abstract) affixes 'Iva' and 

0 This is,the only meaniug we can a~tacb to the pnsdage as it stamfa in botb edi

tions. It would give. bcttc1· sense, if we r.ead tr ~:•qf'l'f11'1fT W'llll'1111:; whicb 

wouid mean-' the notion of an entity (such as ca,u~) cannot be Jue to mere no11-
cntity.' 
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'!£if are denotative of that quality by reason 0£ whose pre
sence in a thing people apply to that thing the terms to which 
those affixes are affixed ; • and as people apply the term 
' cause' (' Ka1·al'}a' J to a thing when they find in it the presence 
of tqe 'inherence' of a product,-the 'Kara1Ja(va ', being 

Oause, must consist in this 'inherence of the product.' This 
same explanation applies to the-' Product' or 'Effect' also; 
that is to say,' Karya(va', being product, consists in that' in
herence of the cause,' to which the Product owes its very exis
tence. Just like' lnherence', 'Existence' al.so is'one only; and 
[just as the same 'Inherence ', when qualified by the Gause, 
constitutes the essence of' Product,' and when q nalified by the 
Product, it constitutes the essence of 'Cause,' so] the same 
' Existence,' when related to a thing characterised by both 
ends, constitutes 'non-eternality ';_ and when it is otherwise 
(i. e. related to a thing not characterised by both ends), it 
constitutes 1eternality.' And it is by reason of the pres~ce 
of this 'non•eternality' that Sound is regarded as 'non-eternal'. 

['l'he reasons for Sound being regarded as non-ettrnal 
are proponnded in the present Su~ra, 13]-Bewuse it has a 
caiue, ~c. g-c. (A) 'Because it has cause,'-the term 'a</,i' in 
the Sufra stands fur 'cause'-says the Bha~ya (P.104, L. 14); 
so that what Sutra means is that Sound is non-eternal because 

it has a cause. 

"Now, what is meant by this havi-ng a cause?" 

A certain thing is. said to have a cause when it is found to be 
charaqterised by birth (or production) and to conform to the 
variations of an efficient cause. "But no such character 
exists in things that are manifested; as a matter of fact, any
thing that is manifested is never found to conform tu the val'ia• 
tiona of an efficient c-ause; on the contrary, inasmuch as the 
manifested thing is perceived after conjunction and disjunc• 

° For example, 1he ~ffix 'fva' in 'sunc,larafi•a' denotes the quality, on account of 
whose presence in the flower, we apply to the flower the term · sunc,lara.' 
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tion, what you urge is always open to doubt." What you 
mean is this:-'' As a matter of fact, Sound is perceived after 
_conjunctions and disjunctions; and this perception after con
junction and disjunction is quite possible also in the case of 
the thing concerned (Sound) being manifested (and not actu
ally produced); so that it remains still doubtful as to whether 
Sound is manifested or produced."• 

Our answer is that Sound is not ma,nifested (but produoed), 
-(B) because it is apprehend~d through a sense-organ-says the 
Sil/ra. "But what do yon mean by its. being apprehended 
through a sense-organ ?" A thing is said to be apprehended 

through a sense-organ when it is found to be perceptible by 
means of the proximity (contact) of an organ of perception. 
"But what follows from this?" What follows is that if 
Sound is perceptible by means of the contact of an organ of 
perception, and as such is . app1·ehended t/J,rough a sense-organ, 

then it cannot be said to be merely manifested; for if Sound 
were only manifested (and not p1·oduced), it would not 
be possible for it to come into contact with the sense-organ 
concerned. " Why? '' ,v en, it is not possible for the 
auditory organ (of the hearer) to move up to the place (in the 
speaker's mouth) where the Sound appears; for the simple 
reason that it is incorporeal; in ordinary experience we h:ive 
foun~ that incorporeal things, like Colour for instance, are 
devoid of motion c,f any kind; and Al.:a.1ha (of which the 
auditory organ is constituted) is incorporeal; so that it follows 
that it is devoid of motion. t " But from the fact that there 

" Diversity in things is found to result from the variation9 of the Cause as from 
those of the rnrmifesting agericy ; for instance, the reflection of the face undergoes 
variations according to the divergences of its reflecting media, in the form of the 

mirror, or a cup of water, &c. Hence it is open to doubt whether the divergence is 
due to the variations of a cause or to those of the manifesting agency.-'fii~parya. 

t Ah'4sha encased in the ear-cavity constitutes the Auditory Organ ; and even 
though the ear-ca.,ity is incorpcreal, yet it is never found to move up to the mouth of 
the speaker; it alway.s remains in the body of the heal'er ; soJhat, even if the mere 
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Var: P. 288. 
inhere in it qualities productive of motion, 
it follows that Akasha has motion Tn ordinary 

experience we find that when a thing possesses a quality 
productive of motion, it bas motion; e. g. a piece of stone 
(which has the f~lling motion by reason of such qualities as 
Gravity and the like); so that inasmuch as .A./r,osha also is 
possessed of such qualities, it must have motion." This 
cannot be; as the premiss put forward is not universally 
true; for instance, the Soul is pos3essed of qualities produc
tive of motion•, and yet is has no motion; so that your premiss 
is not true. Further, even though qualities productive of 
motion may be present in .ii.lcaslta, th0y could not give rise 
to tbe motiont (of Akasha), as any such motion would be 
obstructed by the extensive Dimension (of A.kasha); that is 
to say, even though Propulsion may be present in .A.kiisha, 
it could not produce motion in it, because the extensive dimen• 
sion of .A.kasha would r>ot permit of such motion; as a matter 
of fact, the Propulsion inhering in .A./casha is counteract
ed by the extensive Dimension which also subsists· in the 
same (.A.kasha) ; and even in the case of the piece of stone 
itself, its Gravity (which would ordinarily bring about its 
falling motion) is counteracted by the contact. of that same 
stone (with an object that supports it). "If Gravity 
were- counteracted by Con tact, then it would be only a rela
tive (and not independent) cause. That is to say, if it be 

Akasha were to move up to the sp~aker's mouth,-inasn,uch as it would ~e bereft of 
the encasement of the ear-cavity, it would not be the auditory organ. Thus in any 
case it is not possible for the organ to move up to the place where the Sound is mani

fested.-'f afparya. 
The above difficulty affects the view that Sound is not producetl, it is only mani

fested in the speaker's mouth. On the other hand, according to the other view, Sound 
is produced in the speaker's mouth, and the Suund waves thus produced ultimately 
reach the ear-cavity. 

0 The Soul's effort produces motioc in the Body. 

t Till.fJi~-Pci of the Bib-Ind. edition gives better sense than the flfilll'll~• of the 

Benares edition. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



922 THE NYAYA-SU'fRAS OF GAU'fAMA 

true that Gravity, counteracted by contact, does not produce 
motion,-and in producing motion it is dependent upon the 
removal of the contact,-then thil3 would mean that Gravity 
is a relative (and not independent) cause of motion; and this 
would he against the tenets of the Shasfra; for the Shcis(ra 
declares that 'Gravity is the independent cause of motion.'*" 
Certainly riot; as the word 'independent' means something 
totally different ; when Gravity is called the 'independent 
cause', it does not mean that 'Gravity does not stand in 
need of anything'; what is means :i:s that tin bringing about , 
motion) it does not stand in need of any such other interven
ing positive agency as would operate after the operation of 
the Gravity itself; this is what is meant by Gravity being the 
'independent cause ' of motion ;t so that there is notbinrr in 

' 0 

our view that goes against any Shasfra tenets. In fact we 
have the Vaishe~ilca-Su&ra (5-1-7) to the effect that-'Falling 
results from Gravity, when contact is absent.' Then again, 
.A.kasha is not a fit object (for motion); as a matter of fact, 
what brings about motion is not the mere presence of qualities 
productive of motion,-but the presence of corporeality along 
with qualities productive of motion; so that it is only when 
the object is cr,rporeal that the quality productive 
of motion is unobstructed ; and then alone motion becomes 
possible [ and corporeality presupposes limitation in space; 
so that it can never belong to 1i!casha, which is all-pervading]. 
Thus then, no motion being possible in lI.kasha, it can never 
move (up to the speaker's mouth, where Sound appears) ; 
[hence tl:i.e contact of the Auditory Organ, which is Alcasha, 

necessary for the perception of Sound, is not possible under 
the theory that there is only manifestation of Sound in 
the speaker's mouth). 

1 --., Tbough th'e tenet referred to is held by the Vtiiskiisika, the actual words quoted 
are not found in the Siitras of Ka1].ii<Ja. 

t The ,·emoval of obstruction is not a positit•e agency ; hence, even though it is 
necessary in the succe>isful operation of Gravity, that does not deprive Gravity of 
its i11dependence.-'!'aiparya. 
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Nor again, is it possible for the Sound to move up (to th~ 
.Auditory Organ): for the. simple reason that it can have 1;10 

motion. And unless the Sound is got at (reached by the Audi
tory Orga~), no apprehension of it is possible; for (if ench 
apprahension were possible,) there would be a possibility 
of all Sounds being_ apprehended by all men. 

~rom all this it follows that t,he only possible hypothesis 
left is that (in the case of every Sound) there is a series of 
Sounds;-of this series, the first Sound is produced by conjunc-

tion and disjunction; and from that initial 
Var: p_ 289, S d ..:..1 h S d. d" . ll · oun proce~ ot er oun s · · procee • mg m a 

directions, like th.e filaments sticking out of the KatjamfJu, 

flower ; and from each of these latter Sounds there proceeds 
another, and thence another, ea.eh of these , being duller 
tha.n its predecessor; and this series of Sounds goes on 
being pr.1d11eed until there is an obstacle in. the way of 
thi,ir vehicle (J'LirJ; the · last Sound of this series, having 
become too attenuated, loses the capacity of producing 
a. further Sound, by reason of some sort of obst~le; 
thus- it is that the series of 'sounds comes to an end. 
Of this series of Sounds, that alone which approaches the 
.Aleaska in the ear-cavity (of the hearer) becomes apprehended 
(heard), and none other is so apprehended. It is' in view 
of these facts that Sound is regarded as 'apprehended through. 

. a sense-organ'; and thus Sound has to be regarded as 1,;on• 

eternal; as otherwise the said appr'ehlilll.sion· through a sense
. organ would not be possible [the productiori of tlie series of 
. Sounds being impossible, if Sound were eternal] . 

. [The older M.imansakas have held that] there is only one 
Sound. Bnt this view cannot be accepted; for if Sound were 
snob, then every .sound would be heard by all persons. 
What the Mimiinsaka means is as follows:-" I do not admit 
that every sound produces a number of other sounds ; what 
I hold is that (in each ease) there is only one Sound, and it 
pervades over the entire ,Hiitha [just in the same ma.oner 
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as the Eretensive. Dimension pervades over the entire J kasha ]; 
and this all-pervading Sound is heard only when it is mani
fested by the agency of Conjunction and Disjunction ; exact
ly in the same manner as the Jar placed in a room is seen 
when manifested by the ?Ontact of lamp-light." This view' 
however cannot be accepted ; as if this were so, then every 
Sound would be heard. by all men. That is to say, if yon 
mean that" a single sound, per~ding overt.he entire .A.kasha, 
becomes manifested by Conjunction, and thus (being 
heard) brings about the cogiiition of the thing expressed 
by that Sound,* for the person endowed with the requisite 
auditory organ,'' -then, inasmuch as every sound would 
be manifested by conjunctions occurring anywhere in the 
world, it would, as such, be heard by all persons endowed 
with auditory organs. As a matter of fact however, no 
Sound is ever heard by all men ;-hence the view put for
ward is purely imaginary. ,. But the manifestation of the 
Sound is in only one place [so that the contingency of any 
sound being heard by all men can never arise]." This also 
cannot be accepted ; as it is not possible for the thing in 
questiont to be regarded as either the same or differen_t. What 
you mean is as follows:-" It is true that the Sound pervades 
over the entire ;l..kasha ; but it is only a part of this pervad
ing sound that is manifested by a particular agency l so that 
there is no possibility of Sound being heard by all men, in any 
case]."-But this also is not right; for the thing in qui;istion 
cannot be regarded as the same or as different ; that is to 
say, those (manifested) things whom you regard as ' parts' 
of the all-pervading Sound, -are these also of the nature of 

• The discussion at this stage hears upon Sound in general, a1_1,l not upon. Word
sounds ; so all that was necessary here was_ to say that the Sound is heard by the 
person. But the ultimate beari11g of the discussion being upon Words, the Var/ika 
goes a step farther, from the hearing of the Sound, to the cognising of the thing 
expressed by the Word-sound. 

--J- 'Kimal} ' in the Text is a peculiar ·expression ; the Td/parya explains it .as 
'pr.ishnasya; it has therefore been tram,lated ae the thing in question. 
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' Sound'? or are they something different, not of the nature 
of ' Sound ' ? · "What are you driving at ?" Well, if they also 
are ' Sounds,' then you have several sounds ( and not only 
one all-pervading Sound), and this goes against your hypothe
sis ;-while if they are not' Sounds ', then it comes to this 
that [ when a word is uttered, what is heard is only the 
manifested part, which, eJJ-hypoth,eai, is t'tOf. sound; so ihatJthe 
cognition of the thing that arises (upon the utterance of the 
word) arises from what is not soun<:l at all ! Under the cir
cumstances, it behoves you to explain the exact nature of these 
manifested parts.• Then again, Sound subsists in .Alcasha, 
[which being all--pervading, what is manifested in it should 
also be all-pervading ; so that the contingency of a partic
cnlar Sound being heard 'by all men still remains].t Lastly, 
it has not been explained what is the meaning of the term 
' ekct(jesha ' (in the assertion ' shabtJ,aHya eka<J,esha!J, abhivya• 
jya/e)'; the term' eka<Jesha is a compound, expounded as elea!J,
rjesha!J, '; the term ' <f,esha!J, ' can mean either place, receptacle, 
or component part, cause ; now in the present compound, it 
cannot' mean receptacle ; as Sound subsists in Alcasha; Sound 
subsists in .Aka3ha, because it is its quality; and hence there 

0 The translation has adopted the r.eading ~: as four.d in the Benares edi

tion ; the Bib. Ind. editfau reads n.~: with which the sentence means-' so 
that words have to relinquish their verbal character.' 

t The Pai·ishurf4,hi adds-It is not possible to hold that the all-pervading s~und, 
when manifested, undergoes certain modifications which are limited in extent, and 
not all-pervading. For Sound being a qnality, there ,can be no possibility of any 
artificial modification entering into it ; even if Sound were regarded as a substance, 

and noi a quality, there would be no ground for assuming any such moditieations. 
Even if such modifi,;ations were possible, these would be bronght about by, those same 
causes-Conjunction, Disjunction, &c.,-that serve to manifest the Sound ; so that 
what is the need of postulating any such thing as ' sound ' at all ? We may have 
in its place these' modifications' themselves ; ·as these would subsist iii .Akasha 
and fulfil all the purposes for which Sound is postulated. This being absurd, it 
follows that the hypothesis of these limited and momentary ' modifications' should be 
relinquished, and it l:,e admitted that it is only Snund that is manifested, and heard.· 
Aud the flaw in this view has already been pointed out in the Text. 
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can be no other receptacle for Sound than .Akasha [ so tha~ 
,halJ,Jasya iJka<JeshalJ •, in this ease can mean nothing] ; nol" 
oat the term ' <Jesha ' be taken as meaning cause ; as you 
bold that Sound {being eternal) is not a product (brought 
about by any cause) ; having held the view that Sound is not 
a product, you cannot say that when you speak of the eka<Jeslia 
of Sound, you are referring to its cause. And as the term can
not have any other meaning (save tl1e two mentioned), the 
assertion that 'what is mauifested is an ekatjiJsl,a, a part, of 
Sound ' becomes meaningless. Further, [ even granting that 
the manifestation of a part of a sound is possible] no cogni
tion of the thing denoted by the whole Sound could arise up
on the manifestation of only a part (of that Sound}, this 'part 
of Sound ' being just like a single syllable of a word ( which 
syllable 'can not signify the thing signified by the whole word). 
Then again, when it is held that all letter:_sounds are all-pe1·
vading in their character, and then it is postnlated that 
there is manifestation of part of_ a letter-sounds, the diffiqulty 
arises that no part of letter-sound ca.n ever be di~cerned ;• _ 
(when a letter is pronounced, what we heai is the wholeJetter
sound, and not parts of it] and if such pa.rt coula be discern
ed, it could not give rise. to the cognition _ c:>f anything ; for 
even letters themselves are not held to ba~notative of 
things; and when letters, singly, do not signify anything, 
bow can parts of letters do so ? •• 

These same reasonings also serve to set aside the view 
that what is manifested (on the utterance of a word-sound) 

_ 0 This bppears to be the seu11e of the Viir§ika, Jines 6° 7. But according to 
the fci!p«rJa-whose text appears to be corrnpt-the translation should run as 
follows:-

[Nor can that' part' itself be held to be the Sound that signifies the thing; for] 
all)etter-souuds are all-pervading in their character [ and parts of them cannot be so]. 
[N11r will it be righ,t to assert that the cognition of the denot~ thing arises from 
tae bearing of a part only of the letter-sound ; for] according to the theory under 
consideration, what is postulated is the manifest&tioo of a part of letter-sound ; 
while. &S & m&tter of fact, DO such part of letter-sa1md can ever be discerned. 
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is (not a single letter-sound, which, by itself, could not signify 
anything, but) a number of letter~sotmds; because the objec• 
tions that have been pointed out in regard to the manifesta
tion of a single all-pervading letter-sound apply with equal 
force to the manifestation of several such letter-sounds ; and 
this theory (of the manifestion of several sounds) would be 
open to the further objection that (if the utterance of a word 
were accompanied by the manifestation of several·letter-sounds 
all at once) there would be a tremendous uproar ;.-that is to 
say, if you hold the view that several letter-sounds subsist 
(and are manifested) in A.lcasha simulta.neously,-then, at the 
time of the operation of the agency tending towards the 
manifestation of one of those sounds, there should come about 
the manifestation of all the Sounds that are co-existent with 
that sound, and an uproar would be the result; just as there 
·is where in a congregation of acrobats and dancers, there 
arises the clatter of sevAral performances and diverse musical 
instruments are struck up. For these reasons we conclude 
that there carinot be several all-pervading· Sounds. Specially 
because if there were several Sounds subsisting in the Akasha. 
simultaneously, then there could be no restriction as to only 
one particular sound (and not the rest} beiri_g manifested, 
when any manifeRting agency would operate; on the contrary; 
whenever any manifesting agency would operate, it would 
render manifest all co-existent Sounds ; so that when the 
lute is played upon, one would hear the braying of the ass 
also! For in the case of things perceptible by the same sense
organ, and co-existing at a single place, [ when there operates 

0 Some people have suggested the compromise that when it is said that 'a part 
of sound is manifested' what is meant is that at its utterance, the sound undergoes 
a certain modification, and it is this modification that is manifested ; an.I it is this 
modification which, affecting only a part of the word, comes itself to be regarded as 
that pa1·t. One author points out that though this view would be free from many 
of the objections urged, yet it will be open to this objecaon that several suclr modi
fications being manifested at the-t1ame time, what would be heard .would be not a 
single-sound, but a tremendous uproar. 
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a certain agency capable of manifesting them], there can be 
no restriction [as to only one, and not all, of those things 
becoming manifested]. '' But when an agency is manifes
tive of a certain thing, it could manifest only that thing (and 
not other things)" This cannot be; as no such restriction 
is ever seen. What you mean is that,-" even when there 
is a commingling of several sounds, the agencies manifesting 
each of +:10se so.unds is different; so that in connection with 
each of these several manifesting agencies, there is a distinct 
manifestation pertaining to each sound." But this cannot 
be; as no such phenomenon has ever been seen : as a matter 
of fact, in the case of things perceptible by the same sense 

organ and co-existing at the same place, no res-
Var: P. 291. . . ( 1 d 11 £ l b . . trict10n as to on y one, an not a o t iem, emg 
the manifesting agency) has ever been found; for instance, 
when a number of things perceptible by the eye are collected 
in one place, if a lamp is lighted, it does not fail to illumine 
all the things present*. '' But it could be as in the case 
of Communities." That cannot be; as we do not admit such 
a phenomenc,n. "\Vhat you mean is that-" When several 
things are collected together, the several Communities (to 
which the things belong) a.re related to all those individual 
things; and yet, even though each Community (out of these 
Communities) is related to several things, any single. thing 
serves to manifest only one Community (to which that par
ticular thing belongs);-and in the same manner, when a 

" All this contingency is urged against the Opponent, as there is not available for 
him the only explanation. that is possible. This contingency is unanswerable for those 
who hold that Sound is manifested, not produced. As in th~ earn of every manifesta
tion, it is inevitable that when the manitester is preSP.Dt, it should manifest all 
such things present as are perceptibl~ by the same sense-organ. if however we accept 
the view that Sound is p1oduced then the neqessary restriction becomes possible ; 
as at one time, one cause can produce only one effect; for instance, even though the 
,Jar and the Cloth are both perceptible by the Eye, yet at the time that the cause 
of .the Jar is operating, there can be produced only the Jar, and not the Oloth.
'f afparya. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHAi;,YA-VARTIKA 2-2-13 929 

number of Sounds are collected together, any particular mani
fester will manifest only one Sound (and not all).'' But this 
analogy doPs not hold; as we do not admit what has been 
put forward; t,hat iR, we do not admit that any single Com
mnnit,y is related to a number of diverse things belonging to 
<liffe1·ent communities; in reality the Community 'cow' 
subsisting 011ly in all its own components, is rela~ed to cows 
only, not to i1orses, and the Community 'horse' is related to 
horses only, not to cuws. So that your analogy does not 
hold at all.• 

Then again, as a matter of fact, Sound is perceived,'even 
when there is no m11:nife.~ter; so that it cannot be said that 
when it is heard, and Stmnd is manifested (and not pruduced). If 
you hold the view that--"Sound is heard only when it is mani
fe8ted by co•njunction and disjunctiou",-then (our answer is 
that), in that case Sound should not be heard when the 
coujnnctiou (or disjunction) is absent; as a matt.er of fact 
however, the Sound of wood-cutting fa actually heard af t~r 
the conjunction of the A.xe with the Wood has ceased to exist. t 
"But it is an air-current that is set up by the stroke." That 

0 The Opponent might urge the case of such Uo nrn1mities as' entity' 'man' and 
'Ilrii.bmar;rn' as subsisting in the same inJividna!, iu which .ease that which mani

fests the Bdi,h.ma~ahood does not manifest the ma11hood, and sb on, what manifests 
the mt1n's·existe11ce does not manifeijt B1'ii,h,n11~ahood. But in this case, the things 
cited are such as do not coexist in the same place ; being as they are of unequal 
extension; 'entity' having a much wider exten11io11 than 'man', which again is 
wider thau 'Briihma1,,ia.' So that in this case it is only natural that what manifests 

the one need not m1111ifest the other. But the case of Sounds is different ; every 
sonud is equally all-perv'ading in its character ; so that there could be nothing to 
prevent the manifestation of all Sounds, 

t When we are looking from a distance at wood being cut, the Sonnd of the 
cutting is heard after the axe has ceased.to be in contact with the wood. Or, when 

w,itching a game of Football, we hear the Sound of the ball-kicking a few seconds 
after the ball has left the kicking foot. From the poirtt of view of the modern 
ecientist these facts are accounted for by the fact that the velocity of the Sound is 

less than that of the Light, hence we see the ball-kicking before we hear the Sound. 
But the fact r~mains that the Sound is heard after the c011tact has ceased; and 
this is sufficient to vitiate the Opponent'R view. 
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we have already answered. \Vhat you mean is as follows :
What happens in the cas8 cited is that .Air is prod need by the 
streku of thP, axe on the wood; this Air is produced in the 

fbnn of a current; so that this Air-current reaches the Akash,t 

in the ear-cavity; and the Sound subsisting in that .,4kilsha 
beconws heal'd.'' Bnt this we have already an,;wer0d by 
pointillg ont, that all sounds (which according to you are 

eternal) subsist in the .A./ri'i,qfw; so that whatever nurnifester 

you may have (in the shap(~ of the air-c•1rrent, for instance) 
wonld manifest every one of those Sounds; and hence there 
would be the couti11gency of all Sonnds being beard at the 
same moment; and th,0.re could be no re,,triction (as to only 
particular Sounds being li0ard). 

Again, Sonnd cannot be hehl to be manifested, beel':tuse 

we fintl that wherever the cause \of manifestaLion, according to 
the Opponent,, and of production, according to us) is present, 
Sound is perceived in all places; while in the ease of things 
tu.at are only ntanifij,~{~d (allll not produced J, no such thing 
is ever found to be manifested in all places, when the cause 
(of ite perception) is present. For instance, in the case of 

tlie jar (whose manife:;tatioa by lamplight is admitted by both 
parties), we find that when people !'leeking the jar enter a 
room wbere the jar is not prnsent, with. a lighted lamp in their 
hands (so that the canse of the rnanifestat,ion is pn•sen·l), they 
do nut perceive the Jar; hence in this case all people admit 
that there is manifestatwn of the Jar (by the lamplight); the 
case of Sound however is different; whenever there is contact 

Var: P. 2\1&. 
(of the air-current) with the vocal chord (in the 
mouth, in the shape of the palate &c.), [which 

are the causts, in this cas0] Sound does not fail to be perceived; 
from which it follows that Sound is not manifested (by the 
causes, but proriuced)'I". You might say tliat (this is so 

" The larnpl,gbt is the ma11ifester of the Jar; hence it fails to rnanifest the Jar 

when the Jar is n<Jt there. Similarly, if the contact.of the vocal ch,,rds were only 

·the 1>.a11i(ester of Suund, it should be possible of the same being not beard, (at least in 
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because) Sounds exist everywhere (being all purvadi.ng, which 
the Jar is not). But we have already answered tl,is. What 
you mean is that-" What has been urged (as to the discrep
ancy between the case of Sound and that of the Jar) miiht 
be effective ag.iinst those for whom Sounds are limited in their 
extension, re~t-ricted to one particular spot; bot for us Sounds 
are all-pervading; hence we are not effect~d by the discrHp• 
ancy." But this we have already answered (by showing that 
Sounds are not all-pervading) ; so that it does not call for fn rt her 
answer from us. Hence the conclusion is that Sound is,not 
manifested (but produced). (Some people have held that 
what manifests sound is, not Air, but_ a particular Quality of 
Air, called 'na<Ja,' Vibrnlion: but] vibration cannot be accept-

. ed as the manif ester of Sound; because even when the Vibra
tion is perceived by a man at a distance, he dotis not .( eveu: 
though he hears the Sound) hear or perceive it at the.spot 
wher~ the Vibration has been perceived.• 'l'his same reason 
also serves to set Rside the tlieory that Sound is manifested 
by the conjnnctions and disjunctions of Air. 

[ 0] For the f(lllbwin[I reason <Riw Sm,.11,l i.cr p~vd·uced, m1t 

tJHJ11ijesti:d ;-/Je:;a,use it 'LS conceived and spoke,,. of fJ.S a prodnct. 

In ordinary parlance it is- only a pt•oduct that i.~ spolcen of f1!1 

'acute ' or ' dull ',-as we .find iu such P-:r-pres11ions as 'acute 
pleasure•, ' acute pain', 'du-U mP-n '; a11d in regard to SuurtLl 

some.cases), even though the contae_t of the vocal chords is prnsent. Such how
ever is never found to be the case. Whenever a person utters a Soull(l. -and then 
alone is there contact of the.. vocal chords &c.-the Sound never foils to be 
heard. Hence the only conclu~ion is that Souud is prod.need, not manifested. 

The corr~ct reading is lilfflfolif"'1 ~t<ni!T (as in tho Benares edition) and not 

lilff Wlflf! 11,n~• 
0 In the first place, we do not admit of any sue h quality of Air as ' Vibration'; 

but even taki~g for granted that there is such a quality ,-Vibration being the quality 
of Air, it follows that wherever there is Vibration, there is Air; but when a man 
hears Souud at a distance, either the Air or its Vibration is not present at the pll\ce 
where the man is standing. Hence the conclusion is that, inasmuch as Sound is 
heard by persons from a distance, it camot be regarded as manifested by Vibr1ttio1J. 
-'fa /parga. 
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also WP- have such empressfons as ' acute sound•, dull sound.' 

The reasoning propounded in this passage of the Bha§ya 
may be formulated as follows :-' Sound is non-eternal, be
cause it is conceived of as acute and dull, like pleasure and 
pain.' 

When the Sutra puts forward the reason-' because il 

is conrefoed and spnleen of as a produ,ct ',-it mei{us to in
clude all those reasons that go to prO've non-eternality ;

' being conceived of as a product ' having been put forward 
only as an example (of those r.;asons). 

ThPse reasons (proving non-eternality of Sound) are :
(a) Because appearing in the fonn of individualities as con
stituting a Community, it is p~rceptib~e by our external 
sense-organ ;-(li) because tliough it is perceptible, yet (at 
times) it fails to be perceived, even though there is nothing 
t.o prevent ita being perceived (if it were present)* ;-(c) 
because being a quality, it is perceptible by our external 
sense-organ; and so forth.t 

f An objection is raised J-'' As a matter of fact, the word 
'acute' pertains to au a.cute thing, and not to Sound or any 
such thing." You mean by this that-'' What is denoted by 
the word ' acute ' is something acute ; Olld not Sound,-so 

· that when the word pert,tins to one thing, it cannot denote 
another.''-But this is not right ; when the word 'acute ' is 
pronounced iu co-ordiuatiou with (as co-extensive with) the 
word ' Sound' (i.n the phrase 'acute sound '), it certainly 
denotes the acute Souud, and not merely sumetldng acute; it 
is true that when it is pl'Ouounced by itself, the word ' acute' 

0 This, says the '.{'a/pai·ya, will come later on ; and the Parishu<f,rf,hi adds 

that it shall be explained under Su. 18. 
t The Parishurf,rf,hi adds four more reasons-(!) l>ecause being a specific quality, 

it is perceptible by us ;-(2) l>ecause it is uon-per~asive, not pervading ovct· the whole 
of it!l sul stratum ; (3) because it is the specific qu:.lity of au all-p.crvading substance 
other than God ;-(4) beoa.use it has beiug, alld is i erceptible by our c1<terual sense-

/ 
3,rgan, 
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denotes a common qnali~y that may belong to Substances, 
Qualities and Actions ; ~imilarly when the word ' Sound ' 
is pronounced by itself ,!If it denotes Sound that may be pos
sessed of several qualities ; when however lhe two words, 
'acute' and 'sound' are ·pronounced together,-one being 
used as the q11alifying and the other·as the qualified term
then the word ' acute ' serves to set as,de the other possible 
qualities of Sound, and the word ' Sound ' serves to preclude 
the other things (Subst~noes, Qualities and .Actions) to which 
tl!e quality of ' acuteness ' might belong ; so that when we 
find both words pronounced, it is clear that it is Sound. 

that is meant; hence it is quite right to assert that, as it is 
spok1m of as ' acute', Sound mu~t be non-qternal. 

"But UR a mQ.tfer of fact, the ' acuteness' or 'dullness' belongs 

to the mrtniiester, whence a,·ises the acutenes.~ or dullness of the 

apprehensions; just ,1.~ in the case of Colour.'; -This aa11not be ; 

as there i11 suppres.~ion.-(Bl1a1J!fl6 P. 1%, L. 11). All that is 
required by way of an· explanation of this is given in the 
Bhaf}ya itself. 

"But it is the apprehension (and not the letter-sound) that 
varies with the variations in the eauses.'' 

This cannot be; for it is nowhere seen that, the thing remain
ing the same, its :-ipprehension is diverse. What the Opponent 
means is that-" the Sound does not vary ; the Sound re
mains the same j what does vary with the variations of the 
ea.use is the apprfhension of that Sound [so that when one 
sound is believed to be suppL'eS:3ed by another, wha,t is sup
prtis:led is not the Sound, but its app,.ehension]."-Tliis how
ever carinot be accepted ; for, in no case ha,s it been seen 
that the thing remaining the same, its apprehension is 

o For 11~'1' 1J~.~~'11'r of the Biblio. Indiec edition, the Ilenares edition reads 

1J<!;TU~TS~~'.!;f<li But the correct reading should be ~11..;::"'.·.s,~if!li as is clear 
from what follows in the Text. 
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diverse ; so that if the Sonnd remains the same, there can be 
no diversity in its appl'ehension; specially as we never find 
any diversity in the apprehension when there is no diversity· 
in the object. [And unless there is diversity, the phenomen
on of suppression cannot be explainedJ. If you still urge 
that-" even thongh the object remains the same, there may 
be diversity in its apprehensions'',-tben in that case, 
apprehensions would be al ways diverse ; and there 
could never be . .such conceptions as ' di verse ' and ' non

diverse ' ('different,' and ' non-different ') tl,at do appear 
in regard to apprehensions11<. And further, in this case, no 
suppression t wonld be possible ; for the simple reason that 
no two apprehensions conld ever exist at the same time; as a 
matter of fact (for the Baacf,cf,ha) no two apprehensions ap
pear simultaneou_sly ; nor is it possible for any apprehension 
to suppress itself ; nor agafo can it be said that there is 
no suppression. From all this it follows that what differs 
is the Sound it.self (and not the apprehension). 

[As against the Sa,ilchya view, the Bhri§!/O., P. 106, L. 3, 
says J-1'hen n.gai<~ (accvrding fo the Opponent's view) no sup

pression would be possiblet because (according to him) the Suunds 

0 What the V tir/ika says here applies, in a mixed fashion to the theory of 

the Saiikhya and to that of the llliman.~al<i1,-as rema.rked by the Parishu4,,J,hi ; 

.Hence the TJ.tparya proceeds to point out what is applicable to the SaJ,!chya, and 
what to the 1lltmiins·,ka theory. The ;;ense oE tlltl argument is as follows-] f you 

ad,nit of diversity in the apprehension, you must ac0ept diversity in the object. Su 
that if all apprehensions were different, all objects would be different also ; and 
'there would be no 11on-d(tfere11ce at all ; and when there is no 11on-diffe1·ence, no 

difference would be possible ; as the two are merely relative. 

t This' impossibility Qf suppression ' is urged against the Bauef<f,ha view, and is 
different from the' impossibility of suppression' urged in the Bhii.~yrt 011 P. 106, L. 
3, and in the V,'ir/ika, in line 12 below, which (according to the Tafpa,•yal is urged 

against the Saiikhya view. The fortner ' impossibility of suppreasion ' is 1 Jiu~ ex
plained by the 'l'Mparya :-Accordi,,g to the Bau,Jj,ha, one cognition is destroyed 
by the appearance of anothet· cognition ; so that as no two apprehen:siuns could, ac
cording tG this view, exist at the samcr moment of time, how could there be a sup-

- prcssion of the one by the other ? 
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lJeiny manifeshd in the sc.me place as their manif~ster, there CtJnld 
be no conbct (betwf.leu the two, and hence no snppression of the one 
or b,11 the other) ; so that according tu the dew that Sound is mani
fe.1ted in th1> same. pl•ce aH its m,•i!ester, no suppre.~11io11 would 
be ]'"ssible. " \Vhy r" Because the Sound occupi~s the 
same place as its manifester ; as a matter of fact, a Sound, 
occupying the s-1me place as its manife:i~r, cannot suppress 
another Sound, which it doe3 not get at; for the simple rea
son t.l1at it does nnt get at it : and what does not get at 
another cannot suppress this latter If yo11 holu that a Sound 
would suppress another Sound even without getting at it,
then in that case, the SouuJ of the lute would never be 
heard. 'l'liat i11 to sa.y, if the (louder) so,mds emanating 
from the conch-shell, the ass, and such other sonrce3 were to 
snppress even snch Sounds as are not got at by them, then 
the Sound of the lnte (being suppressed by the louder 
Sounds app~aring somewhere in the world) would. never be 
beard. If (in order to escape from this absurdity) it be held 
that-" the Sounds exist everywhere,"-our answer would be 
that this would not ba right, as such a view would be open to 
ilrn objections pointtd out before (against, the view that Sou~ds 
are all-pervading). What you meao is as follows-" The 
absurd contingency of the lute-sound being never audible 
is possible only for thuse who hold Sound to occupy the same 

. place as its manifester; but for ns all Sounds (being all-per
vading) occupy the same place ; and as such our view is not 
open to the said absurd contingency."-But this cannot be 
maintained ; as it does not. esca.pe ftom the objections pointed 
out above ; for instance, if all Sounds occupy the same place, 
there can be no restriction as to only one particular sound being 
manifested by a particular manifester; so that any manifester 
that would be taken up would bring about the mani
feRtation of all Sounds ;-and from this objection your 
view does not escape. Further, if such diverse Sounus as 
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those proceeding from the lute, the flute and the conch
shell• occupied tlw same place, then, inasmuch as the 
Sounds of the lute and the flnte wonld be always suppress
ed by that of the Cc,nch-shell, the Sound of the lute 
&c., would be abHolutely inaudible ! All the:;:e considerations 
tend to the inevitable conclu,;ioa that what do differ are the 
Sounds themselves (and no_t their apprehensions only). Be
ing diverse, tlnse Sounds that do occupy the same place, 
and (as such) reach the Akcisha of the tympanum at the same 
time, are subject to the contingency that the more forcible of 
them suppresses the other (which is weaker); and what is 
meant by a Sound being s11ppressed is that it is not heard 
by reas-on of the hearing of a louder Sound. 

['l'he Sarikhya raises an objecti:m against the Naiyayika's 
theory of Sound and its hearing]-" If it be true that Sound, 
proceeding in a series, reaches the .Akasha enclosed in the 
tympanum, and becomes heard,-then, there could be no notion 
of direction in regard to Sound; and yet we have suJh notions 
as· this Sound is to the East,' and' that Sound is to the Nort,h.' 
In the cMe of things that get at the sen:;e-organ (for 
being perceived)-such as Odour1 for instance,,we <lo uot 
find any such notions of direction." 

. 'l'his is not so, we reply ; as the notion of direction is 
due to the Source; that is to eay, the notion of direction tliat 
arises in regard to Sounds, cannot refer to the Sounds them 
selves; -for as matter of fact, what happens in the c11se of 

· sound-perception is that though Sounds _are produced by 
several causes located in the several directions-East, \Vest, 
North and Sonth,__:__yet what is ac'tually heard is only a part 
of the Sound produced; so that the notion of direction woul<l be 
the same in reg~rd to all Sounds; [ which is not the case 1 ; hence 
the notion of direction rannot refer t'o the Sounds themselves. 
"If so, then it behoves you to explain to what this notion 

t Both editions read "h111q11.;;;rifT but the sense requires <ll'lfl~~:(lim,;r-ri" 
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is due." Well, it is due to the di versit,y of the sourcAs of the 
Sounds; ns a matter of fact, there are certain things which, as 
sources of Sounds,serve as aids to the direct cause of the Sounds 
in the shape of Cunj,rnctfon; and the;;e sourcrs being located 
in diverse directions, there arise d:verse notions of direction 
in regard to tlie Sounds also. "'l'his may be right in tl1e 
case of those Sounds whose sonrces ar~ themselves perceptible; 
bnt in regard to those Sounds whose sourC'es are not perceptible, 
such notions of direction would be irnpos~ible.'' It would 
be by no means impossible; for when the sound-series first 
reaches (the auditoty organ), it does so always from the 
direction of its source. rrhat i~ to say, w-he11 a sound-series pro
ceeds from a certain source, this source produces such Sonnd
serfos on all sides of itself; and when the firsL • Souud of'. this 

Series, that reaches the .Akcrnha in a particular tympanum, 

is recognised as reaching that part of this °:ilrus 111i which lies 
in the direction of the sounJ,-tbeu there arises the notion 
of direction (in regard to the Sound itself); b11t in cases where 
this first Sound of the Series cannot be discerned (and all 
sounds of the 1:,eries crowd in at once), no notion of· direction 
can arise t 

Some philosophers offer the explanation that there 
are no notions of direction in re~ard to Sounds; and the 
reason that they provide is.that, as a matter of fact, notions 
of direction arise only when the object concerned is percept• 
ible by the Eye; for instance, persons born blind have no 
conception of direction in regard to Sounds. Others have 

° For >ii!T~I the Tt/pai•ga reacts wm : 
t Sound proceeds from such sources as the Drum, the Conch-shell and the like. 

A certain.definite part of the Auditory Organ lies towards that source, When the 
first Sound produced happens to be produced in that part, we infer that the Sound has 
proceeded from a source IocateJ in a parlic!llar direction. Tbat is to say, when a 
Sound-series, emanating from the Drum located in a parfiimlar direction, produc~~ 
a 8ouucl in tlte Auditory Akasha, this Sonud h,rn a particular property, from' which 
property it is inferred that it has emanated from a source located- in a particular 

direGti ou.-r ,t !earya. 
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asserted, that, inasmuch as conceptions of direction arise 
iu connecl ion with things perceived by ·the Eye and the Ear, 
thm,e two organs must be regarded as apprehending things 
without actually getting at them. These theories we have 
already refuted in the course of our explanation of the Su~ra 
defining Perception (Su. 1·1·4). 

Su{1·a (14). 

[Objection)-" (A.) BECAUSE THE DESTRUCTION OF THE J ~R 

IS ETERNAL,-( 13) BEOAOSE Cul\i:MONITY IS ETERNAL,-AND (0) BE· 

CAUSE lsVKN ETERNAL THINGS AER CONCEIVED AND SP•IKEN Ob' AS 

NON-ETERNAL, L WHAT HAS BEEN URGED IN THC: PRIWWlNG SCTRA 

CANNOT BE ACCEPTED AS CONCLUSIVE j."-(Su. 14), 

Bha§ya on Su. (14 1• 

[ P. 107, L. l to L. 8) 
0 (A) Sound cann<>t be regarded as non-eternal on the 

"ground of its /u.wi'.'9 a canse ~a_s urged in Su._ 13;._ '·why r' 
•• Because the preu11s,:1 (np(,n w11ich trat reasonmg 1s based) is 
"not universally true: In the case of the 'destruction of the 
"Jar' we find that.even though it lias a c;iuse (and a boginning), 
"yet it is etM•fiol [Hence the premiss that' all that has cause 
•' is non-eternal' is not true}. '' But how do you know that 
"the' destruction of the Jar' bas a causer' l We know 
•• this from the fact that] the Jar ceases to exist only when 
"th1:,re is a disruption of 'i~s (component} causes (iu the shape 
"of the clay-particles makmg up the Jar). 'But how do you 
" know that tl1is de~truction of the Jar ig eternal?' ['f hat 
'' we infer from the fact that) when the ,Jar has once 
'' ceased to exist on the disruption of its component causes, this 
" non-existence of that particular Jar is never again set aside 
" by its existence [ i. e. the Jar that has once been destroyed 
" never comes into existence again. J 

"(B) The second reason urged as prQving the non
" eternality of Sound is that it is 11,pprcfrnnded th,·uuyh a 8e11se
,, orgrw, But here also the premiss is not trmi; as we find 
.. that Oommunity, though etern,tl, is yet apprehended through 
"s1:,ose-organs, 

u (0) fhe third reason urged is that Sound is conceived 
.. and spoken (ll as non-t:fernal; here also the premiss is not 
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"true; for we find even eternal things concPived and spoken 
" of as non-eternal. E. g. just as we speak of the 'part of a tree', 
'• and_ the ' part of a blanket ', so also do_ we Eipeak ')f the 'part 
''of 1\.kasha', the 'part of Soul' [whereAkasha and Soul,·both 
'' eternal things, are spoken of as having parls; which means 
" that they are non-eternal].'' 

P'iirtika on S·l . (14.). 

(P. 295, LI. 7-e.] 

What this SiHra is meantto show is that the reasonmgs 
propounded in the preceding Siitra are not valiJ, being based 
upon premises that are not true. The rest is clear in the 
Bhii~ya. 

Sti{ra (15). 

[ Answer ]-INASMUCH AS THERE IS A OI,EAR. DIFFERENCl<1 

AND DISTINOTION BETWEEN THE REAL (DTRECT) AND· THE FlGURA• 

l'IVE (INDIREC'r)[DEN•)1'ATION OF THE TERM 'ETERNAt '], THE PRE• 

MISES (URGED IN Su.HJ) ARE NO'l' UN'rBUR (Su. 15). 

JJkii'!ya on Su. (15). 
[P. HJ7, L. 10 to L. 14]. 

\Vhen a thing is spoken of as 'efornal ', what is the 
'real' connotation oJ that tt:rm? A:i a mattP-r of fact. what is 
meant b_y the thing being' eternal' is that it is a thing• which 
has the characttl'l" of having no beginning, and for which tlrnre 
is ·no possibility of its losing itself. t Now this connotation of 
the term 'eternal' cannot apply to Destruction (for Destruc
tion, though having no end, does 4ave a begiuni11g I. The term 
could however be applied to Destruction in its' figurative' (or 
indirect) connotation; that is to say, when the Jar h_as lost 
itself,-i. e. having existed, it has ceased to exist,-and it does 
not come into existence again,-this negation or destruction 
of the Jar comes to be spoken of a..i 'eternal'; which can only 
mean that it is as gooil as elerualt · [because having had a, 

0 The right reading is ~ .for lll"l?'IT'ffl: 

t 'Being destroyed '.-Bha~yachan<!,ra. Jt adds that et1,r,1ality conaists in being 
without beginning aud without end. 

·:t: The correct reading is flR'lf ~• f'!fffl as read in several Mss.; and stippor•ed 

by the Vartika. 
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beginning, the Dfstruction could not be 'eternal ' in the real 
sense of tl.ie term]. .And as a matter of fact, we do uot 
find any pror/1{(:t which is similar to Sound (in having a cause 
and a beginning) fu1fi11ing the saicl c<mclitions of true eternality; 
hPnce the premiss (that 'what has a cause is not eternal') 
cannot be untrne. 

P'lfr(ika on Sit. (Hi). 

[P. 295, L. 10 to L. 18.J 

Inasmuch as J-c.-says the Su/ ra. The Bhil~y,1 asks-When 
a thing is ,,;poken of as 'eternal ', what is the real connotation of 

that term ? 'l'he real connotation of the term' eternal ' i~ that 
the thing has such existence as is unconditioned .by both 
limits tbeginning and end); and the conhrary of this cons
titutes 'non-eternality '. Now the said connotation of 'etern• 
ality ' does not apply to Destruction ; though the term may 
be applied to it in its figurative or indirect connotation. 
The 'negation of Jar' may be spoken of a11 being as good as 

. etP.rnal,-aml not as b~ing 11.clually eternal; and the reason 
for this lies in this fact that the said negation is not present 
at two points of time; that is D0structiou (which is one 
kind of Negation) has not been in existence before; not is it 
in existence dming the time that the ,far exists ; and the 
Prior Negation {which is another kind ot Negation) does not 
exist while the J11r exists, nor does it exist when the des-
truction of the Jar has come about. " Then what does it 
mean when. Destruction is 8poken of as ete1·nal?" It means 
that it is as good as efornal,-and hence ' eternal', in the 
figurat:i'.ve sense. '' What is the basis for this figurative 
application of the t9rm ?'' rrhe basi8 lies in the fact that 
Prior Negation has no cause (and beginning) and Destruction 
has no end; and as both these facts are found in the case 
of •eternal' things also,- on the ground· of this similarity to 
realry eternal things, Negation comes to be regarded as being 
as good as elenud; but it is never actually eternal [as Prior 
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Negntion has end, :rnd Destrnction has beginning; which 
fact:; are not compatible wtth trne f'li:rnalityj.* 

Bhti~!f•l nn Sit. (16). 
[P. 10_7, L. 14 to L. 19]. 

As rf'gards the argument of the Opponent (urged in Sn. 14) 
thot Community is eternal tand yet pnceptible by the 
~enses),-w heu we ur-ge the ser,se-perceptibililJI of Honnd as 
proving its non-eternality, what we mean is that it is appre
hended through sense-contact, arid-

JNASMII CH AS THIS IS UIWEfl ONLY AS LEADING TO THE 

INFF.111rnc~: oF 1·nR sEarn~ toF SooNDs),-(Su. 16.) 
th.14 prerni,'!se.'I are not untrne, in their benring upon eternal 

things- this much has to be brought in from what has gone 
b1:>fore.t 

We do not mean that Sonnd is non-etcr-nal simply by 
reason of its being- apprehended by the senses; what we do 
mean is that the fa~t of Sound bPing apprehended through 
sense-coutact leads to the inference that in every phenomenon 
of Sound, there is a series of Sounds; and .this fact of there 
being a snies of sewral Sounds (appearing one after the 
other) prnves that each of these Sounds is non-eternal. 

"JTai·tika on Sn, ( 16). 

[P. 295, L. 18 to P. 296, L. 3]. 

What is mfla.nt by Sound being airujriyaka (Su. 18) is 
that it is apprehended through sense-contact; and when we 
urge this as proving non ,#errwlity, all that we mean is that 
it leads us to infer the existence of a series of Sounds; so 

Var: P. 297. 
tl1at our premiss is not vitiated. We do not 
sefk to prove 'non-eternality' on the ground 

of sen.'le-perceptibilit,11; what we mean to do by urging this 
se11se-perceptibility of Sound is to deny the possibility of its 

* The Bha~ya coutiues itself to Destruction ; the Vartika includes Prior Negation 
also. The former appears to be more reasonable. Prior Negation is aot re
garded as eternal by anyone. 

t The printed text reads f;r'l''it tl'!f~'i"l!ITI: 'fnf a~. The right reading is supplied 

by the bhawaclwndra-f~~'it ~ 1;qf'f"l~ .:fw 1'1i~; it explains ap as ;a~. 

It cnlls these woldE as !{,lli, completing the Su~ra, 
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being regarded as merely manifested; for we have already 
explained that what is ouly manifested cannot be regarded as 
perceptible by the senses.' 

Bha~ya 01, Su. ( 17). 
(P. 107. L. 19 to P. 108. L. 11]. 

The sGeond argument urged by the Oppornmt (in Su 1+). 
is that "even eterna.l things are conceived and spoken of as 
non-eternal". Now this also is not right. 

BECAUSE WHAT 'l'HI!! TERM 'PART' REALLY DENOTES IS THE 

CONS'l'JTUENT CAUSE ;*-(Su. 17 ). 
So that in its bearing on eternal things [.dlcairha, f. i., where 

with the word 'part' cannot be used in its real connotation ; 
though it may be used in a fignrat,ive sense hence] the figurative 
use of the term 'part~ cannot vitiate our premiss (thlitt 'wha11 is 
spoken of as 'product' must be non·etern:al',). ~ow, in tl1e 
expressions cited -by the Opponent 'part of A.lcflgfw ' aud 
"part of the Soul ',-thP term 'part' cannot be taken ai'J 
denoting the cansfituenl cause of .l\.kasha and Soul, as it is 
taken to mean in the case of products (like 'I'ree an1l /t/ank1Jtl; 
for how could the word <lenote what does not exi1>t rt That 
the consfitueRt cau1Je of .A.kiisha or Soul does not exi«t we 
learn from the fact that no such cause can be known hy any 
of the means of cognition. '' What then does the word 
' part' mean in those expressions?" [.As a ma.tter of fact, 
such expressions a.s 'part of ~/~asha' are used _only in con
nection with the contact of snb~tances with Akiishn; an<l] 
in such case~all that is meant by saying that' conta.ct subsists 
in o part of Akiisha' is that the contact does not p~1·V1Lde ooer 
the whole· A.kasha; the sen.:ie being that the contact of Atca11h11, 
with any sub!tl:'nce of limited extension does not extend over 
the entit-e Akaslta; it subsists in it without extending over 

0 In the printed text, tht text of the Sr1\ra is lengthened by the expression 
~ll'Clf1Q'N'1JI-.:: But this ex:pres,ion dee!! not appear in the body of the Siitra itself 

either in the Nyayasi1,chiflibt111<!,ha, or in the Puri Siitra MS., or in Siitra MS. B. 
The 'fafparya also q11ote11 this S:itra (on p. 317) as ending with "1Ff1ml'· We have 

therefore taken ~~"~ as the opening words of the Bha~ya o:, the Siltra. 

The Bhafyachan~ra alao calls these words" eupplementary" to the Siitra. 
t 1'he BhrJfyachant/,ra t11kes lli11fF<fcif~ &c. as a question emanati11g from the 

Opeonent, extending down to ~r.~ri~'lllri. But it is distinctly better to C0118-

tru~ the passage as has been done io the translation. 
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tlie whole of it. .Aud herein lies a point of similarity bet
wetn .A.kiii;ha and ordinary Products: the contact between two 
berries for instance, does not ext~nd over the entire benies. 
~o that it is o.n the basis of this similarity that we have such 
expressions as 'pai-t of Akushn '. where the word ' part' is 
used in its figurative sense (and not in its real denot11tion of 
.::onstituent cause). This same explanation applies also to 
the expression 'parL of the Soul'. Like G'o11l,1,i:l, Sound 1.iu 
.L1kiislta) and Cognition• (in the ~fonl) also subsist only par
tially in-not extending over the whole of--their substratum. 

(The instances of 'eternal thing_s being spoken of as non
eternal ', that have been mged by the Opponent have been 
~hown to be purely figurative.] On the other hand, [when 
Sound is spoken · of as ' acute ' or ' dull '], the µroperties 
of acut1mei;s n11d av[u<?ss, that can belong only to a non-eternal 
tliing, are such as have been proved ( l'ext, P. l 05, L. 8) to 
belong to Sound in 1·eality, and not at.tribut.ed to it merely 
figuratively. (Hence our 01·igioal reasoning remaius unshaken J. 

" But how is it that we do not know of any :SU~ra of 
Gautarua's to this effect [(I) that Alrasha and Suul cannot have 
pads, in the real sense of the term, and (2) that Sound 
appears in a series]?" 

Well ; it is iu the natnre of the revered Gautama, that in 
many sections (he does not ttctually assert and prove certain 
facts)t; so that in the present connection also he does not 
actually asse1·t a11d prove the said two facts ; and the reason 
is that he thinks thiit the studeut will be able to learn these 
truths from tlie doctrine of the Sluls{ra ;----this ' Shastra• 
doctrine' {in the present instance) consists of inferential 
reasouings tliat, tlie Author has put forward ( under Su. 16 
and 17 ),-these reasonings having, as they have, several 
ramificationsJ in the shape of impl1ciitions; the implication 
of Su. 16 being that the1·e are Smtnd-se1'ies, and that of 
Su. 17 that .A.lrlisha and Soul can havP no constituent 
pr.r/,<;, And inasmuch as these facts are already implied 
in the said Sutras, the Author does not fiud it necessary to 
assert them in so many words]. 

l7arti!i-a on Sn. 17. 
l P. 296, L·. 6 to P. 299, L. 19). 

The term' part ' i-eully denotes the constituent cause-

says the SU~ra ; and certainly in the case of ~tern al sub
" 1'01~ iucludes Pleasure, Pain &e. also,-says the l:Jharuachwu/,ra. 

t For instance, under Su. ;}-1-1 he implies that' Sub~tance •· is dh1tinct fr'6m 

'Quality' ; but he nowhere. says this in so many wordo-Par'isliu<!,,JJii. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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• 
stances. the term 'part.' (if used) cannot mean conslil1umt 
<'ause. Says the BhriljytJ (P.108, L. 1)'.-Jn the e:npressfons,

' part of Akashrt' am/, ' part of So1tl '-the term ' p,1rt ' can
not be taken as denoting the 'Omtstituent Vause', as it is taken, 
to mean in tlte case of products. "But, why cannot the word 
mean co11sti1uent cause?" Fur the simple reai:ion that (in the 
case of eternal substances) no such cause exists ; as a matter 
of fact, there exist no such things as parts of .A.kasha. "How 
do you know that they do not exist ?" Ji'or this reason that 
no such parts are known by any means of cognition; if partl:I 
of .lkasha anci such other eternal things existed, they would 
certainly be known by some means of cognition. "But how 
do yo"ll know that they are not known by any means of cog
nition r" We _know this from the fact that no alternative 
is admissible. For instance, the word' part' can only signify 
either cau.>Je or receptacle; now .lkiisha, not being a product, 

cannot have a C<.tUlf6 : inasmuch as A.kiish.a. is not a product, 
the word ' part ' in connection with it cannot signify cause. 

Nor can it mean receptacle, as dkasha is not contained iu any 
thing; hence the term ' part ' as applied to it cannot mean 
reaeptacle. '' But this i's incompatible with ordinary usage 
(in which we do meet with such expressio11g as ' pa1·t of 

;fkasha 'J" No; as this usage is capable of another explana• 

tion. '' But if you regard Alcilsha to be without parts, you 
certainly go against 01·dinary usage, where we meet with 
snch expressions as' the Sun occupies the Eastern part of 

Akaslia.' Our view is not incompatible with such usage; 
as this 11sage can be otherwise explained. If we take the term 
'part' in such expressions to signify the fact of the contact 
of the thing spoken of not extending over the entire 
Aka/jha, there is no incompatibility with the said usage; as 
the word 'part' in such cases is explained as indicating the 

fact that the contact does not extend over the entire Akiisha. 
This is what constitutes the similarity of Akasha to things 
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actually consisting of parts. In the case of such things of 
limited size as two berries in regard to whose Var. P. 297. 
being of limited size there is no difference 

of opinion,-it is found that whenever there is contact 
between them, it never extends over the whole of the berries; 
and the berries are also' with parts ;-hence it being found 
that the contact of A.kas,,a also does 11.ot extend over the 
whole of it,-on the ground of this similarity to things with 
parts, the A.kasha also comes to be conceived of as 'with 
parts', but only in a figurative sense. 

"What is the baHis of this figurative use?" 

This basis consists in the similarity of things. When 
there are two things-one of them not quite the same as the 
other-and if some similarity is found between them, this 
similarity forms the basis of their being figuratively regard• 
ed as the same ; this basis is called ' bhakti ' because it is 
divided (common)-bhajyafe-between the two things con
cerned. So that when the word ' part' is used (in connec
tion with Alcasha.), the character of part is imposed 11pon 
what is not re•1lly a part~-,-this i1nposition being based upon 
the said similarity. That is to say, inasmuch as Akasha has 
some sort ol: similarity to things with parts,-this similarity 
consisting in the fact of its contact not extending over the 
whole of it-the word ' part' also comes to be used in connec
tion with it. This is the explanation (of the expression I part 

of Akasha '); and parts do not really belong to ~1.lciisha. 
"How do you know this?" Because we do not know 
of any parts of A/casha by any means of cognition. By 
your question what you mean is this:-'' There is no proof 
for the assertion that parts are only fignrativ•ely attributed to 
Akasha, on the basis of its similarity to things with pa,rts, 
and there are no parts in Akasha.in reality." Bnt this is 
not right; for (our proof lies in the fact that} no snch parts 
of A.leas/ta, are ever cognised by any means of cognition; 
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neither Perception nor any other means of cognition is ever 
found to point to any pa1·ts of .lkasha; and also because it 
can never be pointed out what these (parts) are. If 
A.kasha had real parts, it would be possible to point 
to their forms; for instance, when one · asks-what are 
the parts of Cloth ?-it is pointed out that the yarns 
are its parts; similarly when it is asked what are the 
parts of .Akasha ?-it is not pos!!ible to fOint to any thing 
as being these parts. Lastly, the difficulty remains that it 
is not possible to define the exact nature of the parts in ques
tion,-as shown above. That is to say, you cannot answer the 
following question,-Those things that you regard as the part, 

of .dkasha, are they of the nature of Alcasha, or are they not ? 
"What do you drive at by this question? ' 1 What we mean 
is that, if the parts are of the nature of Akasha, then it 
follows that there are several Akaslws; if on the other hand, 
they -are not of the same nature as 4.kasho, then it behoves 
you to explain what exactly their nature is; and also in what 
manner they are ' parts ' of .A.kasha ; that is to say, what 
would be the exact meaning of the assertion that ' not being 
of the nature of .Akasha, these are parts of Alcasha'? For 
instance, when one says-' the Yarns are the parts of the 
Cloth' -what is meant is that the Yarns are the receptacle 
and also the constituent cause of the Cloth; and neither of 
these meanings is possible in the case of the ' parts ' of 
Aka.~ha [neither a receptacle nor a cause being possible for 
Akasha,] 

"If Akiislia has no parts, any contact with it would be 
without a substratum." . 

Certainly it would not be without a_ substrat,um ; for it 
would subsist· in the .Altash•i itself, If you mean to argue 
that-'' if .Akilslur, has· no parts, the contact with parts of 
Aka~hii would become deprived of its substratum ",-our 

Yar: P .. 298. 
answer is that it could not be deprived of 
its substratum; as it subsists in the Akaslia 
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itself; in fact you yourself call it as 'having Akasha for 
its substratum'; so that it cannot be deprived of its substratum. 
"But in that case all contact would coexist in the same sub
stratum." That does not effect us; as that does not militate 
against our doctrine.' If you mean to argue that-" If Ak~asha 

has no parts, these several contacts of material substances 
that come about in A.kasha would all coexist in the same sub
stratum"--our answer is that this contingency of the several 
contacts coexisting in the same substratum does not go against 
anything (recognised by us). 

Thus then we conclude that the conception of ' parts of 
Akasha ' is purely figurative-being based upon the resem
blance of Akasha to things (really endowed with parts). 

"If Alciishc, has no parts, then all Sounds which are pro• 
ducts of Akasha would be heard by all men." 

Certainly not; as the answer to this has already been 

given by us. What you mean is as follows:-" If Akiisha is 
without parts,-and on that account all Sounds coexist in the 
same substratum-then all Sounds should be heard by all men; 
-as a matter of fact however, all sounds are not heard by all 
men ;-hence the conclusion is that the Sou11ds subsist in 
different substrata,-because they are not heard by all men,
just as the colours of the fi.rigers (which, not being seen by all 
men, are held to subsist in different substrata)." This how• 
ever is not right; as this reasoning has been already answer
ed by us. We have already pointed out that Sound, like Conu 
tact, does not subsist over the entire substratum. 

Some people assert that being qualities, these must pervade 
over their entire substratum. These people have held that, 
because Sound and Contact are qualities, they must subsist in 
their entire substratum,-just as the colour of the linger 
pervades over the entire finger. 

To these people the following question shonld be put
What is meant by pervading or erelending over the entire substra-
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tvm r If by pervading you mean only 1rnusisfing in the sul)l!J1'tJ
tum, then that does not militate against our doctrines. If you 
mean something else, then no such pervading is possible. 
According to us what is meant by the colour of tho finger 
pervading over the finger is simply that the colour is per
ceived whenever its substratum (the finger) is perceived ;-,-and 

certainly in the case ?f Sound, and other qualities of Akasha, 
it is no-t true that they are perceived whenever their substratum 

(i.lcasha) is perceived ;-hence these qualities cannot be 
per vasfre, in the same manner as the colour of the finger is 
pervasive. As a matter of fact, in the case of things subsist
ing in several substrata at the same time [e.g., (ti) the genus of 
'Being,' or 'Cow' and the like, which pervade over the entire 
lot of their several substrata, and (b) Contact, which does not 
pervade over the entire lot of its several substrata], pervasion 
and non-pervasion consist respectively in the said things be
ing and not being apprehended on the apprehension of even a 
few of the several things that constitute their substrata ; * 
while in t-he case of things· subsisting in a single substratum 
(at a time), [e.g., (a} Colour which pervades over its entire 
substratum, and (b) Sound which does not pervade over its 
entire substratum], pervasion or non-pervasion consist res
pectively in their being and not being apprehended on the 
apprehension of that substratum. t 

As regards the contacts, with Alcasha, of material sub
stances with definite shapes,-some people hold some of these 
contacts to be such as are produeed (by causes, hence non
eternal}; while others are regarded as not produced (eternal). 
Now it is the contact of gross prodncts that is produced,-

* E.g., When a few cows are apprehenued, the genus Cow is apprehended. But 

when only one of the two conjoined things is perceived, the conjunction or contact is 

not perceived. This proves that while Genus is pervasive, Coutact,is not so. 
t E.g. When the.Jar is seen, its colom is seen ; which shows that Colour is per

vasive. But Sound is not perceived whenever Aka~iia is apprehended ; or Pleasure is 

not apprehended whenever the Soul is apprehended ; which shows that Sound and 

Pleasure are non-perrasive qualities. 
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because it is actually prnduced by contact ~ for when the 
produut is being produced, its contact is brought about by the 
contact of its constituent parts. 'l'here are others however 
who do not hold this contact to be brought about by action 

Var: P.299. 
(motion) ;-and their reason lies in· the fact 
that the contact lasts as long as the substance 

itself lasts; and as Contact can never be separate (from the 
conjoint things), nc, contact of contact is possible; so that in 

Akasha there can be no contact brought about by action. But 

these people hold that the coutact of Akrisl1ti with ntom.s is 
such as is produced (and not eternal);• and the argument in 

support of the view that the Contact of Atoms with Akasha 

is a product is as follows:-' The A tom is related to Akilsha 
by a relation~hip that is brought about by certain causes,
because it has shape (it is tangible .and of limited extension), 
-like the Jar and such other things (which having 

shape &c. are related to A/ciisha by an impermanent 
relation).' Then again, as regards the contact with Akasha 
of the gross Products, which is the subject of dispute, 
we have the following argument:-' The said disputed 

contact with Alcasha, 0£ the gross Produet, is one that 
cannot last a'i long as the said Product continues 
to exist,-because while having an indestructible substra

tum (in the shape of Akash,i), and subsisting in a substance 
{the gross f>roduct) which is capable of action (motion), it is 
one that forms t.lie autilhesis of non-contact,--just like the 
contact of other corporeal things'. From all this it follows 

that the contact of a gross Product with A.kasha is one that 
is brought about by contact, and also by action (motion); 

while that of the Atom (with A.lcash,i) is brought about only 

by motion. lln proof of the far,t that coutacts with -:i.lcasha 
&c. are only transitory and partial, not extendi~ g over the 

0 The Bcuares edition reads -;,i·fil'fi ; but from tbe next sentence it is clear that 
~ is the correct reading. 
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entire A.kasha, we have the following argument]-' A.klisha 
and other things under consideration are also capable of being 
disjoined (from things with which they are in contact)-be
cause they are in contact with things that are capable of 
motion,-like Atoms;•-that is, just as the contacts of the 
Atom with movable things are transitory1 not lasting as long 
as the things last, [sv also are the contacts of Aki.il}ha].' 

And just as the Contacts and Sound (do not pervade over 
the entire Akiisha), so Cognition and other qualities of the 
Soul do not extend over the entire Soul.t And it has already 
been explained that Contact also with the Soul does not ex
tend over the entire Soul. 

[Hitherto it has been held that one speaks of 'part of 
of Akasha' because of Afcasha resembling things actually com
posed of parts in the fact of its contacts being non-pervasive 
in their character. The Author points out another point of 
resemblance, on the basis whereof parts m"l.y be attributed to 
.ikcsha]-Or, when one speaks of ..4.kiislia having 'parts,' what 
is mJant is that, while being iteielf one Alcasha is related to 
several corporeal sullstances composed of parts; that is to 
say, .Akasha being one, is related to several subs
tances composed of parts, and this constitutes its similarity 
to things really composed of parts; as such relationship is 
found in the case of &nch well known partite things as the Jar 
and the like. (The Jar being 'one that is capable of being 
related to several corporeal partite things.] 

['rhe Bhal}ya asks]-" But how is it that we do not know 
of any Suf1·a of Gaitfama's to this effect? '1 To what effect 
do you mean ? " To the effect that Akasha is witliout 
parts and Soul is without pa1'fs, '' The answer to this 
is tb11.t we have no separate Sutra asserting these facts, as they 

o lrl regard ./.o this reasoning, the '!'alparya remarks that it is found only in 
a few manuscripts of the Vcl1·fika. • 

t The reading of this passage is corrupl. We have adopted the reading of the 
Bib-Ind edition, which provides the best sense. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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are already implied by other facts; i. e. inasmuch as these 
facts are already implied by other facts (that have been assert
ed), the Author did not compose a Sutra to this effect. Or, 
the question may be taken as referring to the direct ~ssertion 
of the doctrine of the Series of Sounds ;-and the answer to this 
also would be the same :-viz. w.e have no Su~ra directly 
asserting this 'doctrine as it is already implied by other facts. 
Or, the facts in qqestion might be learnt from the doctrines 
of the Shasfra ; this 'Shasfr,z-doctrine' in the present case 
consisting of the inferential reasonings that the .Author has put 
forward (under Su. 16 & 17,J-these reasonings having several 
1·ami(foations, by means of which what is not directly as
serted is also implied; and what is thus already implied is 
not again directly asserted by a Sufra. 

Bha~ya on Su. (18). 
[P. 108, L, 11 to P. 109, L. 10.] 

Further we ask-How is it to be known that a certain 
thing exists and another thing does not exist P " Wtil1, 
when a thing is apprehended by means of an Instrument of 
Cognition [it is recognised as existing ], and when it is not 
apprehended by means of an ~nstrument of Cognition [it i:s re
cognised as non-existing] '.' In that case your Sound would 
have to be regarded as non-e[{)istent,-* 

BEFORE IT IS UT'fERED; BECAUSE IT JS NOT APPREHENDED, AND 

WE DO NOT FIND ANY OBSTRUCTION (THA1' COULD EX.PLAIN THE 

NON-APPREHENSION OF THE SOUND. (Sutra 18 ). 

<J Those who regard Sound as eternal are asked to explain how it is to be ascertained 
whether or not a certain thing exists or not. Their answer naturally would be that 
when a thing is apprehended it is recognisecl as existing, and when it is not appre
hended it is recognised as non-existing. By this criterion, the Si<J<)hantin rejoins, 
Sound will have to be regarded as non. existing before it is uttered, becatide of the 
reasons put forward in the following Sii!ra (18). 

The V ai·,ika suggests another i:itrodnction to the Sii!ra. The Si<J<Jhan!in asks
When you regard the Jar as non-eternal, how do yon know that it is non-eternal l 
The answer of the Opponent would be-" We know that the Jar is non-eternal 
h<Jcausc (at times) it is not apprehended by means of any Instrument of Cognition." 
Thereupon the Si(l<Jhantin rejoins- Exactly for this same reason Sound also should 
be regarded as non-eternal ; for reasons put forward in the Sfi~ra. 
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'l.'hat is to say, prior to its utterance, Sound does not 
exist. "How do you know that?" Because it is not 
app1·ehended. '' But even an existing thing may fail to 
apprehended on account of the presence of obstructions, ' 
This explanation is not possible in the case in question. 
"Why?" Because we do not find any such obstructions as 
would account for the non-apprehension of Sonnd. As a 
matter of fact,, we do not find any such causes of uon-appre-
Bl P 100 hension as-( 1 )_ that 'Sound is not apprehended 

ta. · · because it is rendered imperceptible by such an 
obstruction '.,-or (2) thali ' it is not close to the perceiving 
sense organ ',-or (3) that '(even though close to it) there is 
something intervening between the Sound and the sense
or(J'an '•· Hence the conclusion is that until it is uttered, 

0 • 
So1tnd does not erezst. 

"The utterance serves as a manifoster (of the Sound); 
that is the reason why, prior to ntt,m111ce, Sound (even 
though existing) fails to be apprehended." 

But what do you mean by the ittlerance ( of Sound)? 
"When there is a desire (fo speak, on the part of a per

son), this desire gives rise to an effort on his'part,-this effort 
raises the wind in the man's body,-this wind on rising 
strikes certain parts of the mouth, in the shape of the throat, 
the palate and the like,-tbis impact of the wind with partic
ular spots of the mouth brings about the manifestation of 
particular letter-sounds;-this is what is meant by 1ttterance." 

But this 'impact is only a form of Conjunction; and it has 
been shown (in the Bha~ya, on SU. lt) that Oonjunolion can
not be the manifester (of Sound). Oonseqnently the non-appre• 
hension of Sound cannot be said to be due to the absence 
of the manife.ster; it is due in fact, to the sheer non-exist
er1te of the Sound (at the time). Thus then, the fact that 
Sound is heard only when it is uttered leads us to the infer
ence that when the Sound is heard, it comes into existence 
after having been non-existentt (prior to the utterance);
and that :Vhen, after having been uttered, it is not heard,:t; 
what happens is that having come into existence, it ceases 
to exist; so that its not being heard is always due to its sheer 
non-existence [in the former case to prior non-er.visteiicfl, and 
in the latter case, to destruction or cessation nf c:tJislenoe J.' 

" 'll'l'll'"fflfTj <''il-ll'~Tf~ is the right reading supplie,l by the Puri Mss. 

t '5!1\{<'ll'T is tlic right re(lt!ing ; supporte,l by the Pnri :liss. nlso by the Bha~ya
cl1amJ,1·a. 

t The right rcr1<ling is ~T ""'~'ii "llii supported by Puri i\IsH. also. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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'' But how do you know that this is so ? " 

We know this from the fact that we do not fin,d any ob
str•.1.ction &r.-as the Sufra says. 

From all this the conclusion !s that Sound is capable of 
being produced and of ceasing to exist. 

7Tor/ilca on Su. 18. 

[P. 299, L. 19 to P. 300, L. 16]. 

Says the Bhri§ya (P. 108, L. ll)-How is it to be k11ow11 
that a cert(l,in thing eaists and another lhing does not exist"? 
Now, what is the object of this attack? The object of at.tack 
-what is meant to be denied-is the existence of what is not 
apprehended ;-the sense (of the Bha§ya) being that those 
persons who hold Sound to be eternal should be asked
How do you know that a certain thing exists and another 
thing does not exist ?-and thus questioned, they would 
naturally reply that-" when a thing is apprehended b,11 
means of an Instrument of Cognition, it is reco{}nised as exist
ing, and when it is net apprehended by means of an Instrument 
of Cognition, it is recognised as non-emisting. '' 

[Now if such be the case],-Your Sowid will have to be 
regarded as non-existent-prior to utterance; because it is not 
apprehended &c. &c.-says the Su~ra. 

Then again, there are certain things-the Jar for instance 
-which are regarded by both parties to be non-eternal; and 
on the basis of these things, the Opponent (who regards 
Sound to be eterm,l) should be asked the following que1>tion
The Jar and such other things as you regard to be non
eternal,-how do you know that they are non-eternal? Thus 
questioned, when they state their' reason for regarding 
the Jar to be non-eternal, that same reason will be sh'.:wn 
to be applicable to the case of Sound also. This :a what the 
Su~ra is meant to show; -the sense of the Sutra being that, 
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when a certain entity is found to be such as fails to be ap• 
prehended, at a certain time,-even when there is nothing to 
prevent its being apprehended-it has to be regarded as non
eternal,-and as Sound is such an entity, it must be regarded 
as non-eternal. The rest of this argument is clearly set forth 
in the Bha~ya. 

'· But the non-appl'ehension of Sound may be due to the 
absence of a manifester.'' . 

That cannot be; as we have already answered this. What 
you mean is as follows-" Utterance being t,he manifester of 
-Sound, when Sound fails to be apprehended, it !S because its 
manifester is absent; hence the condition-when there is no
thing to p1·eoent its being apprehended-is not fulfilled in this 
case [the cause of non-apprehensir>n being actually pre
sent, in the shape of the absence of_ the manifester ]." 

[In answer to this, the Bha~ya says]-Whut do yoii mean 
by ' utterance'! " When th.e1•e is de11ire to speak, this desire 
gives rise to an effort,-tltis effo1·t raises the wind in the man's 
body-this wind on rising strilces certain parts of the mouth, 
in the shape of ihe throat 9'C,"-If this is what is meant by 
• utterance ', onr answer is that your argument is not tenable; 
as it has already been refuted. For the said impact or 
striking of the wind can. only mean the conjunction of the. 
wind with the Palate &c., brought, about by the force of the 
wind (issuing from the body),-and it has already been 
shown that Conjunction cannot be the manifester of Sound. 

Bha~ya on Su. (19). 
LP. 10!),L. to L. 18]. 

Such being the actual state of things, _the Opponent, 
throwing dust, as it were, upon the truth, urges the follow
ing argument-

Su/ra (19). 
" As THERE IS NON-APPREHENSION OF TEl.l!J NON·APPRE• 

HENSION OF OBSTRUC'fION,-THIS PROVES THE EXISTENCE OF 
THF- OBSTRUCTION," (Su. 19\, 
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"I£ the non-existence of the obstruction is deduced from 
" the simple fact of its not being apprehended,-then, inas 
'' much as the non-apprehension of the obstrection also 
" is not apprehended, we should deduce, from this latter 
" non-apprehension, the non-existence of the ' non-apprehen
" sion of obstruction ' ; and this ' non-existence of the non
" apprehension of obstruction' sets aside the denial of the 
'' 'obstruction.'• ' But how do you prove that the non-appre
" hensiun of obstruction is not apprehended ? ' What is there 
" to be proved in this ? This fact is realised by everyone 
" intuitively by himself ; just as in all similar cases ; that 
" is to say, as a matter of fact, when a man fails to appre
" hend an obstruction, he intuitively realises that he does riot 
" apprehend an obstructio11,-just as (in the reverse case) 
" when he actually finds that a certain thing is hidden behind 
" a wall, he intuitively realises that he apprehends an ob
c, struction ; and just as he knows that there is apprehension 
" of obstruction, he should also know that there is non-appre
" hension of obRtruction [but as he does not know that there is 
'' non-apprehension of obsfruction, it follows that there is no 
" app1·ehension of the non-apprehension]." 

Varfilca on SU. (19). 

[P. 3C0, L. 16 to P. 301, L. 4]. 

Snch being the arJtual state of things, the Opponent, throwing 
dust as it were, upon the truth, urges the following argument
says the Bha~ya.-What does this passage mean ? It means 
that the Opponent meets us with an argument that is called 
' Futile Rejoinder.' This Futile Rejoinder is as follows :
" .Li.,<I there is non-f1pprehension of the non-apprehension of 
obsfruclion 9"C,, g c.'' 

" The 'non-apprehension of obstruction,' being ' non. apprehension ', no 'appre

hension ' or perception of it is possible. Hence all that can be postulated of the 
' non-apprehension ' is that it is not-apprehended ; and ( accordin5 to the reasoning 
propounded by the Si(l<Jhan~in himself in Su. 18) when the' non-apprehension of ob

struction ' is not-apprehended, it follows that the ' non-apprehension of obstruction ' 
does not exist ; which means that the ' ob~truction ' is appi·ehended ; which again 
proves that the ' Obstruction ' exists ; for when we have the conception of tl.e' ap• 
preheosion of obstructfon ', this conception cannot be entirely groundless. 

-'f'aJparya. 
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What is the sense of this assertion ? 

The sense is as follows :-"The reasoning urged by the 
Si,J,Jhan/in (in Su. 18) is based upon 'non-apprehension of ob
structions ',-and this is 11ot cqnclusi-ve ; that is to say, just as 
the ' non-apprehension of obstruction ' (upon which the Sid
qhant'in relies) ereists, even though it is not n.pprehended, in the 
same manner theobsl1"uction also migl1t be emisting, even though 
it is not apprehended; so that the mere nori-apprehension of 
a thing cannof be accepted as conclusively proving its 
non-ereistence. Thus then, if it is admitted that because it is 
not-apprehentl.ed, the ' non-apprehension of obstruction ' does 
not exist,--then, from the non-existence of this 'non-appre• 
hension of obstruction ' it follows that there is ' apprehension 
of obstruction'; and as there can be no apprehension of 
what does not exist, it follows tbat the Obst1·w,tion does.exist, 
'Bow do you pror,e that the non•app1•ehension of obstruction is 
not appt·ehended ?' What is there to be proved in this ? This 
fact is realised by everyone i-ntuitilvely :-As a matter of fact, 
the non-apprehension, as well as the apprehension, of ob
struction is real1sed by everyone intuitively." 

Bhlil}ya on Su. (20). 
[P. 109, L. 17 to P. 110, L. 2] 

[To the above argument, the Sirf,..Jhan/in replies.]-lf 
what you say is true, then that knocks the bottom complete
ly out of the rejoinder urged by you.• . 

The Opponent accepts, for the sake of argument, what 
the Si4(lhiinfin has jnst said, and then proceeds with the 
following reasoning :-

'/ 

Su/ra (20). 
"IF (AS YOU SAY), EVEN 'l'HOUGH THERE IS ' NON• 

APPREHENSION OF OBSTRUCTION,' YET 1HIS r NON•APPRE• 

0 The Opponent has declared that the ' non-apprehtnsion of obstruction 'can be 
realit'd intuitively.-lf that be so, then that dtmoli~hes the whole Rejoinder put up 
by him ; as thilil rejoinder based itself entirely upon the non-apprehension of tl:e 'non-, 
ap1,rehension of obstruction.' The term ' uHara11iikyam ' hi the Bhii,§ya stands for . 
'jafyuHa:·a ', the Futile Rejoinder containf'd on Sii. 19. -fauiarya. 
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HENSION OF OBSTRUCTION ' EXTSTS,-THEN, IN THAT CASE, 
THE MERE NON-APPREHENSION OF ' OBSTRUCTION' CANNOT 
PROVE 'l'HE NON-.EXISl'ENCE OF 'fBE ' OBSTRUCTION'." -(Su. 
20). 

957 

" That is to say, just f\S (according to you) the ' non-appre
" hension of obatruct,ion' exists, <,Ven though it is not appre
,, bended, exactly in the same manner, the ' obstruction ' also 
" exists, (as urged by me) even though it is not apprehended. 
" Now if you admit that, ' even though not ~pprehended,•
" the non-apprehen~ion of obstruction exists ',-and haying ad
" mitted this, still go on to argue (as you have done in Su. 18) 
" that 'as non-obstruction is apprehended, it doPs not exist',
" then, under such a system pf confession (and counter
,, confession), there can be no certainty as to any particular 
" view being held by any person."t 

Varfika on Su. (20). 
[P. 301, L. 4, to L. 10]. 

If what you s.ay i.9 tme, then th•1,t knocks the bottom com

pletely out of the 1·t>joinde1·; that is to say, the rejoinder can
not arise in that case. 

Admitting this, the Opponent argues-" 1/, even though 
~e. &c. (Su/ra).'' This Sutra is meant to show the incon

'Clusfoe character of the fact of anything being not~.ppre

hended (as pro.ving its non-existence). 

Su(ra (21). 

f REPLY TO Su. 19 AND 2(1 J-JNASMU:CH AS 'IHE 

'NON-APPREHENSION (oF OBSTRUCTION)' IS OF THE NATURE 

OF 'NEGATION OF APPREHENSION (OF OBSl'RUCTION)', THE 

REASON {PU1' FORWARD IN Su, 19) IS NOT A TRUE ONE. 

{SU. 21). 
0 The printed text read~, in the last line of the page, "T!~T;JT; this is not 

right ; the correct reading ~~'Q'""'"' as found in the Puri Ms. A. 

t Sutras 19 and 20 are mmmt to point out that the reasoning urged by the Si<!,-
<!,ha11lin in Su. 18 is non-conclusi1Je. -Ta/parya. 

Jo'or 'pratipa,tiniyama~' in the Bhiifyq, the BhiifyachamJ,ra reads 'pra/iniyama~•, 
and explains it as mafpakfapralife<!,haniyama~; according to this the passage n,eans
' it does not necessarily follow that it is our viezo tlmt is wrong, and not yours.' 
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Bha'!ya on Su. {21). 

[P. 110, L. 4 to L. 7]. 

. As a matter of fact, that which is apprehended (by means 
of a positive Instrument of Cognition) is accepted as ewisting, 
while that which is nol-r1.pprehended (i; e., apprehended only 
by means of a negative Instrument of Cognition) is regarded as 
non-ewistent. Such being tho case, that which is of the nature 
of the 'negation of a pprehansion ' should be regarded {by all 
parties) as a non-entity/. Now [turning to the case in question] 
' non-apprehension ' is merely the ' negation of appreheu
sion '; and being purely negative in its character (and as 
such having no positive form), it cannot be apprehended (by 
means of any pollitive Instrument of Cognition). On the 
other hand, inasmuch as obstruction is (according to you) 
an ewistent (positive) entity, there should be app1·ehen.~ion of 
it ;~as a matter of fact however, it is not-apprehen1led ;
henc.:i the conclusion is that it is non-ewistent. Under the 
circumstances,• it i.s not right to assert that ' the non-ap• 
prehension of obstruction cannot prove the non-existence of 
the obstruction ' (as urged by the Opponent in Hu. 20). t 

Yart ika on Su (21 ). 

(P. 301, L. 1~ to L. 22]. 

Inasmuch. as the non-apprehension ~a. 4"c.-says the 
Siitra. What h11.s been put forward by the Oppon'c}nt is a Fu
tile Rejoinder; because what is urged in answer is not ana
logous to the case in question. As a matter of fact, nothing 
that is similar to Sound-which i~ held to be non-eternal

has ever been found to be ete,.nal. And further, we have al
ready explained. " What have you explained ? " Well, we 
have already explained that' eternality' consists in such exis
tence as is free from both extremities (bPginning and end). 

[And ae nothing similar to Sound has ever been found to 
have such existence] what has been urged is not quite perti
nent ; and hence it does not deserve any consideration. 

* ff is the right. reading for ~-
t T:1is assumption of the Opponent cannot be right; because, as just shown, the 

non-apprehension of an entity does prove its non-existence, 
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['l'he Var/ilw propounds a number of reasonings direct
ly bearing upon the non-eternality of Soimd]-Soand is 
non-eternal ;-(a) because being a quality, it is perceived 
by our sense-organs, like· Cognit;ion ; and (b) because being 
non-pervasive in its character, it inheres in a per
vasive substat1ce tA!casha) [and does not inhere in a non• 
pervasive substance*], and is perceptible, like Pleasure. 
And, that Akilsha is impartite (without parts) is proved 
by the following reasons :-Akisha is without parts; (a) 
because it is pervasive, like the Soul; and (b) because be
ing a substance, it is over incorporeal, like the Soul. And 
because it is pervasive, Ll.kasha cannot be a product. 'l'hat 
it is pervasive is proved ~y the fact that it pervades over 
substances and is ever incorporeal. The same reasonings 
apply to Space and Tirne (two other eternal Substances)t. 
Thus by means of reasonings bearing directly upon Sound 
itself, it is proved that Sound is non-eternal. 

Bha~ya on Su. (22). 
[P. 19, L. 7 to L. 10]. 

(The SiQ.cj.hantin:t: asks ]-When you decla.re Sound to be 
eternal, on what grounds do you base this deckration ? 

LThe Opponent answers]-
(A) '' BECAUSE OJ!' IN'l'ANGIIJILI'l'Y."-,-(Stitra ~2). 

" We have seen that Alcasha, which is intangible, is eter• 
na] ; hence it follows that Sound is also so.,, 

Varfika on Su. (22). 
r P. 302, L. 1 to L. 7 J. 

When you declare Sound to be eternal Jo. J·c.-Says the 
Bha~ya. The question is put by the Bha~ya with a view to 

0 The 'fi;,/parya rLdds this further qualification, ,vith, a view to exclu<le tile unity 
of the Suul, which is eternal, though non-pervasive anJ inhering in the pervasive sub-
stance, Soul. _ 

t So that everything that is eternal is pervasive ; and as Sound is '10t pervasive, 
it follows that it cannot be eternal. 

t The BhafyacltamJ,i·a wrongly attribut.es this question to the '6Ttifya ', pupil. 
It is clearly addressed to the Opponent by the Sicf,cf,hii,nf in. 
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asce1·tain if there is any reasonable ground upon which the 
Opponent's vie1v is based; for every diversity of view should 
have some basis for it. 'l'here is ' diversity of opinion ' 
when in regard to the same thing two persons entertain two 
contradictory notions; but no such diversity of opinion is 
proper except when there is some reason lending support to 
each of the two iclecs entertained ; hence wheu the Pu1·va• 
pak§in regards Sound to be eternal, it behoves him to say 
what reasons he has for regarding it so. 

[Thus questioned, the Opponent answers]-" Sound 1s 

eternal, because it is intangible (Sii. 22),-like Akasha." 

Bhii§ya on Siitras (2:3) and {24). 

[P. 111), 2-7 to P. 11, 1]. 

rrhe reason put forward by the Piirvapak~in, is ' incon
clusive ' (non-concomitant with the Probandurn) in both 
ways ; for ( 1) the .A.tom is tanyible and yet eternal [ which 
shows that intangibility is not the invariable concomitant 
of eternalit,yl, and (2) Motion is intangible and yet non-eter
nal [ which shows that eternality is not :=tlways concomitant 
with inta,nqibility]. Against the reasoning " because Sound 
is intangible, therefore it is eternal "-we have the ne~t 
Siitra pointing out an instance to" the contrary (Motion), 
which is similar to the Subject ( Sound, in being ' in
tangible'),_ 

THE REASONING IS NO'!.' ,.UGH'l', BEOAUSF. MOTION 

(WHICH IS' INTANGIBLE ') IS 'NON-ETERNAL '-(Su{l'ii 23). 
And the next Sutra cites another instance to the con

trary (the Atom}, which is dissimilar to the Subject (Sound, 
in being tangible)-

'I1IIE REASONING IS NOT RIGHr, BECAUSE 'l'HE ATOM 

{wHlCH IS 'TANGIBLE') IS' E'l'ERNAL ·•-(SUtra 24). 
Both these examples (cited in t,ii. 2:i and 24) show that 

the reasoning-' because Sound is intangible (it should be 
eteional) '-is not valid, 

0 The printed text of the Su {m 'i'i'T'!!l~l'lfT~, which is accepted by the Bha~ya• 
ckamf,ra ~lso, is wrong. It gives no sense. The right reading is ifl'l!Jflfi'~!!i',W 
as found ,s the Ny,iyasuchinibanif,ha and . .!so i'l all Mss. -
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Varfilca on Su. (2:)) and (24). 

[P. f302, L. 7 to L. IOJ-

961 

The person who urges ' intangibility! as the reason for 

'eternality ' and cites the case of ' Alcaslw ' as the corrobo, 
rative instance, is apparently one who has failed to perceive 
the presence of ' intangibility ' along- with the Reverse of 
the Probandum (ete:·nalil!f), And the next two Sutras (23 

and 24) are meant to point out the fact that what is urged 
as the reason is not necessarily concomitant ( with eternality). 
The rest is made clear in the Bhciljya. 

Bli"alJya on Su. (25). 

[P. 111, L. 1 to L. 4]. 

(The Opponent says]-" In that case, the following is 
the reason (for Sound being regarded as eternal}-

(B) "BECAUSE OF l'l'S BEING lllfPARTED "-(Su. 2-5). 
" .A. thing that is imparted is found to be constant ; and 

as Sound is imparted, by the Teacher to the Pupil, it should 
be regarded as constant." 

Vattika on Su. (25 ). 

[P. 302, L. 12]. 

" Another reason for Sound being regarded as eternal 
consists its being imparted." 

Su{ra (26). 

'l1HIS ALSO IS NO'l' A VALID UEASON; BECAUSE SOUND 

IS NOT l!'OUND 'l'O EXIS'l' IN 'l'HE SPACE INTERVENING BETWEEN 

'rIIE TWO PERSONS; {Sii, 26.) 

Bha§ya on Su. (26). 

[P. 111, L. 6 to L. 7.] 

What is there to indicate the existence of Sound in t;1e 
space intervening between the person imparting (t~e wo~ds) 
and the person to whom they are imparted ? 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



962 THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

Vartika on Su. (26). 
[ P. 302, L. 12 to L. 19 ]. 

As a matter of fact, we have never found any eternal thing 
being ' imparted '; so that no homogeneous example being 
available in corroboration of the reason, it must be rejected 
as being ' contradictory ' ( proving the non-eternality of 
Sound) ; [ specially lJecause several instances are available of 
non-eternal things being 'imparted '], If (with a view to 
escape from this difficulty) the reasoning be stated in thll 
form-" ~ mod persists, because it is imparted, like such 
substances as the Jar and the like ",-even so the ete1·na
lity of Sound is not established ; for the reason is not valid, 
as Sound is not fou,nd to eJJist in the space intervening between 
the iwo persons-(says the Sufra). If Sound really persisted 
(continued to exist), it would certainly be found existiug in 
the space intervening between the impa'fter and t1rn person 
to whom it is imparted. Thus what the Sfi~ra means to 
show is that the reason urged is ' Contradictory.'• 

Bha~ya on Sn. (27) 
[P. 111, L. 7 to L. 10]. 

[The Opponent answers]-" It cannot be denied that 
" it is only a thing that persists (such as gold &c.) that can 
'' leave the imparter and go over to the person to whom it is 
" imparted. So that-

" IN VIEW Ol!' THE FAC'r 'l'H_\T 11' (SOUND) IS 'fAUGH'r, 

(THE VALIDITY OF) 'l'HE REASoJN CANNO'I Bill GAINSAID," 

(Su. 27.) 
" What indicates the persistence of Sound is the fact 

" that it is tau9ht ; if the Sound did not continue to exist, it 
" wodd not be possible for it to be taught.'' 

Va.1·/ika on Su. (27). 
[P. S02, L. 19 to P. 303, L. 2]. 

" There is no ' contradiction' in our theory "-the Op
ponent answers ;-'' because the persistence of 

Var• P, 303. 
" Sound between the two persons is recognised 

"Tl:e Parisliu,f,J/]1i remarks that this Sutra sho\vs the Oppouent's reasoning to bo 
' unknowu '; as is clear from the BM,r!Ja, 
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" by means of Inference·; and certainly, when a thing, though 
'' not perceived by the sense, is known by means of In. 
" ference, this does not mean that it does not exist. ' What 
" is the Inference that proves the existence of Sound? ' 
" It is the fact of its being taught that forms the basis of 
'' the Inference. ' What is meant by the Word-Sounds being 
" taught? ' What is meant is the acquiring (of the Sounds, 
" by the person taught) of what iE imparted (by the 
" Teacher). So that the Inference stated formally is as 
" follows :-Sound does persist in the space intervening 
'' between the Imparter and the Receiver,-because it is 
" taught,-like the Arrow and such other things." 

Su{ra (27 A). 

JN ACCORDANCE WITH THE TWO VIEWS, 'BEING TAUGHT' 

MAY MEAN ONE THING OR ANOTHER; HENCE THE ARGUME.~T 

FAILS rn MEET THE OBJECTWN (URUED BY us).-Sn. 27 A)• 

Bhn1ya on SU. 27 A. 
[P. 111, L. l1 l? L. 14]. 

That Word-Sounds are tai1ght is admitted by both parties. 
But the doubt still remains, as to whether in the 'teaching', 
the Sound that originally subsisted in the Teacher goes over 
to the Pupil,-or when the Pupil is tauglit, he only imitates 
what he finds in the Teacher, as is the case w1th the teaching 
of Dancing ; and by reason of thi9 doubt, being taught 
cannot be a valid basis for the inference of Sound being 
"imparted." 

Varfilca on Sit. (27 A). 
[P. 303, L. 3 to L. 8]. 

We do not deny that there i§l teaching of Sound; but what 
we say is that what is taught is only non-ete1·nal, transient ; 
just as in the case of the teaching of Dancing. 

'·' In the print.,d text this does not appear as a Siitra. The Nyayasuchinibmi1ha 
as also Bha~yachamJ,ra, mentions it as a S11/ra and it is also found in Sutra Mss. A 
and B. But with a view to retain the numbering of the subsequent Siitras in the 

printed text, we have numbered this Siitra as 27 A. 
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Then again, when you urge the argument that-" Sound 
persists in the space intervening between the Imparter and 
the person to whom it is imparted "-you are putting for
ward an entirely superfluous argument; as iL is admitted 
by us also that when a Sound is uttered by the Imparter, it 
reaches the person to whom it is imparted, through the 
series of Sounds set up by the initial utterance. 

From all this it follows that the mere fact of Sound 
being " imparted" can:.1ot prove the constant persistence 
of Sound. 

Bha§ya on Su. (28). 

[ P. 111, L. J 4 to L. 18. ] 

('l'he Opponent says]-" Well, in that case the following 
shall be the reason (proving the persistence of Sound)"-

,, BECAUSE THERE IS REPE'Il'l'ION "-(SU. 28). 
" As a matter of fact we have found that what is re

" peated, persists ; e, g., when one sees a certain colour 
" five times, repeatedly, it means that what is seen is the 
" same Colour that persists during all that time ;-we have 
" similar repetitions in connection with ~ound ; e. g., people 
'' speak of havir:g read a certain Chapter ten tinies or twenty 
" times; which must mean that there is repeated reading of 
" what persist:, during all that time.'' 

Va1·{ilca on Su. {23). 

[ P. 30J, LL. 8-10. ] 

" In that case onr reason for holding Sound to be eternal 
'' would consist in the fact that Sound is 1·epeated; just as is 
"found in the case of the Lute (which repeats, over and 
" over again, the same Sound). 

Su(ra (29). 

Tms CANNOT RE RIGHT ; FOR THE TERll.l ' REPE'l'ITION' 

1s USED FIGURATIVELY ALSO, IN CASES WHERE 'l'HE THINGS 

C0NCERi>ED ARE DIFFERENT (NoT THE SAME). (Su 29). 
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Bha§ya on Su. (29). 

[ P.112, L. 2 to L. 3.] 

Even in cases where it is not the same thing peraisting 
all the time, people speak of ' repetition'; e g., in such asser
tions as-' please dance twice ', ' please dance thrice', ' he 
danced twice', 'he danced thrice', 'he offers the .Agnihotra 
twice ', ' he eats twice ' [in all which cases the acts, of 
dancing, o_ffering and eating spoken of as ' repeated ' are not 
the same, the first dancing being different from the second 
dancing and so forth]. 

Viil'/ika on Su. (29). 

[ P. 303, L. 11 to L. 18. J 
(a) As a matter of fact, there is 'repetition' of only such 

things as are non-eternal,-snch acts, for instance, as ju'mp
ing, filling and the like; hence the reason put forward by 
the Opponent is ' Contradictory ' (proving a conclusion to 
the contrary). (b) Secondly, what the Opponent does is to 
prove the persistence of Sound by the fact of its being repeat
ed; but as a matter of fact, we find repetition of transient 
things also ; hence the reason pnt forward is ' inconclusive ' 
(not c::mcomitant with the Probandum). (c) Lastly, the reason 
is ' unknown ' also, as the exact nature of ' rPpetition ' can• 
not be ascertained, That is to say, what is ' repetition ' ? 
Does it consist in the appearing of several cognitions with 
regard to the same thing ? Or does it consist in the appear
ing of several cognitions having objects of the same form? 
It being thus open to doubt whether there is repetition of 
the same thing or of several things of the same form,
the reason put forward must be rejected as ' doubtful
' Unknown.' 

Actual ' Repetition' having been found to be doubtful, 

the argument (urged by the Opponent\ might be regarded 
as based upon the figurative use of the term ' repetition'; 
but in that case also the reason would be 'inconclusive '; 
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thii, 1s what is pointed ont by the Sutra (29)-For the 
term ' repetition' is used figurativAly ~c. ~·c. 

( !Jha§ya on Sii. 30). 

[ P. 112, L. 3 to L. 7]. 

The Opponent's reasoning having been thns shown to be 
based upon false premises, lu-1 proceeds to object (by a varb3,l 
casuistry) to the use of the term 'auya,' 'different.' 

' 1 "WREN A 'l'H!NG IS ' DIFFlfllrnN'r ', lT IS ' DIFFERENT' 
1 ' FHO~I SO~IE'l'HING THAT IS ' DIFFJ!:Rl<:NT 1 (FROM IT);

" AND WHAT IS ' DIFFERirn'I.' ' FROJ\I TllE ' DIFFERRNT ' MUST 

" DE 'NON-DIFFE!l-ENT' ;-so THAT THERE IS NOTHING TE!A'l' 

" CAN DU:_ REGAUDED AS (PURELY) 'DIFFERENT.' " 

-Su. :10). 
" Thnt which you regard ns ' different' is 11011-d(tfArent 

" from itself;* hence that cannot be regarded as 'different'; 
" [and, as the S11tra :3:!JS, what is ditf Prent from the 'differ· 
"ent' is non-diffi;renl also; hence that also cannot be regarded 
''as' different']; ;,o that there is no possibility of anything 
"being regarded as (pnrely) ' different '. Hence what has 
" been urged (in Sn. 2'.,l)-that. ' the term' 1'Ppefition is used 
" figuratively also in cas~s where the things concerned are 
" diff"ereul '-is not nght,, [The very conception of 
" ' different' being impJrnible ]." . 

Vur{ilca on Sii. (BO). 

f P. 304, L. 1 to L. 4. ] 
'' TVl1en a thing is different 0·c. J-c.,-says the Sutra. 

" That which yon regard as 'different' could be either 
" d~fferent or non-diff Prent from the diO'erent thing {some• 
" thing else\ Now if it is di.fl°Ai·ent from the different thing, 
" then it cannot he regarded as ' different ' ; certainly one 
" who is different from the Brahmanl:l, cannot be regarded 
'' as a ' Bralnnal).a.' If, on the other hand, it is non-different 
" (from the different thing), then also it cannot be regarded 
'' rs ' different,' being ew-hypotliesi, ' non-different' ; for that 
" which :: ' non-different ' ; how can it be 'different'?" 

0 The printed text reads ~~if ; ' ~f<'1'ifT ' of the Puri Mss., gives better sense. 
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Bha~ya on Su. (31). 
[ P. 112,L. 8 to L. 15.] 

In answer to the Opponent who has objected to the use 
of a word (by the Siq.q.hantin, in Su. 2!l), the Siq.ghantin 
urges an objection against the Pse of a word (by the Oppo
mmt himself, in Su. 30)-

Su(ra (31). 
JF THERE IS NO CONORPTION 01•' '1'!1E ' DIFFEREN'l' ', 

THERE CAN BE NONE OF ' NON-DIFFERENCE '; AS 'l'HE TWO 

CONCEPTIONS ARE MUTUALLY liELATIVE.-SU. 31). 
You are urging that the ' different ' is ' non-different' ;• 

and having urged that ' you deny the conception of the 
' different ', and yet you admit the conception of the ' non
different ' ; and you yourself actually use the term ' non
different.' But as a matter of fact, 'non-different ' is a com
pound word-where the word' different' is corn.pounded with 
the negative particle ' non ' ; now if the second ttirm of the 
compound is impossible (i.e. without a real denotation), with 
what would the negative particle be compounded? In fact, of 
the two terms 'different' and ' non-different, ', one is possible 
only in relation to the other. 'l'hus, when you say that ' there 
is nothing that can be regarded as different ', you say what 
if not quite right. 

Vartika on Su. (31). 
[ P. 304, L. 7 to P. 305, L. 12.] 

If there i,; no conception g-a. q-a.-says the Su tra. The 
purpose of this Sii~ra is to show that what the Opponent 
is urging is incongruous, nut con1pat\ble with what he himself 
says ;t that is to say, he has himself admitted the conception 
of' non-different', and that. becomes impossible (according 
what he has urged}. " How does it become impossible ? '' 
It becomes precluded by the negation pertaining to the 
term 'different ' (in the word ' non-different ') ; and· if' there 
is no such conception as ' different ', there can be no such 
concept as ' non-different '; for if there is no ::mch thing as 

• The right reading is 'SIPtl~~l'l'1'1«1'1l'Jq-q"i~r.f as fonud in the Puri l\l~s. aud in 
the Blulfyaclwtuf,ra. 

t Both editions read ~: IJut frvm what follows it is dear that nr"T,q: is the 
l"ight reading, 
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Brahmal).a ', the1·e can be no conception of the 'non-Brah
mai:ia.' 

" [ Z'he Purvapak§in reJoins ]-If that be so, then the fol
" lowing shall be our reason (for regarding Sound as eternal) 
" -be,:aw;e the1·e i.~ recognitiori r,f' it. ln the case of such 
" things as the jewel and the like, we have found that unless 
" the thing is actually the same that had been known before, 
" there is no 1·1:coynition d it as being the same ;-and in the 
" case of Sound, we do have such recognition; hence from 
" the fact of there being recognition of it, we conclude that 
" Sound has a continuous existence." 

But what is this ' recognition '? 

" One is said to have the recognition of a thing when it is 
'' found to be the object of the conception of ' that same ' 
" [i. e., when it is coneeived of as being ' that same thing'].• 

But as a matter of fact, the conception of ' that same ' is 
found to appear even in cases where the thing is not really 
the same as that known before ; so that the mere £act of 
there being the conception of ' that same ' (in regard to 
Sound) cannot be a conclusive reason (for regarding Sound 
to have a continuous existence). 

" What ' recognition ' really consists in is the fact that 
" the conception of 'that same ' is unfailing, trite [and this 
'' will excludl:l those cases where the thing is not really the 
'' MmA, and where, therefore, the conception of ' that same' 
" is not true]. In regard to Sound, the conception of ' that 
'' same' is never found to fail [any one word-sound is always 

" conceived of ~s the same l ; while in a case where the notion 
" of ' that sa,me ' arises in regard to a thing that is only 
" similar to (and not the same as) the previously known 
" thing, the said notion is always set aside as soon as the 
" ~oints of difference come to be perceived. Thus then, it is 
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" this fact of the notion of ' that same ' being never set aside 
" in the caHe of Sound that constitutes its recognition!' 

This is not right, we reply ; for in the first place it is not 
a fact (admitted by all persons) that the notion of ' that 
same ' is never set aside in the case of Sound ; for instance, 
in some cases it so happens that while one man has the 
notion that' this Sound is that. same', another man thinks 
quite the contrary : so that in this case the notion of ' that 
same ' does become set aside ; and it is therefore not true, 
that ' the notion is never set aside in the case of Sound. 
Secondly you say that-" in a case where the notion of that 
same arises in regard to a thing that is only similar to the 
previously known thing, the said notion is always set aside 
as soon as the points.of difference come to be perceived";
this is quite :tl'ne ; but in regard to Sound, the question 
~rises-When the notion of 'that same ' arises, does it arise 

. in regard to what is only similar to the previous Sound, by 
reason of the points of difference (between the two) being 
not perceived? Or, does it arise because the two are really 
the same." Now, if your proposition is that the Recognition 
in the case of Sound is due to the fact of the t\Vo being really 
same,-then also it behoves you to point out some other re
ason (for regarding Sound as eternal). " Why so " ? Because 
' Recognition' has been already made by you a part of the 

Var. P. 305. 
Proposition itself [and as such that same 
Recognition cannot serve as the Probans ].• 

Thirdly, the Opponent may argue thus-'' Whenever the 
word-sound ' go ' is uttered, people always have the idea 
that it is word ' go ' ; and in none of these cases does the 
word' go ' 0 fail to have the same denotation,-in every case 

0 Recognition_' being now explained as implying identity, it presupposes the con
tinuous existence of the Souu!! ; so that if it is put forward as the Probans, rt in
volve.a th11 fallacy of Begging the Question. 

The right reading fa 11T1f" '1fflil◄•t'iii1cj_-as found in the Puri Mss. 
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the word brings about the conception of the Oow."• 
But this is open to doubt. " How so ? '' '' Well, it is 
open to doubt whether the notio11 'this is the word go ' 
that people have in connection with every utterance 
of the word-sound ' go ' is due to mere similarity of causes 
( bringing about that utterance ),-or to the absolute 
identity of the word, in all oases. This same doubt applies 
also to the idea that what gives rise to the conception of the 
cow is the same word ' go ' [ i. e., this also is open to doubt 
whether the conception is brought about by the same, or simi
lar, words]. The right view apparently is t the uniformity 
of the conceptions of ' the word go ' and of the animal ' cow ' 
-which are brought about by the utterance of the word' go ' 
-,-is due to mere similarity of causes (and not to the abso-
lute identity of the word ' go '). " How so ? ,, Well, in 
regard to the idea of the eow, we find that in regard to every 
one of the several ideas of cow that we have, we have the 
same uniform conception ' this is the idea of cow ' [ and yet 
neither the 8i<J<Jhau/in nor the Purvapalcsin ~ccepts the view 
that the idea of cow is the sa1n13 in all cases I ; and exactly 
in the same mann~r, in regard to the idea of ' the word go ' 
also, we find that it always gives rise to the same conception 
of • the word go ' (and the animal cow) ; hence it is not right 
to hold that what brings about the said conceptions (of' this 

0 This reasoning is thus explained by the 'f'iilparyii-" People have such notions 
as' this is the word 9fJ ', ' this is the word go ' ; and this uniform conception cannot 
be explained except on the basis that there is some one sound which is referred to 
by these notions. The notions cannot be regarded as being mistaken ; for if they 
were wrong, the conception that is produced ,by that word-sound in regard 
to the animal cow, would be wrong also ; this :iowever it is not ; just as the concep
tion of fi1e brought about by the mistaken perception of smoke ( where there is no 
smoke), is fonnd to be wrong. It must therefore be admitted that the uniform no
tion that people have in regard to the' word 9"' is right ; an,! this pro,·es that the 
saic; word-sound is abidi11g in its nature, and not ephemeral. 

t Both e~iltions read SW; but the 'f4tparya reads lffl, which is better, 
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is the word go') is the actual Br!cognition (of the word-sound, 
as the samP- in all cases).• Fo1'rlhlg, [ the Opponent has 
argued, on p. 304, L. 15, that the notion of sameness that 
people have in regard to things that are mel'ely similar, al
ways ceases when the points of difference become perceived ; 
hut J there are cases where the notion of sameness ceases even 
without points of difference being perceived ; anti in theRe 
cases we ask you if there is, or there is not, any diff'erenee in 
these cases. If there is difference, then the nniformitl/ of 

conception canr.ot be regarded as a ground of 11amer1e:1s ; as 
the twD are not formed to bo concomitant (in the cases jnst 
referred to) ;-if on the other hand, there is no d(tference, 
then it means that the same (non-different) thing has two 
characters [ that of being no,i-ditferent, ew-h11polhesi, aud that 
of being different, as proved by the fact of tlie notion of S'.lme
ness having ceased ]- Thus Lhen, it is fonnd that the reason 
put forward by the Opponent. (in proof of the eternality of 
Sound) is contradictory ; and hence not valid. Further, the 
fact of the non-cessation (itniformity) of the Conception (which 
is what, according to the Opponent, constitutes Uer,ognition) 
cannot be accepted as ' true ',-it must be rejected ag ' un
known,'-if it means that all men have that conception ; and 
if it means only tha,f, some men have the conception that 
it is ' inconclusive' [ then-it doos not necessarily provA real 
sameness]. 

0 The 'fafpa1·ya explains thus :-Uoth parties admit that the ideas of the cow 

that we have are diverse, even though all these ideas are conceived of as ' the idea 
of the cow '. Similarly, it stands to rea~on that, even though all the words ' go ' may 
be regarded as' the word go', yet they ard diverse ; the notion of sam!',n.,ss being 
due to similarity. That is, what makes possil>le the comprehensive conception of 
1 id•, 1 of the cow '-which includes all in<livi.iial ideaii of ~oiu-is the generic con
ception' idea of cow', based upon the fart of tbere, being certain points common 
to all ideas of coio ; similarly what makl',;i pqs~ible the comprehensive conception of. 
th<'' word go '-which includes all case.i of the utterance of that word-is the generic 
conception' word go', based upon 'the fact of there being certain poirts comrnon to 
all the individual utterances of the word 'go.' 
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Bhiisya on Su. (32). 

( P. 112, L. 15 to P. 113, L. 3 }. 

[ The Opponent pnts forward nnother argument in sup
port of tho eternality of Sound] -" Well, now, we must 
accept a Sound to be eternal ;-

" ALSO BECAUSE WE DO NOT PERCEIVE ANY CAUSE 

FOR I'fS DESTRUCTICN "•-(Su. 32). 

" WhatPver thing is non-eternal, its destruction is brought 
" about by some cause; e. g., the destruction of the Clod of 
'' earth is brought about by the disruption of its component 
" particles ;-now if Sound were non-eternal, we should 
" certainly perceive the cause of its destruction ;-as a matter 
" of fact however, we do not perceive any such cause (of the 
" destruction of Sound) ;-hence it follows that Sound is 
" eternal." 

/Tarfika on Su. (32}. 

( P. 305, L. 12 to L. 16.) 

" Now the following is a reason why Sound should be 
" regarded as_eternal.-BP,(~ause we do not perceive any cause 

"for its desttuclion. We always find causes for the destruction 
" of things that are non-eternal ; e. g., the disruption of the 
" component particles is found to be the cause of the des
" truction of the clod of earth. In the case of Sound how
,, ever, we do not find any cause for its destruction. Hence 
" the conclusion is that Sound is eternal." 

[ Answer to the above argument.]. 

Su/ra (33). 

INASMUCH AS WE DO NOT FIND ANY CAUSE FOR SOUND 

NOT BEING HEARD, IT WOULD MEAN THA·l' (IF SOUND IS 

El'ERNAL) lT SHOULD BE HEARD ALWAYS. (Su. 33). 

0 '!'he NydjJa.Hich,nibanrJha and the Puri Ms. of Sutra both read a 'cha' here. 

t fhe Bhii,§yachan<!,ra cnnstrues the Su/ra as 'vinashaktlra1:ena anupalab,f,hi~,• 
which ,can only mean-' the non-apprehension of sound is due to the cause of de5-
tru.,tion.' This interpretation is not supported either by the Bha§ya or by the Varfil:a. 
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Bha1Jya Su. (33). 
[ P. 113, L. 5 to L. 8 ]. 

Just as not finding any cause for its destruction you 
argue that Sound should be eternal,-in the same manner, 
not finding any ea.use for its nofi beirig heard (wh~n it exists), 
we can argue that Sound (being eternal) shou1d be always 
heard. " But the non-hearing of Sound (at times) is due to 
the absence of a n1anifoster (of it)." The hypothesis of the 
'manifester • has been already exploded. And (such being the 
case if there is non-hearing of the existing Sound, even 
without a cause (of this non-hearing)•, in the same manner, 
there would also , be destruction of the existing Sound even 
without a· cause (of that destruction). And as for being 
contrary to all apparent facts,-that applies equally to both 
the contingencies,-of causeless destruction, as well as cause
less non-hearing. 

7Tar1«ft.,,, on Su (33). 

[ P. S05, L. 18.] 

lnasmuch as ~a. ~c.--says the Su/ra. 'rhe m'3aning 
has been made quite clear in the Bhtil}ya. 

Su/ra (34). 

BUT (IN REALITY),WE DO PERCEIVE IT (THE CAUSliLOF 

'l'HE DESTRUCTION OF SOUND); SO THAT THE SAID NON•APPRl!J• 

HENSION (oF SUCH CAUSE) BRING FALSE, ,·r CANNOT BE UE• 
GARDED A~ A VALID REASON.-(Sii. 34). 

Bhiifya on Sii. (34). 
[ P. 113, L. 10 to P. 114, L. 6. ] 

As a matter of fact the cause of destruction of Sound is 
actually apprehended by -means of Inference; so that the 
' non-apprehension of the cause of destruction ' being nor,. 
Preist~nt, false,-the reason put forwar·d (by the Opponent in 
Su. 32) is not a valid one ; t being just like the reason in the 
reasoning ' this animal is a horse because it has hor,u.' 

"What is that by means which you infer the said cause of 
det1truction ? " 

o The right reading is~ fc1c:1111;,~ firf~A"'8'""'" as fou11d in the Puri l\bs. 

t It being tainted with the fall .. cy of the ' unknown ',-A 'Q"VT i11 necessary ; as 
found in several Msa, and also in the Bh.ii~11achan<!,ra. 
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It is the est-ablished fact of there being a series of Soimds 
(in the c11sa of every Sound uttered) [ from which we infer 
the prusence of causes of destruction of Sound J. We 
have already shown that (in the case of every Sound) 
there is a series of Sounds ; which means that by means of 
co11jnnction and di.sjnnction one Sound produces another 
Sound, this again produces another, and so on ;-now in this 
se1·ies of Souuds, that{succeeding) Sound which is the product 
dtist.roys that (preceding) Sonnd which is its cause L so that 
every Sound of the series in dt>stroyed by that which follows 
it] ; .and what destroys the final Sound of the series is the con• 
jnnction or impact of an obstructing substance.•·. [ 'l'hat 
,meh is the case is vouched for by our experience J; for in• 
st.ance, we find that in a case where a man, though close by, 
fails to hear ~ Sonnd emanating on the other side of a wall; 
\Vhile even though tlie ma,n is at a distance, he does hear the 
Sound, if there is no obstacle intervening. 'rhen again, 
when a bell is rung, what is he-ard is a continuous serios of 
SonnJ}s, as is clear froth the fact that the several Sounds 
heard are of varying degrees _of loudness or dullness ; now 
if Sound w~re eie1·1wl, it wonld b(:, necessary,-in order to 
acconut for this cont,inuous series of audition-to postulate an 
equally permanent, Sou,ul•mttrdt'e,'Jler abiding either in the Bell 
or in the So•md•series or in something else; [it would be 
necessary to find some such cause) as it has to be ex pla.ined 
l1ow, the Sound remaining the ,<Ja.me (e;e•hf1pothesi),. there is a 

• This sentence has exercised the minds of commentators : As the passage stand~ 
it clearly means that it is the Sound that comes into contact with the obstructing 
1ub~tance and is thereby destroyed. Now this gl)es against the Vaishil~ika doctriuo 
that no quality can sub11ist io a qoo.lity ; whence Sound being· a quality cannot havtJ 
eonjunr.,ion, which also is a quality. Hence, as the Parishu1,rf,lii remarks, finding 
the pass~ge to be incompatible with Vaishe11ika dootri'rre, the fa,pa1·11a provides 
the explanation that what destroys the Sound is • the impact with the obstacle ' - of, 
not Sound, but the lkct,ha, the material or constitueot cause. of Sound ; so that 
what happens is that this impact of Aka.aha with a denser substance renders it in
eapahle of funutioning as the coostitnent cause of further Sounds, and the immaterial 
e"use of the initial Sound-in the shape of the contact of the stick with. the drum 
-having ceased, there is oothiag to start the serie>! afresh; and the result is that the 
final Sound, and along with it, the' series of Sounds, is destroyed. 'fhe Nyayakan,J,all 

on Praabas\api<_la (P 289) takes the contact of the obstacle to belcng to Air, which 
is the effic,ent cause, the nimiEfak-ara,:aa of Sound. The Bha~yacha11q,ra also give 
the eame explanation as the f a/parya. 

The Puri Ms. B. reads 11n'l'q'lftr for snntffl ; but the latter gives better sense-. 
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diver.~ify in the hearing (as evinced by the varying degrees 
of intensity pei ceived).• If, on the oth1:1r band, Sound is 
\regarded as) nori-et.,rnal, [ the said phenomenon can be ex
plained by the hypothesis that] there appears (at each stage of 
the Series) a fresh cause in the shape of a certain continuous 
stream of momentum, more or le::is forcible, subsisting in 
the Bell (as long as the Sound continues to be hea1·d); 
which acts as au aid to the cunt.act produciug tht:l initial 
Sound) ;-and by reason of this continued appearance of 
causes, there appears the Series of Sounds; and the greater 
or less force of the momentum givos rise to the gt·eater or 
less intensity of the ::found ; and this accou11ts for the afore
said diversity of audition. t 

Vai·/ika on Su. (34) 

[ P. 305, L. 20 to P._ 308, L. 6. ] 

But in reality we do -fi,nd the cause of the destrur.tion of 

Var. P. 306. 
Soun1., ~c. ~a.-says the S,itra. As a matter 
of fact, we do know, by means of InferencP, 

the cause of the destruction of ::found ; and certainly what 
is known by means of Inference cannot be non-existent. 
"What is tltat by m1>an.s of which you infer tl1ti ereistence of,the 

said c,,use? '' It is the.fact of th,-re being a serieB of Somids-

0 The rending of this whole passage is corrupt in this printed text ; the correct 
reading is supplied hy the Puri Mss., which is also supported by the 'J'iitparya-

tl'II' ~ ~ •••••• ~r,rtfw •r.sf""'fw•~· ............ ~ftr 1 ~ ,..,~fw 
1:;ffl~ ~q~mall': ; the Bhawachanr!,ra also adopts this reading. 

t Sound itself, if eternal, cannot have any diversity, either natural or accidental ; 
-as will be explained later on. As for the A11ditio11 or Hearing, no diversity in 
this would be possible if the Sound were only ma11ifested by some manifest er abiding 
in either the Bell or some other thing. It may be held that what are heard as of 
varying degrees or intensity are so many distinct Sound8. But in that case, they 
should all be heard simultaneously ; as all of them have lieen manifested hy the same 
stroke of the Bell and there is nothing else that could cre:1te a diversity·. If however 
it be held that the Sounds are produced-not only manifcsted-by the stroke of the 
Bell,-which shows itself in a series of momentum,-the diversity in th~ heariug 
is easily explained; the Sounds themselves being diverse, having been brought by 
the diverse momenta of varying degrees of intensity.-7'afparya. 

In line 4, the right reading is "°5;"~~11RfW which is accepted b.} -the Bha111a• 
,hm,r!,ra also. 
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(says the Bha1ya). Hence the reason put fotward by the 
Opponent (in Sn. 32)-that " we do not :find any cause for 
the destruction of Sound "-is not a Vd.lid one; being just lilce 
the reason in th, reasoning ' thi~ animal is a horse bscause it· 
has horns ',-says the BM,ya. " In this reasoning, what is 
it that is/ alse ?-the Horn ? or the Mnnection of the Horn ?- " 
Our answer is that both of these are false. \ For instance, 
in a case where one seeks to prove that a, certain horned 
animal is a horse, the Horn is actually there ; so ·that the 
existence of the Hom i!½ not denied; but inasmuch as the 
connection of the Ho,•n with the Borse is not there (there 
being no connection between the Horn and the Horse), the 
argument becomes false; [Whereas when one seeks to 
pr')Ve the Camel to be a Horse, and urges tlie presence of 
Horns as his reason, neither the Horn nor the connection of 
the Hor,1 is there J. Thus we conclude that the Bha~ya, is quite 
right in asserting that the reason (urged by the Opponent 
in Su. 32) is not a valid one. 

" But it would be lilrn 'Karma/va ' the generality of 
'Motion.'" rrhis cannot be ; because in the case of the 
generic character of ' Motion ', the substratum is ephemeral. 
What you mean by citing the case of · the generic 
character of ' Motion ' is to show that-" even things found 
to be eternal are such as are absolutely (unapprehended} 
[ so that the mere non-apprehension of Sound at times is 
not incompatible with its efernality ]." But this ciinnot be 
right; because the substratum (of the generic character of 
' Motion', which substratum consists of individual motion.If) 
is ephemeral ( every individual motion being momentary). 
In the case of So-und on the other hand, the substratum 
(A.klirtha) is eternal,-so that [ if Sound also were eternal ) 
no reason "an be found to account for its not being heard 
(alwa.ys). In the case of the generic character of 'Motion ' 
there is a reason (for its non-apprehension), in the shape of 
the ephemeral character of its substratum. Hence the 
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two ..cases are not analogous, and the example cited is not 
effective. 

[ Says the Bhii,Jya ]-:-When a bell is rung, what is lteard 
is a continuoiu series of Sounds, as is clear from the far,t that 
the s11veral Sounds heard are of varying degrees of loudn11ss or 
dullness. In regard to this phenomenon, we proceed to 
consider the following points :-When ~he Sound is mani
fested, does the ~anse of this manifestation subsist in the 
Bell (A)? or (B) in something else ? ( A) If in the Bell,-(a) 
is it something uniformly permanent? or (b) is it something 
in the form of a series? (B) Similarly, if it subsists in some
thing else,-(a) is it something uniformly permanent? or 
(b) is it something in the form of a series ? (Aa) if it subsist 
in the Bell, and is also permanent, then no diversity of hear
ing should be possible. (Ab) If it subsists in · the Bell 
and is in the form of a series, then it should be possible for 
several Sounds (of varying degrees of loudness) to be heard 
simultaneously, For as much Sound as is manifested by the 
permanent or serial rnanife5ter subsisting in the Bell, should 
all be heard at one and the same time. Further, it behove!:! 
you to explain how the manifester subsi.<ttin.g in the BRU comes 
to manifest the Sound subsisting elsewhere (i. e., in the ear
cavity of the hearer). (B) If, on the other hand, you hold 
that the manifester of the Sounds subsists in something 
other than the Bell, and is either, (a) permanently uniform 
or (b) in a serial form,-then, in that case, you should point 
out some reason for the phenomenon that the said manifester 
manifests the Sounds only when one particular Bell is rung, 
and not on the ringing of other bells in the same locality. 
Further, if the Sound$ are not diverse, you should explain how 

Var. P, 307. 
there is diversity in the hearing. " But the 
terms 'loud ' and' dull ' refer to the r,ibrations 

(of the Air).'' This cannot be; because, as a matter of fact, 
these terms are always found to be applied to the Sound·; 
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in actual usage, the terms '1loud' and ' dull' are always 
used in connection with Sounds, and not in connection with 
Vibrations. Hence they must be taken as referring to Sound; 

for if they did not refer to So 11.nd, they could not be applied 
to it; jnst as the term 'b1ue' is applied to the 'lotus' 
[ simply becftuse the blueness refers to, belongs to, the 
Lotus]. " But the said conception is a mistaken one.'' 
That cannot be accepted ; as no special reason is mentioned. 
What you mean is this-" "\Vheu one conceives of Sound as 
loud or dull, this conception is a mistaken one; just like the 
conception of Sound as lengthy or large•."-But this cannot 
be accepted ; there is no special reason ; that is, there is no 
special reason why this should be regarded as a misconcep

tion. If it is a misconception, it behoves you to point out 
the cause that gives rise to it; as there ·is in the ca.se of the 
misconception of Sound as ' lengthy ',-when the misconcep
tion arises from the fact that what is heard is a long-drawn 
out series of Sounds; in ordinary experience we find that in 
the, case of all lengthy Substances there is a conglomeration 
of component particles extending in a hue, which forms the 
subject of a serial conception ; and when the case of Sound 
is found to be andogous, (what is heard being a long-drawn 
out series of cognal8 sounds) Sonnd also comes to be con
ceived of as ' lengthy.' There is however no such reason 
why there s~ould be any reason for the said misconception, 
according to one· who holds Sound to be eternal [and for 
w horn therefore, no long-drawn out series of Sounds is possi
ble]. " But this applies equally to both." Certainly not; 
for (in our case) the cause operates only occasionally. What 
you mean is as follows~-'' He who holds Sound-series to be 

0 "Though the crystal is white, yet when it is sprinkled over with red paint, 
there arises the misconception that the crystal is red, though the red~ess really 

belongs to the paint. In the same manner, loudness &c., though really belonging to 

the manifester, in the shape of the air-vibration, in conceived of as bebnging to 
1he Bound."-'f'ii[pai·va. 
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non-ele1·nal, he also will have to point out a cause for. tho pro
ductioa (of the Sound-seriei!),-this cause subsisting, either 
in a permanently nniform form or in a serial form, either in 
in the Bell or in something else ; and the contingency of this 
cause subaisting in the Bell at one titn9 producing Sound, 
and at another tima not producing it, is a,s unaccountable in 
this case as in the case of the theory that Sound is eternal." 
-But this unaccountability does hot arise (in the view that 
Sound is non.-eternal) ; because the cause is only occasionally 
operative ; i. e., as a m9.tter of fact, the cause of Sound, 
subsisting in· the Bell, becomes operative only at certain 
times ; and even so, being c,ccasional, it appears in a serial 
form; so that 6he Sounds, following from these diverse 
causea, appear only occ<1.sion11lly ; and because thAy appear 
in a serial form, these Sounds (in the series) give rise to 
Sounds partaking of· the diverse characters of varying 
degreea of loudne1s And the cauge of these Sounds con
sists in them l'nentmn (set g,Jing by the initial utterance).• 
" But how is it produced ? " [ The process is a~ follows] 
~ There is, at first, a moving of Hand, which is a tangible 
substance ;- this motion leads to an impulsion of the 
Hand ;-by reason of this impulsion the hand comes into 
contact with the Bell ;-this contact gives rise to a sort 
of motion or vibration in the Bell ;-[this vibration of the Bell, 
through. it,s connection with .A.kasha produces the Sound ; 
then again] this vibration, caused by 'the impact of the 

Var. P. 308. 
Hand, gives rise to a mom'3ntum in the Bell, 
simultaneously with the removal of the Hand 

0 Those who regard Sound to be eten1al cannot accept the view that in the 
case of every Sound there is a series of several Sounds, which may be qualified by 
the varying ~rades of loudness ; so that they can not acconnt for the phenomenon 
of Sounds of varying grades of intensity being heard when the bell is rung ; an<l that 
too only occasionally. 1f on the other hand, Soµnd is not eternal,. the phenomenon 
can be explained as being due to there being a number of diffel'etLt sounds being 
produced ; so that it is only natural that different Sounds should be of varying grades 

of loudueslf; and should appear only ocqasionally. -'.fa!parya. 
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from the Bell ;~the vibrating Bell then touches the elemen
tal Air-atoms (which causes a 'movement among the atoms); 
-this impact of the Bell with the moving Air-atoms pro
duces another vibration (or motion in the Bell) ;-this second 
vibration sets up another momentum ;-this momentum 
leads to a further vibration (or mot"ion) ;-then comes an
other contact with Air; and so on in this manner, is momen
tum produced ; the last of this series of momenta being not 
forcible enough, the Bell is no longer capable of bringing 
about a disturbance in the elemental Air; thus, further con
tact with the Air having been cut off, the momentum comes 
to an end [and no further Sound is produced]. 

Bhii§ya or, SiJ,, (35). 

[P. 114, L. 6 to L. 15.] 

[The Opponent says]-'' But as a mattAr of fact, no such 
further cause (of Sound) as 'Momentum ' is evet'> perceived; 
and as it is not perceived, it cannot e~ist." • [The answer 
to this is given by the next Sutra]. 

Siifra (35). 

INASMUCH 'l'HE CESSA'l'ION OF SOUND l<'OLLOWS FROM 

THR TOUCII Oil' SUCH A CAUSE AS THE HAND ' IT IS No'r 
RIGH'r TO SAY THAT TffEltE IS NON-PERCEPTION (oF THE 

MoM!llN'ruM).t (Su. 35). 

A motion 0£ the Hand brings about its contact with 
the Bell (while it is resounding) ; and upon this contact no 
further sound-series is perceived ; this is what explains 
the . fact th3tt no further sound ( of that series I is 
heard. And the inference in this case is that the touch of 

0 The printed text reads f;i-f;f~"RT•t'I~ i but the right reading f;i-f'f'lfT"W~ is sup
plied by the Puri Mss. 

t The trauslation of the Siitra is in· accordance with the. interpretation of the 
Bha~ya; other commentators have suggested a different explanation,-' Inasmuc:h 
as we find the Sound ' of the Bell to cease when the Bell is touched by the hand 
(while it is resounding), it is not right to say that we never perceive a cause for the 
destruction of Sound ' ;-this being an answer to the general Purvapak@a question 
that as we can never find a cause that destroys Sonnd, we cannot regard Sound to 
be de1.tructible. 
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the striking substance (Hand) puts a.check upon some canse 
other than the original cause that ga.ve ri,;e to the initial 
Sound [ as this cause is no longer present at the time th:it 
the resonarn~e ceases ],-and this other cause is the 1\fornen
tum (set up in the manner described above) ;-this Momen
tum being checked, the Sonnd-series is no longer kept go
ing ;-and this series having stopped, there is no further 
hearing. 'l'his is analogous t9 the case of the Arrow, which 
is foun<l to stop, when the Momentum, which is the cause 
of its conti111101Ls motion forwitrd, is checked by the impact 
of the substance struck by the arrow ;-and further, in the 
case of the metallic vessel, tha presence of Momentum is 
clearly indicated, firstly by the cessation of the vibrations 
that could be felt by touch, and secondly by the touch of 
the hand itself.• For these reasons, it is not true that there 
is no cognition of Momenttun as an adJitional cause (in the 
continnance of Sound). 

Viir(ika on Sn. (35). 

[P. 308, L. 13 to L. 15]. 

The Opponent might retort-" 1'hore is no such thing 
as Momentnm ; for the simple reason that we do not find 
any such thing.'' If he means by this that, because no such 
thing as Momentum is ever perceived, it cannot be existing,
our am:wer is as follows :-Inasmuch as the cesHalion of 
Suwul &c. &c.-(SU. 3t1 ). The sense of this Sti(ra is clear. 
If you do not accept the Momentum to be the cause that 
produces Sound, then you cannot explain the cessation of 
the Sound-series by t;he touch of the lrn.nd (put on the bell). 
"But even if there be such a thing as Momentum, the l\fo
rnentum that ceases by the hand-touch must be that subsist-

a As the pa~sage stands-and all l\Iss. read it as such-the above is the best in

terpretation. But it gives better sense if we read m111~h:~; the construction be. 

ing 'liT~qnnfq "lNffliit ~fa ~qi;l'f.3:pnrr~;;u ~"~""<l'T~Tl '31'~~: •~1,iru11-;:ar
~~ ~~fir; that is,-'· In the case of metallic vessels it is foaud that when they 
are touched by the hand, there is a cessation of vibration set up in them ; and this 
cessation of vibration. clearly proves that there has been a continuous momeoturo 

at work.' 
The BhaJyachan/ra treats this as Bh.i§ya. The number of the Sii. is wro11 0 Jy 

printed as 35. It shonld be 36, aud so on, op to Su. 52. 
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ing in the Bell ;-bow can this touching (of the Bell) pnt 
an end to the Sound series (which subsist in .Alcasha,. and not 
in the Bell) ? " We do not say that it is the touching of the 
Bell that puts an end to the Sounds ; what we do say is that 
when the Bell is touched by the Hand, the Momentum in 
the Bell Cbases, by reason of its being counteracted by the 
touch 0f a solid (tangible) object (the Hand) ;-and thus the 
cause (of Sound, in the shape of the Momentum) having 
ceased, no further effects (in the shape of further sounds 
in the series) are produced, and the Series (of Sounds) is 
brought to an end. 

Sutra (36}• 

FcJRTITllJR, IF THE MFrnm FACT OF TilE CAUSE OF ITS 

DtSTRUCTION NOT BETNG PERCBav~;D WlmE TO PlWVE 'l'IIAT A 

'fillNG STILL AI31DES,-TIIEN THAT TillNG (e. g., THE AUDI• 

TION OF SouNo} ALSO WOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED A~ 

E'l'ERNAL.t-(Su. 36), 

Bha§ya on Su. (36)'. 

(P. 114, L. Hi to P. 115 L. 3). 

If it be held. that when the cause of the destruction of 
a thing is not perceived, that thing shou1d b-0· regarded as 
still abiding,-and as abiding, it sbonld be eternal,-then, in 
regard to Sound-hParings, which you hold to be only so 
many mani{eslt:lti•m,~ of 8ou11d, as you do not point out any 
ea.use of destruction, it would follow, from this non-indica
tion, that the said hearing.~ continue to abide, and as s-uch 
should be regarded as eternal. t If this be not so, then it 
is not right to argue (as the Opponent has done) that,'' be
cause the destruction of Sound is not perceived, it must 

o This Sutra reverts to the Pffft•apalc{a argument put forward in Su. 30. 

f•'l(tirittfqra.~ ,1'if !ttrffi ~ iufa-says the T a{parya. "The same argument thai 
the Opponent had urged in Bupport of the ctcrnality Gf ~ound, the Sic_lc_lhantin now 
tunas•in ~upport of the continuity of sounu-audition. "-Bhawachan\fra. 

t ' 'l!l'flf'l!'lli1J' of the printed text is wrong; "'"~l!iT'f is the right reading fouuci 
ill' soi1eral Mss. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 2-2-37 

he regarded as abiding, and hence eternal.'1* 

JTar{ika on Su. (3G). 

983 

Further, if the mere Jiwt g-c. cya.-says the Sa(ra. The 

Var. P, 809, 
Opponent ha.s argued that-" because the cause 
of its destruction :s not found, Sound should 

be regarded as eternal." But if it be true that anything, the , 
cause of whose destruction is n0t found, must be eternal,
then, in regard to Sound-hearings, as yon do n<Jt point out any 
caus'-:l of destrnction, it would futlow, fron1, thitJ non-indication, 
tha·t th1J s:iid hearings continue to a~iJe, ani, tLS su,;h sho1ilil be 
regarded as ~ernat. (Bha~ya). If on the other hand, the 
Sound-hearings should be regarded. as non-et'-:lrnal, eve11 
though the ca,use of their destru:Jtioa is not fuUt1d,-then 
the same may be the case with Sound ali-io; so that the P,rg11-
ment (pllt forward in Su. 32) cannot be, cJnclusiva. If it b:, 
urged that the caQses of the destruction of t~rn Sound-hear
ings are known by means of Inference "( evan though thsy 
are not perceived),-the same is the case with Sa1u1,d aldo ; 
and it does not militate against any of 011r tenets, 

Bhv~ya Su. (37). 
f P. 115. L. 3 t:> _L. 9]. 

[The S.1.1ilcl1,ya, comes forw:tril with hi3 objA.ction agn.inst 
the Nyaya view of Sound]-" (Iu the case of bell-ringing) 
" we fiud tb.<tt the /le.~1Jt£tJricet subsists in the sam.e suu
" stratum with the VifJration ; and hence it cea,ses, like tlrn 
"Vibration, upon the removal of its cause by the hand-touch; 
'' -if on the other hand, the Resouance subsi$tod iu another 
"'substratum (and not in the same substratum with the 
'' Vibration), then on the touch of the striking object (Hand), 
"what would cease w()uld be that which subsists in the 
'' same subst1·atum (and not the .Resonance, _which e;e-h!J• 
•' pQl/tesi, subsists in another sulBtratum), (For this reas1rn1 

" S:mnd mnst be regal'ded as subsisting iu the ·sounding -sub
u·stance, wherein the -vibrations suhdist,-thit is, in the Au·, 
"-and not in A.lcllsha, as held by the Nt1iyayika]." 

0 The right reading 'lill1 ~. 'I' wfi, &-c., is su1~~lied by the Pttri :lbs. 

t ~lffl&' is tbe right reriding ; suppo1ted by the 'falparya also. 
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[In answer to this, we have the following Sutra]-

Su(ra, ( 3,). 

INASMUCH AS ('l'I1E SUBS'l'HA'l'UM OF SouNo) IS INTANG• 

Jnl,E, 'l'IIIJJ SAID C'IlJFCTION (AGAINS'l' SollND 8UilSIS'rJNG IN 

.A.KASHA.) DOES NO'l' HIJLD,-(Su. 37), 

The S11ii7E!1ya objects to the view tliat Sound is a quality 
imbsisting in Akasha *; but this ohjectim1 cannot be rnaint.ain• 
ed ; for the simple reason that the substratum of Sound (i e . 
.Akfl.sha) is intangible. As a matter of fact, we find that 
the Sound-series is perceived even at a time when there 
is no perception of anything possessing Colour and other 
qualities t; which shows that Sonud has for its substratum 
a substance which is intangible and aU-pervading,-and 
it does not subsist in the same subst-ratum with the 
Vibrations, 

Var(ika on Sfl. (37). 

[ P. 309, L. 5 to L. 18. J 
Says the Opponent-'' What. you say is not 1·ight,-bo• 

cause of non-co-substrateness.'' 

What you :mean is as follows: " Sound subsists (accord
ing to the Naiyayika) in a substanco other than tha.t which 
toucLes the Bell ;-and as such, how can it be put an end 
to. by thA touch subsistmg in something totally different ? 
-and if Sound, thongh subsisting in a different substratum, 
were put an end to by the touch, then it would mean tha-t 

that single touch puts an end to the Sunnd of all Bells ;-for 
these reasons it must be concluded that Sound subsists in the 
same substratum with the contact of t,be Bell and the Hand." 

'l'he answer to this is given by the Sutra-Inasmuch 
as the substratum of Sound is intangible ~c. ~c. What the 

0 The Bh,1~yackan<!,m reads Nakiiakaguf}a~, which is not satisfactory. 

t The expreHioo ~~•'Ill· is pecnliar ; ln this s~nteoce, we have t.ranslated 

it as 'anything poBBessed of colour &c.' · But in I. 10, we have the term 'UG{• . 

'.1ir:itr;r'{u; whore all that the term can wean is merely. Sou11d. 
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Sutra means is that as a matter of fact Sound subsists in an 
intangible substance. 

'' In that case, how is it possible for the contact of the 
Bdl and the Hand to put an end to the Sound subsisting in 
a different substance ? " 

'l'his objection h.:Js no force; as we have already answered 
this question. We have ali-eady explained that the non-pro· 
duction of further Sounds (in the series) is due to the 
disappearance of the cause (of that ~found} ; while the Sound 
that has already been produced continues in the shape of 
Sounds of varying grades of intensity, tiU the last Sound, 
becoming too faint, ceases, by the force of some sort of 
an obstruction. 

Now there arises a 4oubt,-as to whether the Momentum, 
which is regarded as the cause. of other sounds (in the series), 
is one or many. The fact is that there are several momenta; 
because the Sounds arc, several ; and the diversity in the 
effects is found possible only when there is diversity in the 
cause. I.for one who admits of a single momentum, the Ar
row should drop down before it reaches tha place it should 
1·each ; or if the thing were to move on ward by reason of 
the single momentum being not impeded,-in that case, the 
Arrow would never stop at all. For these reasons we con
clude that' there are several momenta. 

BM.1ya on Su. (38). 
[ P, 115, L. 9 to L. 19. J 

Further, it is not right to hold that Sound is manifested 
as subsisting, in each substance, along with Colour ar,d other 
qualities (as held by the Sai1khgas). "Why? " 

BECAUSE, 11!' SOUND FORMED AN AGGREGATE (ALONG WITH 
COLOUR &c.),-INA~MUCH AS THERE ARE ALSO DIVISIONS AND 
SUBDIVISIONS OP IT, [SOUND COULD NOT BE REGARDED AS 

' MANIFESTED '].-Sii~ra (88). -
The particle ' clta ', ' also •, points to the presence of the 

aeries of Sounds as a further reason (for denying the mer.e 
Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



986 THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA 

manifestation of Sound) ; which has already been explained 
(under Sii. 16). 

If Sonnds, Colours and other qualities po-exsist in each 
substance, and form an aggregate (as held by the Sa1ilchya), 
-then, inasmuch as it is found that in any particular sub
stance, the Colour or some ot-her quality is always perceived. 
to be of one and tbe same kind, it would follow that Sound 
also {as forming a member of that same aggregate of quali
ties) should always be perceived to be of one and the same 
kind*. And under the circ11mstances, there would be no pos
sibility of-(1) the 'division.' or diversity involved in the 
well-known phenomenon, that when Sound appears in con
nection with a substance (the string of a musical instrument, 
for instance), it iB found to consist of several sounds of di verse 
kinds, belonging to diff"rent note3 (in the musical scale),
or (2) of the ' sub-division 't involved in the phenom,mon, 
that in the case of the Sounds of the same form, of the same 
kind and belonging to the same musical note, we perceive 
a diversity, due to the varying grades of intensity:j:. [Both 
these phenomena would be impossible, in accordance with the 
Sankhya theory ; because] the said phenomen~ could be 
possible only if there were several Sounds and they were 
produced; and not if there is 11ingle Sound and thn.t also is 
mar,ifes!ed. As a matter of fact, however, we know that the 
said • division and sub-division ' do exist. So that from the 
existence of these ' divisions 1tnd sub-divisions ' we conclude 
that Sound cannot be manifc.~ted, subsisting, in each sub• 
stance, along with Colour and other qualities, 

P ar/ika on Su. <38). 
I P. 809, L. 20 to P. 310, L. 7.] 

If Sound formed <Jn aggregate g-c. g-,;,,-3ays the Su~ra. 

Var. r. 310. 
It is not true that Sound is manifested as 
subsisting along with Odour and other quali• 

ties ;-because th.ere are divisions and sub-divisions. ' ribhakf· 

0 The reading lr,if -.:'f~li<!'_ gives better sense. The colour of the Jar is al
ways the same.; similarly the Sound of the Bell should be always of the same dt>gree 
of intensity. 

t The right rending is T1{"'111'1~, as found in the Puri Mss. This is also sup
ported-ty the Var~ ika. 

t Tfie Bhafyacharu/,r·a explains 'division' as 'division into Letters' and' sub-divi• 
sion' as · Sound and Resonant-a.' 
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yan/ara (in the SUtra) --is a copulative compound com
posed of the two terms ' vibhalc{i ' and 'vibhalcf yanf ara.' 
In connection with a single substance, we often hear diverse 
Sounds of different as well as of similar kinds. The word 
' samliaa' (in the Sii~ra) stands for aggregate ; and as a 

matter of fact. no such aggregate is possible, in connection 
with Sounds, wbich subsist in ari intangible substance, 
-as there is in connection with Odour and other qualities. 
[If Sound were like these other qualities, then] just as in one 
substance there is only Odour, so in one substance there 
would be only one Sound l which is absurd]. 

The particle ' cha ', ' also,' ptJints to the prese1w-1 of tl,e 
Series of sounds as a further rl-!ason-says the BMl!ya. If 
Sound subsisted along with Odour &c., then, as subsisting 
elsewhere, it could not be perceived in. the Ear. ·Hence, as 
Sound appears in the form of a series, it follows that it sub
sists in .J. leas/ta. 

END OF SECTION (2). 

SECTION (3). 
The ModifiDations of Sound. 

[Su~ras 39-M.] 
Rlia~ya on Su. (39). 

(P. 115, L. 2U to P. 117, L. 4.) 
Sound is of two kinds-Letter-sounds and Sound in gene

ral (Noise)*. Now in regard to Letter-sounds-
0 'Letter-sounds-in the shape of a, le &c. ; and 'noise'-the sound produced 

by conch-blowing, says Prashas1apiic;la. 

Sound in general has been dealt with up to 8a. 38. The author now takes up 

the particular kind of Sound, in the shape of Letter-sounds. That Letter-sounds form 

the subject-matter of the present enquiry is clear from the fact that the Sound-modi

fications dealt with are only those pertaining to Letter-sounds.-f dfparya. 

The connection of the present section with what has gone before is thus ex

plained by the 'f afparya :-The Saiilchya view, that ' Sound is manifested as co

exigting with Colour and other qualities', having been refuted,-the same Saakhya 
turns round with the view that, though Sound may not be eternal, in the sense of 

continuing to exi~t iu the same unchanged "orrn, yet it cculd .be eternal in tbe sense 
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THERE ARIS~:S A DOUBT, BECAUSE THERE IS MENTION 

OF BOTH 'MODIFICATION', AND 1S0BSTJTUTloN'.-(Su. 39). 

In connection with ~be expressian '<!,arjhy 1}ra' (as result
ing from the combination of 'cjll(/,l1i' and 'aera' ) some* 
people hold that t,he ' i' ( in ' <!,arjhi ' ) renounces its own 
character · and takes the cha.racter of 'ya ',-the sense of 
this view being that [ what the grammatical law lays down 
is that, when i is followed by a] there is a n1odijfcatio11, 
(of i into ya). -Otherst, however, hold that what happens 
is that, the ' i ' having been us91i (in the expre.ssion ' <!,a
,Jhi ya,fra'), it gives up its place, and in the place thus vacated 
the letter ' y,1, ' comes to be used (in the expression ' fj,,J
<!,hi-a/ra'),-the sense of this latter view being that [what the 
grammatical law means iR that ] when i and a are in jux
taposition, we use ya and not i, so that there is s,,hsr.itution. 
{of ya in place of i). Both these opinions have been held 
(in connection with the grammatical law embodied in Pa:Qini's 
Sutra, 'iko yal}<Jt:hi' 6.1. 77). So that one does not know what 
the truth is [unless ha carries on ':1. full enquiry into the mat
ter]. 

t The true view_is that there is s1.bstitution. 
(A) As regards the theory of 'modification ',-as amatt.er 

of fact, we do not perceive any continuity or persistence; 
so tnat there can be no inference of 'modification'.§ 
If there were some sort of persistence (of the i-sound, even 
in the form 'rJ,.11,<f,hyufm'), it would sholV· bha.t something of it 
(some part of iti character) had ceased and something else 
come in; and this might; justify the inference that there is 
'modification', ;-as a mattAr of fact, however, no such 
persistence is ever perceived ;---hence the conclusion is 

that it continues to exist and undergo modifications ; jusl in the same manner as 
Primordial Matter is regarded as eternal ; just as gold remains gold even in ils 
endless modifications ; and in support of this view we may cite the grammatical laws 
of sanq,ki, by wh:ch le~!er-sounds undergo certain modifications. With a view to 
demolish this view, the Author prfKl.eeds to show that, in the case of Letter-sounds, 
there is no such modilfoatioJl, or trans,imtation, as would justify us in regarding 
tliem as having a continttliy o:l; existence. 

• The Bkargachan!,ra attributes this view to the followers ot Kaliipa ; and quotes 
a KaZapa-BuEra. 

t The followers of Pa7>ini-says the Bhajdachan4ra. 

t The author adopts Pii9ini's view as his own,-says the Bha!yachanef.ra. 

§ f cqm:Tllf!1fi"f1.!, is the correct rcadiug• . 
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that thero is no 'modification'.*-( B ) Secondl!J, wo find 
that the two letters ( i and y1, ) being amenable to differ
ent instrumental forces, the utterance of ono is possibld 
without the utterance of the otlwr; that is to say, as a 
matter of fact, the letter 'i' is amenable to the instrument• 
ality of_ what is called the 'open articulat,ion ' (applicablo 
to vowels), while the letter 'yri' is amenable to the i nstrn
mentality ·of the 'slightly touched articulation' (applicable 
to semi-vowels); so that these two letters are pronouncible 
by two different kinds of 'effort', called 'instrumentality '; 
and this is what makes it possible for one of them be;ng 
uttered while the other is not uttered [ and all this shows 
that ya is only the sub.~titut~, and not. the modificalirm, 
of i]t.-(0) Thirdly, the case in question that of y,i 
in <Jur.lhyafra) is exactly analogous to that where there., 
is no ' modification ' ; that is to say, there are cases 
where i and yti are not 'modifications' at all (even according
to you); e g., in such expressions us (a) 'y1,f11(e', 'y,ichchhati', and 
'prii.yam.~ta ' ( where there can be no chance of y!_t being a ' modi
fication' at all), and, ilcara!J, ', 'i<J,,im' (where i remains itselF, 
without undergoing any nhange at aH) ;-and there are well
marked cases where the two do appear like 'modification,i ' ; 
e. g. 'i~tva' (which is derived from the root 'yaj', and in 
which therefore the i appears in· the place of the yit in lho 
root) and ' r/,u<J,hyahara' which is the altered form resultiu~ 
from the comhination 0£ '<J11rjhi' and 'ah.an,', of which 

0 In the well-lmowu case~ of '11110Jification'-e. g. when a lump of golil is trans
muted into a pair of car-rings or bracelets- they are regarded as 'modification', be
cause whatever the particular shape, thro.ugh ev,wyone of them the character of 
'Guld' persists. But iu 'y,i' (in '<!,a./,hyritra') we do 11ot find any snoii persistence of 

the 'i '-sound ; so that this cannot be a case of ' modificatio11. '.-'f'ii~P'll"Ya. 
The Parishu-~\l~i rcmarks-The term 'vikiil"tt' in the present context does not 

stand for 'transmutation,' the total deRtruction of one tliing and the appearance in 
its place of another thiug ; as no such 'vikii.rn' is adrn'itted by the Sailkhya ; it 
stands for that cltarige, in whidi the basic element remaining the same, its ch-.racter
istics appear and disappear. And as there is no such basic element of which ' i' 
could be a ch;uacteri~tic detait,~no 'modification' can be possible in this case. 

t If ya were the modification of i, the forces necessary for its utterance woulc.1 
be tlrn same as those necessary for the utterance of i ; as a matter of fact., however, 
the force that is put into operation, for the uttering of ya, is that in the form of the 
effort called, 'slightly touched articulation'; while in the case of i, the effort is that 
called 'open articulation'. Thus it ia that for the uttering of ya it ia not necessary 
t•) have a prcviou~ utternncc of i. And this woul<l not be possiule if ya were r;; modt: 
fication of i. 
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the i is changed into ya • ~-Now as a matter of fact,, in botti 
these cases, (of the utterance of ya or i, appearing by itself 
or as 'modification '), the effort of the speaker is precisely 
the same, and precisely the same also is the hearing of the 
hearer. .All this shows that (in '<ja(lhya('ra. ') we have sub
stitution (of ya, and not modification).t-(D) Pourthly, there 
is no perception of it in actual usage. That is to say, in 
actual usage, i is never perceived as becoming yat ; what is 
perceived, however, is that ya is used in the place where i 
had been used before. From this also it follows Urnt ya is 
not a 'modification' of i.§ 

The denial of pa being the 'modification ' of i <loes not set 
aside the grammatical law (that• ik followed by a(',h becomes 
va~'-PaQini, 6-1-77). 'l'hat is to say, even in accordance with 
the view that letters do not undr:wgo rnodi/i,i:ations, it is not irn
po~sible to have the grnmmatieal law (of letter-changes),
which contingency (of impossibility of the law) would compel 
us to admit the' modification' of letters. As a matter of fact, 
one letter is not the product of another letter ; e.g. ya is not 
produced from i, nor is i produced from ya; each letter 
emanates from a distinct spot in the organ of speech and is 
the outcome of a distinct articulation; so that the correct 
view is that what happens (in the case of changes) is that 
one is iittered in the place of anothr>.r [ Hence what the gram
matical law 'iko ya~wclii' means is that when i and a are 
in juxtaposition, wa should use yci in the place of i, and not 
that i is modifitd into yu]. And only if these two facts were 
otherwise, could the change in question be regarded 
either as a 'modification', or as a case of 'one being pro-

<> The right reading is ~'l!_<f, .;·an~,. It is ' non-modification ' and • modification ' 

according to the SJnlchya ; but 'non-substitution' and 'substitution',. according to 

us;-says the Bhawachan,j,ra. 

t The effort necessary for the uttering of y'.t in 'ya/aW is exactly the Sama 
as that necessary for its utteriug in the exprcrnion '<Jaq.hya/ra'; similarly the offort 
required for uttering i in 'ir!,ryn' is tile same as tl,at rc,1uired for its uttering io 
'i~ivii,' ; which shows that the· 'ya' iu both cases is of the same kind ; i. e. just as 

in 'ya{afi/, the ya ie not a 'modification', so iu '<!,a,j,hya/ra' also it is not a modifica 

tion, and so ou. 

t E. g., we perceive the gold beroming the bracelet.-Bluifya,chan<Jra. 

f In the case of the well-known case of 'modification' of milk into curd, we 
<.;!tll perceive the rnilk bcc0rning curd ; in the same manner we ~hould perceive tht> 

i lieco1uing yo, if the letter were a 'mod½ficution' of i. 
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duced out of the other'. As a matter of fac't, however, these 
two facts are not otherwise. Hence the conclusion is that 
there is no ' modification ' of letters. 

(E) Just as the ' modification ' of a group of letterg is 
not possible, so is the 'modification' ofa single 

Bha. P. 117· letter also not poss:ble. In accordance with the 
rules-' the root flB become bhu,' 'the root bru becomes vach ' 
-when as is changed into bhu, and bru into vach,-this 
change of one set of letters in tht3 root into another 
set of letters is not in any case regarded either as a 'modi
fication ', or as a case of one being produced out of the 
other; it is only regarded as a case of one set of 
letters being used in the place of another set of letters; 
-exactly similar should be the case when one letter (i) 
.is changed into another (ya). • 

Var/ilta on Su. (39). 

(P. 301,' Ll. 9-10.] 

This Sutra (39) serves the purpose of pointing out the 
grounds of doubt on the subject. 

Bhii§ya on Su. {-t0 1• 

(P. 117, L. 4 to L. 7.] 

For the following reason also letters cannot be regarded 
as undergoing 'modifications'-

BECAUSE THE El'iLARGEMEN'f Ol•' 'I'BE ORIGINAL CAUSE 

SHOULD ALWAYS INVOLVE A OORBESl'ONDING ENLARGEMENT 

IN THE MODIFICATION~(Sii. 4,0). 

As a matter of fact, we always find that, modifications al
ways follow their original base. t In the case in question how
ever we do not find the Y'L following the shortness or length 
of the i [ as whether the preceding i is long or short, the 
yr,, is always short] ;-and it is only if there were such follow
ing by the ya, that we could infer it to be a ' modification '. 

0 The Parishuif4hi formulates this reasoning as follows-' 'Ihc case of the 
.change of i into ya cannot be one of modilication,-becausc the two are distinct 
Jetters,-just like bhu appearing i!1 place of as'. 

t For instance, the cloth made of long yarns is long, and that made of shorter 
_yarns is shorter-says the Rl1arua,cha11q,ra. 
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17ar(,ika on Su, 40. 

[P. 310, Ll. 12-13.) 

This Sii~ra is meant to put forward as a reason the fact; 
that modifications always follow their original bases; that is 
to say, every well-known modification is found to follow its 
original base. 

Su/ra (41). 

(Objection]-" THE REASON JUST URGED IS NOT A 

VALlD ONE; BECAUSE, AS A MATTEIC OF FACT, AfoDIPICA'l'IONS 

A JtE FOUND TO BE SMALLER THAN, EQUAL 'l'O A.ND LARGER 

'!'HAN THKIR 0LUGINAL BASE.'' (Sii. 41). 

Bh.ii~ya on Sii. (41). 

lP. 117, Ll. 9-10). 

'' In the case of Substances, we find that some modifica
" tions are .smaller than their original base, some are equal to 
'' it, while some are larger. In the same manner ya, as the 
" modification lOf the long i ), may be smaller (than its ba;;ic 
" ea use)."• 

[The Var/ika does not no!ice this Sufra 41.J 

Sli{ra (41A). 

(Answer]-lNASMUCH AS THERE IS {IN THE OPPON• 

ENT's ltEASONLNG) NmTIIER OF 'l'HE H\'0 IUNDS OF PtWBANS, 

0 " F'rom the small seed of the Bany(\n einanutcs the lai·r,e banyan tree ; 
while out of the large cocoanut, which is la,·ge1· than the banyan-seed, comes out the 
cocoanut tree, which is smaller than the banyan tree ; aud from cocoanuts of equal 

~ize, we i:;et treP.B of equal size."-'l'ufparya. 

It would be more in keeping with the text if we had the following 

examples-(!) From the small ,ecdij we get the tree, which is the modification 
of the se;d, and is larger than it ; (2) from a large volume of steam we get a 
small quantity of water, where the water, the modification of the steam, is smaller 

in volume than the steam; and (3) when milk turns into curd, the modification, 

curd, is equal in volume to the milk. 

The BhaiyachanrJra gives tbe following examples :-(1) From the elongated gold
pieces, we get the round ear-ring ;-(2) from smooth yarns we get smooth cloth;
( 8)from the small ball of cotton we get the long yarns. All 01is shows that the modi-
fication need not always correspond to its original;~ / 
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THJil MERE · EXAMPLE CANNOT PROVE ANYTnING. * (Su. 
41A). 

Bhat}ya on Su. {41A). 

(a) In the argument urged by the Opponent (in Su. 41), 
we do not find anv Probaru; at al1,-neither one ' similar' to 
the example, nor one ' dissimilar ' to it [ and these are the 
only two kinds of Probans, as explained under Sii, 1-1-34 
and 35] ;-(b} secondly (though an example has been cited) 
a mere example, unless taken along with a Probans, cannot 
prove anything ;-(c) lastly, as counter-instances are avail
able (in support of the contrary conclusion), there would be 
an uncertainty in regard to the cotlClnsion (sought to be 
proved); : this counter-instance being as follows:-J it some• 
times happens that for the carrying of a load, a horse is 
yoked in the place of an ox,-and just as in this ca.se the Horse 
is not regarded as a 'modification ' of the Ox, so, when ya 
is used in place of i, it cannot be regarded as a ' modifi
cation ' of i. And certainly there is no such rule as that a 
conclusion aan be proved only by an ewample, and not by a 
counter-ereample. t 

Va,-filra on Su .. (41A). 

[P. 310, Ll. 15-16.J 

If what the Opponent urges under Su. 41 is au argument 
meant to prove tliat there are lettPr-modifications, then our 
answer is that what is put forward is a mere example, which 
cannot seTve the purpose of a Probans. 

Bhli!J,1/a on Sii, ( 42). 

[P. 117, L. 16 to L. 20]. 

As regards the examples of the 'modification' of Subs• 
tances, cited by the Opponent,-our answer is that-

0 In the printed text this appears as a part of the Bha1ya. It appears as a 
Siitra in the Nyayasuchinibaiuf,ha ; but neither of the Sii.tra Mss, contains this 
Sii.tra. The 'fafparya 'introduces it as 'pa/yakhyanasuj,·a,' and it appears right 
that the answer to the Opponent':;1 argument put forward in the Siitra (41) should be 
answered by the Sufra (41A), The Bhawachanq,ra also calls it 'Sufra.' 

t This Sutra answers Sii. 4i, taking it as an argument advanced to prove the 
conclusion that ya is a modification of i. · But Sii. 41 may be taken not -as an argu
ment to prov.e a conclusion, but only as pointing oat a defect, a fallacy, in the 
premiss of the Si(l(lhautin's reasoning. The answer to this coines in Sii. 42 .. 
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Sutra (42). 

JT IS NOT RIGHT; AS 'MODIFICATIONS' ALWAYS EMANATF. 

F110M suorr 011IGINAL BASES AS ARE UNEQUAL [AND THEY 

ARE ALWAYS IN CONFORMITY WITH THESE LATLm]. (Sii. 
42) 

Substances that constitute the <>rigin -(from which modifi
cations emanate) are such as are not equal (to them); and 
yet the modifications clre always in conformity with their 
original bases.* In the case in question, however, we find 
that the letter ya is not al ways in conformi t,y wit,h ( does not 
necessarily emanate from) the letter i t. Hence the citing 
of the example of the modification of substances is not effect
ive against us. 

Var{ilca on Su. (42). 

[P. 310, L. 18 to P. 3ll, L. 2.] 

If, however, what the Opponent has urged in Sii. 41 is meant · 
to point out an objection (against the reasoning put forward 
by the Si<;lqhantin, in Su. 40), then our a,nswer is as given 
in this Sutra (42); which means that, inasmuch as Modifi
cations are found to emanate from unequal origins, what has 
heen urged by the Opponent is entirely irrelevant; specially 

Var. P. 311. 

of the i. 

as Modifications al ways do follow their original, 
while ya does not follow the length or shortness 

Su/ra (43). 

[Objection]-" JosT AS TBERE IS DIVERSl'l'Y IN THE 

CHARACTER , OF THE MODTFlCArION OF SuBSTANClES, so IS 

THEltE DIVERSITY IN Tam MODIFIOATION OF LETTERS ALSo."

(Su. 43l. 

'-' E.g. From the snrnll banyan-seed emanates the large baayan-tree ; and 
yet from that seed will emanate only the baJ1yan, ao.d never the eoco-1111t tree. 

t This is what we mean by what we have urged in Su. 40,• as regards the 
modifications followfog their origins ; and not that the largeness and smallness 
of the modTfication follows those ;of the origin. If we meant this latter, then alone 
co~d the argument urged against us by tbe Opponent iu Su, 1 be effective. 
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( B hafya on Su. 43.) 

r P. 117, LL. 22-23. ] 

cc ,Just as in the case of Snbstanees, the modification 
differs from its original, even though both eqnally are Sul>
stance,-so in the case of Letters also, though both equal
ly are 'Letter,' yet the modification differs from the ori
ginal."• 

Vartilca on Su. (43). 

[P. 311, Ll. 4-ti.J 

u Just as, even though both are equal, in being Substance, 
" yet the Modification differs in its character from the Original, 
"-in the same manner, even though both ya and i are equal, 
"in being Letters, the modification (ya) may differ from tho 
" original ( i)." 

Sit{ra ( 4-t). 

[ Answer ]-TIIAT CANNOT DE; AS Trrn RIML CITARAO

TER OF' MoDI!IICATION' IS NOT PJSSIDLE (rN TUE CASE OF 

LETTERs).-Su. (44). 

Bhllfyrt on Su. (44). 
[P. 118, L. 2 to L. G.] 

In tho case of Substances in general we fine! the character 
of' Modification' to be as follows :-When a SL1bstance, gold 
or clay, undergoes modification, what happens is that the 
general character of that substance (Gold or Olay) remaining 
const.ant, one form or shape of it (i.e. the Lnmp of Gold or 
Clay) disappears and another (i. e. the Ring or the Jar) 

0 " In the case of Substances also it is not true that the modificatioa always fol

lowe its original; because as a matter of fact, we often find that them is a divcrnily 

between the modification and its original ; so that, even though the ya docs not fol

low the i, in its length or shortness, yet it may be its modification." 

"The sense of the argument is as follows : When the modification is spoken of 

as following its Original, is it meant that the following or conformity iH absolute ?-or 

that it is ouly partial? If the former, lheu no such conformity wou Id be possible 

in the case of substances also. If the la~ter, then in the case of letters also, there 

is conformity so far that both arc' Letter."-Bha§yachanrf,ra. 
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comes into existence; and this latter we call • 'modification.' 
In the case of Letters on the other hand (such for instance as 
the letters ya and i), there is no such- general 'Letter' -char
acter which, remaining constant, would give up its 'i'-form 
and take up the ' ya '-form t So that, jnst as in the case 
of the Ox and the Horse, even though bo·th are ' Subst;tnce,' 
yet, by reason of the diversity in their character, one ia not 
regarded as the ' modification ' of another,-simply because 
they do not fulfil the conditions of the true ' modification ', 
-exactly in the same ma.nner, the letter ya cannot be re
garded as the ' modification ' of the letter i ; for the simple 
reason that the conditions of the tru3 ' modification ' are not 
fulfilled in this caee. 

[The Var/ika has nothing to say on this Sufra]. 

Bha§ya on Su. (45.) 

[P. ll8, L. 7 to L. ll.] 

For the following reason also Letters cannot have m:,di
fications :-

Sii(ra (45). 

[As A MATTER OF FACT] WHEN THINGS HA VltJ UNDER.• 

GONE' MODU'IOATION ', THEY CANNOT REVERT TO THEIR 

ORIGINAL FOR,M.-(Sii. 45). 

Reversion (to the original form) is not possible [for 
real modifications ;:J: e. g., the Curd cannot again become 
Milk]. · " How do you know tl1at ? " We know this be
cause there is no proof for such rever~ion. That is to say, 
there is nothing to prove-no reasoning available for the view 
-that " what happens (in the case of the form ' rj,aqhyafra ') 
is that the i bas become modified int@ yn, and again becomes 
i (when the expression is again stated in its nncombined 
form, rfruP:i-atm ') ; and not that in the formel· case ya bad 

0 The Bha1yr1,chan}ra with four Mss., reads WT'<r'\!l~~, 

t For it is only the particular letter i that is held by the Opponent to be modified 

into ilnother particular letter 'ya'; while in the caEe of substances the Gold lump 

becomes modified into the Gold-ring; the Gold-character being commo11,-Bhawa
cha111/,m. 

t ~a:n:1"11f•a: of the flf1ii.Jyc1 iB to be construed with ft1<1il(IH1:ff~T1!_ of the Sutra 
-says the Bh,iwacha.n<J,ra. 
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been used in the r,Iace of i, and in the latter case it has ceas
ed to be so used.' • 

Var#1ca on Su. (45). 

[ P. 311, LI. 9-10.] 
' If Letters were to undergo ' modifications,' thay could not 

revert to their original form. 

Sutra (46). 

[Objection l-" IN~sMOOH AS GoLD AND OTHER 

THINGS DO . REVERT TO THEIR ORIGINAL FOIIM1 THE REASON 

URGED IS NOT A TRUE REASON AT ALL," 

Bkiif!ya on Su. ( 46). 
[P. 119, L. 13 to L. 15.]_ 

Says the Opponent-'' It has been assertea that thvre is 
" no reasoning available for our view :-but this is not true .: 
" The following is the reasoning that proves it :-In the case 
" of Gold we find that, renouncing the form of the Ear-ring, 
" it takes the form of the N ecklet, and again renouncing the 
"form of the latter it takes that of the former; exactly in the 
" same manner, i having taken the form of ya, t again takes 
,., bhe form of ti..'"' -

Vart ikc, on Su. ( 46). 

( P. Sll, LI. 12-13. ] 

Whal the SUtra Il..leans is that-" the reason put forward 
(by the Si(klhantin, in Su. 45) is not valid, it is inconclusive, 
because we do find things that haye undergone 'modifica
tions • reverting to their original form." 

Blta~ya on Su. 46 A. 
[ P. 118, L. 15 to L. 20. ] 

[ Our answer to the above is as follows ]-The reasoning 
put forward is not valid, as it is based upon premises that are 

0 'fhe bhii,fyachanef,m cites an example wher.i there is re-peated 'reversion' 
between i and ya. From the root ' ef,hyai', ( to think) we get the Mtrd ' ef,k b, ' ( in
telligence); this latter word being compounded with' tipfi ', we get the form• jhy
c'fpii' (y11. again); and this compound is explained &ij 'ef,hi-prapfi~' (i again). 

t The printed text reads ~r.- here·.; but the passd.ge gives better sense without 
that word. It is no't found in the Puri Mss. 
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not true ; for instance, in the case of Oard it 1s found that 
the Mitlr_ having once become Onrd, never again reverts 
to the form of the A1illc.* " What does that prove ? " 
It proves that in the case of Letters also thero is no rever• 
sion land the premiss that' all rn0Jifi0ations revert to their 
original position', as urged iii SiL 4~, is fonud not true; 
there being no such reversions in the ca.se of Curu J.t 

If the 1rieaning of the Opponent's assertion is that the 
" reversion of ' i. ' is analogous to tlie reversion of Gold [so 
that what is stated in Su. 4t) is not true] '',-then our 
answer is that, so far as the analogy of the case of Gold is 
qoncerned,-

rr:mmE IS NO ANAL0GY A1' ALL ; AS IN THE CASE l\F THE 

MODIFICATIONS' OF GoLD, 'l'UN ' GoLD '-CHt\RAC'l'E[l, IS 

NEVER ABS~NT.t-(Su. 46 A.) 

In the case of Gold what happens is that the Gold itself 
remaining the constant foctor, it becomes different objects 
by the renouncing of one clmracler (form) and the taking of 
a11olher.§ In the case of • i ', on the other h:rnd, we do 
not perceive any E.uch common factor, in the shape of ' Let
ters in general', which could become a different object by 
renouncing the' i '-fonn and taking the' f/ti '-form. Hence 
the example of Gold is not a pplicab!e to the case in question. 

0 The printed text omits a q here, wliich is cssenti,d. 

t This is the answar to Sil. 46; it' the reasonin6 therein 11rgcd i~ meant to prove that 

"Lhcre is reversion in the case of Letters, because there jg rncli iu the case of all modi

fications." If Oil the other hand, the Siitra is to be taken 01,ly as pntti1Jg fonrnr,l an 

objection to the arguments of the Sirf,ef,kantlu, then the answer i~ ns gi vcr1 in 

sr,trn, 46 A. 

t This appears as a Su{ra in the Nayo.siich,nilan(lha, nlrn in !lie Vur{ika, Dha~

yachau(?ra and in the two 8utrn l\Iss. The text of the Sutra is >r, 'ff'Ji~•~·.•t ~c1i
~lcfio!iT'ff~$;<!, The Puri t:,11\ru Ms., however, reads it as if t'!Ta'lit,,q_i-r ~,liT• 

ifil'l<I~;~; which reaJiug is not quite satisfactory; though it may be co11t1trued ta 

mean 'the analogy is not true; because there is a difference 51lnf~l:fiT'ff, inasmuch us 
• I .., 
ln t 10 case of Gold, the gold-cliarn cter remains c<Jnstant, throughont.' The Bhawa-
rhm,cJ,ra adopts this readiu g. 

The ;i-, according to some, forms part, not of the Sii{ra, but of the Lliafya. 

§ ;s'q'>f/'!11'1if>r is ncccsoary. It is f<>und in the Puri .i\lss. 
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Vur(ika on Su. (4G A). 

[ P. 311, Ll. 15-17]. 

999 

Tbro 11ghout all gold-modifications, the Gold persists as 
the common factor. In the case in qnestion, there is no such 
constant thing-in the form of ' Letters '-•which could be 
the s11bstratum of tho i and ya characters, and could re• 
nounce the one and take the other. 

Su{m (46 B). 

[Objection]-"BuT INASMUCH AS Tirn GENlmAL Om1.1i
ACTER OF 'L~:TJ'EU ' IS NEVER ABSENT [rn El'l'Hlm 'i, Olt 

'ya '], I'r IS NOT RlGBT TO mrnY THE' MODl~'lO.;TIO!'i OF 

LE'J'TERs'."-(Su. 46 B.]* 

Bha~y11, on Su. (46 B.) 

[P. 11, Ll. 21-22]. 

[Says the Oppon0nt]-" ln the .case of Letter-modifi
cations also, the generic character of ' Let,ter ' i~ 11twer ab
sent; exactly in the same manner as the character of 'Gold ' 
is pres0nt in all modifications of Gold. [Hence the two cases 
are exactly analogous]." 

Var(ilw on Su. ( 46 m. 
[P. 312, Ll. 2-3.] 

"Letter-modifications also are never without the character 

Var. P. 312. 
" of 'Letter' ; so that this generic character 
of 'Letter' forms the common (constant) factor 

[just like' Gold' in the case of Gold-modifications]." 

Su(ra ( 46 C). 

Bliii. P. 119. [Answer]-'-BUT A CHARACTER SUBSISTS IN THAT 

WHICH IS ENDOWED Wl'l'H G1~NERALITY, AND NOT 1N TUE 

GENERALITY ITSELF.-(Su 460).t 

" This also appears as a Sutra, in. the Var/i!ia and tlie Siitra Mss; but not in tho 
Nyaya~uchiniban<J,ha, nor in the Bha! yachanr!,1·a. 

t This appears as S'i/ra in the Siitra Mss., and also in the Var/ifo; but not 
iri the Nyayasnch'niban(lha, nor in the Bhawachanf,ra. 
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Bha~ya on Su. (460). 
[P. 119, L."l to L. 5.] 

As a matter of fact, the Ear-ring and the Neilclei are 
forms or properties that subsist in the Gold, and not in 
the Generality or generic character of 'Gold '.-Now, what 
is that Letter of which 'i ' a.nd 'y11, ' are properties ? 'l'hey 
cannot be properties of the generic character of 'Letter ', as 
this is a Generality (and not something possessed of Gemiral .. 
i,ty).• [Even granting that these could be properties or forms 
of the said Generality] a!J a matter of fact, a property or form · 
that is eeasing (or disappearing) cannot form the origin of 
another forthcoming property; hence in the case in ques
tion, the 'i' that is ceasing (or disappearing) could not be 
the origin of the forthcoming 'ya' [ which means that 'ya ' 
cannot be the 'modification.' of 'i' ]. 

[The Viir/ika has nothing to add on this Sutra]. 

Bka~ya on Su. (47). 
[P. 119, L. 5 to L. 12.] 

For the following rea1:1on also no ' modification ' of Letters 
is possible :--

. IF LET'.fERS ARE ETERNAL, THEY CANNOT UNDERGO [oR 

BECOME] MODIFICA1'lONS ;-n· THEY ARE NON-ETERNAL, THEY 

CANN01' PERSIST (AS A CONSTANT I!'ACTOR)--,-Sii. (47). 
According to the theory that Letters are eternal, t the 

letters i and ya shou1d both be eternal ; so that neither could 
be regarded its a ' modification ;' for both being eternal, what 
could be the ' modification ' of what? L As all ' modifications ' 
as such must be non-eternal] If, on the other hand, the view 
~s held that Letters are non-eternal, then no persistence or 
continuity of Letters would be possible. " What do you 
mean by Letters having no persistence?" What is meant by 
this 'want of peTsistence' is that having come into existence, 
they cease to exist; so that (under this theory) it is only 
after the 'i ', having come into existence, had ceased to 

• The right readi11g is tl'l!ff'lf .-T .. i"'I 1' ~'q-"' ~- The Puri Mee. read tl
'111'1'11::.ii " a~"' dt. 

f The majority of Mss., inclutli-ng the. Puri ones,- read "'"'"" ; bot the sense 
Mfflillldll r-l'M'n. 
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exist, that the 'ya' would come into existence ; and the 
• i' would come into existence again only after the ' ya! 
having come into existence, had ceased to exist ; and under 
the circumstances (the two never coexisting at any point of 
time), what would be tha 'moditication' of what? What 
we have said (in regard to the i and ya coming into exiRt
ence and ceasing to exist) should be taken as referring to 
the combining ( of the two words 'ga(lhi-a/ra ') after having 
stated them in th9 disjoined form, and again disjoining them 
after having combined them.• · · 

'JTar/ilca on Su. (47). 

[P. 312, L. 5 to L. 10.] 

If Letters are eternal, then they cannot have modifica
tions; as an eternal thing undergoing modifications wonld 
be a contradiction in terms. If, on the other hand, Letters 
are non-eternal, then also no 'modification' is possible ; as 
we never find any modification of things that have no 
persistence (or continuity of existence). 

Bha§ya on Su. (48). 

[P. 119, L. 12 to L. 21.] 

'l'he Opponent makes the following answert (on the basis of 
the theory that letters are etunal) to the argument (pro• 
pounded by the Siqijhantin in Su. 4,)-

Su{ra (48). 
'' INASMUCH AS MOST ETERNAL THINGS AUE BEYOND 

THE REACH OF THE SENSES, AND YET THERE ARE SOME 

THAT ABE OF rHE OPPOlffrE CHAI.UOrER-THE Dl<.:NIAL OF 
LETTER-MODIFICATION IS NOT RIGHT.,. . (SU. 48). 
"It is not q 11ite correctt to say th1.t eternal words can 

" never undergo modifications. [ Because l as a matter of fact, 
" we find that, of eternal things, while some_ are beyond the 
"reach of the senslls (e.g., the A.tom and Akiisha), there 

• When we say '4,arjhi-afi·a' the i comes into existence ; when we say rf,ar!,h
!la/ra ', the i cease:i to exist and the ,a. comes into ni.stence; when we again dis

join the words and say '4,a<!,hi-a(ra ', the ya ceases to exist and the i comes into e11is
tence. 

t This answer is in the form of a Futile Rejoinder-says the 'f'ri/parya. 

t The Ehii~yachan,J,ra explains 'vipraiiseijha~' as equiva!ent to 'aprati~etf,ha~: 
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'' are some that are quite perceptible by the senses • (e,O'., 
"the genus 'Cow' and the like); in fact Letters thamselv~s 
" are perceptible by the Senses (and yet they are eternal, e~-
1' hJ1pothesi); similarly, of eternal things though sor~ (e g., 
" .Akiisha) may be incapable of undergoing modification, yet 
" Letters may be quite capable of doing so.'' 

But the p,·esence of contrary properties cannot be accept
ed as a valid reason; because there is incompa.tihilit?1 (between 
eternalit.11 and capahilit!I of modification I, [ while there js no 
such incompatibilitg between eternalit.1/ and perceptibility or im
perceptibility]. '.l'hat which is eternal is never born ; nor 
does it ever cease to exist ; that which is devoid of the char
acter of being born and that of ceasing to exist is eternal ; 
while that which is possessed of the character of being born 
and of ceasing to exist is no11-eternal; and as a matter of fact, 
there can be no 'modification' without something being horn 
and something ceasing to exist. So that if Letters undergo 
'modification', they cannot be eternal; and if they are 
eternal, they cannot undergo • modjfication.' 'l'hus the 
'presence of opposite characters' {urged as a t"eason by the 
Opponent) is a fallaeio11,s Probans, being tainted with the 
fallacy of 'contradiction.' 

7Tar(ika on Sutra (48). 

(P; 312, Ll. 13-14.] 

The Answer given by the Opponent is that kind of Futile 
Rejoinder which ha.s been called ' Viltalpasama' . [ f7ide, 

Sutra, 5-1-4, BhatJya, P. 243, L. Hi]. 
BhutJya on Su. (49). 

[P. 119, L. 21 to P. 120, L. 7 .1 
The Opponent now answers the •Si(j.cJhanta argument (of 

Su. 47) from the standpoint that Letters are not-Btern(jl-

Sn(ra ( 4£1). 

''EVEN THOUGH NON-PERSISTENT, LETTERS MAY UNDER· 

GO MODIFICATIONS, IN THE SAME WAY AS THEY ARE APPRE• 

BENDED (PERCEIVED).'' (Su. 49), 

• The right reading i~ supplied by the Puri Mss.-fi5f11c;:l!Tf;:3(1f nli1'f1{~• 
wt111f~fiill•Tll'r~•• &c. 
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" Even though letters are non-persistent (transient), yet 
Bhii. P. 120. " there is hearing of them (they are heard); 

" and in the same manner their ' modification ' 
" also would be possible (even though they are non-persis
,, tent)."* 

Our answt>r is as follows :-The ' hearing of letters' 
(which lrns been put forward by the Opponent as a reason fol' 
proving the moJitication of Letters) has, as a matter of fact, 
no connection at all ( with tlie desirnd conclusion), and as 
such it is en tircely inefficient. That is to say, the 
'hear·ing of Letteri,1/-which, on being admitted, would 
(according to the Opponent} lead to the inference of the fact 
that 'letter·s undergo modifications '-can, as a matter of 
fact, only serve the purpose of bringing about the cognition 
of what is expressed by thrn,e letters, and it has absolutely 
no counection with the 'modification of letters '; and as 
such it is entirely inefficient (in the proving of the desired 
conclusion). t So that the reasoning of the Opponent is 

" 'Just as Letters, even though non-persistent, become related to the Auditory 
organ and thereby bring about their own cognition,-in the aame manner would 

they bring about modifications abo.'-T<ltpm·ya. 

t The best re,.ding of this passage appC'ars to he-'W~i:ifa,:r,f~T ql'ir\ll~'lf: 

1f f~• ~l'"•~r ~'<T'l"Cl"f 1l'T "l~1'1~r 11'8'1~ilil>::111~11~11Tq'a<!_ The construction 

being-11T llW~flll:!.tif!.t'6T"("liq~.11,:r~ (~r) ;Jl~li@<ifT~lliT f<l'~7~11' 1'-~l'•·f 

(war) >!fllf111llli. The E/1c'i!!Jaclw11cj1·a reads tlJUs, with the exception that for 1ff, 

it r,,ads "'1'. 

As for the mere dcnr>lin'l of meanings by letters, this can be done by them, 
even when they can snbsist just fol' the moment, just long enough for th~m to be 
comprehended. In the case in question 110,,·ever, the letters concerned should have 

to suhdist m11ch lonf);cr than that; they should lHwe to subsist through the entire 
prncess-of uttering the disjoiuct! words' <!,a1,hi-r,t,•a', the pronouncing of the com
biued form \Zut/,hya/ra', and the snbs·eqneut ana.ly,iug into the disjoiued form
before any idea could arise as to there being a 'mo,lincation.' But as such contin
uous existence is not possible, under the theory that Letters are non-eternal, the 
mere' hearing of letters' can h,we no connection with the fact of 'modification'.

'fufpary1. 

The translation is in accordance with this interpretation of the '['a tparya. The 

Bha~yachanrf,,·a construes the passage differrntly. By this '511~,rfw,:nf~llii 111~ qf11-;r: 

(1' 1'1ffw) is one 1entence-' The hearing of'letters does not serve to prove th~ de

sired conclusion (that the original letter undergoes modifications) ;' -f111'111~ •fflf 
eupplies the reasmt-' bcc;;nse the said hearing is connected with the modified letter 
( mid not with the modifying original) '; li,lll("11!fl~' hence it is inefficient; it1capable 
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exactly similar (in absurdity) to the following reasoning
' Because the Earth is endowed with the quality of Odour~ it 
must also be endowed with such qualities as Sound, Pleasure, 
and the like'! Then again, the 'bearing of letters ' does 
not preclude the possibility of the case being one of the use 
of one Letter after the cessa,tion of another Letter; we hold 
that in the case io question what happens is that the letter 
'i' having ceased, the letter ' ya ' is used in its place; and 
if the possibility of such use were precluded by the fact of 
letters being heard, then there might be some ju.stification for 
the view that the letter ' i' itself becomes transformed 
(modified) into 'ya '. •-[ As a matter of fact however, it is 
not so.J-From all this it follows that the 'hearing of letters" 
is not a valid reason for holdi.ngthat Letters undergo modi
fications. 

Vat'tika on Su. (49). 

[P. 312, Ll. 17-18.] 

The answer given by the Opponent in this Sutra is of 
the nature of the Ftitile P,"j,1inder, which has been called 
' Saf/,harmyasama.' 

Su{ra (50). 

(1) INASMUCH AS, IF- THE LE1TER IS SOME•fHING 

MODIFIABLE, 1T OANNOT BE ETERNAL,-AND {2) AS THE (so,, 

of proving your proposition' ;-thus being \WWl~•lt'lfr -' not perceived (along wit'h 

the modifying original'.;-' 11•fc111m: '1l'lfff'lfllliT1::l~ ' vl~ ;iir-.r11r•fitw' ••lftctq-, .. ' ..... 
• might lend probahility to the modifiability of lctt~rs? 

This explanation however is more far-fetched than the one by the 'f4/parya, 
0 1t might be argued, in favour of the Opponent's view that even though the 

'hearing ofiletters' has no direct connection with the subject of Letter-modifications, 
yet, inasmuch the fact of hearing prech11ies the possibility of al, c:,ther explanations, 
-it may be accepted as justifying the conclusion that Letters undergo modifications. 
The Author has anticipated this view, and has pointed out that the <hearing' does 
-not preclude the possibility of the explanation supplied by the Si<f,<Jhli,np11• 

Of this passage also, the Bhawa<:han<!,ra Bupplies a different explanation, readfog 

iii!ifftT for T'l'1'tWllliT and f"l-.hi'a for Tif~'a According to this, the passage 

means as follows:-" The hearing of the modified letter does not bring about the 
-birth of the modified letter after the destruction of that which is meant to have been 
its originaf; e.g., if the production or birth of ya-were brought about by the hear
ing of the letter after the destruction of 'i ',-then alone could the proposition be 
held H1at 'when heard it produces the modified form ya.' 
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OAT.LED) c MODIFICATION' APPEARS AT A TIME OTHER THAN 

THAT AT wmcrr THE MODIFYING LETTER IS PRESEN1',-TH E 

ODJECTIO": (TAKEN IN Su. 4~~) IS NOT A RlGHT ONE.

(Su, 50). 
Bho~!lfl on Su. (M). 

[P. 120, L. 10 to L. 14-] 
The objeclion taken (in tSu. <18) on the basis of the fact 

tlrnt 'eternal things are of opposite characters' is uot right,. 
(1) Becausll as a matte-r of fact, no modifiable thing is ever 
found to be elen1al ; hence the objection based upon the ex.,. 
ample of the' hearing of Letters ' is not right. (2) In the 
case in question, what happens is thitt, having used the dis
joined expression ' <J,11<!,hi-a{ra ', the person waits £or several 
moments, and then he pronounces the words in close juxta
position and uses the form ' <J,uJ.hya/ra ' ; so that the letter 
'ya' is used long after the letter 'i' has disappeared (after the 
uttering of the disjoined words); and under the circumstances, 
of which letter could the ' ya ' be recognised as the ' modi
fication'? For the effect (the modification, the :,1a) ca~not 
appear at a time when the cause (the modifying original1 the 
i) is absent. This is the retol't to which the Opponent's arg11-
rne11t is open. 

Var{ika on Sii. (50). 

[P. 313, L. l to L. Hj. 

The assertion that ' eternal letters undergo modinCfltions' 
involves a contradiction in terms. And ina"!• 

Var. P. 313. 
much as at the moment lhat the ' i ' is heard, 

it cannot IJ.eco1ue' :,1(£ ',• the reason that 'it would be like 
tli1:1 hearing of the Letters ' is entirely irrelevant. 

Bhu~ya Olt Sit. al. 
f P. 120, L. 14 to L. 18.] 

For the following reason alw it is not possible to hold 
that Letters undergo modifications :-

Su(ra (51). 
BECAUSE IN REGARD TO LET'fF.R·MODIFlCATlflNS, THERE 

IS NO CONST.\NCY AS TO 'f'BE OillGINAL BASE,-Sii (51). 

"' At tlie lime that one uses the form' cJ.aq,hyati·a,' the 'i' h11s ceased to exist .. -
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In one case we find it laid down that 'ya ' is to take 
the place of ' i '; .and in another it is laid down that,' i' is 
to take the place of ';11a ';-e. g., in the word ' bic)hya{i' 
[which, is derived from the root byarjh, the ya of which gives 
place to i in the word 'bir)hya{i '). Now, if· the letters con• 
cerned were ' modifications ', there shon ld have been some 
constancy as to which is the ' modification ' and which the 
' original ' ; as is found in the case of all well-known modi
fications (e, g., the milk is al ways the ' original ', while the 
Curd is always the 'modification'; it. is never found to be 
the other way about;. In the case in question however, it 
h_as been shown that tbero is no such constancy ; as in one 
case ' i ' gives place to ' ya ', while in another ' ya ' gives 
place to' i '], 

f'ar/ika on Sit. (51). 

LP, 313, L. 3 to L. 7.] 

For the following reason also it is not right to bold 
that Letters undergo ' modifications': -Because there is no 
C<mstancy as to the original •. That is to say, in the case 
of all well-known 'modifications ' we have found that it is 
always fixed which is the 'original' and which the 
• modification '; there is however· no such constancy in the 
case of the Letters ' ya ' and ' i '. Hence from this absence 
of constancy, it, follows that there is no' modification ' in the 
case of Letters. 

Sii{ra (52). 

f The Casuist objects]-" As '!'HERE 1s CONSTANCY 

IN NUN-CONSTANCY, IT IS NO'r RIGIJT TO SAY THAT THERE IS 

NO CONSTANCY."-(SU. 52), 

Bha§ya on Su. (52). 
[P. 120, LI. 20-~2.] 

" It has been urged (by the Sic;lc;lhantin, in Su. 51) that 
'' there is no constancy as to what is the' original ' and what 
" the ' modification '. Now this ' non-constancy ' is con• 
" starit; that is, it is com,tant in regard to each particular 
' subject : and inasmuch as this is constant, t,here is' con• 
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c, stancy '; so that what has been urged in regarJ to there 
" being no constancy as to what is original &c., is not 
'' true.'' 

Var(ilca on Su. (52.) 

[P. 31 S, L. 9.J, 

What the Su~ra means is that there is no non-constancy. 

Sii/ra {53.) 

[Answer]-(A) INASMUCH AS "'CONSTANCY I AND 

' NON-CONSTANCY' ARE CONTllADICTORY 'l'ERMS,-·AND (B) 
AS THE 'CONSTANCY 1 (PUT FOUWARD BY THJI) OPPON!:<:NT) 

SUDSISTS IN THE ' NON-CONSTANCY ',-;;THE 0DJECTION UR0ED 

IS NOT RIGHT.-(SU. 53). 

Bl,a~y,i on Su. (53.) 

[P. 212, L. 2 to L. 6.] 

(A) The term ' Constancy' signifies the affirmation of the 
thing (Constancy); while the term 'non-constancy' sign.ilie~ its 
negation ; and as there is contradiction between atfir'mation 
and negation, the two terms (' constancy ' and ' non-con
stancy ') cannot be regarde l as synonymous; so that Non-c011-
sla11,cy cannot become ' constancy ' simply by being constant 
or fixed ; though we do not deny that there is no 'constancy ' 
in ' non-constancy'; what we mean is that what is signified 
by the term ' constancy ' may i:mbsist in 1t0n-constanc!/, and as 
such the term constancy ' may be applied to nmz.constaru:.1/ 
[but what we do deny is the possibility of both Con,9lancy and 
Non-constancy befonging to the same thing]. rrlrns the 
mere presence of 0onstancy ia Non-constancy does not con• 
stitute an effective objection against us.• · 

"What is impossible is the co-subsistence of both, Constancy and Non-constancy, 
in any one thing, and not the subsistence of Constancy in Non-constancy. ,And this 
latter fact does not shake our pcsition ; as the mere fact cf there being Constancy 
in Non-constancy does not imply that there is constancy as regards the Original and 
Modification. It is admitted that there is non-constancy in regard to this ; and if 
the constancy of this non-constancy were to imply constancy as regards ihti Original 

and Modification, then it would mcaii that in regard to this latter there are both 

Constancy and Non-con$tancy, which however is impossible. 
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Va1Jika on Su. (53). 

[P. 313, LI. 10-11]. 

What the Sutra means to point out is the incompatibility 
between Affirmation and Negation. 

Bha~ya on Su. (54). 

[P. 121, L. 6 to L. 14]. 

In fact what appears (and is regarded) as the 'mOllifi
cation of Letters • is nut that one letter becomes transformed 
into another, or that one _letter (as prod net) is prod need out 
of the other (as the constituent cause); what it really is, is 
shown in the following Bu € ra-

Si(ra (54). 

WHAT APPEABB AS TB0 '.MODIFICATION OF LETTEltS' 

INVOLVE.$ A CHANGE IN (ONE OR THE O'l'll~U 01'') 'l'HE l!'OL• 

LOWING FORMS-(a} THI COMING IN OF l<'RESlI PIWPERTIES, 

(b) SUPPRESSION, (c) DJM:INUTlON, (d) INCREASE, (e) 
COBTAILMENT A:ND (/) COALESCENCE,-".(Sii. 54). 

What is a-ctually meant by ' the modification of letters' is 
that there is substitution of another cognate letter, -i.e., 
one cognate let,ter is used on the cessation of the use oE an:. 
other; and this substitution is in diverse forms ;-(ii) In 
some cases there is coming iii of fr-esh pror,erties; e.g., when 
the low accent takes the place of the liigh-pitclied accent ; 
-(b) in some there is suppression; e.g, when one form being 
dropped, another comes in in its place ;-(c) in ce1·tain cases 
there is diminution; i.P.., when the short vowel takes the place 
of the long one;-(d) in others there is increase; e.g., when 
the long vowel takes the place of the short one, or the pro
laled vowel takes the plac.e of the long and short one ;-(e).in 
certain cases there is curtailment: i.e., 'sfal/ (a single syllable) 
takes the place of 'os(i' (two sy llab1es) ;-(j) in other cases 
there is coalescenc(J; e.g., when there is an augment, either in 
the base or in the affix. These are the changes that are 
spoken of as 'modifications '; and ~hese are only stthstitutions. 
If this is what is meant by 'modificatiou,' then we admit the 
tila.tement that 'Letters undergo modifications.' 
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P'iir/ilca on Su. (54). 

[P. 313, L. 14 to P.·314, L. 2]. 

From the above it follows that there is substitution m 
tbe case of Letters, •where the qualified (letters) are never 
perceived apart. rl'hat is to say, if Letters were· modified, 
such Letters could be perceived apart from the properties 
in the shape of 'modifications' : A.s a matter of fact, 
however, they are never so perceived; hence the conclusion 
is that Letters do not undergo modifications. If they a1·e 
'.modified', they can be so only in the following manner ~
What appears 9'C,, g·c.-says the Su{ra. 

What th~ Sutr:1 means is that, inasmuch as in all cases 
of so-called ' modification,' we have only either the corning 
in offresh properties or suppression, g-c., (euumerated in the 
Sutrn), it follows that what actually takes place is substitu

Var. P. 314. 
ti'1n (and not modification) . . 'l'he whole ques
tion of the law of 'Modification' and' Subs-

titution' has been thoroughly discussed by the author of 
the Bhu~ya ; hence (throughout this section) we have explain
ed the meaning of the Sutras only. 

Section ( 4). 

Exa.11Jiualion of the nature of Words and their Polenties. 

(Su~ras 55-66] .. 

,Sfi{ra (55). 

'1'1rnsE SAME (LE'l'l'lms), WllEN ENDING IN AN AF~'IX, 

ARE CALLED ' WouD.'-Su. 55. 

JJho§ya on Su. (55), 

[P. 121, L. lo to L. 19]. 

Letters, transformed according to law and reason (i. e., by 
substitution in accordance with details laid down under Su. 
54; and not by modification), when ending in an affix, come 
to be called 'Word.' .Affixes are of two kinds-· Noun-aflixes 
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and Verb-affe.ces; 'Brahrna'}tt~' is an example (of a Word 
ending in a noun-affix) aud 'pachati' is an example (of Word 
ending in a verb-~ffix). · 

"According to this definition Prepositions and Indeclin
nables could not be called ' Word.' Hence it is neces~ary to 
propound some other definition of' Word'." 

But it is with a view to make the term ' Word ' (according 
to the said definition) applicable to Prepositions and Indeclin
ables that it has been ruled that lndeclinables drop their 
affixes-[by Par;iini's Si1~ra 2-4-82] ;-and the reason for this 
convention lies in the fact that it is only Words that cau 
signify (bring about the cognition of) anything [and it is 
admitted that Prepo~itions and Indeclinables do signify 
things]* 

Var(ilca oii Su, (55). 
[P. 314, L. 4 t9 L. 14.J 

Letters transformed acco,·ding to law and reason, when end
ing in an affi.w, come to be called ' Word '-says the Bha§ya. 

• This Sutrn is aimed against the 'Sphota '-theory of the Grammarian. This 
theory is thus outlined in the Ta~parya.-

Things are not signifie'd by Letters ; as Letters cannot have any connection 
with anything, either singly or collectively. Not· can things be beld to be signified 
by the letter as aided by the impressions left by the preceding letters ; because Im
pressions can pertain to their own objects, and not to other things ; hence the impres
sion of letters 'Could liriilg about the cognition of Letters only, and not of things, 

And yet it cannot be denied that when the letters 'gha-ta~J are pronounced, there 
comes about the cognition of the Jar .. Hence the concluiion is that the letters con
cerned bring about the manifestation of a peculiar entity in the shape of 'Splwta '-a 
kind of conglomerate Sound-which in its turn brings about tl1e cognition of the Jar, 
That several letters should give rise to one Sphota is j,ust like several words forming 
a sentence. Hence there is_ no such thing as' Word,' .:Jnoting things., 

In answer to this view we have the Su~ra laying down that the 'Word '-by 
which things are denoted-consists of the Letters thernselves,-and not of any such 
thing as' 8phota '. As a matter of fact,. when a thing is spoken of by means of a 
verbal expression, we d,) not perceive anything except certain Letters. Hence we 
conclude that ·the name ' Word' must apply to the Letters ; though it may ne,t apply 
directly to them, these being many, and the word being one onl,r,-yet the name 
may be applied to th3m indirectly, on the basis of the fact that tl10ngh many, they 
bring about the cognition of a single thing. And so long as we can explain the 
phenomenon uf verbal expression ou the basis of the directly perceptible Letters, there 
can be _no justifieation for the assuming of a superphysiC'al and purcly'hypothetical 
entity in the,Hhape of' Sphota ', 
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fThe SplwtavarJin objects1-" In that case no cognition 
of the signified thing could be possible." 

Our answer is that the cognition of the signified things 
is certainly not impossible ; as the cognition of the denoted 
thin-g follows from the perception of the last letter as aided 
by the ,-epresPtntative cognition (recalling) of the foregoing 
letters.• 

Affixes are of two kinds-no1m-affexe3 and oerb-affexes-says 
the Bhi'i§ya. 'l'he noun-affixes are ' su' and the· other declen• 
sional endings, and the verb-affixes are ' {ip ' and the otbet· 
coujugational endings. Thns Words, qualified by one or the 
o·Lher of these affixes, become twofold, divided into 'nouns 
and ·'verbs' respectively; when what is denoted by the 
word becomes qualified by l\ssociation with a particular ac
tion,+ the Wo.rd is called a' noun'; as for example, the word 
' Brahrr,.a~ia~ ', which represents a conglomeration of an 
adion (of being or e,iisting) and an agent (one who is or 
e:rists), and is qualified by the Number of the .Agent (One).:J: 

"This is the simple meaning of this pass,ige. But, as this explanation of tho 
verbal cognition of things is open to the objections urged by tne Spotava<!,in (sec last 
note), the 'f'a/pm·ya has supplied another roundabout ex:planation or the Varfika. 
(11) 'A11/yara1·~wpmtyaya/' is taken to mean the later (anfya, in relation to the first 
perception of each letter) cognition of lette·rs (vai"IJ,apm/yaycrl, -the comprehensive 
cognition, in-the form of 1·ememb1·ance, that follows after the perception of each of 
the letters.-(b) 'p!i1•va-va1·1_1a' is expiained as 'letter.a, the convention in regard to 
whose denotative potency has been previously known,' and 'pra!isanq,hanapra/yaya' 
as' recognition'. According to this interpretation, the translation of the passage 
shoidd run thus-

, The cognition of the signified thing follows from the remembmnce of the Zellers, as 
aided by the recognition of them as pos~esscd of the de,wtative potency 01·iginally fixed, 
by co11vention'. 

t Jn the term' lci-iyanfara ', the term 'anfara' means particular. The definition 
of the Noun tl111s comes to be this-' That word is called Nou11, whose denotation is 
not complete unless it is connect<,d with a certain action ( denoted by the correspond
ing verb)' .-'f a(pa1·ya. 

+ The 'f'ii!parya explains the word 'lcriya' as standing for the action of being
Brii,hma'l}a, 'bT£thma'l}a~ ua '; and this is what has been adopted in the translation. 
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And that which signifies duration of actron, and whereof 
action forms the predominant factor, is the ' verb '; 111 e, g., 

t.he word 'pachafi ', 'cooks.' 

ObjP-ction.-" If there are only two kinds of affixes, then 
Preposition·s and lndeclinables cannot be called ' Word'." 

Not so; as these also are included; i. e., Prepositions 
and Indeclinables are also included under 'Nouns'; from 
the fact that the Shas/ra layg down the rule (Piit.tini 2-4-132,) 
that ' Inrleclinables drop their affixes,' we intel" that 
Indeclinables also end in declensional affixes ; and as such 
these also are inclt1d0d under ' Noun.' 

llhiif!Ja on Su. (5R), 

l P. 121,- L. 20 to P. I 22, L. 4.] 

The discussion that follows is in regard to Nouns; and 
we take for out" example the particular word' g,1,11,~ ', 'Cow.' 
t Now, in connection with this;-

'I1mmE AH!Sf;.i:l A DOUBT; Ill<:CA?;SF, THE WoRD IS USED 

fN REFERENCE '!'.O THE lNDIVIDlJAf,, THE 0oNli'lGURA'1'10N AND 

THE GENl!ll:AJ.l'rY, AS lNSEPARAilf,E FROM ONE ANO'l'fll<:R.

(Su. 56). 

h would appear simpler to take the compound 'kriyii,l:cirakaBamu<f,aya'IJ,' to mean 

lhe conylomP.?·ation of the &ctivn (lo which ' brahma1J,11!•' is 1M,1Rinatfoe) a11d the CqBe
l'clalion. 

The 'fcif(lal'Y": aclls that tlie dllfinilion of' Noun' '•given in the text is put in thia 
.form with a view to include infinitives au<l participles also ; as these also are $eh 

ns do not have their denotation complete except through qualificatiun by an actjon ; 

infinitives and participles always re,111ire anothf-r verb to complete thei1: sense. 

0 'KriyfiUila ' i'S dm·t1tio11, says the 'l'ci/parytr. ' lVhm·e<if tke action forms the 
,pi·edomimmt f,idor' is aclde,! with a view to exclude infinitives and participles, which 

also signify some sort of a duration. 'l'he noun, though it implies an action, does 

not signify duration; e. g. 'p:ik•1~' den~tcs the action of cooking, but not its duration, 

which is siguified oaly by the verb ' cooks', Thus then, while the Vl"rh signifies 
action resting in its-elf, the Nonn implies a~tion of something else. This is what 

is meant by 'action forming the predominant factor', 

t a-~~ is printed as part o.f Sutra 56, but the •ttri:rv:~tf"••'<l and the Puri Sii. 

ifa both read the Sii. withcut 81{1 which.therefore w-e take as part of Bha~ys. The 

Bliawr.1elrnm/,ra makes it part of the Sa/ra. 
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The term ' sannitJhi signifies inseparable existence, invari• 
able concomitance. As a matter of fact, the word ' Cow ' is 
used in connection with the fodividual, the Configuration and 
the Generality,-as inseparable from one another; and it is not 
defi_nitely known whether what is daaoted by the wol'd is any 
one of these three, or all of them. 

VJr{ilrn on Su. 56. 

[P. 314, L. 15 to P. 815, L. 21. J 

Inasmuch as all usage is by means of "'\Vol'ds, the exa~t 
-signification of Words is now going to be cfo,cussed; and as 
usa,ge rests mainly upon Nouns, it is the exact significatioa 
of Nouns that we are going to consider. Nouns are cho.sen 
for treatment, by reason of their pervasive character; i. e. 
inasmuch as nearly all words ara nouns, it is the noun
the particular noun 'Cow' -that is going to be considered.• 

(The discussion begins with the following initial objec
tion]-" No cognition of anything c'tn arise from the Word; 
•• because if the word were to bring about the cognit.ion of 
" Individuality, no comprehensive notion of anything would 
"be possible; and inasmuch as no Individuality can be 
" cognised when a word is uttered, the word cannot be re
" garded as expre3sive (or denotative) of anything." 

There is no force in this objection ; as the Word does 
not denote an Individuality at all. Who says that the Word 
denotes an Individuality? The fact i3 that the Word always 
denotes a Generality; it is only the sentence that refers to 

Vii.r. P. 315. 

inexpressive. 

Individualities. So that being expressive of the 
Generality, the Word cannot be regarded as 

"This also cannot be accepted. Because usage is never 
" found to pertain to Generalities. Whenever any teacher 
'' pronounces a word, he does so for the purpose of ,b_ringing 

"In one sentence there is only one verb, all the other w:irds are 'nouns'; this i~ 

what is meant by Nouus being' pervasive' in their character., 
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"about the cognition of a particular thing (an Individuality); 
"for as a, matter of fact, no direction can apply to Geuera.lity, 
" and if it did, it would not be comprehended at all. Hence 
" the "'\Vord must be regarded as entirely ine:epressive. • 11 

'l'his is not; right ; for though the word really signifies a 
Generality, yet this Generality is always individualised by 
means of determinants ;t if the w·ords were not expressive, 
then, from the hearing of a word one could not derive 
the cognition of the Generality; for that- which is not 
expressive cannot bring about the cognition of either 
Generality or Individuality; as we find in the case of 
objects (which being not-expl"essive, do not bring about the 
cognition of either Generality or Individuality) ; as a matter 
of faot however, the cognition of Generality does follow from 
Words; and it is the Generality thus cognised that becomes 
individualised on the hearing of qualifying (determinant) 

',words; e,,g., the word 'Caw' having brought about the cogni
tion of the Generality 'Cow,' the addition of such qualifying 
words as 'is standing' or 'is going' and the like tends to 
ind~vidnalise that Generality. "But how is it that such
terms as 'is standing ', ' is moving ' have the individualising 

• This objection emanates from the Pi-alihaka11a. Its purport is thus summed_ up 

in the 'fatpa1·ya-No man ever u!es II word for the signifying of a generality ; 
words are used only for the conveying of the idea of particular things ; and as this, 
by the Si<;1<;1hantln's own admission, is done by means of a seutence, there is no 
necessity for discussing the signification of words. 

t It is true that the woi-d 'Cow' denrJtes the genus Cow ; but when further quali

ficationR-in the shape of black, white &c.-ai-e adJed, the generality becomes indivi
dualised. As i-egards the Prabhakara's objection, it has to be bQrne in mind that 
the Se11tence is nothing apart from the wqrd$ composing it. Nut will it be right 
t.o hold that wlnt expresses the meaning is the series of Letters appearing in tbe 

~•:ntence, irrespective of any idea of ' words ';--because under this. view it should be 

possible for one who has no iJea of the denotation of the' words ' coruposing the 
sentence to cumprehend the meaning of that sentence. In order to escape from 
this incongruity, one has to admit that each word composing a sentence ha& a distinct 
denotation of its own ; and the generic denotation of the words becoming epecialiaed 
and individualised by virtue of their relation to each other, we get at the particula.r
iaed idea, which is thus said to be expl'esscd by the seutence. 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 2-2-!>6 1015 

force (when words are denotative of Generalities) P '' These 
terms of themselves certainly do not have any individnalis• 
ing force; what happens is that when they are taken along 
with the words preceding them, they bring about the cogni-
tion of particular things ; and it is in this sense that they are 
said to have the force of individualisation. 

(Thus then, though it is found that \V ords are really ex
pressive, and are expressive of General1tie1t, yet in practice 
Words are alsl) found to bring about the cognition of the 
Ounfi_gttratioh and the fodividuafa also; so that there arises 
a donbt as to whether all these three are denoted by the 
Word, or only one of them. Now the Author proceeds to 
show that according to the view that Words a.re expressive 
of both, Generality and Individuality, there can be no doubt 
as to their being expressive; bnt the uncertainty as to their 
exact denotation is as grea,t as ever ; so that in eitlwr ca.sa the 
enquiry undertaken by t,he Sii~ra, is absolutely necessary 1-
Or, both (the cognition of Generality and also that of Indivi
duality) may follow from Words; that is to say, the same 
word 'Cow' brings about the cognition of the action (of being, 
i.e., the Generality Oow) as also what what constitutes 
it (i.e., the individual 'Cow '),-without it.s providii1g any 
idea as to which is the pr~domiaant aad which the subordinate 
factor {in the clenota.tion). So that when the word 'Cow' is 
based upon the presence of the Generality 'Cow '-i.e., the 
part.icula.r thing is C>tlled a ' Cow' because it is connected 
with the Generality 'Cow '-then, in that case what forms the 
predominant element in the.denotatio~1 is the iudividtta,l Cow; 
and the action of beiug (i.e., the Generality) comes in only as 
the subordinate element, serving the purpose of qualifying 
the said individual; while, on the other hand, when the 
word pertains more pointedly to the action (of /Jeiag, the 
Generality),-i.e., when the character of being a Gow is spoken 
as the 'Cow '-then, the individual Cow serves the pnr9ose 
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of qnalifying the Generality, which latter therefore forms the
predominant element (in the denotation). Thus then, it iz 
found that a "\Vord 8ignifies the Generality as well as the 
Individuality,-without any hard and fast rule as to which 
of these forms the predominant and which the subordimite 
factor. 

And thus, when we come to adj.ndicate the predominant 
and subordinate position of the one or the other, then,-ill 
connection with this the1·e arise.<J a doitbt, because the word 

is used etc,7 etc. (says the Sutra). 
JJha§ya on Su. (57). 

LP. 122, L. 4 to L. 18). 
What forms the real denotation of a word• can .be as

certained only from the force of usage. And from this it is 
clear that-

(A.)-"h IS THE INDIVIDUAL (THAT IS DENOTED BY 

THE WORD); ALL USAGE-IN THE F'OjjM OF (a) TllE TEHM 

''!'HAT WHICH,' (l) GROUPING, (c) GIVING, (d) POSSESSION, 

(e) NUMBER, (f) ENLA!WEME'\T (g) CONTRACTION, t (/i) 
COLOUR, (i) COMPOUNPING AND (}) PHOCREATION-APPEU• 

'l'AJNS TO THE Individual ".-( Si'i. 57). 
(A.)-[The Individw1listfo Theory ii first put forward]-
" It is the Individual that is denoted by the word. How 

'' so? Because such usage as is representfld by the use of 
" the term 'that which • and the rest applies to the Individual, 

" ' Up!1chura,' 'appertaining,' here stands for applicatio1i. 
" (a) Such a sentence as • that Cow· whidi stands', 'that 

•c which is sitting' can never signify the Generality, as in 
"the Generality there is no diversityt (which would require 
" specialisation by means of such qualifying terms as lha t 
" which ..sla111/s and so forth); and inasmuch as what is diverse 
"is.the Individual ;mbstance, the said sentence should be 

" The ri~ht reading is -q~1111hr1fn:-.ir as found in the V <ir/ika and in the Pud 
Mss. 

t The.printed text reads ;a-q'lll'lJ; r~ght reading fa '11111':f'lilt as found in the Puri !\fog, 
:i: Tl,c Bha-iyachanrf,rn explains abhe<Ja! as 'becau,e the agent of standing and 

,iU,11g is ,me and the same'. But this is not compatible with the context. 
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" taken as ref~rring to this latter. (h) The expression 
" 'group of Cows' presupposes diversity, and as such 
" must refer to the I rulioidaal things; and not to the Gene• 
" rali,l!/, which is one only.• (r.) In the expression 'he gives 
" the Cow to the Pairf,ya,'t the gioi11g mnst be of an Individual 
" Cow, and not of the Oene1·ality; as this latter has no body, 
" and as such cannot be transferred from one person to an
" other. (d) 'Possession ' consists in becoming related to 
'' proprietory right; it is expressed by such words as' KauQ• 
" dinya's cow,' 'the Brahma1_1a's cow' and so forth; and these 
" latter must refer to .the individuul tl1ings; as it is only theeo 
"that nre diverse, and as such can belong to, be possessed 
" by, different persons; while the Generality is one only ,(and 
'' as such cannot belong to sevP,ralpersons). (e) 'Number,' 
" -we have. such expre!'siQ11s as' ten cows,' 'twenty cows ' 
" etc., and these must refer to the Individual il1ings-as these 
" alone are diverse,-and not to tbe Generafih1 ·which is one 
'' only. (j) 'Enlargement '-It is only an Individual thing, 
" which is a product brought about by (constituent) causes, that, 
.. can undergo 'enlargement', which consists in the accretion 
"of further component particles; as we find expressed in the 
f1 words ' the cow has grown large', which cannot ref er to the 
'' Generality, which is not made up of component particles 
" {and as snch can have no accretions to it). (g) 'l'he 
cc same remarks apply to 'contraction.' • (h) 'Dolour '-the 
''expressions' the white cow,'' the tawny cow' aud the ]iiw 
" mnst be tnken as referring to the presence of the particular 
" quality of colour in the individual thing, and not to the Gen• 
'' e1•11lit!I. (i) Oompoandiug '-s11cli compounds as ' g@hifa' 
•• (wPlfare of the cow), gf)stddw (cornfurt of' the cow) must refer 
" to the cu111iectiu11! of welfare and comfort with the fodi,;idual 
•' thing, and not with the Generality. (j) 'Procreation'
,, i. e. reproduction of likes ; the expression 'the cow pro• 
'' duces cows ' mnst refer to indioidua/,'I, as it is these that 
'' are produced, and not to Generality, which (bei 11g eternal) 
" is never produced. 'l'hroughout this context the word 
" '.<!,ravya ' is synonymous with ' vyak(i.' " 

0 The printed text omits the words lftff •lff .-fir ~~ JrJrnf'l'lllf. wr ll'l~ll'lt 
lVhich are found in all Mss. 

t The Puri l\Is.i. and B'ltu~yachantf,;a read -... for ~-

t ~?tlitT is the right reading as in the Puri Mss. 
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Var/ilca on $u. (57). 

[ P. 316, L. 8 to L. 14 J. 
liVhat forms the ,·eal denollftion of a 10ord · can lie asr:tr

tained o·nly from. the force of itsa.ge-8af/S the Bhu-ma ; and 
the Sutra proceeds to show what the ttsage on the point in 

question is. 

'' ' That which ' ancl other expressions noted cannot refer 
" to the Generality. Why r Because the Generality is one only. 
" The Geuernlity is one and uniform; and hence any qualifica
" tion for it is absolutely meaningless ; as is found iu the 
"expressions' that cow which is stan,ding ', 'that cow which 
'' is sitting' ; and so in all the other e~pressions. 

" The Word cannot denote the Configuration (either) ; for 
" the simple reason that the Oonfignration can have no ac
,, tion ; and that which has no action cannot mo1.·e or stay or 

'' exist. So with all the other expressions. 

" As a matter of fact, the word 'Cow' can denote only 
" that thing wliich can be connected with the qualifications. 
" spoken of (in the expressions referred t~), snch as standing 
" and the like, '·why so ?' Because the qualification and 
" the qualified must both pertain to the snme thing; it is 
" only when the word ' Cuw ' denotes the something as that 
" which is denoted by the qualificat.ion 'is standing,' that 
" the former word can. serve its purpose of excl~1ding 
'' other thin9s, and the latter word its pnrpose of exclnding 
" other actions ; and it is only uader such conditions, and un
" der none other, that tf1e co-ordination between the qnalified 
" term(' cow'> and the qualifying term {' is standing') is 
" possible. 

" The word ' ,Jravya ' is synonymous ioith the word vyakfi' 
'' says the Bha~ya. 'l'hat is to say, the word 'cow ' as ac
" comp'anied by the term ' is standing ' must denote the 
" I'll.dividuril." 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHA~YA-VARTIKA 2-2-59 !019 

Bha~ya on Su. ( 58). 

f P. 122, L. to P. 123, L. 3.J 

The next Sut ra puts forward the refutation of the above
described Individualistic Theory-

Sfif ra (5S). 

Tms IS NOT RIGHT ; AS THl~&E COULD Il"E NO rrnsrnrc
TION.-(Su. 58). 

The Individttal cannot he denoted by Word. Why? 
· Because there conld be no restriction.-As a mattor- of fact, the 
word ' Cow ' denotes that which is qu<tlified by the terms 
' that which ' and the rest (mentioned in Su. 57). That is 
to say, in such expressions as ' that cow which is standing', 
' that cow which is seated ', what is denoted by the word 
'Cciw' is not the mere Individnal by itself, without any quali
fications, and as apart from the Generality (to which it be
)ougs),-but the Individual as qu,alified by (and alovg wiih) the 
Generality. Hence it is not right to say that the Words 
denote Individuals. Similarly in the case of the terms 
'group' &c. (mentioned in SU. 57). 

Var/ika on Su. (58). 

For the refutiQg of the Individualistic theory {outlined 
in Su. 57) we have the next Su~ra-This is not so, &c. &c. 
·what the word 'Cow' denotes is not the lndfoiJ1rnl pure and 

simple. If Lhe word denoted the Individual only, then it 
would give rise to the cognition of any and every individual 
(and not to any particular individual only) ;-this is what the 

Su{ra means. 

Bhtt§ya on Su. (59). 

[P. 12:3, L. a to L. 17.] 

[ The lndfriJualisl obje«::ts]-" H the Individual is not 
denoted by the Word, how is it tha;t the Word is applied 
to it ?'' 

Our answer is that we find in actual usage that for cer
tain reasons one thing i,; spoken of as another, even though 
it is not usually tbe same as the latter. [ For instance]-
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Su{ra (59). • 
JN THl1! CASE OF-{a) 'IlRAHMA~A ', (b) 'MA:'sCIIA ' 

( 'PLATFORM'), (c) 'KATA' ( ' MAT' ), (dj 'HA.1.'\N 1 

('KING'), (e) 'SAT{TU' (' FLOUR'), (f) ' ClIANl)A'.'-i'A ' 

{ 1 SANDAL'), (g) 'OAl\lGA. ', (h) 'SHATAKA' (' CLOTH '), 

(i) 'ANNA', ('FOOD'), (j) 'PURU~A ' (' MAN '),-THERE JS 

St,;CONDARY (INDlllEC1') APPI,IOATION, DU~} HESl'IW'l'IVl•'.LY 

To~(a) ASSOOIA'l'ION, (6) LOO.\TION, (c) PlJHPOSE, (d) 
IlEHAVI0UR, (e) MEASURE, (J'J OON'l'AINlNG, (r,) PIWX[l\llTY, 

(k) CONNEC'fION, (i)-CAUSE AND (f) s.onREIGN'l'Y. * (Sft. 59 J. 
What is meant by ' one thing being spoken of as another 

which is not the same as that ' is that a t.hing is spnken of by 
means of a word which is not directly expt·essive of it.t For 
example-(a) In t,he expression 'yaf}tilcam, bhoj0,ya ', 'feed the 
stick', the word' ya!}tika,' 'st,ick ', is applied to the Brah
matJa• accompanied by (carryigg) the stick, by reason of 
' association ';-(b) in the expression ' rnaJichJi.4 kroshan(i '. 
'the platforms are shouting', the word ' maiicha ', ' plat
form ' is applied to the men upon the platform, by reason of 
'location ';-(c) when gruss is being collected for the making 
of the mat, the man is said to be m 11king the mat, [ when the 
word' mat' is applied Lo the gra8.~] ou account of thE'' pur• 
pose' (for which the grass is collected) ;-(rl) the expressions 
'yamo raja, 'this king is the god of death', '/cn1Jero rilja ', 'this 
kin~ is the god of wealth', the words ' Ya111a 1' ' Death
Goct' and ' Kuvera ', God of wealth ', are applied to 
the King, by reason of his 'behaviour' (resembling that of 
of the gods) ;'-(e) when the flou,r is weighed by means of the 
particular measure of 'five pounds,' we use the_ expression 
' five-pound-flour,' f where the word 'flour' is applied to the 

0 In connection w_ith this Sutra it may he noted that amot1g the words enumerat

ed, the first, Brahmal}a, is that to which the fip;urative term ' ya~ti' is applied, while 
all the rest are those that aro figuratively applied to things other than those directly 
denoted by them. 

Ilut this remark applies to _the Sutra only, in vie,v of the way in which the Bhu~-

. ya explains the case and the example it has chos~n to cite. We may however cite 

the instance of the case where a man, who is not a Briih~aIJa, if ho is found to be 

always in the company of Brahmanas, comEs to be regarded as a B1·iihma1J,a. Jn 

vio:W of this example, the Siitra becomes quite relevant. 

·t.The reading of the printed text is corrupt. The right reading is 'l(?ll<l'5llii!f~ 

a, ll~lll'TTll"lr;if41fa, as found in the Puri Mss. and also in the Viii•fika and the 

Bha~yachan<!,ra. 
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ffoe ponnns] by reason of its be.in~ the 'measure' (of weight); 
-ff) whe.n sandal is held in the balance, it is called the 
• balance-sandal,' ( where the worcl ' smdal' is applied· to the 
balance] by reason of 'containini; ';-{!J) in the expression 
'the cows are grazing in the Ganga, the word' Ganga' is 
applied to the adjoining lands, by reason of' proximity;'-(h) 
when the r.roth coloured black is called 'black,' we have the 
word 'black' applied to the cfolh, by reason of' connection;' 
-(i) in the expi:ession 'food is life,' (the word 'life' is ap
plied to the food) by reason of its being the' cause' (of life); 
-(.i) in the expressions 'this man is tlw dynasty,'' this man 
is.the.race,' (the words' dynasty' and' race' are applied to 
the man), by reason of his 'sovereignty or predominance.' 

Now, in the case in qnestiou (i.e., of the ordinary 
noun, ' cow,' e. f!.) what happens is that the word really 
denotative of the Ge1Zl':ra_lilf/ is applied to the lrtdividnaf, by 
reason of either 'association ' or 'connection.' · 

Var(ika on Su. (59). 

[P. 31,;, L. 18 to P. 317, L. 17.] 

"If the Individual is not denoted by the word' cow,' how 
do you account for such expressions as' that cow which is 
standing ' and the li1rn (enumerated in Su. 57 ;? " 

Out~ answer is ihat in actual usage we find llwtfm· certain 

reasons one thing is .~polcen of as onother, even t/iough it is nut 

e~actly the same as thr; latter1-says the Bhu§ya. 

To the question-" In what cases is anything found to be 
spoken of as another for certain, reasons? ''-the answer is 
given by the following Su/ra-' In tlte case of bi·ahmatw' ~·c. 
(Su. f)9). What is ·meant by oue tl,ing being spolcen of (l.'I 
anorhei· is that a thing is spoken of by mea·ns of a wot·d u hich 
is not d1motative of it-says the Bha§ya. For instance, as 
a matter of fact, the word .' stick' denotes a certain thing (a 
piece of wood), and yet, by reason of the 'association' of 
that thing with the Brahmai;ia, the Brahmai;ia comes to be 
spoken of by means of that word; as ·we find in the expres
sion 'admit the sticks.' Similarly in all other cases (cited in 

the Sutra). 
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" What is the ground for this figurative or indirect a ppli
cation of words, as in the case of Brahrnal)as being· spoken of 
as 'sticks'? 'l'here can be no figurative application except 
for special reasons." 

• 
We have already said that 'association' is that reason. 
"vVlmt is mPaut by the ' association' of the stick is that 

it is permanently related to (possessed or heltl by) the Brah
maJ?.a; and in view of this the BrahmaI).a should be spokt'n of 
as 'possessing or holding the stick'; and certainly snch a 
term would be applicable to the Bralima9a directly (and not 
indir,1;;tly or figurntively). Hence it is necessary for yon to 
point out some other reason." 

'l'he word 'stick' is applieu to the i.tirk by reason of the 
particular Generality-that of 'stiek '; this G':'norality suhsists 
in the stick; and the BrahmaJ?,a's connection with the stick, 
as related to that Generality, is ,lue to association ; so that, 
when the Brahmal).a is spoken of as the' stick,' there is im
posed upon the Bralnna1_u1, that Geuernlity whieh subsists in 
the substance (stick) with which the Bralnnal)a is connected. 
The grounds for the indirect application of tho other words 
may be similarly traced. 

Bha~ya on Sn. (GO). 
[P. 123, L. 17 to P. 124, L.4.l 

(B.} [The' Oonfiynrofion' theory i8 111Jxt rrnt forward]
,. If the Individual cannot form the deuotation of the wonl 
"•Cow,' then- · 

"JT ll1AY BE Tlrn '.Akti(i,' '0011-ii,guration,' [TUAT JS 

Di<:NOTED BY Tlll<1 \VPI:0 J; AS 'nm Dl<:'l'l,:Ul\\INING OF 'l'HE 

EXAC'r NATORE vF A THING IS D.El'l<:t;DENT UPl)N 'l'llAT."-

(Su. 60.} 

" The Uordiguration of a thing must be 'll'hat is denoted by 
" the word ( 'Cow'). ·why ? Because tl1e dctermi-nin!J of the 
"exact ·1wlare of a thing is dependent upon tlwt. 'l'he 'Con
" figuration' of a thing consists in Llie partieula,r disposition 
"4-or arrangement) of its component parts and of the compo• 
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" nent particles of tbmm parts; and it is only when this has 
"duly recognised that the exact nature of the thing becomes 
'' <leterminecl, as to it;s being a cow or a lwnw ;-t.his deter
" mining not being possible until the Uonfigunttion of tlrn 
" t biug has been duly recognised; and the word _c:m be taken 
"as c1t•notative of only tliat the recognition whereof leads to 
"the determiniug of the exact m.ture of the thing spoken of." 

[*The answer to this 'Configuration' theory is as follows]
This is not possible; because as a matter of fact, what l1ap
pens is that a thing is spoken of as the ' cow', as being 
qualified by the Generality of 'oow ', only when it is really 
related to that Generality; and certai11ly the c cfoiposition of 
component parts' is not related to the GenP.ralif!J t 

""What then is it that is related to the Genf.lrality? '' 
-wnat is related to the Gene1·alil!J is the substance (or object) 
composed of a definitely arrnngPd component particles. 
For these reasons we conclnde that the 'Coufiguration' cannot 
be deuoted by the word. 

V«rtika on Hn. (60) 
[P. 317, L. HI to P. 318, L. 7.] 

"If the word' Cow' does not denote the Indiviilnal, then 
'':he' Config11ration' must be regarded as denoted by it,
" because the delermit?ing of the e,ract nature of' a 1hi1ig is doper,d

" ent 111,011. llwt-snys the Sii!ra. 'l'he ascertainment of the 
''. fact of a certain thing bt·ing a 'cow' or a' horse' is possible 

'' only through the 'Configuration' (of the thing concerned); 
'• and that on ,v liich is dependent the ascertainment of tlie 

" exact nature of the Cow must be regarded as the denotation 
"of the word 'cow.' " 

'l'his 'Configuration' theory also is open to the same objec
tion as that urged in Su. 58 against the 'Individualistic' 
theory,-viz: there l'ould be 1w 1·estrictiun [no two cows can be re
garded as having the same 'configuration']. .As a mattPr of 
fact too, that alone can be the obioot denoted by the word 

"This auswcr, the Bltii,fyachan;J,ra rnmarks, is from the ~taudpoin,t of the Iuclivi-
dualist,.. • 

t As the postulati1,g 0£ such relation would involve &n unoocessllry nmltipltcation 
of assurnptions,-says the BluiwachanrJ-ra. 
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'cow' which is related to the particular Generafoy, and not the 
'configuration', which has no relation to the Generality . 
.. What is it that is related to the Generality?" What is- related 
to it is the coinp0:,ite substance consisting of particles arranged 
in a certain manner ;--that is to say, that in which the disposi• 
tioh of the ~omponent parm is of one definite kind; tbe cmn• 

pound 'niy1J/iiua.ya,va1,yilha' being expounded as a Bah1w1·1,hi 
referring to something else, in the .shape of the compvsit~ 
substance, 

.Bhasvn on Su. (61). 
[P. 124, L. 4 to L. 10.] 

(C.) r The' Generality' theOl'?J is ne;ct put forwardl-
" Jn that case, it must be the Generality that is denoted by 

the ''word 'cow.' 
Su{m(61) 

"INASMUCH AS THE 'WASHING' &c. (r,AID DOWN AS 

TO BE DONE TO 'l'llE 'Cow') C.\NNOT BE 'ooNE ·ro THE 'cow' 
OF CLAY, EVEN THOUGH IT IS ENDOWED WLTH l.NDIVIDUALl'l'Y 

AND CoNFtGURATlON,-IT MUS'l' B~1 THE GENERALL'l'Y ('l'HA'f' 

IS DENO'l'ED BY THE WORD)." -{Sii. 61). 

"It ml,lst be the Generality that is denoted by the word 
"{'Cow').-Why so ?-Because, even though the • Cow mada 
'' of clay' is endowed wiLh the Individuality and tbe Contig
,, uration · of the Oo~, it is not possihle to do to it the 
"'washing' or any such act~ 'l'hat is to say, we meet with 
"s~1ch t,xpresions as 'wash the cow', 'bei'ng the co~v•, 'give 
•, the cow.' and so forth; and certainly none of these can refer 
"to the covr made of clay. And why? Simply because it is 
•• not endow:ed with the Generality' co1v '; and'yet the Individ
" ualit,y and the Configuration are there. So that that, 
•• by reason of whose ab$ence the said actions are not ap
•' plicable to the- cow oE clay, must be what forms the denota• 
" tion of the word ' cow '." 

l'ltr(ilca on Su. (62). 
[ P. 318, LI. 10 to P. 322, L.18} 

" In that case it must be the Generality that ia denoteJ,-in
,, asnauch as tlte washing ~c., _'5'c.,-says the Su~ra.. As a 
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" maaer of fact, in the case of the Clay-cow it is fonnd that 
"it is endowed with the Individuality and with the Configura
,, lion, and yet the w11slti11g g-c., are not done to it; such 
'' directions as 'bring the cow', 'give the cow' and the like 
"are never found to refer to, nor are they ever unaerstood 
"as applyirg to, the Clay-cow; hence the conclusion is that 
"what is denoted by the word 'cow' is that by reason of 
'' whose absence the said ideas do not apply to the Clay-cow. 
"' \Vhat is that by reason of whose absence the ideas are not 
"applicable to the Clay-cow?' It is the Generality. 'But 
"why should the Generality of 'C()w' be said to be absent in 
'' the Clay-cow r' For the simple reason _that the Clay-cow 
"is not a cow at all; certainly that which is not a cow, can
" not. have the Generality of 'Cow' subsisting in it; as we 
'· find in the case of the Horse. 'But why should the Clay
" oow riot be a cow?' It is n'ot a cow for. the simple reason 
" that it is a Olay-cow. Nor is it right to put the question 
"why the Clay-cow should not be a cow.-Why ?-Because 
"it is precluded by actual experience; even yon yourself must 
'' admit that tlrn Clay-cow is not a cow. And this universal 
' 1 experience precludes any such question as has been put. 
" 'Then how is it that the word cow is actually applied to the 
" Clay-cow?' That is due to the similarity of form; just as 
"it is in the case of pictures [the picture of the cow is called 
"the 'cow' because of the similarity in shape]. But it is 

Var: P. 319. 
'' all-pervading.' What you mean is that 'the 
"Generalit,y (' Cow') is a11-pervading; so that it 

"is as much related to the Clay-cow as to tlie real live cow.' 
"But this is not right; as what you assert is not admitted. 
"Who is there who holds that Generality is all-pervading? 
" The fact of the matter is that when the Generality is said 
" to be all-pervading, aH that is meant is that it pervades 
"over all its own objects [and not that it pervades over all 

" thin9s]. 'But what is it that forms the own object for the 
'' Generality Ouw? ' 'r hat wherein the Generality 'cow' 
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"subsists. 'Wherein does the Generality 'cow' subsist? » 

'' It sub'Sists ·in thoso things with regard to which there is a 
... comprel1ensive conception based upon the Generality 'cow.' 
••'In regard to what tl1iugs does the Generality 'Cow' bring 
"about the'comprehcnsive conception?' It does RO in regard 
'' to that which is its cause (or means of accomplishment). 
'"'' But the Generality being eternal, what could be its cuuse?' 
'' That is its c,iustt by which it is manifested ; for instance, 
" the Generality 'cow' is not manifested except thronglt the 
"object (animal) possessed of the dewlap &c. [So tliat 
"it is this animal that con<,titute!J the own object of l he 

" Generality l• 
CCSome people (objecting to the whole conception of 

" Generality) hava held that there can he no snclt Generality 
"as' Cow', apart from the individual obj\:ct-s; for no such 
.. entity (e:xtending over a number of objects) is ever found 
c, in the space intervening between any two objects [ and 
"certainly it should be so found if it extended over both 
'' objects]. 

'But this is not right; firstly because none of the altern
" atives possible under this view cnn be accepted. '!'hat is to 
«< say, when one asserts that' the entity is not perceived in 
., the space intervening between the two objects' ,-he should 
" be asked to explain what, he means by' the space intervening
" between two objects.' Wha_t is this intervening space? Is it 
'' (a) lllcaslu, or (h) negation? or (r.) something else jl If it is 
" al.asha, then, inasmuch as the ilkfisha is not the cow, it is only 
'' natural that the Generality 'Cow' should not be perceived 
'' there. The same reasoning applies with equal force, if the 
" inte1·v,mi1ig -~p11ce be explained as either' nC'gation' or 'some 
" other substance.' Secandly, as a matter of fact, definite 
" conceptions can never be entirely baseless ; so that when 
" we have a definite conception (of Generality) apart from 
'' the conception of indivdual objects, there must be some 
" basis for this conception, other than these objects; speci• 
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'' ally as we find in the case of other conceptions that differ 
"from those of the individual objects, that they always .pro
" ceed from causes other than those objects; e. g., the con
" ceptiqo of 'blue' that we have in regard to a number of 
" objects,~a piece of cloth, a piN~e of skin and a blanket 
" (everyone of which is blue)-is based upon something distinct 
" from those objects themselves- 'But it is only due to 
" the similarity of Contignration'. If yon mean by this that 
" -' what has been urged may bo trn<>,-it is trne that the 
"comprehensive conception is ba:rnd upon something digtinct 
'' fr::Hn the individual objects,-bnt what we mean is that this 
" something upon which it is based is not (hmeralil!f ; tl10 
'' comprehensive conception is based only upon that resem
,, blance of Configuration which consists of tho similarity of 
" head, hand and snch other limbs ',-our answer to this is 
" that this cannot be true ; for the Confignration is as specific 
'' (or peculiar to ead1 Individual) as the inclividnal object 
'' itself. That is to say, j11st as 0110 individual object do2s not 
"subsist in another individual object., so hlso the Coi1figurn
" tiou that is present in one object cannot be present in any 

Var. P. 320. 
" other object. If however it be· lwkl that the 
'' Configuration that is present in it is also present 

"in other objects,-tlieu the quarrel is only about names, 
" not about facts [what we call' Generality' you call' Con
" figuration ']. 

If you do not accept a Generality apart from tho 
"individual objects, then,-inasmuch as yoLl deny tlw exis• 
" tcnce of any single Generality (as subsisting in several 
'' individual objecLs),-it behoves you to point out some 
'' other basis for the comprehensive conception; for certainly, 
" in the absence of somG sort of Generality, there can be no 
" comprehensive conception. 'But we do find compre
,, hensive conceptions even in the absence of any sort of 
" Generality' What you r.1ean is as follows:-' Though 
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'' (according to the Logician himself) there can be no Gener-
" ality iu Generalities, yet we do have suoh comprehensive 
" conception of 'Generality ' in regard to all Generalities,
" when, for instance, we speak of the Generality •cow' as 
'' subsisting in the cow, [the Generality ' horse' as subsisting 
'' in horses; and so forth, several Generalities being spoken of 
'' as GeneralifJJ]; which ·shows that the mere presence of 
"comprehensive conceptions cannot be regarded as a valid 
" gronnd for postulating the prasenc~ of something distinct 
'' from the individual objects.' Bnt this is not true ; as we 
'' do not accept what is here urged; that is to say, we do not 
" admit that the compl'ehensive conception that there is in 
"regard to the several Generalities of 'cow', 'horse', 'jar,' 
" and the like are without a basis; hence the answer put 
" forward is no answer at all. 'But this involves con
" tradiction of the Sntra, '. If you mean by this that
" the view that there is Generality in Generalities is directly 
" against the Vaishe;;ika-su~ra (5-8- 1 ), -which declares that 
"there is no Generality in Generalit.y, nor Iudividnality in 
" Individuality ',-we deny this; for it is cle:1r that you have 
" not understood the meaning of the Si1~ra, ·what the 811 tra 
"actually means is t11is :-1'he compre.hen'live conception of 
'' snbstance that there is in rega,rd to substances is one that 
" has the Generality of 'Substance' for its distinctive quali
" fication, but snch is not the case with Generalities and 
" Individualities; (i. e., in the case of comprehensive concep
" tions in regard to these latter, no Generality enters as the 
"distinctive qualification];, and the Sutra does nal mean that 
" the comprehensive conception in regar.d to Generalities is 
" withont a basis. 'What then is the basis ?' If by this ques
" tion you mean that-' in rega,rd to the comprehensive con
" ception of the Generalities of Gow and the rest, what is the 
'' basis, by virtue of which all of them are conceived of as <1e'ne
" rality ',?-then what you want to know is-whence it is 
'' that several Generalities come to be conceived of as 'Genera-
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cc lity ?'; and onr answer is that it:is dne to the congregation of 
" se1;er(il enti1,ies; just as the Generality 'Cow ' is a congre• 
" gation of several entities (in the shape of tl1e individnal 
" Cowa), in the same 1.way, inasmnch as the several entities, 
H -in the slrnoe of the several Generalities of' horse', 'cow' r 

" and the li ke,-congl'egate in what is conceived of as 'Gener• 
" alities', on the b:i.si:3 of thi:3 congregation of several entitios, 
" there arises the comprehensive conception of' Generality', in 
'' regard to the several Generalit,ies of the 'Cow' &c. ' But 
« this conception may be like tl1'3 conception of cook.' ·what 
" you mean by this is as follow:3-' J nst as such wore ls as cool!! 
"and the like stand for comprehensive conceptions, ancl 

" yet there is no such Generality as cook, in the same manner 
" there may be a comprehensive conception in regard to 
" cows [ without there being :;i,ny Generalities at all l.' But 
"tl1is reasoning is not right; for it shows that you hav!'l 
"not quite understood the meaning of the reason w.e.liaNe 
'' put forward above ( Te:i:t, p. :319, L. 13). What is meant 
"by our assertion th.it, 'definite conceptions ca,n never be 
'' entirely baseless', is that the conception apc'trt from that of 

Yar. P. 321. 
'' the incliv1d~1al objects must be dtrn to other 
" causes ;· and 1wt that all comprehensive con

,, ce2tions mnst be b:ised upon G1:mer:ility. Snch being ont· 
"1w:ianing, what the word cook denotes is that wl1ich is ths 
" predomin,mt factor in the cau:30 of the action of co0king ; 
"and as this predominance lwlongs to all persons doin~ the 
'' act of cooking, the term is applied to these others also; and 

'' there is nothing incongruous in this" 
[" 'l'be Opponent starts a fresh objection against the con

" ceptiou of Generality J-' If the Generality of Ou11J subsists 
"in several individual,,,, does it subsist iu its entirety in each 
"individual? or only partially [ does the whole Generalit,y 
~ 'Cow' subsist in the individual CC>W? or o'llly a part of 
" the Generality subsists in it ? ].' What are you driving at? 
" Well, if in each indi vidna.l the Genert1.lity subsists i,i it.~ 
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" entireiJJ, then, this Generality becomes as specific and 
'' peculiar to each Individualit.y as the individual itself, and as 
'' such could not be a Genei·ality. I£ on the other hand, it is 
" only parts of the Generality that subsist in individuals, 
" then it is not a case of one subsisting in rnany ; in fact, it 
'' is a case of many (parts) sub8isting in many (individu,als). 
" All this shows that there must be .~ection.~ of each Generality 
" (one section subsisting in one individual). Now the quos
,, tion arises-the sections of Generality that subsist in each 
" individual, are these generic in their character or not? If 
'' they are generic, then it becomes a case of one subsisting 

I' 
" in one; and it is not true to say that the Generality is 
'' is that one which subsists in rnany. If on the 01 her hand, 
" t.he sections are not generic, then the assertion that sections 
" of Gmera,lily subsist in each inrlioidw,l becomes meaningless. 
" Further, even with the➔ sections the Generality remains 
" as· before, and as suc4 beconrns open to the objections 
" urged before. 'l'here is no third alternative possible. 
'' Hence the conclusion is that there is no such thing as 
" Oen_erolit11 subsisting in several things.' 

" [ The answer to the above argument against the con• 
"ception of Generality is as follows J-Tlio above a1·g11ment 
" has no force; because the alteruatives put forward are not 
'' admissible ; that is to say, there can be no such alter• 
" natives as that the Generality 'cow' should subsist in each 
'' individnal either in its entirety or only in parts. And as 
"these alternatives are not admissible, the question (based 
" thereupon) has no footing, ' But why' ? · For the simple 
" reason th.at the Generality ' Cow ' is not regarded as 
"a group or conglomeration of individual composites. 
" As a matter of fact, the Generality 'cow ' is neither a 
" composite- nor a group; and the term 'one part' is applicable 
" to ei-ther one member of a gruup or to one component of a 
'' cumpusite; when (in regard to a Group or a Composite) the 
" whole is meant to be spoken of, and nothing of it is meant 
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" to be excluded, then alone is the Composite referred to as 
" a 'whole' in relation to its components, and the group is 
" .referred to as a ' whole ' in relation to the members of that 
" Group; and as for the Generality ' Cow', which ii! neither a 
" Composite nor a. Group,-in regard to this we cannot use 
cc either the term 'whole' or the term 'a part'; and when 
'' these terms are not applicable to it,. it is not right to put 
cc the question in the form-' does the Generality Cow subsist 

Var: P. 322. 
" in its entirety or onf!J in pa1·ts.' And further, we 
'' have already pointed out that the queiltion 

" under consideration cannot be put forward 3,gainst the 
" person wbo holds that the one (Generality} subsists in the 
" many (lndividnals). ' Why?' Because there is self-con
" tradiction both ways.• 

" [ Being thus bafiled, the Opponent asks]-' In what way 
'' then does the Generality OuuJ subsist in the individual 
" cow ? ' 

" It subsistil in these by the relatio~ of container and con
" tained. ' What is H1is relation of conta.iner and conltiined P' 
'' It is the relation of l nherence; and the Generality ' Cow' 
'' subsists by this relation of Inherence; we have alrearly 
"explained that' subsistenco' means 'inherence ',-forming 
" as it does the ba1;.is of the concept,ion of one thing abiding 
" in another. 

" ' ln that, case, there can be no such thing as the Generality 
" Oow; as such a thing conld not snusi.~t either in Ule Ooiv or 

"This 'contradiction both ways' is tla1s explained in the f,ifparya-lf the 
q,,estion means that-' when the oue. slllisists in tlrn ma"y, dues it snlisist in its 

entirety or only in parts,'-tlieu in the fonncr case-i. e., if it subsists iu it" cutirety, 
then it becomes a case of the many subsisting in the many, caeh · entire thing bciug 
a s_eparate eutily ; and this goes directly ag,tiust the very basis of the <iiseu~siou. 

On the other hand, if the one subsisting in the mariy were to subsist in parts ouly, 
even that would not ue a case of one subsisting in many; this also would Le a 

case of many subsistiug in 111,rny. So that both alternatives of the r1nestio11 are 
incompatible with the initial hypothesis that one sabsists in many. 

This has bcen'pointed out in the Va1·/ika in course of its treat111ent of the Cnm• 
posit~ Whole. 
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"in the 11011-cow'. Apparently what you mean is as fo11ows 
61 --' 'l'lie Generality Cow which is held to be the basis 

"of the comprehensive conception of Cows,-does it 
'' subsist in the Cuw or in the non-cow? If it suhsist.s in the 
" Oow, tl1en thi:-; means that the. Cow is a Cuw even witbont 

t, the subsistence of tl1e Generality Com; so that the posh1~ 
"lati.ng of the Gennality is absolutely fu"tile. If, on the 

'' other l;an<:1, it s11bsists in the non-cow, then the Horse and 

" other animals also (being nnrH:ow-) would have this 
" Generality Cow subsisting in them, and thns be liable to 
~' be regarded as Gow! 'l'here is n_o third alternative possible 
•• in the case. Hence the conclusion is that the comprehensive

" conception in queBtion cannot oe based upon the Generality 
"Cow'. 

" 'l'bere is no force in this contention ; as the a1t.ernatives 
•' pnt forward are not ·accepted. As a matter of fact, the 

" Geuerality ' Cow' subsists neither in the Cow nor in the non

" cow ; that is to say, before the Generalit,y Ouw comes in, the 
•• thing is JH:)ither a Cow, no:r. a non•cow. Why? Because 

'' both these conceptionH (of the Cow 11nd the non-cow) refer to 
"qno.lified thiugs; and .a conception of the qualified thing 
., is not possible until the qnalification is there; and in the 

" case in question prior to its connection with the Genera~ 

'' l"ity 'Cow', the thing itself (the animal concerned) does not 

.. exist at all; and t.hat which does not exist cannot be 

" spok1!n of either as ' Cow' or as 'non-cow'; and when ever 

'' the thing is there it is connected with tho Generality 

"'Cow'. Thus there is no room for the alternatives put 

" by the Opponent. 

'' This same reasoning also meets the objection based 
" upon the question as to whether the 'connection of being• 
"(s,,fla) is with what exists or with what does not exist. 

" As a matter of fact, the 'connection of being' is ~either 
.. with an ereisting thing nor with a ,wn-ewistent thing; when-
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"ever the thing e;eisls it is connected with 'being'; SJ that 
" there is no room for the objection based upon the question 
'' of the connection subsisting in ereistent or non-existent 
" things. 

" From all -thiH it follows thBt there is such a thing as 
" Gr-11erality. .And as this Generality of 'Cow' does not 
" subRist in the Clay-cow,- thi-s is the thing by reason of 
'' whose abf<ence the Clay-cow 'is not, regarded as ' Cow ', and 
" hence this is what must be taken as denoted by t.he word 
"'Cow'." 

[Refutation of rite' Generality' theory.•] 
Su{rn. (62): 

'1'111s ALSO CANNOT B~J ACCEPTl!D; BECAUSE (As_ A 
MAT'nat OF FAC'!') 'fHE MANIFE&TATION (OR RECOGNl1'10N);or

TfiliJ 'G~:NEUALITY' 1s DEPENDE?-T UPON 'CoNl!'IOURi~I~N• 
AND 'INDIVIDUALlTY ', lSu; 62). 

Bhi'!1Jya on Su. (62). 
(P. 125, L. 1 to L. 2.] 

As a matter of f~.ct, the manifestation (or recognition) of 
the Ll-euerality depends upon Configuration and Individnal
ity. That is, unless the Individuality and the Configuration 
lia ve been appr·phended, there is no apprehensiou of the 
Generality, purely by itself. Hence the Genemlity lhyitself) 
cannot constitute thti denotation of a word. 

Vart ika on Sn. (62). 
[P~ 322, L. 20 to P. 323, L. 4.] 

_This also cannut be accepted ~c., ~c.-eays the Su.tra., 'fhe -
recognition of the Generality depends upon the Configuration 
and the Individuality. '!'he proper form of the compound 
wc,.,Id be 'vyalc/yal·ri!z' (by :reason of • vyulc(i' being th~ 
shorter term) ; but the order of terms has been altered in 
con_sideration of the fact that of th.e two the Confiuuration. 
(Alcri/i)' is the more important. '' What is it that con-

0 This says the Bhawa-chaw/,1"1, is from the stand_poiut of the Philosopher 
according to whom the 'lmlividual qnalifiod ·by lho Generality' is what is c~no.::d 
by the Word. 
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stitutt,~ the greater importance of the Con figuration ?" It 
• consists in the fact that the Individuality is 

Var. P. 323· the qualification of the Configuration. Inasmuch 

as the Configuration qualified by the Individuality becomes 
indicative of the Generality, it follow.;; that the-Configuration 
is the more important of the two. 

As a mi.tter of fact, unless thf:l Configuration and the In
dividuality have been app:-ehended, no word ever provides the 
apprehension of the GenElrality, pnrely by itself. Hence the 
conclusion is that tht:1 Generality by itself C,l,llnot form the 
denotation of the word. 

Bha§ya on Sa. (63). 
( P. i25, L. 2 to it, 9 .] 

• But with all thi:;i, it is not possible tha,t thc'l word has no 
denotation at all; so the qnestion nrisas-what .is, the denota
tion of the word? ('l'he answer is given i.n the next 
Su~ra]. 

(D). [The Final Si(Z.lhanta View of 
' Ournposite' /Jenolation.]. 

Su(ra (6:3). 
IN REALITY THE IN01vrnUAL, THE Co.s.1<'/GURATION AND 

THE GENrmALITY-(ALfJ TH{tEE) CONSTITUTE Tl1E DENOTATWN 

OF THrn YvoRD.-(Su.~ 63). 

The te,·m ' /n ', in reality; serves tbe purpose of em• 
phasis. "What is it that is emphasised?" What is mea11t 
to be emphasised is that all the three are denoted by words, 
-there being no hard and fast rule as to which one is the 
predominant and which the subordinat-e factor. ~'or instance, 
when there is (on the part of the person pronouncing the 
word) a deisire to lay stress upon. the difference (of a thing 
from others)-and when the cognition. brought about is also one 
pertaining to the distinctive features of that thing-then the 
•Individual' forms the predominant factor (in the denota
tion of that word), and the ' Generality' and the ' Configura
tion' are subordinate factors ; t when, on the other hand, the 

0 l'his serves to intrad,we the final Si<!,<!,h&,,1ta,-says the Bhawachanr'J,m, 

t When, for instance, we say' the CO\V is stm1ding.'-Bhiwacha11}nl, 
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difference is not meant to be omphasised,-and the rei' ultant 
cognition also pertains. to the commonalities,-thcn the 
'Generality' is the predominant factor,* and the' Individual• 
and the ' Configurat.ion ' are subordinate factors. Many in
stances ( of such varying predominance and snbservience) 
may be fonnd in actual usage. An example of the predomi
nance of' Configuration' may ah,o be found.t 

Yar{ika on Sii. (63). 
[P. 323, L 4 to P. ~34, L. 13.J 

Notwithstanding all that has been said, Words cannot be 
absolutely without denotation. What tlinn is it that is 
denoted by the word? What is denoted by the word are 
Individuality, Configuration and Generality. 

'l'he term ' (,u' serves lhe pitrpo.9e of emphasis.- What· is it 
i/11.tl is emphasised ?-Wtlht i.~ .meant (o be nnphasised i.~ that 

all tlte three are denuted by words, there bein,.g no hard and 

fast rule as to which is the predominant and which the subor

dinatef aclor.-For instance, when there is a de.~ire to lay stress 

"-' pon the d(fference of a thing, f,nd the cognition urought about 

it! one pertaining to the distinctive feature.~ of that thing,-e. g., 
in the case of such expressions as ' the cow is ~tan ding', ' 'he 

cow is seated,'-it is the Individual that is denoted by the word 
(' Cow '), the Coufiguration and the Generality bPing only 
subo1dinate factors; r.nd [the reason why the Individual is held 
to be denoted iies in the fact that l the slc,11ding and sitting 
sp:.>ken of are not applicable to either the Generality or to 
the Configuration ; and hence that to which these are applica

ble is naturally taken to be what is denoted by the word. 
When, on the other hand, the ditJr:i·n,ce of a thing ~snot 
meant to be emphasised,-and the cognition pertains to its 
commonalties,-then the Generality. is what is denoted by the · 

" When, for instance, we say' the cow is eternal '-B1tawacha1uf,ra, 

t When, for instance, one says 'make Cow of .flour '-where the eonfigurat;(}U 

of the eow is what is meant by the word' cow.' 
The 'fa/pu.ry,t has a long note against the view that-of Generality and Indivi

duality, only one is directly de:ioted, the other is only indirectly indicated. 
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word; ~. g. in the expression ' the cow shonld not be touch
ed withlthe foot.' An e:emnple of the pred()minance of Cbn
figuration 1nny alsn found,-i. e., by the student himself. 

"But in what case is the Configuration found to be th(} 
predominant factor (in the denotation of a word) ?" 

rrhis is found in the expression ' make the cows of rice
flour.' Many such instances, of one or the other of the three 
being the predominant fa0tor, may be found in oruinary usage. 

Some persons [the BaiuJ.;:jlut.~, who bold the denotation 
of words to consist in ' d.poha' or 'negation of the contrary'] 
raise the following objections (against the Nyciya theory, 

proponnded in this Siitra, 63]-
" The Individual, the Configuration and the Gq_nerality 

" cannot constitute the denotation of words ; becanse none 
"of the alternatives possible is admissible. 

"We proceed with the discussion, taking for example the 
'' case of the word' s1,1,( ','Being', 011 accouut of its having the 
" widest extension. Let us consider then, whether the wo1·d 
'''Being' denotes (A) a Generality, or (D) an object, or (C) a 
"iJarticular relation, or (D) something ,an Individual) endowed 
"with the Generality.' 

"(A) Now, the word Being,'' Sa{', canuot denote a Gener
" ality ; because we find it ta½ing the s,arn0 ,case-endings 
"as words with exclusive denotations; it the word' sat ' 
'' denotes a Generality (which must be inclusio", compre
" hen.~ive), it cannot be coextensive with (i. e. take the 
"same case ending as) the word' substance',' cjn111ya ', which 
" has an r>,1;cl 1,,sivf. denotation (denotino- as it does substance as 

0 ' 

"distinguished from quality and other things]'-as it is found 
" t~ do in such expressions as ' sat q,ra1Jyam '; for the 
" simple reason that we never meet with such co-ordination 
'' between words with totally diverse denotations.* 

"If ihe word '' saf' denotes Gencrnlity, this Generality must be the wide8t 

c.vnc~ivable, the summum genus ; which must l,c ctll-i11clusite. 
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cc It-might be argued that--tI-.e word 'sa,t' can be cc axten
,, sive with such words as' (lra1;va' and the like, by virtue 
'' of the fact that sfl((il (the Generality denoted by the word 
" 'sat') subsists in J),·avJ1a and snch tliings;-But in that cas~ 

Yar: P. 324. 
" 'sa(tii would he c;ub1'isting in somt'thing else 
'" (and l111ving no independt:>nt existence) and·as 

"such it sl1011ld be regarded as a Qualitf1; and certainly we never 
'' find a word deii.oting a substance with quality taking the 
" same case-ending a:ai (being co-extensive with) a word deno
" ting a quality; for instance, we have the phrase' slrnn!dta,q!/11, 
'' slwuklyam' [where the wm·d 'slwftlrha ',- denoting the white 
" co11oh-sltell, has a case-ending entirely different from that 
" taken by the word 'slwulclyarn ', denoting whilenes.~]. 

" ( B) 'l'he same reasoning>1 serve to dispel the notion tliat 
'' the word s,at denotes a particular relation. 

" (C) Nor will it he right to accept the view that the word 
" 'sat' denotes divel'8e individuals or objecti;; because such 
'' objects are endless (innumerable), and it is not possible to 
'' conceive of a single word being related t; (expressive of> 
'' a mnltiplicity of things in tba shape of Substances :nil 
'' Qualities; nn,l unless some such relation, between the word 
"and its denotation has been conceived of (or determined), 
"' no cognition of the denoted thing can procee~ from the 
" 1vonl. Atd for-ther, if the word Wt're held to be expressive 
"of the particular forms of objects, it wunld give rise to an 
"anomaly [of the wordexpre~sive 0f the form of one object; 
"being applied to othe1· objects]; 8pecially as when one hears 
'' the word 'sat' pronounced, the cognition rf:,Sulting from it 
" is one that is wavering or uncertain in its character, as 
" pertaining to Subf1tances, Qualities and Actions [all three of 
'' which are believed to b~ possessed of the Generality of Su{(r't 

" denoted by the word 's_n/ ']; and certainly a denotation th:'.t 
" gives rise to a waYering cognition cannot be accepted as 
'' the right denotation. From all this it follows that the 
" word 'saf' cannot, be denotative of particular objects. 
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" ( D) Nor lastly can the word 'sat' be denotati-ve of only 
'' thut 1vhich i.~ enduWHd with lhe Generality. Why? Because 
"it is nut in1lepend-.nt. 'l'liat is to say, as a matte1· of fact 
" the word' s,1./' does aol produce any cognition of the Jar 

" and ot.her things endowec1. with the Gennahty o~ Sat{ii ; 

" so that inasmu0h as. the word does not signify these 
" particular t,hings, it shoull not take the same case-end
" ing (as words signifying those things) [i. e, we cannot 

" have such expressions as ' san ghalo?t.'] Or, when we E>ay 
'' that the word' sat ' is not independent, what we mean i1:1 

" as follows: -The word sat primarily denotes safto, Being ; 

'' and while denotin:{ that, it is applied indirectly or secon
,, darily to that which is possessed of Btiug ;* and certainly 

" wh':ln a word, while dt noting ono thing, is indirectly appli
" ed to something else, it cannot be regarded as denotatioe 
" of this latter ; for instance, the word ' maiich11, ', 'platform ' 
" [ when applied figurntive1y to . the man on the plat
,, form, is not regal'ded as den()fing the man]. 'l'hen again, 

•· further reasons have already been pointed ont by us, 
'' "!That has b'..len pointed out?' Vve have already pointed 
'' out that, inasmuch as the nnmbGr of things possessed of 
" Beinq is endless, they cannot he heltl to be denoted by tlie 
"word' sat 't. Nor will it be right to urge that-' the 
•• conception (of the Genernlity) is transferred to the thing 

" endowed with Generulit11,- either by. virtue of the simiforify 

'' of propertie.<1, as is found to be the case when the word 
" ' master' is applied (by transference) to the servant,-- or 
" by virtue of the tran1Jmissiun or rPfl1:ctio1i of properties, as 

'' is found to be the case when the crystal is called ' blue.':t; 

* o~~lq,;;~a is the right reading. 
t So that the word ' sr1( ' cannot denote the il'ldividual things, independently of 

the Generality of' Being.' 
t Tile scn·,rnt is called the ' llfa~t.tr ' when he is found to he possessed of the 

Qualities of tl,e ;\faster ; the_ Crystal 1s <:all_c,l _blue when th~ ?lue colour of t_he flower 
;, transmitted to it. Tt1ere rn no such s1,111l,,nty or transn,1ss1 on of properties of the 
Ge11erality in tlie thi11!J end,,w,d with Genemlity ; hence the word expressive of the 
former cannot even indirectly l,e applied to the latter. . 
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" Further, in the case in question, there is no sequ .mce in 

" the conceptions [i. e., the conception of the In<lividnal does 
"not follow aft,,,. that of the Generalit,y; as is often fonnd to 
" be the case of indirect signification, w h1;1n the indirect mean• 
" ing is cognised (]{/er the direct one lP1s been cognised, and 

"fouud incompatiblel; and it is ab.-1ofntely impossible for 
" the two to appear simultaneously [ as no two cognitions 
" can ever appear at one and tl1e same tinw]. Lastly, [if 
" the cog11ition of the Individual were due to the trnnsmis
" sion ot· refkction of the properties of the Generality], the 
" c0gniiion woul<l 011ly be a wrong one [jnst like the cognition of 
"blue in regard to the crystal). .From ull this it follows that 
" wordR cannot denote thi1,gs ,mdowed 1Lith Geuerahfp. 

"Nor will it be right to h,J]d that the words deno~e the 

u .~pP.cific iirdividualitp of a tliing ; BS if tliey did i-o, tht:n 

'' the word could not be applied to any otlier thing except 

" one [nnd fur·tliur lwcause no couveution could be made in 
'' l'egard to specific iudiddualities]. 

" Now as there is no other alternative possible (in l'P3'ard 

" to the deuotat iou of the ,vord 'sfl/ ')-we couclnde that 
" what the word does 1s to bring about .:1pol,u.; tliat i".> to st1y, 
" a word is saill to d;nole 1<urnetlii11g "!,en it is found to 

" bring about, in it;-; deo,Jtat,ioa, tlie exdusion or negation 
" of w liat is denoted by ether words."• 

0111· answer to the ~hove B,111cJrJ,ha obji,ctions 1s as fol

V;i.r. P. 325. 
lows :-We have alrendy prove<l that Individual, 

Coufignration anrl Grneralit.r, 11ll tl1rea, are 
denoted by the wor<l,-there b{;ing no lrnl'd and fast rule as 
to which of these is the pred.omiua,it aIHl which the snbordi,-

" The right reading of this pa8Htge ilppears to bP->l1n71i'llq"tlll'il'{ ,.,,if ~1:fl 
,i. f;r ...... ~r,ccially in view of this being referred to· Jate1· 011, P, Zl,H, I'. HI, ir1 the 
"' < '"" words-•llf 3it'(ffW ~~111.n\:i-.v: 'l!f«{:ef ifa-: and the sa,ne paB~age being qnotul 

agttin, 011 ;, 334, L~ 2, as-~~.n:i~rv:il~."( \;lt ii ~~tn ~Tff(T~'i"M' U-~'lW 
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11ate.fa,ctor. And the objections that have been urged (by 
the Bau<)c]ha) may be applicable only against one who holds 

one of the three only to be denoted by the word.• 

As a matter of fact however, the objections are no objec
tions at n11 (i. e., they are net effective again;,t any theory). 

'' How so r" 
(A) Well, tlie first argument put fol'wal'd by the BaU<J<)l.a 

is " that 
JJeing.'' 
diction. 

' sa{{a-sliabcfa ', 'sa(tii-word ', does not denote s,1(!ti, 

Now this is not right; as it involves a self-contra
The assertion that " tlie 'sa((a word' does not 

denote sa{{a or Being" involves a contradictic,n in terros.t 
,vhen the word ' sn{{a ' does not denote the s,,.{(a, how 

can it be called the 'word for sa({ii'? "It, is from your 
stanu-point that we call it the UJ<Wd for sa(rli." Your meaning 

is as follows :-'' In accordance with our doctrines, there are 
no such terms as' u:ordfot· sa({D,' and the like; but nnder 

"' !<'or us words denote afl the three-predomiuauce l,elo11gi11g iu solllc cctseH to 

oue anti in o:her cases to the other. If the word denotes the lr1tlividual eutlowcd 

with the Geuemlity,-- this is uot open to the ol,jection .lmse,l upou tl,e t,\o killlis of 

• war:t of in<leperidence ' urged hy the Bau<;l<;ll:a ; for it is not true that lwfore they 

can bring about the c:ignitiou of the ludividunl, words must briug about the cogni

ti.n uf the Generrlity. Nor 1s the \\ avr-riug ofCoguitious ~1cceernrily ohjectiu11ul,Je; 

for in the case of duuhtfnl e,"t•gr,itions-when a awn seE:s something from a distauee 

and llltN doubts as to the exact nature of the thing- <>ven tl,ough the cognition iH ::, 

"·averiug one, it dollS uot preclmle the validity of the penepti,m that the 

rnau has (of something). Nor cau the application ,.f the ,ortl to the Individual lie 

regarde,1 ns 'fig11rative' Qr 'indirect' ; for we call tl,at' indirect usag·e ' where a 

thing is spoken -0f hy meanaof a word ether than itR own uarne ;while iu the case in 

qtie$tion, aecordiug to our view the um·d deuofi11g the ,r;enerality is uot ' other' than 

the word deuotiug the 1ndiridual ; as the same word <IP.notes both ; an,l inasmuch 

ns the word denoting the Ge,nernlity (sat) a1•d the word dcuoting the lridiridual 

both denote practically the same thing, there is noH1ing inco11grnous in both taking 

the same case-eudiug.-'f',i fp,u·ya. 
t The compound 'saHu-shubt;la' can only mean one o( two things.-(!)' tl1e 

word for saHa', or (2) 'the "·ord in tT1e form of sa1(ii.' If it means the former, it 

involves a self-contradidiou to say that 'the word fur sa!/,i-i. e., the word ex

pressive of sa(/a-does not denote the sa!tii.' If it means (2), then also there is 

self-contradiction in tlie phra~e 'does uot denote sa!!ii '; for you de11y that the word 

• saHa' denotes the saHa, J111d yet in the phrase rnentione,I you are yourself using 

the wol'd' illl!/ii 'as de1wtiug satfa !-'f·:fparya. 
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your theory, opeartions are carried on by the assumption of 
such terms as ' word for satfa ', ' words for Substance_ Quali
ties, Actions ' and so forth ; and henc~ we also, in due accord 
with yonr views, give utter,wc3 to snch terms as 'word for 
11,1{/il.'*" But tliis is 11ot right; as even s~ the self-contra• 
diet.ion does not ceasP. What h•is to be considered by both 
of us is the quest.ion-' to what things are tlie well-known 
words, sat and tl1e rc•st, applicable ? ,v1iat we day is that the 
word for 11,,{lti applies to swt{a ; while yon say--' tlie word 
for sa(ta is uot applicable to sa(ta '; and saying t,lrns you are 
met by us, who urge that this assertion of yours involves self
contradiction ; ancl without clearing you·rself of tl1is charge 
of ' self-contra11iction ', yon sin,ply sny 'I am saying this 
in accordance with your theory.; '-and you do not, in this 
manner, escape from the' self-contradiction.1t You might say 
1hat-"it is by you tliat word:, for s,1feii, &c., lrn.ve been assumed 
(1u1d when we cornpi-ehend these, we do s9 i,:imply for denying 
them ; so that we do not in any way compromise ourselves." 
But, this al::10 will not be right; as you cannot say wLat is the 
exacL subject of the aswmption; tha.t is to say, when a 
certain thi11g i:. not ex,igtly Ll1e sc1tno as another thing, arid 
yet there is some similarit.y between the two, if there is, in 
reference to the former thing, tlie cognition of th<:i lat.ter 
thing (i. "·• the former thing is conceivt:Hl of- as the latter], 
by reason of the fact of the properties of the latter having 
been imposed upon the former,-this is what forms the sub
ject of ' assumption'; i for instance, one assumes the man 

" The right reading is 1ifl'lf 'S~,ll~ as in the Beuares·editiou. 
t Ou1· view is that the word for aa!{a denotus saHcl ; a11d if you MY anything 

acco1·di11g to this view, you understand tut· view ; nlHl ify,:11 do so, you comprehend 
the meaning of this term used l>y us. So llrnt if you call these tenm, non-expressive, 
you stultify yom·self. 

ffhere are two things, post and man. The post is not the same as. ma11, anc1 yet 
it is similar. to it in certain. respec:s ; when one sees the post, and imposes u:Jon it 
the properties of the m.rn, he conceives of-it as 111~11; and this is called the 'asHump• 
tiou' of' mnn ', 
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in the post ;-now if the words in qnestion are 'assumed', 
it behoves yon to poiut ont the primary basis underlying 
this assnmption; for certait1ly there can bL~ no 'a.3mmption' 
without a primary basis. 

(B) 'l'he Sf•cond argnment urged by the BanJ<Jha (on P. 

~SJ, L. 18) against the word '8 i/' being de11otati ve of 

Generality is the fact of the WOl'd 'sat' being co~extensive 
with,-i. e., taking the same case-ending as-words with 
excl:tsive denotation (lika' Substance' &c. l. 'l'bis also is nut 
right; for apparently it shows that the arg1ier does not know 

the meaning of 'sa;n 7, nar.lhil.:,1ra1J,!J11, ', ' co-extensiveness', 

(' taking tlrn same case-ending '). W o do not say that 
the word f.,r s,(ta is 'co-extensiVL>., with the word for snbs

tance; what we do say is that Substances, Q11alities and 

Actions are denoted by the WlJr,J 'sa' ', wl1ieh i:. expressive of 
that; which is the principal manift>Ster of srr((ii or Being.* 

.And the words 'Q•iality ' and 'Ac:tion' t also 
Var: P. 326. 

denote the same S11bstances, Q11afities and Actions 

as qualifying one another. Snc~ baing the case, it i-, only 

'i'ight that the word.,; '-.'1a(' and' (lravyam,' shoukl be co-exten
sive, pet'taining as they du to one awl the samo t hi11g (Sub.3-

tance). When however the word' sa(!il' is used v..-iLli special 
reference to .~a?(,1, the c!iur,1cter of beinlJ or f,ci.~ti,1u (and not 

to Substance &c.), and as such signifies the subordinate 

factor of the character,-tben, in that caso, there is of course 

no co-extensiveness (with the word. denoting suu.~fr,nr:e); so that 

in this latter ea ewe have the expreilsion ' <l,·avyasya sa/ta', 
'the being or existence of the Substauco '. 'l'hus we see that 

the impossibility of co-extensiveness is not an effective objec-

tiou agaiust us. 

" The word' sa/' denote., the existing thing; ;:wd this thing is tlw p1·i1:r,ipal ina11i
fester of Being or ExisteR•;;; while the word' .~af!a' denotes only the comparatively 

subordina;e factor, the cliar,:icter <Jj being; land hence the word ' s«Ha can never 

be co-extensive with the word denoting substance. We say 'sa[ <J,mvyam ', and not 

's,i!(ii. <!,ravyam '. 

t The right reading appe1rs to be lfllT,.!}'lf~~ilJ~; in place of tl:''!i¼ll::l'll~il'at: 
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rhis same reasoning also serves to set aside the following 
argument-" 'l'here can be no co-extensiveness between the 
word 'sa/' and 'rj.ro.vyam, ', be::}ause as a rule the word 
denoting a substance with a qnality must take an ending 
other that taken by the word denoting the qnality."• 

This same explanation applies to the case of Relation 
(to which the Opponent has objected on P. 324, L. 3). 
"How so?'' The ·rdation is denoted not by the word 'saf ', 
but by relative.words. Relatiou is a quality, while the word 
'sat' is not a qualitative word; nor can there be coexten• 
t.iveness between a qualitative word and a word denoting 
substance. 

It has further been urged by the Opponent (on P. 324, 
4, et. sl'q.) that-" on account of the endless number of diverse 
individuals, these cannot be denoted by any word expressive 
of Generality". But who says that words denoting Generali
ties do denote diverse Individuals? In fact you are denying 
an assertion that you have yourself conjured up t 

u If words expressive of Genera]it,y do notj; denote 
diverse individuals, thfm how does the word 'sa ( '~come to 
denote Substance, Quality and Action?'' 

But, Sir, the won~' sa(. 'is not a word ,expressive of Genera• 
]ity; in fa?t it is a wol'd expressive of diverse individuals; and 
there is nothing incongruous in diverse individuals being denoted 
by words expressive of diverse individuals. '' But how· 
can there be no incongruity? The incongruity still .remains 
that while the word 'si:t/' is one only, the numuyr of diverse 
individuals is endless; and cerLa.inly · the rela.tion of U-.. e 
one word to the many (individuals) cannot be determined; and 
until this relation is determined, the word cannot provide 
the cognition of the individual things concerned." '!'here 

0 Thi8 verse is appareutly a quotation from the work of a Bau~lc;lha writer. 
t The 'f'afpm•y,i reads R~tfl for J!~'ffii 

:I: A ;r here is essec tial. 
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is no force in this objection ; as the word 'sat' does not 
denote the mere individuals b!J the1n,'1elve,<1, The objPction 
you have urged may beeffectiveagainstone wl10 asserts that 'the 
word 's11,( ' denotes Substance, Qnalit,y and· .Action in their 
unqnali fled form '; as for onr onr:oel ves, we hold that what 
are denoted by the word 'sat' are Substance, Quality arnl 
Action· as q,,,iJilfod by f1,1e{a or Being; one applies the word 
• sa/ 'to thiugs in which he perceives sn!(li; and certainly sa!(a 

is one only, the same conception pervading through all (1mf 

Var. P. 327. 
tl1i11gs); hence the endlessness of the number 
of diverse individmt.ls does not affect, our posi-

· tion at all. Fu,·thel', what sort of reasoning is tl,is, that you 
put forward ?-You make the 'Word' the SubjPcl (your proposi~ 
tion being 'word is not expressive &c. &c.'], ,vhile you put 
up as your Probans, •·endfo.,snPs.~,' wl1ich abides in the lltings 

(denoted) (and not in the Su_bject at all]. If (with a view to 
remove this discrepanc_v) yon have for your ' SubjPct,,' the 
'diverse indivi<lnals ~hemselves ', with regar~l to which you 
seek to prove t,l1e fact of their not being denotable by words 
expres~ive of Generality f i.e. if yon put forward your Pro
position in the form-' diverse individuals are not denotable 
by words expressiye of Generalit,y '],-then you can Jmve no 
corroborative Examrl'l.es,* either positive or negative; hence 
'because of endlessness' cannot he a valid Probans (in the 
proving of your proposition). If (in order to avoid this 
difficulty) you liave only so,nP. (diverse individuals) for your 
' subject', ' endle,:sness ' for your ' Probans,' and the other 
(individuals) fer your 'ex?.rnple ', ·- this also will not be right; 
as this would lt,ad to an 11.bsur<l conting.eney ; inastJmch as, 
according to thi.3 view nothing conld be r/Pnoled, and no word 

0 Yon cannot state the Examp'le in the for111 .' all that is endless is incapable of 
being denoted by words expressive of Generaliry' ; because you have in~ludccl all 
'diverse individuals' iu your Proposition, which leaves none that could form the 
Exampie. N'or can :you pot the example iu the for111 ',\·lrnt is ilcuoied by words. 
e~-pr,.ssive of Generality is not found to be emlless' ; as the very couceptiou of 
'generality ' is baseles~, under your theorl'--T ,i{parga. 
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would be denotatioe; and the entire phenomena of deno
ation-the whole relation of denoter and denoted-having 
thus ceased, any specifi~c:1,tion would be meaningle.;is -such, 
for instance, as 'th'3se w0rdd are de11otative and these things 
are not denoted.'• 

The next argmll'~nt pt1t forw.'.1,rd by the JJawJ,;lk11, ton 
P. 324, L. 6) i.;i th::i.t the theory (that word.;i denote diverse 
individuals) wot1hl '' givt1 ri.;ie to an anom1.ly." And this 
also is not right; as fi.rstly it shows that the exact meaning 
of 'anomaly' '"!la/Jlii,:kara,' is not known t~ you : th:-tt (term 
or character) is regarded as unom,1ilou.~, ton 1oide, which, while 
applying to its own object aml other cognate thing.;i, subsist;; 
in other things also; and certainly the '•wo,·d s,z f · does not 
apply to anything other than its own object (when it denotes 
the diverse individ11als); hence it is cleay that the urging of 
'anomalousness' i:; altogdth1r irrelevant: 81Jcondly, S tNii. 

has not been put forward as a ' probans '; who has evdr put 
forward any snch reasoning as-' Substance, Q,iality, Action, 
be.cause of salta ' ? For this reason also what has been urged 
(by the Opponent) is not right.''t 

Further, having denied the fact of the word (' s,t ') 
denoting the diverse . in<livid11ah1, you cannot speak·· of 'co
extensiveness between the words su/ and <Jraoya'; as such 
a statement would involve contradiction in terms.t For 
(under your theory) no word can be expresdive of su,b.~lrrn,:e; 

. '!_If di verso individuals cnuuot lie denoted, thern is nothing that can be denoted ; 
there being nothing apart from' in,lividuals.'.,-'fa/pa1·ya. 

t Vyabhichira is a defect of Probans ; and in the cognition of things, Word is 
not a' probans '; 'vyabhichira' does not vitiate any and every means of cognition; 
for instance, the Visual organ apprehends the,blue colour, as also other colours. 

:j:'On P. 323, L 19, the Opponent admits that there is coextensiveness bebveen 
the word sa! and the w0t·d for sulis"tance ; which, he h'ls urged, is not possi01e 
under the Nyiya view. The Si!,r/,liantin now retorts that, the denotation of di~erse 
individuals having been denied by the objector, no word can denote substa11ce; hence 
there can be no' wonl for substance'; to rnako use, therefore, of the ter;u 'wor_1 
for suu;;tau~e• in valves a contradiction in terms. 
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btlnce the expression ' coextensiveness between the word 
sat and the word foi· sttbs!anca' must involve a contradiction 
in the terms. 

'l1hl➔ Ha.wj,Jha has argued (P, 3:H L. 10, above) that:
,, the ·word ' xa.t ' cannot be rltmotative of that wl,ich is endow• 
Pd with the O,.mrmilit!I ; because it is not independent ; that 
is to say, as a matter of fact, the word ' s ,1 ' does pot pro• 
duce any cognition of the ,Tar and other things endowed with 
the Gen"'rality of Sa(lii; so that, inasmuch as the word 
does not signify tl1ose particular things, it should not take 
the same case-ending as words sigoirying those things." 
This al~o is not right; as it has already been answered. 
·we have already given onr answer to this argument { on P. 
326, L. 2)~ when ,~~ pointed out, tlmt 'it, is only right t}1at 
the word saf and 1,rav!J,.on should be co-extensive (take the 
;same case-ending), pertaining as they do to one and the same 
thing.' J!'urther, it is not quite right to say that '' th.e word 
sat does not produce the cognitiou of the Jar and other 
things endowed with the Generality of ,N{/{t ";-because as 
a matter of fact•, Lhe wot·d 'sat' does signify Sub.-1tance, Qttalil!I 

and Acti,m, which are the principal (manifesf;ers) of 8a{tii 01• 

B,~in,r1. It may be true tlrnc Substance, Q11ality aod Action 
are not -denoted by the wo1·d 'sa(/il '; bllt the same cannot 
be said of the word 'saf .' * In fact we may assert that t,he 
word 'srtUa' also <leuotes Substance, Qu::i.lity and Action, 
as snbordinu.fo f,iclors [ even though it cannot denote them 
as princip11l factors l- The word ' s1,e' is an expressive or 
denob.tive t word; now what is it tl1at is denoted by it? 

'fhat alone can be regarded as denofrd by H 
Var. P. 328. 

the cognition whereof proc~eds from that word. 

0 Thi~ ,\pp•~arl:' to be ~imple meaning of this ~eatence ; but the Tafparyll has a 

l!m.1ewhat ,Iilfcren"'t intorpretalion-~m~,r F!IVe'li~ "ll'T"'111P~, •t'll'T'lflN• 
llll"tt!l?liTll.rllr l{l!'1''f: 1 w~~,ir ~"•nr: 1 w,1tq11nr~ 'IJ'cNW 1"11'f'R'VT'{ '"flillf'III' f.rrw 
But from wbat follows the interpretation adopted in ·the tr;nslationappear; to be 

_f mp1~r. Tl,er~ may however be something defective in the re11ding. 

t The rii,;ht reading is '!BT"f'lfi;J'IJ5': ill place of -sq111r•. 
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What is flmt? What is tlenotecl by it is threefold, as thns 
analysed (in the Voisl1el}ik 11-Sn(i-a l-2--t-9)-(11.) '8{]Nii, the 

s111nmum genus [Var. SiL l-~-4J-(I,) the connection or pre
sence of t;,it(a, Exiatence lby virtue of wl1ich Snl>st:rnce &c., 
are rt>garded as .s-at) [Var. t:-iu. l-~ 7 J,-aud ic) other tl1iugil, 
(beyond _Substance, Quality and A0tion) (Var. Su. 1-!:l-8). 
And when we come to consider which of these is t,he prin
cipal and which the 1rnbonlir,ale factor (in the denotation), 

we fiud tliat the principal fa.et-or is that which is the efficient 

indicative or mirn1fester (related to Effects, an<l which, as 
such serves to render the Su!t1i manifest or percl'ptible) [and 

, this i.s the Snb~t,rnc" ], wliile ,w{(,1 itself and its connection 
are suborJi11ate faetors. "But on what docs this predomi
nant or subordinate character depend?'' It dependa upon 
the effecls produced; wherievur S,,{[i1 b1'ings abont au effect, 
it does r;o lhrough a. particula1· tl1mg ~by iti-lelf, it cannot do 
anytliir:gi; so that tlii,; ll1i1:g j:3 rega1·de<l as the principt.il and 
Sa{{ii, itself as the '5lbfJordinat,-, facto1·; specially as SaNll 

se1 ves to briug auottt tlw cognition of the principal thing, 
-this tl;iug being qualified b1 the Sa!{a, and also because as 
a rule when the suuonlinate factor is abs,mt, the thiug is 
not coguised as lJdore; anu iu the case in question we find 
that when tlie sulJ<>rdiua,te factor, iu lhe shape of Sa{{iJ, is 
absent, the thing is not cognised as ' s,,e '. From all tl1is it 

follows that it is not right to assert, (as the Hawj<j,l1r1. has 
dorm) that-,." the word .~of does not bring about tl;e cogni

tion of the Jar and other things endowed with l lie Generality 

of saf{li.'' 

Another argument put forwal'd by the Buu</<f,ha (on P. 
32 t, L. 12) is that-'' the word ':w/ ' primarily denotes 
Sat(a,-Beiug, and while denoting that, it is applied indirectly 
or secondarily to that ,vhich is posse~se<l of Being." This 
also is nut right; as it shows that the Opponent is ignorant 

of the signification of the word' Ml'; appal'ently yon do uot 

know the siguification of the vord' sa{ '. Wlio sa_ys that the 
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word' ~at ' primarily signifies SaNii; in fact what the word 
'sa(' signifies are Substance, Quality and .tl.ciirm, by virtue 
of the fact that these latter are the mauifesters of ~a{/ii or Be
ing; this we have already explained. 

What we have said above (in regard to tl1e three-fold 
denotation of the word ' sa{ ') also seryes to stt aside the 
objection based npon tlie 'endlessness ' of the diverse in
dividual objects {on P. 324, L. 15). For what the wol'd 
'sat'. denotes is the manijester of' Su(to; and certainly the 
rnuuifester of Salta, as such, is 011eonly (and not' endless'). 

A fruther objection urged by the Ba1u!rJ,l,a (on P. 324, Ll. 
15-16) is that-" the conception of Genrwalif.1/ cannot be 
transferred to the thing endowed with the Gene1 ality by virtue 
of the similarity of properties, as is found to be the case 
when the word 'master' is appfo•d, by transference, to the 
serva11t. "-What this mear:s is that the word 'master' is, 
applied to the servant, by reason of the latter resembling 
the former; but we do not .understand how there is any 
'transference of conception' in this case. If it is n,eant that 
the servant comes to cognised as tl1e 'master ',-this cer
tainly is not a 'transference of conception'; for the concep
tion of the master d\Jes not go over to the servant; all 
that happens is that when oue finds the servant to be grave 
and agreeable (like the mast.er), he applies to him the word 
'master' in its indirect or figurative sense. "What we 
mean is that in this case, the servant being found to resem
ble the Mastt>r, the word' master' is applied to him indirectly 
or secondarily; but so far as the word 'salta ' is concerned, 
it is never found io be so applied to Substance, &c."-But, 

Var. P. 329. 
when the term 'sal/li' stands for the character 

of existing things, (and not for the Generality), 
then in that case, the aisling things do come to be (indirectly) 
signified by the word 'sa(&ii ', as qualifications and hence 
subordinate factors; and in this ca:ie the fact of their being 
quaii.fications forms the basis o~ the secondary signification. 
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This same explanation also serves to refute what the Op• 
ponent has said (on P. 324, L. 17) as to the secondary appli
cation of the term 'sat' not being possible· by virtue of 
reflection either, as is foimd to be the case when the crystal 
is called blue. 

'fl1e Opponent has a.rgued (on P. 824, L. 17) that-" there 
is no sequence in the conceptions, and it is absolutely im
possible for the two to appear simuhaneously.''-'l'he sense 
of this objection is as follows-" What appears to be the idea 
(of the ~i<J<;l.hantin, when he says that the word 'safla ' is 
applied indir~tly or secondarily to things possessed of Salfa) 

is that the word' .sa{/11, ', having, in the fit·st instance, become 
applied to S,,t{ii., comes subsequent.ly to be applied to thing3 
posse1w~d of Sa{?ii;-but as a matter of fact we do not per<'eive 
any such order of Sf'quence. Nor is it possible for the two 
applications to be simultaneous ; for the cognition of ,$aUiJ 
and the cognition of su.ustance do ·not appe1Lr at the same 
tim.3.'' -There is no force in this objection either ; as it has 
already beeu answered ; we have already given the answer 
(on P. :125, L. 15) that there ifl, iu this case, neither Sf'quence 
nor simulta,u-ilfl ; the cognition S,,.f{a itself pertaining to its 
111anifeste1· [i.e., snhstllnce, &c.; so that both Sal/ii and 811,b
stance being compre!1ended in the same cognition, th~ qu6!'1• 

question as to sequence or simultaneity does not arise at 
all]. 

* This also serves to set aside the objection (urged on P. 
324, L. 19) that-'' the cognition of Lhe Substance {if analo
gous to the cognition of the bhte in ~ho crystal) would on1y 
be a wrong one." 

0 'rllis olijection, is demolished by our explanation j11st given that· the word 'aaf' 
denoLes the Substa1~ as possesa,d of Saf~a. The cognition of blue in the crystal ia 
regarded as wrong, because the ;::rystail is in reality purdy white, arid the bh~e 
colour is only eu~rimp()lled upon it, and doElS not really subsist in it. This ie not 
the case with regard to &H4 ;.the SaHii does really subsist in the Substance, and is 
not merely superimposed upon it ab e1£tm, Hence the c,ognition in this latter -::a a 
cannot be ,regarded as wrong.-f dfpa1·11a, 
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Thus then, imsmucb as we have demolished the entire 
series of wrong arg11rnents {pt1t forward by the Opponent), it 
becomes established that I tlM fodioidnal, tlie Ooun1•1ration 
tcH,</, the (}enerality, co1istit1&te the den.atatio1£ of tfte word.' 

f Having defended his own position against the attack of 
the B,wrj(lka Apoli,ist, the Author next prnceeds to point out 
positive flaws in the arguments propounde(,i by the Op
ponent]-

(1) 'rhe B11u(/,rj,ha has made the statement that "tho 
word for Generality cannot denote diverse individuals."-Now 
in this statement the qnalification (of 'wurd' as 'word for 
Generality') is useless ; for there is no word at all which is 
accepted by you to be exprtissive of diverse i11diviJuals; it is 
only when tlie unqualified thing is there, and there is al:;o a 
general cognit_iou iu regard to it,-that tlie qualifieation comes 
in useful (for the purpose of specialising that general cogni
ti.1:m); in the case in question however tltere is no u11qu:-ilified 
thing; nor do yon accept anything to be denotable by ' worJ,; 
for Generality'; hence it follows that the q1ulifyi11g ter..n 
in yonr statement i1:1 absolutely useless.• 

(2) The said statement aho involves a contradiction. If 
the' word for Generality' <lid denote diverse im1iddnals, it 
would, on that same account,, cease tc) lte a ' woru /or Ueneral
ity '; as words expressiv:, of one thing are not regarded as 
words for other tliings; how then could a word expressive 
of diverse iudividuals be called a' woi·d for Generality'? 

(:3)"When you say that "the word for Generality is not 
expressive of diverse individua.ls ",-you say what is quite 
true; for what man in his senses ever regards diverse in-

0 If oertain words did ~xpress diverse individuals,-or if' words for Generality 1 

did express anything at all,-then alone wculd a •1ualification ue called for; as neither 
<Jftlle conditions are present for the Opponent, the use by him of the qualifying term 
haft no sense at all. 

\ 
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dividuals to be expressible by ' words for Generality' ? 1f 
they are expressible by 'words for Gtinerality ', they :1,re no 
longer diver,9e indioiduals. In fact diverse individuals must 
be regarded as expressed by totally different words; for if they 
are not expressed by 'words for Generality', nor by other 
words, then they are inexpressible by both kinds of words; 
under the circumstances, what would be the significance of the 
qualified ·assertion " the word for Generality is not ex

Var. P. 330. 
pres8ive of diverse individuals"? }'or these 
reasons, it behoves you to put forward your 

assertion in the form-" diverse individuals are never de-, 
noted,--words are never expressive"! In answer to this 
yon inay argue as follows-" H is in terms of wha.t is held 
by other philosophers that we make the -assertion t 1rnt the 
word for Geaera.lity is not expressive of diveri!e indivi
duals.' '-But this is not true; for no snch view is held by 
anyone; there is not a sin,gle philosopher who rrgards diverse 
individuals to be expressible hy words for Generality. Then 
again, inasn.,uch as the 'word for Generality' is (according 
to you) not expressive of Generality also [for according t,o 
your tenets there is no such thing as 'Generality'], to call 
it the 'word for Generality' involves a contradictio~ in 
terms; for when a word is not expressive of a thing, it cannot 
be called the 'word fur that thing.' ,Further, if the word for 
Generality does not denote individuals, what is denoted by 
it? You have already denied that tbe word for Generality 
denotes individuals. It follows then that it must denote 
something else. If you do not regard it. as denoting some
thing else either, then also the qualified asse1·t.ion ' the woril 
for Generality does not denote diverse individnals '-becomes 
meaningless ; you should make the assertion in the form
" all words are not expressive of things at all" ! Bl,t if 
words are absolutely inexpressive, the aBBertion ' things are 
not expressed' itself involves an incongruity, Words a.re 
foeJJpres.,itJe, and yet this ir.tlllprcssicerieBB is spoken of by 
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means of words themselves!• And if word::1 are inexpressive, 
there fr incongruity in your Proposition as well as in your 
Premiss. Your Proposition is-' the word for Generality 
_is not e~pressive of diverse individuals', and your premiss 
is-' because of endlessness'; and as both of these are in 
the form of words, they must bo in,xpressive (e1!•hypotliesi); 
which is most incongruons ! Then again, if you regard words 
to be absolutely ine.-rpressive, it behoves you to point out some 
other means of speaking of things to other persons. 

'' But our theory is entirely different." Yonr meaning is as 
follows-" I do not hold that words are ine!I!pressive, nor 
that things are not P-mpressible; all that we do is to deny that 
particular explanation of the denotati ve process which you 
put forward; according to us words do denote the Generality, 
(but) in the form of emclusion of others, 'Apoha '." If then 
you hold that words do denote things, but only in a way 
different (from what we accept), then, in that case, you 
should state your position in a more definite foi;m; somewhat 
as follows-" the wor<ls for Generality, ~c. are not expres• 
e:ve of Generality, &c., except the Generalit.y, &c., as postu• 
lated by us."! 

(..J,} 'l'his leads us on to the fourt.h objection to whieh the 
A pohist's arguments are open: he can not point onl the exact 

Var. P. 331. 
form of 'Genera]ity.' As a matter of £act, no 
other form of 'Generali~y ' can be pointed out 

except that it is what. forms the basis of comprehensive con
ceptions, The presence of the comprehensive conception 
cannot be denied; and it is not possible that the comprehen• 
sive conception should crop up suddenly out of the exclusive 
(specific) conceptions. Hence that from which the compre
he,nsive conception arises is the Generality; there can be no 
difference of opinion on this point. 

"' If words are inexpressive, the aHsertion 'things are not expressed' could not 
e"press anything at all. 
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(Ti) The above a.re the flaws in the assertion as put 
forward by the Opponent. If however he makes the 'diver~e 
individuals ' the S1tbj~ct of his reasoning, in connection with 

which he predicates the incnpnbility of being expressed by 
words for Generality I i.e., if tlie Opponent puts forward hitJ 
proposition in the form • in<lividu:ils are noli expres~e<l by 
words for Generality', nnd not, in the form 'words for 
Generality do not expre8S diverse individnals' J,-even so, 
this form of the Proposition is open to the ~ame objec
tions that have been urged against the former asi-ertion. If 
only a few (Individuals) are ma,le the subject of the Pro

position, then, thti relation of qualific.-Ltion becomes impossi

ble, and tiie objection urged before becomes applicable. 

(13) FnrthP-r, the Opponent speaks of th~ "co-extensiveness 
of the words' saf and 'r/,NVfi•rnt' ";-bnt this is not right; as 
it involves an incongruity: there is "co-extensiveness between 

the words sat and ~lra"!I ,m," and yet " words are not expres
sive of individual:5 1'-t,hiscertainly involves a selt'-contriulic

tion.:fl [With a vie,v to escape from the• incongrnities' j,v'lt 
urged, the Oppo1rnnt says]-" If Wc, ragard th'3 words as nsfd 
SPCornlarily (or fig11ratively) there need he no i11congruity."

Yo11 perhaps mean this-" 'l1he words' 11:1/' an'1 'dr11oyri' 
have been useJ by 1B secondarily ; that, i~, what the word 

0 The :Pravya or S,1hsL1w,e is a positive entity, s, is tbe uf or Beiug. The word 

denotin3 these are 'rf,,·civua' and 'nf ' ; hence if these words were expres~iv_e of 

the' ne;;-ation of others' (as held by the BamJQh:\), fois would involve an incongruity; 
it is not possible fo~ posilii:e words to be expres~ive of neg11tim1 of olhera. Further, 
no co-exten~iveness is p,issilile if the two term3 ,h not denote ludi vidt1als ; w,Jrds 
are 'co-extensive' only when, even with their different tignilfoations, they ::re· appli
cable to one a.nd the same thing ; [ for insta11ce, when what is signified by 'sa~' and 
what is signified hy 'gha/a4' b•,th apply to tbe same parricular object, then alone we 
have the expression' s11,11 glwta~1.'] Under the circumstances, if the words did not 

denote Individual~ they could never apply to any single tbiug; and they would 
be just like a pair of words with totally distinct denotation~,-Iike the wor,id 'r,ow' 

and 'horse ', for instance ; so that they could never be t10-ezle11sire. This is a'lother 
incongruity iuvolved in the Oppone1,t's theory-to call the ,ford; 'nut exprcsaiv& 
of lndivid1u1.ld' and yet to regard the·n a.e 'co-exteqsive • -Td~parya, 
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• dravy(l,' does directly is the e:eclusion nf what i.~ not-rJ,rarya, 
and the word ' .srr/ ' does the e;ed,tHion nf wh,it is nol-srr.( : and 
these two words, when med for the purpose of excluding 
the not-s1.ibstanr,e and the not-siif, come to apply to a single 
thing (which happ •ns to be neitlnr nol-.<11tb11tance nor not-sat), 
and thence corn] to be regtrded as 'co-extensive '; and in 
reality there is no single word that directly denotes any 
positive thingtl-Bnt this is not right; as in the case in 
question there is no possibility of any direct denotation. 
It is only if the words 'sa/ • and ' ~r1wya ' were capable of 
being used on the basis of their direct denotation, that any 
secondary or indirect use of them would be possible in re
gard to thi11gs other th m tho!'le directly denoted by them,
such indirect use being possible by reason of some similarity 
(between what is directly denoted and what is indirectly in
dicated). As matter of fact however, for these theorists 
(the B,,,u}jhtJs) there i3 nothing that is directly denoted by 
the words in question ; and without this primary or direct 
tlenotation, no secondary use is possible. '!'hen again, no 
secondary u~age of words is compatible with the 'Apoba' 
theory ; for notfot that theory, both ( what is directly denoted 
and what is indirectly indicated by any word, al'e t>qually pri
mary ; for instance, {in the oa~e of tho well-known instance 
of secondary or figurative nsag(l' J;his boy is a lion ') the term 
'lion 'is applied to the Lion, only by reason of its signifying 
the ereclusior, ,r1 the not-lion, and to the Boy also it would be 
applied by the s.ime reason (i. e., the Apohist' does not admit 
any such Generl\lity as ' Lion ' the presence whereof would 
make the term' lion• applicable to the Lio,i directly, and 
only, indfrectltl to the Boy in whom that Generality is absent. 
According to him the term• Lion' can only denote the nega
tion or ea1d1tsio1& of the not-Lion, i. e, of those qualities that 
are not fonnd in the Lion; and as these qualities are as much 
a.bs-.,nt in the Boy as in the Lion, there would be no justifica
tion for regarding the application of the term in one case as 

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHAl>YA-VARTIKA 2-2-63 1055 

direct and in the other case indirect] ; and as the term would 
be eqnally applicable to both, on what gronnds could either 
of the two be regarded as indirect or secowlary?. 

(7) Lastly, the Bau(.l~lia holds thM, ''wha,t forms t,he denot
ation of a wol'd is' Ap,Jha ', or ~negc.ition of what is denoted by 
other words'."-But this is not rigl1t. Jl'irstl!/, because the 
previous conctiptiou would ba possihle only if words had a. 
positive denotation ; that is to say, if words have a positive 
denotd.tion, then al~ne is it possible that this positive denota
tion liaving been previously cognised, it should be nega
tived by means of another word ; • so that one for whom 
tliere is no positive denotation, could not have the previous 
cognition, and in the absence of snch a. cognition, how could 
tlwre be any denial or negation of it? For until one has a 

conception _of another thing, he cannot deny this another 
thing. That is, until one knows the Cow, he can form no 
idea of the cow, in the form that ' the word cow denotes what 
is not the tum.•cow ', nor can the man form any idea of the 
non-cow, unless he knows the Cow; ~o that both conceptions 
(of the Cow and the non-Cow) are impossible (without a, 

previous cognition of the Gow. 

Serondl.1/, when i.t is asserted that what tho word 'Cow ' 
denotes is the ' .A poha of other things', i. e, 'what is 
rwt 11on•cow',-is this something (A) positive or (B) nega• 
ti ve ?-{ A) If it is positive, is it the Oow or the Nori

Cow? lf it is the Oozv, thtm there is 110 quarrel bet
ween us. If it is the N11n-Oow that is held to be denoted 
by the word' Cow ',-this showo a wonderful insight into 
the meanings of words !-(8) Nor can it be something nega
tive; as nothing negative can form the subject of any in
junction or comprehension thereof; as a matter of fact, when 

0 The woru 'cow' can signify the ' wegatiou of the non-cow', ouly after the 
non-zow has been duly p~rJoh•e l ~oraewhere in its positive Corn,, of the Horse, the 
f'1111el, and the like. 
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one hears the \VOl'd 'cow', neither the Iujunction nor its corn• 
prehension pertains to anything merely negative; and 
the~ meaning of a. word is always recognised through 
the cognition (produced by it); and certainly no one eve1~ 
compreheuds unything negative on hearing the word 'Cow.' 

T/ti, Jly, it cannot be right to say that " words d«mote 
the Apalta of other things ''; becaui1e this explanatjon 
cannot apply to all word~ ; that, is to say, in the case of 
worJs where there are two mutunlly exclusive contra• 
dictioniJ, it m-1.y be that when 0110 is affir·med the other 
is denied; as for instance, it may be true that when 
the word ' cow' is henrJ, the Omo js affirmed and 
the nmi-cuw is denied ',:,>tb ' anJ ·' n,>n.-cow' being two mn• 
tually e.xclusive eontradictories); bnt this is not po~sible in 
the case of the wo1d 's,1rra ', 'all'; as tl1ere is no such 
1.h1ng as 'm1ar11a ', ' not-all ', (the contradictory of • (Ill' 1, w liid1 
could he denieJ. by the word 'all.' " Bnt in this case aho 
thet·e i:i denial or preclusion of one, &::,.; so that our explana• 
tion takes ii'l this ca,u also." You mean that-" onP., &c., are 
the contradiclcries of 'all\ tlrn 'not,-1111 ', which are excluded 
by the word 11l/.''--But this is not rigl1t; us it involves tl1e 
incongruity of tlie w01·ds ab1rndoning tlieir own meaning. 
J f the word •all' exeluoes 01,e and tl1e Hi:-t,-im1sninch as 
these latter are \\'hat go to nlllke up the All, and (for tl10 
BaucJ.tJha) tho wholtt has .no existence ajpart from its consti
tuents-[ the exclusion of one and the rest weuld mean the 
exclusion of everything that goes to make up the All], and 
there would be nothing left for the word ' all ' to denote; and 
this word would thus become meaningless. Similarly all 
Collectivo Words {words\ denoting Groups or Composites). 
would become meaningless, if they were used for the exclus
io11 of their own constituent parts, as it is held that the 
Group has no existence apart from th_e members that make 
uo that Group. As for the words 'two' and the like, these 
also pe1-taiu to tbe, G1·oups (of lwo, three, &c.); so that ii: 
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they denot.ed the exclusion of the onP, &c. (that go to make 

np the higher numbers, two, th1·el', &c.), as these, beicg pre

cluded, would not be tliore to make up the said Groups, the 
words would become meaningless. 

Var. P. 333. 
Fuurt!tly, Apoha. E-.e,·lusiun, being an action, 

it behoves you to point out its object (i. e. the object 
excluded). That is to say, you explain 'Apoha' as' not 

being the non-cow'; now is the object of this the Oow or the 
Non-0,nl)? If it pertains to the Ouw, t lien how can there be 
11egation of cow in the Ouw itself? H, on the othH hand, 
it pertains to the 1,on-cow, how can the Apuha or Exclusion 

of one thing (non-cow) lead to the comprehension of another 
thing (Cow1? Uertaiuly, when the Kit,,,jira tree is cut, the 
cattmg does n,}t fall upon the Pulasha tree. F11rther, if the 

phrase 'the Cow is 11ot the non-cow' is explained as the 
negation, i-0 the Cow, of the Non-Cow,-then, you· should 
t,xplaiu who has ever conceived of the cow as the flDn-cow

which conception would be denied by the said Apoha? How 
1oo can there be any such negation as is involved in the term 
'non-Cow', unless there is some idea of thP. cow already? 
For in the.case of every nega.t,ive word (such as 'non-cow') 

we find that the negation i~ not possible without some idea 
of t[ll) signifiC>ttion of the second term ('cow'). And wa 
lnwe already pointed ont (pµ. 331-B32) that the previous 
conception is not po~sible (according to youl.' view); and 
unless there is this previom conception, no subsequent 
negation _of it is possible. 

Fifthly, for the following reason also ' .Apoha' c&nnot 

be accepted :--None of the alternatives possible under 
that theory is admissible : 'l'he Apoha or e;tv/usion uf the 

Non-Cow in the Gow-is this {A) different or (B) non• 
different (from the. Cow) ? If it is different, does it (Q) 
abide {in the CowJ or (h) does it not abide in it? (a) 
If it does abide in it, then, inasmuch as it abides :n 
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it, it becomes a 'quality'; that is, the word ' cow• denotes a 
qwilily, and not the cow (the animal);· and under th~ cir
cnmstauctis, there can be no SlH'h co-ordi11ation as that 
expres3ed in the worth ' the cow is sitting' [as no qualify 
can sit]. (b) If on the other h":l,nd, it does not abide in it, 
then what is the sig11ifica11ce of the G,mitive ending in the 
phrase 'golJ. opohr,IJ,', 'the A.poha of the Vuw '? (B) If the 
Apoha, is non-d,{f111•P,r,t (from the ClHV), then it is the same as 
the Cow, and the postulating of it is entirely futile. 

Si;ethl!/, you should explain whet.her this A poha i:,i one and 
the same in regard t:> everything ? or it is diffc1rent with each, 
individual thing P If it is one a.ud the same, and is related 

to several Cows, then it is the samo as the Generality ' Cow ' 
(as pol<ited by us)). If, on the other hand, it is many 
(differing with each individ1uly, then it is as 'endless' as the 
iudividual objects thernielves; so tln.t any conception of it 
would not be irnrrnssiole; which m.eans tlut no compre
hension of the meaniug of the word is possible. 

Seoenlhly, yon have also got to be asked the following qnes
tion, -Is this Ap,,h..,,, lA) capable of being denoted -or (B) 
is it not so capable? (,\) If it is denotable this falsifictil your 
assertion i11 regard to the deuotation of words consisting of 
the .11.poha, of other tlting.'f; * 01· else, it leads to a regressus _ad 
infinitum; for if the apoht1, be held to be denoted only as the 

Apoha or e.cclusien n/ the non-Apoha, then the denotation of 
that will consist of a fiuther Apoha, and so on and on, there 
would be no end of Apohas. (B) If on the other hand, the Apoha 
is not denotable, then the assertion that ' the word means 
tlie !lpalza of what is signified by other words' becomes anom
alous; for if the Apo!u.i cannot be denoted by any word, 
then you should explain what the word 'Apolta' (in the said 

0 When Apoha, itselt' as such, is denofalile, it is not true th~t what is denoted is 
only the apoha qf som.etll.i11g -else. 
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assertion) can signify, apart from what is denotable by it? 
If that same Apoha,_ forms its denoted meaning, 

Var. P. 334. l 
· t 10n also this would be incompatible with the 

declaration (made on P. 324, bottom) that-" a word is said 
to denote something when it is found that it brings about, 
in its denotation, the exclusion of what is denoted by other 
words"; as the only meaning that this seutence could have, 
( under the theory that A poha is not denoted) is that ' the 
ine.rpressioe or non-denolative word· ('Apoha'; which must be 
non-denotative as the A poha is not denotable e;e-/,ypothesi, and 
the word cannot denote anything else) denoteR something 
else' (which is absurd)! 

Eighthly-In the case of words like many' ('not-one') 
and the like, inasmuch as they pertain to twQ, &c., for the 
exp1aining of the generic conception (of' many'), it becomes 
necessary to postulate the particular things (that go to make 
up the Ma.ny ; as unless the particulars are posited, no gene
ric conct-1ption can be possible l so that the cognition of no 
particular thing co·1ld proceed from the mere general 
' exclusion of others']. 

Ninthly,-In the case of the compound 'nilo(palam' W3 

find that the word 'nila' is placed first because it denotes the 
qualifictJ.tir,n blue and the word 'u(palam' is placed last 
because it signifies thtl qw1lified object, lofos; this would not 
be possible under the • Apoha theory'; as undt1r this theory 
the word' blue' denoting' t,he exclusion of not-blue' in the 
same way as the 'lotus' denotes the 'exclusion of the not
lotus ', both would be equally predominant,-which woold 
make any relation of qualification and qualified impossible 
between them. The same holds good in regard to the terms 
'rajan' and' purn§a ' (in the compound 'raja-purtt§alJ, '). 

Tenthly-the person who holds the' exclusion of other 
things' to be the denotation of words, has got to explain the 
meanincr of 'co-extensiveness'; when he holds that all words 

0 
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denote the 'exclusion of other things', the word I blue' 
would signify the 'exclusion of not-blue' and the word 
'lotus' would signify the 'exclu3ion of not-lotus' ; now, you 
have to explain how there could be any 'co-extensiveness' 
between these two e:cclusions. For one who holds that 
words denote positive entities, the two words ' blue' and 
'lotus' denote a substance endowell with a particuJar Gene

rality(' Lotus' and a particular quality blul!); and fin this 
case there is 'co-extensiveness\ for the simple reason that] 
both, Generality and Q 11al tl.1/, ~ubsist in the same substance,
"' hich cannot be said of the tw·() ett~lusiQns of 'not-lJlue' aud 

'not-lotus.! Hence it is eleat> that for the .LI poltist there can 
be no such thing as 'co-extensiveness.' 'l'hus we find that 

tb.o more we examine the Apuhr1-theory, the more contrary to 
all proof and 1·ea.son it turns out to be. 

Bhli~ya on Sii. (64). 

f P. 125, L. 9 to L. 14]. 

'' How is it known that the Iudividnal, the Configuration 
and the Generality are distinct entities r '' 

,ve know this from the fact that each has a distincfve 
character of its own. .lfor instance-

THE 'hDIVIDUAI,' IS 'fflA'r COMPO:SITE MA'l'EUIAL BODY 

WHICH IS THE RECEPTACLE (IF lH8TlN'C'l'l\'E QUALITIF.S. (Su. 

64). 

[011., nccordi11g to the Vlir(ika,-THI!. INDIVIDUAL 

CONSISTS OF THE SPECll!'IC QUALITH:S, ACTIONS AND THE 

SUB:S'l'Al\CF. CONTAINING THESE.] 

The Individnal is called 'Vf/ 11kfi' because it is manifested, 
rendered percept,ible (1!yajy11-(e), by the external organs of 
perception. Every substance is not an «individual'; that sub
tance alone is called ' Individual' which is a 'murti '-a 
material bod,11, so called because it is • mnrchhitav;yava,' 
c,mpose<l of pa1·ts-and which, according to circum<,tances, 
is the receptacle of the d:stirictive particulm· .qnalitie~ nf 
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[OJour, Taste, Colour and] 'l'ouch [ as onumerat,ed 111 Su. 
:1.1.,n ), Gravity, Solidity, Fluidity and Faculty, aud of the 
nun pervasive (limited) Dimension.• 

Vt"irtfka on Sil. {64). 
(P. 334, L. 14 to P. 335, L. 20]. 

'' How is it lmown that ihe lndividual, the Configuration 

and the Generality n.re distirtcl entities? It might be urged 
against this that the question cannot arise, as what is asked 
is well known; that is the Individual, the Configuration and 
th~ Generality are all fu11y known from what has been ex• 
plained under Su. 57, et. SP(J.; so that there is no room for 
the question here put forward. But this would not be 
right; all that is known is that the denotation of words is 
triune in its characte:r; hence it is only natural that 
the question should be put as to the particular details. 
What the Su. 57 has done is to explain that when 
the word ' Cow ' is uttered, it signifies three things of varying 
degrees of predominance and subservience; and such being 
the case, it is only right that the further question should be 
raised as to the particular det.ails,-as to which of those 
three is the 'Individual', which the 'Configuration' and 
which the 'Generality'." 

The answer given (in the Bha~ya) is that, that the Individ• 
u1Jil, the Configuration and ~he Generality are distinct 
entities is known from the fact that each has a distinotivP, 
character Q{ its, own. 

"What is the distinctive character of the Individual ? '' 
In answer to this we have the Su~ra-' the Individual i1~ 
that, fie. §_c.', which supplies the required definition of the 
'Individual.' 

• The 'fii.ffai·ya remarks thatithis definition of Individual is meant for those things 
that combine all these-Individ1iality, Configuration and Generality. Henec there 
is no harm if the definition given does not apply to such substances as .iikasha ; for 
Akasha has no Configuration. This is what the. Bha,ya means wher;i it says that 
Every Substance is not an ' indiv.idual.' 

Jt i.s interesting to note that the Va1·til,a ;~ not ealoisfied 1with the Bha!ya inter, 
pretation of the Sti!l'a, nnd therefore puts forward another explanation. 
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'l'lrn Bhli:'Jlll explains-The Indioid1.u,d,. is call,d 'vyalr/i' 

Var. P. 335. 
be<:ause it is rendered pm·ceptible by the e.xlern,il 

or[11n11J of prm:Pption. r:l'hat is to say, that sub
stance which is the substra.tnm of the qnalities ending with 
Touch (i. e., Odour, 'l'aste, Colour and 'l'ouch) in their per
ceptible forms, is calk•d' miir(i',-' material body', because it 
is composed of prirls,-and also' vy11lr{i', 'Individual•. 

[The Var(ika objects to the above interpretation of the 
Su(ra ]-We do not quite understand whether what is pnt 
forward hero is the definition of the Composite Substanc,,, or · 
of the litdividttul a.s differentiated from the Configuration and 
the Generality,-all these three being found to constitute 
tne denotation of Word~. We hold that what is meant to be 
defined here is not the Oompo.~ite Sub.~tance; ,vhat is meant to 
be done h~re is the oxpla.nation of the terai ' lndividnal' as 
distingniilhed from 'Configuration ' and 'Generality'. So 
that what the Sutra should apply to is that Individual which 
is neither Configuration, nor Generality. In view of this the 
Siitra. should be explained as follows-The compound 'gu
vavishe§lishraya{t' is to be expounded as 'uut,Jt.?i -vislte§a~t
(.a<ja15ltraya~ '; the term 'tal' being dropped in the coru
J>0t111d ;- the term 'lishraya' stan<ls for substance ; action 
becomes included nuder the term 'gutia,,ishe§a '-this term 
being explained as. that which is diOerent (' vishesha ') from 
QualitiP.s (gntieblt.y(i~). " For what purpose is the term 
'gul}avishe§a' put in ?'' It pas been put in for the purpose 
of excluding Oo,,.figural-ion, which would (otherwise) be included 
under 'gut}a ,' 'fhat is to say, Configuration is only a partic
ular form of Conjunction (which is a quality, gu,Ja), and as 
such it would be included under 'gu'}a '; so that for the 
exclusion of that it was necessary to put in the term 'gu'l}a
visltl~a' (which stands for the specific qualities only-s-qeh as 
Odour, 'l'aste, Colour and 1:rouch). Thus then, the compound 
• gut1avislte§a' is to be analysed in two ways-' !JUttas al'l11 
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vi.~1,eJrzs (Specific Qualities)' and 'gtoJe&hyo visld!~t7{t' (things 

other than Qualities, i. e., Actions).-Tlrn term' 1nur(i~' is to 
be construed as co-ordinated with the term 'cuh, c1ya' {of 
the compound), an<l it denotes Substance, ina-,much as it is 
derived from the ro,Jt 'murchh ', which signifies svlid1tfo11tio11. 

In this manner the definition comes to iuclu1le, by means of 

each of its terms, all that is meant to be included ; it is thns 
that Colour, Akasha, &c., all become inclu1leJ: lf the Su~ra i:i 
explained in thid fashion,-each word bding tr1ken as referi-i11g 
to a distinct factor,-then aloue can it induJa Uulour, &c., 
and also A.kaslia, &c., otherwise it fails to b':l a cot·ract defini• 

tion, not iucluuiug all that should be inclt1<led. • 

t Or ,vheu the Bfta§!/a expquuds the compound 'gwp,
visli§i!~ashruya,(t' as gu~wvis!te.Jii~tilm ai;hra_1,alt, we may take 
this latter term to mean 'gu1JiJ.slu:lui vi81,iJ,J[ushcha, (e~i'im• 

iJ.~hrayalJ., which woulu be Suu.~t wee; allll this is call Pd 

'lfurti' 'Body', becauso it comes from the ro0t 'milrc11h' 

siguif ying sulidi/i1.:titi.1n or compo.~iti,m. 

Sli{1a (G5). 
'Co~~·1GURATI0~' rn 'l'JI \T w11rclf lNPICJ.\Tr,:;;.; Tri ,r. 

GENEitALtTY AND rTs C11.-\1u0Ti::1ns·1rc;;; -\Sn. 0.1). 

Bhilif.lJ•l, ou i:;n. (Li5). 

f P. 12G, L. '..! to L li. ] 

That should be known a;;; ' Configuration' which serves lo 
indicate the Generality anu the dmracteristic foatm·es of tliJ 
Genel'ality. 'fhig 'Cou[igurntion' is uotliin6 apal't t from 
the particular arrangeuwu t of the parts of an object aud I h0 

* In the Sutra, the term 'cya,l.fi[i' etates the thiug to lit1 <leliue.J -T!ie tern, 

'gu,.iaviskJ§a' iti to be uuustrue,I iu twv ways-(1) g«;tushclut vi:;lt~1,,~,!i ,, t.i.e,el;)' 

iucluding the specific qualities autl ex<.:luJiu,.; s,1clt ,1ualities li8 cvujunctiuu, wl,erel,J 

Configuration also Lecomes exclt1tleJ ; autl [:!) gu,.,iJ&ltgo i:iohtiiah, 'tliiug~ utber thau 

qualities', thereby bringiug in Actious.-And tbe term ii.shrayu ', the receptacle ul: 

Qu.1lities and Action' stauds fot· S•1bstance:i.-fa/paryu. 

t Here an attempt is madt1 to Ehow that after all tlie Dhawa altio may mean what 

has Leen put forward Ly the Var~ika as the meaning of the Si.itra. 
! The Va,·!ika rea<ls IIT;q'f; so also Puri Ms. A. This gives Letter sense th:rn 

-"fifl', which is the reading a<lopled liy the Bltawacha11]ra, and Puri Jls. B; 

audit i8 als1J in kcepin:; with w!1c1t th~ [ll.:i~y-l !us sai.l 011 P. 12:l, L. 20. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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components of those pnrts. As a matter of fact, the Gene
rality is indicated by the particles of the composite substanco 
arranged in a definite manner; e. o., that a certain animal be
longs to 1 lrn genus ' Cow' people infer from the particular 
kind of head and feet that it possesses; so that it is only 
wl1en the particles of the hody of Oows are disposed in a 
definite. manner, that, the gent-rality ' Cow' can be made known. 
In ~:1ses wht-r~ the Generality is not indicated by Config• 
1o·al1r>n,-p,, g., 1~ the case of such tf1ings as 'Clay•, •Gold', 
nnd the-like-t.here is, in fact, no Gordi[;uralion at all; and 
}1ence in the case of the words denoting snch things, the Con
figuration does not form a factor in the deuot·~tion. 

Va1·fika on Su. (65). 
[P. 3:36, L. 2 to L. 9.J 

Configurolfon is that J-r,, g·c. says the Su ~ra. TJ.:it shouN 
brJ known o,<; 'O,,r,fi,yu1·atio1i 'w!ticli. serves to indicatfl tlie ge11er• 

alil!f 011.d thfl clwi-acletistic feal"res of the generaliiJ/; thi,'J 
Uonfi!luro lion itr 11othiug apart from t!te p•11·ticulo.r arrange• 

rneut ,,[ ihe parts of an ulje,:t and tl1e componentd of thosd parts

says tl1e B 1di[Jya. 'That is to say, componE:nt parts arranged 
in a definite manner ltad to the inference of t.he Generality; 
for instance, tl1e GPnerality ' Cow' is inaicated eithe.r by the 
similarity of the slrnpe of the head, the feet, &c., or by the 
perception o:- a certai-? composite rnbstance of which those 
Head, Feet, &c., are parts. 

'' I3ut t l,is Coutiguration i,i in some ca1,1('$ found to cease 
to be denoted by a word. ·' Where does it so cease?' lt 
<locE so in cases where thCl Generality is not manifested by 
Con figuration*; as for instance, in the case of such things as 

Clay au<l Gold. '' 
Strc~s is intended to be laid upon 'Configuration', not 

upon 'Generality'. That is, what i"i meant is that all 
Oonfi9urations indicate Generalities,-and uot that all Genera
lities must Le indic!lted. by Con figuration~. t 

* 'l!illffa&fff•H i~ ·the <;ol'fcct rea<ling, as fuuutl iu the llcnam1 edition. 

11n Llw .ci.sc .0t Clay 11,ud Gold &p., the Geuernlity io imlb:ittd uy the particular 
('olour, an<l 1µ-,t liy Mly Coufiguratiou. Siu,ilal'ly the Gcuerality 'l.lriihma,;ia.' is 

iutlica•e,l by IJirth ; tile licncrnli1y of Dutter, Oil, &c., i~ 11uu,ifc•te<l.eithcr hy Otiom 

or by Taste. Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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Su(ra (6G). 
'GENErur,rry' rn TTIE CAUSE, (oR BAsrs) oF Com·RE• 

nE::-,s1vE CuGNITioNs. Su. (66). 
Bha§ya on Su. (6!i 1 • 

[P. 120, L. 8 to lOJ. 
Thnt which brings about equal or similar cognition in regard 

to a ~umber of diverse things,-and whid1 never serves the 
purpose of differentiating several thing& from 011e anothel',
and which (thus) forms the basis of the comprehensive cog
nition of several thiugs,-i::; 'Generality ' pure and simple; 
while that which includes some and excludes others is a 
Gm_wrality partaking of the (mixed) c1iaracter of both Individ• 
uality and. Generality. 

Thus euds Vatsyayana's Blio§ya 
ON ADf-IYAYA II. 

ViJ1 {ihi on Sfi. ,G6). 
[P. 3J6, L. 11 to P. 3:37; L: 3.] 

G,,npm{i;y is the ca1u1R g·c., qc.-says the Sutrn,. Genera 
al1tv is that by virtue of ·which several diverse thinas come 

u 0 

lo be conceived of co 1nprehen:c-ively. For instance, the notion 
'these artJ bowh' is a 'comprehensive' o~e, and. 'these 
are not bowh' is an 'exch1sive' notion. Now, that which, 
b :ing one, forms the basis or canse of the eomprehensive 
conception, is a particular kind of Generality,-it being called 
' Generality ' becanse it form:3 the basis of tlie comprehensive 
conception. 

Here also stress is meant -to be laid upon 'Generality', 
not upon the prod·ucing of co111prehensi1Je co1,c1-plionH; because 
such conceptions are found ta appear eve11 in the absence of 
Generality ; as we find in the case of tlie word 'cook' and· 
other such words.• 

0 What is rr,eant ie that a Generality 1111.rnt always be the basis of rnmprehensive 

conaeption ; and not tint all" that forms the lm:;is of comprehensive concepfrms 

m11>1t be Geuernlity. The word' cook' dues repreoent a comprehensive notion; but 
•·cook' is not a Geuerality; as if it :.Vere, there wodd be a cross-division. 

The fJ. {pai·ya is not satisfied with this as a formal definition of Generality and 
remarks-' this is to be accepted a~ a definition simply in so far as it serves to 

iliet1ngnish Generality from l11diYidual and Co1ifig11rntion,-an<l no farther.' Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com
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'l'hus it i'i estal,lish!-ld tl1at Individual, Configuration and 
Genera1ity constitute the (lenotation of words. 

[For t.he benefit of those Bau<J.dbas who, through sreer 
perversity, deny the existence of Gen!3rality, even though it 
is distinctly perceptible, the Author lays down a few inferen
tial reasonings proving the existence of.' Generality' ]-(1) 
:' 'flie comprehensive cognition that we finu in regar:<l to 
OtJws aDd such other things must proceed from a cause other 
than the individual .cows,-because it has a distinctive char
acter of its own,-just like the conception of 'blue' ;-(2) 
tha Generality 'Oow' must be something distinct from tht, 
indivitlual Cow,-because it forms the suLject of auother 
r.onception,-like the conceptions of Colour and Touch ;-(3) 

the Genenility ' Cow·' must be distind from the 
Hr.,P.337. 

individual Cow,-be~ause it forms the subject of a 
distinct name,-like Chai~ra and Horse;-( 4) the conceptions 
of the individual Cow and the Generalit.y 'Co,v' must be dne 
to different causes,-because tlwy have distinctive featUl'eS of 
their own,-like the conception of Colour, &e.* 

'In this Chapter have been dealt with the following 
subjects :-:tl1P- full consideratioa HtHl the exact clrnracter of 
.Doubt and t,he Instruments of Cognition, the real nature of 
Sound and_ Words, and the exact clmraeter or tha.:w as means 

of cognition.' 

TI.ms ends the Seconu Daily Lesson in the Sound Discouree 

of the N!Ji1!Ja-Vi1r{ika of UcJ<;lyotakarn. 

· ENu o~· D1scuu1llsE II. 

0 This is not the batnc ar. thcjitst iufercucc; in (1) 'Cumprcheusive Conception' 
-iloue was the Subject, wl,ile in (4) 'the rouccpliou:i uf the Individual Cow aud the 
Generality Cvw' haa Leen uu1d~ the sul>joct.~T ufparya. 
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